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June 20, 2017

Special Notice

1. State Conservation and Development Policies: The Plan for
Connecticut, 2018-2023 (State C & D Plan) - Revised Draft Available

Scoping Notices
1. Derby Downtown Redevelopment Project, Derby
2. Tylerville Water Main Extension, Haddam
3. Bunker Hill Water Main and Sewer Extension, Watertown

Post-Scoping Notices: Environmental lmpact Evaluation (EIE) Not
Required

No Post-Scoping Notice has been submitted for publication in this edition.
Environmental Impact Evaluations

1. Commuter Railroad Station, Orange

2. NEW! Seaside State Park Master Plan

State Land Transfers

1. Exchange of Easements, Snyder Rd., Haddam

The next edition of the Environmental Monitor will be published
on July 11, 2017.

Subscribe to e-alerts to receive an e-mail when the Environmental
Monitor is published.

Notices in the Environmental Monitor are written by the sponsoring agencies
and are published unedited. Questions about the content of any notice
should be directed to the sponsoring agency.



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 Notices have been submitted for publication in
this edition.

2. Notice of EIE for Seaside State Park Master Plan

Project Title: Seaside State Park Master Plan
Municipality where project is proposed: Waterford
Address of Project Location: 36 Shore Road

Project Description: The Proposed Action is the implementation of a development concept
from the Seaside State Park Master Plan. The Master Plan depicts four potential concepts
for the 32-acre site located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford. A summary of the four
alternatives follows:

o Destination Park- This concept emphasizes passive and active recreation along
with a lodging experience. Existing historic buildings would be restored for lodging
and auxiliary uses and the ground and waterfront would be modified and enhanced
to support passive and active recreational uses.

e Ecological Park- This concept emphasizes maintenance and enhancement of
ecological features of the site, both in the terrestrial and waterfront
environments. Under this concepts, the historic buildings would be demolished.

e Passive Recreation Park- This concept most closely resembles the Park in its
current condition/ use with minimal improvements to the grounds. Under this
concept, the historic buildings would be demolished.

o Hybrid Park- This concept is an amalgam of the other alternatives. The historic
buildings would be converted to lodging, the grounds would be enhanced, and the
ecological habitats would be created or enhanced along the waterfront.

Project Documents:

Seaside State Park Location Map

Aerial Photo of Existing Site




Seaside Master Plan EIE

Appendix A: Public Scoping Notice, Presentation and Comments

Appendix B: Economic Impact Analysis

Appendix C: Traffic Study

Appendix D: Coastal Process Study

Appendix E: Phase 1A and Phase 1B Archeological Surveys

Appendix F: List of Preparers

Appendix G: Distribution List

Appendix H: Disclosure Statement

Comments on this EIE will be accepted until the close of business on: August 11,
2017

Beginning on June 20, 2017, the public can view a copy of this EIE at:
Waterford Town Hall, Town Clerk's Office, 15 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford CT 06385
Town of Waterford Library, 49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford CT 06385

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (by appointment only), 79 ElIm Street,
6th floor Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Hartford CT 06106

Additional information about this project, including the Master Plan, can be viewed online
at www.ct.gov/deep/seaside.

There is a public hearing scheduled for this EIE on:
DATE: Monday, July 31, 2017

TIME: 7:00 PM, doors will open at 6:30 PM

PLACE: Waterford Town Hall Auditorium, 15 Rope Ferry Road

NOTES: 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.accomodations@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. Any person needing a
hearing accommodation may call the State of Connecticut relay number- 711. Requests for
accommodations must be made at least two weeks prior to any hearing, program, or event.




Additional information about this project can be found online
at: www.ct.gov/deep/seaside

Send your comments about this EIE to:

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor
Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection

Address: 79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106
E-Mail: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

Name:

Agency:

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

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor
Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection

Address: 79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106
E-Mail: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov
Phone: 860-424-3030

Name:

Agency:




Environmental Monitor Archives
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July 11, 2017

Special Notice

1. State Conservation and Development Policies: The Plan for Connecticut, 2018-2023
(State C & D Plan) - Revised Draft Available

Scoping Notices

1. NEW! Replacement Bridge #04067, Cedar Hill Rd., Stamford

Post-Scoping Notices: Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) Not Required

1. NEW! Briar CIiff Booster and Long Meadow Water Main Extension, Bethel

Environmental Impact Evaluations

1. REVISED! - ERRATA ADDED WITH NEW COMMENT DEADLINE Seaside State Park
Master Plan, Waterford

2. NEW! Franklin Sewer and Water Main Extension, Franklin

State Land Transfers
No Proposed Land Transfer has been submitted for publication in this edition.

The next edition of the Environmental Monitor will be published on July 25, 2017.

Subscribe to e-alerts to receive an e-mail when the Environmental Monitor is
published.




Notices in the Environmental Monitor are written by the sponsoring agencies and are
published unedited. Questions about the content of any notice should be directed to the
sponsoring agency.

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 Notices have been submitted for publication in this edition.

1. Notice of EIE for Seaside State Park Master Plan
Project Title: Seaside State Park Master Plan
Municipality where project is proposed: Waterford
Address of Project Location: 36 Shore Road

Project Description: The Proposed Action is the implementation of a development concept
from the Seaside State Park Master Plan. The Master Plan depicts four potential concepts
for the 32-acre site located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford. A summary of the four
alternatives follows:

e Destination Park- This concept emphasizes passive and active recreation along
with a lodging experience. Existing historic buildings would be restored for lodging
and auxiliary uses and the ground and waterfront would be modified and enhanced
to support passive and active recreational uses.

¢ Ecological Park- This concept emphasizes maintenance and enhancement of
ecological features of the site, both in the terrestrial and waterfront
environments. Under this concepts, the historic buildings would be demolished.

e Passive Recreation Park- This concept most closely resembles the Park in its
current condition/ use with minimal improvements to the grounds. Under this
concept, the historic buildings would be demolished.

o Hybrid Park- This concept is an amalgam of the other alternatives. The historic
buildings would be converted to lodging, the grounds would be enhanced, and the
ecological habitats would be created or enhanced along the waterfront.



Project Documents:

Seaside State Park Location Map

Aerial Photo of Existing Site

Seaside Master Plan EIE

Appendix A: Public Scoping Notice, Presentation and Comments

Appendix B: Economic Impact Analysis

Appendix C: Traffic Study

Appendix D: Coastal Process Study

Appendix E: Phase 1A and Phase 1B Archeological Surveys

Appendix F: List of Preparers

Appendix G: Distribution List

Appendix H: Disclosure Statement

Errata - New (7/11/17)

Comments on this EIE will be accepted until the close of business on: August 25,
2017

Beginning on June 20, 2017, the public can view a copy of this EIE at:
Waterford Town Hall, Town Clerk's Office, 15 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford CT 06385
Town of Waterford Library, 49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford CT 06385

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (by appointment only), 79 Elm Street,
6th floor Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Hartford CT 06106

Additional information about this project, including the Master Plan, can be viewed online at
www.ct.gov/deep/seaside.

There is a public hearing scheduled for this EIE on:
DATE: Monday, July 31, 2017
TIME: 7:00 PM, doors will open at 6:30 PM

PLACE: Waterford Town Hall Auditorium, 15 Rope Ferry Road



NOTES: 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.accomodations@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. Any person needing a
hearing accommodation may call the State of Connecticut relay number- 711. Requests for
accommodations must be made at least two weeks prior to any hearing, program, or event.

Additional information about this project can be found online at:
www.ct.gov/deep/seaside

Send your comments about this EIE to:

Name: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Agency: CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Address: 79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106

E-Mail: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

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

Name: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Agency: CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Address: 79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106

E-Mail: DEEP.secasideEIE@ct.gov

Phone: 860-424-3030
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State of Connecticut
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ATTACHMENT D
EIE Comment Letters and Public Hearing Transcripts






Comment Letters on Seaside State Park Master Plan EIE

Oral Comments at

Last Name First Name Date(s) Agency/Organization Written Comment Hearing
Abraham Bruce 7/31/2017 X
Allen Daniel 8/18/2017 CTA Architects P.C. X
Award Dana 7/31/2017 X
Bastedo Vietor Julia 8/20/2017 X
Betts Mary Beth 8/24/2017 X
Bisacky Patricia 8/25/2017 CT DPH X
Cahill Mary 7/31/2017 X
Chase Jon 7/25/2017,7/29/2017,7/31/2017 |Attorney for K. Jacques X X
Christen Barbara 8/24/2017 Letter from group of citizens X
Clancy Dougherty Susan 7/31/2017 X
Colonis Peter 8/4/2017 X
Darling Anne 7/31/2017 X
Evarts Win 8/24/2017 The Arc of Connecticut, Inc. X
Farley William 7/12/2017 X
Fenske Gail 8/25/2017 X
Freeman Carl 7/20/2017 X
Green Deborah 8/25/2017 X
Green Debby and Dale 7/31/2017 X
Greif Maddy 7/31/2017 X
Griffin Dr. 7/31/2017 X
Grywacz Robert 8/20/2017 X
Jacques Allan 8/25/2017 X
Jacques Kathleen 7/7/17,7/25/17,7/31/17, 8/24/17 X X
James Nancy 8/4/2017 X
Kemper, Jr. John 7/12/2017 Kemper Associates Architects, LLC X
Lamoureux Edward 7/31/2017 X
Larder Cheryl 7/31/2017 X
Long Vincent 7/31/2017 X
Lundborg James 7/31/2017 X
Macesker Ingrid 7/31/2017 X
McCarthy Kathleen 8/24/2017 State Representative, 38th District X X
McGuire Susan 7/31/2017 X
Micalizzi Hillary 8/24/2017 Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center X
Montana Jim and Deb 7/31/2017 X
Nye Ann 8/25/2017 X
Nye Robert 8/24/2017 Waterford Municipal Historian X
Pankeneier Charles 8/19/2017 X
Pearson Marjorie 8/25/2017 X
Peterson Stephanie 8/25/2017 X
Pisacich B.J. 7/31/2017 X
Post Chuck 8/25/2017 X
Post Curry Helen 8/22/2017 X
Radway Timothy 7/31/2017, 8/21/2017 X X
Russo Guy 7/31/2017 X
Ryan Robin 8/12/2017 X
Schenk Ann 8/1/2017 X
Sheehan Bill 7/31/2017 X
Simoes Leslie 7/25/2017 Autism Services and Resources of Connecticut X
Sims Yvonne 7/31/2017 X
Skinner Colette & Alan 8/24/2017 X
Skinner Alan 7/31/2017 X
Smith Robert 7/7/2017 X
Smith Galina 7/31/2017 X
Stark Nancy 8/24/2017 X
Steiner Mark 8/10/2017 X
Steward Daniel 7/10/2017 First Selectman, Town of Waterford X
Stocker Joel 8/25/2017 X
Sullivan Diana 7/31/2017, 8/1/2017 X X
Tombari Robert 7/31/2017, 8/16/2017 X X
Velleu Jean 8/14/2017 X
Wigren Christopher 7/31/2017, 8/25/2017 CT Trust for Historic Preservation X X
Ziobron Melissa 7/6/2017 State Representative, 34th District X




STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

ey _ 1
Dannel P, Malloy

r.,lﬂ- A
Raul Pine, M.D,, M.FH h{‘;ﬁf} Governar
Commissioner W MNancy Wyman

Omimissl
Commissioner Lt Ciovernor

Drrinking Water Section

August 25, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
T4 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Motice of Environmental Impact Evaluation for Seaside State Park Master Plan

DPear Mr. Lamberi:

The Department of Public Health Drinking Water Section's Source Assessment and Protection Unit has
reviewed the above Notlee of EIE. Please refer 1o the attnched report for our commenis,

!;‘;ﬁgu have any questions regarding these commenis, please call Pat Bisacky of this office ot (860) 509-

Sincerely,

s cnvironmenial Analyst
Drinking Water Section

Ci: Peter M, Green, Chalrman, Waterford PCA
Meftali Soto, Chief Engincer, Waterford PCA
Joseph M. Lanzafame, Public Utilities Director, New London Public Utilities
Stephen Mansfield, Director of Health, Ledge Light Health Disiriet

DPH""L Fhone; (860) 509-7333 « Fax: (860) 509-7359 f—iq's‘

410 Capitel Avenue, MSH#12DWS, P.O. Box 340308 ;
Hartford, Connecticut 06134-0308 i (}

Coania (sl st www.cl.govidph L oo

Aflirniative Action'Equal Opporaunity Employer 2



STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

LT o E
& o
-:3' ﬁ Dannel P, Malloy
_ i3 Governor
Raul Pino, M.D., M.P.H. ::W Nancy Wyman
Commissioner Lt. Governor
Drinking Waier Section
TO: Eric McPhee, Supervising Environmental Analyst, Drinking Water Section
FROM: Patricia Bisacky, Environmental Analyst 3, Drinking Water Section [ 25
DATE; August 25, 2017
SUBJECT: Maolice of Environmental Impact Evaluation for Seaside Stare Park Master Plan

The Spurce Assessment and Protection Unit of the Depariment of Public Health {PH) Drinking Water
section (IXWS) has reviewed the Notice of EIE for Seaside State Park Master Plan. The Master Plan
depicts four potential concepts for the 32-acre site located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford. A summary of
the four alternatives fallows:

« Destination Park- This concept emphasizes passive and active recreation along with a ladging
experience, Existing historic buildings would be restored for lodging nnd auxiliary uses nnd the
ground and waterfront would be modificd and enhanced to support passive and active recreational
[LELEEN

«  Ecological Park- This concept emphasizes mantenance and enhancement of ecological features
of the aite, bath in the terrestrial and waterfront environments. Under this coneept, the historic
buildings would be demolished,

s« Puassive Recreation Parks This concept most closely resembles the Park in its curmrent condition/
use with minimal improvements to the grounds. Under this concept, the historie buildings would
be demolished.

¢ Hybrid Park- This concept is an amalgam of the other alternatives, The historic buildings would
be converted 1o lodging, the grounds would be enhanced, and the ecological habitats would be
crented or enhanced along the waterfront,

Seaside State Park is not located in a public drinking waler source water area, therefore the DWS has no
souree protection comments (o offer, All of the congepts evaluated for the proposed park require public

water infrastructure connecied to the Waterford Public Utilities Commission's existing infrastructure and
will be supplied with public drinking water from the City of New London Public Utilities. Infrastructure

will include a fire suppression system. The EIE notes an historical seawater intake and distribution DPH-1
system. Measures must be included that will protect the public drinking water supply from cross
contamination with the fire suppression system and any other non-potable uses. Specifically, reduced
pressure principle backfow preventers approved in locations indicated by the public water supplier must
be installed to protect ngainst n cross connection with the public water supply and tested annually by n

g lE——

+,.i" "‘w‘ froveee
D PH Phone: (860) 509-7333 & Fax: (860) 509-7350 f Q"“
410 Capitol Avenue, MS#12DWS, P.O. Box 340308 : :
= Hartford, Connecticut 06134-0308 J
i g www.clpovidph T
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Memorandum Naotice of EIE for Seazide State Park Master Plan
82517
Pnge 2

person who meets the requirements of Section 25-32-11(¢) of the RCSA. Copies ol such nspections
miust be senl o the public water supplicr and local health department,

The EIE includes a discussion of the public drinking water supply nvnilable from the City of New
London.  The margin of safety (nverage daily demand divided by the safe yield of the sources of supply)
projected for the year 2050 in the most recent approved water supply plan is 0,90, which is less than the
recommended 1,15, However, this number does not account for the system improvements that have been

made sinee 2009, The City of New London has been working over a period of years lo improve the
margin of safety of its public drinking water system through both supply ougmeniation nnd demand

management, The City of New London is currently preparing an update of its water supply plan for
submission 1o the DWS that will include more recent data than that used for caleulating the system
margin of safety in the water supply plan update approved In 2009, It is anticipated that the margin of
safety will be reflective of the system improvements that have been made.

Regardless of the development concept selected, the DWS recommends that the proposed development
implements measures that conserve the use of public drinking water. The Environmental Protection
Apgency’s Waler Sense program and numerous volumtary green building standard model codes are
available as references 1o assigt designers in achieving sustainable developments, Links to these
programs and more ean be found on the DWS's webpage dedicated to water conservation.

DPH-1

DPH-2

DPH-3



Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 4:21 PM

To: ‘Kathleen.McCarty@housegop.ct.gov'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside - EIE

Attachments: Rep McCarty Seaside EIE 082417.pdf

Dear Representative McCarty,

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: zRepresentative Kathleen McCarty [mailto:Kathleen.McCarty@housegop.ct.gov]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 12:46 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Subject: Seaside - EIE

Hello Mr. Lambert,

Attached is my letter for the record on the EIE for Seaside. Thank you.

Best regards,

Kathleen



Kathleen M. McCarty
State Representative, 38th District
Waterford, Montville
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State of Connecticut

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE CAPITOL

REPRESENTATIVE KATHLEEN M. McCARTY HOUSE CHAIRMAN
THIRTY-EIGHTH ASSEMBLY DISTRICT INTERNSHIP COMMITTEE
MEMBER
226 GREAT NECK ROAD APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
WATERFORD, CT 06385 EDUCATION COMMITTEE

PUBLIC HEALTH COMMITTEE
HOME: (860) 442-2903
CAPITOL: (800) 842-1423
Kathleen.McCarty@housegop.ct.gov

August 24, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

RE: Seaside State Park - Environmental Impact Evaluation
Dear Mr. Lambert,

I am writing to you in connection with the Seaside State Park Master Plan concepts that have been put
forward regarding the property located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford. First, I would like to thank both
the Department of Administrative Services and the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
for providing numerous informational forums, and for holding public meetings that included a venue for
public comments on the possible adaptive reuse of this exceptional seaside property and most recently
the EIE. Please know that I have attended all of your presentations, the scoping meeting, EIE public
meeting, and all of the previous town meetings over many years regarding the Seaside property.

As the State Representative to Waterford, [ am very committed to working with you, and the town of
Waterford, to find the best use of this Waterford treasure that has been neglected by the State for far too
long.

The state of Connecticut is facing a major financial crisis with a projected deficit of over three billion
dollars in the next biennium. Currently the state is operating under the Governor's
Executive Order and it is already in deficit.

In light of this dismal fiscal situation, many of Connecticut's State parks are struggling to sustain
themselves and to make the necessary repairs to their existing buildings in order to accommodate the
public. I question, therefore the ability and the viability of the state to create the concepts proposed in | KMM-1
DEEP's Master Plan for Seaside. Furthermore, I question whether any of the proposed concepts are in
the best interests of Waterford's residents or the state of Connecticut taxpayers. It would seem more

www.RepMcCarty.com




prudent to allow the development of the 35 acres at Seaside to a private developer who would adhere to

the Town's Zoning Regulations regarding the reuse of the buildings and the use of the property. In the |KniM-1
event that the state does not follow this recommended course of action, I will offer the following

comments related to the Seaside Master Plan.

In my opinion it is extremely important not to overdevelop this unique piece of property on Long Island
Sound. The adverse impact of overdevelopment to the surrounding neighborhood would be irreversible.
Please keep in mind that the neighborhood is a residential not commercial area thus any development
must be compatible and sensitive to the neighborhood.

KMM-2

Additionally, every effort should be made to preserve the historic buildings on the site. Preservation of
the buildings is advocated by the National Trust for Historic Preservation and it is in keeping with the
Town of Waterford's Zoning and Plan of Conservation and Development. In order to preserve the KMM-3
historic buildings, provide public access to Long Island Sound, and maintain a new state park, a
public/private partnership must be part of the plan. Given the current fiscal environment and limited
dollars to address all of the needs that exist within our State Parks system a partnering entity is required.

I continue to look forward to receiving additional information and updates on possible next steps with
these concepts.

Best Regards,
%ﬁud_
Kathleen M. McCarty

State Representative, 38th District
Waterford, Montville



State of Connecticut

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

STATE CAPITOL
REPRESENTATIVE MELISSA ZIOBRON RAMKING MEMBER
THIRTY-FOURTH ASSEMBLY DISTRICT APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEL
MEMIBER
LEGISLATIVE QFFICE BLILDING, ROOM 4200 ENMVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
300 CAPITOL AVENUE GENERAL LAW COMMITTEE

HARTFORD, CT 08108-1501

TOLL FREE: [B00) 842-1423
CAMTOL: (AG0) 240-0700
herlisnn siotraniihoursgap, ol gy

July &, 2017

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford CT 06106

Dear Mr, Lambert:

I would like to express my opposition to the establishment of Seaside State Park, While | recognize the good
intensions behind this plan and proposal, as a strong advoeate for our state park system, [ do not believe that this
s the thne to ke on a property which would have had public access had the state not interfered with the

development plan,

I beligve Seaside should be returned to the private developer and litigation ngninst the company and state
discontinued, To this end, what have state taxpayers paid to fight this battle in court? What other improvements
have heen made here, while other parks have significant needs go unmet?

Our state parks are currently struggling under our fiscal erisis and [ have to question whether this should be a
pri{.rit}r given the current deficit, Buildings ot other parks are being demolished due (o neglect, are IHHI'IE into

disrepair and dedicated staff members are already struggling to ensure our parks meet the basie benchmark MZ-1
standards. Adding yet this property, with its extensive investment needs and building issues, to our state purk
system would not be in the best interest of our state or overall well-being of our existing state parks.

I would like to thank you for listening to my concerns regarding Seaside State Park and | hope that DEEP will

seriously consider the ramilications of taking on this project. | am very adamantly opposed to this and would be
more than happy to answer any questions you may have regarding my position on Seaside Siate Park.

Sincerely,

Mlelissn Ziobron,
State Representative
34" District

v Rapdiobran com




Jennifer Burke

From:
Sent:

To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Dear Mr. Wigren,

Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Friday, August 25, 2017 6:05 PM

‘CWigren@cttrust.org'

‘Senator@blumenthal.senate.gov’; ‘alexa.combelic@mail.house.gov';
'‘Matthew.reutter@mail.house.gov'; 'Paul.Formica@cga.ct.gov’; 'kimberly.king@cga.ct.gov'; Labadia,
Catherine; 'Kathleen.McCarty@housegop.ct.gov'; Governor.Malloy;
‘brittany.kane@murphy.senate.gov’; Newman-Scott, Kristina; ‘annrnye@yahoo.com’;
‘dsteward@waterfordct.org’; Stephen Lecco

FW: Seaside EIE comments

Seaside_EIE_CTHP_comments_2017_0825.pdf

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this

project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert
Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
; PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Christopher Wigren [mailto:CWigren@cttrust.org]

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 4:00 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Cc: Senator@blumenthal.senate.gov; alexa.combelic@mail.house.gov; Matthew.reutter@mail.house.gov;
Paul.Formica@cga.ct.gov; kimberly.king@cga.ct.gov; Labadia, Catherine <Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov>;
Kathleen.McCarty@housegop.ct.gov; Governor.Malloy <Governor.Malloy@ct.gov>; brittany.kane@murphy.senate.gov;
Newman-Scott, Kristina <Kristina.NewmanScott@ct.gov>; annrnye@yahoo.com; dsteward@waterfordct.org

Subject: Seaside EIE comments

10



Dear Mr Lambert:

Attached please find comments on the Seaside Environmental Impact Evaluation from the Connecticut Trust for Historic
Preservation. Please add them to the record to be included in the Record of Decision.

Very truly yours,
Christopher Wigren

Christopher Wigren

Deputy Director

Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation
940 Whitney Avenue

Hamden, Connecticut 06517
203.562.6312

www.cttrust.org

11
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25 August 2017

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recrealion
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
T4 Elm Sireat

Hartford, Connecticut 061086

via email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

Subject: Seaside State Park, Environmental Impact Evaluation
Dear Mr Lambeart:

For more than twenty yvears, the Connecticut Trust for Hisloric Praservation has
followed the planning process for Seaside with great interest. This site is of
outstanding historical importance. It was the first purpose-built institution for the
heliotropic treatment of tuberculosis in children in the United States and
raprasentad a significant step forward in treatment of a devastating disease, a
notable achievement by the State and people of Connecticut, In addition to its
place in medical history, Seaside is important in social and political history as a
reflection of the expanding role of government in the 1930s in ensuring the
welfare of its citizens. And, it is architecturally significant as the work of a
nationally-recognized master, Cass Gilbert. Here, Gilbert, a prominent
traditionalist, was given the task of inventing a new building type. His balancing
of functional innovation with traditional forms and motifs offers fascinating and
rare insights into the interrelationship of modemism and traditionalism in the
early 20th century. For all these reasons, Seaside is truly unigue. There is
noathing like it, anywhere,

It is the stated policy of the State of Connecticut to maintain and preserve
historic sites like Seaside. For many years, the State pursued options for private
redevelopment of the site that also guaranteed public access to the waterfront.
Howevear, in 2014 Governor Dannell Malloy decided to retain state control over
the proparty and open it as a state park.

Since 2014, consultants working for the Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection (DEEP) produced three development alternatives for
Seaside, the “Destination Park,” with historic buildings reused as a hoiel
operated by a private licensee and grounds partly redesigned; the "Ecological
Park,” with the historic buildings demolished and ground extansively redesignad
to reflact patterns of shorefront ecology; and “Passive Recreation Park,” with the
historic buildings demolished and grounds left essentially as thay are today.
From these three oplions, DEEP and its consultants created a fourth alternativa,
the “Hybrid Park.” Under this option, the historic buildings would be developed
as a hotel with additional new space constructed, and the grounds would
combine elements of the Ecological and Passive Recreation options. Feasibility

12



studies conclude that while the buildings are deteriorated, reusing them would be physically
feasible and economically viable,

The task of the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) is o analyze the potential effects of thesa
optiens on natural and cullural resources. Unfortunately, the EIE begins with a serious error.
The Executive Summary concludes, "The proposed development of any of the Master Plan
alternatives would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts, regardless of which
alternative, or combination of alternatives, is selected” (page xviii). This is incorrect; the
Connecticut Environmental Policy Act specifically includes cultural resources in the
anvironmeantal review and evaluation process. The demolition of all but ene of the existing
historic buildings, as envisioned by two of the Master Plan alternatives, would in fact be a
significant adverse environmental impact. Other sections of the EIE recognize this adverse
impact, but the location of this misstatement in the Executive Summary is most unfortunate,
since this is as far as many people are likely to read. This error should be corrected immediately,
forcefully, and prominently.

The body of the EIE contains detailed evaluation of the potential environmental effects of each
of the development alternatives, along with a no-action alternative. In terms of historic
resources, the EIE gets the basic facts right; Seaside is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. The document rightly recognizes that reuse of historic buildings and sites is a
goal of statewide, regional, and local planning. All this is accurale, as far as it goes.

Howaver, the EIE's analysis passes too quickly over a key element of National Register
dasignation: level of significance. Sites are listed as possessing local significance, statewide
significance, or national significance. According to the National Register documentation, Seaside
is designated as possessing national significance. The EIE mentions level of significance once,
briefly (page 3-38), bul does not address it in evaluating the impacts of the various alternatives.

The level of significance adds a degree of nuance to the evaluation of potential impacts that the
EIE misses. Seaside is considered nationally significant. Reuse and preservation of the site
and its historic resources would be not merely a beneficial impact, but a beneficial impact at a
national level, and should be recognized as such in the EIE. Conversely, destruction of the site
would be an adverse impact al a nalional level, and should be recognized as such in the EIE.
This understanding is absolutely crucial to evaluating the potential impacts of the alternatives for
Seaside and must be central to deciding which alternative to pursue in developing the park.

Finally, while the Connecticut Trust is hesitant even to contemplate the possibility of destroying
this important site, discussion of mitigation for the loss of the Seaside buildings is an important
element of the EIE. On page 7-3, the document recommends thal, if the buildings are
demolished, mitigation should consist of "Coordination with SHPO en decumentation and
recordation of any demolished historic buildings in accordance with SHPO guidelinas.” While
documentation would be valuable, by itself it would not be adequate. Mitigation should be
proportionate to the loss incurred. For a nationally significant historic resource like Seaside,
the EIE should recommend a much higher level of mitigation. Example of proportionate
mitigation efforts might include:

« Programming about children's health or the history of healthcare for children, Although
the resources available to redevelop a state park cannot fund an ongoing medical
treatment program, some more targeted awarenass campalgn or historical programming
would be an appropriate way to honor the medical legacy of Seaside.

s Reusing elements of the buildings, preferably on the site. For instance, it might be
possible to leave some walls standing to enclosa gardens or a picnic pavilion, or o reuse
salvaged brick or stone in park features. The cupola of the hospital building might
become a folly or be re-mounted on a park structure. Additionally, in the interests of

13
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sustainability, any removal of buildings should be by deconstruction and salvage of any
usable buildings materials, not just decorative elements.

+ Redirecting the money that might have been used to restore the exteriors of the buildings| CTHP-2
for conversion to a hotal (as envisioned in the Destination and Hybrid altermatives) and
using it instead to stabilize and preserve othér neglected historic buildings on State
property.

The Connecticut Trust strongly supports development of Seaside as a state park that provides
public access to the Long Island shore and preserves tha irreplaceable historic character of the
Seaside sanatorium. While its analysis could be improved in some places, the Environmental
Impact Evaluation makes clear that the baneficial impacts of preserving the sanatorium buildings
and site would be significant, whila the destroying them would be highly adverse, a serious loss
for the people of Connecticut and the nation. We believe that the benefits of presarving and
reusing the historic buildings and campus of Seaside are clear and overwhelming.

On behalf of the staff and board of the Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation, we
strongly urge the Department to pursue a development alternative that will allow future
generations of Connecticut citizens to continue to enjoy, appreciate, and learn from
Seaside.

Very truly yours,

%M Gulinakraes  Oissphecige -

Garry S. Leonard Jana Maontanaro Christopher Wigren

Chairman Interim Executive Director Deputy Director
jmontanaro@ctirust.org cwigren{@cttrust.org

oo

Hon. Richard Blumenthal, U.S. Senate

Hon. Joa Courtney, U. 5. House of Represeniatives

Hon. Paul Formica, Connecticut State Senate

Catherine Labadia, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Hon. Kathleen McCarty, Connecticut House of Representatives
Hon. Dannel Malloy, Governor of Conneclicut

Haon. Christopher Murphy, U. 5. Senate

Kristina Mewman-Scolt, State Historic Preservation Officer
Robert Mye, Municipal Historian, Town of Walerford

Hon, Daniel Steward, First Selectman, Town of Walerford
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: "annrnye@yahoo.com"

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE

Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:09:57 PM

Dear Mr. Nye,

Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of

Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Ann Nye [mailto:annrnye@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:57 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park EIE

To: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief,
Outdoor Recreation, CT DEEP

Dear Mr. Lambert,

| am in favor of the Seaside proposal for Option1/ Destination Park. The Cass Gilbert buildings as well

as the Superintendent's Cottage and the Duplex must be preserved.

The architectural/historical significance of the site has been well documented by a number of Gilbert
scholars, most notably Barbara Christen, PhD, as well as by other architects, historians and

15
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preservationists nationwide.

I must add that the Hybrid 4 Park Option would be a disaster, not only to Gilbert's open campus RMN-1

design, but for the abutting neighbors as well.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Robert M. Nye
Waterford Municipal Historian

Sent from my iPhone
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:15 PM

To: ‘hmic57@aol.com’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park Opinion Letter

Attachments: Scan0048.pdf

Dear Ms. Micalizzi,

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: hmic57@aol.com [mailto:hmic57@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:57 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park Opinion Letter

Dear Mr. Lambert:

Attached please find a letter of support for Option One/Destination Park for the future of Seaside State Park in Waterford.
Respectfully,

Hilary Micalizzi

President, Board of Directors
The Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center

17



#.;r
Keeler Tavern ﬂ(l\/luseum

and History Center

August 21, 2017

Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Qutdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Enwironmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Dear Mr, Lambert:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center, | am writing to add our collective
voice to the discussion about the future of Seaside State Park in Waterford, CT.

After having reviewed all of your options for future site use, we emphatically believe that Option One is the best use of
the historic property designed and bullt by Cass Gilbert in the early 1930°s, Option One's considerate repurposing of the
architecturally significant buildings and the reclamation of the shoreline and boardwalk area, for the benefit of the
public, are clearly the most effective and responsible use of this important property.

You may ask why a not-for-profit museum from the opposite side of the state cares about the cutcome of this decision.

Our museum was the summer home of distinguished architect Cass Gilbert from 1907 until his death. Gilbert's years as

a Connecticut resident were the most productive quarter century of his career. Seaside Sanatorium is amongst Gilbert's
most notable Connecticut designs including civic and community buildings in New Haven, Waterbury and Lakeville, Cass
Gilbert's legacy is very important to us as is the preservation of any building on the Historic Register.

It is our opinion that any option to destroy, significantly modify or to leave this property to further decay would be a

colossal mistake. KTM-1

Thank you for giving the public beyond the Waterfard area the opportunity to voice our opinions in this important
matter,

Respectfully,

\}‘_fqﬂg e f?{r;k?_g_f{a:;j{f
I

Hilary Mical

President of the Board of Directors

The Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center
132 Main 5treat

Ridgefield, CT 06877
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:33 PM

To: ‘win.evarts@gmail.com’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Comments on Seaside following July 31, 2017 Public Meeting

Attachments: Arc SeasideDEEP public comment.pdf; ATT0O0001.htm

Dear Mr. Evarts,

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Win 1 [mailto:win.evarts@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:42 AM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Subject: Comments on Seaside following July 31, 2017 Public Meeting

Mr. Lambert,

Please find attached below comments concerning Seaside following the Public Meeting on July 31,
2017. Thank you for the opportunity to submit them.

Win Evarts
win.evarts@gmail.com
M: 203-984-7543
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Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Fax: 860-424-4070

Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov August 24, 2017

Dear Mr. Lambert,

| am the Executive Director of the Arc of Connecticut, as well as the parent of
a 27 year-old with intellectual and developmental disabilities (I/DD). As you
may be aware, the Arc is the premier advocacy organization committed to
protecting the rights of people with I/DD and to promoting opportunities for
their full inclusion in the life of their communities.

| attended the most recent public meeting in Waterford on July 31 and am
taking this opportunity to supply my comments in connection with that
meeting. Thank you for this opportunity.

The Arc has been an interested observer in the fate of Seaside for over 15 years
because of our mission, as encapsulated in the first paragraph above, and also
the standing legislative mandate to use any financial proceeds from the sale,
lease or transfer of Seaside to create community-based residential alternatives TAC-1
for Connecticut citizens with 1/DD as put forth in statute in 2001’s Public Act
01-154, 2010’s State budget, and 2011’s Section 17a-451d.

Re-use of public surplus land pursuant to both State law and procedures and
local zoning regulations is a long and expensive process. It gets especially long
and expensive when there is a lack of clarity about what is actually being
proposed. The Preferred Plan Report dated June 2016 recommends a hybrid
concept meshing the Destination Park and the Ecological Park. The only
wording describing the financial structure of the hybrid development on page
20 is,
“A public-private partnership will be sought to support the adaptive
reuse and restoration of the historic buildings as a State Park Lodge.
The lodge is a recommended size of 100 rooms with associated services
including upscale and casual dining, conference space, pool, spa and
parking.”
Realizing that this was written in 2016, when the State’s current budget crisis
was just a distant light coming down the train tracks, is this still the financing
concept today? If so, how is the financial portion of the development plan
going to be structured? Where is the start-up capital coming from? Who is
going to own the revenue-generating asset inside the park? If the State owns
the revenue-generating asset, what incentive is there for a developer to
perform and why should they bear the execution risk of the project?

TAC-2
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The simplest way to create accountability for a successful execution of any of
the concepts is for the responsibility for monitoring and compliance to the
development plan be shouldered based on both economic and local interest.
For that reason, if the recommended hybrid plan or the Destination Park is the
final outcome, a developer should own the revenue-generating asset, if not the
whole property, and execute the plan in compliance with local zoning laws and
appropriate environmental regulations. For the Ecological Park or Passive Park
options, the Town of Waterford should purchase the property from the State.

Since many of the development options entail private use of the property,
which is subject to approval by the Finance, Revenue and Bonding and
Government Administration and Elections Committees of the State Legislature,
the State should be diligent in receiving fair value, ensuring public access to
the waterfront, and using any financial proceeds to create community-based
residential alternatives for Connecticut residents with I/DD which will save the
State money over current State-operated settings for people with I/DD. These
criteria have been repeatedly recognized by both Committees as being
requirements for granting approval for private use.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Win Evarts
Executive Director, The Arc of Connecticut, Inc.
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 25, 2017 2:06 PM

To: Stephen Lecco

Cc: Whalen, Susan; Bolton, Jeffrey; Tyler, Tom

Subject: FW: Sale of Seaside Property Letter

Attachments: Letter to Mr. Lambert.docx

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

EIE comment letter.

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Lambert, Michael

Sent: Tuesday, July 25, 2017 1:56 PM

To: 'leslie@ct-asrc.org' <leslie@ct-asrc.org>

Cc: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: FW: Sale of Seaside Property Letter

Ms. Simoes,

I wanted to acknowledge receipt of your e-mail and letter. Thank you for your comments.
Sincerely,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation



Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Leslie Simoes [mailto:leslie@ct-asrc.org]
Sent: Tuesday, July 25, 2017 1:30 PM

To: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Sale of Seaside Property Letter

Unfortunately the DEEPseasideEIE@ct.gov email bounced back so I hope this email reaches you.

Leslie M. Simoes

Co-Director

Autism Services & Resources Connecticut/ASRC
101 No. Plains Industrial Rd

Wallingford, CT 06492

203-265-7717

WWww.ct-asrc.org

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Leslie Simoes <leslie(@ct-asrc.org>

Date: Tue, Jul 25,2017 at 1:22 PM

Subject: Sale of Seaside Property Letter

To: DEEPseasideEIE@ct.gov

Cc: dsteward@waterfordct.org, pmform2010@aol.com, Tom Fiorentino <tomfiorentinol953@gmail.com>,
Win Evarts <win.evarts@gmail.com>, KStauffer@thearcnlc.org

Dear Mr. Lambert, attached is a letter I wrote regarding the sale of the property known as "Seaside" in
Waterford CT.

Please let me know if you have any questions or would like to discuss this.

Sincerely,

Leslie M. Simoes
Co-Director
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Autism Services & Resources Connecticut/ ASRC
101 No. Plains Industrial Rd

Wallingford, CT 06492

203-265-7717

Www.ct-asrc.org
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July 25, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
DEEP

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106.
DEEPseasideEIE@ct.gov

Dear Mr. Lambert,

| am the Co-Director for Autism Services and Resources Connecticut and until about 6 months
ago | was the Executive Director of The Arc Connecticut. For 9 years prior to that | served in
various executive capacities with The Arc. As you may know, The Arc is the premier advocacy
organization for individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities (ID/DD) and their
families in Connecticut.

For over 15 years The Arc intently followed the fate of the Seaside property. The reason we
were so interested is that the proceeds from the sale of Seaside are mandated to be used by
the state Department of Developmental Disabilities (DDS) for creating community based
residential alternatives for individuals with 1D/DD.

| am still very interested in the fate of Seaside and it is my understanding that DEEP is currently
contemplating leasing some of the Seaside property to a private developer who will develop
the property as a hotel. It is also my understanding the feasibility of this plan is dependent on
DEEP receiving lease or other payments to offset the cost of operating the park at Seaside and
other expenditures associated with this transaction.

| am not a lawyer however | am a public policy advocacte and legislative intent should take
precedent in this case. In 2001 Public Act 01-154 became law. The 2010 state budget contained
explicit provisions that Seaside be sold. In 2011 Section 17a-451d of the Connecticut General
Statutes was enacted. In all cases the intent of the legislative action was that Seaside would be
sold, and all proceeds would go back to DDS. Leasing wasn’t even contemplated. But even if
the intent of the Legislature could be stretched to include leasing, any funds received are
mandated to go to provide residential alternatives to individuals with ID/DD.

ASRC-1

26



Any agreement that would allow for the private use of Seaside is subject to approval by the
Finance Revenue and Bonding (FRB) and the Government Administration and Elections (GAE)
Committees of the state Legislature. In the past, both of these Committees granted approval
for private use of Seaside subject to the following conditions:

1. Fair compensation to the state. As | recall, they relied on an appraisal that valued the
property at $8.0 million.

2. Public Access to the waterfront. DEEP felt that the real opportunity was to create a park
that would be attractive to individuals with disabilities, and older people. The
Committees thought this was a good idea, given that Connecticut currently has no such
recreational opportunities.

3. Use of the funds. Both committees were well aware of the mandate that funds from the
sale of Seaside would be used to create residential alternatives for individuals with
ID/DD.

After following this case for years | believe DEEP’s proposal is not consistent with the conditions
for use of the property set by the FRB and GAE Committees of the Legislature and is not
consistent with state statute regarding the use of proceeds from the property. Therefore, it
should not be considered a viable alternative for this property.

By statute, Seaside is currently deemed to be surplus property, and under the care control and
custody of the Department of Administrative Services. Section 4(b)21 of the CGS, in part, states
that before DAS may transfer any property to any agency of the state government, the
receiving agency must prepare a plan, timeline and budget for use of the property. Those
documents must be submitted to the Office of Policy and Management (OPM) for approval. To
my knowledge, no such plan, timetable or budget exists, and thus no approval could have been
granted by OPM.

Therefore, there is no basis for DEEP to operate a park at Seaside, and that activity should
cease, and the property should be secured.

Very Truly Yours, ASRC-1

Leslie Simoes

CC: Tom Fioentino
Edwin Evarts
Kathleen Stauffer
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Sen. Paul Formica
Daniel Steward
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2017 9:03 AM

To: Stephen Lecco

Cc: Whalen, Susan; Bolton, Jeffrey; Tyler, Tom; Ganzer, Sara

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
; PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Lambert, Michael On Behalf Of SeasideEIE, DEEP

Sent: Monday, July 10, 2017 3:40 PM

To: 'Kathy Jacques' <kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net>; SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Cc: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov>

Subject: RE: Seaside State Park EIE

Dear Ms. Jacques,

After I received your e-mail on Friday, I reviewed the comments included in the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) and
confirmed that your letter dated August 31, 2016 was indeed not published in the EIE. Your e-mail transmitting the letter and
three of the attachments to that e-mail were included in the EIE. I reached out to Stephen Lecco, Senior Environmental
Planner at GZA on Friday and asked that he check his files for your letter. Mr. Lecco confirmed your letter was received and
reviewed by GZA but was inadvertently omitted from the EIE.

GZA Environmental, Inc. will issue an errata document indicating your letter was received and reviewed as part of the public
scoping process. Your letter will then become part of the EIE in an errata document that will be published in the July 11,
2017 Environmental Monitor. In order to ensure the public has adequate time to review your letter, the public comment
period will be extended through August 25, 2017.
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Sincerely,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Kathy Jacques [mailto:kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Friday, July 7, 2017 3:34 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>; Kalafa, David <David.Kalafa@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park EIE

July 7, 2017
To whom it may concern:

These are the attachments that | sent in response to the EIE scoping, and receipt was confirmed. However, | have just
reviewed the published EIE document, and while | found the attachments were included, | could not locate the actual
letter that included my comments: SeasideScopingMeeting2016Revise3.pdf, anywhere in the published EIE document. It
may be an oversight on my part, it is many pages!

Could you please help me locate the page that this letter can be found in the EIE? They should be included in the public
record.

| would appreciate a prompt response as there is a public hearing on this document July 31, 2017. KJ-1

Yours truly,
Kathy Jacques

From: Kathy Jacques [mailto:kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Wednesday, August 31, 2016 1:44 PM

To: 'DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.goV'

Cc: 'Kathy Jacques'

Subject: FW: Comments on Environmental Impact Evaluation Scoping Meeting and Notice for Seaside State Park,
Waterford, Connecticut

2
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Dear Mr. Kalafa:
Please find attached:

Letter from Kathleen Jacques re: the above subject.
3 Attachments.

Contact info:
860.444.0038
860.460.5940

Please confirm receipt.

Thank you,
Kathleen Jacques
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:19 PM

To: ‘kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE Comments

Attachments: EIEAug25submission.docx; Invoice3Aug25.pdf; Invoice2Aug25.pdf; Inv1Aug251.pdf; OPED EIE

July2017 rev.docx

Dear Ms. Jacques,

Thank you for your e-mail and attachments. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision
for this project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
; PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Kathy Jacques [mailto:kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 11:34 AM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Cc: Kathy Jacques <kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net>

Subject: Seaside State Park EIE Comments

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106
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Please find attached comments pertaining to the Seaside State Park Plan EIE report, due august 25, 2017.
This email contains FIVE attachments.

Thank you,
Kathleen F Jacques
10 Magonk Point Rd
Waterford, CT
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August 23, 2017

Kathleen F Jacques

10 Magonk Point Rd
Waterford, CT 06385
kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

POST-SCOPING COMMENTS: EIE Seaside State Park June 2017

The Environmental Impact Evaluation for the Seaside State Park Master Plan fails to address many
guestions and concerns that were submitted during the Scoping process in sufficient detail. Although
the appendices contain standard environmental reports, the comprehensive evaluation is lacking in
specifics regarding the extraordinary plan to conduct a commercial resort inside a State Park,
particularly in light of the significant land use change in the residential neighborhood in which the parcel
is located. For the record, it should also be noted that the Office of Policy and Management has
historically been focused on goals of historic preservation and economic returns during the period of
years when it was engaged in the sale of the parcel to a private developer. The preferred Hybrid Plan
put forth by DEEP has a comparable commercial land use component as that proposed by the previous
preferred developer in a Town of Waterford zoning regulation application. The similarity of policy goals
between DEEP’s Hybrid Alternative Park Plan and OPM'’s original conditions of sale for the property
raises doubts about either agency’s ability to objectively conclude, via a Record of Decision or a
Determination of Adequacy, that is necessary to more fully explore the environmental impact of
constructing and operating a Hotel in a small State Park that is located in a rural residential community.

GENERAL OVERVIEW

Following is a general overview of the EIE report; with italicized items representing several ongoing or
new areas of concern that were identified in various parts of the evaluation.

[In the following comments, the term “Park” will refer to the Passive or Ecological Plans, and the term
“Hotel” will refer to the Destination and Hybrid Park Plans.

A dictionary definition of the word “park”: an area maintained in its natural state as a public
property.

A definition of the term resort: a self-contained commercial establishment that provides food,
drink, lodging, sports, entertainment, of which a “hotel” is frequently a central feature.
The differences between a Park and a Hotel are so distinct that it is clear what sort of activity is being
described when these respective terms are used. (The cost estimates range from 2.7 to 44.7 million
dollars.)]

While the EIE and its attachments include more than 859 pages, there is only a one-page summary

entitled “Comparison of Potential Impacts by Alternatives (pg. 2-12) that purports to evaluate the
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“level” of impact of pertinent environmental factors. The most obvious indication of the inadequacy of
this table is freely admitted in section 2.9, which plainly states that “visitation estimates do not include
the employees or visitors to the lodging facilities under the Hotel alternatives.”

Potential Impacts on the local human population listed on this chart include:

Traffic, Parking, Circulation
Air Quality

Noise

Land Use/ Neighborhoods.

However, there is no adequate explanation for omitting the impact that the employees and visitors will
have on the location and the neighboring area, when it is specifically the commercial operation of a 24/7
hotel/resort and its ancillary services that are going to exert the most significant environmental
consequences. Also, there is no discussion or justification that explores why some environmental factors
are given more weight: i.e., economic return vs change of land use.

The lengthy EIE report is detailed, repetitive, and illustrated with maps and tables, but is missing
quantitative data about a hotel operation and its demands for energy, its perpetual light pollution and
machine noise, and the addition of large volumes of guests and activities that will bring traffic, sound,
and alcohol use to the park 24 hours a day.

The EIE arbitrarily marginalizes this impact in a sweeping conclusion on page 5-2 which states:

“5.2.4 Land Use/Neighborhoods

Every alternative would increase the use intensity of the Site over current conditions by creating
parking and amenities which would attract more users. The Destination and Hybrid alternatives
would be the most intensive uses of the Site and would result in a change in land use/intensity
within the neighborhood. Lodging would represent a new land use within the neighborhood
which is currently residential and open space. The increase in use intensity under the
Destination and Hybrid alternatives could be perceived as an adverse impact by some people. It

is assumed the perceived impacts are associated with such topics as noise and traffic, for

example. These “associated” impacts are individually discussed in Section 3. Based on the

analysis and identified mitigation measures within other parts of the EIE, it is anticipated there

“«

would be no adverse impacts to land use/neighborhoods.

Describing the increase in use intensity under the Destination and Hybrid alternatives as merely
“perceived” is inappropriate and is a subjective opinion of the preparer. It does not justify the omission
of a more substantial examination of these impacts, and inadequately addresses the Scoping comments
that | submitted (and will be attached to this submission as well), which include an extensive list of
questions and concerns about a commercial hotel operation, that remain unanswered.

Also omitted from this report is any empirical data that demonstrates by audio recording the sound

emanating from a comparable hotel operation, or visual photography that illustrates the light pollution

emanating from the premises. As the current site is extremely dark and quiet, to claim that a hotel

2
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operation has no significant impact without presenting the evidence that was used to conclude this, is a

specious assertion.

While it is a desirable goal to preserve the buildings and there is some public support for this effort, the
hard fact is that no feasible and prudent alternatives have been found for the buildings since 1993. The
challenges associated with historic preservation of these buildings have prevented:

e The sale of the property to the Town of Waterford,

e An affordable adaptive reuse for State services or a nonprofit purpose,

e An age-restricted low impact residential development,

e The establishment of a Passive or Ecological low cost, low impact State Park.

A Hotel plan that is driven by the goal of historic preservation will be too expensive, too risky, and will
have too much impact on the quality of life in the area.

As there is an Alternative Plan that develops a public resource for all; has minimal financial outlay;
enhances the land/use of the neighborhood; and unburdens the state of abandoned, functionally
obsolete buildings; the logical decision is to create a Park. Unfortunately (and clearly expressed during
the post-scoping public hearing) the Park planning meetings did not accommodate or encourage

”r

interactive public discussion about how the Hybrid Plan was selected as “preferred,”” nor an explanation

of the ongoing process by which a final plan will ultimately be selected, or what opportunities the

general public will have too participate in the selection process.
Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts

Mitigation requirements specifically identified in the EIE as Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts
that will be minimized or avoided by implementing a Park plan vs. a Hotel plan (as defined above)
include:

e Noise, traffic, and lighting of hotel alternatives would be avoided.

e The need for more extensive impervious surface parking areas for hotel patrons/employees
would be avoided.

e Aesthetics/View sheds would not be impaired by new or existing buildings, or the plant visual
buffers that may be erected or built in order to block hotel operations. Demolition of buildings
would improve view sheds.

e Change in Land Use/ Neighborhoods would be minimized: Park alternatives estimate 148 visitors
a day vs. Hotel park estimate of 1040 visitors a day.

Traffic Study

The traffic study is deficient in its examination of the impact of traffic on the local human population. It
only contains technical data that pertains to impervious surface capability and traffic patterns;
information that is more pertinent for an implementation plan. The terms “capacity” and “level of
service” are used to describe the ability of the road way to handle its traffic assignment. What level of
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service would constitute a significant impact to the area being evaluated? A graph of the four levels of
service needs to be provided that illustrates how the anticipated levels of service measure up to levels
that would be considered significant.

Other questions pertaining to the traffic study report:

e What are the upper limits that determine impact?

e How close are the hotel traffic estimates to the upper limit?

e Can graphs be provided that illustrate seasonal traffic impacts?

e How much will projected hydro-carbon emissions for hotel traffic affect the existing air quality?

e Were off-site parking, pedestrian safety, increased sightseeing traffic, and congestion on feeder -6
roads evaluated?

e What is the nature of the 1040 Hotel Plan vehicle trips? Were food and beverage trucks, linen
delivery trucks, garbage trucks, grounds keeping crews, utility service vehicles, etc., considered?
How often, and what times of day?

e What seasonal adjustments were considered for summer traffic in the local area to Ocean
Breach, Harness, Seaside, and Pleasure Beach?

e Was any examination made of the impact of increased boat traffic?

As the technical definition of “impact” for the purpose of a traffic study is basically confined to the
“impervious surfaces,” and not to the noise, pollution and pedestrian safety of an addition 50,000
annually, then how are the environmental impacts of the increased traffic on the human population
and ecology in the surrounding area proposed to be mitigated?

Economic Feasibility Study

The economic impact analysis specifically states that “it is not intended to reflect the market or financial
feasibly of developing the property.” If that is the case, then a risk/benefit analysis of the proposed
Hotel project needs to be completed. Historically, the cost of preservation of the historic buildings has
determined the project size; and the reuse becomes a means to an end. The hotel plan recommended
by Sasaki as a result of their feasibility study was driven by economic necessity, not park needs,
taxpayer’s risks, or critical need. (Again, it should be noted how the desire to preserve historic
properties by OPM proceeded down a similar path; where the cost of preservation drove the size of the
proposed project: the end justifying the means.)

e Were the cost estimates for hotel construction based on Historic Properties preservation
Guidelines?

e What is the mechanism/scheme proposed for funding the Hybrid Park, specifically hotel
construction? KJ-7

e Does DEEP/DAS currently have any agreements in place that are comparable with the type of
private /public partnership proposed for the Hotel?

e Which agency will administer the public/private partnership agreement?

4
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e What mechanism will prevent an expansion of the hotel/resort project if the costs of
construction escalate?

e What is the entire amount of the State contribution to the Hotel alternatives that are not going
to be returned by hotel operations lease fees, (in addition to the 10 million dollars for
remediation of the building exteriors)?

e How much has been spent to date on environmental clean-up?

O Has the money spent for ongoing remediation performed over the previous two years
(see attached invoice details from FOIA requests) been included in the Study as part of
the cost estimates?

0 Are these additional expenditures? And what is the total amount that has been spent or
committed for remediation that is not included in the Economic Study?

0 Why doesn’t the completion of remediation and abatement open up opportunities for
the many previously disregarded adaptive reuses that have been proposed?

ARCHAELOGICAL STUDY AND COASTAL SURVEY

The Scoping comments contained pertinent and informed questions and concerns about the impact of
various aspects of the Park and Hotel plans on the shoreline. As a lay person, it was apparent to me that
there was scientific disagreement about the impact of the different proposals. Please respond to these
disagreements. There were also neighboring property owners that disputed some of the findings and
what seemed to be the integration of private property into the Park plans. How will this contradiction be
addressed and mitigated?

SELECTION PROCESS

While the hotel feasibility study (Sasaki, 2016) may have identified a shortage of amenities- multi-use
trails, scuba diving, car-top boating, fishing, waterfront activities, wildlife observation- a critical need for
hotel operations was not established. The need for simple lodging facilities may have been introduced in
the Destination plan as a desirable Park feature, but the Hotel model becomes feasible only as an
economic development project for a large commercial resort. At this point in the EIE, the impact on the
human population is arbitrarily marginalized in respect to potential financial returns. However, no
financial risk/benefit analysis of the experimental model of a Resort Hotel surrounded by a State Park is
included.

The Park and Hotel missions are not compatible; an issue | raised in my scoping comments. The Passive
Park and Hybrid Hotel alternatives are at opposite ends of the impact spectrum reviewed in the EIE. In
fact, a proper examination of a Park is precluded by the numerous impacts of the Hotel operation. The
juxtaposition of such fundamentally different models omits a complete examination of how the
environmental impact of a “simple” Park on the surrounding community will be mitigated. This is a
critical weakness of the EIE.
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CONCLUSION

The establishment of any public park is the ultimate philanthropic action by which a government creates
an opportunity for all citizens to enjoy environmental resources. To establish a resort Hotel that will
limit a guest’s experience by their ability to pay is anathema to the basic mission of a Park. To operate a
resort Hotel in a small, residentially-zoned Park property in order to maximize revenue would be a
paradigm shift in the State Park objectives and should not be undertaken without an extensive policy
discussion of the potential environmental impact to all Parks and all people in the State.

The comments expressed herein focus primarily on aspects of the EIE that are omitted, deficient, or only
superficially examined in relation to the Hotel plans. The EIE report is profoundly deficient in its
extemporaneous conclusion that a Hotel would result in “no adverse impacts.” It does not establish
that the implementation of a Hotel Plan is either feasible(practicable), or prudent

(showing good judgment in avoiding risks and uncertainties).

As the EIE report is very narrow in scope, it becomes merely an exercise in a required governmental
process, and not a substitute for the honest discussion that the public desires in the determination of
the fate of the new Seaside State Park.

ADDENDUM AND ATTACHMENTS

A. August 29 Scoping Comments Resubmitted: Italicized to Emphasize subject matter that was not

address in EIE

OPED, The Day July 23

C. 3 Attachments with FOIA material: Abatement and Remediation Invoices; not verified to be a
complete list.

w

e NOTE: A transcript of the 2014 Town of Waterford Planning and Zoning Hearings and meetings
(pertinent to Seaside Preservation district regulations), was not provided in time to be submitted
for the record with my submission, but | contend that the letter/comments submitted by
Selectman Dan Steward has effectively introduced the Planning and Zoning Decision into the EIE
response record.
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August 29, 2016

David A. Kalafa, Policy Development Coordinator
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

860-424-4070
DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

RE: EIE Scoping Meeting for Seaside State Park, Waterford, CT
Dear Mr. Kalafa:
| would like to submit these comments for the record.

It is challenging to submit comments for an environmental impact evaluation of a project that is mostly
conceptual in nature, and includes the multiple options outlined in the scoping notice — three different
park models (one of which includes a more detailed development plan), or an option to do nothing at
all. Since, in my opinion, a resort hotel will have the most significant adverse impact, and requires the
highest level of evaluation; most of my comments are directed to that option.

The Connecticut General Statutes Section 22a-1b specifically requires that the evaluation shall include:
(c) (6), an analysis of the short term and long term economic, social and environmental costs and
benefits of the proposed action, and (c) (7): the effect of the proposed action on the use and
conservation of energy resources. For (c) (6), | recommend that the EIE consultant prepare a matrix of
environmental and economic impacts of the alternative concepts; this will provide a better tool for a
comprehensive comparison of the positive and adverse impacts of the various park models. In the case
of (c)(7), particularly pertaining to the reuse use of the existing historic and existing buildings, and any
new construction that may be proposed, a “lifecycle net energy analysis” (cradle to grave) will be the
only way to comprehensively examine the impact of the “preferred alternative” project.

ENVIRONMENTAL LOCATION

It is also my assertion that the significant impacts on three different physical environments need to be
individually examined. A complete EIE will consider the impacts on:
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1.) The 32 parcel it;

2.) The residential neighborhood in which the parcel is located, including information regarding

future plans for the four acre DDS parcel that is attached to the site and borders residential property. It
is reasonable to assume that this group home may be closed and its attachment to the park may create
a future adverse impact; historically, the State has recognized the necessity to mitigate the impact of
any development at Seaside on the character of the surrounding residential neighborhood, which is
rural in nature. A recent zoning decision eliminated the consideration of commercial activities on the
site. However, the costly challenge of preservation of the historic buildings seems once again to be
overriding these considerations;

And, since the expansion of lodging is being introduced as a revenue vehicle for the State park
budget,

3.) The State Park system-at-large in the State of Connecticut. It has been reported that DEEP

considers this hotel to be an expansion of present lodging activity managed by DEEP. If the proposed
Master Plan for Seaside is an economic prototype, any and all State Parks could be identified as
properties where resort hotels could be constructed and operated. In this scenario, the scoping process
should include long range ecological and energy impacts of such development(s).

INFORMATION FROM SPONSORING AGENCIES

The CEPA manual has several detailed lists of issues that need to be examined during an EIE.
Since the construction and operation of a waterfront hotel/resort is unexplored territory for DEEP, any
related direct or indirect significant consequential impacts need to be more thoroughly surveyed by the
consultant and added to this list. Other questions and comments | have regarding the information
provided by the sponsoring agencies include:

A. The actions proposed in the scoping notice are very broad. Specifically, what does “do
nothing” mean in this case? Continue the current level of activity — lawn mowing, minimum
security, portable toilets--or abandonment of the property? What is the definition of a
“Destination Park?” The concept as outlined in the feasibility study or any other alternatives or
expansions of this concept? What is the risk that property would once more be considered
surplus and sold? Any EIE that supports a commercial activity in conflict with local zoning
regulations could have unintended adverse consequences on future uses of the property and
neighboring properties as well.

B. Since the primary subject site of this project is already known, what are the criteria for
creating a resort hotel inside any State Park? The example cited in the feasibility study has over
five thousand acres. Why is the Seaside parcel considered to be an appropriate place for a
private resort hotel of this magnitude? Why does the desire to adapt the buildings override the
need to “least impact the neighborhood?” What will mitigate proximity issues where there is an
absence of reasonable buffers between the parcels and several abutting properties? What about
the local zoning regulations? Even if the State is statutorily exempt from local zoning rules, does
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that mean the Agencies should disregard the determination by the local zoning board that
commercial activity is not desirable for this property? What is the justification to define a private
resort hotel as something other than a commercial establishment?

4. Are there other potential sites for the proposed action? If a private resort hotel
inside a park is a new model for the State Park Program, then a list of potential sites could be
any and all State Parks.

5. What are the current regulations that govern a hotel managed by a private agency on
a State Park property? What new or modified regulations are being proposed? What legislative
action(s) governing the plans will be subject to public participation? To ensure transparency of
the Park planning process, the public needs to have the opportunity to be engaged in any
related regulatory and legislative processes that might affect any new or existing State Parks or
any agreements to lease land or engage private management companies.

SPECIAL CONCERNS

In addition to the comprehensive lists outlined in CEPA, there are special concerns in
regard to development on this particular site, any combination of which will significantly impact
the site and its immediate environs, which include, but are not limited to:

The amount of greenhouse gases created by construction, hotel operations, and vehicle
traffic;

Safety issues and noise caused by above;

Runoff of pesticides and fertilizer in the low basin/stream on the property causing
nitrogen loading in Long Island Sound;

Loss of mature trees currently on the parcel;

Loss of vistas due to new construction;

Vermin/pests relocating to surrounding residences during construction;

The water and utility demands for the proposed hotel,;

The impact of mooring boats and launching personal watercraft on the waterfront;
Creation of light pollution;

Loss or limitations of access by neighbors and park patrons;

Increased traffic and trespass onto neighboring roads and properties;

Security of neighborhood;
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Construction noise and dirt;

Mechanical noise after construction (Landscaping, HVAC, compressors, air conditioners,
etc.);

Lack of buffers on boundary lines;

The number and location of parking facilities for hotel guests and park patrons;
Accommodations for commercial trucking;

Location of garbage dumpsters;

Security of public access areas;

Security and parking on neighboring streets;

Water safety issues for boaters, swimmers, fishermen;

Loss of quiet enjoyment of abutters;

Loss of property values to surrounding properties;

Expansion of proposed lodging model facilities, indoors and out;
Disruption caused by event activities.

How will these impacts be mitigated? What is the baseline standard that will be established for
evaluating such impacts? (Impact studies should not be based on data from when the institution was in
operation; that is no longer relevant to the character of the neighborhood.)

MASTER PLAN FEASIBLITY STUDY

That operation of a destination resort hotel in a residential community will have a profound and
significant impact in the location in which it is proposed, is clear in the Master Plan Feasibility Study
itself. The EIE should avoid a comparison of proposed activity from a past time when Seaside was an
operating agency. Essentially, this has been an abandoned site, and more recently, a State Park. Any
discussion of more intense use requires a mitigation plan for any more intensive use than is currently in
existence.

In fact, there has been little justification for considering the resort plan as “preferred” when it
clearly is incompatible with the surrounding environment. | have cited some additional information
contained in the feasibility study supporting this conclusion that need to be addressed in the EIE:

1. Section iii-1 claims that “Due to the proposed hotel’s location proximate to residential homes
and a quiet local neighborhood, the hotel design and operation will be sensitive to the needs of these
residents.” But there is no discussion of how this will be accomplished or what needs have been
identified, or how they will be mitigated.

10
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2. The study estimates the costs to prepare the buildings for the resort, but does not explicitly
identify the party responsible to develop the Park grounds, parking and waterfront, beach, seawall
restoration. Construction, maintenance and management costs of both activities — resort and park need
to be enumerated and justified.

3. Further observation of the site’s location in the study provides evidence that a Park and Hotel
combination are not compatible in this geographic location:

“As the subject buildings are located on a state park, we have researched several park lodges in
the Northeast and Western United States. The majority of these park lodges are located on either State

or National Parks of substantial acreage, much greater than the 32 acres of the subject site. These parks

generate their own overnight visitation due to their vast acreage, which often lends itself to a variety of

activities including skiing, hiking, biking, camping, boating, rock climbing, ice fishing, etc. While we

believe Seaside State Park to be an important feature of the subject site, we do not expect this park to be

the primary reason of visitation. Thus, we do not recommend a park lodge product, but instead

recommend that the hotel integrate the park and its available activities into its operation.

The conclusion is that, essentially, the hotel and park accommodations will be competing for parking,
admission, and guest services. Much more information needs to be provided about the impact of a
private, profit-making operation to a waterfront State Park. If a private/public option is determined to
be the best solution for the goals outlined in the EIE document, why are alternative options, such as
schools, business parks, non-profit operations, research facilities, etc., not being considered? | have
attached a letter that was provided in response to the Master Plan meeting that very astutely describes
alternative and enhanced utilization of the park grounds. What other alternatives have been submitted
or considered?

It is clear that the Destination Park model as proposed will become a subordinate activity to a private
hotel operation and an elite clientele. | strongly urge the sponsoring agencies to preserve the primary
mission of providing recreational enjoyment that is accessible to all the people of Connecticut. While |
prefer the ecological model, | also think a passive model is a good choice for Seaside Park.

| anticipate that other informed and interested agencies and community members will be submitting
comments and questions about the long range impact of these proposed activities on this sensitive Long
Island Sound waterfront parcel designated as Seaside State Park. Other parties have shared copies of
correspondence that was sent in reply to Master Park Planning sessions. Many of these formal letters
and emails suggest alternative recommendations and should be explored in the EIE.

Efforts that direct attention away from recreation, conservation, environmental research, conservation,
and energy alternatives are an opportunity cost that the State of Connecticut simply cannot afford, and
funds should not be spent for a speculative resort venture that is based on potential economic returns.

The Seaside park property is too valuable a resource to squander due to short-term economic pressure.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. | look forward to reviewing the Environment Impact
Evaluation study when it becomes available.

11
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July 18, 2017

Kathleen Jacques

10 Magonk Point Rd
Waterford, CT 06385
860.444.0038,860.460.5940
kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net

On July 31, 7pm, in Waterford Town Hall, there will be another round in the Seaside State Park Master
Plan Shell Game. Although the Day article (July 4) reports that State officials are still accepting public
comments on multiple possibilities for the park design, it would be a mistake to believe that the planning
process is still in the Selection Phase. It is not.

When Governor Malloy designated Seaside Regional Center as a State Park in September 2014, he was
credited with rescuing the property from an ambitious development plan, and a collective sigh of relief
was heard from neighbors and conservationists. Following that, the Connecticut Department of Energy
and Environmental Protection (DEEP) held Seaside State Park Planning meetings, complete with slide
shows, concept drawings, and group discussions. At two of the meetings, surveys were distributed. One
of three plan designs included a “rustic lodge”; which was worrisome to neighbors, but well received by
historic building fans.

In April 2016, DEEP unveiled a feasibility study specific to the Destination concept, and the Park Master
Plan then morphed into an economic development plan in which the rustic lodge became a deluxe 100-
room hotel/ resort and event facility. Despite the fact that the word “hotel” had never been included in any
survey question; the public’s opinion of this Destination Park model was not canvassed; and only 35% of
previous respondents felt that a “small inn or bed and breakfast” was an appropriate activity in the park,
the Destination concept was declared to be the model that best met the Master Plan goals. Thus ended
the Public Planning Meeting Phase of Seaside Park and the Implementation Phase began.

The Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) requires DEEP to perform an Environmental Impact
Evaluation (EIE) disclosure because its park project will affect the environment. It began with a public
Scoping hearing to collect concerns and comments about the proposed actions, which the audience
understood to be three plans, one of which had been “upgraded.” In the EIE report, there are suddenly
four park proposals—Passive, Ecological, the Destination Park Plan from the feasibility study and the
public meeting of May 2016, and a new model referred to as the Preferred Hybrid Alternative Park Plan.
Clearly, the Preferred Hybrid Alternative is being promoted for implementation, and the alternate plans
are included for comparison purposes, as required.

While DEEP officials are experts at navigating their way through the red-tape of an environmental action,
the average citizen has very little understanding of how to participate in a meaningful way. At this point,
DEEP has had nearly three years to compile expert testimony to endorse their vision for the Preferred
Hybrid Park, while the public gets one public hearing and a few weeks of comment period to rebut the
erroneous claim “that there would be no adverse impacts to land use/neighborhoods by the creation of a
Destination or Hybrid Park.”

The public bears the burden of proof to argue that the EIE is not satisfactory. Some deficiencies in the
EIE include:

The course change from three models to four was confusing and undermined the public’s
responses to the Scoping process,

The comparison of alternative impacts “does not include the employees or visitors to the
lodging facilities...,”
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The report contains no empirical data describing the intensity of use of a commercial
activity such as a hotel/resort or its impacts when located in a residential neighborhood,

The economic data has no examination of the opportunity cost of speculating with tax
payers’ funds for a capital project for which there is no critical need.

As such the Office of Policy and Management should determine the EIE to be incomplete.

Waterford residents and avid park goers need to voice their concerns at the July 31 meeting and during
the comment period that ends August 25. If the public is lulled into complacency due to the complexity of
the Implementation Process, or belief that a 45-million-dollar Hybrid Park Plan is too big to succeed,
Seaside State Park could soon become the site of a luxury hotel resort and spa, and a “public park” in
name only.
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Movemnber 30, 2016

Kathleen F. Jacques
10 Magonk Point Rd
Waterford, CT 063835

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
DIVISION OF CONSTRUCTION SERVICES
State of Connecticut

450 Columbus Boulevard

Hartford, CT, 06103

Dear Commissioner Curray:

| am seeking information regarding the ongoing environmental abatemant activity that is taking place at
ihe Seaside State Park location in Waterford. | had made a request to DEEP for the scope, cost and
purpose of the activity, and Tom Tyler directed me 10 this department, but did not provide contact
information.

This activity is occurring in a residential neighborhood, and | believe the public has an interest in the
purpose, scope, and cost of this project.

Under the Connecticut Freadom of Information Act § 1-200 et seq., | respectfully request a copy of
written and electronic comespondences, communications and memonials and contracts with any entity,
public or private, including but not limited to: e-mails, letiers, minutes of meetings, and memoranda,
engineering and other communication that relates to the activity noted above and any other activities
being conducted or planned for the Seaside Regional Canter property, also known as Seaside State
Park by the Department of Administrative Services, and or the Divigion of Construction Senvices.

Electronic copies are satisfactory. However if there are fees for searching, copying or transmitting these
records, please inform me if the cost will exceed $50; 1 am also willing to provide payment in
advance. This information is not being sought for commercial purposes.

The Connecticut Freedom of Information Act requires a response within four business days. If access fo
the requested records will take longer, please contact me with information about when | might expect
copies or the ability to inspect the requested records.

i you deny any part of or the entire request, please cite the specific reason(s) justifying such denial.
| am also providing electronic and written copies of this request to:

Honorable Governor Dannell Malloy

State Capitol

210 Capitol Avenug

Hartford, Connecticut 06106
http: /i porial. ot govigovernard
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Susan Whalen, Deputy Commissioner - Environmental Conservation Connecticut Department of Energy
and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127
{860) 424-3005

<1 . whalen .o

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Kathleen Jacques

BED 444 0038
kath 5 nat
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DEPARTMENT OF
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, CT 06 106-1658

. - ;".-"'r'___,
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« December 2, 2016 g AL C ity Yo

Kathleen F. Jacques
10 Magonk Point Road
Waterford, CT 06385

RE: Freedom of Information Request
Dear Ms. Jacques,

Thank you for your recent request for public records under the Freedom of
Information Act. At this time, your request is being reviewed for records that are
responsive to the abatement activity at the Seaside State Park location in
Waterford.

Please note that it is our policy to charge twenty-five cents per page for all paper
copies provided under the Freedom of Information Act, and this charge must be paid
prior to the release of information if the cost exceeds ten dollars. However, if
information is available electronically the records will be provided at no charge.

This Communications Office will contact you as soon as information is available.

Thank you.

Department of Administrative Services
Communications Office

+ 450 Columbus Boulevard — Suite 1501 %
Hartford, CT 06103

DASCT.GOV
Affirmarine AeriornEpan) pcestusic Emgelcaves 49
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DEPARTMENT OF
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

165 Capitol Avenue, Harford, CT (M 106-1658

June 5, 2017

Kathleen F. Jacques
10 Magonk Point Road
Waterford, CT 06385

RE: Freedom of Information Request
Dear Ms. Jacques,

Thank wyou for vour recent request for public records under the Freedom of
Information Act. At this time, vour request i8 being reviewed for records that are
responsive to the abatement activity at the Seaside State Park location in
Waterford, subsequent to the dates included in the previous material already
provided to you,

Please note that it is our policy to charge twenty-five cents per page for all paper
copies provided under the Freedom of Information Act, and this charge must be paid
prior to the release of information if the cost exceeds ten dollars. However, if
information is available electronically the records will be provided at no charge.

This Communications Office will contact you as soon as information is available.
Thank you.

Department of Administrative Services

Communications Office

450 Columbusz Boulevard — Suite 1501
Hartford, CT 06103

DASCT.GOY
Aftirmaeniive A raoag il Cppa ity Engline 50



209 Roberts Street, Suite 301
East Hartford, CT 06108
Telephone B60-282-9924

Fax B60-282-9826

GROUP SERVICES LLC

Movember 16, 2016

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 483
Hartford, CT 06106

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Cuuality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017
CTDCS Seaside Main Hospital Building
Building 64704
Project U-16-01
Task 3 Monitoring
ATC Project No. 2257316015, ATC Inv. 1985527

Dear Mr. Sanders:

ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services were performed
by ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of Administrative Services
contract.

The scope of work performed in this task includes monitoring at CTDCS Seaside Main Hospital Building,
This invaice covers a period ending 11/4/16.

DPwW

Project Unit
Building Service Units Cost
ik Numbar Rate
B4TD4 U-16-01  Environmental Technical Assistant £51.41 2.00 $102.82
Project Monitor $58.20  109.00 $65,343.80
Asbestos inspactor £51.12 0.00 50.00
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 3500 5436500
PlannerDesigrer Services 554,58 0.00 S0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 2000 $1.746.00
PLM Bulk Samples 51562 0.00 $0.00
AWPE S200.00 Q.00 £0.00
TOTAL $12,557.62
Sincerely,
ATC

i
.-"'.' 1

e @W

Building Scfcrm‘ﬂ]:v'.ﬁiﬂn Manager

EriBldgSca ol iead o VCTICEL ER AT i mhsas Loaskrn fecka 23513 186, Smanm i calls INEC P L Ea ) b ALY Tevad canh 1 1147 B EOLE s
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(_‘":“ﬁ Cardno

ATC
PA F D Sk Shaping the Funsn:
, i
December 17, 2014 |
Mr. ."«-'[rl.m Sﬂ.lldl.‘!l.".‘i | | =
State of Conneclicul |E='.f::_._ 5 - Cavding
Department of Administrative Services | voi I,:%# 200 Posbaris Sveel
Dvivision of Construction Services T T et Sudn 3
163 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 0 Essl Harford, CT 06108
Hartford, CT 06106 ""77’-::&"/;";" Phore +1880 282 9524
) F +1 50 352 BRI
S S rotfsaf o I

Re: Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX0017 =, ] waw.cardnoatc com
Superintendent’s Residence, Seaside "‘E} ":'ﬁg“'l-'/{“

Building 64656

Project MH-14-22

Task 1, Inspection

ATC Project No, 61.22573.0020, Task 20070, ATC Inv. 1851833

Ciear Mr. Sanders:

Cardno ATC has provided ashesios related services on the project(s) listed below, These services were
performed by Cardno ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of
Administrative Services contruct.

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Superintendent’s Residence at
Seaside. This invoice covers a period ending 12/12/14,
oPW

g Project Limit
El:m ! Service Rate Units Cost
BAGEE MH-14-22 Environmental Technical Assistant 551.41 1.00 551.41
Project Mondtor 55820 0.00 30,00
Azbestos Inspecior 25112 BZ00 33,7B9.44
Sanics Registered Enginger $121.25 8.00 $970.00
FlannerDesigner Services 9458 0.00 =0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR S87.30 (.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk ¥15.62 13600 32124.32
AWP F200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $6,935.17
Sincerely, é_’f} i"?_f.
- AT
Cardno ;" A:qfé;'
-

g -
Suvilaglel VOl eR L WOTICE, &1 . P50, baiD_ eagall “,.‘H_.‘,:,-_I._._“._.__....___,.I*L#IJI_I“‘_,..__"muwﬂ_.u.“.-_I_-:“".ul_l._:.- . e

Kt + Mew Zealand « Papus Mew Gulnea « Pery » Phillppines = Tanzanis
Unsitad Arab Emirales + Unsilad Kingdom « Usslled States « Operaions In 53 countries
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December 17, 2014

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticnt

Department of Administrative Services
Diwision of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartford, CT 06106

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX0017
Murses Building, Seazide
Building 64688
Project MH-14-21
Task |, [nspection
ATC Project No. §1.22573.0020, Task 20069, ATC Inv. 1851718

Deear Mr. Sanders:

Cardno ATC  has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services were
performed by Cardno ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Depaniment of
Administrative Services contract.

The scope of work performed In this task included an mspection of the Nurses Building at Seaside. This
invoice covers a period ending 12/12/14.

DPW y
2 Project Lnit ;
Bullding Service Units Cost
Numbar Hnber Rate
G4688 MH-15-21  Environmental Technical Assistant 851,41 2.00 $102.82
’ Project Monitor 558.20 0.00 £0.00
r,

f b nfﬂ?‘?"f Asbestos Inspector £51.12 100.00 $6,112.00
Senior Registered Engineer £121.25 16.00  %1,940.00
;ﬁ,&f/fﬁf Planner/Designer Services $94.58 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
s ,_:L/};g?,z} -:,/- PLM Bulk 31582 208.00 $324808
AWP $200.00- 0.00 £0.00
TOTAL $11.403.78

Sincerely,
Ca

Cardno ATC M
£ . ___,-'.. };_,_ - |
P _-'.-_,-'Sf L .-'/
e ‘_||" 'LI_'-;'”_"'_ e -
Edward P. Fennell Jr._PE
Building Sciences Divigion Manager
S LBl agSel WO Lewt whCTEFN L ] . 23570 o3 e | I-Il'\-lg-ti::':'.-l'1Jr|:l"‘-l-'l51.1|:nl-l:'aI---ni-||ﬂ|r\-g'.';ﬁ.._-|l.-'.:::i|i|-_.p_':¢.'-;:.-|.|.
m‘%ﬂ'm-m-fm-w-w.h&.
Kenya « Hew Zealand + Papea New Guinea -+ Peru + Phiipgines + Tanzanis +
Uirited Araly Emieales + Uinftpd Kingdom + Usilad Steins « Ogerations in BS pounlriag




Drecemnber 17, 2004
Mr. Mike Sanders RER B a
State of Connecticut DEL &0 20W Cardno ATC
Department of Administrative Bervigis p " 290 Roberts Siest
Division of Construction Services e | Sulle 300
165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 HER Eas! Hartford, CT 06108
Hartford, CT 06106 Phone +1 863 387 5924
Fax 1 560 250 oA
Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Chuality Consulting Services Laen0.con
DAS Contract Mumber I3PSX0017 wre.Cardnaal com
Main Building, Seaside
Building 64704

Project MH-14-20
Task 1, Inspection
ATC Project No. 61.22573.0020, Task 20068, ATC Inv. 1851716

1.?1.‘-.‘"" l"lil'. Sﬁlld'ﬁ.':.-

The scope of work performed in this task mcluded an inspection of the Main Building at Seaside. This

invoice covers a period ending 12/12/14
DPw

Project . Unit

i‘:l:ﬂ:? Number Service Rate Units Cost
BT MH-14-20 Environmental Technical Assisiant 5144 4,00 500564
~ Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
£ = 0977 Asbestos Inspector 56112 180.00 $11,001.60
L Senior Registerad Engineer 512125 1600 %£1,84000
VAN JIrY Planner/Designer Services $94.58 0.00 £0.00
Sy TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
/2y 2/ st PLM Buik S1662  207.00 $453914
AWP $200.00 0.00 £0.00
TOTAL $17.786.38

Sincerely,
On

Cardoo ATC
My

. v i A
e ,.-,,:z..f,é_ Ll |

Edward P. Pennci IF, p.£.

Building ScieptesPivision Manager

FRLEIAEIS N ] Laat ALETTR, £ . 7T TN Dady oasi]l |ur---_-:-:--|'T--u.'-:-.-:-:-'.";..1:1.-..-al'_.|-..-.-:|'.:\-1.—_-.+-.---'_:~:-:|'.;-:.c-:“-:.-.q__
Wﬁ'ﬂﬂmm-ﬂm-ﬂwrtqu-%~w~ur- T 3
w-mzm-mmm-Pw-ﬁwl-rma. CARC]E H
M-‘JHEM - oan + L M in B | I ” .

Linitad Kings Uritesd Stgles « Owviations in Corlries f_ﬁfq{ﬁ.& 54 £
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Cardno

Ny

ATC

Shaping the Funag
January 16, 2015 \EGCEIWETR

1 1 J— = | .

Mr. Mike Sanders | -l Cardos
State of Connecticut [ [ ) | 'III | i
Department of Administrative Services | " L | 250 Finbeets Stined
Division of Construction Services | Dot of Admin, & ;_I MIMI 1I
163 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 L Fiovect Actounting . ST

Hartford, T D616 Phone +1 860 733 w824

Fax +1 BE] 0 g3

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services R

DAS Contract Mumber 13P5X00017
Incinerator Building, Seaside
Building 91376

Propect MH-14-28

Task |, Inspection

WWW.LAITRNIL. om

ATC Project No. 61 22573.0020, Task 20076, ATC [nv. 1855201

Dear Mr. Sanders:

Cardno ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services were
performed by Cardno ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of
Administrative Services contract.

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Incinerator a1 Seaside. This invoice
covers & period ending Iflﬁ.l'lj‘.-

Project

Uniit

E‘:I::;I:E Midiidtas Service Rate Units Cost
8137Ta MH-14-28 Environmenial Techmical Assistant 551.41 3.00 154 23
Project Monitor §58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspechor 361.12 1000 2611.20
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 6.00 $727.50
Planner/Designer Services $72.75 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR s8r.30 0.00 £0.00
PLM Buik 1562 13.00 5203.06
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL PJ":'L I D $#1,695.99
Sincerely,

Cardno ATC

2/, 7 /;::‘_
s &fys

%

Edward P. FenelLJr., AE"IEE;;:;J_C! klé

Building Sciénces Divisien Manager -

B VLS Te LT ben En S CTOCE S L . 208 T 006 corcal ] camr vlomd T1 45 L FLE1 A Teop2 00 16 - dac -I. %{::7/
Apsraly + Balghom « Canada « Colombia « Bousdor + Gommany + ladonesia - lialy » e
Ky + Mew Zeadand + Papus Mew Guinea + Py + Philipgines = Tanzania *
United Arabs Emerales + Undled isgdom + United Sties + Operaions in 55 uniries
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January 20, 2015

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services

Division of Constrisction Services

165 Capital Avenue, Room 460

Hartford, CT 06106 _ e

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX0017
Pumphouse Building, Seaside
Building 64560
Progect MH-14-27
Task 1, Inspection
ATC Project Mo, 61.22573.0020, Task 20075, ATC Iny. 1855200

Dwear Mr. Sanders:

Cardno ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services were
performed by Cardno ATC in accordance with the requirements of the rcferenced Department of
Administrative Services contract

The scope of work performed in this task included an mspection of the Pumphouse Building at Seaside.
This invoice covers a period ending 1/16/187
oPw

Project Unit
Building Service Units Cost
MNumber Number Rate
64580 MH-18-27 Emwvironmental Technical Assistant 2514 300 315423
Praject Monitor 358 20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspectar £61.12 10.00 2511.20
Senior Registered Engineer 5121.25 &.00 $T27.50
Planner/Designer Services 7275 0.00 30.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR SBT.30 0.00 30.00
PLM Bulk $15.62 14.00 5218 68
AWP $200.00 0,00 $0.00
TOTAL $1.711.64
Sincerely, Ji,/:l" ?/’ o
Cardno ATC o

Tt M‘ o -
Edward P, FennellJrgBE:
Building Sciences Diyision Manager

o WRldgScl i CILenES Y CIDCE, KL, BFNT) . DaT0 omcal | . saewi a0 Ta k08 TaSman | e Fuapion n  Bassman s VL FLEL g 5095, umg

mu-mn-ﬂm-cm-m-ﬁmw-mm‘.w.
KE'T““"M‘MWG:M*M-M-TMMJ
MMfm-mm-mm-ﬂpﬂmnﬂuwm
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January 20, 2015

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hanford, CT 06105

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Cruality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX00]7
Workshop Building, Seaside
Building 84608
Project MH-14-26
Task 1, Inspection
ATC Project No. 61.22573.0020, Task 20074, ATC Iny. 1855199

Diear Mr. Sanders:

Cardno ATC has provided ashestos related services on the projeci(s) listed below. These services wene
performed by Cardno ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Departinent of
Administrative Services contract.

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Warkshop Building at Seaside. This
mvoice covers a period ending 1/16/14°
DPW

e Proj i
Building H:?“’Et Service é.r ”t: Units Cost
MNumber g .
84608 MH-14-26  Environmental Technicsl Assistant 5141 3.00 515423
Project Monitor &58.20 0.00 50.00
Asbestos Inspecior $61.12 2800 $1.711.36
Senior Registered Enginesr $121.25 7.00 48 75
PlannerDesigner Services §TLTS 0.00 £0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR 38T.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk $15.62 133.00 5207748
AWP $200.00 0.00 #0.00
TOTAL £4,791.80
PAID '
Sincerely,
Cardne ATC é
- ’ / Ty e
/ eF -7 .
~ & 3 . : = MMTYalrs m
Edward P, Femedl Ir P E. ' 7 oA T L /J
Building Sciences Division Manager 5 ol 5 S
1:181dgS L\ EL lant s W ST ECRl 1300 TS PRI i ] L a W s 20 E 4\ TR T B L i, Flabap b F L1 lnapdoe T, doe

mmrm-m-mm-mrsww~1m-m-
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—-— g

(_“”“'% Cardno

ATC .E
Shagping ha Fuluro
January 20, 2015
Pvir. Mike Sanders
State of Connécticut Ganmo ATC
Department of Administrative Services 200 Robariy Svesl
Division of Construction Services Sume it
165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 Eas! Harshord, C7 06108
Hartfiord, CT 061046 Phone +1 §60 253 9534
Fan +1 B 77 9835
Re: Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services WW.CRNInO.Com
[}A‘FZ Contract N!Jm.her I3PSX0017 - ___ww cartinoate. com
Mainténance Building, Seaside — - _
Building 64512 o =

Project MH-14-25 '
Task 1, Inspection
ATC Project No. 61.22573.0020, Task 20073, ATC Inv. 1855198

sl |

Dicar Mr. Samnders:

Cardno ATC  has provided asbestos related services on the pmj-:ci[:-:] listed below. These services were
performed by Cardno ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of
Admimstralive Services confract,

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Maintenance Building at Seaside.
This invoice covers a period ending 1/16/18,

DPW
Project Uit
Euilding i Service Rate Units Cost
Mumber
G4512 MH-14-28 Environmental Technical Assistant £51.41 3.00 515423
Project Monitor 358.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbesios Inspector 5681.12 30.00 51,833.80
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 6.00 $727.50
Planner/Designer Services §T2.75 1.00 ST2.T5
TEM AHERA 24 HR 8730 0.04 20.00
PLM Buik 1062 23.00 380 268
AWE £200.00 0.00 50.00
TOTAL — $3.147.34

Simcerely, |_ j‘/,r?/; 5
Cardno ATGH  / _ !! ' ‘{ ‘ Aﬂ' /;5._. v/l
_ D=7 T — t //

= fﬁﬁ.u:’aﬂuﬁ;:{"‘}"r (il

L)

Edward P. Fednell 47, P.E.
Building Sciencés Division Manager

2olagfe el lasb e WOTOORT &1 . FIATY, 60 ameal | . sarvi coudt L Tagide 87 MEwnch B chabla & rE s gl 6 vy Bmcmman s 1 1 85 L Rspd 0 T dac
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January 20, 2015

Mr. Mike Sanders

atate of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartford, CT 06106

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services | |

DAS Contract Number 13PSX00[7
Duplex Garage, Seaside
Building 64624

Project MH-14-24 | y

Task 1, Inspection

ATC Project No. 61.22573.0020, Task 20072, ATC Ihe 18552045

Dvenr Mr Sanders:

ATC

Shapiag the

Cardno ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These SETVICES Were
performed by Cardoo ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of

Administrative Services coftrac

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Duplex Garage at Seaside. This

invoice covers a period ending 11614
DFW

Project Unit
ﬁ:l.-:!;:fg e Service Fiate Units
GdE24 MH-14-24 Environmental Technical Assisianl 351.41 1.00
Project Monitor £58.20 a.00
Asbesios Inspector £61.12 18.00
Senior Registerad Engineer 12125 5.00
Plannes/Designer Services 87275 1.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR £87.30 0.00
PLM Bulk S15.62 10,00
AWE #200.00 0.00
TOTAL

PAID

Sincerely,

Cardivo ATC

Building Sciencés Division Mannger

B AR caSe i VEL et \ TSR 61 . BEET) :I":-.E_'-..'|..-:j_"n-:.-..._-:|q-.-_-“._--_-_.'\-:_-,,".d,m._‘._ll“._.”;*-.._:_"
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Cost

$51.41
50.00
51,700.18
5606 25
57275
S0.00
3156.20
S0.00
$1,886.77
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ATC
Ehaping the Fofurs
June 18, 2015
Mr. Mike Sanders
State of Connectiout
Department of Administrative Services Gentog ATC
Division of Construction Services 290 Roberts Sweel
165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 Surka 301
Hartford, CT 06106 EOHprko, C1.060
Phona +1 860 232 2824
Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services Fax  +1880 282 9806
DAS Contract Number [3PSX017 W aekirn
Maintenance Building, Seaside www.cardnoals com
Project L-15-01
Building 64512

Task 3, Monitoring
Cardno ATC Praject No. 61.22573.0021, Task 21039, Cardno ATC Inv. 1851099

Dear Mr, Sanders:

Cardno ATC has provided asbestos related services on the projectis) listed below. These services were
performed by Cardno ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of
Administrative Services contract.

The scope of work performed in this task included monitoring in the Maintenance Building at Seaside. This
invoice covers a period ending 06/12/15.

DPW
Building :ﬂf{ Service ::1: Units  Cost
MNumber
64512 U-15-01  Enwvironmental Technical Assistant 551.41 4,00 20564
Project Monitor $5B.20 3200 $1,862.40
Asbestos Inspector 551.12 0.00 0,00
Senior Registerad Engineer $121.25 4.00 $435.00
PlannerDesigner Services ET2.75 0.00 £0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk Samples §15.82 4,00 S62 .48
AWP 5200.00 0.00 50.00
TOTAL $2.615.52
Sincerely,
Cardno ATC

@C

- _. Sy 7 -r -
Edvvard P. Fennell Jr, PEY -

i g s e
Building Sciences E!thr?n Manager
FrRBldgRel V0L darea Lo PREEN A Y, 8000 ancal ], pervinesdid 4 Tac bk L ) RS bt 1 Mladinght

m-m~m-m~m-w-wiw-
ﬂrm‘ﬂﬂ“d*Pﬂhﬁiu-Pﬂu+ﬂmuTm-
u‘ﬂﬂlﬂlﬂ*“%+“hﬁl‘%hﬁm
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AT

EXNVIRDNMENTAL - BEOTECHWICAL
BUILDING SCIENCES - MATERIALS TESTING

January 20, 2016

Mr. Mike Sanders
State of Conmecicut

ment of Administrative SErvices
Division of Construction Services
168 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartford, CT 06 104

Re:  Asbesios, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number |3PSXO0LT
sain Hospital Building, Seaside
Building 64704
Project U-15-03
Task 2, Design
Cardno ATC Project No. 61,22573.0021, Task 21048, Cardno ATC Inv. 1932070

Dwear Mr. Sanders:

ATC has provided ashestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services Were performed
by ATC in secordance with the requirements of the referenced Depastment of Administrative Services
coniract.

The scope of work performed i this task included an inspection in the Main Building at seaside Hospital
This invoice covers a period ending 01/08/16.

OPW
Building ::fnlﬁ'r Service ::: units  Cost
mumbar
84704 u-15-03 Environmental Technical Agsistant £51.41 400 3205864
Project Manitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspecior £61.12 34.00 £2,078.08
Senior Registersd Enginger 512125 az.00 $3,660.00
planner/Desi Services 7275 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR 268730 0.00 £0.00
PLM Bulk Samples 1562 3.00 $46.86
MNP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL £6,210.58
Sincerely,
.-?’h I

Building Sciences LA ision Manager
| S LEaFciiEl L.-nu'.l.-!-.-:l.-.-u-:. L ErETA, 00Tk paeall. servl {1 H

I ATCGroupServices.com
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- ATC

ENVIRGNMENTAL - GEOTECHRICAL
BUILDING SCIENGES + MATERIALS TESTING

Al 26,2016

290 Roberts Streel, Suite 301
East Hartford, CT 06108

BE0-282-5924
Fax 560-282-0826

WWW ALCETOU PSS ¥iCES. COMm

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartford, CT 06106

Re:  Asbesios, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13P5X017
Main Hospital Building, Seaside
Building 54704
Project U-16-01
Task 3, Monitoring
Cardno ATC Project No. 2257316015, ATC Inv. 1943303

Diear Mr. Sanders:

ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These serui?g were pe:'fm'red
by ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Depariment of Administrative Services

comircl.

The scope of work performed in this task include menitoring in the Main Hospital Building at Seaside This

invoice covers a period ending 04/22/16.

Building m Service
Mumber
54704 U-18-01  Environmenial Technical Assistant
Project Monitor
Asbastos INSpecior
Senior Registered Engineer
PlannerDesigner Sarvices
TEM AHERA 24 HR
PLM Bulk Samples
AWP
TOTAL
Sincerely,
ATC

P

Edwasd P. Fennell Jr., P.E.
Building Sciences Division Manager

B U SR EL A RS L EEBE S IR N T 1IN Y Bk i L il AN L B bl b Yy Tl ma G L A B R L e

Uinkt
Rate

551.41
£58.20
$61.12
5121.25
554,68
SBT.30
$15.62
$200.00

LUinits Cost

G.00 2308.48
22000 3512,804.00

0,00 S$0.00
3100 53,758.75
0.00 £0.00
10,00 87300
0,00 £0.00
0.00 50.00
17, 744,21
rff
LA/
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M ﬁrﬂm

Shaping the Fature
g Aike Sanders
Seate of Conmecticut
Department of Administrative Services iCardng ATC
Division of Construction Services 230 Rcberls Seeel
165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 St 301
East Havtioed, GT 05108

Hartford, CT 06106
Phons +1 80 252 93

Re: Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services Fax #1800 262 9628
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017 WA Gl CO
Main Hospital Building, Scaside W CaFdnaate. o
Building 64704 .
Project U-15-03 |
Task 1, Inspection

Cardno ATC Project No. 61.22573.0021, Task 21048, Cardiio ATC lnv. 192743 |

Diear My, Sanders: 1

Cardno ATC has provided asbestos related services on the projectis) listed below. These services were
performed by Cardno ATC in sccordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of
Adminisirative Services contract.

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection in the Main Building at Seaside Hospital.
This invoice covers a period ending 10/09/15.

DPYW
Project Unit
Bullding Service Units Cost

Kl Number Rate

E4T04 U-15.03  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 4.00 $205.64

Project Maonite: $58.20 0,00 =0.00

Asbesios inspector £61.12 BO.OO 5488560

Senior Registered Engineer 512125 3T.00 5448625

PlannerDesigner Services BT2.75 0.00 £0.00

TEM AHERA 24 HR 587.30 1.00 SB7.20

PLM Bulk Samples 51562 0.00 30,00

AWP S200.00 Q.00 F0.00

TOTAL $9,668.79

Sincerely,
A - J-'f..-""

Tt

1 VBbGgEo i VI1 el s TR L 2SI B00E ancal . Sk v DB 15 TRaED L Gl e e ARG Gl B Ldley Tava i cad s 1010 T80 7854l doc
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October 22, 2015

Pvir. Mike Samders

State of Connecticut

Department of Adminisirative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartfiord, CT 061G

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017
Main Hospital Building, Seaside
Building 64704
Project U-15-03
Task 2, Design

Cardno ATC Project No, 61.22573.0021, Task 21048, Cardno ATC Inv. 1903043

Dear Mr. Sapders:

Cardno ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services were
performed by Cardno ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of

Administrative Services contract

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection in the Main Building at Scaside Hospital.

This invaice covers a period ending 10/16/135.

DFwW
Project Linit
iﬂw"“ Number Sandice Rate
umber
B4T04 U15-03  Envirenmental Technical Assistant 351.41
Project Maonitor $58.20
Asbestos Inspechor 8112
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25
PlannerDasigner Services 37275
TEM AHERA 24 HR 387.30
PLM Bulk Samples §15.62
AWP $200.00
TOTAL
Sincerely,

Building Sciences Division Manager

Units Cost
2.00 s102.82
Q.00 £0.00
0.00 $0.00

16.00 31,840.00
0.00 50.00
0.00 $0.00
0.00 £0.00
1.00 S200.00

$2,242.82

o

fpez

EMBLogde s ol Lan ew W ORDENLAR, PEATY SR ) e D e v Smn T U Taak 1104 B am o L isigagpi L n LBt 1 d ng Do can's 0027 300w gn 2] 308 . iy
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT 2 7
25 PINNEY STREET ;

ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE
(860) B896-1000 FAX: (860) 871-5982
Num: 007641 Date: 11/02/2016
Attn: MICHAEL SAMDERS
STATE OF COMHECTICUT DFW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE,-ROOM 275 Acct ID: STATEC
HARTFORD CT 06103

Jab: 15H132
SEASIDE SAHATORIUM
Re: Abatement

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT FOR ABATEMENT AT

SEASIDE STATE PARK - 36 SHORE ROAD, WATERFORD -
WORK PERFORMED 10-1-2016 THRU 10-28-16.

TOTAL INVOICE DUE: $133,582.14

—— i
—

Nov -
-

3 & 3
o P i

ﬁE@EﬁWEP

& v @

Oepl &l Agman. SErViCES
Prfec] Aocoarniing

Total: $ 133582.14
Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after
30 days.

"Affirmative ActionsEqual Opportunity

Employer™
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BESTECH INC. OF CONMNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE
(860) B96-1000 FAX: (860) B71-5982
Num: 007613 Date: 10/05/2016
Attn: MICHREL SANDERS
STATE OF CONMECTICUT DPW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE,-ROQM 275 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132
HARTFORD CT 06103
SEASIDE SANATORIUM
Re: GUANO

LABOR, MATERIAL AMND EQUIPMENT TO SECURE SITE AND
CLEAN GUANO - AT SEASIDE, WATERFORD, CT.
WORK PERFORMED FROM 3/17/16 THRU 10/1/16.

TOTAL INVOICE DUE: $34,199.09

Payable upon receipt.

Total: § 34195.09
1.5% par mo. interest after
30 days.

"Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer”
CUSTOMERS COPY
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BESTECH IMC, OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTOM CT 06029

(BED) B96-1000 FAX: (860) BTL-5982

Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS
STATE OF CONMECTICUT DFW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE, -ROOM 275
HARTFORD CT 06103

Re: ASBESTOS ABATEMENT

INVOICE

Num: 007461 Date: 03/31/2016

Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132

SEASIDE SANATORIUM

LABOR,

WORK PERFORMED RUGUST 31,

TOTAL INVOICE DUE:

MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT FOR REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL
OF ASBESTOS AT THE SEASIDE SANATORIUM IN WATERFORD -
THRU MARCH 16, Z2016.

£199,534.90

- -

AP fﬁ-““"a >

APR - _ 208
1_lnr~|' EGEIVE
J
l!'II.| TS []
-~
Dapl cf Adrren. SEorvces
APR -4 ﬂ Pt Asoraring
> ¥
T docct

Payable vpon receipt.

1.5% per mo. interest after

Total: 5 199534.5%0

30 days.

"Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer"
CUSTOMERS COPY




BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

(860) B96=-1000 FAX: (BGO) B71-5982
Attn: MIKE SAHDERS
STATE OF CONWECTICUT DPW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE,=-ROOM 275
HARTFORD CT 06103

Re: ASBESTOS ABATEMENT

INVOICE

Num: 005804 Date: 05/11/2011

Acct ID: STATEC Jab: 11D053

SEASIDE SANATORIUM

ASBESTOS ABATEMENT AT 3SEASIDE SANATORIUM PAPER
SHREDDING FROM 4/20/2011 THRU 4/27/2011.
(PER STATE CONTRACT 10PSX0238)

TOTAL DUE: 524,372.27

g 2879

724

=~

| e
Vi

Payable upon receipt.

1.5% per mo. interest after

30 days.
CUSTOMERS COPY

Total: 5 24372.27
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209 Roberts Street, Suite 301
East Horiford, CT 08108
Telephone §50-282-9924

Fax BR0-262-5826

GROUP SERVICES LLC

Japuary 17, 2017

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

450 Columbus Boulevard

Hartford, CT 06103

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017
CTDCS Seaside Main Hospital Building
Building 64704
Project U-16-01
Task 3 Monitoring
ATC Project No. 2257316015, ATC Inv. 1996247

Diear Mr. Sanders:
ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services were performed
by ATC in sccordance with the requirements of the referenced Depariment of Administrative Services

cogitract.

The scope of work performed in this task includes monitoring at CTDCS Seaside Main Hospital Building.
This invoice covers a period ending 1/31/17.

DPW

Building :ﬂt‘r Service ::: Units Cost
MNumber
GaT0d u-1601 Environmental Technical Assistant a51.41 2.00 102 82
Project Monitos $58.20 7100 $4,13220
Asbestos Inspactor §61.12 0.00 $0.00
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 24.00 $2,910.00
PlannenDesigner Sernvices 504.58 0.00 50.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR 587.30 0,00 S0.00
PLM Bul Samples $15.62 0.00 $0.00
PCB Samples $85.00 0.00 $0.00
$7,145.02
A

A o

/ ‘rfﬁ;’*
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
23 PIKNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE
(860) 896-1000 FAX: (860) 871-5982

Mum: DO0TB2T Date: 0473052017

Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS
STATE OF CONMECTICUT DFW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE, -ROCM 275 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132

HARTFORD CT 06103
SEEASIDE SAMATORIUM

Re: Abatement

LABCR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT FOR ASBESTOS ABATEMENT
OM GROUMND FLOCR AND CONTAINMENT 16 & 17 - AT
SEASIDE STATE PARK, 36 SHORE ROAD, WATERFORD, CI
WORK FERFORMED ON APRIL 3RD THRU APRIL 28, 2017

TOTAL INVOICE DUE; 5310,512.80

o~ MEGEIYE

WA # [ L
K70 - | w 1720 ||Y)

_ At Hill LN )

)

Tctal: § 310512.80

Payable upon receipt. I.5% per mo. interest after
30 days. Faffirmative Action/Egqgual Opportunity Employer®
CUSTOMERS COPY
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNMECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06023

INVOICE
(B60) B896-1000 FAX: (860) 871-5982

Num: 007793 Date: 0373172017

Attn: MICHAEL SAMNDERS
STATE OF CONHECTICUT DEW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE,-ROOM 275 Acce ID: STATEC Job: 15H132

HARTFORD CT 0&l103
SEASIDE SAMATORIUM

Re: Abatementc

LAROR, MATERIAL AND EQUIFMENT FOR ASBESTOS REMOVAL
AMD DISPOSAL - AT SEASIDE STATE PARKE - CONTAIWNMENT
14 AND 15 IN BASEMENT AND BEGIN GROUND FLOOR .

WORK WAS PERFORMED ON MARCH 1, THRU MARCH 31, 2017

TOTAL INVOICE DUE; 5420,745.45

PR 13 pull

5&‘;54;‘&‘?’51{

Tatal: 5 420745.45

Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest arfter
30 days. mAfFirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer®
CUSTOMERS COPY
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Seaside Regional Center Invoices for Bestec

Invalce & Date Amount
DOS804 5/11/2011 § 2437227
007461 33172016 $ 199,534.90
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BESTECH INC. OF COMHECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTONM CT 06029

(B60D) B896-1000 FAX: (BED) B71-5382
Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS

STATE OF CONMECTICUT DPW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE, -ROOM 275
HARTFORD CT 06103

Re: ASBESTOS ABATEMENT

INVOICE

Mum: 007461 Date: 0373172016

Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132

SEASIDE SANATORIUM

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT FOR REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL
OF ASBESTOS AT THE SEASIDE SANATORIUM 1M WATERFORD
WORK PERFORMED AUGUST 31, THRU MARCH 16, 2016.

TOTAL IMVOICE DUE:

Terst f+_}d .
AsB Ford >

$199,534.90

APR - _ 28
MECEIVE 1
'-.1]1 j
Dep of &dmin Sprvces
APR -4 208 | " Fioee Acomrio
T/ .
T dycos

Payable upon receipt. 1.58 per mo. interest after

30 days.

Total: § 199534.%0

CUSTOMERS COPY

saffirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer” ;??E;f &
! f'f}ff &
£ I _.-?
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e 77
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BESTECH INC. OF COMNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE
(860} B96-1000 FAX: (860} B71-5982

Num: 007763 Date: 02/28/2017
Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS

STATE OF COMMNECTICUT DEW

165 CAPITOL AVEMUE,-ROOM 2753 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132
HARTFORD CT 06103

SEASIDE SANATORIUM

Re: Abatement

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT FOR ASBESTOS ABATEMENI
AND DISPOSAL AT THE SERSIDE STATE PARK, 36 SHORE ROAD
WATERFORD, CT

WORE PERFORMED FROM FEBRUARY 4TH THRU FEERUARY 28, Z017

TOTAL INVOICE DUE; £212,438.55

) 1EAY | |
Poypea i

A |l g

-/g[-l_}]ﬂ:- : = I— IJ_"._ TTHT n-?'.._ll |

Total: § 212438.55
Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after

30 days. "Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer™®
CUSTOMERS COPY
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Etﬁu of Engr&nsdlcut
Dept of Administrative Svcs r Ak

Vandor: 00000 7507

BESTECH NG
25 PINNEY BT
ELLINGTOM CT 06029
AL ok AL T M sl
Chango Extonded
o Clsandity Guantity Buantity Amcunt
1= 1 1 1] T En 150,000.00 200,000.00 350,000.00 350,000.00
Vnde® MEgh Dascpiptian REI-IR-AJOSAGRESTOS LEAD MOLD Dua Data 03/11/3016
REMEDIATION ERSVICES @ VARTOND
SITES STATEWIDE
Canibracy 1D: Version 1 Conlrac] Lins: 0 Colegoery Lira: 0 Release: 1
[OPSY, 0138
Hem Total 350, 900 .06
Total PO Amaunt
The Total Qbligation | IS, p00. o0

Par tima paciod 03/11/2016 ko 061072006

Tho Siale purchadging enlity ks issuing this purchase ceder purauand and subject bo & coniain

caoniract, betwesn the vendor and the Stale of Connectiout, specificaily for Bha poods, services o

both #omized abowe, The contmet B currenily in afecy, 55 1 hads nod wopired oF baah cancslled of

soirninabed, Ta the axient that the caniract has nol aleady bean accepted by the vendor, and without

Huwwm-mhmmwwmﬁmawm
purchasg crjer, any ool of partisl of full performancs by the vendor afier recsipt of this purdhasa

oriev shall ba deemed 1o be, without mone, an scceptance of this purchaes ondar and an accaptancs of

all of tha terms and condiions of the contract. This order |s eeempt fom Federal Excise s

urcler registraiion number 08-T30425K, and from Connediicut Sabes T, mmmw-m

BgEncy besuing Tis ander,

Tha State Compiraller carfifias that this order has been : | Final Approver; DAS-Knapsack Glenn

, ecorded, and available funds have baen
82
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State of Connecticut
Furchase Ordar

Dept of Administrative Sves

DO Ol T s e s 1!u.u gj

BL 1 444 250 50 50,000 00 1.“;“5“
vadrd Mg Desoriptlon ASAERTOR, LEAD, AND ATR OUALITY — Dus Dabs 01728/2014
COMSULTING SERVICES - VARICUS
STATEWIDE LOCATICHS TH COMMECTICUT
—— J FROJECT WO. BI-38-831
Wﬂm
I,-' H&RTFORD CT X
| Corfemct D 1 3PSXO0MTAL Viersion 1 Coniraci Line: 0 Caleguy Uine: @ Foloass 1
L0001 I
it T |
CRCS84  SO000000 e
DASM1-0000008045

EM02014 = CHANGE OFDER TO INCHEASE PURCHASE OHDER PER REQUEST ... 100,000
THTRM4 - CHANGE ORDER TO ADD DISTREUTION LIME AND INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST .

$80,000

TEAE014 ~ CHANGE ORDER TO INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER AND ADD (2) DISTRIBUTION LINES FOR
FUNCING..... 31,6867

SR04 = CHANGE ORDER TO INCREASE PLURCHASE ORDER AND INCREASE DISTRIBUTION LINE 8 2 ...
1204 = INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST L ADD DISTRIBUTEON LINE FOR CODING ..

200,000
124 - INGREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REGUEST . $50,000
VS ~ IMCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST . $100,000

chaegn ordor o acd 2008, i dealribuBon Bea 80
BAMTI-ADD §100,000.00 TO COVER INVOIGES
E8-ADD £50,000.00 TO PO

Rem Total PN LN L]

MLEASE REFERENCE PIRCHASE ORDER OM ALL BNOICES AND CORRESPOMIENCE.
ASBESTOS, LEAD AND AR GUALITY CONEUITIMNG SEFVACES - STADWADE LOCATIONS.

ZTIMG-CHANGE ORDER TO COMMIT 550,000, 00

Tiskad PO Amaunt [ 1;454,38%.09

The Tedal Obllgation
For time paried 01/17/2014 te 1371473018

Then State purchasing enlity [t Fiuing thin punchiss crder pursund and sulspect io 8 corein

coniracl, betwean e vendor and e Stale of Conndcticil, speciically for the gotds, sandons of

iboth Bemied above. The contract s camently in efied, &3 R s nol axpired or bean ancoled o
Imrrinatiod. T the axisnt Pt tha conlrsc! his Aol sinkicy Boon aocoplod iy 05 wandor, and wilhoot
rslcating or acnawisdging & netd io reaffiem such socaptancs by means of Bl of any Subssgquant
purchais croer, &y aci of perdisd o Sl parfarmance by B vendor afier roosipt of his purchasa

v 2hof] Be doeomsd b bo, withoul mom, &n sisoplanon Of P poechasn oider ind an Stoaplans of
&l af tho hsfme and condiiona of the conirael. This ardar B3 exempl irom Federal Exclss toms

The State Compiroller cerlifies thal this order has bean Lﬁhﬂﬂmmﬁm.umm_—|
approved

recarded, and available Hands have been resarved.

r
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Stgl:n c;'f“':ngflﬂntlnut
=
Dept of Administrative Svcs i

Vendor: 00000 TEDT
BESTECH INC
25 PINNEY 5T
ELLINGTOM CT 06020

165 Caplicd Avenus
Hartiord CT 065106

- Cuanilry Ruaris Quantty. A Zi0000000  1,200,00000  3,300,00000 3300 o

Vodr# High Desceipeion ASBESTOS, LEAD AND MOLD REMEDIATIONDwS Daea 03/31/2016
SERVICES - WARIOUS LOCATIONS / |
STATEWIDE TROORAM [ FROJECT HO.

BI-3B-830
Ship Ta:  VARIOUS STATEWIDE LOCATIONS

HARTFORD CT i
Contract ID:  10PSNEIAAR Wergion 1 Coniract Line: 0O CaegoryLine: 0 Relaasec 16 {
DA -DOO0002 05

AMORM4 = CHAMGE ORDER TO INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUIEST ... 3300000
B2014 ~ CHANGE ORDER TO INCEASE PURCHASE ORDER PER RECUEST..... $$175,000
1282004 = NCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST ... 3600,000

tem Total —1o308, 000,00

PLEASE AEFERENCE PURCHASE ORDER ON ALL INVOICES AMD CORRESPONDENCE,
ENVIROMMENTAL SERVICES - STATEWIDE LOCATIONS / CHANGE ORDER TO INCREASE PO AND ADD DIST LINER 2,
AMARNH4-TARA

Tetal PO Amount | 3, 300, 000, 50

Tha Tokal Oblkgation | 1, :lu-niunn-
Far tlse paried 01,/01/I011 to 03/3 g1

The Stale purchasing anity i issung this punchase onrdar pursuant and sublect 1o a certain

contract, bobwaan B vendor and the Siale of Connocticut, specilically for e Sariens o

both lemized above. The condract bs curreny in effect, as & has not expdrd or cancaled or

berriatod. To the sotent that the contract has not aiready booen scoepted by the vendar, and withou

Iindicating or sckradedging a nesd lo reaffim such accepltance by means: of this o amy subsedquant
prurchase order, any act of partiol or full pardormancs kry the vender after rocolal of s

mduiulbadeﬂud hhﬂﬂnﬂﬁbﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂlﬂﬁ

all of ?ha e and condiions of tha coniract. ThmdhrhminldmlEJﬂnm

urdor regisiration number 06-TI04A5K, and from Connectiout Sales Tax, Send Involoes lo the State

ARty Mauing this afder

EPS————— e

Th fies that this order has been ; OSC-ClaharMarcla A
Hﬁtﬁlﬂ:ﬁ-ﬂl‘nwg]mlﬁhui 3 ha".l'ﬂhi:i'l ! LEI!!]..-&EE’!.'!ET
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINMEY STREET

ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE
(#60) B896-1000 FAX: (8s0) B71-538Z
Num: 007874 Dale: 06/30/2017
Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DFW
165 CAPITOL AVENUE,-ROOM 2735 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132
HARTFORD CT 06103
SEASIDE SAMATORIUM
Re: Abatement
LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT TO FINAL CLEAN MAIN
LEVEL, AIR CLEARANCE AND DEMORILIZE FROM SITE - AT
SEASIDE SAMTORIUM.
TOTAL INVOICE DUE; §05,505.74
Total: & 95505.74
Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after
30 days. "Affirmative Actien/Egual Opportunity Employer"”

CUSTOMERS COPY
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BEESTECH INC. OF COMNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE
(860) B96-1000 FAX: (860) 871-5982

Num: 007847 Date: 05/31/2017

Attn: BMICHAEL SANDEES
STATE OF COMNECTICUT DEW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE, -ROOM 275 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132

HARTFORD CT 06103
SEASIDE SANATORIUM

Re: Abatement

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT TO FINISH BASEMENT

AND CONTINUE WORKE ON GROUND FLOOR AT SEASIDE STATE
PARK - 36 SHORE ROAD, WATERFORD, CI

WORE PERFORMED FROM MAY 1, 2017 THRU MAY 31, 2017

TOTAL INVOICE DUE; $276,268.00

o

/W'7

Total: § 276268.00

rPayable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after
20 days. "Affirmative Action/Egqual Opportunity Employer®
CUSTOMERS COFPY
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GROUP SERVICES LLC

July 24, 2017

Mr. Mike Sanders
State of Conneclicut
Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

450 Columbus Bousevard

Hartford, CT

Re: Asbesios, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services

06103

DAS Contract Number 13PSX017
Seaside Main Hospital Building
Building 54704

Project

Task 3 Monitoring

U-18-01

ATC Project 2257316015, ATC Inv. 2034041

Dwear Mr. Sanders:

205 Roberts Street, Suite 301
East Hartford, CT 06108
Telephone 860-282-0924

Fax 860-182-0H26

ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services were
perfformed by ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of
Administrative Services confract.

The scope of work performed in this task includes monitoring at Seaside Main Hospital Building.
This invoice covers a penod ending &200/17.

DPW

Bullding
Mumbar
64704

TOTAL
Sincarely,
ATC

Project
Number

-16-01

Service

Emvironrnental Technical Assistant
Project Monitor

Asbestos Inspector

Senior Registered Engineer
Planner/Designer Services

TEM AHERA 24 HR

PLM Bulk Samples

AWP

Edward P. Fennell Jr., P.E.
Building Sciences Division Manager

Unit
Rate

$61.41
$58.20
$51.12
$121.25
$94.58
$R7.30
$26.77
$200.00

8 gy A Bt T THSP P, T i b e P St I T 60 5 SoavmiaioininHonpall sicimpiirrvoloeshll 1341 Firee JEi40 0 doe

Units Cost

0.00 $0.00
10.00 S582 00
0.00 $0.00

A 00 S485.00
0.00 £0.00
10,00 S873.00
0.00 £0.00
000 $0.00
$1,940.00
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From: Bolton, Jeffrey

To: "Kathy Jacques"
Subject: Total Estimated Cost
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 4:16:18 PM

Hello Ms. Jacques:

To answer your question for clarification purposes, the “Total Estimated Cost” for both the Hybrid
and Destination Parks does include the $10.1 state contribution. The Total Estimated Cost is listed
for each of the Parks in pages 9 and 10 of Appendix B: Economic & Fiscal Impact Analysis (AMS
Consulting, LLC, April 2017).

Thank you,
Jeff

Jeff Bolton, Supervising Environmental Analyst

DAS Division of Construction Services

450 Columbus Blvd, Suite 1305, Hartford, CT 06103
jeffrey.bolton@ct.gov | | www.ct.gov/dcs
860-713-5706 (office) || 860-655-0477 (cell)
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IN THE MATTER OF -
SEASIDE STATE PARK MASTER PLAN :
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION

DCS Project No. B1-T-612 :
DAS Contract No. DASMI-0000013126 3 JULY 25,2017

MOTION FOR INTERVENTION

KATHLEEN JACQUES (“Jacques"™), of 10 Magonk Point Road, Waterford, Connecticut,
hereby moves to intervene in the above-captioned proceeding before the Connecticut Department
of Energy and Environmental Protection (“DEEP”) pursuant to DEEP Rules of Practice, Regs.,
Conn. State Agencies (RCSA) § 22a-3a-6(k)(1)(B),' and/or § 22a-3a-6(k)(2). Jacques has a
substantial interest in the public hearing process and can satisfy the requisite standards for
intervention in this matter. Her participation is also in the interest of justice, and will not impair the
orderly conduct of these proceedings.
1. Factual Background

In an advertisement which appeared in The Day (a newspaper having a general circulation in
southeastern Connecticut) on June 20, 2017, the State of Connecticut Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection (“DEEP") gave notice that a Environmental Impact Evaluation (“ELIE”)

has been prepared for the Seaside State Park Master Plan (“Master Plan™), and thata public hearing

i
A person shall be granted status as an intervening party if the request states facts that show “that (i)
his legal rights, duties or privileges will or may be reasonably be expected to be affected by the
decision in the proceeding, (i1) he will or may reasonably be expected to be significantly affected by
the decision in the proceeding, or (iii) his participation is necessary to the proper disposition of the
proceeding.”

2
A person may be granted status as an intervenor if a written request states facts “which demonstrate
that his participation is in the interests of justice and will not impair the orderly conduct of the
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to solicit public comments on the EIE will be held on July 31, 2017.

The proposed action is the implementation of a development concept from the Master Plan.
The Master Plan depicts four potential concepts for the 32-acre Seaside State Park (“Seaside™)
located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford. A summary of the four alternatives follows: “Destination
Park™ - This concept emphasizes passive and active recreation along with a lodging experience.
Existing historic buildings would be restored for lodging and auxiliary uses and the grounds and
waterfront would be modified and enhanced to support passive and active recreational uses.
“Ecological Park™ - This concept emphasizes maintenance and enhancement of ecological features
of the site, both in the terrestrial and waterfront environment. Under this concept, the histonc
buildings would be demolished. “Passive Recreation Park”™ - This concept most closely resembles
the Park in its current condition/use with minimal improvements to the grounds. Under this concept,
the historic buildings would be demolished. “Hybrid Park™ - This concept is an amalgam of the other
alternatives. The historic buildings would be converted to lodging, the grounds would be enhanced,
and ecological habitats would be created or enhanced along the waterfront.

Jacques’ residence at 10 Magonk Point Road is situated in a small, quiet neighborhood lying
adjacent to Long Island Sound just to the west of Seaside, and her residence abuts upon Seaside.
Both Magonk Point Road and Seaside are accessed from Shore Road, a local town road.

The EIE identifies environmental impacts. These include:

- Impacts to water resources, including increased flood elevations, wave velocity and erosion
at the shoreline, from the Ecological Park and Destination Park proposed activities;
- Impacts on regulated ecological habitat and resources which would need to be properly

permitted and mitigated for as part of the design process, under any of the proposed activities
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beyond the No Build proposal;

Potential impacts on Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species/Habitats, based
on DEEP Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) comments, most likely requiring species and
habitat surveys to determine what species and habitats are present and to prepare a sensitive
design and mitigation plan to minimize potential impacts, from any of the proposed activities
beyond the No Build proposal,

Traffic impacts resulting from an increase in vehicle trips to Seaside and an increase in the
number of onsite parking spaces, from any of thé proposed activities beyond the No Build
proposal (however, the E.LE. states that the traffic impact from increased vehicle trips is
“insignificant™);

Impacts on air quality, including increased mobile sources due to vehicles for visitors to the
Site, under any of the proposed activities beyond the No Build proposal except for the Passive
Park, and increased stationary sources in the form of heating and cooling systems for the
buildings associated with any of the Master Plan activities, and potentially for emergency
generators for those proposals which include lodging (Destination Park and Hybrid);
Noise impacts from the operation of any from any of the proposed activities, and potentially
additional noise from heating/cooling units and from outdoor events held at the hotel, under
the proposals that include lodging,

Light and shadow impact, from any of the proposed activities beyond the No Build proposal
that include lodging, from safety/security landscape lighting and parking lot lighting;
Utility impacts, resulting from increased dﬂnm-.'ll for permanent utilities from any of the

proposed activities beyond the No Build proposal, and the need for additional stormwater
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treatment for the activities that include lodging;

- Aesthetic / viewshed impacts, from any of the proposed activities,

- Impacts on cultural resources, from any of the proposed activities;

- Hazardous material impacts from any of the proposed activities, including lead paint and
ashestos, and potential impacts associated with former and existing tanks or storage areas,

- Impacts on land use and neighborhoods, resulting from increased usage of Seaside, under any
of the proposed activities except the No Build.

Some of the foregoing impacts will be irreversible, and will involve irmeversible and imetrievable

commitments of resources.

M. Jacques Will Be Significantly Affected by the Decision in This Proceeding and Is
Necessary to Its Proper Disposition.

Jacques has a significant interest in this proceeding and will be directly affected by its
outcome. The proper disposition of this proceeding can only occur if Jacques becomes an
intervening party in light of DEEP"s expressed findings of fact concerning environmental impacts,
including irreversible impacts upon the surounding environment, which includes the Jacques
residence, and upon the public health, safety and welfare of the local surrounding community.

Conn. Agencies Regs §22a-3a-6(k) provides that a person shall be granted intervenor status
in a contested case upon a demonstration that: “(i) his legal rights, duties or privileges will or may
be reasonably expected to be affected by the decision in this proceeding, (ii) he will or may
_ _masumhl:r be expected to be significantly affected by the decision in the proceeding, or (iii) his
participation is necessary to the proper disposition of the proceeding.” Jacques can satisfy each of
these criteria.

Jacques is directly affected by the current state of Seaside and by DEEP’s own predictions

4
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as to its future, under each of the four alternatives proposed in the Master Plan. Jacques is
extremely concerned about the creation or maintenance by DEEP, or any lessee, licensee, or
successor in interest to any part, portion, or area within the boundaries of Seaside, of a “Destination
Park”, an “Ecological Park™, a “Passive Recreation Park™ or a “Hybrid Park™, and the potential
impacts of any such development upon her residence, her neighborhood, and her own health and
well-being, for which Jacques is in the best position to advocate.

DEEP's proposed activities and conduct, as set forth in the Master Plan, and the potential
impacts to the environment in general and locally within the immediate vicinity of Seaside, as have
been found by DEEP, all demonstrate why Jacques is genuinely troubled by each of the proposed
activities, but particularly by those invelving lodging, and by any potential future associated and/or
consequential activities and conduct, or by any change in DEEP's position as to the nature or scope
of the proposed activities. Jacques believes that her participation is necessary to ensure that such
concerns are met, and that the proper disposition is thus reached in this proceeding.

Each of the proposed activities identified in the ELE.and E.LE. itself, independently
establish that Jacques may be significantly affected by the outcome of this proceeding. There
can be no question that Jacques constitutes an interested party to this proceeding.

II. The participation of Jacques is also in the interest of justice, and will not impair the
orderly conduct of these proceedings.

Should the DEEP deny intervention in this proceeding to Jacques under RCSA § 22a-3a-
6(k)(1)(B) notwithstanding all of the foregoing, intervention should be allowed pursuant to § 22a-3a-
6(k)(2), in the interest of justice, for reasons which include all of the foregoing.

It is in the interests of justice that this intervention be allowed, in that the concerns and
interests of Jacques include ones whmh may differ from the conclusions in the E.LE., for reasons

5
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which may include the direct proximity of her residence to Seaside, as well as its situation relative
to the surrounding environment including the immediate Magonk Point Road neighborhood.

It is unlikely that participation by Jacques would impair the orderly conduct of these
proceedings, as one of the purposes stated in the June 20, 2017 notice is to solicit comments on the
ELE. and it would not be necessary for Jacques to consume very much of the DEEP's time or to
expend DEEP's resources in a manner inconsistent with its stated purposes in conducting this
proceeding. As such, the conduct of these proceedings would not be adversely affected by Jacques’
participation asan intervenor, as the expression of her own specific interests and concerns, as distinct
from those of the general public, is nevertheless very closely related to the DEEP's purposes in
conducting the proceeding as set forth in said notice.

IV.  Conclusion

Jacques therefore requests that she be permitted to intervene as a party. She has a clear

interest in this proceeding, and should be awarded party status to protect that interest.
Respectfully submitted,
KATHLEEN JACQUES

w Nof (oae

Jon B. Chase
Richard §. Cody P.C.
34 Church Street
P.0. Box 425
Mystic, CT 06355

richardscody(@msn.com
Telephone: (860)572-2042
Fasimile: (860)572-2044
Juris No. 414019

Her counsel
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CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a mg hereof was mailed on July 25, 2017, first class postage prepaid, to the
following persons at the following addresses:

Office of the Attorney General
State of Connecticut

55 Elm St.

Hartford, CT 06106

.lnn B. Cha.'y:



IN THE MATTER OF :
SEASIDE STATE PARK MASTER PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION

DCS Project No. Bl-T-612 :
DAS Contract No. DASMI-0000013126 - JULY 25,2017

VERIFIED PETITION FOR INTERVENTION
PURSUANT TO CONN. GEN. STAT. §22a-19

Notice is hereby given that KATHLEEN JACQUES (“Petitioner”) intends, and by this
pleading does, intervene as a party to any and all proceedings in the above-captioned matter
pursuant to Connecticut's Environmental Protection Act (“CEPA™), Conn. Gen. Stat. § 222-19(2),
including any and all hearings, proceedings, permittings, grants, considerations, authorizations,
extensions, renewals, amendments, or actions, and any matters related thereto.

These proceedings involve conduct which has, or which is reasonably likely to have, the effect
of unreasonably polluting, impairing or destroying the public trust in the air, water, or other natural
resources of the State.

In support of this pleading, the Petitioner asserts the following:

1.  The person signing this complaint under the Connecticut Environmental Protection Act
(“CEPA™), is a citizen residing in the Town of Waterford and State of Connecticut,

2. Conn. Gen Stat. § 22a-19(a)(1) provides, in relevant part, that “[i]n any administrative,
licensing or other proceeding, and in any judicial review thereof made available by law, ... any
person ... may intervene as a party on the filing of a verified pleading asserting that the proceeding
or action for judicial review involves conduct which has, or which is reasonably likely to have, the
effect of unreasonably polluting, impairing or destroying the public trust in the air, water or other

natural resources of the state.™
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2. In an advertisement which appeared in The Day (a newspaper having a general circulation in
southeastern Connecticut) on June 20, 2017, the State of Connecticut Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection (“DEEP") gave notice that a Environmental Impact Evaluation ("EIE")
has been prepared for the Seaside State Park Master Plan (“Master Plan”), and that a public hearing
to solicit public comments on the EIE will be held on July 31, 2017.
3. The proposed action is the implementation of a development concept from the Master Plan.
The Master Plan depicts four potential concepts for the 32-acre Seaside State Park (“Seaside”)
located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford, A summary of the four alternatives follows: “Destination
Park” - This concept emphasizes passive and active recreation along with a lodging experience.
Existing historic buildings would be restored for lodging and auxiliary uses and the grounds and
waterfront would be modified and enhanced to support passive and active recreational uses.
“Ecological Park”™ - This concept emphasizes maintenance and enhancement of ecological features
of the site, both in the terrestrial and waterfront environment. Under this concept, the historic
buildings would be demolished. “Passive Recreation Park” - This concept most closely resembles
the Park in its current condition/use with minimal improvements to the grounds. Under this concept,
the historic buildings would be demolished. “Hybrid Park” - This concept is an amalgam of the other
alternatives. The historic buildings would be converted to lodging, the grounds would be enhanced,
and ecological habitats would be created or enhanced along the waterfront.
4.  The EIE identifies environmental impacts. These include:

a. Impacts to water resources, including increased flood elevations, wave velocity and

erosion at the shoreline, from the Ecological Park and Destination Park proposed
activities;

b. Impacts on regulated ecological habitat and resources which would need to be
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properly permitted and mitigated for as part of the design process, under any of the
proposed activities beyond the No Build proposal;

Potential impacts on Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species/Habitats,
based on DEEP Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) comments, most likely requiring
species and habitat surveys to determine what species and habitats are present and to
prepare a sensitive design and mitigation plan to minimize potential impacts, from
any of the proposed activities beyond the No Build proposal;

Traffic impacts resulting from an increase in vehicle trips to Seaside and an increase
in the number of onsite parking spaces, from any of the proposed activities beyond
the No Build proposal (however, the E.LE. states that the traffic impact from
increased vehicle trips is “insignificant™);

Impacts on air quality, including increased mobile sources due to vehicles for visitors
to the Site, under any of the proposed activities beyond the No Build proposal except
for the Passive Park, and increased stationary sources in the form of heating and
cooling systems for the buildings associated with any of the Master Plan activities,
and potentially for emergency generators for those proposals which include lodging
(Destination Park and Hybrid);

Noise impacts from the operation of any from any of the proposed activities, and
potentially additional noise from heating/cooling units and from outdoor events held
at the hotel, under the proposals that include lodging;

Light and shadow impact, from any of the proposed activities beyond the No Build
proposal that inelude lodging, from safety/security landscape lighting and parking lot

lighting;
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h. Utility impacts, resulting from increased demand for permanent utilities from any of
the proposed activities beyond the No Build proposal, and the need for additional
stormwater treatment for the activities that include lodging;

i. Aesthetic / viewshed impacts, from any of the proposed activities;

Ja Impacts on cultural resources, from any of the proposed activities;

k. Hazardous material impacts from any of the proposed activities, including lead paint
and ashestos, and potential impacts associated with former and existing tanks or
storage areas;

L. Impacts on land use and neighborhoods, resulting from increased usage of Seaside,
under any of the proposed activities except the No Build.

6.  According to the E.LE., some of the foregoing impacts will be mreversible.

7.  According to the ELE., some of the proposed activities will involve irreversible and

irretrievable commitments of resources.

g The activities set forth in Paragaph 5, separately, together in combination, cumulatively, or
in combination with other sources of pellution, invelve conduct which has, or which is reasonably
likely to have, the effect of unreasonably polluting, impairing or destroying the public trust in the
air, water or other natural resources of the state. Without limiting the foregoing, the aforesaid
activities will unreasonably pollute, impair or destroy the public trust in the air, water or other natural
resources of the state, for reasons which include one, more than one, or all of the following:

& There are one or more altematives;

b. There are one or more alternatives that would affect the environmental loss;

c. There are one or more alternatives which are feasible;

d. There are one or more alternatives which are prudent.
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9,  Without assuming the burden of proving that a feasible and prudent alternative exists,
the alternatives referenced in Paragraph 4(2), (b), (c) and (d) of this petition include but are not
limited to Toll's not conducting some or all of the activities proposed in its pending applications
and/or reducing the scope of the overall project.

10. Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-19(b) provides that “[ijn any administrative, licensing or other
proceeding, the agency shall consider the alleged unreasonable pollution, impairment or destruction
of the public trust in the air, water or other natural resources of the state and no conduct shall be
authorized or approved which does, or is reasonably likely to, have such effect as long as,
considering all relevant surrounding circumstances and factors, there is a feasible and prudent

alternative consistent with the reasonable requirements of the public health, safety and welfare.”

11.  The Petitioner reserve the right to supplement the allegations of this petition as evidence
becomes available to her,

WHEREFORE, the Petitioner respectfully requests intervention status in this proceeding
pursuant to CEPA upon the filing of this verified petition for intervention; that in accordance with this
petition her appearance be entered in this proceeding; and that thereafter the petitioner be given
notice of all hearings and other proceedings herein and the right to appear there and participate for
the purposes and to the extent herein requested.

Said notices can be sent to the following:

Jon B. Chase, Esq., 34 Church Street, P.O. Box 425, Mystic, Connecticut 06355, and

Richard §. Cody, Esq., 3¢ Church Street, P.0. Box 425, Mystic, Connecticut 06355.

The Petitioner further request that the DEEP consider, pursuant to Section 22a-19 of the Connecticut
General Statutes, the effect of the activities proposed in the Master Plan and on all related plans,

maps, and drawings, and the activities described herein, upon all matters within its jurisdiction; that
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it consider all alternatives to such activities, and that it take such action as is consistent with the
allegations contained herein, and not sanction a proposed activity unless and until all unreasonable
pollution and all unavoidable alteration or destruction of the environment is proven to be completely

avoided.

244 / e —

KATHLEEN JACQUES

Subscribed and swomn before me, this 25® day of July, 2017.

\ond (L.

issioner of the Superior Court
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VERIFICATION

In verification of the Pleading for Intervention attached hereto, and in accordance with Connecticut
General Statutes § 22a-19, the undersigned, being duly swom, does hereby depose and say the
following:

1. I am over 18 years of age;

2. Iam thoroughly familiar with the Pleading for Intervention attached hereto and said is true
to the best of my knowledge and belief;

3.  The application to which this petition is addressed involves conduct which has, or is
reasonably likely to have, the effect of unreasonably polluting, impairing or destroying the public

trust in the air, water or other natural resources of the state,

2#1;’

Kathleen Jacques,

STATE OF CONNECTICUT :
: 85. Stonington July 25, 2017

COUNTY OF NEW LONDON

Personally appeared Kathleen Jacques, signor of the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged

the same to be her free act and deed, before me.

B

mmissioner of the Superior Court
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. Connecticut Department of

BNENERGY &
| ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

79 Elm Street » Hartford, CT 06106-5127 www.ct.gov/deep Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

July 31, 2017

Jon B, Chase, Esq.
Richard S. Cody, Esq.
34 Church Street
Mystic, CT 06355

Re: Seaside State Park Master Plan
Environmental Impact Evaluation

Gentlemen:

We have reviewed the Motion for Intervention and Verified Petition for Intervention pursuant to Conn.
‘Gen. Stat. § 22a-19, which were filed on behalf of Kathleen Jacques, in connection with the
Environmental Impact Evalvuation (EIE) concerning Seaside State Park. Cited in support of these filings
were the Department’s Rules of Practice, Regs. Conn. State Agencies (RCSA) § 22a-3a-6(k)(1)(B) and/or
§ 22a-3a-6{kX2), and also Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-19, a provision set forth in Connecticut’s
Environmental Protection Act (CEPA), respectively.

RCSA § 22a-3a-6 governs proceedings in contested cases. The Department’s review of the EIE does not
constitute a contested case. See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 4-166(4). Consequently, the Motion for Intervention is

rejected.

Insofar as Ms. Jacques seeks to intervene pursuant to CEPA, there is no “proceeding” in which to
intervene as no specific conduct is being authorized through the EIE process. The EIE process is a public
process in which members of the public are encouraged to participate in the agency’s review of
environmental impacts from proposed activities. Like all members of the public, Ms. Jacques is afforded
the opportunity to make comments on the EIE. The EIE remains available for public review and
comment, and a public hearing for the receipt of public comments is being held on July 31, 2017.
Additional public comments on the EIE will be accepted through August 25, 2017. All comments timely
received will be considered by the Department as part of this review process.

The statements made in Ms. Jacques’ Motion for Intervention and Verified Petition for Intervention have
been timely received and will be recorded as and taken into consideration as her comment submittal,
along with her other comments. Ms. Jacques remains free to submit comments at this evening’s hearing
in accordance with guidelines provided by the moderator and may also submit additional written
comments by the August 25th deadline.

Smcel ely,
Melmda M. Decker
Agency Legal Director
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:30 PM

To: ‘allanjacques@sbcglobal.net'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside EIE Comments

Attachments: EIE Comments 8152017.docx

Dear Mr. Jacques,

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Allan Jacques [mailto:allanjacques@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 11:44 AM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside EIE Comments

Mr Lambert,

Please find attached my comments on the Seaside EIE

Allan Jacques
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Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

| attended your final public meeting for review of the E.I.E. for the proposed development at Seaside
State Park and was very disturbed once | understood the real purpose of the meeting.

Over the past two years DEEP and DAS made a significant public effort to solicit the ideas and input
regarding the future of Seaside State Park. They have held several public informational meetings.
Together these two agencies have expended unreported sums on design, consultation, and remediation.
With some initial input from the public, DEEP presented the public with three design concepts. They
solicited input from across the state and compiled many impressive statistics. | believe the conclusions
drawn from these surveys were biased.

After several months DEEP synthesized all the information and revealed a New “Preferred Plan.” This is
a new plan and incorporates several features of the three plans revealed at earlier meetings.

On the surface, one would surmise that this was a reasonable process, but in truth it has resulted in a
plan which ignores recent local zoning proceedings and proposes spending millions of dollars of Sate
money on an experimental hybrid park. This “Preferred Plan” is a re-imagined version of the previous
“Destination Park Plan,” and relies completely on the economic reuse of the existing buildings.
Converting the two larger functionally obsolescent buildings into a high-end 24/7 commercial operation
will completely transform the character of the quiet residential zone which surrounds Seaside

| believe the process was flawed and designed to produce a predetermined outcome. At the next
meeting DEEP presented its plan. To be clear, DEEP’s “Preferred Plan is DEEP’s choice and it is not one
of the original choices presented to the public. Not only is the Preferred Plan the most expensive plan,
but it can only be accomplished by investing 45 million dollars that the State cannot afford. It also alters
DEEP‘s and DAS‘s management of the park and adds responsibilities which would not typically be
associated with park management. All this in spite of the findings that sixty-five percent of the survey
respondents found that even a “small inn “ was an inappropriate use, let alone a 100 room hotel.

For over 20 years the State ignored the property and let it deteriorate. Now, after a long and protracted
affair with a State selected “Preferred Developer”, local zoning battles, lawsuits, and designation as a
State Park, DEEP has determined that they should experiment with their newest “pocket park” and
introduce a brave new economic model in the middle of an ongoing State budgetary crisis.

In short, the selection of this “Preferred Plan” is a hoax perpetrated on the public under the guise as an
open and transparent process.

Was the “preferred plan” the plan all along?
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| believe the EIE that supports the conclusion of “little significant impact” on the environment and
surrounding neighborhood is flawed. The impact of the hotel guests, hotel employees and delivery
services are not included in the traffic analysis. Residents’ concerns over such things as noise levels,
lighting, and significantly increased traffic are ignored by labeling them as “perceived impacts.”

DEEP seems compelled to repurpose the functionally obsolescent buildings at Seaside at the expense of
the taxpayers and the surrounding neighborhood. The “Preferred Plan” is a predictable outcome of
this biased objective. It is without doubt, the most complicated, expensive and ambitious alternative.
The Preferred Plan ignores the outcome and neglects the difficulties DEEP encountered when assigned
the management of The Old State House in Hartford.

Is this to be the new model for our State parks?
Is Seaside, the State’s newest park, the most appropriate park to experiment with?

To underwrite the project, DEEP is proposing an experimental and complex funding scheme which is
based, as their own study admits, on supposition and assumptions.

How will DEEP pay for the $ 45 million “Preferred Plan?”

Can the State afford such a plan in light of current budget deliberations? Is it a prudent
expenditure of tax dollars?

Will the State rely on commercializing other parks to augment its operating budget?
If the public/private partnership fails, then what?

In light of the property’s history, the exorbitant costs associated with the “Preferred Plan,” the park’s
small size, the State’s protracted involvement with the previously selected “preferred developer,” and
the recent local zoning decision prohibiting commercial hotel operations at that location, the question

is:
Is this really the most responsible and prudent course of action for DEEP and the taxpayers of
the State?
Do the anticipated “ends” justify these “means?”

Sincerely

Allan Jacques
10 Magonk Point

Waterford, Ct 06385
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 8:03 AM

To: ‘Nancy James'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: RE: Discrepancies in opening statements

Dear Ms. James,

Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.
Sincerely,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
B rror:crion

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Nancy James [mailto:njames@waterfordct.org]
Sent: Friday, August 4, 2017 9:16 AM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Discrepancies in opening statements

Although | was not able to stay for the duration of the July 31 Public Hearing regarding the proposed changes at Seaside
in Waterford, | was there long enough to hear a very disturbing statement. Though | don’t remember the name of the
gentleman who said it, it can be viewed on the Public access channel for Waterford for confirmation and identification. NEJ-1
The statement in question was”There are no Federally Protected Species present at Seaside. Whether this statement
was referencing wildlife or vegetation or both | am not certain. What | am certain of is the fact that there is wildlife on
site at Seaside at different times of the year that is protected. You have an active Osprey nest with a family that has
returned for at least their 4™ year residing in one of the chimneys of the old nursing building. During nesting seasons
these birds and the nest are federally protected and during the off season the only reason to remove that nest would be
that the nest is causing eminent danger, such as on a power line which is not the case. This information comes directly
from The Connecticut Audubon Society. | personally have monitored that specific nest as well as others for the Ct

1
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NEJ-1

Audubon for the past 3 years. | have substantial documentation and photographs to support the the nest and its well
being. In addition, plovers and terns are regular tenants at certain times of the year. | have photos of those as well. In
addition, not necessarily protected species there are swallows that gather there from june to sept. They build nests and
remain until its time for their migration. Once again | have photos to support this. There are great egrets, snowy egrets,
comorants and loons, coopershawks and approximately one and half years ago a Snowy owl made a brief layover on the
roof of one of the buildings. A gentleman who was part of the evening security crew has a photo to support that. There
have also been occasional sighting of seals sunning themselves on the beach. Many people including myself have come
to appreciate the quiet tranquility of Seaside. Its not a bustling tourist attraction nor should it be turned into such. The
residents in that area (which | am not) have become accustomed to a way of life and any type of destination/tourist
attraction will undermine that. If the state is seeking ways to generate income to offset the deficit this will not be the
solution. Although the site is in need of some type of restoration a hotel is not the answer.

Thank you for your time,

/%2/(0% E Jé/t(&&"
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:47 PM

To: ‘stephpeterson86@gmail.com'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside

Dear Ms. Peterson,

Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
B rror:crion

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Stephanie Peterson [mailto:stephpeterson86@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:55 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Subject: Seaside

Dear Michael Lambert,

As a Waterford Resident and having been a consistent visitor to Seaside for many years, I would like to express
my concern for its future plans. I think it would be in the best interest of the wildlife, community and tax payer
money, to leave Seaside as a Passive Recreation Park. Turning Seaside into a commercialized area would be
devastating to the natural beauty of the park and to the birds and deer I routinely see here. It's heart breaking
enough that when you tear down the old building the two osprey that have called Seaside home for many years
will be displaced. In the interest of the wildlife, community and state budget crisis, I urge you to leave Seaside
as a passive park. Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Sincerely, SP-1
Stephanie Peterson
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 3:23 PM

To: ‘Ann Schenk’; SeasideElE, DEEP

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: RE: Seaside comments

Ms. Schenk,

Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the record of decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
B rror:crion

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Ann Schenk [mailto:schenk.ann.l@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 10:31 AM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside comments

Hello,

I live on 3 Woodsea Place in Waterford. My home is adjacent to the property.

Overall, I favor a plan that preserves the buildings. The United States is a young country and we should
preserve our architectural heritage for future generations. Futhermore, ideally the buildings should be used in a
way that is in keeping with the original intent of the facility.

I attended the forum on July 31 and I have the following ideas and comments:

1) I am struck by the lack of imagination in the options. Basically the concepts are either tear the buildings
down or turn them into a hotel. What about other uses for those buildings?

1
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My favorite idea is a partnership with Hospice to create a place where terminally ill children can have a
vacation with their family members. The buildings would have lodging for them along with medical staff to
care for the needs of the ill child. Families could swim, kayak, fish, and relax and experience some normal time
together.

The beachfront could also remain open to the community, perhaps during limited hours as was the case when
the facility was used by the DMR.

Such a concept could be funded by a combination of state funding and grant funding from organizations such as
the Newman's Own Foundation or the Gates Foundation. It would be a facility unique in the county and would
attract acclaim to our state, provide employment for Connecticut residents, and keep the traffic and density low.

2) I distressed by the prospect of adding 90+ parking spots in my back yard in the plans for an ecological or
passive park. Already we experience quite a bit of noise from the current parking lot. Dogs run into our yard,
loud conversations and music blare from the cars while we are enjoying our own patio, light spills into our rear
bedroom window. Please move the parking area so that it is not abutting the back yards of neighbors.

3) As a neighbor to the property I do not object to the possibility of events such as weddings being held there.
However, I think the size of the events and the hours of availability should be limited and the parking should
not be directly adjacent to the back yards of neighbors.

4) If a lodging and event facility is created, I think a discount should be offered to people who have property
that directly abuts Seaside. (This might make the neighbors less resistant to your development plans.)

4) I find the "Hybrid" plan the most objectionable. With so many buildings already there, why is is necessary to
put on an addition?
AS-1
5) Other ideas for using the buildings: A branch campus of an area college/ university, the O'Neill Center, or
Mystic Seaport; an art and architecture museum; a science and health museum; a regional educational facility

for programs for the public schools. I know all these options would increase traffic in and out of the area, but it
would be serving a public good rather than private development or the good of people who can afford to pay for
hotel rooms.

Thank you for your attention.
Best,

Ann Schenk

3 Woodsea Place

Waterford CT 06385
860-444-7726
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:42 PM

To: ‘colette1012@hotmail.com'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside Concerns/Comments

Attachments: Seaside.doc

Dear Ms. Skinner,

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Colette Skinner [mailto:colette1012@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 11:44 AM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Subject: Seaside Concerns/Comments
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24 August 2017
Mr. Michael Lambert, Burecau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Mr. Lambert,

We are residents of Waterford, living at 11 Shore Road, the second house as you turn
from Great Neck Road on to Shore, about a quarter of a mile from Seaside. Before
listing our comments and concerns, I would just like to say that it is fiscally irresponsible
of the State to even think of spending millions of dollars that we cannot afford for
something that is unnecessary. I see closed rest areas, reduced educational funding, poor
infrastructure and high taxes. In my opinion, the area should have never been designated
a state park, which I’m sure was politically motivated, but should have been sold as
individual high end building lots. My take-away from the meeting was that the decision
has already been made in favor of a “destination” park and I only hope that the next
governor will understand that taxpayer dollars should be spent on needed services not on
another park when there are two within ten miles of each other.

Here are our concerns/comments:

- the increase in traffic to 700-1000 cars per day is unacceptable on a residential ,
country road. There was no mention of how that number was arrived at. If it’s an
average ,there could be more than that number during the summer. I doubt any
one of you would be happy with that amount of traffic, now including commercial
vehicles, going by your home. If it was based on cars entering via a route other
than Great Neck, that will never happen. Great Neck to Shore is the most direct
route. Great Neck is also like a drag strip. No one obeys the speed limit of 25.
Have any of you driven the route?? The turn onto Shore is sharp and leaving
Shore to Great Neck is pretty much blind. Is widening the road also a secret??

- There seems to be no discussion as to the coastal impact on neighboring
properties if the seawall is breached or removed

- The restoration of the buildings could run into millions more than anticipated
resulting in their demolition anyway

- There was no information about what happens if a hotel doesn’t survive. There
was no risk assessment. What was the criteria used to guarantee a 60% fill
capacity?? Why is another hotel needed in the area? Could there be another
empty building in 5 years?

- There should have been answers to ALL of the questions asked at the
informational meeting. I feel the whole plan is being put into place in an aura of
secrecy. Questions being addressed after the decision is made is not fair to the
people living in the area.

- There was no real discussion about doing nothing. But because the state has
neglected the properties for so long, the buildings should just be removed.

- I feel Option 4 (Hybrid) was added so Option 1 (destination) wouldn’t look so
bad. Another indication that the decision has already been made with no concern
for the residents of the area.

ACS-1

‘ ACS-2

ACS-3
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- All of the options were extremes....there was nothing in between
- Swimming was never addressed.

- Security was never addressed. ACS4
Given that single family homes are no longer an option, the option of a passive park in
the area at least will be the least disruptive to the neighborhood. I understand the
buildings are of historical value, but the state should have realized that many years ago
and done something then. Now, I feel they are beyond repair. With people leaving the
state as fast as they can, why would the state government want to spend taxpayer dollars
so frivolously??

Alan & Colette Skinner
11 Shore Road
Waterford, CT 06385
(860)443-1315
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Kemper Associates Architects, LLC

730 Farmington Avenuwe - Building £2
Farmington, Connecticut 06032
(B60) 409-T155 - Fax (860) 409-7160
www kempararch.com

July 12, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Qutdoor Recreation
CT DEEP

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Seaside EIE dated June, 2017
Dear Mr. Lambert:

| was part of a design team that developed alternatives for the historic structures at Seaside. In addition to me, the
team included structural, MEP and civil engineers. We were able to obtain a substantial portion of the original drawings
for the buildings which were very helpful as we evaluated the buildings. We also had cost estimating services available

o us.

At an open house on March 25, 2015, DEEP released a document entitled “Seaside State Park Master Plan. The Plan
presented several alternatives, one of which was a Destination Park. Included in that plan was a design for a proposed
lodge to be built as part of the restoration of the historic buildings. The plan showed 55 hotel rooms in the two large
historic buildings (referred to in the Plan as the Hospital Building and the Employee building). The Plan also estimated
the cost for the Destination Park at between 545-60 million.

We agree that re-use of the buildings are feasible particularly for use as an inn. The plans that we developed also
confirm that the buildings, as currently configuted, could accommodate 55 rooms. Subsequent plans that we developed
were approved by the State Historic Preservation Office,

Our estimate of the cost of Destination Park alternative in the Master Plan is somewhat in excess of 550 million. A
significant reason is both the type of construction, and the condition of the exterior walls of all of the historic buildings.

Unlike a typical brick wall, the exterior brick walls of the buildings at Seaside are load-bearing. The original plans for the
buildings show that the wall construction is a triple course (3 bricks wide) of bricks that support the interior poured
concrete floor system. After an exhaustive analysis, our structural engineers determined that the cracks in the walls
were not an isolated phenomenon. Rather, they represent the general structural failure of all of the exterior walls. Our
engineers provided a comprehensive report that documents both the condition and the remedy.

They concluded that completely rebuilding the exterior walls is the only remedy that would result in reasonable
assurance that the buildings are structurally sound. We also shared this the State Historic Preservation Office and the
Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation. They both concurred.

We noted that the budget for site work in the Master Plan was 5$10-14 million. In 2010, our team developed reasonably
detailed site plans. The estimate we received for the work in 2010 was $15 million,
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Based on the above, $60 million might be a somewhat optimistic starting peint for cost of the Destination Park as
depicted in the Master Plan. At the very least, the following adjustments should be made:

Base Cost £60,000,000
Contingency (5%) 3,000,000
Soft Costs (15%) 9,500,000
Inflation (2015-2020) _10.875,000

TOTAL $83,875,000

This does not include anything for remediation, and the estimates for inflation and soft costs are probably on the low
side. It also does not include anything for improvements noted fon the EIE, such as the visitor's center. For budgetary
purposes, we'd suggest that $90 million would be a more reasonable estimate. i
| also reviewed the Environmental Impact Evaluation for Seaside. The EIE references the Seaside State Park Master Plan
as the source of its information for the configuration and cost of proposed improvements at Seaside. That
notwithstanding, the data in the EIE is often inconsistent with the information in the Master Plan. For instance, page 10
of the Economic Impact Analysis (Appendix B) makes reference to the Destination Park alternative. It references a 63-
room hotel, visitor center-changing area and site improvements. The hotel contains 55, not 63 rooms. The EIE also does
not include any costs for the visitor's center and other site improvemnents that they recommend.

Further, referencing the Plan, the EIE states that the cost of the improvements necessary to complete the Destination
Park is $39.51 million. In 2015 the Master Plan estimated the cost at $45-60 million. There is no explanation for this

discrepancy.

I've previously provided the reasons why $60 million is, if anything, a low estimate of the costs to develop the
Destination Park. Stretching credibility, if 545 million is used as a starting point, at a minimum the following adjustments
must be made:

Base Cost 545,000,000
Misc. i.e. Remediation, Visitors Center, etc. 3,000,000
Contingency (5%) 2,400,000
Soft Costs (15%) 7,600,000
Inflation (2015-2020) L a 8,700,000

TOTAL 566,700,000

Thus, the minimum cost for the Destination Park alternative is 566.7 million. This does not include the
Visitors Center and other improvemants noted in, but for which there is sum budgeted in the EIE.

The other alternative involving re-use of the historic structures is identified in the EIE as a Hybrid park. From a cost
standpoint, this is essentially the same as the destination park, except that the inn will have an additional 45 rooms for a
total complement of 100 rooms. On page 9 Of Appendix B to the EIE, referencing the Master Plan the cost of the Hybrid
Park is stated as 545 million. This is the low end of the cost estimate in the Master Plan. This is also the cost for a 55-
room hotel, and the Hybrid Park as described in the EIE will have 100 rooms.
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An addition of 45 rooms will be needed to bring the size of the inn into conformance with the description in the EIE. If
one assumes 500 square feet per room including circulation, as set forth in the PKF study, the cost of this addition will
b

45 Rooms @ 500 sq. ft. x 5250 per square foot = 55,626,000
Contingency (5%) 282,000
Soft Costs (15%) — 886,000

TOTAL 56,793,000

The cost of the Destination Park to 574 million at a minimum. Using more reasonable cost assumptions results in a cost
0f350 million for the Destination Park Alternative, and $100 hundred million dollars for the Hybrid Alternative.

In any case the real costs for the Destination and Environmental Park alternatives are substantially different than those
presented in the EIE, That presumably will have some impact on the conclusions reached in the EIE.

Sincerely

John W. Kemper, Jr.
Kemper Associates Architects, LLC
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: "mbbetts@nyc.rr.com"”

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park Proposal

Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 4:24:12 PM

Attachments: 2017-08-24 REVISED3 DEEP letter re EIE review--Seaside.docx

Dear Ms. Betts

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of

Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Mary Beth Betts [mailto:mbbetts@nyc.rr.com]|
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 4:20 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park Proposal

Attached please find a letter concerning the Seaside State Park Master Plan
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August 24, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert,

As the former curator of the Cass Gilbert Collection at The New-York Historical Society, an author
of two essays on his work, and co-chair of a paper session on Cass Gilbert at the 2018 Society of
Architectural Historians annual meeting, I write about the pending proposals for Seaside State Park,
the site originally built as a treatment center for children afflicted with bone and lymphatic
tuberculosis.

I have followed the steps in the review process with interest, and have carefully studied and
evaluated the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) of the Seaside State Park Master Plan for
Waterford, Connecticut. We strongly urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination
Park. We believe that this option is the best of all five options presented, as it would allow a path to
creating a jewel in the Connecticut state park system. This option brings together the greatest
number of positive results economically, historically, and aesthetically for the town, state, and
region at large. It presents a special opportunity for the public in offering both passive and active
recreation, along with a lodging experience in historic buildings that were designed by the nationally
recognized architect Cass Gilbert (1859—1934), amid historic open space. Together, all of these
elements would be a distinctive and special place in New England.

The reasons for my position are many. Most important, the open space of this 36-acre parcel
situated on Long Island Sound offers exceptional potential to embrace BOTH a distinctive
landscape AND historic architecture. Option 1/Destination Park makes the most of the site’s
characteristic features, most notably the variety of coastal and upland habitats combined with the
historic Cass Gilbert-designed Stephen J. Maher Infirmary and Nurses’ Residence and open space
(not to mention the duplex residence for staff doctors—designed by New London architect Fred
Langdon—and the superintendent’s cottage and garage). These buildings and site represent Gilbert’s
last great essay in campus architecture and planning, before his death in 1934, and just a few years
before he completed the U.S. Supreme Court in Washington, DC.

The Seaside buildings and the open space itself are economic assets worth much more to the State
if they are adaptively reused than if they are demolished. It is well documented that historic
properties add value, which is substantiated by studies through the Main Street program, the
National Trust at large, and other historic preservation groups. Once the distinctive aspects of the
property--in this case, the Gilbert buildings and the open space itself--are demolished or are
significantly impaired, the opportunity for economic leverage dwindles considerably. The
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Seaside EIE reports that Option 1/Destination Park could generate $246,000 annual local revenue
and $642,000 annual State revenue. This option would produce temporary and permanent jobs, not to
mention the positive impact on the area for related goods and services by the increased usership of
the Park. Option 1/Destination Park provides the most potential for benefitting the State’s park
system as a distinctive, one-of-a-kind property, with park land integrated with historic buildings and
open space, while mitigating traffic and noise impact because it does not propose overdevelopment at
an unreasonable scale. (Neighbors’ concerns about the lack of buffer between the Seaside and the
residential area have been mitigated with well-articulated landscaping and lighting plans as well
as pro-active planning regarding traffic concerns.) Option 1/Destination Park also possesses the
virtues of minimal and temporary and/or mitigated impact on agricultural soils, water resources,
traffic, air quality, noise, and light/shadow, as outlined by the EIE report.

For years, Seaside has existed under the radar. Compared to the high profiles of Gilbert’s Minnesota
State Capitol (1895-1905), Woolworth Building (1910-1913), and United States Supreme Court
(1928-1935), among other well-known projects—most of which are located in highly populated
areas—Seaside is an unsung monument in the town of Waterford and in the State at large. Listed in
the National Register of Historic Places in 1995, “The Seaside” represents the culmination of
Gilbert’s illustrious and wide-ranging architectural career.

Completed in the last year of Gilbert’s life, the sanatorium complex serves as a testament to his many
abilities as a designer and planner. Inventive American Shingle-style and Queen Anne revival details
on the Infirmary and pre-nineteenth-century, French-inspired gable elements in the Nurses’ Building
harken back to his historicist orientation in early residential projects in St. Paul, Minnesota, and
elsewhere. The plan of the Waterford complex incorporates both Beaux-Arts— and picturesque-
inspired planning that informed his campus and city plans from Connecticut to Texas. Gilbert’s keen
interest in the use of open space and natural vistas at Waterford reminds visitors of his successful
designs completed in New Haven on the Green and for Oberlin College on Tappan Square.
Furthermore, the civic scale of Seaside was motivated by his highly regarded state capitol designs in
Minnesota, Arkansas, and West Virginia, and also the civic center of five Gilbert-designed buildings
at Waterbury, Connecticut, anchored by a city hall that has been historically renovated to spectacular
effect. Throughout, Gilbert’s two buildings at Seaside are defined by high-quality workmanship—a
hallmark of his architectural practice—and a thoughtful integration of architecture, planning, and
landscape.

Seaside provides a touchstone for the history of twentieth-century public health; the Infirmary is one
of only three buildings remaining in the state from the era before antibiotics were available to treat
tuberculosis effectively. The other remaining sanatoria, Uncas-on-Thames in Norwich and
Cedarcrest in Hartford, were built twenty years before Gilbert’s project at Waterford and are not
associated with nationally acclaimed designers. Gilbert’s Infirmary thus represents a rare building
type in the regional and national landscape. The Waterford project, moreover, was consistent with his
philanthropic activities. Gilbert took special interest in aiding charities that benefited underprivileged
children as well as those with medical challenges, in part because of the early death of one of his own
daughters.

The Seaside Sanatorium also offered a strong connection to his adopted home state. After Gilbert had

moved East, he acquired a Revolutionary War—era summer house, the Keeler Tavern Museum, in
Ridgefield, Connecticut, where he relished spending time. For many reasons, Gilbert felt especially
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strong ties to the colonial past of the region. His grave, in fact, lies in Ridgefield not far from this
retreat.

Sincerely,

Mary Beth Betts, Ph.D., New York, NY / former curator of Architectural Collections, New—Y ork
Historical Society
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:51 PM

To: ‘chuck@chuckpost.com'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Comments to the Seaside State Park EIE

Attachments: Chuck Post Comments to Seaside State Park EIE.pdf

Dear Mr. Post,

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: chuck@chuckpost.com [mailto:chuck@chuckpost.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:17 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Subject: Comments to the Seaside State Park EIE

Dear Mr. Lambert,

Please find the attached comments and letter of support for Option 1 - Destination Park for the Seaside
State Park EIE.

| deeply appreciate the thoughtful consideration that you and many others have put into this project and
the determination of the highest and best use for the Seaside State Park.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the various options and for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Chuck Post
415 710 6860
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Charles M. Post
PO Box 4754 San Francisco, CA 94147 415.710.6860 k(@ ChuckPost.com

August 31, 2016

Mr. Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Sent Via Email: DEEP. scaside EIE @

SUBJECT: Commenis to the EIE regarding Seaside State Park

Dear Mr. Lambert,
CMP-1

There is only one option for the redevelopment of Seaside State Park that fulfills all of the components of
DEEP's mission statement.

“The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) is charged
with conserving, improving and protecting the natural resources and the environment af
the siate of Connecticut as well as making cheaper, cleaner and more reliable energy
available for the people and businesses of the state. The agency is also committed to playing
a pasitive role in rebuilding Connecticut’s economy and creating jobs — and o fostering a
sustainable and prosperous economic future for the state.” (Opening paragraph DEEP
website. Emphasis added)

Option 1 - Destination Park is the only one of the options that fulfills all of DEEPs stated goals. The
preservation and reuse of the existing buildings comserves an irreplaceable historic resource while creating
jobs, and due to the distinctive tenor and unique features of this option it will provide all of the components
necessary Lo ensure a prosperous economic future for the State and the local residents as well. Option 1
protecis the natural resources and the environment through the well-thought-out site plan and the use of
landscaping and lighting components that provide carefully considered mitigations to any potential noise
and/or traffic impacts,

By contrast, Options 2 and 3 both result in the destruction of the existing buildings and with that destruction
one also destroys the ability of the State to economically benefit from the unique cultural heritage and
ireplaceable redevelopment potential these buildings provide. Option 4 has the unfortunate result of being

both the most expensive and the most detrimental to the environment. It creates the most traffic, destroys
most of the sites natural habitat, and is the most expensive,

In many other locales from the Town of Waterbury to the Minnesota State Capital and dozens of others the
economic and civic benefits of restoration and adaptive re-use of Cass Gilbert buildings has been clearly
proven. Option | provides a clear path forward 1o achieve DEEP's stated goals and the other options simply
do not. Therefore, | strongly urge the adoption of Option 1 - Destination Park.

rles M. Post

Gireat Grandson of Cass Gilber
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Monday, August 21, 2017
To: Michael Lambert- Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation DEEP — 79 Elm St., Hartford, CT 06106
From: Timothy Radway — 24 Magonk Point Road, Waterford, CT 06385 home phone:610-683-5800

RE: Comments on Seaside EIE

The superintendent’s house and the duplex buildings were intended and used as residence’s. Setbacks
from adjacent properties were small then, but that was acceptable for residential uses. However, they
are not appropriate for commercial uses. The use of those properties for hotel guests is overstepping
our own zoning today; justified by the fact that someone wants to save the buildings. Saving the
buildings may be acceptable, but subjecting the neighbors to the noise most vacationing hotel guests
will provide is not fair. Buffer structures will not work here, as they will block the views for all. This is a
serious impact to the neighbors that is being downplayed. Another proposed use should be examined
that ceases operations for the evenings.

The proposed Kayak Launch area should not include parking spaces. It should be like any other boat
launch; only a drop off area. A simple loop road with signs indicating no parking would suffice. In this
case, no screening is needed, no overhead lighting, and no ongoing disruption to the views. Users should
drop off their equipment and go back to park where everyone parks. This is consistent with most boat
launches.

Allowing any parking at the proposed kayak launch will invite fishermen, who arrive earlier than most
park visitors to park there. Half of them go to seaside just for access to the waterfront, and then walk
across the western neighbors beaches to get where they want to go to fish. They will not be available to
move their vehicles for kayak launchers, who would generally arrive later in the day.

Anyone who has a lot of “totes” will want to park at the kayak parking spots for the closest access to the
beach. Without a “policeman” (someone in authority and present at the time of arrival), anyone can
park there and disappear into the crowd. No one can find them to enforce the rules, and even then they
will respond “oh | know, | was just checking on my wife. | wasn’t going to stay long.”, and that only if
there is actually a paid guard to chase them.

A Kayak launch is only used for several months of the year. The neighbors should not be treated to
people parking where they shouldn’t, lighting and screening all winter long. The southeastern sunrise is
one of the best views we have; we are blocked from the sunset. This view is especially nice in the winter,
when the sun’s arc is further south. This parking lot will be directly in line with that view from our
property. Even if the decision is to provide the parking, we do not want screening or lights all year long.
It is very quiet and beautiful here in the mornings. People already drive down our street and stop in the
cul-de-sac to look out at the water. The first one comes every day at 4AM. We don’t know why as it’s
still dark. However, if you provide another location for motorist to stop and stare on the eastern side of
us, our discomfort doubles.

For the above reasons, | particularly protest the parking spots and the commercial uses. Because of the
way this has been downplayed, it may never be reviewed in the future, but rather be accepted as
something everyone wants and there were no significant adverse effects to the plans. As a state park,
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these plans will probably not go through our local planning processes for modifications or comments.
This may be our only chance to protest these items, and therefore, we do officially protest. Most
concerning is the thought of a developer or private operator pointing out to us in the future that DEEP
did an EIE and there were no significant negative effects stated. Ours is specific, and should be stated by
the plan, not just as an addendum comment from a resident.

Please also note our earlier letter during scoping with similar and additional concerns in the final
reviews. Our specific comments on the seawall were stated there. | am attaching a copy of that letter
here, to ensure it’s inclusion in any final plan.

Thank you,

Timothy G. Radway
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: "joel.stocker@sbcglobal.net"”

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Comments - Seaside EIE 2017
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:41:46 PM
Attachments: SeasideComments2017 Stocker.pdf

Dear Mr. Stocker,

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of

Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Joel Stocker [mailto:joel.stocker@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, August 25,2017 1:33 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Comments - Seaside EIE 2017

Dear Mr. Lambert -

Attached are my latest comments to the Seaside Environmental Impact Evaluation. Please include them for the

record.
Thank you,

Joel Stocker

6 W Strand Road
Waterford, CT 06385
joel.stocker@sbcglobal.net
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Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation August 25, 2017
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

Dear Mr. Lambert,

Thank you for the chance to comment on the environmental process and planned use for the Seaside
property. As | have written before, my focus is on the coast and shoreline features and how the state
will manage them as this project develops. Although my focus is less about the final use of the uplands |
do prefer the entire property remain public. Your decision on what to do with the uplands could have
an indirect impact shoreline management, constraining your options if the buildings are retained. How
the buildings are used could also have an impact if a contract with a private source includes
requirements by the State to maintain or improve the shoreline features. The demands by the company
may prove costly if they feel their investment is at risk as sea levels rise.

Regarding the concept diagrams. Given the shoreline as displayed on the four option maps | would hope
you have flexibility with the final design. In each map, the shoreline features as shown appear
unrealistic. From my experience with shoreline studies, and as a neighbor who regularly walks the site, |
feel many of the concepts as presented will not survive in this high energy environment. The sandy
beaches to the west do not exist now and won’t exist, and the tide pools, boardwalks, kayak ramp, even
the fishing pier, would require continued expensive maintenance to remain viable. By walking the site,
observing the damage to hardened structures and noting prior attempts at similar features to the ones
planned, the consultant who designed the plans should have enough evidence to support the high
energy model.

In addition, as mentioned by others in the comments, the placement of the reef balls as shown on the
maps do not appear functional. They look painted on by a paint brush tool, as if more a concept than an
actual design. Even if they had been placed more appropriately | am not in favor of reef balls, | believe
they are more feel good than actually good for the environment. When people talk about designing
living shorelines they often suggest reef balls, and feel good.

Regarding the seawalls. | am in favor of removing rather than repairing the damaged walls and possibly
the undamaged walls at a future date when funds are available or repairs are required. | don’t feel
removal is likely to happen, but there is significant environmental value if the walls were gone. The
reflective wave energy off of walls is too great for most natural features.

Removing the walls would require a change in mindset. An understanding of the value of shoreline
habitat and an understanding some erosion will have to take place to make it work. That a balance of
both erosion and deposition would be reached if structures are far enough inland from the shore. In the
case of Seaside retaining or removing the walls could become a trade-off between saving uplands or the
shoreline habitat. A trade-off between costs for continued beach replenishment and protection
measures, or the up-front cost of removing the wall and allowing some landward migration of the
beach. As sea levels rise a choice would have to be made, if the seawalls are retained to protect upland
structures the features toward the water from the wall would then have to be considered as less
important and expendable.
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At the last meeting several neighbors on Magonk point voiced concerns about removal of the seawalls
affecting their homes. | can understand their view. To provide protection at Magonk point one option
may be to move stones from the walls and reuse them to build a north/south protective wall along the
west border near their lots. This could provide security in the future if erosion on the State property did
take place. A similar design could be considered to the east. Either way | believe serious erosion is
unlikely considering the site was relatively stable prior to the construction of Seaside.

I am also in favor of removing the groins, something | believe would improve the shoreline habitat and
further restore a balanced dynamic for the entire shoreline area from Magonk point to Harkness Park.
As with the seawalls | realize removal is unlikely. It would be a difficult sell, in both the case of the walls
and groins the benefits of removal are not intuitive. Several people | have talked to east of the park feel
they are protected by the groins, when the restriction of historic littoral drift is probably the reason for
significant erosion along their shoreline.

JS-2

While it may be impractical to remove the groins at the very least do not try to improve them, make
them taller, or fill in the gaps to make a fishing pier or replacement deck. Even now the longest groin
reduces wave energy to such an extent the beach behind it has the characteristics of a mud flat. If
modified or capped for a fishing pier the result could have an even greater negative effect.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Joel Stocker
West Strand Rd
Waterford, CT

Page 2
134



Jennifer Burke

From: ROBIN RYAN <grryan@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2017 1:31 PM
To: SeasideElE, DEEP

Subject: Seaside Park

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To Whom It May Concern;

As | walk around Seaside Park on any given day | see numerous people enjoying this passive park. Individuals with dogs,
families with children, teenagers and people with bikes. Some carry cameras, others nets and fishing poles. Some are
spread out on the lawn enjoying the view and relaxing. Even later towards evening it is nice to see individuals still enjoying
themselves on a hot summer night. R
Personally, | do not see the park as having enough acreage to support the Hybrid Plan or the Destination Park. | have a
hard time envisioning customers of the hotel wanting families laying on the lawn or beach with their dogs and grills.
Something would have to give; either the day trippers would be segregated to a small piece of beach/lawn with restrictions
on grills, dogs, music, etc. Or hotel patrons may not equal the numbers you would need to sustain the place. Or the cost
of the room would have to be less than proposed to attract patrons to come to a hotel where individuals are casually using
the same space.

| believe the reason Mr. Steiner was not able to get his project off the ground was due to the fact his financiers understood
for this to be profitable he would need numerous more units than originally proposed. He continued to increase the
density, limit restrictions on building height and change other zoning regulations. In fact near the end he had a "unit" on
almost every available piece of land. He also was looking at ways to get the public parking off the acreage by purchasing
additional surrounding land to create an additional parking lot and path so the public day trippers would not even be near
the hotel guests. He could also then have more "units."

| know the state has no money and | believe the best course of action at this point in time is to keep it either a Passive
Park or an Ecological Park. Considering it has remained in existence for all these years as a passive park | do not see the
issue with continuing to do so.

Of course being a neighbor and environmentalist my preferred option would be the Ecological Park!

Robin Ryan

860-442-8087
grryan@sbcglobal.net
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From: Barbara Christen

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP
Cc: Stephen Lecco; Mary Beth Betts; Charles Birnbaum; Linda Bjorklund,; Ann Burton; Helen Post Curry,; Andrew

Dolkart,; Gail Fenske,; Steven Flanders; Hildegard Grob,; Robert W Grzywacz; Sharon Irish,; Jean Velleu and Jim

Law; Ted Lentz; Ann and Bob Nye; Charlie Pankenier,; Marjorie Pearson; Chuck@chuckpost.com; Nancy Stark;
Robert A. M. Stern; Senator Richard Blumenthal; Senator Richard Blumenthal; Julia Carlton; David Collins; Joe

Courtney; Paul.Formica@cga.ct; Lozupone, Alyssa; Kathleen McCarty; Senator Christopher Murphy; John O"Neill;
Abby Piersall; Martha Shanahan; Daniel Steward; Chris Wigren; Rick Rojas

Subject: Re: Comments re: Seaside EIE Report
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 6:03:48 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Dear Mr. Lambert,

Many thanks for acknowledging receipt of our letter. We look forward to hearing about the next stage of planning
regarding Seaside State Park.

Sincerely,
Barbara Christen

Barbara S. Christen, Ph.D.

3423 University Place
Baltimore, MD. 21218-2833
(410) 338-0964
barbara.s.christen@outlook.com

> On Aug 25, 2017, at 5:24 PM, SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov> wrote:

>

> Dear Dr. Christen,

>

> Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of
Decision for this project.

>

> Regards,

>

> Michael D. Lambert

> Bureau Chief

> Outdoor Recreation

> Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

> 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

> P: 860.424.3030|F: 860.242.4070 |E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

>

> [cid:image002.png@01D31DC6.F517E3B0]

>

> www.ct.gov/deep<http://www.ct.gov/deep>

>

> Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;

> Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

>

>

>

> From: Barbara Christen [mailto:barbara.s.christen@outlook.com]

> Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 11:52 PM

> To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

> Cc: Barbara Christen <barbara.s.christen@outlook.com>; Mary Beth Betts <mbbetts@nyc.rr.com>; Charles
Birnbaum <info@tclf.org>; Linda Bjorklund, <Ibjorklund@comecast.net>; Ann Burton <amb6@nyu.edu>; Helen
Post Curry, <hpc@lookllc.com>; Andrew Dolkart, <asd3@columbia.edu>; Gail Fenske, <ggf@msn.com>; Steven
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Flanders <flanderss@earthlink.net>; Hildegard Grob, <hgrob@keelertavernmuseum.org>; Robert W Grzywacz
<robert w_grzywacz@sbcglobal.net>; Sharon Irish, <slirish@illinois.edu>; Jean Velleu and Jim Law
<jlaw1929@gmail.com>; Ted Lentz <ted@tedlentz.com>; Ann and Bob Nye <annrnye@yahoo.com>; Charlie
Pankenier, <cpankenier@gmail.com>; Marjorie Pearson <marjorie.pearson48@gmail.com>;
Chuck@chuckpost.com; Nancy Stark <nestark@comcast.net>; Robert A. M. Stern <r.stern@ramsa.com>; Senator
Richard Blumenthal <richard blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov>; Senator Richard Blumenthal
<info@richardblumenthal.com>; Julia Carlton <jcarlton@sasaki.org>; David Collins <d.collins@theday.com>; Joe
Courtney <info@joecourtney.com>; Paul.Formica@cga.ct; Lozupone, Alyssa <Alyssa.Lozupone@ct.gov>;
Kathleen McCarty <kathleen.mccarty@housegop.ct.gov>; Senator Christopher Murphy
<senatormurphy@murphy.senate.gov>; Ann and Bob Nye <annrnye@yahoo.com>; John O'Neill
<jjo63@hotmail.com>; Abby Piersall <apiersall@waterfordct.org>; Martha Shanahan <m.shanahan@theday.com>;
Daniel Steward <dsteward@waterfordct.org>; Chris Wigren <cwigren@cttrust.org>; Rick Rojas
<rick.rojas@nytimes.com>

> Subject: Comments re: Seaside EIE Report

>

> Dear Mr. Lambert,

>

> Attached is a letter in support of Option 1/Destination Park, as proposed in the Seaside EIE Report of June 2017.
The group of signatories of this letter and I would like these comments to be reviewed and incorporated into the
Record of Decision about this project.

>

> Thank you.

>

> Sincerely,

> Barbara S. Christen

>

> Barbara S. Christen, Ph.D.

> 3423 University Place

> Baltimore, MD 21218-2833

> (410) 338-0965

> barbara.s.christen@outlook.com<mailto:barbara.s.christen@outlook.com>

>

>

>

>

> <image002.png>

><2017-08-25_FINAL--DEEP letter re Seaside EIE review.pdf>
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3423 University Place  Baltimore, MD 21218-2833

August 25, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert,

We represent a wide array of concerned citizens from nearby locales in Connecticut as well as many
other areas of the country, and our backgrounds in American landscape and architectural history,
historic preservation, real estate development, hospital architecture, and public advocacy have
informed our position about the pending proposals for Seaside State Park, the site originally built as a
treatment center for children afflicted with bone and lymphatic tuberculosis. As we have stated in
previous letters, this site provides a significant historic resource for the State of Connecticut.

We have followed the steps in the review process with interest, and have carefully studied and
evaluated the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) of the Seaside State Park Master Plan for
Waterford, Connecticut. We strongly urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination
Park. We believe that this option is the best of all five options presented, as it would allow a path to
creating a jewel of the Connecticut state park system. This option brings together within
reasonable development parameters the greatest number of positive results economically,
historically, and aesthetically for the town, state, and region at large. It presents a special
opportunity for the public in offering both passive and active recreation, along with a lodging
experience in historic buildings that were designed by the nationally recognized architect Cass
Gilbert (1859-1934), amid historic open space. Together, all of these elements would be a distinctive
and special place in New England.

The reasons for our position are many. Most important, the open space of this 36-acre parcel
situated on Long Island Sound offers exceptional potential to embrace BOTH a distinctive
landscape AND historic architecture. Option 1/Destination Park makes the most of the site’s
characteristic features, most notably the variety of coastal and upland habitats combined with the
historic Cass Gilbert-designed Stephen J. Maher Infirmary and Nurses’ Residence and open space
(not to mention the duplex residence for staff doctors—designed by New London architect Fred
Langdon—and the superintendent’s cottage and garage). These buildings and site represent Gilbert’s
last great essay in campus architecture and planning, before his death in 1934, and just a few years
before he completed the U.S. Supreme Court in Washington, DC.

The Seaside buildings and the open space itself are economic assets worth much more to the State if
they are adaptively reused than if they are demolished. It is well documented that historic properties

add value, which has been substantiated by studies through the Main Street program, the National
Trust at large, and other historic preservation groups. If the distinctive aspects of the property—in
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this case, the Gilbert buildings and the open space itself that are integral to the plan—are
demolished or significantly impaired, the opportunity for economic leverage dwindles
considerably. The Seaside EIE reports that Option 1/Destination Park could generate $246,000 annual
local revenue and $642,000 annual State revenue. This option would produce temporary and permanent
jobs, not to mention the positive impact on the area for related goods and services by the increased
usership of the Park. Option 1/Destination Park provides the most potential for benefitting the State’s
park system as a distinctive, one-of-a-kind property, with park land integrated with historic buildings
and open space, while mitigating traffic and noise impact because it does not propose overdevelopment
at an unreasonable scale. (Neighbors’ concerns about the lack of buffer between the Seaside and the
residential area have been mitigated with well-articulated landscaping and lighting plans as well as
pro-active planning regarding traffic concerns.) Option 1/Destination Park also possesses the virtues
of minimal and temporary and/or mitigated impact on agricultural soils, water resources, traffic, air
quality, noise, and light/shadow, as outlined by the EIE report.

By contrast, the only other option that proposes adaptive reuse of the historic buildings—Option
4/Hybrid Park—is an appallingly poor plan. That plan is not only the most expensive for the State, it
would also greatly diminish the very qualities that make the Seaside site distinctive and significant.
Most important, the larger scale of hotel operations in Option 4 would have the greatest negative
impact in terms of the upland and coastal areas of all five options under review, and Option 4’s
proposed very high usership would increase traffic significantly to the surrounding neighborhood and
would make the Seaside property vulnerable ecologically in the long term. Option 4/Hybrid Park
would require so much surface parking that the oversized parking areas would eviscerate the heart of
the historic core of the Seaside campus—the wide lawn that stretches west of the Infirmary. The
second lodge building (or addition to either of the existing Gilbert-designed historic buildings) very
likely would destroy the viewsheds in the landscape to and from the historic buildings, the coastline,
and the open space. It would also likely impair the relationship of the historic buildings to one
another. In essence, Option 4/Hybrid Park proposes an overdeveloped plan—one that, because of
its scale and articulation, would not realize the State’s goals to restore, preserve, and reuse the
site’s historic landscape and architecture, and would endanger the very qualities that make the site
distinctive as well as put the ecological aspects of the site at risk.

Option 2/Ecological Park and Option 3/Passive Recreation Park, along with the unnumbered “No-
Build” option all propose active demolition (Options 2 and 3) of the historic Gilbert buildings or
demolition by neglect (“No-Build” Park). These are dreadful, misguided options because the State
would be throwing away a golden opportunity to create a special and distinctive space.

For years, Seaside has existed under the radar. Compared to the high profiles of Gilbert’s Minnesota
State Capitol (1895-1905), Woolworth Building (1910-1913), and United States Supreme Court
(1928-1935), among other well-known projects—most of which are located in highly populated
areas—Seaside is an unsung monument in the town of Waterford and in the State at large. Listed in
the National Register of Historic Places in 1995, “The Seaside” represents the culmination of many
themes in Gilbert’s illustrious architectural career.

Completed in the last year of Gilbert’s life, the sanatorium complex serves as a testament to his many
abilities as a designer and planner. Inventive American Shingle-style, English Victorian, and Queen
Anne revival elements on the Infirmary and pre-nineteenth-century, French-inspired gable features in
the Nurses’ Building harken back to his historicist orientation in early residential projects in St. Paul,
Minnesota, and elsewhere. The plan of the Waterford complex incorporates both Beaux-Arts— and
picturesque-inspired planning that informed Gilbert’s campus and city plans from Connecticut to
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Texas. Gilbert’s keen interest in the use of open space and natural vistas at Waterford reminds
visitors of his successful designs completed in New Haven on the Green and for Oberlin College on
Tappan Square. Furthermore, the civic scale of Seaside was motivated by his highly regarded state
capitol designs in Minnesota, Arkansas, and West Virginia, and also the civic center of five Gilbert-
designed buildings at Waterbury, Connecticut, anchored by a city hall that has been historically
renovated in recent years to spectacular effect. Throughout, Gilbert’s two buildings at Seaside are
defined by high-quality workmanship—a hallmark of his architectural practice—and a thoughtful
integration of architecture, planning, and landscape.

Seaside provides a touchstone for the history of twentieth-century public health; the Infirmary is one
of only three buildings remaining in the state where heliotherapy treatment was utilized, from the era
before antibiotics were available to treat tuberculosis effectively. The other remaining sanatoria,
Uncas-on-Thames in Norwich and Cedarcrest in Hartford, were built twenty years before Gilbert’s
project at Waterford and are not associated with nationally acclaimed designers. Gilbert’s Infirmary
thus represents a rare building type in the regional and national landscape. The Waterford project,
moreover, was consistent with his philanthropic activities because of its service to indigent children
with non-pulmonary forms of tuberculosis. Gilbert took special interest in aiding charities that
benefited underprivileged youth as well as those with medical challenges, in part because of the early
death of one of his own daughters.

Seaside Sanatorium also offered a strong connection to his adopted home state. After Gilbert had moved
East, he acquired a Revolutionary War—era summer house, the Keeler Tavern in Ridgefield, Connecticut,
where he relished spending time away from Manhattan. For many reasons, Gilbert felt especially strong
ties to the colonial past of the region. His grave, in fact, lies in Ridgefield not far from this retreat.

The campus’s Gilbert-designed open space and his Infirmary and Nurses’ Building are too
important to lose. These historic and cultural resources represent key moments in American
landscape and architectural history on a regional and national level. If demolished or significantly
impaired, they could never be replaced and the State would lose an economically significant
resource for the area. They, and the natural resources of the site, should be protected against over-
scaled development, which likely would render significant negative change to the distinctive
historic open space and architecture of the site as outlined in Option 4/Hybrid Park, which would | 5
eviscerate the very qualities that make the site special.

We strongly believe that the Cass Gilbert-designed open space of the site and his historic buildings
should be saved and adaptively reused in Option 1/Destination Park, because that proposal offers
the greatest number of economic, historic, and aesthetic benefits within reasonable development
parameters for the new Seaside State Park in Waterford, Connecticut.

Sincerely,

Barbara Christen, Ph.D., Baltimore, MD / former executive director of the Cass Gilbert Projects
(NY); co-editor of and contributor to Cass Gilbert, Life and Work: Architect of the Public Domain

Mary Beth Betts, Ph.D., New York, NY / former curator of Architectural Collections, New—Y ork
Historical Society

Charles Birnbaum, FASLA, FAAR, Washington, DC / President and CEO, The Cultural
Landscape Foundation
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Linda Bjorklund, Prescott, WI / former board member, Cass Gilbert Society

Thomas R. Blanck, Prescott, WI / architect; advisor to the Minnesota Capital Area Architectural and
Planning Board; co-founder of the Cass Gilbert Society

Ann M. Burton, Washington, CT / Former President, Connecticut Community Foundation

Helen Post Curry, New Canaan, CT / great-granddaughter of Cass Gilbert; administrator, Woolworth
Building tours (NY)

Andrew Dolkart, M.S., New York, NY / professor, Historic Preservation Program, Columbia University
Gail Fenske, Ph.D., Bristol, RI / professor of architecture, Roger Williams University

Steven Flanders, Pelham, NY / co-editor of Cass Gilbert, Life and Work: Architect of the Public
Domain

Hildegard M. Grob, Ridgefield, CT / executive director, Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center
Robert W. Grzywacz, Meriden, CT / vice president, Architecture Studio, DeCarlo & Doll, Inc.

Sharon Irish, Ph.D., Urbana/ Champaign, IL / Gilbert scholar and affiliated faculty, School of
Architecture, University of Illinois

James B. Law, St. Paul, MN / member, Cass Gilbert Society

Ted Lentz, AIA, St. Paul, MN / president, Cass Gilbert Society

Ann Rogers Nye, Waterford, CT / editor and writer; Waterford, CT, resident

Robert Nye, Waterford, CT / Municipal Historian, Waterford, CT

Charles Pankenier, Ridgefield, CT / board member, Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center
Marjorie Pearson, Ph.D., St. Paul, MN / president emerita and Newsletter editor, Cass Gilbert Society
Chuck Post, San Francisco, CA / great-grandson of Cass Gilbert; real estate developer

Nancy Stark, St. Paul, MN / executive secretary of the Minnesota Capital Area Architectural and
Planning Board

Robert A.M. Stern, FAIA, New York, NY /J. M. Hoppin Professor of Architecture and former dean,
Yale School of Architecture; Founder and Senior Partner, Robert A.M. Stern Architects

Jean Velleu, St. Paul, MN / co-founder and president emerita, Cass Gilbert Society

[continued]
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cc:
Richard Blumenthal, U.S. Senator

Julia Carlton, Associate, Sasaki Associates, Inc.

David Collins, Staff Columnist, The Day, New London, CT

Joe Courtney, U.S. Representative, 2nd Congressional District

Paul Formica, State Senator, 20th Senatorial District

Alyssa Lozupone, Architectural Preservationist, State Historic Preservation Officer, Hartford, CT
Kathleen McCarty, State Representative, 38th District

Christopher Murphy, U.S. Senator

Robert Nye, Municipal Historian, Town of Waterford

John O’Neill, Chairman, Waterford Historic Properties Commission

Abby Piersall, Director of Planning and Development, Town of Waterford

Martha Shanahan, Health/Environment/Energy Reporter, The Day, New London, CT
Daniel Steward, First Selectman, Town of Waterford

Christopher Wigren, Deputy Director, Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation

Media cc:

Boston Globe

Hartford Courant

National Trust for Historic Preservation
New York Times

Washington Post
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H CTA ARCHITECTS P.C.

18 August 2017 2014

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 EIm Street

Hartford CT 06106

re: Seaside Employees Home and Sanatorium, Waterford CT.
Dear Mr. Lambert DC-1

I am writing to urge the State of Connecticut to preserve and reuse the magnificent buildings by Cass Gilbert on the
grounds of Seaside in Waterford. The Seaside Employees Home and Sanatorium of 1932-34 are important late works by
one of the nation’s finest architects.

If this were not reason enough, there are further compelling arguments for restoration and reuse. The high quality of the
design and construction speak to the history of concern for public health in the state and nation. Our firm was lucky
enough to be involved in a similar restoration and reuse effort here in New York City and | can speak from personal
experience of the value of such restorations. The beautiful Richard Morris Hunt building at 891 Amsterdam Avenue was
built in 1888 as the Association Home for Respectable Aged Indigent Females. In the early 1990’s the building was in a
state of near ruin when some very smart people saw its potential and restored it. Since that time, the building has
served as the most successful youth hostel in the country. Our work on the building in 2010 replaced failing masonry
and slate roofing allowing the building to continue to function as both a vibrant part of the Upper West Side community
and a powerful reminder of the past. | believe the Cass Gilbert buildings at Seaside have a similar potential.

If you have any questions or require additional information please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

Do 50—

Daniel Allen, Principal
CTA Architects P.C.

io/DJA
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: Stephen Lecco

Cc: Whalen, Susan; Tyler, Tom; Bolton, Jeffrey
Subject: FW: Seaside Sate Park

Date: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 3:31:39 PM

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Lambert, Michael On Behalf Of SeasideEIE, DEEP

Sent: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 3:31 PM

To: 'Diana Sullivan' <dcsullivan@snet.net>; SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: RE: Seaside Sate Park

Ms. Sullivan,

Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

144



From: Diana Sullivan [mailto:dcsullivan(@snet.net]
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2017 9:51 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside Sate Park

My concerns:
1. Where is the funds coming from to pay for this project?

2. The fishing pier. What is that cost? Has anybody paid attention to the angry seas at times. How is a pier going to
hold up. Come down durning a nor'easter in January and take a look at the ocean. A fishing pier I mean really???

3. Who is owner of this so called lodge/hotel? ‘

DS-1

DS-2
Thank you

Sent from my iPad
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Robert J. Tombari

50 Jerome road
Uncasville CT 0638
rjitombari@sbcglobal.net
860 334 1738

16 August 2017

Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor recreation

CT DEEP

79 Elm St.

Hartford CT 06106-5127
860 424 3030

FAX 860 424 4070
INFO-ct.gov/deep/seaside
DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov
DEEP.SeasideStatePark@ct.gov.

Subject: Seaside Sanatorium.

Mr. Lambert.

I attended the meeting at the Waterford Town hall July 31, it was an interesting meeting, I spoke
briefly, a few items and ideas I would like to add.

My Father Dr. S. Paul Tombari was a staff Physician, and for a short time also served as
Superintendent until the institution closed as a Tuberculosis Sanatorium., '

We lived in, and I grew up in Duplex West, also referred in the propetty description as
“Doctors Cottage”, We lived there from 1947 until 1963. Likely I can say I know, or knew every
squate inch of the property, except for the upper floors of the hospital building, I was not allowed on
the upper floors of the hospital, though my dad did bring me up to the infirmary on an occasion when [
had a fish hook in my hand.

The meeting showed two watercourses on the property, however there s a third watercourse on
the property. On the extreme castern end of the property a brook is under grounded. A brook beginning
north of Shore road road flows between the houses at Little Strand road, and the driveway to the
property adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Seaside property. The brook empties into a pond on the
Scaside adjacent propetty, a small spillway exists at the southern end of the pond, and a short brook
leads to a concrete and iron bar entrance to the underground conduit. The structure is in an area that is
thickly overgrown, and not easily visible from the area that was saturated from the recent rains.
expect that the entrance to the conduit is on Seaside property.

The conduit extends to the small jetty at the eastern boundary of the Seaside
property.

When I lived at Seaside, the in shore portion of this jetty was filled with random
rocks, the aforementioned conduit emptied under these rocks. At some time in the past
30 years this portion of the jetty was covered over and finished with a concrete cap. The
discharge of the conduit was extended and directed to discharge from the eastern wall of
this jetty, and is quite visible.

RJT-1
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A prominent mere-stone exists in the the wall of the aforementioned jetty the mere
stone protrudes from the wall, and the center hole of the stone is exactly in line with the
eastern face of the wall, I assume that this marks the legal eastern boundary of the
Seaside property, and thus establishes that the aforementioned under grounded
watercourse is on Seaside property.

One of the speakers at the meeting mentioned that the area to the east of the
hospital building became saturated after a heavy rain. During a visit to the Seaside
Property during the end of spring, or beginning of summer I walked through this area,
and indeed noticed that this area was saturated, my shoes became soaked from walking
through this area.

I remember that this area was a baseball diamond with a steel pipe and mesh
backstop, I can never remember this area becoming saturated.

I speculate that the steel bar debris guard at the aforementioned concrete and steel
bar entrance to the underground conduit may have been obstructed by debris, causing
the brook to overflow into the adjacent field.

The entire state has been photographed from the air every 10 years, the first
photographs were taken in 1932 (?), the negatives of these photo's have been lost,
however positives are or were kept in an office in the DEEP office building.

Many years ago I was involved in a property boundary dispute, I was advised of
the existence of the FAIRCHILD PHOTOGRAPHS, and was able to locate the photo's
in the DEEP office. [ was prohibited from removing the photo's from the room, but was
able to view the photo's in the office, the photo's can be viewed with stereoscopic glasses,
the photo's are extremely high quality, I was able to identify objects on my property of
about three feet dimensions. The office has or did have a table and a fixture for
mounting a camera to copy the Fairchild photographs. I was advised that a
photographer in Enfield had in the past had been able to access and photograph the
Fairchild photo's. All T can remember about this photographer is his first name is Gus.
I'm sure other professional photographers are available and able to photograph the
Fairchild photo's.

I was able to settle my boundary dispute with the copies of the Fairchild photo's.

I'm sure you can access these photo's, and determine the original course of the
under grounded watercourse, and access later photo's of the property to locate where the
watercourse is now undergrounded, and the location of the concrete and steel bar
entrance to the underground conduit. I recommend that this structure be inspected for
obstruction and integrity.

I submitted a written suggestion that the Seaside property become a mixed use
facility, However I have not received any acknowledgment for my suggestions.

| I would like to see that portions of the hospital building be available to the public
for recreational purposes, and swimming allowed on one or more beaches.

I would like to see the hospital building used for events such as weddings and
other types of meetings and recreation.

A large full service kitchen and food preparation does or did exist in the hospital.

147




Though I assume that extensive modernization is required. Large rooms exist, or
existed on the shoreward side of the kitchen, Many times I had breakfast and lunch in
these rooms, I suggest these rooms be used as a restaurant or/ and cafeteria..

The view from these rooms is spectacular, I suggest that these rooms be available
for weddings and other public functions.

The outside area between the wings of the hospital wards is protected from
weather, and is a lovely place for weddings and other public uses. The view of long
Island sound from this area is spectacular. _

My suggestion for use of the upper floors is to be used for non industrial uses
such as professional office spaces, medical, law, engineering, call centers etc.

The conversion to hotel spaces will require an expensive re-engineering of the
structure, as each room is required to have shower/ bath and toilet facilities. The office
spaces will not require such engineering changes, as toilet facilities exist, though
modernization is likely to be required.

Office space use will produce a steady reliable revenue stream, as opposed to a
seasonal hotel use.

The eastern wing basement of the hospital building was used for maintenance
operations, a paint shop, carpenter shop, electrical shop, and mechanical shop existed in
this space..Perhaps some light commercial activity can be permitted in this area.

These workshops were moved to a maintenance building built behind the Nurses
Home . The outside power transformer burned, and caused substantial damage to this
building, that building, and a nearby implement shed have been removed.

Plenty of parking space is available behind the Hospital building, nurses home,
and what was the tennis court,

As mentioned earlier a well equipped medical facility, and a dentistry existed, the
medical facility can be used as a medical office, or be available for a regional clinic, or
emergency care facility. (A Yale/ L&M satellite?) Plenty of room exists for a helipad for
helicopter transportation.

. Governor Ribicoff once visited Seaside arriving by helicopter landing on the
grass adjacent to the hospital building..

As Iremember the upper floors were wards, large long open rooms, one or more
can be used for meeting rooms, or auditoriums for large functions.

Another Possible use is for State offices, thus can save perhaps thousands if not
millions of dollars of cost of rented and leased space for state offices. Rented or leased
office space pays property taxes, which is included in the rent. The State does not pay
taxes for Seaside.

Much office work is done electronically today, reducing transportation and mail
cost.

The use for office space will also reduce the impact of vehicle traffic and noise, a
concern that was raised by neighbors at the public meeting.

The Nurses home also can be used for office space, the rooms are small, however
the removal of walls to create larger spaces is less expensive than installing bath and
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sanitary facilities in each room as would be required by hotel use, perhaps Hostel use
would circumvent the requirement for facilities in each room.

Another possibility for the nurses home can be as a facility for non violent low
risk juvenile offenders, perhaps a half house use and education/ training facility, again
reducing the overloading of present state facﬂltles and the expense of building / renting/
leasing new facilities.

The Superintendent's residence, and “Doctors Cottage” (Duplex) can be available
for on site required staff housing or for luxury lease or rental accommodations, or more
office space..

For the many years that I lived at Seaside I wanted very much to be able to climb
up into the copula on the roof of the hospital building. T understand there is a door on the
top floor of the hospital building that provides access to the copula, any possibility that
arrangements can be made for me to realize a lifetime dream?

A statue of two children once stood in the traffic circle at the front entrance to the
hospital building.. The foundation still exists. That statue was dedicated to my Father,
and a nurse who served for many years at Scaside. That statue has been relocated to the
facility at Camp Harkness. I would like to see that statue relocated to it's original place
at Seaside.

RJT-2

Removal or modification of the sea wall was mentioned in the presentation, I
strongly object to removal or relocation of the sea wall in front of the hospital building,
Nearly in a straight line from the front (West side) of the hospital building to the
seawall is a hand print in the mortar at a repair of the wall that I created in.1957. I
declare this hand print to be a significant artifact not to be removed or destroyed.
Robert J. Tombari

Rl s~
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 7:59 AM

To: ‘Peter Colonis'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: RE: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief Outdoor Recreation

Dear Mr. Colonis,

Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.
Sincerely,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
B rror:crion

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Peter Colonis [mailto:petercolonis@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 4, 2017 4:56 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Subject: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief Outdoor Recreation

Dear Mr. Lambert, PWC-1
| have lived in Waterford for most of my adult life-and | think | "know" Waterford.

Of the 4 potential concepts from the Seaside State Park Master Plan, | feel that either the Ecological Plan or
the Passive Park would be the best plan for Waterford and the surrounding towns.

The state of Connecticut is in no position (and hasn't been for years) to spend 39.5 million dollars for a
Destination Park or a Hybrid Park. Our state can barely afford to maintain and keep open all of our other
beautiful parks.

| do not believe anyone really wants more traffic, more lights, more noise etc. and all the other potential
problems and expenses that would come with a Destination Park or a Hybrid Park.

1
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Let us--and all future generations enjoy a Passive/Ecological Park. We need the serenity and the
peacefulness of parks like this. | speak on behalf of my wife, 2 adult sons, and their families and many
Waterford residents and neighbors.

| have attended the hearings in Waterford and | believe that most people who have attended these hearing
(and even those who haven't attended) feel the same way.

Thank you for listening.

Sincerely,

Peter W. Colonis, 15 Baldwin Drive, Waterford, CT Phone 860 574 9387

152



WILLIAM H. FARLEY
38 KILE ROAD
WESTON VT, 05161
farleyrubicon@gmail.com

July 12, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
CT DEEP

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

DEEPseasideE|E@ct.gov

Re: Seaside State Park, EIE

Dear Mr. Lambert,

Before | retired, | was the President of the Connecticut Region of CBRE. During that time, our office had
clients who were evaluating the feasibility of redeveloping Seaside. As a result, | am very familiar with
the property. | am also aware of the fiscal challenges currently facing the state of Connecticut so |
thought it would be helpful to share my knowledge with you.

To be certain that | understood the scope of the project being proposed by the state, | reviewed the
Seaside State Park Master Plan dated March 2015. | also reviewed the Feasibility Study that was
prepared for DEEP by CBRE/PKF. Finally, t reviewed the Environmental Impact Evaluation that was

.prepared for DEEP by GZA.

in 2010, when the property was last offered for sale, my clients evaluated the cost of redeveloping the
Seaside buildings for use as a hotel. Their plans and costs were substantialty the same as those in the
Wiaster Plan. They determined that the hosnital building and the nurses quarters could accommodate a
maximum of 55 hotel rooms. They estimated project costs at a little more than 560 million.

The PKF Feasibility Study states that a 100-room hotel and appropriate ancillary facilities could be
contained in an 80,000-square foot building. Then the Study made the following assumptions that were
intended to show that this could be accomplished at Seaside:

(1) the ekisting hospital and employee buildings contained 80,000 square feet.

(2) 80 hotel rooms could be accommodated in 65,000 square feet of the existing buildings, and

(3) 2 15,000-square foot addition would accommodate twenty rooms and necessary ancillary
Services. '
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Unfortunately, none of these assumptions are supportable, The design in the Master Plan contemplated
using the fower fevel in the employee building. That combined with the other floors in the existing
buildings total slightly less than 100,000 square feet. As shown in the Master Plan, and areviously
confirmed by my clients, the existing buildings will only accommodate S5 rooms. The PKF Study states
that each new room will require 500 square feet (page V-16). Thus, an addition of 22 550 square feet
will be reguired to accommodate 100 rooms. This brings the size of a 100-room hotel at Seaside to just
over 120,000 square feet. The addition would cost $5.0 million assuming construction costs of $250 per
square foot, This would bring the cost of the development to $65 million.

That is only for direct costs. A contingency {5%) and an allowance for soft costs {15%) is customarily
added to determine actual expected cost. In addition, the Master Plan costs were as of 2015. With a
projected 2020 start these costs conservatively need to be inflated {15%). Thus, the total cost for the
buitding and site work is about $85 million.

According to the PKF study, in order for this project to be attractive to a developer, his investment could
total no more than $21.8 million (page V-20). Of that $11,495,000 is allocated to “Building and
Improvements” (page V-18). The state would be responsible for the difference or $74.5 million.

Based on the PKF Study the state would have no reasonable possibility of either recouping the $74.5
million or even receiving a return on it. PKF has already established that the developer will contribute no
mcre than $21.8 million. All of that, according to PKF, is allocated to developing the property.
Repayment will not come from cash flow either. The PKF study shows that for the first 10 years cash
flow is just sufficient to justify the $21.8 million investment (Page V-20).

Unfortunately, there is more bad news, According to PKF the cash flow at stabilization is $1,645,000
(Page V-12), and PKF’s conclusion that this project is feasible is based on this (Page V-20). However, the
building has increased in size from 80,000 to 120,000 square feet. Thus, Property Operation and
Maintenance and Utility Costs must be adjusted by 50% or $300,000. As a result, the cash flow at
stabilization is reduced to $1,345,000. It would seem, therefore, that the feasibility of this project is
doubtful, even if the state contributes $74.5 miilion."

The Environmental Impact Evaluation presents an alternative it identifies as a Destination Park. The EIE
does not offer any projections to support the feasibility of this option. However, it is unlikely that this
option is feasible. That is because 90% of the costs associated with construction of a 100-room hotel will
be expended on this option. At the same time, the cash flow is diminished by 45% because there are 45
fewer rooms.

It is not my intention to pour rain on your parade. But especially now, with the state facing an extreme
fiscal crisis, matters like this need to stand the test of fiscal responsibility.

It is my understanding that the purpose of an EIE is to determine the alternative with the least impact,
As | recall, the Town of Waterford developed some options for the use of the property in the farm of
new zoning regulations. By way of being helpful, | would recommend that you explore the options that
the zoning regulations might provide you.
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Very Truly Yours,
4

Willlam H. Farley

CC: Daniel Steward

First Selectman
Waterford, CT

— T
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:35 PM

To: 'GGF@msn.com’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park

Dear Ms. Fenske,
Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Gail Fenske [mailto:GGF@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 12:24 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert:
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As a scholar attuned to the challenges of historic preservation, including the financial challenges, and an author of a
book on Cass Gilbert’s Woolworth Building in New York, The Skyscraper and the City, | am urging you to select Option
1/Destination Park for the Seaside State Park. GF-1
| have followed the debates around Seaside for the past several years, and believe that a “Destination Park” is the best
future for Seaside when considering all of the various constituencies and interests involved. There is not any question in
my mind that it will lead to the best outcome from an economic, aesthetic, environmental, historical, and recreational
standpoint.

If the “Destination Park” was indeed realized, and | hope that it is, | would be a visitor, even given that it is located a
significant distance from where | live. Such combinations of fine buildings and fine landscape, especially on an ocean
front, are few and far between. One of my favorite places to visit here in Rhode Island is Colt State Park, for me,
comparable to the proposed “Destination Park,” and one of the gems of Rhode Island.

This strikes me as a recreational opportunity that is not to be missed.
Sincerely,

Gail Fenske

Professor of Architecture

School of Architecture, Art & Historic Preservation

Roger Williams University
Bristol, Rl 02809-2921
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:56 PM

To: 'd4green@sbcglobal.net'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Concerning Seaside Park

Attachments: Seaside proposal.doc

Dear Ms. Green,

Thank you for your e-mail and proposal. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for
this project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Debby Green [mailto:d4green@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:56 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Concerning Seaside Park

To : Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation, Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection

I have attended most of the meetings since 1999 concerning the future of the Seaside Sanatorium. This
entire process has been marked with problems, delays and mistakes: starting with the state doing an
improper job of mothballing the buildings until now the addition of a fourth choice of options at the latest
meeting in August.
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Since 2006, | have been pushing for the state to consider a reuse plan to help the disadvantaged (mentall,
physical or economical) in our state in keeping with the original intent of this property. See attachment
Seaside Proposal for Seaside House.

DG-1
I do not know how much the abatement process would cost, but adding that cost onto any proposal seems
wrong in making the decision about this piece of property. The state will have to do the abatement no
matter which plan is chosen. By removing that cost and not including all other costs for developers and
others, what truly is the bottom line for fixing up seaside?

We, as a state, are not in great need of hotel space, but there is a need for disadvantaged housing (which
could include veterans) and beach access. | would implore you to consider yet another hybrid plan that
melds a park with a disadvantaged housing complex.

Respectfully,

Deborah Green
Abutting owner at 9 Woodsea PL
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SEASIDE HOUSE

Proposal
By

Debby Green

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010



May 2014

The current zoning being presented to the Waterford Planning and Zoning Commission
is not in keeping with the stated vision for the town; as per the Waterford 2011 Plan of
Conservation and Development. Nor is the zoning in keeping with the original intentions
of the town and state that was put forth when the facility was closed.

Across the country many different living arrangements are being made to accommodate
many diverse populations. A facility that could accommodate veterans, the mentally and
physically challenged the financially challenged, senior citizens and many others who
need some help would be a better option for this site. Some other possibilities might be a
hospice center or respite care for family members.

This scenic property on Long Island Sound could be a refuge to many as opposed to
another privately owned beach.

R L e e T e

June 2011

Since | first wrote this proposal in 2007 some changes have been made to the property —
buildings have been razed and the debris removed.

In addition to the physical changes, | have learned that the kitchen is not in the building |
thought it was so a flip flop of the two large buildings would occur.

| also discovered that there is such a thing as a non-profit developer.

| still believe that this idea is the right answer and would be a very good reuse for the
building and a wonderful addition to state programs that would catch those individuals
that fall through the ‘social’ security net of the state.

The savings to the state could be more than millions of dollars:

- Individuals that live in health care facilities cost the state over $100,000 per year
and there are some that do not need to be there, but due to lack of appropriate
programs and services are living in these facilities.

- Mental ill persons who do not take their medication and for one reason or another
end up in the state prisons cost the state over $200,000 per year.

- Individuals who might otherwise become homeless would be able to get a job at
this facility and avoid being another statistic.

- And so much more.

After rereading this proposal, | still feel it is the right answer for the Seaside Regional
Center — maybe now more than then due to the economic downturn.

Respectfully Submitted by:

Deborah Green
Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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The town of Waterford has refused the offer from the state to purchase a
33-acre piece of seaside property. According to government officials, the option
to buy the property goes to a preferred developer. | have a proposal that could be
a win-win for the state, town and local residents if it is allowed to go forward. |
acknowledge that my idea is coming to the process late; however, | was not in
the area when it started. Once the state sells the property, it can not be
recovered; however, if this idea is allowed to go forward and fails (which | do not
intend) the state could then sell the property at a later date. And the right answer
is always the right answer.

My vision for the property is for housing for the disadvantaged. Like too
many other states, Connecticut tends to place those who are physically
handicapped in nursing homes rather than trying to integrate these people into
the community even though it would be a cost saving measure for the state.
These people are cast aside, put out of sight and therefore out of mind even
though many of these people would rather have the opportunity to contribute to
their own well-being and that of others.

Enclosed please find a copy of my proposal for the use of the Seaside
property in Waterford, CT and a possible phasing of the project.

The vision is to create a facility/campus that would help Connecticut
comply with Olmstead's Law and, at some point in time, become a self-sufficient
nonprofit entity. The target group for residence would be those people who have
fallen through the cracks of programs already in place for one reason or another.
They want to work cannot quite support themselves without help, and they are
not finding that help presently.

This proposal has been shown to many people. One man’s response (this
gentleman has MS, is divorced, and is without a means to support himself; he is
currently on short term disability with no hope of returning to his job): "This is
definitely a dream, but dreams are what keep us going. It sounds similar to Utopia here
in Preston, I appreciate your knowledge, and the dream." | hope that for his sake and
many others like him | can make this vision a reality.

| hope you will consider this endeavor worthy of your support.

Very Respectfully,

Deborah Green
9 Woodsea Place
Waterford, CT 06385

1-
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Seaside House Proposal
Disadvantaged Independent Living

I envision Seaside House as a nonprofit organization where people can come to live
(receiving room and board in exchange for 20 hours of work per week) in a safe
environment with others. The goal would be at sometime in the future to become self
sufficient.

The nonprofit organization would be run by a board of directors that would lease Seaside
from the State, oversee restoration of the buildings and then continue administration once
the project is occupied.

The first step would be to lease the property from the State. At present there exist
historical buildings on the property that need work. There are asbestos, lead paint, PCBs
and ground water contamination. Seaside was built in the early 1900s originally as a
sanitarium for tuberculosis of the bone. A display set up in the main building could show
the many uses and transitions the facility has seen. Later the State changed Seaside to a
regional center run by the Department of Mental Retardation. The state still maintains
one building with 17 residents on the property, finally shutdown all unused buildings and
is trying to sell the property. The State and town have explored many options for these
buildings, but at the present the site has been put into cold storage and allowed to
deteriorate.

I would like to arrange a long term lease of the 33-plus acres and buildings; my vision
would be to:
a. Lease Seaside from the State
i. Find a couple to move into the caretaker’s house who would be
responsible for overseeing the kitchen and grounds maintenance in
exchange for free rent.
il. Retain a contractor to renovate the kitchen.
iii. Renovate one building for dorm usage.

e [Initial contract with the resident would be for three months;
at the end of that period, a re-evaluation would occur and
either the campus or the individual could break the contract

e [fboth parties agree to the contract, the individual would
move into a more permanent residence.

b. Consider:
i. Zoning would have to be changed before anyone could move in.
ii. Insurance would have to be acquired.
iii. Parks and Recs might put in a public playground.
iv. Possibly the State might set up water access for the handicapped.
v. Access the bus route might be necessary.

-

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

164



2. Have people apply to live at Seaside in conjunction with application for work, at
whatever job needs to be filled. For example, initially probably construction.
a. Based on the needs of Seaside House, work might be that of cook,
storeroom keeper, driver, etc.
b. Paying the residents in theory; requires also payment of taxes, so that they
would acquire work credits and benefits.

1. SSI
ii. Health care
iii. Others

3. Realize that as the number of residents increases more of the buildings would
require renovation.

a. Send some people to training in asbestos removal and working with lead
paint to cut the costs of that type of work. These skills could then be used
at Seaside House and future employment.

b. Ifresident ants wanted to work more than 20 hours, they would be paid
accordingly.

4. Require 20 hours of work or chores from all family members over the age of
three, if families moved in.

a. Children could do 10 hours of homework and 10 hours of something else.

b. Hours or chores would fit the abilities of the worker.

State savings: For each resident that would have been placed in a nursing home at the
State’s expense; the state will save on average $100,000 per year. If the campus has at
least 100 of these residents living on Seaside House, the State would save a million
dollars a year!
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Expectations

What Seaside House would expect of each resident:
e 20 hours of work
o If the resident wants to go on vacation, then trading of hours can
occur
e Follow the rules
o0 Example: One of the residents would like to drink beer while
watching the football game, but the TV is in a public lounge area.
The rule is no open alcohol in public spaces; so either the resident
watches the game without beer, the resident goes to a friend’s
house to watch the game and drink beer or the resident can go to a
sports bar and watch the game.

In return the resident would get:
e Room & board
o0 Three meals a day prepared in the kitchen

Snacks available in the kitchen
An apartment for the resident with or without family members
New residents would receive a laundry basket with toothbrush,
toothpaste, mouth wash, floss, soap, Klinex, linen, comb, brush,
towel, drink cup, deodorant, etc.
e Laundry facilities
e Security

o0 Buildings

o0 Personal property
e Work benefits

o SSI and other taxes would be paid on the twenty hours

0 Health Insurance including dental coverage

= Of course whatever insurance already in effect may be
continued.

e Routine schedule
e Advocacy

0 Possibly an on-site social worker

0 Possibly employment counseling

O OO

Possible Campus Rules
No smoking anywhere on campus
Overnight cars need a special sticker
e To obtain sticker
o proof of insurance
O registration
o0 driver’s license
No open alcohol in public spaces

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
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Map of Seaside as it Exists Now

Revised June 2011
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PRE-CONSTRUCTION PHASE

1 Gain approval of the Seaside House Proposal

2 Apply for designation as Non Profit Organization - 301C
Call the campus Seaside House

3 Research and visit other similar organizations
4 Write the by-laws including a mission statement
5 Apply for grants

6 Gather a Board of Directors
Possibilities for board members
Facilitator
Lawyer
Tax accountant
Social worker
Local neighbor
Resident
Grounds supervisor
Kitchen supervisor
Business person
State government representative
Town government representative
Local citizen
Vocational Rehabilitation Program

7 Lease the property from the state
Retain the security service

8 Retain the services of a contractor
Optimal condition would be that the contractor stay through the entire
project
Have the contractor assess the condition of each of the buildings
Obtain the reports that have been done on the property

-7-

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

168



9  Bringing the Caretaker's House up to code
Set-up local phone service
Electric
Cable
Water
Sewer
Set up a postal box with the Post Office
Apartment style, so each resident has his or her own mailbox

10 Hire 12 people - advertise for the jobs needed to be done —construction work
Check references
Move into caretaker's house
Find a group health care plan
Set up hours
Security, cooking, cleaning
Any work over 20 hours/week would be for pay
Set up benefits
Work hours
Employee taxes
Any other taxes to show work credit
Bank accounts
Have car stickers for overnight vehicles
Proof of insurance
Proof of registration
On in take form, note
Emergency contact information
Talents and hobbies
Medical information

11 Set up a security system

Hiring process -8-
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TWO FAMILY HOUSE RENOVATION

1 Bringing the Two Family House up to code
Set-up local phone service
Electric
Cable
Water
Sewer

2 Advertise for occupants
Resident Manager
Food Service
Supervisor

3 Newly hired people/families to go through hiring process
Upon approval from the board of directors
the people can move in to the renovated building

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

170



PHASE ONE OF CONSTRUCTION

1 Decide which building would be better suited to become a temporary stay building

-

-
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2 Design the inside to accommodate three apartments

3 Each apartment should have:
Two bunk beds, four locked closets, chairs and reading lights, half bath,
Temperature control, ceiling fan, desk and folding table and chairs

4 At one end of the building put in a community shower room with a bath tub

At the other end of the building establish a community lounge with TV, stereo and
5 drink area including hot and cold drinks

6 Set up utilities

7 Move the 12 workers in

8 Advertise and hire a Grounds/Maintenance supervisor to move into the Caretaker's House

Note — This temporary stay building would be used for the initial three month stay until
the Temporary Resident Buildings is done. After that point, this building could be used
for family or guests of the residents of Seaside House or the State-owned facility.

-10-
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PHASE TWO OF CONSTRUCTION

1 Remodel the kitchen with input from Food supervisor
This will be the place where all food is prepared, served and kept
This phase will also include the addition of an office
for the Seaside House campus.

2 Get certification to cook and serve food

PHASE THREE OF CONSTRUCTION

Remodel the Temporary Residence

B

TVRL Building was Razed
iy
Wl . . '

e ——— — g e

1 Design the changes to include
Laundry room
Supply room
Community lounge
Security desk
Intercom to all rooms
Each apartment
Full bathroom
Living room
Bedrooms - one, two or three
Furnished
Locked storage area

2 Addition of a corridor for security purposes

Note - Initially this will be the permanent residence until the first Permanent Residence is
done. At that point, this will become the Temporary Residence and the previous
temporary resident building will become open for guests and families to use.

-11-
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PHASE FOUR OF CONSTRUCTION
Building of Public use area

Put in walking/running track
Put in handicapped playground
Build access to beach for handicapped
Outdoor shower
Changing room
Public washroom or handicap Port-a-Potty
Public parking
Post rules for using the property
No open alcohol in public areas
No smoking
No littering
No overnight parking
No fishing if people are on the beach areas
No feeding the wildlife
Use of the beach and property at your own risk
Public usage stops at sundown
All domestic animals must be on a leash
All domestic animal feces must be picked up by owner
6 Install doggy bag dispenser and trash cans

WN -

o~

Notes — It would be hoped that the State would assist in this phase since the area would
be open to the public. For the playground and track, perhaps the use of shredded
recycled tires would be appropriate.

-12-
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Possible Layout for Public Areas
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PHASE FIVE OF CONSTRUCTION

Remodeling of the First Permanent Resident building

1 Reception area
Put in Seaside display
2 Apartments
Same as in the temporary residence
3 Laundry room
handicap accessible
4 Storage room

Notes — This building already has the kitchen remodeled and the campus office. An
elevator needs to be installed or the existing elevator repaired. All entrances need to be
handicapped accessible.

PHASE SIX OF CONSTRUCTION

Remodeling of old schoPI builin

uilding was Razed |1

. B

Note — By this time in the project there should be a use for this building: Child care,
Senior Daycare or a business operated out of it. Examples might be a pet sitting service,
house painting, yard work, rockwall building, Retreat facility, large rental function room,
children’s parties, grocery shopping, a Limo service to the airports or some other non-

profit business to support the campus.
-14-
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PHASE SEVEN OF CONSTRUCTION

Remodeling of second permanent building

This would be similar to the first Permanent Resident Building. It’s possible that the
campus might not need the space yet, but the renovation would go forward for future use.

Note —It would be during this period of construction that exterior architectural features
would be restored on all historical buildings.

_15-
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Robert W Grzywacz ] g
Architect oy

August 20, 2017

Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Envnironmental Protction
79 Elm Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

RE: Seaside Park, Environmental Impact Evaluation

Dear Mr. Lambert,

With the completion of the Environmental Impact Evaluation for Seaside, the State and
your Department now face a choice of which of the Development Options to pursue. The
EIE well lays out the advantages and disadvantages of each Option.

Fortunately, your choice should be easy. The State is committed by policy to preserving
historic and cultural resources where feasible. Seaside, a unique and landmark work of the
architect Cass Gilbert, is recognized nationally and is important both architecturally and
culturally for its original use. The EIE and associated studies have shown that reuse of
Seaside is eminently feasible. And the state, home of Gil-
bert as well as a good number of his buildings, has a sig-
nature example of how striking his buildings, restored
and reused, can be in the restoration of Waterbury’s City
Hall.

The obvious conclusion is that Seaside should be a desti-
nation park with the existing buildings reused as a hotel/ f
lodge. This preserves both the accessible shoreline park
and the historic resources that give it particular signifi-
cance. As asmaller facility, its users would produce a
minimal impact on the neighborhood.

Connecticut prides itself on its heritage and promotes
heavily heritage tourism. We have many preserved his-
toric houses and functioning or adaptively reused com-
mercial and industrial buildings. But the number of sig-
nature historic, truly public buildings is much smaller. One that the public, and particular-
ly visitors could experience thought individual use, even smaller still.

Seaside can and should be a historic resource, repurposed, for our citizens and our guests.

23 Foster Street New Haven, CT 06511 203 865 5282
robert_w_grzywacz@sbcglobal.net 177
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: "annrnye@yahoo.com"

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE

Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:26:28 PM
Dear Ms. Nye,

Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Ann Nye [mailto:annrnye@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25,2017 12:38 AM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park EIE

TO: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief,
Outdoor Recreation, CT DEEP

Dear Mr. Lambert,
I am writing in favor of Option 1/ Destination Park as outlined in the Seaside State Park EIE. This proposal protects
the open space of the coastal park setting for public use and provides an economically feasible plan for preserving

the existing historic structures designed by American architect Cass Gilbert.

The architectural and historic significance of the Seaside site has been well documented by a number of Gilbert

scholars, most notably Barbara Christen, PhD, and many other architects, historians and preservationists nationwide.

The potential for the state to enhance its state park system and national stature through the Destination Park option
seems a golden opportunity with many long term benefits.

I feel strongly that the state of Connecticut has a responsibility to our nation's cultural heritage to preserve the long-
neglected historic buildings at Seaside. The Option 1/ Destination Park offers the best plan to serve both the public
interest and to keep these historic structures extant for generations to come. The other Hybrid 4 Park Option, which
adds an additional hotel building to the site, would be disastrous. This plan would not only compromise the existing
open campus of Gilbert's design, but would have a major negative impact on the environment and the surrounding

178
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residential neighborhoods. AN-1
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Ann Nye
Waterford resident

Sent from my iPhone
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:45 PM

To: ‘marjorie.pearson48@gmail.com’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside EIE Report

Attachments: Letter to Lambert Conn DEEP.pdf

Dear Dr. Pearson,

Thank you for your e-mail and letter. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Marjorie Pearson [mailto:marjorie.pearson48@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:52 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Subject: Seaside EIE Report

Dear Mr. Lambert -

Attached is a letter in support of Option 1/Destination Park, as proposed in the Seaside EIE Report of June 2017. I would like these
comments to be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision about this project.
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Thank you.

Sincerely,

Marjorie Pearson

Marjorie Pearson, Ph.D.

1791 Van Buren Ave.

Saint Paul, MN 55104
651-644-8836
marjorie.pearson48@gmail.com
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Marjorie Pearson, Ph.D.
1791 Van Buren Avenue
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55104

August 25, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Seaside State Park Master Plan for Waterford, Connecticut
Dear Mr. Lambert:

As a past president of the Cass Gilbert Society and current editor of the Cass Gilbert Society
Newstetter, 1 urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination Park for Seaside State Patk,
Waterford, Connecticut, as the best means of preserving the architectural and planning legacy of
Cass Gilbert while providing passive and active recreation for park visitors. While Option 4/Hybrid
Park would preserve the historic Cass Gilbert buildings, the proposed new construction and increase
in surface parking would have severe adverse impacts on the historic landscape and the surrounding
neighborhood.

Option 2/Ecological Park and Option 3/Passive Recreation Park and the “No-Build” Option would
all result in the demolition of the historic Cass Gilbert buildings, either actively in Options 2 and 3
or passively by neglect in the No-Build Option. These options should be rejected.

The State of Connecticut has a major opportunity to preserve the open space of the site and the
historic Gilbert buildings with Option 1, because it offers the greatest number of economic, historic,

and aesthetic benefits along with reasonable development for the park site. I urge its acceptance.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Marjorie Pearson

182
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:06 PM

To: ‘nestark@comcast.net’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park

Dear Ms. Stark,
Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Nancy Stark [mailto:nestark@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 6:58 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park

August 23, 2017

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert,
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Having recently retired as an architect, | have been intimately involved in the restoration of the Minnesota
State Capitol, a 112 year old Cass Gilbert Building.

We celebrated the grand reopening in early August, 2017, to the delight and favorable responses from the
public. Itis a stunning tribute to the fine architectural design of Gilbert, and certainly the craftsmanship of
nearly 2,000 skilled workers.

You must come and see it!!

It has been brought to my attention that the future of Seaside State Park, home to buildings by Cass Gilbert, is
undergoing a Proposed Action Master Plan. Having completed a comprehensive plan for our Capitol Area, |
am familiar with the degree of evaluation and exploration you are developing, and all the responses you must
be receiving. May | offer my observation...

NS-1
As | studied the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE), | focused on the two concepts that preserve the Cass
Gilbert buildings; Destination Park and Hybrid Park. The remaining concepts, including No Build, appear to
destroy the opportunities to make this lovely area a place for learning, historical recall, science of the sea, and
the community to share in the development. Hybrid Park introduces an additional building into the
complex. This has the potential to restrict and compromise the existing view corridors to the sea from
surrounding neighborhoods, along with additional parking needs minimizing the landscape.

Therefore, | would encourage decision makers to support the Destination Park concept. | find it the most
enhancing of amenities for fun and exploration along the sea. And, that the Duplex House and
Superintendent’s Residence would also have reuses. These two buildings, along with the Main Hospital and
Employee Residence , speak to Gilbert’s original creative intent to provide the site with buildings that are not
institutional in nature, but adaptive to numerous uses and functions, including lodging.

We consider our Capitol a public treasure, owned by the citizens of Minnesota, and a very fine statement to
the talent and foresight of Cass Gilbert. Within the Capitol’s footprint we found new space and were able to
create for the public.... meeting, library, and gallery uses. Destination Park presents the surrounding
community with a refreshing reuse, restoration, and community opportunity for development of the land and
it’s buildings without eliminating their favorite views or strolls along the sea. Certainly project cost and future
maintenance are all major factors in the decision making, but the development of Seaside State Park gives
Connecticut residents and others a chance to experience history and a place for local community to feel
ownership and use. Lodging is a great amenity, along with development of group gathering spaces for
learning and exploration of place.

In closing, | find your task to be both exciting and challenging in the balance of state and local community
opinion. As with our Capitol, the public has come to recognize they all own this gorgeous Cass Gilbert Building
and are committed to it’s future maintenance and preservation. Perhaps your public and surrounding
community will feel pride in preserving good design, functional history, and ownership in Destination Park as
the best plan for Seaside State Park.

| wish you well, and please....if ever you are coming to Minnesota, | would greatly enjoy giving you a tour of
Minnesota’s treasure.

Sincerely,
Nancy Stark, Former Director of the Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board (CAAPB)
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4375 Vivian Avenue
Shoreview, MN 55126
651-482-9525
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Jennifer Burke

From: Whalen, Susan <Susan.Whalen@ct.gov>
Sent: Friday, August 18, 2017 3:56 PM

To: Stephen Lecco

Cc: Bolton, Jeffrey; Lambert, Michael
Subject: FW: Seaside EIE

Attachments: Seaside EIE Comments 8-10-17.pdf

FYl — Seaside EIE Comments for the record

From: Mark Steiner [mailto:alliedevgroup@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 2:31 PM

To: Klee, Robert <Robert.Klee@ct.gov>

Cc: Dan Steward <dsteward@waterfordct.org>; Barnes, Ben <Ben.Barnes@ct.gov>; Whalen, Susan
<Susan.Whalen@ct.gov>; Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov>

Subject: Seaside EIE

Dear Commissioner Klee,
The attached document contains my comments on the Seaside EIE dated June 2017. This information is being provided
to you on a confidential basis and not subject to disclosure as per the exemption provided by Section 1-210(b) (5) (B) of

the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

| thought it best to give a few days to evaluate this material out of the public spotlight. If you find this information
compelling, as | expect you will, | ask that you contact me at your earliest convenience to set up a meeting.

I'd like to see if we can find a constructive way to move forward with the development I've outlined in the attached

document. | think it is a model for a public/private partnership. It also represents the best economic opportunity the
state has seen in decades.

Please let me know your thoughts. M-

Mark Steiner

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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FHOMNE: 860-442-0553

FIFTEEM ROPE FEREY ROAL
wiwwwateriondct.org

WATERFORD, CT D6385-2886

July 10, 2017 RECEIVED
bz, Susan Whalen
Deputy Commissioner JUL
DEEP 14 Al
79 Elm Street - -

af Environmental Prodection
Hartford, CT 06103 “'ﬁ'imm e by

RE: Seaside EIE dated June, 2017

Dear Susan,

Thank you for letting me know that the Seaside EIE has been completed, and for providing a link to it. As
this process has been so long in developing, 1 thought it would be helpful to document the various
proceedings over the past 30 years and reference the various experts that have testified in regards to the
environmental status and potential uses of the property. The documents are large and | apologize for the

deluge of paper in this document.

As you are no doubt aware, the Environmental Impact Evaluation (“EIE") is prepared in accordance with
the requirements of the Connecticut Environmental Protection Act (“CEPA™ or “Act”). Section 22a-1 of
CEPA states, “-the policy of the state [is]—--to coordinate the environmental plans of the stale—in
cooperation with the federal government regions and local governments.”

For nearly 30 years the use of Seaside has been the subject of extensive public input. During that time, the
state, local, and even the federal government, weighed in on the subject. As a result, the proper use of
Seaside is unarguably a matter of public policy as defined in the above noted Section 22a-1. In that
context, | have attached a memo entitled *Seaside and Public Policy 1988-2017." (Referred hereinafter as
“Policy™). I invite you to review it. As you read this letter you'll see numbers in parentheses. These
numbers comespond to documents that are a part of the attached memo.

The process of establishing public policy for Seaside began in 1988, In 1995 the Seaside Advisory
Committee {SAC) was formed. The SAC had 19 members including residents, siate and local officials.
This commiites operated for three years until it was replaced by the Seaside Selection Committes (55C).
The SSC also consisted of members of the public and state and local officials. In addition, the SSC held
numerous public hearings. In 1997 DEP (hercinafter referred to as DEEP) affirmed the policy (2). By

2000 the Policy for Seaside was fully established (1).

In 2001 the Town of Waterford held a referendum on the matter. By a margin of nearly 2:1 the residents
of the Town affirmed the Policy (3).

In 2003 David Kozak, Director of Long Island Sound Programs, DEEP testified extensively on the

Policy. j"l.s to the m‘arali policy, Mr. anul: E-EH:L “the s rmation in its

o Seaside by the state is neiiher I
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or realistic.” (7 { | have only enclosed the pertinent pages to the Seaside issue)). Mr. Kozak, once again
set forth the objectives of the Policy for Seaside:

s Public access to the waterfront area, and allowable uses that were compatible with the available
MesOurce,

e Private re-use of the historic buildings so that they may be preserved and generate tax revenues to
the Town.

o  Compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood.

In 2005 (9,10 &11), 2007{17), 2010 (18) and 2011 (19) state government formally reviewed and re-
evalunted the Policy. Each time the Policy for Seaside was reaffirmed. In every case, the reasons for
reaffirmation mirrored those stated in Mr. Kozak’s testimony in 2003 (7).

This EIE is the fifth evaluation of the Policy for the re-use of Seaside. Broadly speaking, [ believe the
findings in the EIE and the Policy cither are or can reasonably be made consistent. The comments below
are made for this purpose.

Public access to the waterfront is a given. It is a precious resource. Therefore, in the case of
Scaside, it is not a question of whether, but how to make the best use of this resource. DEEF had
primary responsibility for developing a plan for the best public use of Seaside. By 2002 DEEP
had determined the following:
#  The properly landward of the seawall was of little recreational value, and in-fact was

more of a liability to the state.

The beach arca was limited; able to accommodate perhaps 50-60 people

Swimming was hazardous in this area and would not be allowed

In the immediate arca, there were several waterfront parks aggregating more than 2000

acres.

Therefore, DEEF determined that the property immediately adjacent to the water would be best
suited for passive recreational uses, OPM affirmed this plan (5). This plan, it was felt, would give
older people and people with disabilities a unique opportunity for quict enjoyment of the
waterfront.

DEEP proposed that parking for 25 cars be provided, reflecting what they felt was the limited
capacity of the waterfront. On instruction from DEEP, The Town of Waterford inserted the
provision for parking for 25 cars into iis zoning regulations (6).

In 2007, Gina McCarthy, Commissioner DEEF, reaffirmed DEEP policy including a prohibition
on swimming in 2007 (13}, OPM Secretary Barnes reaffirmed the policy in 2001 (193, It was lefi
to the Town of Waterford to enact zoning regulations that would implement this policy. The
roning regulations were submitted to DEEP for approval. Approvals were received in 2003 (6)
and again in 2014 (22).

We completely agree that there should be public access to the Seaside waterfront. But the use

should be consistent with, and not overburden, the resource. DS-1
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The EIE proposes a park that would serve 50,000 visitors per year. Most of those visits would be
between Memorial Day and Labor Day. And most of those would be on the weekends. The
beach can only accommodate 50-60 people. The park, as envisioned in the EIE, overburdens the
resource and is otherwise not appropriate. The plan has not been found to be consistent with the

Town of Waterford, Plan of Conservation and Development.

DS-1

We believe that the plan that was proposed by DEEP in 1997 and was reaffirmed multiple times
provides for the appropriate public access and use of the property (28).

THE HISTORICAL STRUCTURES:

The entire Seaside property is a designated historic district. It is on the state and national
registers of historic places.

The EIE that was prepared by your consultants states that demolishing the historie structures
would have no environmental impact. 1am unclear on how they reached that conclusion. Section
22a-1¢ of CEPA defines actions that may have a significant impact on the environment as those DS-2
“which could have a major impact on the state’s —historic structures and landmarks.™
Demolishing the historic builsiings is by definition a major impact and thus subject to evaluation
as part of an EIE.

Further, Section 22-16(7He) of CEPA states, “Each stale depariment responsible for actions— DA
shall-—-make a detailed written evaluation-—of the effects on sites of state or national

imporiance,”

At DEEP's request Oak Associates, WJE Engineers and CBRE/PKF all evaluated the historical
structures. They all determined that re-use of the structures was feasible. In May 2016, DEEP
released the CBRE/PKF study. At that time DEEP publicly affirmed the feasibility of re-using the

historical structures.

studies nated above conclusively demonstrate the feasibility of re-use. Therefore, by definition, DS-4

As defined in CEPA, tearing down the historic structures would have a negative impact. The ‘
demolishing these buildings is not an alternative.

Beyond that, saving the historic structures has always been a matter of public policy. It is a part of
the Town of Waterford's Zoning and Plan of Conservation and Development (28). The Naticnal
Trust for Historic Preservation also advocated for the preservation of the buildings (29). It has

always been state policy, as well,

Although the EIE seems to favor preservation, it seems equivocal on this subject. For all of the DS-5
above stated reasons, [ hope that DEEP will promptly affirm its commitment to preservation of
the historic structures,

SOCIAL IMPACTS:

Section 22-1b({7)(c) requires that, as part of an EIE requires, “an analysis of the short and long
term social--- benefits and costs of the proposed action.”
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Public Act No. 01-154 became law in 2001{4). It required that any funds from the sale of Seaside
be used to create residential alternatives for persons with developmental disabilities.

In 2010 the Connecticut General Assembly, as part of the approved budget, included a provision
that expressly provided for the sale of Seaside so that the funds could be used for creating DS-6
residential alternatives for persons with developmental disabilities (18).

This policy was affirmed again in 2012 when the Legislature enacted Section 17a-451d (20).
As Mr. Kozak stated in his previously referenced testimony (7), use of funds from Seaside to

create residential opportunities for persons with developmental disabilities is a matter of public
policy. It also appears to be a matter of law,

ECONOMIC IMPACTS:

Also in Section 22-1b({7T)(c) CEPA requires, as part of the EIE, that “Each state department---in
the case of each such proposed action—-[perform]-—(6) an analysis of the short and long term
economic -— benefits and costs of the proposed action.™

DEEP previously stated that the state would have to invest $10 million in the Seaside project. DS-7
The Waterford Zoning regulations require that, as part of any development, a public park will be
provided at no cost to the state or visitors to the park.

The EIE acknowledges that there will be adverse economic consequences for the Town of
Waterford if the state goes forward with its intended plan, even if the plan includes saving the
buildings. According to the EIE if the state goes forward with its plan the Town would realize a
maximum of $200,000 annually in tax revenues. If the property were to be developed in
accordance with Town Zoning Regulations the Town could realize over $2 million in annual tax
revenues based on a $200 million dollar property. The state would get a beautiful park for free.

In sum, we believe that developing Seaside in accordance with the Town Zoning Regulations DS-8
would result in a better economic outcome for the state and the town.

According to the EIE, the state is not subject to local zoning. We reluctantly acknowledge that this is true

for any improvements on the property that are wholly owned by the state. But if any of the improvements | ¢ o
are 1o be privalely owned, as proposed in the so-called hybrid aliernative, we believe the development

will be subject to local zoning. That will require a new zoning regulation and related approvals. As you

are aware, any decision of the Planning and Zoning Commission could be appealed by opposing parties.

These appeals could significantly delay any development.

That notwithstanding, it does not appear to us that the state"s proposals for Seaside are consistent with the

town"s Plan of Conservation and Development (28). That will negatively impact the chances to zone the | DS-10
property for the state's infended use.
Ewven if zoning is not required, CEPA requires the EIE to demonstrate that a proposed use is consistent |

DS-11

with the Town's Plan of Conservation and Development. We do not believe that is the case.

We believe that the solution that addresses all of the issues is a development that is in accord with the
Town's Zoning Regulations. Such a development would:
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Provide public access and a park that is consistent with the available resources;
Relieve the state of any financial burden associated with the park;

Result in the preservation of the buildings;

Generate funds that will create residential alternatives for persons with
developmental disabilities. This is a matter of public policy and will potentially
generate millions in annual savings to the state.

Cienerate millions in annual tax revenue to the Town and the State.

Be compatible with the neighborhood.

VL N e

3.
B

As is evidenced by the documents that are a part of this letter, the Town has worked closely with the State
on Seaside. To that end, the zoning process has always been handled expeditiously. The last zoning
application was no exception. That application was filed on May 16, 2014{21). A written review from
DEEP was required before the Planning and Zoning Commission could hold a hearing. The Commission
received that review on June 25 (22) and held the hearing the same day. The hearing was continued until
the next regularly scheduled meeting in July as a courtesy to neighbors who wanted the opportunity to
continue speaking. The Town Planner provided a draft opinion in August (24). In September, the
Planning and Zoning Commission voted. The deciding negative vote was cast by a member who was
advised by the Town Attomney to recuse himself. That decision was appealed, and the Town supported
that appeal. It was our expectation that the Court would support the advice of the Town Attorney, and that
a re-vote could result in the approval of the zoning regulation. During the appeal, the Governor declared
Seaside to be a State Park, and the appeal was therefore withdrawn.

We believe the appeal process and approval would have taken about 60 days. If re-initiated it should take
no longer than that. The Town Planning and Zoning Commission will accept and process any application
to that effect.

I hope these comments are helpful to you. 1 wanted to get them to you in advance of submitting them at
the public hearing on July 31%. My hope is that by then your presentation will reflect the established
policy for Seaside. It is my opinion that we can have both a State Park and a privately owned and run
Facility that would serve both the State and the Town in a healthy financial way.

Sincerely, 7

Daniel Steward

First Selectman
(R60) 444-5834

ce: David Kalafa
Senator Paul Formica

Representative Kathleen McCarty
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SEASIDE AND PUBLIC POLICY (“POLICY")
1988-2017

(Unless noted, the numbers below correspond to like numbered attached decuments)

OPFM MEMD ENTITLED, "SEASIDE CHRONOLOGY™, COVERS THE PERIOD FROM 1598 TO 1997,
IDEMTIFIES THE PARTIES WHO WERE ENTRUSTED WITH ESTABLISHING PUBLIC POLICY FOR
THE USE OF SEASIDE (hereinafter referred to as “POLICY"),

1997. LETTER FROM DEP COMMISSIONER SIDNEY HOLEROOK TO OPM SECRETARY
KOZLOWSKL, POLICY AFFIRMED

2001. REFERRENDUM HELD IN WATERFORD. OVERWHELMING MAJORITY OF VOTERS
SUPPORT POLICY

2001. STATE PASSES PUBLIC ACT No. 01-154. MANDATES THAT FUNDS FROM SALE OF
SEASIDE BE USED TO PROVIDE FOR RESIDENTIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR PERSONS WITH
DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES.

2002. DAVID KALAFA, OPM AFFIRMS DEP POLICY THAT SEASIDE PARK BE FOR PASSIVE
RECREATIONAL USE ONLY, AND THAT SWIMMING NOT BE ALLOWED,

2003. DEP LETTER TO TOWN OF WATERFORD. DEP SUPPORTS ZONING REGULATION BEING
CONSIDERED BY THE TOWN OF WATERFORD. ZONING REGULATIONS PROVIDE FOR A PASSIVE
RECREATION PARK, PRESERVATION OF THE HISTORIC BUILDINGS, AND A LAND USE PLAN THAT
I5 COMPATIBLE WITH THE NEIGHBORHOOD. DEEP FINDING: CONSISTENT WITH THE
ESTABLISHED POLICY FOR THE REUSE OF SEASIDE. NOTE THAT DEP AFFIRMS THAT PARKING
FOR 25 CARS BE PROVIDED FOR PARK VISITORS. DEP STATED THAT THIS WAS CONSISTENT
WITH THE ABILITY OF THE PARK TO ACCOMMODATE A MAXIMUM OF 50-60 PEOPLE,

2003. EXTENSIVE TESTIMONY BY DAVID KOZAK, OLISP DEP ON THE ESTABLISHED POLICY FOR
SEASIDE. MR KOZAK'S TESTIMONY INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ABOUT THE
POLICY: (1)[IT] FACILITATES THE OBJECTIVES OF PUBLIC ACT No, 01-154, (2) "DEP, AS A
MATTER OF PUBLIC POLICY--—-BELIEVE(S) THAT THE PROPOSED RE-USE OF SEASIDE IS
PROVIDING AN EXCELLENT PUBLIC RECREATION FOR THE PEQPLE OF THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT,” AND (3} THE STATE HAS EXTENSIVE INFORMATION IN ITS POSSESSION
WHICH LEADS INESCAPABLY TO THE CONCLUSION THAT THE REUSE OF SEASIDE BY THE
STATE IS NEITHER FEASIBLE OR REALSTIC.®
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8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

16.

2004, ZONING THAT WOULD IMPLEMENT POLICY WAS APPEALED. COURT AFFIRMS POLICY.
DECISION STATES: (1) “DENSITY UNDER THE NEW [ZONING] REGULATIONS 15 COMPATIBLE
WITH THAT EXISTING IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD™ AND (2) “a REVIEW OF THE RECORD CLEARLY

INDICATES SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT REZONING THE 36.3 ACRE PARCEL WILL NOT
DISTURE THE NEIGHBORHOOD AND IS5 IN ACCORD WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.™ [See

especially page 16),

2005 (MARCH). THEN SECRETARY OF OPM ROBERT GENUARIO INFORMS THE TOWN THAT THE
STATE WANTS TO RECONSIDER THE POLICY FOR THE REUSE OF SEASIDE. PAUL ECCARD,
FIRST SELECTMAN, WATERFORD 5AYS HE |5 NOT WILLING TO CONSIDER ALTERMATIVE USES.

EXPRESSES CONCERM OF MISDIRECTION AND DELAY

2005 (NOVEMBER). AFTER REVIEWING THE MATTER, SECRETARY GENUARIO PROVIDES
FORMAL REPORT TO GOVERNOR RELL. THE REPORT CONCLUDES THAT THE POLICY FOR
SEASIDE IS THE PROPER ALTERNATIVE [COPY OF REPORT ATTACHED. See especially page 5).

2005. GOVERNOR AGREES WITH THE FINDINGS IN GENUARIO REPORT. NOTE: CONTRACT TO
SELL SEASIDE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE POLICY IS NOT EXECUTED BY STATE UNTIL 2007,

2006. DAVID KOZAK (DEP) TO TOWN OF WATERFORD. DEP CONTINUES TO SUPPORT THE
ESTABLISHED POLICY FOR SEASIDE

2007, LETTERS FROM DEF COMMISSIONER GINA MOCARTHY THAT STATE THE FOLLOWIMNG:
AFFIRMS THE DEPARTMENT'S POSITION IMN SUPPORT OF THE POLICY: (1) “DEP DVD NOT SEEK
OWNERSHIP AND CONTROL OF THE [SEASIDE] PROPERTY,” BECAUSE (1) THE MAIN
RECREATIOMNAL VALUE OF THE PROPERTY IS THE WATERFRONT, AND (2) "THE AGENCY'S
PRIMARY OBIECTIVE OF PROTECTING AND PROMOTING PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE
BEACHFRONT COULD BE REALIZED MOST COST EFFECTIVELY THROLUIGH A PARTNERSHIP
WHERE THE STATE WOULD MANAGE THE SHORELINE AREA. COMMISSIONER McCARTHY
ALSO REAFFIRMEED THE POLICY THAT SHWINMMING BE PROKIBITED AT SEASIDE.

2007 LETTERS FROM DAMNIEL STEWARD, FIRST SELECTMAN WATERFORD TO STATE
LEGISLATURE AND GOVERNOR RELL REAFFIRMING THE TOWN'S COMMITMENT TO THE

ESTABLISHED POLICY,

. 2007. [November 15). APPROVAL OF THE GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATION AND ELECTIONS

COMMITTEE ("GAE") OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE IS REQUIRED IN ORDER TO CARRY QUT
SEASIDE POLICY. GAE DECLINES TO GIVE ITS APPROVAL, CITING THE FALURE OF STATE
AGENCIES TO FOLLOW STATE REGULATIONS.

2007, (November 27) LETTER FROM SENATOR STILLMAN AND REPRESENTATIVE RITTER TO
GOVERNOR RELL. THE LETTER I5 HIGHLY CRITICAL OF THE STATE'S INABILITY TO FOLLOW ITS
OWN REGULATIONS. IT ALSD DEMANDS THAT THE GOVERNOR PUBLICLY STATE HER

COMPMITMENT TO THE POLICY FOR SEASIDE,
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1r.

18.

18

20,

21

22,

23.

24,

25,

F.

27,

2007, RELL STATES THAT SEASIDE SHOULD REMAIN IN STATE HANDS, (NOTHING HAPPENS
FOR THREE YEARS).

2010. 2010 STATE BUDGET CONTAINS A PROVISION FOR THE SALE OF SEASIDE IN ORDER TO
CARRY OUT THE POLICY FOR SEASIDE.

2011. OPA SECRETARY BARNES ISSUES MEMO AFFIRMING THE REUSE OF SEASIDE AS
ESTABLISHED BY POLICY.

2011. CONNECTICUT GENERAL STATUTES, SECTION 17a-451d ENACTED. REAFFIRMS AND
CLARIFIES PUBLIC ACT No 01-154, THE USE OF PROCEEDS FROM SEASIDE TO PROVIDE FOR

PERSONS WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES

2014 (MAY) APPLICATION FOR AMMENDED ZONING REGULATION FILED FOR SEASIDE.

2014 {JUNE 25) DEEP AGAIN ENDORSES THE PLANNED REUSE OF SEASIDE AS ESTABLISHED BY
POLICY,

2014 [JUNE 25) WATERFORD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION HOLDS HEARING ON
PROPOSED ZONING REGULATIOM. THIS IS THE FIRST POSSIBLE DAY THE HEARING CAN BE HELD
A5 THE COMMISSION COULD MOT LEGALLY HOLD A HEARING BEFORE RECEIVING THE ABOVE
NOTED JUME 25 LETTER FROM DEEP. PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION GRANTS
NEIGHBORS REQUEST FOR A CONTINUANCE UNTIL JULY TO PERMIT ADDITIONAL PUBLIC
TESTIMONY. TESTIMONY COMPLETED IN JULY. PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED.

2014 [AUGUST) WATERFORD DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ISSUES PROPOSED
DECISION. APPROVAL RECOMMENDED. RECOMMEMDATION IS BASED ON OVERWHELMING

EVIDEMNCE IN THE RECORD.

2014 (SEPTEMBER) PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION DENIES ZONING. DENIAL RESULTED
FROM NEGATIVE VOTE BY COMMISSION MEMBER WHO WAS ADVISED BY TOWN ATTORMEY
TO RECUSE HIMSELF DUE TO A CONFLICT OF INTEREST.

2014 {'DE_.'TGHEH] APPEAL OF DENIAL FILED WITH SUPERIOR COURT. APPEAL SUPPORTED BY
TOWN. MATTER WOULD BE RETURNED TO COMMISSION FOR VOTE TO APPROVE. TOWN
ANTICIPATED THAT THIS ENTIRE PROCESS INCLUDING APPROVAL WOULD TAKE 60 DAYS.

2015 (DECEMBER) LETTER FROM WATERFORD FIRST SELECTMAN TO DEEP. LETTER SUPPORTS

LONG STANDING POLICY AND ASKS THAT ANY USE OF PROPERTY BE CONSISTENT WITH THE
POLICY AND THE ZONING REGULATION.
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28. 2015. LETTER FROM DENNIS GODDERRE, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT,
TOWM OF WATERFORD. MR. GUADIERRE COMMENTS EXTENSIVELY OM THE FUTURE OF

SEASIDE AND THE RELEVANCE OF THE ESTABLISHED POLICY,

29. 2015 (MARCH) NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION REQUESTS THAT ANY PLAN
FOR SEASIDE INCLUDE PRESERVATION OF THE HISTORIC STRUCTURES.

A0, 2016 [ALGUAT) PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING. FREFERRED UISE FOR SEASIDE 15 A PARK AND
PRESERVTION OF THE HISTORIC STRUCTURES. THE STRUCTURES WOULD INCORPORATE A
PRIVATELY OWRNED AND OPERATED LODGING FACILITY, 79.5% OF THOSE RESPONDING TO A
SURVEY CONDUCTED BY DEEP SUFPORT RETENTIONM OF THE HISTORIC STRUCTURES.
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SEASIDE CHRONOLOGY: | ;

FOR i
March 29, 1988, Report from the Joint Task Force on Facility Use, to Kathryn DuPree, Regional :
Director Department of Mental Retardation, Region 6 & Lawrence Bettencourt, Waterford First ]
Selectman. Town representatives: Bill Whelan, Recreation and Parks Commissioner, Ron Bugbee,
Recreation and Parks Director, Kit Porter, Rick DeMatto, Director of Special Services Board of

Education, Tom Wagner, Town Planner,

STATE AGENCY INTEREST IN USING SEASIDE, 1993:
August 2, 1993,, Letter to David Kalafa, OPM from Bruce L. Morris Commissioner DPW, regarding

their recommendations for reuse of Seaside by another state agency upon DMR’s vacating the site.

June 16, 1993, Letter from DEP Commissioner Timothy KEeeney to DECD Commissioner Kenneth
Roberts, expressing interest in the Seaside Regional Center, including a lengthy review of the site by

DEP divisions.

UNH:
August 30, 1994, Board of Selectmen informational meeting, presentation by representatives of the

University of New Haven regarding their potential interest in consolidating its school of hotel,
restaurant and tourism administration at the Seaside Regional Center.

SEASIDE ADVISORY COMMITTEE; :
dune 13, 1995, organizational meeting of the Seaside Advisory Commiftee (SAC) whose membership
of 19 included residents of Great Neck, Elected Officials, Appeinted Commissioner & Appointed

Officials.

July 10, 1995, SAC tours Seaside with state officials.

June 20, 1996, SAC, Draft Revision 1, Supportive positions on possible usage,
July 18, 1996, SAC, Draft Revision 2, Supportive positions on issue areas,
TOWN AGENCY REVIEW OF REUSE OF SEASIDE:

March 10, 1997 letter to all boards and agencics from Thomas A. Sheridan » First Selectman requesting
thoughts on future reuse of the Seaside Regional Center and inviting them to a public forum on June

10, 1997.
April 7, 1997, Call Item RTM Meeting Item 4,

May 13, 1997 Report from the Recreation and Parks Commission to the Board of Selectman regarding
the Seaside property and their interest in the waterfront and not the buildings., Attached was 1998

report referenced above.

STATE AGENCY REUSE PROPOSALS 1997:
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June 12, 1997, letter to Michael W. Kozlowski, Secretary OPM, from Sidney J. Helbrook,
Commissioner DEP requesting transfer of Seaside to DEF or alternatively establish a public access
easement over the waterfront, shorefront lawn, beaches and groins for passive public recreational use.

June 17, 1997, letter to Michael W, Kozlowski, Secretary OPM, from William Cibes, Chancellor,

Connecticut State University System regarding his proposal for the adaptive reuse of the Seaside
Regional Center into an academic program in hospitality and tourism including academic conference

center serving the university system.
July 1, 1997, OPM representatives and consultants meet with SAC to update them on status of use of

Seaside, Responses by State Agencies interested in adaptive reuse of the site and the scope of services
to be provided by the real estate consultant firm of Bertram and Cochran.

July 7, 1997, SAC meeting at which a review of proposal received by state agencies was conducted. In
addition to those listed above the State Library proposed to use a building for storage of printing
machines. All proposals due to a lack of funding were rejected by OFM. '

OPM INITIAL MARKETING:
December 18, 1997, Report from RKG Associates entitled “Four Conceptual Site Plans and

Preliminary Fiscal Impacts & “Summary of Market Research and “Information Interview Findings™
prepared by MBIA Associates presented at progress meeting with State and Town Officials.

April 19, 1998, SAC letter to Ben Cohen, OPM regarding review of propoesals received from 3 state
agencies.

April 30, 1998, Letter to Thomas A. Sheridan, First Selectman from Michael W, Kozlowski, Secretary

OPM, providing information on outstanding bond obligations for Seaside as well as information on
public access and historic preservation from DEF & State Historic Preservation Office. This letter was

in response to a letter sent by Mr. Sheridan on April 8, 1998 expressing potential interest in town
acquisition of Seaside.

SEASIDE SELECTION COMMITTEE
October 22, 1998, SAC meeting at which the process to select a developer of the Seaside Regional

Center was presented by OPM.

December 2, 1998, Scaside Selection Committes initial meeting. Consisting of 5 representatives of the
town and 5 from the State.

February 24, 1999, Public Information Session jointly sponsored by OFM and Selectmanon the
process for disposal of state property, Seaside reuse and public offering (RFQ) and Planning, Zoning &

Permitting issues.
May 10, 1999, 15 responses to the RFQ's received by the State OPM.

July 20, 1999 Selection Committee meeting which resulted in namrowing the 15 developers to 5.
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July 29, 1999 Public Information Session jointly sponsored by OPM and Selectman to present results
of RFQ process and to describe the remaining RFP and Zoning processes. Proposals placed in the

]Ibml}randmvnhn]lfnrpuhlicimpmﬁun. .

November 22, 1999, 3 responses to the RFP received from 5 developers selected out of the 15 which
submitted projects at the RF() stage. 2 selected after the RFQ stage did not submit proposals at the next
stage. Proposals placed in the library and town hall for public inspection.

January 5, 2000, Public presentation of the proposals submitted by the 3 finalists in the auditorium of
the Waterford High School, prior to any review by the selection committes,

March 9, 2000, Seaside Selection Committee interviews 3 short listed developers.
September 20, 2000, RFH-GDH notified of being selected as the preferred developer.

September 29, 2000, Commission Anson, DPW notifies Paul B. Eccard, First Selectman, of initiation
of 45 day time period to respond as to whether or not the Town of Waterford is interested in exercising
its right to acquire the property subject to meeting the conditions contained therein and based on the
proposal submitted by the preferred developer,

October 12, 2000, Public Information Meeting sponsored by the Board of Selectmen at which the
conditions of sale and process that brought the project to this stage were discussed.

October 17, 2000, Board of Selectmen vote to respond to Commissioner Anson’s letter within required
time frame. Also vote to request 12.4 million dollar appropriation being the best estimate of what
resources will be needed to meet the state conditions,

10/20/2000-today

July 15, 2003 rezoning of Seaside to the “Seaside Preservation District” became effective. Approval
was appealed to the superior court and the Commission’s decision was upheld. Further appeal was
attempted, but did not obtain required action to be heard at the appellate level,
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
HEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
| 7 ﬂ.u ;msm ' HARTFORD, CORNECTICUT 06106
PHOME: (5560) §34-3001

June 12, 1997 _ . _
RECEIVED
Mi, Michasl W. Kozlowski, Secretary JUN 16 g7

ﬂh'i?rﬂﬁﬂi. mﬁﬁ"ﬁim OFFICE OF POLIGY & MANAGEMENT
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Proposed Purchase Of Seaside Rejected By Waterford Residents
.'I.'.?.#-ﬂnﬂr.um:hﬁrﬂyqarﬂy of voters L &

36 ﬁﬁ,ﬁfrﬁimﬂ walerfront land, voters Tﬁﬁdg}- wér&ﬁ‘t
convinced that il would be worth spending millions in tax dollarg
for the town to realize its potential, '

By a vote of 1,755 1o 930, voters defeated a propasal at
referendum for the tawn ' spend $12.4 million to buy and
preserve the stale-ovmed property, Although the 23 percent

RUINOUL was better than average for single-issue rafarendims bere, e Lies, Sexa
maoyge than 20 percent of the town's | 1,875 registered voters would Gearge and Bessie Dealiar srudy @ ssmpile
have had 1o vote favorably Tuesday for the measure to pass. baliat on dirplay ot Grear Neck Sehool in

: ’ Waterford as voters went ta the poils ta
Scaside used to house bandicapped, mentally disabled and r‘::':; . ”f“"":'lr:: ""'E ""r‘"“"s Hhs e .

muberculosis patients. The wninterrupted views jis buildings afford Regiomal € Vorers refected
qunngIslm-dSmmdmnuwupmtedtu be a fearure of 80 age- wﬁm ;
restricted condominiums in an exelusjve retirement commumity

proposed by GDH Associates of Farmington,

With the referendum’s defeat, decades of public use of all but four acres of the praperty come to an end.
The state, which owns the property, intends to provide public access to 3.7 acres along the coast, léaving
GDH 32 acres 1o develop. A commitiee of towy citizens, political leaders and staze officials selected

GDH from a field of 15 would-be developers.

Patricia Graber of Rope Ferry Road worked as a nurse at Seaside for about four years when the state
Department of Mentz] Retardation operated it leaving in 1993, She vated against a lown purchase,

“When 1 was there they wers scaling dowan," she said. “It's a beautiful place. I certainly enjoyed the
sunsets. But we need to be fiscally responsible and be able to pay our debs."

After the votes were counted, First Selectman Paul B, Eccard, who opposed a town purchase but wanted
vorers (o decide its fate, said he would notify the state that the rown would waive any claim to the

praperty.

At Ulhc_@qﬂ_";i appone nts said that passing up a chance 1o own the property was a neccssary trade-off. They
cited the eds of thousands of dollars in tax money that ate development could bring, the

extensive and costly building renovation and environmental cleanup, and the impending decline i tax
revenue the town faces when Northeast Utilities' Millstone nuclear power plaats are sold in April

“Let someone else who's got the money take care-of it," said Laura Sears of Yarkshire Drive, “T don't
Want my money to take care of it I'd rather my money go w the schools or 1o something else the lown

might need.™ it
ii#lWD?? EUI#ME-IE
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Voters ijectd te purchas inevery disie, i the tally wa closest i the foirts districs, e T e

- -r::éidé-i.:_ located, with 531 Opposed and 407 suppdcting the dppropriation. Supporters
- affordable elderly housing, day care nd youth centers, or an 2quaculture sehoal on the property.

. "Twant to try and keep that piece of land,” said Par McKay of Goshen Road: “Tr's @ shame to give it up 1g
developers.” 3 : : - :

Kathy Tacques, wha helped lesd Ihepﬂ:jriun drive'thq:fnrud the referendum, said the town's failure o
take control of Seaside will 'ﬂmm.uyahﬁ"rhetuwn'{hndsuph g

Dm:irynpdmﬂi:inhﬂhmﬁmdndghbmﬁmdr:m issues they and others intend to address when
GDH applies for land Use permits for its project, she said.

"'I"mlfwml-:dh}'ingmim!ﬁmth:ﬁtmdum]twb:mthalm."mmidﬂ#fﬁﬁngh
GDH's proposal. "I'm still having a hard time accepting the alieration In the landseape that a private
developer is going to make " . '

GDH Principal Mark Steiner said be was pleased with the outcome,

“It certainly ﬂmﬂﬁiu;bculurwmwortadm this for two years now, It's nice o know we're going
to be able to take the next step, We‘q.rgmmi:t:dfmmﬂwuulaeuuh:iu:mliwhlhtpm:u:.I:ET
promise we'll solve al] the privblemns but we're going o listen. T want ag many people as passible to foel
good about this ag we go forward," Siefner said,

. Eccard said GDH'spmpm:rinlﬂlwyaphu It will have to pass muster with land use agencies after
stale officials pegotiate a final price and terms for the deal,

'wm Eastern Connecticut's News Source
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Substitute House Bill No. 6610
Public Act No. 01-154

AN ACT IMPOSING A MORATORIUM CONCERNING CERTAIN STATE PROPERTY USED
FOR RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES BY PERSONS WITH MENTAL RETARDATION OR
PSYCHIATRIC DISABILITIES AND CONCERNING THE PLACEMENT OF CERTAIN
CLIENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL RETARDATION.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Assembly convened:

Section 1. (NEW) (a) Notwithstanding any provision of the general statutes concerning the

sale, lease or transfer of real property by or on behalf of the state, during the period
commencing on the effective date of this act and ending on the date that is three years from

the effective date of this act or on the date on which the General Assembly approves a plan
that shall be developed by the Department of Mental Retardation for the elimination of all
emergency and priority one waiting list categories of the department and a plan that shall be
developed by the Department of Mental Health and Addiction Services to meet the needs
identified in the report of the Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission on Mental Health,
whichever date is earlier, no state-owned real property that is being used or has been used
within the previous ten years for residential purposes by persons with mental retardation or
psychiatric disabilities may be sold, leased or transferred by or on behalf of the state, except
that such property may be leased if the property continues to be used for the same purpose.

(b} Subsection (a) of this section shall only apply to any state-operated community-based
residential facility, boarding house, group home or halfway house meeting the criteria set
forth in subsection (a) of this section and occupied by persons with mental retardation,
persons with psychiatric disabilities, alcohol-dependent persons or drug-dependent persans.

Sec. 2. (NEW) There is established a nonlapsing fund that shall contain (1) any moneys
received by the state from the sale, lease or transfer of all or any part of Fairfield Hills
Hospital, Norwich Hospital or any regional center that takes place after January 1, 2001, and
(2) any other moneys required by law to be deposited in a separate account within the
General Fund for purposes of this‘act. The Treasurer shall credit the fund with its investment
eamings. Any balance remaining in said fund at the end of any fiscal year shall be carried
forward in the fund for the fiscal year next succeeding,. The principal and interest of the fund
shall be used solely for the purpose of site acquisition, capital development and
infrastructure costs necessary to provide services to persons with mental retardation or
psychiatric disabilities, provided amounts in the fund may be expended only pursuant to
appropriation by the General Assembly.

252000 2:28 PM
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Public Act No. 01-154 for Substitute House Bill No. 6510 hitpeffarer. cga.ct. gov/ 2001 /actPa/2001PA-001 54- ROOHB-06510-P..
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Sec. 3. (NEW) The Commissioner of Mental Retardation shall adopt regulations, in

be limited to, provisions concerning the eriteria or factors to be considered in: (1) Evaluating
and placing such clients; (2) siting of residential facilities for such clients; (3) giving notice, if
any, to the community in which such client is to be placed: (4) determining appropriate levels
of security and supervision; and (5) providing appropriate programs and quality of life for
such clients in the least restrictive environment. Such regulations shall not permit the siting
of more than one such facility in any one municipality.

Sec. 4. The Commissioner of Mental Retardation, in consultation with the Commissioner of
Public Works, shall evaluate, within available appropriations, the feasibility and
appropriateness of the use of any state-owned property of at least twelve acres for a facility
for the placement of not more than fifteen clients of the department who are evaluated by
the Commissioner of Mental Retardation as niot appropriate for community placement. Not
later than February 1, 2002, the Commissioner of Mental Retardation shall submit a report
containing the commissioner's findings and recommendations to the joint standing
committee of the General Assembly having cognizance of matters relating to public health, in
accordance with the provisions of section 11-4a of the general statutes. Such report shall
include the criteria and standards used by the commissioner to evaluate such properties.

Sec. 5. This act shall take effect from its passage.
Approved July 6, 2001

L2509 228 PM
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
OFFICE OF POLICY AND MANAGEMENT

MAR 2 9 2002

March 21, 2002

| documents from the
site, Please find the

As discussed at our March 18" meeting, | have encl

“Seaside Park Allowed and Prohjbited Uses"
» "Seaside Park Management Agreament”

“Seaside Regional Center Land Disposition Agreement”

We look forward to discussing the public access aspects of this proposed
development at our next meeting on April 16%,

If you have any questions regarding this information please call me at B60 418-

6301.
.rﬂ'hr‘
David A. Kalafa f?
Planning Specialist

Ce: Marianne B. Dubugue, Carmody & Torrence

Attachments

450 Capitol Avenue - Hartford, Connectlcut 06106-1308
www.opm.state.clg
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Seaside Park Allowed and Prohibited Uses

Beach Area
Allowed ses:
* Fishing
= Shellfishing (as authorized by CT Department of Agriculture or Waterford Shellfish
Commission)
Saltwater wading
Nature observation
Crabbing
Canoe/kayak launching
Picnicking

Saltwater physical therapy

Walking pets on leash only

Other passive uses not otherwise prohibited below which are consistent with quiet
recreation enjoymet of the site by others, as determined by the site manager

Prohibited Uses:

*  Swimmi

*  Motorized vessel launching

*  Camping

* Consumption/possession of alcoholic beverages
* Fires

Motorized vehicle use by general public
Special events (Le., organized gatherings greater than 45 people requiring special
equipment) without written approval of the CT DEP-Parks Division

g

Lawn

Allowed Uses:

* Lawn games (e.g., croquet)

* Picnicking

»  Walking/hiki

" Nature observation (including interpretation)

* Board game recreation (gazebo)

"  Other passive uses not otherwise prohibited which are consistent with quiet recreation
enjoyment of the site by others, as determined by the site manager

FProhibited Uses:

* Kite-flying

Ball games (unless s part of group physical therapy)
Consumption/possession of alcoholic beverages

fires

Motorized vehicle use by general public

DADOCHDAVE\WATER FRIASEASIDI Seatids Pack Proposed Uses doe
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 6 &
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ([

[ _.l\.-\..i"l

JBH E -

January 13, 2003

Waterford Planning and Zoning Commission
cfo Mr. Thomas Wagner, Planning Director
Hall of Records

15 Rope Ferry Road

Waterford, CT 06385-28998

Subject: Consistency of proposed Seaside Preservation Zoning District (§PZC 2002-002)
with the goals and policies of Connecticut Coastal Management Act

Finding: Consistent, minor modifications
Dear Commissioners:

Thank you for submitting the above-referenced proposed zoning regulation amendment
for our review and comments. Based upon our review of the proposed amendment for
consistency with the goals and policies of the Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA),
we generally support the proposed Seaside Preservation District. However, in order to ensure
consistency with the goals and policies of the CCMA, we recommend several modifications to
the proposed district regulations.

The Seaside Preservation District would allow for an adaptive re-use of the former
Seaside Regional Center campus, continue the site’s legacy of meeting the region’s special
housing and health care needs and provide significant open space and waterfront public
recreation benefits while protecting coastal resources at or adjacent to the site. The District
regulations would be applied to a site that is one of the State's last opportunities To provide over
1/4 mile of new public beach access along Long Island Sound.

; Although the proposed district’s residential dwelling unit density is greater than the site’s
existing RU-120 district regulation density standard, we find that the proposed district setback,
lotbuilding coverage, open space and design requirements could allow for a re-use of the
property that is more compatible with the guals and policies of the CCMA than the existing
zoning district regulations. Geoerally, a zoning district, such as the one proposed, that allows for
a creative adaptive re-use foracoastal property with si E]lf::ant site constraints will more likely
result in a re-use that is consistent with the policies and standards of the Cﬂ'.-m |hmmt;a]

‘zoning district that merely minimizes 1 n:«ﬂﬁr:-ntlal d.mi]mg unit densuy

Phone: BEO-AT4-3034 Fax: AG0-824-4054
{ Priated on Recycled Faper)
79 Elm Sireet * Huastlood, CT 06106 - 5127
hitp:/ifdop.siate.ct.us
An Equal Opportusity Employer
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However, in order to ensure that a proposed adaptive re-use will fulfill the site’s potential
Lo conserve coastal resources and promote water-dependent uses, provisions regarding public
access facilities and stormwater management should be strengthened. Accordingly, we suggest
the following sections of the proposed district regulations be amended to ensure that the site's
public recreational amenities are constructed early in the site’s development process, properly
maintained and readily accessible by the public and that potentially affected coastal resources are
protected:

Section Proposed Text Amendment (additions/detetions) Explanation
B
4.1 24" wids public street with 2 sidewalk set within a 50° right-of-wayl A sidewalk is a required element of
hall be improved ... new public sireets within 5,000 feet of 5
public park pursuant 1o Section 5.6.11
the Town's Subdivision Regulations,
Further, sidewalks promote non-
vehicular aocess bo the site's public
sccessarcabvpeighbors,
4.1  |he public street fght-nf-way shall extend from Shoce Boad ton [Existing text should be clasified to the
point where 50 feet (50°) of frontage is provided to the public access public has right 1o travel from !
bucking area desceibed i Sestion 129 Road to & designated public accesq

ing area adjacent to the site's public

nsures that best available stormwater

11.2 stormwater management plan shall, based on hest available
llution control techaclogy is used and

hnology, have the ability to treat the first inch of runoff . . . and

floatabls debris udmmmmmm the volume of stormwater runoff
proomawater munoff from the it ging from the site does not
1z + Association documents governing this ﬂhlla!-'-lﬂﬂ shall be i;g;lil'i-n;ut public recreation amenitics

rovigion should be made in any
homeowner association
ments o ensure they will be built
properly maintained with dedicated
unding

arifies the extent to which the access -
should be required throughout
site, provides altermative means for
pnd-n'.:m:n public (e.g., DMR facility
) 0 access the site’s public
ticn facilities and references the

122

125 Eu.hlu: parking for at beast 23 vehicles. . . The Commission may arifics that this section addresses
Fequire additional public parking areas be established . . . rking needs of the ;em:l public using
site’s public recreation facilities

ther than site residents or their guests. |
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Section Proposed Tul Amendmcut (additipne/deletions) Explanation

15 development may be phased as approved by the Commission for Ensures that public recreation amenities
period of up to 5 years. All required site wrilies sod public provided up-front.
i i .
Ellml " . ey f 'I]: f ;

If implemented, the proposed zcmmﬁ district, with the recommended amendments, along
with other applicable Town of Waterford coastal resource manqgcmcnt zoning ggIatll:ms, will

help ensure that the former Seaside Regional Ct vi aptively re-used in a manner
which protects coastal resources and provides for & se bf a site that is both a

magnificent public open space uppm‘luthEnd cha] lehge to re:dnvelup

These comments are provided pursuant to CES Section 22a-104(e) which requires that
they be read into public hearing record. 'We hope that they are hc!pful to the Commission in
evaluating the proposed Seaside Preservation Zoning district’s consistency with the goals and
policies of the CCMA. If we can be of any further assistance to you in this or any other coastal
management or Long Island Sound related matter, ple}ase contact David Kozak of my staff.
Thank you.

| Sincerely,

)

i arles H. Evans
i Director
! Office of Long Island Sound Programs

cc: Health E.‘:m: Censulting Corp., app]n:am
David Kalafa, OPM
Richard Clifford, DEP-BOR
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY OF DAVID KOZAK,
DIRECTOR OF LONG ISLAND SOUND PROGRAMS, DEEP:

MR. KOZAK EXPLAINS WHY THE PLAN FOR SEASIDE IS A
MATTER OF PUBLIC POLICY
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that proceeds from fhe sale of Seaside be used for housing and services for the mentally i1l
‘and mentally retarded, This was in response to what the Legislature viewed as a severe
shortage of such housing and services’. This shortage is so severe that recently the State
settled a Federal lawsuit brought against it by the Connecticut ARC. In doing so the State
agreed to provide $41 million for group homes for the mental retarded, ‘However, it is
genecally acknowledged that this is just a start. DME. for instance, acknowledped that there
- are cumently 1,064 mentally retarded individuals in Connecticut awsiting community
placement. Connecticut ARC puts the number at 2000,

Tius, the consequences of not selling Seaside go well beyond the impact on the property, and

the Town of Waterford. This has a direct impact on the state’s mentally retarded population
. and their families, It also is directly contrary to the mandate given by the Legislature, and
. mnpnﬁﬁradmwwwgﬂbrmafaﬁufﬂmm:uﬂuﬂh&&qﬂm

"DEP also has weighed in on the desirability of selling Seaside, as a matter of public policy.
: Phtaf_&wﬁnwhpu’nplmﬂrﬂamhumﬁmmdm&mnﬁpﬂﬁ:pﬂtm
-M%u-ﬂumﬁ.nﬂhmmmmmﬂh
beach. When the Town nfwmmmmﬂmw_m
rezoning Seaside to. facilitate its sale and private re-use, David Eomk of DEP gave the

u _fﬁ-.- I. . : —

e “---Wﬂbﬂﬁn“iﬂtﬂﬁ[dwﬂhpﬁ's]pmpoa][hrﬂumufm]mm\
nf&uhﬂmdbmtnppmmﬁﬁmmmmnﬁwmm]yﬁnﬂnufmbmh
within the public domain.,..”

+++ IThe developet’s proposed re-use of Seaside] ...is providing an excellent public
_recreation for the people of the State of Connecticut” o

__ Feasibility of Re-Use of Seaside by the State
The above notwithstanding, the State has extensive information in its possession which leads

Iy to the conclusionithat the re-use of Seaside by the State is neither feasible nor

. o, after DMR. vacated Seaside, the State engaged two experts, Bartram and

Cochran and REG Associates to evaluate the future use of Scaside. In their report the
consultants specifically ruled out re-use by another State agency®,

Beyond that, in accordance with state mmmmw.smagmwmmﬁmﬁdﬁﬁrﬂs
use and all coneluded that it was unsuitable for their needs. This caused the State to declare
the propesty surplus. This was reported to the Legislature by Richard Nuclo®.
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Page 17 of 71

ﬁﬁnﬂmmmﬁnﬂhwﬁnm:ﬂmﬁmdmhﬂwnmdilmm
how many units per acte these towna allow. Scme allow more, some allow-less, bal
it shows you where this regulation falls within the broad spectram of towns across -
: the stats oF Cormecticut. Where there is a rnge, where there is 2 wide range of uits
wmﬁrﬂ“ﬂit’:mhﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂmﬁiﬂhﬂh@ihhﬂ!ﬂl
by an overlay zone. Eﬂhdmmhﬁ%ﬂﬁmﬂmlpdmpl.mdlhuﬁm' '
the number of units per acre. 1 think af this time Mr, Chairman, we have copcheded -
our remarks. We reserve, of course, the right to vebut in the event there is any
epposition. - TR i v AR Kb sl

: e gte O R LI T SR B T
* T, Wagner: You bad referred earlier o an §-24 report, Da you intend that that report L
which involved the commilssion's review of the acquisition request by the board of
sclectmen bo entered into the pecord? 0 5 T L0 Lt L
F.mm: ':ru‘ h R T T R e FESF L AT T i
T. Wagner: Dkay, you didn"t happen to bringacopy? . . - [ v
F. Londregan: No, [didu’t, e -

T. Wagner: zmhypummﬁmmmm;um;mhmﬁ&utmﬁhﬁél By

lmpﬂnﬁﬂnmmmmiudhuﬁulhu:ﬂnmpﬁmﬂfqnhdmmﬂﬂh =,

v i

E. Magulre: Before we gel hhﬁhﬂhlﬂnﬂdﬂhwmﬁjmwnpﬂdm‘ .

ilwudﬂwh-&.ﬂ:mwh{r.lmﬂmmhmg&mmﬂwwﬂn pieces of
this commission op here. 'Wee are both & planning aad & zoning comenissiod. Now,
what does that mean to the aversge persan-in Waterford? Probably not very mach.

--BmhmhmhmMMmmdMWMmMﬂmcmﬂ A

The plarning past of our orgasization determines what o do with a picce of property
and why to do it. That’s sort of the planning function of the town. M'tm
wﬂmrmmwhbmﬂnﬂﬂhm and dev the
plan &5 you gee 1t today, Ibelleve it's dnted 08 or 99, The Waterford town plan of
presarvation censervation and development. That was shout a 5 or § year project.
The zoning piece or the zoning application of pur commission is how do we do
eomething and when do we da it. S0 thoss e sort of the conditions upon we put on
our planning hat. Just wanted to explain that to everybody In the audience of what it
) is weo're trying 1o do here, M. Kemak? - .

D, Kozak: Good evening, commission meaibers. My name s David Kozak with the
: mmﬂnnqmﬂurmhum&nﬁﬂﬁmamﬂuﬂm
Island Sound Program divisica. Office of i

_M__Wmammﬂm%&mm“ m'liﬂﬂmuafnw
statutary ilities i3 1o overses the implementation of the Conmecticut coastal

P ———— SRR S ]
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Page 180f 71

management ot at the municipal level. So what I do, along with other colleagues in

.y office is work with commissions in helping them make decisions sbout land use e
s standerds of the i
Wetathuonsk the- o il

{mhﬁﬂnﬂa}mnmlhuﬂqmmmﬂ: the po
: m.mquuﬂiﬂ Ir.lhtnp-dt:.r

background on the type of work that Tdo. For the past 10 yoars I'vo been asajsting
- coastal towns in the state of Connecticut implement the Connecticut coastal -,

Etm:-:tmﬂmuﬂ]munﬂlﬂ. Eahelguttnﬁnm:tmullwuﬂiuhhﬁnr : I

mmg:n:ﬂ:ﬂ.mrk*phuﬂmmmﬂmmddmtwmﬂ.uﬂwlmdm =

~proposal, zoning regulstions, and that's t ensure there is consistency with the -
munkeipal decistons with the standards of the Conaecticut coastal management ot

* T'm a member of the American Institute of Certified Plarmers and have beendoing, . . .

(unintelligitle) work prior to my 10 years with the state in this capacity and other

-H'I:HILII L e S Dl 'il 18

ntﬁehﬂmﬂb&duﬁpuﬂuﬂmmmmaﬂmﬂlyﬁnﬂnarun&fhmh
within the public domain, and the surrounding uplands that will be an imporiant .
component of proposed development pursusnt to these regulations as much of the
* *‘mrea just upland of the beach area thet will be retained by the state of Conaecticut
will continue to be within the public domain, secured through public access .
easements over much of that lawn area that will be preseryed for public use, up 1o
mmummm ﬂwﬁr_

they do because they are familiar with hnmﬂaa%hwwm
a3 sited in previous correspondence on this matter our commiseianer, Arthur
. R'qu.t-!-. Th.mhmduﬂum nnnl:lhml'.lmln.l.b:d mhmdwqmdww is

Gmd.ﬂul rmrhndmmnﬂmﬂlmdmﬂty that determines or differeatiates
good development versus poorly planned development, 80 I think that the

mmmm ?ﬂyhﬁeﬂy.nrmﬂudhmulﬂwhlﬂlmwlm,, '
DT AC ol cOassa) Ik .'a.- rl:.:-u -.-+, Mmﬂmmmmﬂmmm

T e o (o vocs Aoy Mate, I
: -ﬁﬁuwpﬁmmm the commission nesds to realize, and I'm sure that |

!

commission needs to cansider, do the provisions within this zoning district, do they

mﬁhmwﬁmﬂyﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ:iﬂﬁﬂﬁhmmmm

design which will result in good development. Again I think you nesd bo take & lock
at design driving quality ﬂuvﬂmﬂﬁm;‘tﬁdmduﬂm

ery specific recommendations on the (unintelligible) that the zomng kepd
k - nﬂm-i-ipﬂm-lm’tgu
Mnmﬂnmdmwmmﬂrwnmmmuuwg?mﬂtmuﬂ&ﬂmﬂh

sy e L § W N A Rt Y N g L e B L
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mmmmﬂhmuammmml;m, There weps some

we made to improve the proposed zoning district. Amwmmmm
mmmmumppduuimﬂmquﬂmmqumuph B.;r;ud.
streed, the strect that Is proposed. You go down to the waterfront from Shore Road.

Tﬂ;hﬁmm-ﬁbﬂnﬂmtﬁmﬁmm:ﬁcﬂuﬂhbmpmpnmddnmum i s

arking avea. The word public iz mot used withia the Il!fﬂinllﬂfﬂiﬂ"l'l:ml.lml ' g
Ea:tinn-t.l mﬂh'.wnmhnﬂﬂ:fmimmh:mmﬂdhm_

—:ﬁqmtnmndinminmmmmdwﬂupmnfﬂmm | PR TTTI SPAR.

'M’tmwuhnmmhmmnummhmﬂwﬁm

{umintelligible) excuse me, 2 15% cap on the amg

unt of cover that can be developed

it thaat site, impervious cover. M&.mmwwﬁgngﬂnﬂ;&mmﬁﬂum - ._.5..._. =

Mlmﬁm“ﬂhﬁumﬁu&uﬂhiwnﬂ?iﬂwmw i

agreement which tusch of the public arca of the site weuld be managed. Thatis
uuuﬁmmmumdwmmﬂmm ent of

process. Quite cften we have wotked in the past with communities that have nat
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Fage 20 of T1

retained by the public and the state of Connecticut has determined that and the Town
of Waterford has determined that through their public referendurm. Sowiththoee ... - ... ..
comments [ will conclude. giving others opportunity to comment. Butwe'llbe. - :
hmpyhmmyquaﬂinm-wuuﬁghﬂnwmmuﬁﬂuwmjnm’hﬂu

E. Maguire: David, I havs one question. Or-sctually u couple questions. One is what does .
the state deem as the value of this property. -5, - - 20 o w0 0 . T S

i
-ty R L B L |

D. Kozak: In terms of dellars (unintelligible) or to the public? A e G dgeeniy
E. Maguire: Indn:rlhrlmil-nmtl. - - '
O Tooaals “The delless s cesss Wi world out Oogh o mn being wokeA ot , < -, . 4. %

through the Offics of Policy and Management and the epplicant and I'm not at : .
liberty to disclose that financlal information. T S o

E. Magubre: [ really want to make two more comments, bt [ might delets ons of them. 1

belicve hmﬂmhmhzm;mmmpmmmimﬂn N
pumber scousd 12 and a half or 13 million dollars: Dpes that make sy sease fo you

Mr, Londregan? o A sk L
F.Imd}:n: The number makes-scnse, mwmmwmmmmmm e
.. Board of Finance by the Board of Selectrmen to sppropriate 12.4 million doliam o . G

: E. Maguire: Acquire and remediate, ckay I forgat about that plece, And why wouldn't the-

state just go abead and hold a tag sale und just sell the plece of propecty sa st - - .. .

v determi el L, b in the best il of e peopla ol (e SUEls O
3 Connecticut, the Town of Wi
will continue to have & presence at this property. IE-MH-;EM“’
wapmlﬂ:rnhﬂpnpﬂnumdnldhwmwm

highest bidder, but we felt given the past history of this property, it's nstitational
use, {ts importence to Waterford, and the people of the state of Connecticut, we
wanted additionsl centrol that we will have (arough & very rigorous process of
sending out requests for qualifications, reviewing thoss requests for qualifications, .
and then going through & very detailed review process of asking solected interested
pazties and developers to submit detailed requests for proposals, respond ta the
wqunﬂﬁ:rpmpmﬂ.imdruhplh:iu,lwr[gmupmlu evalunte thoss,
To have additional eontrol as to what shoald go on on this property. As a matter of
fact, the sales agreement that Is being negotiated belween the state end the applicant
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will make refecenss to existing plans that have been developed in concert with

various folks who wers on the Seasids salect committes, which were made up of

representatives of this town, the Department of Public Works, Department aof
2L the OfFice of Policy dnd Managemeat. THEpRRRG

..‘;al_. -__I 4 il LlEl, CICL A et

_ E.Maguire: Thank you, the reason I asked that queation, 1 wanted the sudience to clearly
mﬂuﬂmﬂﬂupﬂn&amﬂ'sﬁhﬁmwhmm;mlmﬂyﬁrMTmﬂ'
B Watseford residerss, which we are all taxpayers, but also for the residents of fbe .
State of Connesticul. mnhﬁmﬂnwﬂﬂ.wmupﬂdmuwﬁmm
aiq;npm‘tlhulpiim‘nfpmpﬂmnwaﬂﬁnd of have a little piece of the ple, And I
wﬂdmﬂnhwwﬂﬁdﬂjmmm:mﬂﬁ]pmmﬂm Year's

Eve aid dream this scherna up. 1's been going on for years with studies from lots: I L

" of people lots srmarter than [ am, [ can guarantes you that, So, and it's a very

_h@mdﬂumpﬂmmﬂmﬂum&mﬂnﬂ#mpmmmmm

appreciate all your input fiat you're about to give. Comenission members have any. -
ot thia time? TR e g Ty

T. Wapgner: I justf winted to enter in the hﬁ:mﬁmﬁmmylmﬁnpnlﬂdrdmdml
. Ihmllm&mm.mdhm.wwmﬂm‘ﬁhhﬂn
mcmmwmmmﬂmmmmwmmﬂ "o

lmdmh:hp,h&ﬁmlhnﬁ'llmmﬂﬁmﬂlﬁd“ﬂnhhﬂmnhi
ﬂ:mmhﬂnnmpﬁulhmﬁ-i#mnwbﬁbmhmmmmw&pﬂwn

dmﬂwhﬂlbntwnwﬂudwimuﬁnﬁumfmﬂﬂﬂmmdmshjml
summary of that as well. So I'd just like to...I'm sorry (enintelligitle andicmce -
Dwill: tjmmdmmhﬁmmmnhﬂnﬂmmﬂﬂummu

o lating to the commissicn's review of the scquisiion of the Seaside property back '

in 1999 ~2000, along with the psseciated backup documentation. .-~
(Unintelligible)

D. Chalsy: Oetober 23, 2000, letter from Paul Ecoard, October 26, 2000 mesmo from David
 Martin with backup. :

E. Maguire: At this time we're guhghmuutpuhﬁcmmu.mn-w.wn‘dﬁhhdp
. that is for everybedy to have a chance to provide comments. We may or may aot
finish this hearing tonight. Secondly, we would prefer that you address your
mwmmmﬂhﬂuﬁmnmﬁmam
representative bere, we will direct your guestion to that appropriate neprescaisiive.
InhmmybadyhﬂumﬂmﬂutmﬁdmhmhammmmMNmthh

application. Yes sir. Please identify yourself and your address.
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NO. 566413
KATHLEEN F, JACQUES,ETAL | SUPERIOR COURT

. JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF NEW LONDON
V. | ATNEW LONDON

TOWN OF WATERFORD PLANNING |
AND ZONING COMMISSION, ET AL | APRIL 27, 2004

MEMORANDUM QOF DECISION

This is an appeal by plaintiffs, Knl.‘n.’lum F. Jacques, Kem Bruno, Pamela L. Award and
Philip Antupit from the action of the duﬂmqanl, Planning and Zoning Commission of the
Town of Waterford, in granting the a.pp-]i-:aﬁun of Healthcare Consulting Corporation
(hercinafter HCC) for a change of zone to land in the Town of Waterford and in approving
certain amendments to the zoning regulations. |

For reasons hereinafter stated, the action of the Commission is affirmed.

All parties necessary to the action hwn been joined. All public notices required to
have been given have been timely published and 5o questions concerning jurisdicfional
defects have been raised or noted, I

This appeal is brought under the provisions of C.G.S. §§ 8-8 and 8-9. Seection 8-8
limits such appeals to persons aggrieved by the decision appealed from. Pleading and proof of
aggricvement are essential to cstablish subject matter jurisdiction over an appeal under § 8-8,

5 v, ] nning and Zoning Comunission, 156 Conn, 505, 507 (1968), The

question of aggrievement is essentially one l!:fmndm.eb Mﬂaﬂ:ﬂlmmgﬂmnﬁmn_ 225
Conn. 1, 5-6 (1993),

FloED |

'APR 2 6 2004

BURERADS COUAT - 115 (oo |
Juin o DNSTRIOT AT MEW LOWDUN :
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Two distinot categories of aggrievement exist, classical and statutory. Lewis v,
Planning and Zoning Commission, 62 Em:lm ..ﬂupp.- 284, 288 (2001). Statatory agerievement
exists by legislative fiat. In cases of slatm;b:ar aggricvement, particular legizlation grants
standing to those who claim injury to an interest protected by that legislation. Colev,
Em&miﬂmg&mm 30 Conn. App. 511, 514-15 (1993). C.G.S. § 8-B(a)1)
provides that “aggrieved pn‘s:unm-:sludm;m;.rpum owning land that abuts any portion of
the land involved in the decision of the board, In this case, the parties have stipulated and
agreed that all plaintiffs own land which abuts land which was thé subject of the zone change
in question. It is found, therefore, that the plaintiffs arc aggrieved and have standing to
prosecuts this qppual : I

The record indicates that by application dated December 5, 2002, HCC applied to the
defendant, Commission, for a change of m;:n from RU-120 to Seaside Preservation Zoning
District for a 36.3 acre parcel of lnd in the Town of Waterford owned by the State of
Connecticut. The application also requested an amendment to the Zoning Regulations to
create a Seaside Preservation Zoning District and to provide regulations for such district.

The property being located within H'u: regulated coastal boundary of the Town of
Waterford the applicants submitted 2 coastal site plan review report. By letter dated January
13, 2003, the Department of Enmmmtd Protection informed the Commission that the
proposed district would be consistent with the goals and purposes of the Connecticut Coastal
Management Act with minor modifications,

The record indicates that the property involved here is a 36.3 tract of land with existing

buildings. It has been described as a high plateau with 1800 feet of frontage of Long Island

2

A i
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Sound and two small wetland areas. The property is located in the Rural Residential (RU-

120) zone, Much of the develppment in thé area preceded zoning and there are a number of
smaller non-conforming lots adjacent to the property in the RU-120 and the R-40 zones. The
entire property is now owned by the State anuL In 1934, the property was
developed as a sanatorivm for children with tuberculosis. At that time, staff would be
between 80-100 with approximately 50 patients. With the decline of tuberculosis among
children, the facility was closed in 1958 and opened as a geriatric hospital in 1959, At that
time staff would be between 100-150 with 100 patients. The state closed the geriatric hospital
in 1961 and converted it to a fhcility for retarded and physically handicapped :hl]drm At this
time the institution grew to 17 buildings with as many as 220 patients and a staff of 300. It
was known as the Seaside Repional Center.

In the 198(s, plans were made to move the children from an institutional setting to the
main stream and group homes,

Sometime in 1988, the state began to look for a new use for the property. A facility
study committes involving the Department of Mental Retardation (DMR), the Department of
Fublic Works (DPW), the Office of Policy and Management (OFM) and the Town of
Waterford was set up to consider the future use of the property.

Swurﬂn:wumwmﬁpusndbmnmram:dm. In 1994, the town sclectman
held an informational meeting. The Town Planning Department began to study the fature use
of the area. This department prepared a plan for the “Seaside Residential District” which was
the genesis of the proposal presented to the Commission in connection with the application

now on appeal,
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In 1997, the Seaside facility was closed. 1t has remained vacant ever since. A
proposal that the town purchase the property, 'l.l.-:hi:'.h the exception of four historie buildings to
be retained by the state and a requirement that certain contamination be removed, for 12.4
million dollars was considered by the town but rejected. ‘The DMR transferred the property to
the state DPW and OPM recommending that it be used for housing. Defendant, HHC, was -
selected by the state from a number of applicants to develop the property in accordance with
the propoesed regulations. HCC then filed the applicaliﬁn which is the subject of this appeal.

A public hearing on HCC's application to change the zone and amend the regulations
was scheduled for February 10, 2003, The hearing was continued to March 10, 2003. On that
date, the hearing was again continued to March 24, 2003. The meeting was again continued
to April 8, 2003 when the parties were heard.

At its regular meeting held May 5, 2003, the Commission discussed the application
and the exhibits admitted at the public hearing. The matter was then continued for further
action at the next meeting. Mr. Wagner, Director of Planning, was requested 1o review
specific items of the proposed regulations for that meeting. At the next meeting of the
Commission held May 19, 2003, Mr, Wagner reviewed the proposed regulations togethér with
recommendations suggested by the Office of Long Island Sound Program, the environmental
planner and other specific items. Problems with the regulations were discussed and further
action was deferred to the next meeting. Staff was asked to pmpar: a series of findings for
review at that meeting. At the June 9 meeting, the draft documents prepared by staff were
reviewed. Upon motion duly made and seconded, it was voted unanimously to grant the
application to change the zone of the 36.3 acre parcel to Seaside Proservation Zoning District
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with modification. The Commission then stated the reasons for its action. The Commission
next proceeded to approve the amendments 1o ﬁ:u: zoning regulations with modification stating
the reasons for such approval,

Within the time allowed by statute, plaintiff commenced the present appeal.

In deciding the issues presented by the appeal, the court is limited in its scnpe of
review by statute and applicable case law. Review of the decisions of local zoning authorities

is limited to a determination, principally on the record before the Commission, whether the

Commission abused the discretion vested in it. Tagzza
164 Conn, 187, 191 (1972). Tﬁs court can sustain the appeal only upon determination that
the action taken by the Commission was umumr:.abla, arbitrary and illegal; it must not
substitute its judgment for that of the local Commission and must not disturb the decision of
the Commission s long as honest judgment has been reasonably and fairly exercised. Baron
v. Planning & Zening Commission, 22 Conn. App. 255, 257 (1990), Conclusions reached by
the Commission must be upheld by the court if they are reasonably supported by the record.

' i » 96 (1989). The question on

review of the Commission’s action is not whether the court would have reached the same
conclusion but whisther the record before the Commission supports the decision reached. 1d.
Although the factual and :iimti:mu:r &-l:ll.ﬂ‘minaticrﬂ of the Commission must be
given considerabls weight, it is for the court to expound and apply poveming principals of
47 Conn. App. 466,

470 (1998).

The basic question raised in this appeal is whether or not the Commission abused its

§ 1267




discretion in granting HCC's application to change the zone and amend the regulation,

In considering these issues, the court is mindful that a zoning commission, when
changing & zone or amending zoning regulations, acts in a legislative capacity, and in so
doing, it hias broad discretion aad the court on appeal should not substitute its judgment for

that of the commission unless the appellants prove that the commission’s action was clearly
jssion, 189 Conn, 261, 266 (1983),

arbitrary or illegal, Bumha

A zoning commission has broad discretion when it acts within its prescribed legislative

533, 340 (1973). The question op appeal is not whether the court would have reached the
same conclusion as the agency, but whether the record before the commission supports the
decision reached. Burnham v, Planning & Zoning Commission, supra, 189 Conn, 265,

The court allows zoning authorities this discretion in determining the public need and
the means of meeting it because the local authority lives cloge to the eircumstances and
conditions which ereate the problem and shape the solution. Bursham, Id.

When exercising its legislative function, hnﬁwn*. the Commission’s discretion is not
wholly unfettered, Tt must follow the lsw, Woodford v, Zening Commission, 147 Comn. 30,
31 (1959).

At the June 9* meeting, the Commission proceeded to first npprwﬂhacimngﬁ of
Zone. TEuEMmﬂmim&mMupmﬂmuM thnpmpnsadmmﬁmlstﬂthuiﬂning
regulations which would establish the Seaside Preservation Zoning District. Plaintiffs have
appealed both of these actions. In considering the issues now before the court, it is considered

more appropriate to take up the issne conceming the amendment of the regulations first.
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In approving the amendment to the zoning regulations at its June 9 meeting, the
Commission gave the following reasons for its actions:

1. Regulations provide for the preservation of the site and contributing
buildings as listed on the Register of historic Places.

2. Regulations provide for public access opportunities to 2 waterfront
site that is not considered suitable for a water dependent use. The site is
considered suitable for waterfront public access as designated in the 1998 Plan
of Preservation, Conservation and Development.

3. Regulations provide for design review and restrict land coverage,
impervious coverage and building setbacks in a manner which is equal to or
more siringent than allowed in the RU-120 zoning district.

4. The public purposes to be achieved as set forth in the proposed
regulations are considered additional reasons for approval of the creation of the
new zoning district.

The Commission approved the amendment with modifications which it found
“necessary to provide sufficient standards, clarification of intent and to conform to recent
changes in regulations.”

Where, as here, the Commission stated the reasons for its action the court must decide
whether the reasons assigned arc reasonably supported by the record and whether they are
pertinent to the considerations which the Commission is acquired to apply. The
Commission’s decision must be sustained if the record contains substantial evidence that
supports any one of the reasons given. Bethlehe:

Zoning Commission, 73 Conn, App. 442, 458 (2002).

Plaintiffs argue in their brief, that the regulations, as modified and adopted, are

unconstitutional, arbitrary and unenforceable as they contain insufficient or ineffective

gtandards. The burden of showing that the regulations are unconstitutionally vagne rests with

i " © 269




the plaintiffs,

1,5 (1992),
“[A] Commission’s regulations must be reasonably precise in the subject ruatter and

reasonably adequate and sufficient to give both the Commission and those affected by its

decision notice of their rights and obligations. [V]ague regulations which contain

mmlir;glﬁ standards lead to ambipuous mtupmannna in determining the approval or

disapproval of different subdivisions. Adequate, fixed and sufficient standards of guidance

for the {}umma:ﬂm must be delineated in ils regulations so as to avoid decisions, affecting the

right of property owners, which would otherwise be a purely arbitrary choice of the .

Commission; such a delegation of arbitrary power is invalid.” Barberino Fealty &

ission, 222 Comm. 607, 618-19 (1992)

(citations &nd interior quotation marks omitted). In their brief, plaintiffs quote & learned text
in which the writer sums up the test as “whether 8 person of ordinary intelligence can know
what is prohibited.” Section 22.3 P490, Fuller Land Use Law and Practice.

A review of the proposed regulations as enacted with modifications, in the abstract,
leads to the conclusion that such yegulations are reasonably precise and adequate to give
affected parties notice of their riéhm and obligations. The proposed regulations are as precise
as the existing zoning regulations, Althongh plaintiffe dispute it, the proposed regulations are
cifectively integrated into the existing regulations. For example, the uses permitted in the
Seaside Preservation Zoning District are made subject to the existing lot desipn standards of
the existing § 3.34 and all of such uses are permitted only by the special permit provisions of

the cxisting § 23. Section 11 of the proposed regulations is effectively tied into § 25 of the

8
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existing regulations also covering environmental protection. The modifications made by the
Commission firther inl.cgrntcd the new regulations into the existing regulations.
“Zoning must be sufficieatly flexible to meet the demands of increasod population and
evolutionary changes in such fields as architecture, transportation and redevelopment. the
responsibility for meeting these dﬂuﬂnda rests, under our law with the reasoned discretion of
each municipality acting through its duly aythorized zoning commission, Courts will not
interfere with these local legislative decisions unless the action taken is-clearly contrary to law
or in abuse of discretion. The test of the action of the Commission is two-fold: (1) zone
change must be in accord with the comprehensive plan; and (2) it must be reasonably related
ta the normal police power pu#nm enumerated in § 8-2." Hamis v. Zoning commission, 259
Conn. 402, 417 (2002) (citations and internal quotation marks omitted),

Flaintiffs point out specific language which could conceivably cause problems of
application in specific situations, Courts do not usually decide such jssues in 2 vacuum
however. A party attempting 1o demonstrate that regulations are impermissibly vegue and
imprecise must generally do this in connection with the facts of a case. Conpeeticut health
mmm supra, 29 Conn. App. 6. _

Plaintiffs have attempied Emathﬂ:nn the facial validity of the amendment in a
situation where no adverse action with respect with the amendment has taken place. Such
attack should be reserved to situafions Where adverso decisions applying the amendment could
be presented to the court. Queach Corp. v. Inland Wetlands Commission, 258 Conn, 178, 188
(2001).

In Bombero v, Pla

1, 218 Comn. 737, 745
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(1991), the court held that “Where, as here, the plaintiff mount a general attack on a

legilative enactment of a regulation, primarily based on constitutional vagueness grounds and
combines therewith nonconstitutional grounds for the regulations invalidity, he must do so by
a declaratory judgment action rather than an appeal from the enactment.” There is nothing
about the procedural posture of the case that would cause a deviation from the above-
requiremncnt.

Harris v. Zoning Commission, supra, 259 Conn. 417 stated that the test to be applied
to the validity of an amendment I|::| the zoning regulations was two-fold. It must be in accord
with the comprehensive plan and it must be reasonably related to the normal police power
purposes enumerated in § E-l_

The comprehensive plan consists of the zoning regulations themselves and the zoning
map which has been established pursuant to those regulations. Bumham v, Planning and
Zoning Commission, supra, 189 Corm. 267, Although the amendment is specific in its
application to the area of the zoné change, a review of the existing zoning regulations and the
zoning map indicates that it is mnmﬂm't with the comprehensive plan. The regulations and
the znnmg map indicate that there are 20 zoning districts within the Town of Waterford.
Some of these districts like th:u-ﬂnga.aid: Preservation Zoning Ilistri.nt created by the
amendment, appear to be designed for specific application. For example, the Civie Trinn,lgln
District and the Special Aquifer Industrial Park District.

As previously noted, the amendment is tied directly into the existing regulations which
make up the comprehensive plan.

The clustered, age restricted rmdmhnl use¢ created by the amendment is compatible

10
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with other zoncs existing under the regulations, For example, age restricted residential use is
allowable in the R-40 zone adjacent to the area within which the amendment will be
applicable. The setbacks and building coverage requirements under the amendment are also
comparable to those found in the R-40 and RU-120 zones and are more stringent than those in
the RU-120 zone.

To be valid, the amendment must be reasonably related to the normal police power
purposes found in § 8-2. There does not appear to be any question but that the amendment is
related to the police power purposes found in § 8-2. The amendment regulates buildings, the
percentage of area which may be occupicd, size of yards, density and location of buildings,
procedures for special permits promotes the general welfare and makes reasonable provisions
for the protection of historic buildings.

Emﬁmﬁ-ialmmqmﬁwﬂmmningmguhﬁm.mdanymmdmmm,hiu
Accordance with lhn.mnmthﬂuiwpm and provides that the “Commission shall consider
the plan of conservation and dm prepared under § 8-23." The Town of Waterford

adopted, by resolution of the Commission effective October 1, 1998 ‘a Plan of Preservation,

Conservation and Development. This plan was produced under the provisions of C.G.S. § 8-
23. mmm#mﬂmmﬂmmmm&m ission
considered this document with great fidelity.'. The plan was placed in evidence before the

Board and retumed to court as a part of the record,

When the plan was approved in 1998, Seaside was closed and vacant, The plan

Defendants claim that the plan was pat followed. It i nofed that § 8-2 merely requires the Commission
to consider the plan,
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specifically addressed Seaside and advised that the town should continue to actively
participate in ongoing discussions with the state regarding the reuse of the property. The plan
stated that the foture use should take into consideration and be consistent with the residential
uses in the area and provide public use of the waterfront. The plan also addressed the
protection of historic structures and noted that Seaside was on 'I:.l:u.'- National Register of
historic Places.
A document entitled “consistency review" was also considered by the Board and made

a part of the record. This document addresses the quﬁshun of consistency of the Flan of
Preservation, Conservation and Development to the proposed Seaside Preservation Zoning
District and other related zoning regulations, Although the review appears to have been
produced prior to the actual application now in question, it concludes that the amendment
properly addressed the special needs of the coastal areas, open space, special needs, housing
or persens over age 55 and historic preservation of buildings.

| A review of the record lmdl.a to the conclusion that the amendment to the regulations
approved by the Commission is not impermissively vague and imprecise as alleged by
pleintiffs, ‘11:1 enacting the mlmdluml to the zoning mﬂﬂahﬂﬂ-ﬁf the Commission properly
considered the Plan ufmunr::mn, Conservation and Development. The regolations as
w?ﬁmmmhﬁmmispmmmmmmwmmw plan and are
related to the police powers enumerated in § 8.2,

The reasons giw{n by the Commission for the approval of the amendment are valid

supported b}’ﬂ].lbﬂﬂ.ﬂﬁi’j evidence I.n the record and pertinent to the consideration which the
Commission was rnquir;d-tu apply.

12
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II

Plaintiffs argue that the zone change must be overturned because it amounts to spot
zoning and is not consistent with the comprehensive zoning plan as mn:aiund iu-lh-: 1998
Plan of Preservation Conservation and Development,

"Our courts consistently have invalidated zoning decisions that have constituted spot
zoning. Spot zoning is the reclasgification of a small area of land in such 2 manner as to
disturb the tenor of the surounding neighborhood. Two elements must be satisfied before
spot zoning can be said to exist. First, the zone change must concern a small area of land.
Second, the change must be out of harmony with the comprehensive plan for zoning adopted
to serve the needs of the community as a whole. The comprehensive plan is to be found in the
scheme of the zoning regulations themselves,™

Conn. App. 314, 319 (1992) (eitations omitted; internal quotation marks omitted).
Easahwnnmtqumﬁmastuwmmmis too emall so as to constitute spot

zoning is not of particular assistance. In Pelehat v. Planning & Zoning Commission, 162

Conn. 603 (1971), it was decided that rezoning a lot less than 150 square was spot zoning, In

Eutcher v. Planning Comymission, 138 Conn, 705 (1952), it was decided that it was not spot

zoning 1o rezone a small tract;ahgnﬂmnewmnn Wwas appropriate to the area.

The area rezoned here, is a 36.3 acre parcel. Plaintiffs do not specifically rely on a
niaimﬂlmﬁ}nmnfthnmw is too small. They argue that spot zoning does not tum
on the size of the area rezoned. The parties here appear o agree that the essence of spot
Zoning is the “wrenching out of the l.';hﬂ.l'ﬂﬁlﬂr of and totally disruptive of the community as a

13
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whaole,™ _

Even theugh Michel v. Planning & Zoning Commission, supra, speaks of the zone
change being in harmony with the “qampmhmiﬁ__plan for zoning adopted to serve the needs
of the community as a whole.," Plaintiffs claim l‘h:!.t to avoid the onus of spot zoning, the
change in zone must not disturb the tenor of the surrounding neighborhood. Pierrepont v,
Zoning Commission, 154 Conn. 463, 469 (1967) supports this arpument. In First Hariford
. 1 : I igsi [ field, 165 Conn. 533, 541 (1973),

the court laid down a two-fold test which a commission must meet in changing a zone. “(1)
zone change must be in accordance with a comprebensive plan, and (2) it must be reasonably
related to the normal police power purposes enemerated in § 8-2." (Citations omitted.)

In enacting the change of Zone, the Commission made the following modification:

Modification: The district boundary shall be reduced by the area of the land to
be retained by the State of Connecticut, which shall include at Jeast 120,000
square feet and not result jn the creation of 2 non-conforming structure.

The Commission gave as the reasons for it's the change of zone:

1. Consistent with the 1998 Flan of Preservation, Conservation and

Development which anticipated the transition of this site from State to Private

ownership and regulation,

2. The district containg Historic Properties and public access opportunities and

j: therefore considered consistent with the Connectient Coastal Management
et.

3. The character of the site is unique and warrants a separate zoning district in

order to facilitate the preservation and restoration of this important resource.

Flaintiffs differ with the Commission and claim that the change in zone is not

consistent with the comprehensive zoning plan as contained in the 1998 Plan of Preservation,

A quete from HOC's attorney”s presentation at the public hearing and used in plaintiffs® brief,
' 14
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Conservation and Development. The comprehensive plan and the 1998 plan of development

are not the same. The comprehensive plan is found in the scheme of the zoning regulations

themselves, ¢
165 Conn. 533, 542 (1973). The Plan of Preservation and Development is a document
prepared under the provisions of C.G.S. § 8-23 and was adopted by resolution of the
Commission. Section 8-2 requires that the Commission consider this plan.

Both plaintiffs and the Commission stress the impartance of the Plan of Preservation,
Canservation and Development. Although this plan is not the comprebensive plan with which
the change of zone must be in accordance, under the facts of this case it must be concluded
that the 1998 plan is a vital part of the comprehensive plan.

Many of the issues pertinent to the change of zone have been addressed in connection

‘with the amendment which established the zone, for example, compliance with Connecticut
General Statutes § 8-2 and the comprehensive plan,

_ The land use analysis placed in evidence for the Commission’s consideration and the
testimony of Mr. Cegan, ASLA, who helped prepare the analysis, indicated that the past use of
the land had been for institutional use not typical of that found in the RU-120 zone. Tt was
also pointed out that much of the surrounding land in the neighborhood did ot conform to
either the RU-120 or the R40 zone standards, This was becanse the area had been developed

the consideration of the amendments to the regulations, the development standards in the new

zone would be at Jeast equal to and in other cases more restrictive than those existing in the

15
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adjoining zones.
Age restrictive housing and nursing homes are allowed by special permit in the R-40
zone. Mr. Cegan and the analysis stated that urider the new regulations such development

would be limited and would be more compatible with the surrounding uses,

A review of the record clearly indicates substantial evidence that rezoning the 36.3
1 will not disturb the tenor of the neighborhood and is in i

comprehensive plan. Flaintiffs have not proven that the change of zone constituted spot

zoning.

The reasons cited by the Commission for the change of zone are pertinent to the
considerations which it was required to apply and are supported by substantial evidence in the
record.

The first reason stated by the Commission that the change of zone was consistent with
the 1998 plan of Preservation, Conservation and Development is well-supported by
substantial evidence before the Commission. ﬁsplan, a part of the mmpmh;mﬁw plan,
specifically addressed the Seaside problem. In changing the zone, the Commission followed
the anticipated transition of the site to private use as conternplated in the plan.

The second reason cited I:i:fthﬂ Commission mentioned historic properties and public
acesss opportunities and consistency with the Connecticut Coastal Management Act. The
Connecticut Coastal Management Act must be mumdm':d as a part of the comprehensive
plan. The testimony of Mr. Cegan and other substantial evidence indicates that with the
change of zone and the amended regulations, the historic properties will be preserved and

public access 1o the waterfront will be provided.

16
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Considering all of the cvidence in the record, if must be found that there is substantial
evidence to support the reasons stated by the Commission for the amendment to the zoning
regulations and the change of zone. Plaintiffs have failed to prove that in amending the
zoning repulations and changing the zone the Commission has abused the discretion vested in
it.
Accordingly, judgment is rendered in favor of the defendant Commission affirming the

actions of the Commission.

wold

Joseph J. Purtill, JTR
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FIFTEEN ROPE FERRY ROAD WATERFORD, CT 05385-2886

March 16, 2005

Robert L. Genuario
Secretary
Office of Policy and Management
450 Capitol Avenue
Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Secretary Genuario,

Thank you for providing me with a copy of a recent letter from you to Mark Steiner
regarding a 32-acre parcel owned by the State and located on Long Island Sound which

wis the Seaside Regional Center, You indicated that circumstances had changed and
therefore the State is reconsidering the sale price of the property. The Town of Waterford
has worked diligently to facilitate the transition of the Seaside Regional Center praperty
at 36 Shore Road from public to private ownership. We are all aware of the changes in
real estate values and therefore the purpose of this letter is to ensure that the State is
taking into consideration certain important cost issues.

Seaside is an important historic and coastal resource. It is listed on the National Register
of Histeric Places and provides an opportunity for public access to Long Island Sound.
The Town of Waterford by referendum defeated a proposal to purchase Seaside. The
Planning and Zoning Commission has at Mr. Steiner's request rezoned the property to a
special “Seaside Preservation District”. The rezoning was appealed and the decision of
the Commission was upheld; the Appellate Court similarly did not agree to hear a further
eppeal of the case. Both the Zoning Regulation and the decision of the court are attached .
to further your understanding of the direction in which the community expects the

development of this property to go.

c i misdirection. The historic buildings that by law must be
__protected and renovaled, continue to deteriorale daily and are a burden on the state
and a :ﬂniﬂn_nf_qur_lmlﬁm_ﬂm The state went through the process required by

law offering the property to State agencies and ultimately the Tuwn ‘We understand and
honor the States authority over its lands, but the Town of Wat 5

_been patiently waiting for the transition to private umgﬂnpm_fmhiumjﬂﬂ_m
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Robert L. Gennario
March 16, 2005

Page 2

In conelusion, I am not prepared to support a change in the Zoning which was adopted
and supported by the courts, If the State intends to divest itself of this land, it will be
developed in accordance with our new regulations. We do not have the appraisals to
which you refer in your letter and therefore do not know if they reflect the current zoning
and the cost of contaminant remediation, renovation of the historic structures or the
improvements required to create a five-acre waterfront park.

1 hope that this additional information is useful in determining the policy direction you
are considering. Iwould appreciate an opportunity to meet with you so that I can

be assured that the State will continue to pursue the restoration and preservation of this
special place in Waterford.

Sincerely,

fidh e

Paul B, Eccard
First Selectman

Enclosure

ce:  Commissioner James Fleming, Dept of Public Works
Senator Andrea L. Stillman
Richard Nuclo, OPM
Thomas V. Wagner, Planning Director, Town of Waterford
Robert A, Avena, Town Attomey
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. Your presentation drew comparisons to several park precedents from

place to visit. Perhaps funds should also be allocated to enhance this existing piece of
recreational infrastructure. Through our master planning process for Mago Point, we will be
requesting the state address the condition of the launch and we will be creating further business
opportunities to make this area an inviting destination for tourist and residents. To that end,
there would appear to be direct connections between our master planning efforts. 'We should
work to find compatible and complementary cconomic development wﬁlugi}:s.

Cwver the last eighteen months, the State of Connecticut has invested nearly $2 million in the
future of Waterford. This includes your efforts, Mago Point, two Brownfield grants and the
Vibrant Communities Initiative program. The nearly £1 million in Brownfiald grants halps
position the Town to adaptively rense the histaric Cohanzie School for rate rental
hn-us:ng Our selected developer is committed to preserving this structure and is in the
processing of reviewing final development options. The Town is excited nbht this reuse
potential and it would not be possible without the assistance of the Office nﬂBmwnﬂald

Remediation and Development,

It was encouraging when you stated that the structural integrity of the Cm{]-ﬂbeﬂ buildings was
favorable for reuss. However, this gave way to disappointment when this ity was
quickly dispelled as a result of anticipated costs. And while we respect individual landowner
rights and the fact the State of Connecticut is entitled to certain levels ofi ity in the wse of
their land, we hope every avenue of reuse at Seazide is explored. |

around the United States.

Many of these examplas required public/private partnerships to be Being in the

ghadow of the Norwich State Hospital's demolition, what is before yvour i% AN oppOTTULity
fo create an adaptive reuse model the State and local agencies can apply to fature endeavors.
This includes transforming how our park system can contribute to the economic vw.bllll;}r of the
communitics ﬂm}rma.u!: wrﬂuu,.unts:m;:lrh:mg mlm:h nfﬂll:um i T3l

:!{H}Dmufpu:klandw:thw ' pmfh . This do

} numnmpmhmdmﬂmlmmuﬁopmwdbymmhymmdmhﬂm It alzo does not
i includtlh:mnmﬂypmtacudIWUACparmlkmmulteraﬁnﬁaxmhufm
space pmmr:imu mm-uuug n:rmmimus m:nlumrr: natural mmm.i_‘!w_;_:ﬁwn lh-:32 acre

m!h mecunmtﬂ system which muﬂliu':r_h

M
approprjately maintained as a result of fiscal constraints.
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March 18, 2015

Commiszioner Robert Klee

Connecticut Department of Energy and Emdronmental Protection
79 Elm Streat

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

via email; DEEP.SeasideStatePark.ct.gov
RE: Seaside Sanatorium in Waterford

Dear Commissioner Klee:

| am writing to you on behalf of the National Trust for Historic Preservation regarding
the condition and future of the Seaside Sanatorium buildings located on the Long lzland
Sound in Waterford, Connecticut. The Trust is greatly interested In Connecticut
Governor Dannel Malloy's announcement in October 2014 to create a waterfront park
at this site, the first such park in decades. We write to you today to strongly recommend
the preservation and adaptive re-use of the Seaside Sanatorium complex and make it
part of any new plan for the site, Such an important cultural asset will only enhance this

magnificent park.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation is a privately funded nongrofit organization
chartered by Congress in 1945 to lead the private historic preservation movement in
this country. Throughout the nation, we work with partners and advocates to save
America’s historle places. We strive to create a cultural legacy as diverse as the nation
itself so that all of us can take pride in our part of the American story.

Situated within 36-acres of land on the Long Island Sound, the Seaside Sanatorium was
built in the 19305 as a medical facility and is nationally significant as the first institution
designed for heliotropic treatment of children suffering from bone and lymphatie
tuberculosis. The site is enhanced by a highly significant collection of Tudor Revival style
buildings, Including the Stephen J. Maher Infirmary and the Nurses’ Residence, bath
designed by renowned architect Cass Gilbert, architect of the Woobworth Building In
Mew York City and the U.5. Supreme Court in Washington D.C. Due to its historical
importance in the histery of public health and for its outstanding architectural
significance, Seaside was listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places in

1955,

MFﬂmmx‘hmumu S
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‘setting they have come to enjoy. From personal experiences during visits to other state parks

: tranguility is often nonexistent. [n some instance, thousands of individuals and vehicles visit a

a.ingj: pirk on a single day during the height of the season. Often these visitors bring revelry that

will nod tncreass

15 surc to disrupt any neighborhood. MQWthHWMtH
EMMMM“L—._IL_—EWLM
_enforcement,

Owverall, [ believe a balance can be achieved to accomplish the multiple objectives. T trust that
you will take my comments into consideration and consult with the State officials you are
wathng:lns:tymﬂ:l Do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding the
topics covered within this correspondence or any other matters. [ look forward to future

discussions with your team.

Daniel Steward, First Selectman

Waterford Planning and Zoning Commission

Joe Courtney, U.S.

Chaistopher Murphry, U.S, Senator

Richard Blumenthal, U.S. Senator

Paul Formics, State Senator

Kathleen McCarty, State Fepresentative

Robert Klee, Commissioner CT DEEP

Susan Whalen, Deputy Commissioner CT DEEP
Daniel Forrest, State Historic Presarvation Officer
Tim Sullivan, Office of Brownfield Remediation and Development
Helen Higgins, CT Trust for Historic Preservation
Gary Smith PE, Mago Point Business Association
Chief Murray Pendleton, Waterford Police Department
Robert Nys, Municipal Historian

Barbara Christen, Ph.D..

Randy Collins, the BETA Group, Ing,

Tess Townsend, The Day

Susan Haigh, Associated Press




While preserving and repurposing a large complex of buildings is a challenge, there have
been many successful examples of public/private partnerships for state parks and the
buildings located within their boundaries. This has allowed for the preservation of
impertant cultural assets while also producing a financially feasible income stream. A
few comparable sites include the Gideon Putnam Hotel located within the Saratoga
Springs State Park and the Bear Mountain Inn in Bear Mountain State Park, both in New
¥ork State. On the West Coast are Cavallo Point Lodge and the Bay Area Discovery
Museum, located on a waterfront site at Fort Baker In the Golden Gate National
Recreational Area in San Francisco and Fort Worden State Park in Washington State.
These are but a handful of examples of effective partnerships that adaptively reused

historic resources within a park setting,

Many of these projects took advantage of Federal and State Historic Tax Credits. While
the tax eredit ks often used by private parties who own historic properties outright, it is
available to private leascholders whose lease is of a long enough term to satisfy tax law
requirements. Eligible lessees who rehabilitate a property and place it into commercial
use are able to claim the 20 percent historic rehabilitation tax eredit for qualified

rehabilitation expenses,
We respectfully ask the state of Connecticut to retain and preserve these highly

significant buildings on Connecticut’s shore within the proposed waterfront parkand to
explore a joint venture with a partner to ensure the preservation of the Seaside

Sanatorium cormples,

If I can ba of further a's:sirt:m, do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

;{’ ! E -:
Alicia Leuba
Field Director
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Connecticut Environmental Policy Act

Public Scoping Meeting

Seaside State Park Master Plan Implementation
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What elements from Concept A do you like?

Like
[varied landscape (meadows, gras 344 (92.0%)
Tidal pools 275 (76.8%)
Boardwalk 257 (70.6%)
Fishing pier 221 (60.9%)
Preservation of historic architecty 311 (79.9%)
On-side lodging 146 (40.2%)
Access road ‘230 (64.6%)

sufficient parking/visitor capacity 267 (75.2%)
Constructed shoreline 152 (42.5%)
Revenue and job-generating mod 187 (51.7%)
High investment 81(23.1%)

Dislike Ambivalent _ Total Responses
12 (32%) 18 (4.8%) ; 374
36 (10.1%) 48 (13.4%) 158
76 (20.9%) 31 (8.5%) 364
56 (15.4%) 87 (24.0%) 363
39 (10.0%) 40 (10.3%) 389
149 (41.0%) 70 (19.3%) 363
59 (16.6%) 69 (19.4%) A56
40 (11.3%) 50 (14.1%) 355
129 (36.0%) 80(22.3%) 358
93(25.7%) 84 (23.2%) 362
154 (43.9%) 116 [33.0%) 351
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Friday, July 7, 2017 4:49 PM

To: Stephen Lecco

Cc: Bolton, Jeffrey; Whalen, Susan

Subject: FW: seaside plans

Another comment from today.

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
; PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: robertsmith7674@gmail.com [mailto:robertsmith7674@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 7, 2017 9:39 AM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Subject: seaside plans

Michael | am writing because my wife and myself frequent seaside at least once a week. We have done so even before it
was made a state park. When it became a state park and comments were asked for | had sent one in saying | would like
to see a fishing pier similar to ones in Florida. | saw the three proposals and liked the passive one the best and now | am
having second thoughts about many improvements. The state should only improve seaside to what they can maintain
and keep this place similar to Bluff Point. Try to keep fishermen and locals happy. It is so enjoyable to see people walking
dogs and riding bikes and fishing and not upsetting the environment. | have second thoughts about the pier because the
more | thought about it the ones in Florida are usually on huge beaches and this beach is small in comparison to them.
After going two days ago we were really discouraged to see how the porta-potty’s were left with bags of baby diapers in
them and bags of dog doo in or around them. We did put some of the blame on funding and some on the people that
don’t have the respect or knowledge to leave it like you find it. We usually bring a bag to clean up after some of them. If
the state cant take care of this park or Harkness or Bluff point we must be careful what we wish for. Right now and the
last few years my wife reads a book and | fish, sometimes we are by ourselves and sometimes we make new friends and
share our findings there with newcomers. Things we would like to see would be some work done on the seawall, access

1 RS-1
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for a wheelchair by the gate, a place for people to dump their doggy doo and baby diapers | haven’t been to RockynecI{
since | was a kid | don’t know what they do there, maybe a couple more picnic tables in the shade. | guess | am saying |

hope we can keep it’s natural footprint as long as we can.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 RS-1
Robert Smith 24 George Street Plainfield, Ct. cont.
06374

2
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 4:43 PM

To: ‘Helen Post Curry'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: RE: Letter in Support of Saving Cass Gilbert Buildings at Seaside

Dear Ms. Curry,

Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
B rror:crion

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Helen Post Curry [mailto:hpc@lookllc.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 10:26 AM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Subject: Letter in Support of Saving Cass Gilbert Buildings at Seaside

August 22, 2017

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 79 EIm Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert:
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As a great-granddaughter of the architect Cass Gilbert, | am writing in support of plan option #1 for
the long-term use of the Seaside Property in Waterford, CT, so that the sanitarium building and the
nurses residence can be preserved.

HPC-1
Many others will also be writing on behalf of the effort to save the buildings but no one has quite the
personal perspective that | have. Over the last dozen or more years | have devoted significant time
and resources to the preservation and promotion of Cass Gilbert’s work. This commitment has taken
me all over the country and has given me a deep understanding of the importance of the Seaside
buildings in the context of his entire career.

Seaside was built as a sanitarium for children with TB. Cass adored children and must have wanted
to do whatever he could to help the ones who were sick. That, and the fact that his own father had
died of the disease at an early age, must have influenced Cass’ decision to take on the project and
even to stop work on the Supreme Court Building in Washington, DC in order to finish it.

There is no question that any building designed by Cass Gilbert is an important one, but those who
have studied all of his work have said that you really cannot understand it unless you go to Seaside.
There he revisited many of the design elements that he used in his early residential and church
architecture in St. Paul, MN, making them both architecturally important and historically significant.

In addition to adding my voice to the chorus of those wanting to save the Seaside buildings, | am
willing to do whatever | can to promote their importance, and to assist the State of Connecticut in
finding the right solution to renovate and preserve them.

Please let me know how | can help.

With best regards, Helen

Helen Post Curry

64 Ludlowe Road
New Canaan, CT 06840
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Tom Blanck
228 Gibbs St N
Prescott, WI 54021

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Qutdoor Recreation

Connecticut Dept. of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hatford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert,

I practiced architecture for forty-two years, specializing in the restoration
and conservation of historic building. In addition, I am one of the founders of the
Cass Gilbert Society Inc.

My first exposure to Seaside Sanitarium came in a discussion about twenty
years ago with the late Oberlin Professor, Geoffrey Blodgett. Dr. Blodgett wrote a
book on Cass Gilbert's early years, and was emphatic when he said that the Seaside
building is essential to understanding the work of Cass Gilbert. He made it clear that
in this rather late work of Gilbert’s, Mr. Gilbert revisited most every theme in his
entire career. It is the summation of a good deal of his thinking on architecture.

I'have visited the property and toured the buildings. The propertyisa
masterpiece of site planning. The structure is build of reinforced concrete,
something Gilbert helped pioneer as early as 1895.

The general building plans of both the main building and the nurses’
residence are related to High Schools and Collegiate buildings of this design at the
turn of the Century. Gilbert’s related plan concepts from 1902 in the block square
Madison, WI High School and the 1915 St. Paul Academy and the Shattuck School
work 1915-1930 are related.

Seaside is inherently a modern building. Its stepped seaside front
incorporating terraces, bears some similarity to parts of the Brooklyn Army
Terminal of 1917, a building Le Corbusier said was the best concrete building in
America. While Gilbert is known for a diversity of architectural accomplishments,
the integration of sophisticated concrete structures within his designs is deserving
of more study.

The exterior designs of both buildings present a guidebook on to create
animated graceful meaningfully detailed exteriors in otherwise rather functional
and practical buildings.

If there is any doubt about the importance of this building in Cass Gilbert's
mind ..,... consider that the canopy that crowns the roof is the same tower that is
seen on the 1886 Cass Gilbert designed Virginia Street Church in St. Paul, MN.

The preservation and adaptive reuse of this building is critical to our nation’s
architectural heritage.

Y ;
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From: Marguez, Brenda on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: Stephen Lecco
Subject: FW: Seaside
Date: Tuesday, August 15, 2017 7:55:41 AM

From: James Law [mailto:jlaw1929@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2017 5:57 PM

To: SeasideElE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside

Gentlemen:

Please do not destroy Seaside.
Look for an alternative use for this building by this famous architect. IVl
He was THE most prominent architect during the first half of the 20th Century.

Do not destroy. Preserve.

Sincerely,

Jean Velleu

Founder, Cass Gilbert Society
525 Fairview Ave S # 336

St. Paul, MN 55116
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 4:24 PM

To: ‘Chas Pankenier'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: RE: Cass Gillbert's Seaside Sanatorium

Dear Mr. Pankeniert,

Thank you for your e-mail. Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030 | F: 860.242.4070 | E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
B rror:crion

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Chas Pankenier [mailto:cpankenier@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 19, 2017 3:55 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Cass Gillbert's Seaside Sanatorium

The Seaside Sanatorium buildings are worthy of preservation for at least three reasons:
Gilbert made his summer home in Ridgefield for the most productive
quarter-century of his career as America’s most distinguished architect,
which included the Sanatorium.
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The Sanatorium is among Gilbert’s most notable designs for Connecticut

civic and commercial buildings, century-old structures valued by the

residents of New Haven, Waterbury, and Lakeville.

Third, the Sanatorium 1s an example of Gilbert’s quiet philanthropy, and

of his ability to unite poetry and practicality in designing for the best
therapeutic practice of the time. You may want to consult Gilbert authority ‘ CP1
Barbara Christen on this score.

Charles Pankenier
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Jennifer Burke

From: Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov> on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
<DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>

Sent: Monday, July 24, 2017 7:58 AM

To: Stephen Lecco

Cc: Whalen, Susan; Bolton, Jeffrey; Tyler, Tom

Subject: FW: Seaside - In favor of it being a park

EIE Comment.

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860.424.3030 | I: 860.242.4070 | E: Michaellambert@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
; PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

From: Carl Freeman [mailto:carlcolleenf@atlanticbb.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 5:50 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside - In favor of it being a park

It sure would be smart not to miss the opportunity to make it a park that would be enjoyable to all.| CF-1

Carl Freeman
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SEASIDE STATE PARK MASTER PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION
PUBLIC HEARING
WATERFORD TOWN HALL
15 ROPE FERRY ROAD
WATERFORD, CONNECTICUT
JULY 31, 2017 C O P Y

COMMENCING AT 7:07 P.M.

S PEAKER S:
MICHAEL LAMBERT, CT DEEP
JEFEF BOLTON, CT DAS

STEPHEN LECCO, GZA

Jennifer Still, SHR, License No. SHR0O00301
Shea & Driscoll, LLC
30 Pepperbox Rd.
Waterford, CT 06385
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MR. LAMBERT: Good evening. I'd like to welcome
everyone to the public hearing for Environmental Impact
Evaluation for the Seaside State Park Master Plan. I'm
Mike Lambert, Chief of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
for the Connecticut Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection; and I have the good fortune of
administering state outdoor recreation programs across
Connecticut and our state parks, our forests, and our
boating access areas.

Before we start, there's a few people I'd like
to introduce here in the room. Representative Kathleen
McCarty is here, she was here earlier. First Selectman
Dan Steward; Rob Brule, Selectman of Waterford; Bill
Sheehan, Board of Finance; Paul Goldstein, RTM; Frank
Ribas, RTM. I think also Tony Sheridan is here with the
Chamber of Commerce. I think I got all the Waterford
representatives.

PUBLIC SPEAKER: Cheryl Larder, Board of

Finance.

MR. LAMBERT: Welcome. Welcome, Mr. Arnold.

I'd also like to introduce some of my colleagues
here. 1I'd like to introduce Steve Lecco from GZA

Environmental; Jeff Bolton, Division of Construction

Services; Susan Whalen, Deputy Commissioner for
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Environmental Conservation; Tom Tyler, Director of State
Parks & Public Outreach; and then also there in the back
Vinny Messino, Park Supervisor at Harkness Memorial and
Seaside State Parks; and a couple other representatives
from OPM, Paul Hinsch and David Kalafa.

So thank you all for coming.

Our state parks are very diverse offering
outdoor recreation opportunities in a variety of
natural, historic, and scenic settings. Each state park
has its own identity and draws on its share of people to
enjoy what it has to offer. For example, Bluff Point
State Park was established in 1963 to protect and
conserve the shorelines natural beauty and outstanding
natural resources. Gillette Castle State Park was
brought into the park system in 1943 because of its
cultural and historic significance. Kent Falls in
western Connecticut was established as a state park
specifically because of its scenic beauty and resulting
public popularity.

Seaside is a resource that is filled with
natural scenic and cultural significance. The Master
Plan reveals the potential for Seaside State Park, and
we're excited about continuing this process. So those
are some of the people that we introduce earlier.

A little bit about the history of Seaside: 1In
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September of 2014, Governor Malloy designated Seaside as
a state park, Connecticut's first shoreline park
established in over 50 years. The gently rolling
32-acre park offers a variety of natural landscapes,
acces to Long Island Sound, and scenic vistas offering
an ideal park experience. The park contains seven
nationally registered historic buildings designed by the
famed architect Cass Gilbert. The design of the
buildings and campus were based on the once-favored
principles of heliotropic healing in the treatment of
children with tuberculosis. The Seaside Sanatorium
opened its doors in 1934 and operated for several
decades. Seaside was repurposed twice: 1in 1959 as a
geriatric hospital and again in 1961 as a residential
institution for the developmentally disabled, which
remained in operation until 1996. Since 1996, there has
been a variety of public private development options
considered to utilize the property.

So the Master Plan kicked off in December of
2014 with the first public information meeting being
conducted right here at town hall. In addition to the
first information meeting, the Master Plan firms of
Sasaki & Associates and Oak Park Architects lead a
series of three open houses in an effort to hear ideas

and suggestions from the public on the development of
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the Master Plan. A social media campaign, a website,
and two online surveys also served as platforms for
soliciting public feedback. 1In total, approximately 400
people attended the public meetings and over 1,300
people responded to online surveys. In addition, PKS
Consulting conducted a feasibility study of the historic
buildings to determine the market for the adaptive
re-use of the buildings as a state park lodge.

At the completion of the Master Plan process, we
identified the range of preferred alternatives for the
park's future based on public input. Now in this
current phase we're conducting an Environmental Impact
Evaluation in order to analyze potential environmental
impacts that may be created by the various project
alternatives. Approximately 40 people attended the
public scoping meeting last August and 86 comments were
received. So tonight is the public hearing phase of the
Environmental Impact Evaluation, and we appreciate your
participation and welcome your comments.

So now I'm going to turn the presentation over
to Jeff Bolton, Supervising Environmental Analyst for
the Division of Construction Services, who will give you
an overview of tonight's public hearing.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you, Mike.
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Hi. My name is Jeff Bolton. I'm with the
Department of Administrative Services.

Before we get into the full presentation
tonight, I just want to go through a couple housekeeping
items. Just to remind everybody, that in the event of
an emergency, take a look at the exits in case we had to
leave quickly.

A couple of things: On the back table, there is
a sign-in sheet. 1If you care to speak, please, sign
your name. We'll go through that list later on after
the presentation, and we will turn it over to you to
comment on whatever aspects of the EIE you would like to
provide to us.

We would like to limit the speaking, at least
for the first round, same as last time, to three
minutes. Then if you have more to say, we ask that you,
please, wait until everybody has had a chance to speak;
and then you can come back for an additional about five
minutes. We will keep a close tab on the time. There
are a lot of people that have already signed up to
speak, so we want to make sure that everybody has an
opportunity to say what they want to say.

So just to reiterate, there are many ways to
provide public comments to us. Obviously, tonight

verbally we are recording it. The stenographer is here.
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But also there's written comments that can be provided
to us tonight. There's sheets on the back table.

Again, if you want to handwrite comments to us, you can
either mail those in or hand it to me after the meeting.
But we also the contact information at the end of the
presentation for e-mail and the address to send it to
Mike Lambert and they will run through -- excuse

me -- that information will get to us and our
consultants as far as to review those comments.

The purpose of tonight's meeting: Tonight's
meeting is not to get into a back and forth of question
and answer. This is really an opportunity to hear your
comments on the EIE; and, hopefully, you've had a chance
to review it or to look it over or parts of it. So
tonight is to hear your comments on that, on the work
that GZA has done and we have done. So it's not to
answer questions and go back and forth.

We also want to just let everybody know that
when we get to the public comment period we ask that you
be respectful, be respectful of the process, of each
other, and of the allotted time. We definitely want
tonight's hearing to proceed in an orderly fashion; so
with that we definitely ask that you, please, respect
the time.

Okay. The CEPA process, it's been around since
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1973. It governs state actions versus local actions,
and CEPA really is a decision-making tool or
decision-making process. So no final decision has been

made regarding the implementation of the Seaside Master

Plan. Those are the General Statutes that govern the
CEPA process. It also has regulations that accompany it
in the statutes. Various types of state actions trigger

CEPA based on the size and scope of a project or
potential impact. In the case of Seaside, the triggers
are the impact to historical resources and the potential
change in use. So that kicked off the public scoping

process that we did over a year ago and lead to this

ETE.

The DEEP is the sponsoring agency. It's their
Master Plan; and DAS, we're a participating agency. So
CEPA does allow public involvement. There's two

important phases. We've obviously held the public
scoping process last August; and now this is the public
hearing on the EIE.

So this is the flowchart of the CEPA process in
general. As you can tell, the public scoping started on
August 2, 2016, last year; and it ended on September 1st
with the public scoping meeting here last August 24th.
During that -- after that process we actually reviewed

your comments. We worked with GZA to develop the EIE.
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The EIE was published on June 20, 2107; and tonight's
the public hearing on that. We did extend the public
comment period to August 25, 2017; so it's up there on
the slide.

And after this process, after the public comment
period, we will review all the public comments and the
agency comments that come into us; and we will prepare
responses to substantive comments. And then the agency
will make a final decision, package everything up into
what we call a "record of decision." And then that gets
submitted to OPM for their determination as to how well
we did as far as immediacy of process but also in the
analysis and addressing concerns and comments that the
public make.

So going forward you can follow the project
using the DEEP website. It's specific for Seaside.
That's www.ct.gov/DEEP/Seaside. That's -- you'll find
the EIE up there, but you'll find any subsequent
information up there like the record of decision and
OPM's determination.

So with that I'd like to turn it over to Steve
Lecco so he can go over some highlights of the EIE.

MR. LECCO: Thank you, Jeff. My name's Steve
Lecco, Senior Project Manager with GZA GeoEnvironmental,

and I'm going to go through the presentation tonight.
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It's a little bit long; and I'll try to make it as short
as possible, but we are analyzing four alternatives. We
have analyzed four alternatives. I want to make sure we

get a good summary for you folks because we know the EIE

document is quite lengthy.

The purpose of the project is to implement the
Master Plan which was developed by DEEP, in conjunction
with their consultants Sasaki and Oak Park, and to full

incorporate Seaside into the State Park system. And

y

there's a recognizing need for additional public access.

Only 27 percent of Connecticut's coastline has public
access. And as many of you know, the attendance at the
state parks this year has been very, very high which
underscores the need for more coastal parks for the
state.

The Master Plan identified a shortage of
amenities, some of which can be addressed at Seaside

including multi-use trails for hiking, car-top boating,

fishing, various waterfront activities -- beach combing,

picnicking, etc. -- and wildlife observation.

The goal of the project is to promote and
improve recreation and public access to Long Island
Sound and to restore, preserve, and reuse historic
assets where feasible. Also we looked to preserve and

improve the sites ecology and habitat where it makes

10
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sense and to create an implementation of an operating
plan that is financially feasible. And, of course, we
have and continue to engage the public, you, in helping
to shape the future of Seaside. Many of you, of
course -- all of you probably know where the site is, 36
Shore Road on Long Island Sound, west of New London and
Groton, east of 0ld Lyme and Niantic, south of
Uncasville and Chesterfield. Access is via I95 or 395
to Route 156 and to Route 213, Great Neck Road to Shore
Road.

The site is 32 acres. 1It's level to gently
rolling topography, and it's nestled primarily within a
residential community. The only nonresidential property
is the DDS facility, Department of Development Services
facility, on the corner. That's not part of this
project. There are seven historic buildings, all on the
National Register of Historic Places. We have existing
seawall. We have several groins emanating from the
seawall, five pocket beach areas. And one thing to
note, there is also a town waste water pump station
here, which is actually owned by the town, which is used
for sewer transmission.

These are the historical structures on the site.
Many of you know them. This is the sanitorium, also

known as the main hospital building, and then the

11
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nurses' residence. These two structures are the prime
structures on the site. Other structures include the
renovated garage building -- which is near Shore

Road —-- superintendent's residence, a duplex residence,
and a duplex garage, which are all on the western corner
of the property. There's also a pump house near the
renovated garage. That's also an historic restructure.
All these structures were designed by Cass Gilbert,
famous architect, who designed, among other buildings,
the Woolworth Building and the U.S. Supreme Court in the
1930s.

The natural resources on site are many. There
are mapped eelgrass beds off shore. Within and
extending outward from the groins, as I mentioned,
several pocket beaches of varying size and character.
Some patches of dune grass are contained within some of
those pocket beaches. There is a natural diversity
database area, which is this polygon here. What that
means 1s that there are known rare species either within
the property or in close proximity to the property that
would have to be dealt with during the permitting phase
of the project. There are two freshwater streams on
site that carry storm drainage as well as ground water
through the seawalls at several points. And there are

some woodlands up here in the upper northwest corner of

12
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the site; but the area is primarily lawn and a few
ornamental trees along the main drag, Seaside Drive.

Existing water resources, I mentioned a few.
There's, you know, the brooks that come down through the
seawall. But in terms of flooding, a portion of this
site is within the FEMA flood hazard zone. What we have
is the VE16 zone, which means the velocity zone, which
goes basically up to the seawall. What that means is
that that's the area that's subject to wave and storm
surge action, and it's regulated as such. Anything
that's built in that area would have to conform to FEMA
standards.

We have the AE12 zone. 12 is the

elevation -- denotes the elevation of a 100-year flood
under a 100-year flood condition. The water would rise
to Elevation 12. The existing ground there is about
elevation -- anywhere between Elevation 6 and 7. That's

also regulated by FEMA.

Then we have Zone X, which is most of the rest
of the property, which is a 500-year flood which is a
less frequent flood.

The infrastructure on site is extremely complex,
as you can see from this diagram. What I can tell you
is that most of the utilities on site are not currently

functioning or being used. The one takeaway here is

13

312

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

07

124

124

124

124

124

124

124

:25:

:25:

:25:

:25:

:25:

:25:

125

125

125

125

125

125

125

125

125

125

125

126

:30P!

:37P]

:44Pp]

:47P]

:49P]

:52P]

:57P]

01pI

04p

07pI

10PI

15P

16P

:20P]

:26P]

:30P!

:33P!

:37P]

:40P]

:43P]

:47P]

:51P]

:55P]

:59P]

04p



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

that the waste water pump station is active, and there
is a sewer and gravity main that emanates from that
along this portion of the site basically parallel on the
seawall and also running up through this portion of the
site as well. There is a water line that runs alongside
Seaside Drive that feeds this waste water pump station,
which is owned by the town. The rest of the utilities
are pretty much abandoned water lines, storm water
lines, electric utilities, etc. There are three
underground storage tanks which remain on site, which
will be removed by DEEP.

Now, the alternatives that we evaluated in the
EIE consisted of four, what we call, build
alternatives: the Destination Park, the Ecological
Park, Passive Recreation Park, a Hybrid Park. And then
we also look at no action, which is basically leaving
the park the way it is now and continuing to operate it
as it is today. Those are the alternatives that were
evaluated, and I'm going to go through each one of them;
and I'm going to hit the highlights of each. So,
please, bear with me.

Now, environmental elements of CEPA, these are
the things we evaluate in the CEPA document. A lot of
the same things that you would evaluate if you were

being at, you know, a zoning application or an
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inland-wetlands or coastal permitting application. And
we divide them into three categories: physical,
natural, and socioeconomic.

The physical environment consists of things like
noise, light shadow, traffic, utilities, storm water,
aesthetics, cultural resources, etc.

Natural environment, things like air quality,
geology, soils, water resources, floodplains, wetlands,
etc., protected species, wildlife.

Socioceconomic, we also look at that part of the
environment. Land use, state and local plans, economic
impacts, whether or not the project is within a low
minority income population in accordance with the
Environmental Equity Act.

So those are the things that we look at and have
been covered in the EIE. Now, those elements in the
yellow are the ones that, based on your public scoping
comments and based on your professional expertise, we
believe that those needed to be addressed more than some
of the other items; so these are the things I'm going to
focus on tonight.

First up is the Destination Park. And Jeff has
a blown-up version of that over there. It might be
easier for you to read.

The Destination Park alternative is a
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combination of park lodging and passive and active
recreation as well as ecological enhancements.

Lodging would be -- would consist of 70 rooms,
which would be mostly within the two main buildings,
those two. Okay. There would also be event space
associated with one or both of those buildings. And
this plan calls for approximately 250 parking spaces to
accommodate park use as well as hotel use.

Other features of this alternative include a

boardwalk, tide pools, meadow areas, a fishing pier atop

the existing groin that's out there, kayak launch along
the shoreline. And in order for this coastal work to
happen, this seawall which runs pretty much parallel
with the shoreline would have to be reconfigured.

Now, this alternative does call for a breaching
of the seawall at certain locations in order to create
some coastal meadow areas; so that seawall would be
reconfigured, and there would also be a few openings to
allow -- to allow, you know, the tide to come in and
flood some of these areas in order to create a coastal
meadow environment.

The impact of this alternative on the physical
resources, we focused on traffic because, you know,
people are -- a lot of people are concerned about

traffic, so we did a traffic study. And it was based o

n
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uses that are being proposed and 250 parking spaces in
the interior of the site. The existing drive would be
used for access. And we estimate there would be an
additional 710 wvehicle trips per day to and from the
site; so 710 represents a trip to and a trip from the
site. So if you come, stay at the park, and leave,
that's two trips. In the a.m. peak hour, that would be
24 vehicles; and in the p.m. it would be higher. It
would be around 52 vehicles.

So on this slide over here, these are the
intersections that we evaluated. It was based on
existing travel patterns to Seaside and the areas that
could potentially be affected. Okay. And when we
analyze intersections we look at -- we grade them
basically like a report card, A through F: A being a
free flow condition where drivers feel no restrictions
all the way to F which is a forced flow, basically stop
and go, extreme delays, gridlock basically. And in
traffic engineering a level of service D or better is
considered acceptable and would not necessarily warrant
any traffic improvements to mitigate.

So other things we looked at include noise. And
for this alternative, because we've got a hotel use,
we've got, you know, more intensive land use here.

There would be an increase in noise from vehicles,

17
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utilities -- such as, HVAC systems on those buildings,
depending on which type of system is chosen -- and just
park visitors, and hotel patrons. There could be some

evening activities associated with this alternative
because there would be event space for the hotel. But
the project would need to comply with current state and
local noise ordinances, and that is they both mirror
each other in terms of decibel readings: 55 decibels
during the daytime and 45 decibels at nighttime. Those
are the current standards for noise.

There would also be potential light impact.
There would be increased lighting for hotel and park
usage, but those lights would be downward directed light
to minimize light trespass and sky glow; and where
appropriate vegetation screening would be installed,
which would be needed potentially for some of the
parking -- near some of the parking areas because of
headlights.

In terms of aesthetics, certainly the buildings
would be improved. The exteriors would be renovated.
The interiors would be improved back to use. And there
would be no viewshed impacts. The site -- you would
still have the same views, the neighbors, to Long Island
Sound as they have now except that the buildings would

be in much better condition; so in that respect it's a
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positive impact.

We also looked at cultural resources. We know
the buildings are historic. That's been well
documented. But we also look at the property, and we

did some investigation of potential archeological
habitats. A lot of the site initially was thought to
have high potential for archeological artifacts. We did
a Phase 1 study, and we narrowed that down to some of
these areas here. And then we did a Phase 1B study and
found that these areas were disturbed; but that these
areas still have soils that pretty much remain intact
and have the potential for containing historic and/or
prehistoric artifacts. So any work that's done for this
alternative or any of the alternatives, any subsurface
work -- grading, planting trees, trails, etc. -- there
would need to be additional investigation to see if
there are actually artifacts there that need to be
preserved.

The seawall, although it's not on the National
Register of Historic Places, does have historic
significance. It was built in the '30s during the
Roosevelt era by the Civilian Conservation Corps, and
it's likely a significant contributor to the historic
character of the property.

And in terms of natural resources we have on the

19
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site, we have wetlands that would require, one, improve
stream crossing. We would create some wet meadows near
the seawall which would be an improvement and a habitat
that currently doesn't exist there. In terms of
floodplain impacts, the seawall reconfiguration, as I
mentioned before, would create a breach at several
locations in order to create some of those coastal
meadow areas; and that could result in increased
shoreline erosion and flood levels along the southern
portion of the property. But overall, in terms of
ecology, there would be an enhancement of existing
coastal resources and inland resources as well.

Permitting would be required to implement of lot
of these activities, particularly along the
shoreline: the fishing pier, the creation of coastal
meadows and tidal pools, and the wetland crossing for
the road here.

State and federally protected species, there are
known protected species known to be on site; but there
are some in adjacent areas, particularly to the east.
We've identified potential habitat for some organisms
such as the brown thrasher, which is a shrub-loving
bird; tiger beetle, which likes the sand; a couple of
moth species; sandworm which are beach species that like

the sandy environment. And this alternative would

20
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improve habitat potential for most of these species.
However, some of the increased erosion that would occur
as a result of the seawall breaching could alter the
habitat for some of these species, particularly those
dependent on the sand environment. DEEP is committed to
conducting plant surveys at Seaside in the summer to
confirm if -- you know, see if these species are in deed
located on the property. And, if so, mitigation would

be incorporated into the design if those species are

found.

Socioceconomic impacts, this project is
estimated -- the estimated construction cost -- this is
a gross estimation based on concept at this point -- is

about 39 1/2 million dollars. And using that number and
the proposed uses associated with this alternative, we
did an economic impact study; and we determined that, in
terms of construction, it would be about 300
construction jobs created as a result of this project.
And then operationally, mostly associated with the
hotel, there would be 51 permanent jobs.

The total -- now, these other items, output and
earnings really deal with -- it's important to remember
a couple things. We look at the direct impact of the
project; that is, the amount of money that's put into

the economy. For example, just building the buildings
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or doing stuff like that, that's the direct, you know,
cost of doing that, is the direct impact. Then there's
the indirect impact which is a multiplier effect which,
you know, 1f you're building a building and you need
bricks, then you got to buy them from somebody, a deale
who deals in bricks. They take those profits. They
spend that money. Okay. That's called a multiplier
effect, so it's not just the money spent directly. It'
also indirect. And also the induced impact which deals
with what we call "household spending." People that ar
working there -- you know, they have more money to spen
so that money goes into the economy. So these numbers
in terms of the output and earnings presented here and
in the other alternative is a culmination of the direct
impact, indirect, and induced.

So the total output for the project would be 60
million dollars in construction and about 5 1/2 million
dollars operationally on an annual basis. Total
earnings for workers' wages could be 16.99 for
construction and about 1 1/2 million per year annually.
Okay. And revenue -- local revenue would be
approximately $246,000 annual; and the state revenue
would be about $642,000 annually. And now
we're -- that's the Destination Park, lodging, passive,

and active recreation.
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The second alternative was the Ecological Park.
In this alternative the historic buildings would be
demolished. The foundations would be filled and the
wall outlines would be retained, if feasible. This is
being done at a lot of parks now where the actual walls
of the structures remain as historic remnants of the
site. There would be parking for 90 cars at a visitor
center which would be this renovated garage which would
be converted to a visitor center. He 90 spaces would be
near the road.

Under this alternative we have grassland meadows

and woodlands that would be enhanced on site. Woodlands
here. Grasslands in these areas and some meadows as
well. The seawall would be removed -- completely

removed under this alternative, but these groins would
be retained. And with this alternative there would be a
fishing pier created on top of the existing groin and a
kayak launch located on the shoreline.

Now, in terms of traffic, this project obviously

has -- this alternative rather has less because we only
have 90 parking spaces. As with all the alternatives,
the existing driveway would be the main access. 1In

terms of additional traffic, you're talking about 148
additional vehicles per day, which is five vehicles in

the a.m. peak hour and 9 vehicles in the p.m. peak hour.
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And all of the intersections would operate at acceptable
levels of service. These -- the traffic generation is
very minor under this alternative.

In terms of noise, there would be a minor

increase in noise from vehicles and there -- but there
would be increased site usage. We would be providing
more parking than currently exists there now. But again

the project would comply with the current state and
local noise ordinances.

In terms of light, that impact would be minor;
but there would be some lights above and beyond what's
currently out there now required for park safety during
the dawn and dusk hours. That lighting, again, would be
downward directed to minimize light trespass and sky
glow; and vegetation screening would be provided as
appropriate when we get further into the design of the
project.

In terms of aesthetics, those historic buildings
would be demolished; so that would have a negative
effect on the historic character of the site. But
there's always another side. There would be increased
viewshed of Long Island Sound for many neighbors because
those buildings block some views of Long Island Sound
for some of the neighbors. So better views but loss of

historic character of the site.
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And I'm not going to go into too much detail
because I already said this before; but any work done o
the site over the west side that involves digging or
grading would have to undergo a Phase 2 archeological
study to see i1f there are any artifacts there. But the
historic seawall being removed also is a negative
historic impact associated with this alternative.

In terms of impacts to natural resources and th
ecology of the site, the nature trail that would be
created -- okay -- would span stream in three new
locations; so those would have to be designed to
minimize impacts and to convey proper flows. The
seawall removal increase -- would increase shoreline
erosion and flood levels; and I'll talk about that in
the next slide.

In terms of ecology, there would be an overall
enhancement of inland natural resources in the
terrestrial environment here. There would be some loss
or repositioning of the coastal beach and some of the
dune grass areas because of that coastal erosion which
would increase. And permitting would be required for
both seawall removal and the wetland crossings
associated with the trail.

And in terms of shoreline erosion, I don't know

if -— if you hark back, if you can remember the previou
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slide where I showed the existing FEMA flood zones, here
we have the velocity zone. Waves and storm surge have
an effect, and that stopped at the seawall previously.
If we remove the seawall, that velocity zone comes into
the site, and it's highest here at this particular
location. So this area which was well protected would
now be eroded and scoured out.

The flood levels, in terms of the area of a
100-year flood would be roughly the same, but the level
would go up. So where this was an 80/12 before, where
the flood would go up to elevation 12, under this
alternative it would go up another flood elevation, 13.

PUBLIC SPEAKER: That's the same for the
Destination Park too because you're removing seawall
there too.

MR. LECCO: It would be. It would be similar,
not exact, but it would be similar.

In terms of economic impact, the Ecological Park
alternative, the construction cost is estimated around
8.3 million dollars. There would be relatively minor
economic benefit with respect to construction and
employment; and the primary economic benefit is from
tourism generated from the recreational activities that
would be arriving at the site, mostly passive

recreation.
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It's important to note that the town, which
receives pilot money payment in lieu of taxes, money for
the state property now, there would actually be a
decline in pilot money of approximately 20 percent
because the property would be devalued because we no
longer have the buildings there. So that's a rough
estimate of what that decline would be.

And the state revenue generated from the site
would be about $83,000 annually.

Okay. Two down, two to go.

Passive Park. So the Passive Park is as close
to what's out there now as any of these alternatives.
Under this alternative we would have parking of about 90
spaces near Shore Road. There would be a walking trail
around the site. Picnicking areas would be provided.

The open lawn area would be created and enhanced with

some other grasslands. The seawall would stay and would
just be repaired. There are some areas of the seawall
that are in poor condition. Overall the seawall is in

good condition, but there are some areas that need to be
repaired; and that would be done under this alternative.
This alternative does not have a fishing pier. So, as
you can see, it's very similar to what's out there now.
And this alternative would have to same impact

in terms of traffic as the Ecological Park alternative
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primarily because it's very similar; and we're providing
the same number of parking spaces, 90 parking spaces.

So 148 additional vehicle trips a day; 5 in the a.m.
peak hour, 9 in the p.m. peak hour. And all of these
intersections would operate at a good level of service.

And impacts to the physical resources, slight
increase in noise from increased park usage. Again, we
would comply with state and local noise ordinances.
There would be a