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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Project Name:  Reconstruction of Interchange 33 on Interstate 95 (State Project 138-223) 
 
Sponsoring Agency:  Connecticut Department of Transportation 
 
In Cooperation With:  Federal Highway Administration 
 
Description of the Proposed Action 
 
The Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT) proposes to reconstruct Interchange 
33 (Exit 33) on Interstate 95 (I-95) in Stratford (the Proposed Action) in order to provide a full 
interchange (Figure ES-1). The new configuration will be a diamond interchange at this location. 
Currently, Exit 33 is a partial interchange consisting of a southbound (SB) entrance ramp and a 
northbound (NB) exit ramp.  The proposed new SB off-ramp will connect with Veterans 
Boulevard on the north side of I-95 and the new NB on-ramp will extend from Ferry 
Boulevard/U.S. Route 1 NB on the south side of I-95 (Figure ES-2).   

In addition to the construction of new ramps at Exit 33 to provide full access to I-95, the 
Proposed Action will also include some intersection reconstruction and widening of local roads 
to accommodate the modified flows and travel patterns created by the full interchange.  All 
construction for this project will be conducted within the existing state-owned right-of-way 
(ROW) of I-95 and/or within the existing ROW of roadways providing access to the new 
interchange. Local road improvements to accommodate traffic operations include: 

• Connecting the new I-95 SB off-ramp with the intersection of Veterans Boulevard and 
Longbrook Avenue/Ferry Boulevard Connector. The reconstructed intersection will be 
signalized with three-phase signal timing.   

• Providing a short access drive to accommodate truck access to the rear of the Stratford 
Square shopping center. 

• Constructing a ramp bridge over Barnum Avenue Cutoff to allow extension of the SB 
off-ramp to connect with the Veterans Boulevard/Ferry Boulevard Connector 
intersection.   

• Providing additional lanes, turning lanes, and/or roadway widening on Veterans 
Boulevard, Barnum Avenue Cutoff, and Ferry Boulevard. 
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• Reconstructing the intersection of Route 1 (Barnum Avenue Cutoff) and Ferry Boulevard 

to provide access to the new NB on-ramp from Ferry Boulevard.  Traffic headed for I-95 
NB on Ferry Boulevard will be physically separated with a median barrier from through 
traffic to minimize potentially unsafe weaving patterns.   

• Modifying the intersection of Barnum Avenue Cutoff and Ferry Boulevard from a two-
phase to a three-phase signal pattern to facilitate use of the new on-ramp.  

The Proposed Action will be constructed in concert with reconstruction of the Moses Wheeler 
Bridge over the Housatonic River (State Project 138-221), which is situated directly north of the 
Proposed Action site. Some components of the Moses Wheeler Bridge project will be 
constructed within the study area for the Proposed Action.  These are described in more detail in 
subsequent relevant sections of this document and can also be identified in Figure ES-2.  Most 
notably, ConnDOT Bridges 133 and 134 in the study area will be reconstructed. In addition, the 
stormwater management system for the Moses Wheeler Bridge project will be designed to 
connect and integrate with the stormwater management system for the Proposed Action, and key 
components of the overall system will be located in the Proposed Action study area. 

Purpose and Need      

The need for a full interchange at Exit 33 on I-95 was first evaluated in 2001 during final design 
of the Moses Wheeler Bridge Reconstruction project.  This bridge is located just north of Exit 33 
on I-95 (approximately 1/2 mile).  The need for the project was identified by ConnDOT 
engineers in the course of work for the Moses Wheeler Bridge and by the public at public 
meetings held for that project in June 2001. The Proposed Action is needed for three reasons: 
 

• To replace the functionally outdated partial interchange at Exit 33 and complement the 
improvements to I-95 occurring with the Moses Wheeler Bridge project.  Results from 
the traffic analysis for the Proposed Action indicate that all freeway segments on I-95 in 
the study area currently operate at Level of Service (LOS) F, the worst level on the scale 
of A to F (failing).  This is due to regional traffic congestion that results in substantial 
delays on I-95 throughout southwestern Connecticut. While future levels of service on I-
95 are predicted to remain much the same, reconstruction of the Moses Wheeler Bridge 
and its approaches will provide some spot improvements to traffic flow. The Proposed 
Action will bring Exit 33 up to modern highway design standards and support the 
benefits gained from the adjacent bridge project. Overall ramp operations are expected to 
improve in the study area as a result of the Proposed Action.  With more traffic utilizing 
the proposed full interchange at Exit 33, there would be expected decreases in traffic at 
the two adjacent interchanges, potentially reducing ramp queues at all three interchanges. 

 
• To enhance access to I-95 as well as the local roadway system in this location.  A full 

interchange at Exit 33 will eliminate the current need for drivers to travel longer distances 
on local streets to access I-95.  Currently they must travel to Interchange 32 in the center 
of Stratford or Interchange 34 in the Devon section of Milford for full access to the 
interstate.  Similarly, drivers traveling SB on I-95 currently need to exit at a different 
interchange in order to get to destinations in the vicinity of Exit 33.   
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• To accommodate increased traffic associated with the ongoing intensification of 

commercial development in this section of Stratford.  While existing levels of service are 
adequate (LOS C or better) for intersections on local streets in the vicinity of Exit 33, 
operations are projected to decline substantially in one location by 2025.  The intersection 
of Veteran’s Boulevard and Veteran’s Boulevard Connector/Ferry Boulevard is expected 
to decline to LOS F for both the future morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak hours.  In 
addition, the LOS at intersections of U.S. Route 1 at the Dock Shopping Center and 
Route 110 at U.S. Route 1 SB approach are projected to decline slightly in the future 
under no-build conditions.    

 
Alternatives Considered 
 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is specific to Exit 33 and therefore must take place at this 
location.  For this reason, ConnDOT considered no other sites for the Proposed Action.  The only 
alternative action might be to add one new access ramp to create a three-way interchange at this 
location. This would not serve the project purpose and need and would not substantially improve 
the functionality of this interchange.  Therefore, it was not deemed prudent or feasible to 
consider either the three-way interchange alternative or alternative sites for the Proposed Action. 

Four alternative designs were considered for the construction of a full interchange at Exit 33.  
They had many features in common, including the provision of both a new entrance and exit 
ramp to I-95 to complete the existing interchange. Alternative 4 was selected as the Proposed 
Action as it best met the project purpose and need while providing acceptable LOS at most study 
area intersections through the 2025 build year in both the AM and PM peak travel hours. 
Alternative 4 also provides the necessary connections to I-95 with acceptable geometric design.  
In addition, it provides a longer SB exit ramp than the other alternatives, which substantially 
decreases the potential for traffic to back up onto I-95.  Furthermore, a longer exit ramp provides 
drivers with a greater distance to reduce speed coming off the highway, thereby creating a safer 
driving environment.   

Since Alternative 4 offers the safest geometry and best overall LOS among the four build 
alternatives considered, the other three alternatives have been eliminated from further 
consideration for this EA/EIE.  This document evaluates the potential impacts of the No-Action  
(or No-Build) Alternative and the Proposed Action, Alternative 4. 
 
Impacts Evaluation Summary 
 
The implementation of the Proposed Action will have minor adverse environmental impacts that 
can be mitigated.  Expected impacts include traffic conditions at one intersection, increased 
roadway runoff, risk of encountering archeological resources, risk of encountering hazardous 
materials, relocations of public utilities, and construction period impacts.  Environmental 
benefits of the Proposed Action include improved traffic operations, support for land use 
patterns, enhanced socio-economic conditions, an upgraded stormwater management system, and 
positive secondary and cumulative effects.  Anticipated impacts and corresponding proposed 
mitigation measures are summarized in Table ES-1. 
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List Of Potential Permits, Certificates, Or Approvals 
 

• CTDEP - Flood Management Certification  
• CTDEP - Coastal Management Consistency Review  
• CTDEP - General Permit for Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters 

Associated with Construction Activities 
• CTDEP - Special Waste Authorization 
• State Traffic Commission (STC) Certificate 
• Interstate Highway Access Modification approval – FHWA 

 
Early Coordination   
 
ConnDOT conducted two public meetings in June of 2001 to provide an opportunity for public 
input and discussion on the Moses Wheeler Bridge reconstruction project.  In the course of these 
meetings, comments were also solicited on a potential project to reconstruct Interchange 33 as a 
full interchange. On December 16, 2003, ConnDOT initiated the public scoping process for the 
Reconstruction of Interchange 33 project under the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act 
(CEPA) by issuing a Scoping Notice in Connecticut’s Environmental Monitor to further solicit 
comments on the Proposed Action from state agency reviewers and other interested parties.  No 
CEPA public scoping meeting was requested or held.  A copy of responses received in reply to 
the CEPA Notice is included in Appendix A. 

 
Review Period and Comments 
 
Review agencies and other interested parties are offered an opportunity to provide comments and 
other pertinent information that would help define environmental impacts, interpret the 
significance of such impacts, and evaluate alternatives. 
 
Written comments on this document and any other pertinent information may be submitted to the 
below-listed agency contact by April 29, 2005 at 4:00 p.m.  A public hearing on the Proposed 
Action will be held on April 13, 2005 at 7:00 p.m. at Stratford Town Hall.  The submitted 
materials and responses, along with the EA/EIE, will be attached to a Record of Decision that 
will be forwarded to the State Office of Policy and Management (OPM) for a determination of its 
adequacy.  The same material, along with OPM’s determination, will be sent to the FHWA for 
final determination. 

 
Agency Contact 
 
Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Edgar T. Hurle, Director of Environmental Planning 
2800 Berlin Turnpike 
Newington, Connecticut 06131-7546 
Phone: (860) 594-2900 
Fax: (860) 594-3028 
Email: Edgar.Hurle@po.state.ct.us



 
Reconstruction of Interchange 33 EA/EIE  

ES - 7 

Table ES-1: Summary of Anticipated Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Proposed Action 
 

Resource Impact Synopsis Mitigation 
Traffic and Bicycle, Pedestrian, and 
Transit Considerations 

Future LOS F at one proposed intersection.  Slight 
beneficial effect on ramp operations.  Potential short-term 
construction impacts. 

  None proposed 

Land Acquisitions and Displacements No adverse impact   None required or proposed 
Land Use and Zoning No adverse impact. Beneficial effect on land use patterns.   None required or proposed 
Consistency with State, Regional and 
Local Plans 

Consistent   None required or proposed 

Socio-Economic Conditions No adverse impact. Beneficial impact to economic 
conditions.   None required or proposed 

Community Cohesion No adverse impact None required or proposed 
Environmental Justice No adverse impact None required or proposed 
Air Quality No long-term adverse impact. Potential short-term 

construction impacts. 
None required or proposed 

Noise Existing conditions at impacted receptors not improved. No 
adverse impact per state standards; minor adverse impacts 
per FHWA criteria. 

None feasible.  

Water Quality Maintenance or improvement of runoff quality. Potential 
short-term construction impacts. 

Temporary and permanent E&S 
controls. 

Wetlands No adverse impact None required or proposed 
Aquatic and Wildlife Habitat/ 
Threatened and Endangered Species 

No adverse impact None required or proposed 

Floodplains No adverse impact None required or proposed 
Wild and Scenic Rivers/Costal Zones No adverse impact None required or proposed 
Farmlands No adverse impact None required or proposed 
Historic, Archaeological and Other 
Cultural Resources 

Potential impact to archeological resources at STP #12. Temporary protective fencing 
during construction to avoid 
archaeologically sensitive area. 

Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Resources No adverse impact None required or proposed 
Environmental Risk Sites and 
Hazardous Materials 

No long-term adverse impact. Potential short-term 
construction impacts. 

Impermeable liner for the    wet 
pond. 

Visual and Aesthetic Resources No adverse impact Potential use of landscaping and 
texturing of retaining walls. 

Energy Potential slight increase in electric usage for ramp lighting.  Energy-efficient lighting for new 
fixtures will be used. 

Public Utilities and Services Some utility line relocation required. Short-term 
construction period impacts. 

Coordination with service 
providers for relocation and if 
necessary, minor modification to 
project design. 

Public Safety and Security No adverse impact None required or proposed 
Construction Period Impacts Temporary impacts relative to traffic, air quality, noise, 

water quality, archaeological resources, hazardous 
materials, and utilities. 

• Implement an MPT plan traffic  
• Adhere to ConnDOT BMPs 

(Form 816) and CTDEP 2002 
E&S Guidelines in 
implementing E&S plan. 

• Temporary protective fencing to 
avoid archaeologically sensitive 
area. 

• Implement hazardous materials 
management plan. 

• Coordinate with utility service 
providers and implement 
agreed-upon relocation plans. 

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts No adverse impact. Beneficial impact to long-term 
economic development. 

None required or proposed 
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2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

2.1 PURPOSE      

The Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT), in conjunction with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) proposes to reconstruct Interchange 33 (Exit 33) on Interstate 
95 (I-95) in Stratford, Connecticut (Figure 1).  The purpose of this project is to provide a full 
interchange at the current location of Exit 33 on I-95 (the Proposed Action, see Figure 2).  Exit 
33 is currently a partial diamond interchange consisting of a southbound (SB) entrance ramp and 
a northbound (NB) exit ramp. The project is intended to modernize the outdated partial 
interchange, improve traffic circulation in the region, and meet growing demand for vehicular 
access in this section of the Town of Stratford created by ongoing commercial infill and 
redevelopment.  
 

2.2 NEED 

 
The concept of a full interchange at Exit 33 on I-95 was first evaluated in 2001 during final 
design of the Moses Wheeler Bridge Reconstruction project.  This bridge is located just north of 
Interchange 33 on I-95 (approximately ½ mile).  The need for a full interchange at Exit 33 was 
identified by ConnDOT engineers in the course of work for the Moses Wheeler Bridge project 
and by the public at public meetings for that project held in June 2001. The Proposed Action is 
needed for three reasons: 
 

• To replace the functionally outdated partial interchange at Exit 33 and complement the 
improvements to I-95 occurring with the Moses Wheeler Bridge project.  Results from 
the traffic analysis for the Proposed Action indicate that all freeway segments on I-95 in 
the study area currently operate at Level of Service (LOS) F, the worst level on the scale 
of A to F (failing).  This is due to regional traffic congestion that results in substantial 
delays on I-95 throughout southwestern Connecticut. While future levels of service on I-
95 are predicted to remain much the same, reconstruction of the Moses Wheeler Bridge 
and its approaches will provide some spot improvements to traffic flow. The Proposed 
Action will bring Exit 33 up to modern highway design standards and support the 
benefits gained from the adjacent bridge project. Overall ramp operations are expected to 
improve in the study area as a result of the Proposed Action.  With more traffic utilizing 
the proposed full interchange at Exit 33, there would be expected decreases in traffic at 
the two adjacent interchanges, potentially reducing ramp queues at all three interchanges. 

 
• To enhance access to I-95 as well as the local roadway system in this location.  A full 

interchange at Exit 33 will eliminate the current need for drivers to travel longer distances 
on local streets to access I-95.  Currently they must travel to Interchange 32 in the center 
of Stratford or Interchange 34 in the Devon section of Milford for full access to the 
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interstate.  Similarly, drivers traveling SB on I-95 currently need to exit at a different 
interchange in order to get to destinations in the vicinity of Exit 33.   

 
• To accommodate increased traffic associated with the ongoing intensification of 

commercial development in this section of Stratford.  While existing levels of service are 
adequate (LOS C or better) for intersections on local streets in the vicinity of Exit 33, 
operations are projected to decline substantially in one location by 2025.  The intersection 
of Veteran’s Boulevard and Veteran’s Boulevard Connector/Ferry Boulevard is expected 
to decline to LOS F for both the future morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak hours.  In 
addition, the intersections of U.S. Route 1 at the Dock Shopping Center and Route 110 at 
U.S. Route 1 SB approach are projected to decline slightly in the future under no-build 
conditions.    

 
Exit 33 was designed and constructed nearly 50 years ago to design standards of the day and to 
service toll collection in this location.  Since that time, traffic volumes in the region have 
increased substantially and the overall I-95 highway infrastructure has aged. Exit 33 is 
functionally outdated to meet today’s highway operational needs.  Similarly, the Moses Wheeler 
Bridge just north of Exit 33 has become obsolete and is going to be replaced (ConnDOT Project 
No. 138-221). While no new capacity will be added to I-95 by that project, the widening of the 
bridge to meet current design standards will improve traffic flow somewhat. The Moses Wheeler 
Bridge project will require the reconstruction of two local street bridges within the Exit 33 study 
area. The Barnum Avenue Cutoff Bridge (ConnDOT Bridge 133) will need to be reconstructed 
to improve the existing substructure, upgrade the superstructure, and provide adequate vertical 
clearance beneath the bridge. The East Main Street Bridge (ConnDOT Bridge 134) will need to 
be reconstructed to create a longer span, to provide adequate clear zone distance to the edge of 
U.S. Route 1, and maintain sight distances at horizontal curves on both U.S. Route 1 and Route 
110 to the northwest of I-95.  Since both Bridge 133 and 134 are planned to be reconstructed and 
are located adjacent to Exit 33, it was logical for ConnDOT to take a close look at the 
operational functionality of the interchange and consider updating it at the same time as the 
nearby bridge projects take place.  
 
Drivers wishing to enter I-95 NB or exit I-95 SB currently must use Exit 34 in Milford or Exit 32 
in Stratford.  Each is approximately 2 miles from Exit 33.  Exit 32 is located near the center of 
Stratford where there is heavy traffic on local streets such as Main Street, Barnum Avenue, and 
Broad Street. Similarly, heavy traffic is present along U.S. Route 1 and the local street network 
connecting to Exit 34 in the Devon section of Milford. These busy streets are generally two lanes 
wide with limited shoulders and pass through areas of neighborhood scale and village center type 
development.  The construction of a full interchange at Exit 33 will help reduce through traffic 
on these local streets connecting to Exits 32 and 34. It will also make access to I-95 more 
convenient for those living and working directly north and south of Exit 33.  They will no longer 
have to travel additional miles on local streets in heavy traffic to access the next closest 
interchange in Milford or Stratford center. 
 
It is also important that the area immediately surrounding Exit 33 is becoming a major shopping 
destination.  There are three shopping plazas within a half-mile of the interchange. There is also 
potential for infill development and redevelopment as well as expansion of existing shopping 
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centers that could add 30 acres or more of additional retail use. In addition, Exit 33 serves as a 
key access point for Ferry Boulevard. This arterial road is a primary access route for several 
residential, cultural, commercial, and industrial developments in Stratford.  Ferry Boulevard also 
serves as a primary route to several large parcels offering substantial redevelopment 
opportunities such as the former Allied Signal plant.  It is expected that traffic will grow as 
areawide development intensifies.  A full interchange is needed at Exit 33 to provide adequate 
access to facilitate this development without overburdening the existing local roadway network. 
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3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

3.1 ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS AND SITES 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is specific to Exit 33 and therefore must take place at this 
location.  For this reason, ConnDOT considered no other sites for the Proposed Action.  The only 
alternative action might be to add one new access ramp to create a three-way interchange at this 
location. This would not serve the project purpose and need and would not substantially improve 
the functionality of this interchange.  Therefore, it was not deemed prudent or feasible to 
consider either the three-way interchange alternative or alternative sites for the Proposed Action. 

3.2 ALTERNATIVE DESIGN CONCEPTS (BUILD ALTERNATIVES) 

Four alternative designs were considered for the construction of a full interchange at Exit 33.  
They had many features in common, including the provision of both an entrance and exit ramp to 
I-95 to complete the existing interchange. Any of the alternative design concepts considered 
would be constructed in concert with reconstruction of the Moses Wheeler Bridge situated 
directly north of Interchange 33 and which crosses the Housatonic River. Some components of 
the Moses Wheeler Bridge project (State Project 138-221) will be constructed within the study 
area for the Interchange 33 project.  Those are described in more detail as appropriate in 
subsequent relevant sections of this document and can also be identified in Figure 2.  Most 
notably, the stormwater management system constructed for the Moses Wheeler Bridge project 
is also intended to manage all stormwater flows associated with the Interchange 33 project.   Key 
components of the system will be located in the study area for the new Interchange 33. 

The key components of the alternatives that were considered are as follows: 
 
Alternative 1: This alternative would include construction of an on-ramp to I-95 from Ferry 
Boulevard/U.S. Route 1 NB, beginning just east of the intersection of the Ferry 
Boulevard/Barnum Avenue Cutoff intersection.  It would also include construction of an off-
ramp from I-95 SB to intersect with the Barnum Avenue/Veterans Boulevard intersection.  This 
alternative is shown in Figure 3.  
 
This alternative was not preferred because the Ferry Boulevard/Barnum Avenue Cutoff 
intersection would operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS F) in the PM peak hour and 
three other traffic movements would operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS E and F) in 
both the AM and PM peak hours in the 2025 build year.  The traffic analysis for this alternative 
also showed that it would cause queuing problems in the PM peak hour in two locations where 
volumes would exceed capacity. 

 
Alternative 2:  In addition to the two new ramps as proposed under Alternative 1, this alternative 
would reconstruct U.S. Route 1 SB into a two-way road between the East Main Street/Veterans 
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Boulevard intersection and the Ferry Boulevard/Dock Shopping Center intersection.  This would 
require changing the geometry and signal timings/phasing at three intersections. This alternative 
is shown in Figure 4.  
 
This alternative was not preferred because seven movements would operate at unacceptable 
levels of service (LOS E and F) in the PM peak hour and the Ferry Boulevard Connector/ 
Veterans Boulevard intersection would operate at LOS F during both the AM and PM peak 
hours. This alternative would also cause queuing problems in the 2025 build year condition 
during the PM peak hour at the Ferry Boulevard/Dock Shopping Center intersection as well as 
the Barnum Avenue Cutoff/Ferry Boulevard intersection, for all the approaches. 
 
Alternative 3: In addition to the two new ramps as proposed under Alternative 1, this alternative 
would reconstruct Barnum Avenue Cutoff into a two way street between the Veterans 
Boulevard/Barnum Avenue intersection and the Ferry Boulevard/Barnum Avenue Cutoff 
intersection.  The geometry of Barnum Avenue Cutoff would be different for this alternative as 
compared with Alternative 2 where the new SB exit ramp would connect with the Barnum 
Avenue Cutoff/U.S. Route 1 SB intersection.  The SB exit ramp would have three lanes as 
opposed to the two designed for Alternative 2 and would create a fifth, separate approach to the 
intersection rather than merge with the U.S. Route 1 SB approach. This alternative is shown in 
Figure 5.  
 
During the conceptual design stage for this alternative, geometric deficiencies were identified.  
The truck turning radii from the SB exit ramp would be substandard. Therefore, this alternative 
was determined not feasible. 
 
Alternative 4: This alternative has the same elements as Alternative 1 with the exception of the 
configuration of the SB off-ramp.  Under this alternative, the SB off-ramp would be extended 
over Barnum Avenue Cutoff to connect with the intersection of Veterans Boulevard and 
Longbrook Avenue/Ferry Boulevard Connector. This alternative (Proposed Action) is shown in 
Figure 2. 
 
Alternative 4 was selected as the Proposed Action as it best met the project purpose and need 
while providing acceptable LOS at most study area intersections through the 2025 build year in 
both the AM and PM peak travel hours. Alternative 4 also provides the necessary connections to 
I-95 with acceptable geometric design.  In addition, it provides a longer SB exit ramp than the 
other alternatives, which substantially decreases the potential for traffic to back up onto I-95.   
 

3.3 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No-Action Alternative would maintain the existing configuration of Exit 33 and its limited 
access.  During the Moses Wheeler Bridge project public meetings the public demonstrated 
support in favor of improving access at Exit 33 by undertaking a complementary project to the 
bridge reconstruction to construct a full interchange there.  This encouraged ConnDOT to move 
forward with developing alternative conceptual designs for this project.  An added consideration 
was that the Moses Wheeler Bridge project includes the reconstruction of two local street bridges 
in the study area, ConnDOT Bridges 133 and 134. Consequently, it was logical for ConnDOT to 
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take a close look at the operational functionality of Exit 33 and the feasibility of constructing a 
full interchange in its place.  By doing this, design considerations for the two local street bridges 
in the context of a full interchange could be taken into account, thus reducing duplication of 
effort. 
 
The No-Action Alternative would not be supportive of ongoing economic development in the 
vicinity of Exit 33.  This area of Stratford has been emerging as a retail destination and its long-
term success could be impeded by inconvenient access patterns and incomplete access to I-95 at 
Exit 33. Traffic on local streets is expected to increase regardless of whether the full interchange 
is built, and levels of service are projected to decline over time under No-Action conditions. All 
of these factors led to the conclusion that the No-Action Alternative was not a preferred option.  
However, the potential impacts of the No-Action Alternative have been considered in 
comparison to the Proposed Action throughout this EA/EIE. 
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4 PROPOSED ACTION 

 
The Proposed Action, as described below, will be financed with both federal and state funds, 
and as such, is subject to the regulations and guidance established by both the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4321 et seq.) and the 
Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) (Connecticut General Statutes [CGS] Sections 
22a-1 through 22a-1h, inclusive, and where applicable, CEPA regulations Section 22a-1a-1 
through 22a-1a-12, inclusive, of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies [RCSA]).  
Under NEPA, the subject document is considered an Environmental Assessment (EA) and 
under CEPA, it is considered an Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE).  The FHWA will 
serve as the lead federal agency for the preparation of the EA. ConnDOT is the CEPA 
sponsoring agency for the preparation of the EIE. 
 
ConnDOT proposes to reconstruct Interchange 33 (Exit 33) on Interstate 95 (I-95) in 
Stratford, Connecticut (the Proposed Action) in order to provide a full interchange (see Figure 
2). The new configuration will be a diamond interchange at this location. Currently, Exit 33 is 
a partial interchange consisting of a SB entrance ramp and a NB exit ramp.  The proposed 
new SB off-ramp will connect with Veterans Boulevard on the north side of I-95 and the new 
NB on-ramp will depart from Ferry Boulevard/U.S. Route 1 NB on the south side of I-95.   

In addition to the construction of new ramps at Exit 33 to provide full access to I-95, the 
Proposed Action will also include some intersection reconstruction and widening of local 
roads to accommodate the modified flows and travel patterns created by the full interchange.  
All construction for this project will be conducted within the existing state-owned right-of-
way (ROW) of I-95 and/or within the existing ROW of roadways providing access to the new 
interchange. Local road improvements to accommodate traffic operations include: 

• Connecting the new I-95 SB off-ramp with the intersection of Veterans Boulevard and 
Longbrook Avenue/Ferry Boulevard Connector. The reconstructed intersection will be 
signalized with three-phase signal timing.   

• Providing a short access drive to accommodate a truck access to the rear of the 
Stratford Square shopping center. 

• Constructing a ramp bridge over Barnum Avenue Cutoff to allow extension of the SB 
off-ramp to connect with the Veterans Boulevard/Ferry Boulevard Connector 
intersection.   

• Providing additional lanes, turning lanes, and/or roadway widening on Veterans 
Boulevard, Barnum Avenue Cutoff, and Ferry Boulevard. 

• Reconstructing the intersection of Route 1 (Barnum Avenue Cutoff) and Ferry 
Boulevard to provide access to the new NB on-ramp from Ferry Boulevard.  Traffic 
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headed for I-95 NB on Ferry Boulevard will be physically separated with a median 
barrier from through traffic to minimize potentially unsafe weaving patterns.   

• Changing the intersection of Barnum Avenue Cutoff and Ferry Boulevard from a two-
phase to a three-phase signal pattern to facilitate use of the new on-ramp.  

The Proposed Action will be constructed in concert with reconstruction of the Moses Wheeler 
Bridge, situated north of the Proposed Action. Some components of the Moses Wheeler 
Bridge project (State Project 138-221) will be constructed within the limits of the Proposed 
Action.  These include (and can also be identified in Figure 2):   

• Reconstruction of ConnDOT Bridges 133 and 134 

• Minor widening of I-95 to add shoulder and median width 

• Retaining walls on both the north and south faces of I-95 

• New stormwater management system including pre-treatment structures and wet 
ponds. One of the proposed wet ponds is located in the project area and will receive 
stormwater flows from the both the full interchange at Exit 33 and the Moses Wheeler 
Bridge project. 
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5 EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACT ANALYSIS 

5.1 TRAFFIC, BICYCLE, PEDESTRIAN AND TRANSIT CONSIDERATIONS 

5.1.1 Existing Setting 

Interchange 33 at Interstate 95 (I95) in Stratford, Connecticut is currently a half-diamond 
interchange with a SB entrance ramp and a NB exit ramp.  The ramps intersect with U.S. 
Route 1, which is a pair of one-way frontage roads straddling I-95.  I-95 in this area provides 
three lanes in each direction with one lane entrance and exit ramps.  The study area also 
includes Interchange 32 which provides access to West Broad Street and Interchange 34 
which provides access to Bridgeport Avenue.  Interchanges 32 and 34 are full diamond 
interchanges.   
 
Other roadways in the study area include: Ferry Boulevard, East Main Street (Route 110), 
Veterans Boulevard, Veterans Boulevard Connector, Barnum Avenue and Barnum Avenue 
Cutoff.  Land use in the area is a mix of residential, commercial and retail. Figure 6 shows the 
study area roadways and intersections.  
 
Seven intersections in the study area were analyzed for traffic levels of service and 
operational considerations. The seven intersections studied were the following: 
 

• Intersection 1 - Ferry Boulevard at U.S. Route 1 SB (U.S. Route 1 connector NB) 
• Intersection 2 - U.S. Route 1 at the Dock Shopping Center entrance east 
• Intersection 3 – I-95 NB exit ramp at U.S. Route 1 and EB at Ferry Boulevard 
• Intersection 4 - Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. 1 SB (Veterans Boulevard 

Connector) 
• Intersection 5 - East Main Street (Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 SB 
• Intersection 6 – Barnum Avenue and Veterans Boulevard/Home Depot Driveway 
• Intersection 7 –Veterans Boulevard and Veterans Boulevard Connector/Ferry 

Boulevard Connector 
 
Intersections 1 through 6 are signalized.  Intersection 7, Veterans Boulevard and Veterans 
Boulevard Connector/Ferry Boulevard Connector, is unsignalized. 
 
The traffic evaluation included Interchanges 32 and 34, which are full diamond interchanges.  
Interchange 32 is approximately 2,600-3,675 feet to the south of Interchange 33.  Interchange 
34 is about 8,250-9,850 feet to the north of Interchange 33.  
 
A detailed traffic analysis report (Traffic Analysis Report: I-95 Interchange 33 Ramp Study, 
STV, Inc., September 2003) was prepared to study alternatives for the reconstruction of the 
Interchange 33 ramps.  Information from this report was used to supplement the traffic 
analyses conducted for this EA/EIE. 
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Existing Access 

 
Since Interchange 33 provides only partial access to I-95 (SB on and NB off), motorists 
desiring to enter I-95 northbound and exit southbound must use adjacent interchanges in 
Stratford (Interchange 32) and Milford (Interchange 34).  To access Interchange 34 from the 
Exit 33 area, motorists travel U.S. Route 1 (Ferry Boulevard) to Bridgeport Avenue for 
approximately 2 miles.  Likewise, to access Interchange 32, motorists travel U.S. Route 1 to 
Barnum Avenue Cutoff to Route 113 (Main Street-downtown Stratford) to West Broad Street, 
again approximately 2 miles.   
 
Existing Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Facilities 
 
In general, sidewalks are provided in the study area in association with the three large 
shopping centers. There is also a sidewalk along most of Ferry Boulevard.  The Design Report 
for the Reconstruction of the Moses Wheeler Bridge (STV Inc., March 2001) noted that 
pedestrian volumes in the study area are negligible.  According to the Connecticut Bicycle 
Map (ConnDOT, 2002), U.S. Route 1 in the study area is listed as a cross-state route for 
bicycle travel.  Route 110 and Route 113 are listed as recommended bicycle routes. However, 
there are no bicycle lanes or paths within the study area. The Greater Bridgeport Transit 
Authority provides transit service (bus lines) in the study area, via the following routes: 
 
• Route 10 (to Stratford Square) (Monday – Sunday) 
• Route CL/2 (to Dock Shopping Center)  (Monday –Friday) 
• Route 16 (to Dock Shopping Center) (Monday – Saturday) 
 
5.1.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Access 
 
The No-Action Alternative would maintain existing travel patterns in the study area and, as 
such, would have no impact on access. 
 
The Proposed Action would provide a full interchange at Exit 33.  The proposed new SB 
off-ramp would connect with Veteran’s Boulevard on the north side of I95 and the new NB 
on-ramp would connect with Ferry Boulevard/U.S. Route 1 NB on the south side of I95.   In 
addition to the construction of the new ramps, the Proposed Action includes some 
modification and widening to adjacent roadways as described in Section 4 (Proposed Action) 
and median barriers in the vicinity of Intersection 3. The median barriers are proposed to 
separate the traffic from the I-95 NB exit ramp and the Route 130 approach. This physical 
separation is needed in order to incorporate the recommended three-phase cycle, which will 
eliminate the current weaving maneuvers, providing safer traffic flow and operation. Given 
these improvements, it is anticipated that there will be traffic flow, access, and operational 
benefits provided by the Proposed Action. 
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Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Facilities 

The existing roadway environment (Ferry Boulevard and Route 1 SB) is not conducive to use 
by bicyclist or pedestrians due to heavy traffic volumes and speeds, variable roadway 
shoulders, and intermittent sidewalks.  The Proposed Action will not alter or worsen these 
general conditions. Consequently, there will be no adverse impact to access for bicyclist or 
pedestrians with the Proposed Action. 

Traffic Volumes 

ConnDOT provided traffic count data for the AM peak hour, PM peak hour and the average 
daily traffic (ADT) volume for the base year (2001) and for the design year (2025).  Future 
No-Build volumes include increases in background traffic, as well as additional traffic 
volumes associated with other proposed developments, including the Home Depot north of 
Veterans Boulevard. 
 
For the Proposed Action (2025), the new ramps are expected to carry 6,500 vehicles per day 
(vpd) each, with an anticipated AM peak hour demand of 500 vehicles and a PM peak hour 
demand of 650 vehicles.  The ADT at Interchange 34 SB off-ramp and NB on-ramp is 
expected to decrease by approximately 2,000 vehicles (each) and the AM and PM peak hour 
volumes are expected to decrease by 100 to 200 vehicles per hour.  Likewise at 
Interchange 32, the ADT of the SB off-ramp and NB on-ramp is expected to decrease by 
3,500 vehicles each.  The AM and PM peak hour demand is expected to decrease by 
approximately 250 to 350 vehicles per hour.   
 
North of Interchange 34, it is anticipated that there would be an increase of 150 vehicles per 
hour (vph) during the AM peak hour on both I-95 NB and I-95 SB for the Proposed Action 
compared to the No-Build condition.  During the PM peak hour, there would be an increase of 
100 vehicles for both I-95 NB and I-95 SB. Over a 24-hour period the daily trips are 
estimated to be 1,000 vpd higher than under the No-Build condition.  This increase is 
anticipated to result from drivers (vehicles) originating on Route 110 that will choose to use 
the new ramps at Interchange 33 to travel to and from Route 15 via the Milford Connector.   
This traffic is therefore not “new” (no new trips are generated by the project), but re-routed 
due to the improved access provided by the Proposed Action. A summary of the volumes is 
provided in Table 1. 
 
Crash Data 
 
Crash data were obtained from ConnDOT’s Traffic Accident Surveillance Report (TASR 
1998-2000) in order to examine the crash rates and number of crashes occurring at the study 
area intersections along U.S. Route 1 and its connectors.  Generally, a safety concern exists 
when the actual accident rate exceeds the expected accident rate for that type of facility and 
when there are more than 15 crashes in a three-year period.  This occurred at one location in 
the study area: the U.S. Route 1 split at the Dock Shopping Center. 
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Table 1: Existing and Future (2025) Traffic Volumes 
 

 Base Year 2001 2025 No-Build 2025 Proposed Action 

Location 
AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

 
ADT 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

 
ADT 

AM 
Peak 

PM 
Peak 

 
ADT 

Interchange 32         
     NB off-ramp 400 790 7,100 550 1,130 9,400 550 1,130 9,400 
     NB on-ramp                480 670 6,900 680 950 8,900 430 600 5,400 
     SB off-ramp                630 660 6,900 850 900 8,800 600 550 5,300 
    SB on-ramp 770 530 7,100 1,050 750 9,400 1,050 750 9,400 
Interchange 33          
     NB off-ramp 250 700 6,200 330 900 8,100 330 900 8,100 
     NB on-ramp ** ** ** ** ** ** 500 650 6,500 
     SB off-ramp ** ** ** ** ** ** 500 650 6,500 
     SB on-ramp 650 450 6,200 850 590 8,100 850 590 8,100 
I-95 NB          

South of Interchange 32 3,470 6,320 63,600 4,670 8,580 86,100 4,670 8,580 86,100 

South of Interchange 33 3,550 6,200 63,400 4,800 8,400 85,600 4,550 8,050 82,100 

North of Interchange 33 3,300 5,500 57,200 4,470 7,500 77,500 4,720 7,800 80,500 

North of Interchange 34 3,550 5,600 60,600 4,810 7,630 82,000 4,960 7,730 83,000 

I-95 SB          

South of Interchange 32 6,790 4,720 63,600 9,200 6,400 86,200 9,200 6,400 86,200 

South of Interchange 33 6,650 4,850 63,400 9,000 6,550 85,600 8,750 6,200 82,100 

North of Interchange 33 6,000 4,400 57,200 8,150 5,960 77,500 8,400 6,260 80,500 
North of Interchange 34 6,160 4,820 60,600 8,360 6,510 82,000 8,510 6,610 83,000 
Route 1          
NB - North of ramp 650 1,400 12,200 1,650 3,150 28,700 1,750 3,350 30,700 
SB – South of  
Route 110 1,700 1,800 20,800 2,250 2,400 27,600 2,500 2,700 30,600 

Interchange 34         
     NB off-ramp 160 360 2,700 200 470 3,500 200 470 3,500 
     NB on-ramp            410 460 6,100 540 600 8,000 440 400 6,000 
     SB off-ramp                     370 630 6,100 480 820 8,000 380 620 6,000 
     SB on-ramp 210 210 2,700 270 270 3,500 270 270 3,500 

Source: Connecticut Department of Transportation and Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. 
 
Level-of-Service 
 
A capacity analysis was conducted for the study intersections, ramps, and freeway segments 
per the procedures presented in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (Transportation Research 
Board).  The Highway Capacity Software (version 4.1d) and Synchro software (version 5), 
which implements the Highway Capacity Manual procedures, were used to perform the 
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analyses. The analyses were performed for the weekday AM and PM peak hours for the base 
year (2001) and design year (2025) for No-Action and Proposed-Action conditions. 
 
Intersection Analysis: Level-of-Service (LOS) for an intersection is determined by the 
computed or measured control delay in seconds per vehicle.  LOS scores range from A to F, 
with A being the best.  LOS F represents long delays and unacceptable conditions.  Traffic 
control signal plans provided by ConnDOT were incorporated into the analysis.  Table 2 
provides a summary of the LOS for the study area intersections. 
 
According to the ConnDOT Design Manual, (2001) the minimum acceptable intersection 
LOS is D. The analysis results describe the operational effectiveness of the study area 
intersections.  The existing conditions analysis indicates overall acceptable LOS and capacity 
for all intersections in both the AM and PM peak periods.   
 

Table 2:  Intersection Analysis Level-of-Service Summary  
 

Base Year Future (2025) No-Action 
Future (2025)  

Proposed Action 
 AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Intersection 1 A B B B A B 
Intersection 2 B B C C A B 

Intersection 3 A B A B B F 
Intersection 4 A B B B A B 
Intersection 5 B B B C B C 
Intersection 6 B B B B B C 
Intersection 7 C C F F B D 
Source: Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. and STV, Inc 

 
The 2025 No-Action analyses included the future signal plans for study area Intersection 6.  
For the AM and PM peak hour, all intersections are expected to operate at LOS C or better 
with the exception of Intersection 7, which is expected to operate at LOS F (EB right turn).  
This is a decline from LOS C under base year conditions. 
 
Under the future (2025) Proposed Action, during the AM and PM peak periods, all 
intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better with most operating at LOS A or B 
except for Intersection 3, which is expected to fail (LOS F) in the PM peak hour.  One reason 
for the decline in LOS from the No-Action condition is that this intersection would be 
modified to a three-phase signal to separate the U.S. Route 1 and I-95 NB off-ramp traffic.  
This is necessary to eliminate potentially unsafe weaving maneuvers.  Existing weaving 
maneuvers occur between these two movements competing for the travel lanes on U.S. Route 
1 NB north of the existing off-ramp.  The proposed on-ramp would exacerbate the weaving 
maneuvers and introduce new ones.  The addition of the third phase and the installation of the 
median barrier would eliminate the weaving maneuvers and provide a safer design.  Although 
this mitigation measure would result in higher delays and longer queues on Route 130 
eastbound, ConnDOT considers this acceptable and necessary to maintain safety.  A design 
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exception for this is not required since intersection LOS is not one of the controlling design 
criteria. 
 
A queuing and storage analysis was also performed for the future No-Action and Proposed 
Action using Synchro software (version 5).  For the No-Action condition the following 
movements at two of the study intersections are expected to have queues that will exceed the 
available storage length: 
 

• Intersection 2 - U.S. Route 1 and Dock Shopping Center Entrance East: North EB 
right (PM peak hour) 

• Intersection 5 - U.S. Route 110 and Route 1 SB: South WB through (PM peak hour) 
 
For the Proposed-Action condition the following movements are expected to exceed the 
available storage length: 
 

• Intersection 3 - Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 NB: NB left (PM peak hour) 
• Intersection 3 - Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 NB: North NB through (PM 

peak hour) 
 
Ramp Analysis: Density (passenger cars per mile per lane or pc/mi/ln) for the ramps and a 
LOS for the ramp-freeway junction area are provided as measures of effectiveness for the 
ramp operations.  Procedures in the HCM can determine a LOS F at the ramp-freeway 
junction area even when the ramp is not over capacity.  Thus, when the flow entering the 
ramp-freeway junction area (ramp volume plus the first two lanes of traffic volume) exceed 
capacity, the ramp-freeway junction area is noted as operating at an unacceptable LOS (LOS 
E or F).  Table 3 provides a summary of the ramp analysis results. 
 
The existing LOS analysis for the ramp merge/diverge areas indicates that 8 of the 10 ramp-
freeway junction areas analyzed have an unacceptable LOS under existing conditions during 
the AM or PM peak hour.  The No-Action analysis results indicate that all ramp-freeway 
junction areas analyzed will operate at a poor LOS during the AM or PM peak hour.  Under 
the future Proposed Action, these junction areas will continue to operate at a poor LOS; 
however, ramp densities at five of the existing ramps are expected to be less under the 
Proposed Action than the No-Action, meaning less congestion and delay on these ramps.  
Ramps that are expected to have decreased density and improved flow include as a result of 
the project are the following: 
 

 Interchange 32 NB on-ramp and SB off-ramp 
 Interchange 33 NB off-ramp and SB on-ramp 
 Interchange 34 NB on-ramp 

 
In general, the Proposed Action will provide some improvement to traffic operations on the 
ramps. Ramp densities are expected to be lower than under No-Action conditions, resulting in 
less congestion and delay on the ramps.  Operations at ramp junction areas are expected to be 
similar to operations under the No-Action conditions.  Thus, the operations at ramp-freeway 
junction areas are not expected to be adversely affected by the Proposed Action 
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Table 3: Ramp Analysis Level-of-Service Summary 

Location

Ramp 
Density 
pc/mi/ln

Ramp - 
Freeway 
Junction 

Area LOS

Ramp 
Density 
pc/mi/ln

Ramp - 
Freeway 
Junction 

Area LOS

Ramp 
Density 
pc/mi/ln

Ramp - 
Freeway 
Junction 

Area LOS

Ramp 
Density 
pc/mi/ln

Ramp - 
Freeway 
Junction 

Area LOS

Ramp 
Density 
pc/mi/ln

Ramp - 
Freeway 
Junction 

Area LOS

Ramp 
Density 
pc/mi/ln

Ramp - 
Freeway 
Junction 

Area LOS
Interchange 32
NB off-ramp 24.9 C 38.6 F 31.2 D 46.1 F 31.2 D 46.1 F
NB on-ramp 23.8 C 39.0 F 30.9 D 65.1 F 28.8 D 49.7 F
SB off-ramp 39.9 F 32.6 D 47.0 F 39.9 F 51.6 F 38.1 F
SB on-ramp 41.5 F 30.1 D 54.3 F 39.4 F 54.3 F 39.4 F
Interchange 33
NB off-ramp 25.9 C 38.9 F 32.4 D 46.2 F 31.2 D 45.3 F
NB on-ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 29.7 D 46.0 F
SB off-ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 45.4 F 38.7 F
SB on-ramp 41.2 F 31.0 D 56.3 F 42.1 F 53.0 F 38.1 F
Interchange 34
NB off-ramp 23.6 C 34.7 D 29.8 D 42.3 F 31.0 D 43.2 F
NB on-ramp 23.5 C 34.2 D 30.4 D 44.3 F 30.8 D 44.1 F
SB off-ramp 38.1 F 32.8 D 45.5 F 40.1 F 45.8 F 40.1 F
SB on-ramp 34.4 F 27.0 C 43.1 F 34.4 D 44.0 F 35.7 F

PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Existing 2001 No-Action 2025 Proposed Action 2025 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour

   Source: Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc., October 2004 
n/a: not applicable 

 
Freeway Segment Analysis:  Density and speed are provided as measures of effectiveness 
for basic freeway segment operations.  Procedures in the HCM determine that freeway 
segments with densities greater than 45 pc/mi/ln operate at a LOS F. 
 
Results from the analysis indicate that all freeway segments on I-95 in the study area currently 
operate at LOS F.  This congestion is attributable to the traffic volume demand on I-95 in this 
section of the state and results in significant travel delays.  Without improvements to address 
the heavy congestion on I-95, freeway segments will continue to operate poorly under the No-
Action condition as background growth increases.  Under the Proposed Action, the LOS for 
the freeway segments is expected to be similar to operations under the No-Action and thus, 
would not be changed by the Proposed Action. 
  
Summary of Impacts 
 

 Intersection 3 (Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 NB) is expected to operate at 
over-capacity condition in the horizon design year of 2025.  The EB left turn and 
through movements are also expected to exceed the available storage length during the 
PM peak hour.  

  
 Freeway segments and ramp-freeway junction areas are expected to operate similarly 

to the No-Action condition at LOS D or LOS F during the AM or PM peak hour.  
 
The Proposed Action will improve traffic operations at study intersections. Most study 
intersections will operate at LOS D or better with most operating at LOS A or B, except for 
Intersection 3.  However, the proposed changes at this intersection (addition of a signal phase) 
will improve the safety at this intersection by eliminating the weaving maneuvers. 
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Ramp operations will improve at adjacent interchanges.  Freeway segments and ramp-freeway 
junction areas are anticipated to operate similarly to the No-Action condition.  Thus, the 
Proposed Action would not have any adverse impacts to the freeway or ramp-freeway 
junction areas. 
 
The project’s purpose and need is to improve traffic circulation in the region and to meet the 
growing demand for vehicular access created by ongoing commercial infill and 
redevelopment by providing a full interchange.  The beneficial impacts on traffic and 
circulation with respect to the project’s purpose and need are as follows: 
 

 The existing partial interchange is completed. 
 

 Daily ramp volumes will decrease at Interchange 32 NB on-ramp and SB off-ramp.  
 
 Travelers will travel shorter distances on local streets in the study area to access I-95.  

  
 Traffic operations will improve at the study area intersections, supporting the 

forecasted traffic volumes, which include background traffic and traffic volumes 
associated with other proposed developments  

 
 Delay will decrease specifically for the EB right turn at Intersection 7 (Veterans 

Boulevard/Proposed Exit 33 SB off-ramp and Veterans Boulevard Connector/Ferry 
Boulevard Connector) and for overall intersection traffic operations at Intersections 2 
(U.S. Route 1 and Dock Shopping Center Entrance East) and 5 (Route 110 and U.S. 
Route 1 SB), resulting in less congestion and improved traffic flow circulation 
throughout the study area. 

 
 Queues will improve (shorten) at Intersections 2 and 5 such that they no longer exceed 

the storage length.  This eliminates the potential for vehicular backups that would 
affect the operation of nearby intersection and/or major drives.  

 
5.1.3 Mitigation 

The Proposed Action includes some modification and widening to adjacent roadways and 
intersections to accommodate anticipated increased traffic flows and modified travels patterns 
created by the proposed ramps.  No other mitigation for traffic is warranted or proposed.  
Given the lack of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities and unfavorable conditions for 
these modes, no bicycle or pedestrian improvements are proposed. 
 
The Southwestern Regional Planning Agency has requested that consideration be given to 
including a bus stop as part of the Proposed Action.  In the final design stage, ConnDOT will 
work with the local transit authority and regional planning agency to consider 
accommodations for additional transit service to the study area.  
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5.2 LAND ACQUISITIONS AND DISPLACEMENTS 

5.2.1 Existing Setting 

The project site occurs within the existing ROW for I-95 and adjacent frontage roads. It is 
owned by the State of Connecticut and is occupied by roadways and vacant land situated 
between Veterans Boulevard/U.S. Route 1 SB, I-95, and Ferry Boulevard/U.S. Route 1 NB 
(see Figure 7).  
 
5.2.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative will maintain existing land ownership and use conditions. As 
such, it will have no direct or indirect impacts in terms of land acquisitions or displacements. 
 
Construction of the Proposed Action will occur entirely within the existing state-owned ROW 
for I-95 and abutting frontage streets of U.S. Route 1 SB and U.S. Route 1 NB.  Modifications 
to the local street network will occur entirely within town-owned ROW.  Consequently, there 
will be no land acquisitions or displacements for the project.  
 
5.2.3 Mitigation  

Since no land acquisition or displacement impacts are anticipated, no mitigation is proposed. 
 

5.3 LAND USE AND ZONING 

5.3.1 Existing Setting 

Land Use 
 
Land use in the study area directly north and west of I-95 and its frontage roads is 
predominantly commercial including three large shopping centers with several big-box retail 
stores.  Intermingled with the shopping centers are a residential street with eight single-family 
homes (Sidney Street), VFW Post 9460 Hall, and a manufacturing/research company.  To the 
southeast of I-95 and its frontage roads, land uses abutting Ferry Boulevard are mixed 
including a residential condominium complex, medical offices, and a number of commercial 
establishments including a dance school, gas station, and several restaurants. Beyond these 
uses, the study area between Ferry Boulevard and the Housatonic River is a residential 
neighborhood with one and two family homes. Existing land use is shown in Figure 7. 
 
Zoning 
 
The Proposed Action falls within a transportation ROW that has no designated zoning as 
depicted on the Town of Stratford Zoning Map (Town Planning and Zoning Commission, 
March 1997). However, the Zoning Regulations of the Town of Stratford (Code of Stratford 
Ordinances, 1965 with amendments to January 1, 2002) stipulate that the boundary of each 
zoning district shall include the bed of any street and where the street lies in two different 
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zones, the boundary will be the center of the ROW.  Zoning districts in Stratford are generally 
cumulative, meaning that uses allowed in each more intensive use zone includes all of the 
land uses allowed in the less intensive use zones, plus additional ones. Land adjacent to and 
abutting U.S. Route 1 on the northwest side of I-95 is zoned both CA Business for mixed retail 
use and MA Light Industrial for light manufacturing, assembly of products, and warehousing. 
These zones necessarily allow uses provided for in less intensive use zones such as single-
family residences and general commercial/retail. Land on the southeast side of I-95 is a mix 
of MA Light Industrial, CA Business, and RS-4 Residential uses.  The RS-4 Residential 
designation is applicable to multi-family as well as single family residential and home 
occupations.   
 
5.3.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Impacts to land use and zoning are evaluated based on the effect that the Proposed Action will 
have on land use patterns, compatibility of land uses, access to land, and consistency with 
zoning. The No-Action Alternative will not alter existing conditions and as such will have no 
impact on land use or zoning. 
 
Construction for the Proposed Action will occur entirely within the existing ROW for I-95, 
the abutting frontage streets, and related intersections.  Consequently there will be no direct 
impacts to land use for the Proposed Action.  In addition, as the Proposed Action will occur in 
existing roadway corridors, it will be compatible and consistent with existing land uses there.  
The Proposed Action will also be compatible with the overall mix of uses in the study area.   
 
The Proposed Action will facilitate access to all properties in the study area, and is therefore 
anticipated to have an indirect beneficial effect on land use patterns.  The completion of the 
interchange at Exit 33 will encourage the current trend towards intensification of mixed-use 
and commercial activity there, and will support infill and redevelopment of vacant properties.  
 
The Proposed Action is consistent with zoning designations in the project vicinity and will not 
induce any change to zoning in the area. 
 
5.3.3 Mitigation  

Since no significant adverse land use impacts are anticipated, no mitigation is proposed. 
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5.4 CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL, REGIONAL, AND STATE PLANS 

5.4.1 Relevant Plans 

The Proposed Action falls within four successively larger planning regions, namely the Town 
of Stratford, Greater Bridgeport Regional Planning Agency (GBRPA), Coastal Corridor 
Transportation Investment Area (CCTIA), and State of Connecticut. The plans formulated for 
each of these regions articulate a vision, goals, and objectives for future land use and/or the 
transportation system. Key relevant findings of policy and planning reports developed for 
these regions are summarized below. 

Town of Stratford 

Stratford Vision: 2001, The Town’s Plan of Development (Stratford Planning Commission, 
1993):  The synopsis for this report notes that key issues for the community are refurbishing 
commercial districts, affordable housing, vacancy of the Stratford Shakespeare Festival 
Theater property, and scarcity of vacant land. The report includes a detailed recommendations 
section including a specific Transportation Plan, as prepared for the town by the GBRPA. The 
roadways element of the transportation component focuses on improvements to local streets 
and does not address access to I-95.  However, the recommendations for local streets include 
capacity and safety improvements at Ferry Boulevard Connector, and intersection and mid-
block improvements on U.S. Route 1 in the project vicinity. 

GBRPA 
 
The GBRPA planning region includes six communities in southwestern Connecticut.  The 
agency is required by federal regulation to prepare a long-range transportation plan for the 
region and update it at least every three years. This plan was last updated in 2000 and covered 
a 20-year period from 2000 to 2020. The new plan is currently in draft form (pending formal 
adoption by the Metropolitan Planning Organization for the region) and covers a 25-year 
period from 2004 through 2028.  The GBRPA also periodically prepares a comprehensive 
long-range development plan for the region. The current update to that plan is in the formative 
stages while the most recent completed plan, which dates back to the late 1980s, is no longer 
available.  
 
Regional Transportation Plan: 2004 ~ 2028, Proposed Program of Projects (Draft) (RTP) 
(GBRPA, 2003):  The primary stated purpose of the RTP is to alleviate existing transportation 
problems and deficiencies. It also presents plans for the area’s transportation system to meet 
future needs. This plan presents and summarizes recommended transportation projects, 
actions and programs for the Greater Bridgeport Planning Region over the next 25 years. It 
focuses both on the existing roadway network as well as on expanding the use of alternative 
transportation modes.   Recommended plan actions in the plan include improvements to 
Interchange 33.  
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 The plan also includes the following relevant general goals: 
 

• System Preservation and Maintenance – To maintain the principal expressway and 
highway system in a state of good repair through minor widening, rehabilitation and 
reconstruction of roads, as necessary to improve safety and operating efficiency 

• System Enhancement – To selectively and strategically expand the capacity of key 
highways to reduce delay and congestion 

• Congestion Management – To alleviate congestion through the implementation of 
intersection improvements (turn lanes), and traffic signal modernization and 
coordination 

• Safety – To improve safety for those using the transportation system and expand 
overall security with appropriate transportation improvement projects 

• Flexibility in Highway Design – To balance the needs for improving roads with the 
context of the surrounding area and develop transportation facilities that fit their 
physical setting and preserve scenic, aesthetic, historic and environmental resources, 
while improving safety and mobility 
 

The specific highway system program elements relevant to this project include: 
 

• Varied improvements to I-95, including additional operating lanes, frontage roads, 
modifying interchange areas, and selected consolidation of ramps 

• Arterial improvements include minor widening to provide lane continuity and uniform 
road width, major widening to provide four travel lanes, eliminating traffic circles, and 
intersection improvements 

• Replacing major highway bridges, including I-95 over the Housatonic River, Route 34 
over the Housatonic River and the Congress Street drawbridge over the Pequonnock 
River 

 
CCTIA 
 
Connecticut’s Transportation Strategy Board (TSB) was established in 2001 to develop 
statewide strategies to “strengthen and expand the State’s transportation system over the next 
20 years to enhance Connecticut’s prospects for sustainable economic growth and a premier 
quality of life” (Public Act 01-5 of the June (2001) Special Session, An Act Implementing the 
Recommendations of the Transportation Strategy Board).  The planning process for the TSB 
included creation of five regional planning areas in Connecticut or ‘Transportation Investment 
Areas’ (TIA).  The Town of Stratford falls within the Coastal Corridor Transportation 
Investment Area (CCTIA), which includes six regional planning agency regions and 56 
municipalities. Section 3(d) of Public Act 01-5 mandates that the participants in each TIA 
prepare an initial TIA Corridor Plan for submission to the TSB. 
 
Twenty-Year Strategic Plan for Transportation in the Coastal Corridor Transportation 
Investment Area (Coastal Corridor TIA Board, November 2001)(CCTIA Plan):  This initial 
plan was developed to provide an overview of the Coastal Corridor TIA and its primary 
regional and inter-regional transportation concerns, and to put forth a 20-year strategy for 
enhancing the TIA’s transportation system. This initial plan also creates a linkage between the 
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TIA’s strategy and the transportation projects endorsed by the TSB and deemed eligible for a 
share of appropriated funding.  The following is the vision statement of the CCTIA Plan: 
 

“The Coastal Corridor TIA will have a transportation system that offers people and 
goods a choice of safe, convenient and integrated modes of transportation including 
(a) roads, (b) waterborne, (c) airborne, (d) rail and other modes of public transit and 
(e) facilities that make walking and bicycling viable transportation options so as: 

• To stimulate sustainable economic growth by ensuring mobility of people 
and goods within the TIA and connectivity of the TIA’s economy to the 
state, regional, national and global economies; and 

• To enhance quality of life by ensuring mobility of all residents of the TIA, 
including those unable to drive, while protecting the TIA’s environmental, 
cultural, and community resources.” 

 
One of the key observations within this plan is that congestion on highways in the CCTIA is 
severe, particularly on the westerly portion of Interstate 95.  One of the general 
recommendations of the CCTIA Plan is to enhance north-south connectivity of roadways to 
alleviate congestion along east-west routes and to improve quality of life. Relevant 
recommendations in the CCTIA Plan for roads include: 
 

• Undertake road capacity expansion projects only after a comprehensive review 
that takes into consideration, at a minimum, the following factors: environmental 
impact; all reasonable alternatives and options; impact on community character; 
impact on roadways in adjacent regions, even if those adjacent regions are located 
outside Connecticut; and impact of the proposed project on the transportation 
system as a whole 

 
• Evaluate operational and construction improvements to I-95 and Route 15 to 

relieve congestion and improve access in the corridor 
 
Relevant recommendations in response to identified land use issues include the following: 
 

• Evaluate, formulate and implement state subsidized incentives to encourage 
increased land use clustering, mixed-use development, transit accessibility and 
pedestrian-oriented development 

• Establish state recognized “Transportation Zone Areas of Development” with 
associated incentives to encourage their development and use 

• Evaluate, formulate and implement incentives to encourage “infill” development 
in urban areas and existing transportation corridors 

• Evaluate, formulate and implement changes in eligibility requirements for various 
“brownfield” programs and implement new incentive programs specifically 
encouraging “brownfield” redevelopment in urban areas and existing 
transportation corridors 
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Connecticut State Plan of Conservation and Development 
 
The Conservation and Development Policies Plan for Connecticut 1998-2003 (State Plan) 
contains economic development, environmental quality, and public service infrastructure 
guidelines and goals for the State of Connecticut (The 2004-2009 update of the plan is 
pending approval by the State Legislature)  According to the plan’s Development Locational 
Guide Map, the study area falls within a Neighborhood Conservation Area.  These are often 
significantly built-up and well populated areas but without the infrastructure, density, and 
diverse income characteristics of an urban based regional center. The state strategy for a 
Neighborhood Conservation Area is to maintain basically stable communities and support 
intensification of development when “supportive of community stability and consistent with 
the capacity of available urban services”.   
 
5.4.2 Consistency 

The No-Action Alternative is not consistent with the revitalization goals expressed in local, 
regional or state plans, as it does not provide convenient access that facilitates economic 
growth in the Town of Stratford. 
 
The Proposed Action is consistent with the vision, goals, and recommendations expressed in 
all pertinent local and regional plans for future development of the Town of Stratford and the 
region. The Proposed Action is also consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies set 
forth in the State Plan.  
 

5.5 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

5.5.1 Existing Setting 

Socioeconomic conditions are characterized by demographics, state of the local economy, and 
housing, employment, and income levels. Information on socio-economic conditions in the 
study area was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau (Census) 2000, Connecticut 
Department of Labor, Connecticut Economic Resource Center (CERC), and Town of 
Stratford Department of Community-Economic Development. 
 
Socio-economics and Demographics 
 
Factors that define socio-economic and demographic conditions include resident population, 
household characteristics, employment, and income levels. Table 4 shows comparative data 
for Connecticut, the GBRPA region, Town of Stratford, and Census Tracts 807 (Block Group 
1) and 808 (Block Group 2). The study area falls within parts of both Census Tract 807 and 
808. The physical area of these tracts that most closely encompasses the geography of the 
study area was used for this analysis, shown in Figure 8.  
 
As can be observed from the data in Table 4, the percentage of the study area population that 
is elderly (65 + years) is comparable to that of the Town of Stratford as a whole, and slightly 
higher than the percentages for the region, county, and state.  The percentage minority is 
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substantially lower in all comparisons. Poverty and unemployment in the study area is also 
low and the median income is virtually the same as in the Town of Stratford and Connecticut 
overall, while being somewhat less than that of Fairfield County.  The study area has a 
comparatively low residential population, representing about four percent of the total 
population of Stratford. 
 
The average household size of 2.2 persons and comparatively low elderly population suggests 
this is predominantly an area of families with children.  The number of vacant housing units is 
very low in the study area, reflecting the limited amount of vacant land in Stratford overall as 
documented in the town’s plan of development. 
 

Table 4:  Comparative Socioeconomic Data for Project Study Area, GBRPA, Fairfield 
County, and State of Connecticut 

  
Study area 

(Affected Census Blocks) 
Town of 
Stratford GBRPA 

Fairfield 
County State of CT

Population  
Population 1,831  49,976 307,607 882,567 3,405,565
Males 897  23,539 146,790 426,127 1,649,319
Females 934 26,437 160,817 456,440 1,756,246
Median Age 41.5 40.8 35.9 37.5 37.4
Percent Elderly (65+ 
Years) 

17% 19.2% 14.3% 13.3% 13.8%

Percent Minority 5% 15.2% 29.3% 20.7% 18.4%
   
Income/Poverty*   
Median Household Income  $51,620 $53,494 N/a $65,249 $53,935
Percent Below Poverty 5% 5% 10% 6.8% 7.6%
   
Housing/Households   
Households 1,180 19,898 111,459 324,232 1,301,670
Owner Occupied 928 15,989 73,912 224,516 869,729
Renter Occupied 242 3,909 37,547 99,716 431,941
Persons Per Household 2.2 2.5 2.8 2.7 2.6
Percent Vacant Housing 
Units 

2.5% 3.3% 5%            4.5% 6%

   
Employment    
Of Employment Age 2,247 39,587 234,446 678,639 2,652,316
Employed 1,430 24,221 137,123 426,638 1,664,440
Unemployed 1.3% 2.6% 4.5% 3.1% 3.5%
Not In Labor Force 788 14,333 86,626 230,543 886,997
Source: U.S. Census 2000 
*Census poverty definition: $8,500 per capita income annually or less 
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 Economy 
 
The key elements of the economy considered for this evaluation include jobs, employers, and 
economic trends.  Table 5 provides an economic profile of the Town of Stratford. 
 

Table 5:  2001 Economic Profile of Stratford, Connecticut 
Jobs                             23,431 
Employers                  2,409 
Businesses (Firms) By Sector   
     Agriculture 2.3% 
     Construction/Mining 13.4% 
     Manufacturing 7% 
     Transportation And Utilities 3.8% 
     Trade 24.2% 
     Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 7.3% 
     Services 41% 
     Government 0.7% 

  Source: Connecticut Economic Resource Center website 2003 
 
As can be noted, the services sector is the largest in terms of number of firms in Stratford.  
Services, as defined in the 1987 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) manual, include any 
establishment primarily engaged in rendering a wide variety of services to individuals, 
business, government establishments, and other organizations. This category includes legal 
services, accounting services, and schools, as well as restaurants and repair and maintenance 
services.  In the study area, the predominant types of businesses are retail stores and 
restaurants, which fall into the trade and services sectors, respectively.  For Stratford, the 
trade and services categories collectively total approximately 65 percent of firms and 52 
percent of employment.  However, none of Stratford’s top 10 largest employers are located 
within the study area.   
 
Stratford is a predominantly residential community.  The town’s Plan of Development 
calculated that 44 percent of the land use in Stratford is residential. Commercial land use is 
concentrated primarily along major transportation routes including those traversing the study 
area.  The Dock Inc, owner of The Dock Shopping Center (one of three key retail centers in 
the study area and in Stratford), is one of the top ten taxpayers in Stratford (Dept. of 
Community-Economic Development, 2003). Recent developments in the study area include 
the opening of the Home Depot (Stratford Crossing) shopping plaza, and redevelopment 
within the Stratford Square Shopping Center.  
 
5.5.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative will represent a continuation of existing socio-economic and 
demographic conditions.  It will have no impact on employment, housing opportunities, or 
demographic mix, including resident income levels. 
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The Proposed Action will provide new, more convenient access to the study area and 
indirectly to all of Downtown Stratford. Consequently, the Proposed Action is anticipated to 
have an indirect and beneficial effect on socio-economic conditions.  
 
5.5.3 Mitigation 

Since no significant adverse impacts are anticipated, no mitigation is required or proposed. 
 

5.6 COMMUNITY COHESION 

5.6.1 Existing Setting 

Community cohesion is the sense of unification, “belonging”, or closeness of a neighborhood 
or community.  It can relate to physical characteristics as well as the less tangible perceptions 
of residents about their neighborhood quality of life.  Information on neighborhoods in 
Stratford was obtained from the Town of Stratford Planning and Zoning Administrator and 
Department of Community-Economic Development.  They report that there are no formal, 
recognized neighborhoods in Stratford and no representative neighborhood associations 
(personal communication, December 11, 2003).  However, the major retailers in the study 
area have formed the Stratford Retailer’s Association to promote their collective interests. 
 
Physical characteristics important to neighborhood cohesion include access within the 
neighborhood, common historical and/or architectural themes among buildings, and the 
presence of community institutions such as libraries, churches, and fire stations.  Access 
within a neighborhood is characterized by the ability to travel by a variety of modes, 
including walking and bicycling.  The study area is readily accessible by car and transit, but 
access by bicycle and on-foot is limited.  There are no bicycle lanes or paths and sidewalks 
along busy arterial roads are poorly connected.  The study area lacks any cohesive 
architectural style.  There are also no churches, schools, or other community institutions there.  
The existing I-95 roadway corridor effectively divides the study area in half, disrupting 
neighborhood connectivity in the study area both physically and visually.  As a result of all 
these factors, the study area exhibits very limited community cohesion. 
 
5.6.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative will constitute continuance of existing conditions, and as such, 
will have no direct or indirect impacts to community cohesion.  Given the lack of a definable 
cohesive neighborhood in the study area, the Proposed Action is anticipated to have no 
impacts to community cohesion. In addition, no adverse impact to community cohesion is 
anticipated to the Town of Stratford as a whole.   
 
5.6.3 Mitigation 

Since no significant adverse impacts to community cohesion are anticipated, no mitigation is 
required or proposed. 
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5.7 TITLE VI AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

The U.S. Department of Transportation has a policy to insure nondiscrimination under Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which says that “no person in the United States shall, on 
the ground of race, color, or national origin be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal 
financial assistance.”  The 1998 Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, states that “each 
Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying 
and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and 
low-income populations.”  

5.7.1 Existing Setting 

Census data (2000) were used to determine the presence or concentration of environmental 
justice (minority and low-income) populations in the study area. Table 6 compares the 
concentration of minority and low-income populations in the study area with concentrations 
in four larger geographic areas.  
 

Table 6:  Environmental Justice Populations 
  Study Area 

(affected blocks)
Town of 
Stratford GBRPA 

Fairfield 
County State of CT 

Population 1,831 49,976 307,607 882,567 3,405,565 
Percent Minority 5% 15.2% 29.3% 20.7% 18.4% 
Percent Below Poverty* 5% 5% 10% 6.8% 7.6% 
Median Household 
Income (1999) 

$51,620 $53,494 Not 
available 

$65,249 $53,935 

Source: U.S. Census 2000   
*Census poverty definition: $8,500 per capita income annually or less 
 
As Table 6 indicates, there is an equal or lower percentage of minority and low-income 
populations in the study area in relation to the larger geographic regions to which it was 
compared.  Consequently, there is no concentration of environmental justice populations in 
the study area.  
  
5.7.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

As no concentration of environmental justice populations exists in the study area, there will be 
no impacts from either the No-Action or Proposed Action alternatives. 
 
5.7.3 Mitigation 

Since no adverse impacts to environmental justice populations are anticipated, no mitigation 
is required or proposed. 
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5.8 AIR QUALITY 

Potential air quality impacts from the Proposed Action were estimated through a dispersion 
modeling analysis.  Potential impacts were evaluated in the vicinity of roadway intersections 
that could be affected by changes in project-related emissions.  The analysis was performed in 
accordance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) procedures, guidance from 
the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP), and requirements of 
ConnDOT. A detailed technical memorandum documenting the air quality analysis is 
provided in Appendix B. 

5.8.1 Existing Setting 

The USEPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for certain 
pollutants. Of these, motor vehicle sources primarily emit carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen 
oxides (NOx), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  The latter two are precursors to 
ozone formation. Motor vehicle emissions are the predominant source of air pollutants within 
the study area. The USEPA has designated the Fairfield County area, which includes 
Stratford, as being in severe non-attainment of the ozone standards.  
 
Any project such as the Proposed Action that is federally funded, licensed, or permitted must 
conform to an approved State Implementation Plan (SIP), prepared by each state pursuant to 
Clean Air Act requirements.  To conform (in brief), a project must be conforming with the 
SIP (outlining objectives for state air quality relative to the NAAQS); must not cause or 
contribute to new NAAQS violations; must not increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing NAAQS violation; and must not delay or impede the state’s timely attainment of the 
NAAQS, emissions reductions or other air quality milestones. The Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) are responsible for demonstrating an area’s conformity with the SIP.  
Under EPA conformity rules, a project is considered conforming if it is included in the 
emissions inventory of a conforming MPO Transportation Plan or MPO Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP). 
 
Project-Level Conformity Determination 
 
Federal regulations concerning the conformity of transportation projects developed, funded or 
approved by the USDOT and by metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) are contained 
in 40 CFR 93.  The Proposed Action (project) is included in the Greater Bridgeport MPO’s 
current (2004-2028) Long Range Transportation Plan but is not included in their current (FY 
2005-2009) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 93.115(a), the applicable criteria and procedures for determining 
the conformity of a project which is not from a conforming Transportation Plan and TIP are 
listed in Table 1 of 40 CFR 93.109(b).  All of these criteria have been determined to be 
satisfied for the Proposed Action as follows: 
 
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) – This project does not interfere with the 
implementation of any TCM in the current State Implementation Plan (SIP) as there are none. 
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Currently Conforming Plan and TIP – The MPO’s current Long Range Transportation 
Plan was determined to be in conformity by FHWA and FTA on 
April 28, 2004.  The FY 2005-2009 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), 
which incorporates the MPO’s current TIP, was determined to be in conformity by FHWA 
and FTA on May 25, 2005.  On March 3, 2006 FHWA and FTA determined that the May 25, 
2005 conformity determination remains valid for STIP Amendment #11, dated January 27, 
2006. 
 
CO, PM10 and PM2.5 Hot Spots – This project will not cause or contribute to any new 
violations or increase the frequency or severity of any existing CO or PM10 violations in CO 
and PM10 non-attainment or maintenance areas as evidenced by the results of the CO hot spot 
analysis contained herein.  NOTE:  This project is not located in a PM10 non-attainment or 
maintenance area, therefore a PM10 hot spot analysis was not required.  This project is 
located in a PM2.5 non-attainment area, however, a PM2.5 qualitative analysis was not 
performed as this requirement does not go into effect until April 5, 2006.  A PM2.5 qualitative 
analysis will be required and a project level conformity re-determination for this project will 
be made in accordance with 40 CFR 93.104(d) prior to any FHWA actions on or after April 5, 
2006. 
 
PM10 and PM2.5 Control Measures – There are no PM10 or PM2.5 control measures in the 
current State Implementation Plan. 
 
Emissions Budget or Emissions Reduction – This project has been demonstrated to be 
consistent with the motor vehicle emissions budgets in the State Implementation Plan as 
evidenced by the Connecticut Department of Transportation’s Air Quality Conformity Report 
for Fiscal Year 2005 Transportation Improvement Program and Long Range Transportation 
Plans, dated June 2004 (Revised March 2005) that was approved by FHWA and FTA on May 
25, 2005. 
 
In summary, the Proposed Action has been determined to be in conformity with the Clean Air 
Act, as amended, pursuant to all applicable U.S. EPA regulations currently in effect as of the 
date of approval of this Environmental Assessment. 
 
5.8.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

To determine whether the project would cause or contribute to a new violation of the NAAQS 
or worsen any existing violation of the NAAQS, air quality modeling analysis was performed. 
Additionally, per 40 CFR 93.123, project level air quality modeling is required whenever at 
least one intersection affected by a project has, or is projected to have, a LOS of D, E, or F.  
In the case of the Proposed Action, Intersections 3 and 7 are projected to have LOS ratings of 
F and D respectively for the Future (Year 2025) Build scenario (as described in section 5.1). 

Methodology 
 
The air quality modeling analysis for the Proposed Action consisted of a microscale (local 
area) analysis to estimate maximum one- and eight-hour CO concentrations at study area 
traffic intersections potentially affected by the project.  The microscale analysis used 
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dispersion modeling techniques and was performed in accordance with USEPA’s 1992 
guidelines (Guideline for Modeling Carbon Monoxide From Roadway Intersections, USEPA-
454/R-92-005, USEPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, November 1992).  Six 
intersections were selected for air quality modeling analysis, based on level-of-service and 
traffic volume data, numbered 1 through 6 on Figure 6. 
 
Maximum CO concentrations were estimated for sensitive receptors (e.g. residences, schools, 
etc.) in the vicinity of the six intersections that were analyzed.  In addition to sensitive 
receptors, CO concentrations were estimated for “sidewalk” receptors near the intersections.  
Motor vehicle exhaust emission factors for CO, which are input into the dispersion model, 
were developed using USEPA's MOBILE6.2 emission factor program in accordance with 
ConnDOT guidance.   
 
One-hour CO concentrations were estimated using USEPA's CAL3QHC Version 2.0 
dispersion model.  The eight-hour CO concentrations were calculated from the one-hour 
results using a persistence factor of 0.7 as recommended by CTDEP.  The modeled one- and 
eight-hour CO concentrations were then added to their respective one- and eight-hour ambient 
background concentrations specified by CTDEP to get a total maximum CO concentration for 
each receptor location.  The background values used were 5.0 parts per million (ppm) for one 
hour and 3.0 ppm for eight hours.  These background concentrations were held constant for all 
analysis years and project alternatives.  The estimated total maximum CO concentrations were 
then compared to the NAAQS. 
 
Findings 
 
The estimated maximum one- and eight-hour CO concentrations (including appropriate 
background concentration levels) for the receptors with the highest CO levels at each of the 
six intersections analyzed are shown in Table 7.  The analysis periods included 2001 Existing, 
2008 No-Action and Build (Proposed Action), and 2025 No-Action and Build. 
 
All predicted one-hour CO concentrations are well below the one-hour state and federal 
Ambient Air Quality CO Standard of 35 ppm.  All predicted eight-hour CO concentrations are 
well below the eight-hour state and federal Ambient Air Quality CO Standard of 9 ppm. 
 
The estimated maximum one- and eight-hour CO concentrations are higher for the Proposed 
Action than the No-Build Alternative for all but one location.  This is due to the additional 
traffic at the future intersections introduced by the new on- and off-ramps. However, all 
predicted one-hour CO concentrations are well below the one-hour state and federal Ambient 
Air Quality CO Standard of 35 ppm.  All predicted eight-hour CO concentrations are well 
below the eight-hour state and federal Ambient Air Quality CO Standard of 9 ppm.  As such, 
the Proposed Action will not result in any significant adverse air quality impacts. 
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Table 7:  Summary of Maximum Estimated CO Concentrations (in ppm) 
 

2001 
Existing 

2008 
No-Build 

2008 
Build 

2025 
No-Build 

2025 
Build 

Intersection 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr 8-hr 
Intersection 1 7.8 5.0 6.9 4.3 7.0 4.4 6.6 4.1 6.7 4.2 
Intersection 2 7.9 5.0 6.9 4.3 7.3 4.6 6.5 4.1 6.7 4.2 
Intersection 3   (with I-95 NB 
on - ramp in the Build 
Condition only) 

7.8 5.0 6.8 4.3 8.5 5.4 6.5 4.1 7.4 4.7 

Intersection 4  7.3 4.6 6.4 4.0 6.6 4.1 6.2 3.8 6.3 3.9 
Intersection 5  8.1 5.2 7.3 4.6 7.2 4.5 6.7 4.2 6.7 4.2 
Intersection 6  (with I-95 SB 
off - ramp in the Build 
Condition only) 

6.6 4.1 6.0 3.7 6.6 4.1 5.8 3.6 6.3 3.9 

Note: Includes background levels of 5.0 ppm for the one-hour averaging period and 3.0 ppm for the eight-hour 
averaging period, in accordance with ConnDOT guidance.   
Source:  KM Chng Environmental Inc., 2004.  
 
5.8.3 Mitigation 

Since no long-term adverse air quality impacts are expected, no mitigation is required or 
proposed.  There may be potential construction period impacts to air quality caused by direct 
emissions from construction equipment and trucks, fugitive dust emissions, and increased 
emissions from delayed (idling) motor vehicles on local streets due to disruption of traffic 
flow.  These impacts will be short-term and temporary and are addressed in Section 5.23 
Construction Period Impacts. An Indirect Source Permit from DEP will not be required for 
the project, since the project does not involve a new interchange, new highway, or new 
highway lane greater than one mile in length. 
 
 

5.9 NOISE 

A detailed noise analysis was performed to determine the potential noise impacts of the 
Proposed Action on public health and welfare.  Although the Proposed Action does not 
qualify as either a Type I or Type II project as defined under 23 CFR 772, such that noise 
abatement requirements do not apply, the noise analysis was undertaken in compliance with 
FHWA noise standards. It was prepared using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model, version 2.1 
(TNM-2.1) software. The study included noise measurements taken at five residential 
receptors located along the existing roads and streets in the project area (see Figure 9). The 
five locations were selected to be representative of receptors (sensitive land uses) that would 
be most affected by the proposed ramp configurations and changes in traffic patterns on 
nearby roads. The measurements were used to quantify the existing ambient noise conditions, 
calibrate the traffic noise model, and to serve as comparison levels against which to evaluate 
the traffic noise levels associated with the construction of the Proposed Action. Future noise 
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levels were estimated at these receptors using the TNM-2.1 for Build (Proposed Action) and 
No-Action alternatives for the year 2025. 

5.9.1 Existing Setting 

A traffic noise monitoring program was conducted on Thursday December 18, 2003 to 
measure existing Leq noise levels near five residential receptors in the study area. The Leq, or 
equivalent noise level, is the steady A-weighted sound level (dBA) over any specified time 
period that has the same acoustic energy as the fluctuating noise during that period.   

Short-term noise measurements were obtained at each of the receptor locations to characterize 
the existing Leq traffic noise levels.  Noise levels were measured using a CEL Model 593 
sound level analyzer. The meter was calibrated at the beginning and end of the measurement 
program with a Bruel and Kjaer Type 4231 calibrator.   

The measured Leq sound levels are summarized in Table 8. At all five locations, noise 
measurements were obtained over 20-minute time intervals along with concurrent traffic 
counts classified according to the categories of cars, heavy trucks, light trucks, buses, and 
motorcycles. The measured levels are typical of those expected near a busy freeway 
interchange.  The noise levels at these locations are representative of the loudest levels that 
would be expected in the study area. 

Table 8:  Leq Noise Levels within the Study Area 

Receptor #  Site Location     Start Time Land Use 

Measured Leq
Level (dBA) 
(20 minutes) 

R1 Ferry Blvd. and Minor Ave. 10:14 Residential 65 
R2 Ferry Blvd. and Riverview Pl. 10:58 Residential 70 
R3 Ferry Blvd. and Village Sq. 

Condos 
11:34 Residential 66 

R4 Ferry Blvd. and Orchard St. 13:28 Residential 69 
R5 Sidney St. and Route 110 14:03 Residential 69 

  Source: KM Chng Environmental, Inc. 
 
5.9.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

In order to assess noise impacts, a traffic noise model was constructed for the existing 
conditions. Noise levels for the Proposed Action were predicted at the five receptor locations 
(R1-R5) where noise measurements were conducted, plus numerous other sensitive receptor 
locations using the FHWA’s TNM-2.1 noise model.  Noise levels were predicted for peak-
hour Leq for the existing setting (as required by the modeling methodology) as well as for the 
future Build and No-Build conditions.  All receptor locations, roadway and barrier 
geometries, terrain conditions and elevations were based on the most recent conceptual 
drawings for the Proposed Action (STV, 2003).  The traffic volumes and speeds were 
modeled using actual traffic counts obtained during the measurement periods. 
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Projected peak-hour traffic volumes for the design year 2025, as developed by ConnDOT, 
were used in the noise impact analysis for the No-Build and Build alternatives.  The noise 
impact analysis results are shown in Table 9.  Only R1 through R5 are shown because they 
represented the ‘worst-case’ impacts. 

Table 9:  Comparison of Predicted Existing and Future (2025) No-Build and Build 
Leq(h) Noise Levels, Based on Projected Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes 

Receptor   Site Location 

Existing 
Leq(h) 
(dBA) 

Future No-Build 
Leq(h) (dBA) 

Future Build 
Leq(h) (dBA) 

R1 
R2 
R3 
R4 
R5 

Ferry Blvd. and Minor Ave. 
Ferry Blvd. and Riverview Pl. 
Ferry Blvd. and Village Sq. Condos  
Ferry Blvd. and Orchard St. 
Sidney St. and Rte. 110 

73 
73 
73 
72 
69 

74 
73 
73 
73 
70 

74 
74 
74 
73 

69* 

* Build condition noise levels are lower than No-Build due to project-related changes in traffic patterns. 

Table 9 compares the results of the noise modeling analysis with the predicted peak hour 
noise levels at the five receptor locations.  In general, a 3 dBA change in noise level is just 
barely perceptible to the human ear, while a 10 dBA change in noise level is perceived as a 
doubling (or halving) of the noise. A noise impact is considered to occur when the predicted 
traffic noise level approaches (within one dBA) or exceeds the FHWA’s Noise Abatement 
Criteria (NAC) contained in 23 CFR 772.  The FHWA has established an hourly Leq (h) NAC 
of 67 dBA for residential receptors and 72 dBA for commercial receptors. In addition, the 
ConnDOT Highway Traffic Noise Policy states that a noise impact will occur if the difference 
between the existing Leq (h) noise level and the predicted noise level for a build alternative is 
15 dBA or greater. 

The examination of the noise impacts for this project indicates that every monitored receptor 
location is already experiencing noise above acceptable decibel levels.  All of the five 
analyzed receptor locations exceeded the FHWA NAC of 67 dBA for residential receptors 
and three of the five exceeded the FHWA NAC of 72 dBA for commercial receptors under 
existing conditions.  It can be assumed that R3 would have exceeded the commercial receptor 
criteria as well, had traffic speeds not been reduced at its location due to road construction at 
the time of monitoring.   

The results in Table 9 indicate that the predicted noise levels for future No-Action and 
Proposed Action alternatives will exceed the NAC of 67 dBA at all five measurement 
locations. However, the data also indicates that the changes in noise levels between existing 
and future conditions are expected to be no more than 1 dBA.  Therefore, there would be no 
adverse impact in terms of ConnDOT Highway Traffic Noise Policy and minor adverse 
impact relative to FHWA NAC standards. 

Noise levels for the Proposed Action and No-Action alternatives were also modeled for 
numerous other receptor locations in the study area.  The results were similar to those shown 



 

 
Reconstruction of Interchange 33 EA/EIE 

42 

in Table 9.  Consequently, the findings for the monitored receptor locations represent typical 
conditions in the study area. Almost all residential and commercial locations along Ferry 
Boulevard, as well as other streets in the study area, are expected to be impacted in much the 
same way under both the Proposed Action and No-Action alternatives.  Predicted traffic noise 
levels would range from about 69 to 74 dBA for both cases. 

5.9.3 Mitigation 

The analysis of existing noise conditions indicated that a substantial portion of the noise 
currently being experienced by the residential receptors is due to traffic on U.S. Route 1 or 
Route 110. That means that even if mitigation were considered in the form of a noise barrier 
along I-95, areas along Ferry Boulevard would still experience substantial traffic noise levels 
from Ferry Boulevard itself; therefore, noise abatement is not proposed. 

In order to verify this conclusion, an assessment was conducted for a potential noise barrier 
12 feet high if placed along the proposed NB on ramp, which is the only location at which 
sound increases could be attributable to the Proposed Action. This barrier would only provide 
a reduction of 3 dBA for receptors affected by noise from the new ramp, and would not 
reduce the sound level below the acceptable 67 dBA impact level. Barriers are not considered 
effective unless they can provide more than a 7 dBA reduction in sound levels. Given the 
amount of existing noise in the region from sources other than I-95 and the associated ramps, 
this goal cannot be met at the impacted locations in the study area. 

Mitigation for short-term construction period impacts is addressed in Section 5.23 
Construction Period Impacts. 

5.10 WATER QUALITY  

5.10.1 Existing Conditions 

The project site is located within the Housatonic River Lower Drainage Area, part of the 
Connecticut West Coast Watershed.  The drainage basin encompasses approximately 5,048 
km2 (1,949 mi2) and drains parts of western Massachusetts, eastern New York and western 
Connecticut (Alanen, 1992). 
  
Surface Water 
 
The surface water bodies within the study area consist of the Housatonic River, approximately 
1,000 feet to the east of the Proposed Action site, and Ferry Creek, a tributary of the 
Housatonic, just west of the Proposed Action site.  The Housatonic River is a tidal estuary in 
this location. According to the CTDEP’s Water Quality Standards and Criteria, the 
Housatonic River’s surface water quality is classified as SC/SB in the project vicinity, 
meaning a coastal water (S) with a classification of C and a goal of B.  The SC classification 
indicates water quality suitable for fish, shellfish, and wildlife habitat, certain aquaculture 
operations, recreational uses, industrial, and navigation. However, this classification also 
means that the water is presently not meeting higher water quality standards due to pollution.  
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The water quality classification of SB indicates water of a quality for shellfish harvesting, in 
addition to the designated SC uses. 
 
Ferry Creek flows along the western boundary of the project area, crossing I-95 from north to 
south.  At this location, the creek, which is tidally influenced, has been highly modified and 
channelized. Large stones and algae marking the high water line cover the slope of the 
channel.  Historic highway construction photos suggest that the course of the creek was 
altered to accommodate the highway and/or other development.  According to the CTDEP’s 
Water Quality Standards and Criteria, Ferry Creek’s water quality designation is B/A within 
the vicinity of the Proposed Action, meaning a current classification of B (non-coastal water) 
and a goal of A.  The B classification indicates water quality suitable for recreational use, fish 
and wildlife habitat, agricultural and industrial supply, and navigation.  The Class A criteria 
and attainment of Class A designated uses indicate use as a potential drinking water supply, in 
addition to the designated B uses. 
 
Groundwater 
 
Groundwater within the northeastern portion of the project area generally flows in the 
direction of the Housatonic River while the groundwater within the southwestern portion 
flows in the direction of Ferry Creek. The groundwater within the project study area has been 
classified as GB, indicating groundwater within highly urbanized areas or areas of intense 
industrial activity and where a public water supply is available.  It indicates that the water 
may not be suitable for direct human consumption without treatment due to waste discharges, 
spills or leaks of chemicals or land use impacts.  Various properties in and adjacent to the 
study area (to the north and west) have been identified as Superfund sites as designated by the 
USEPA.  These sites have adversely impacted the groundwater quality of the area in the past 
(see Section 5.18 Environmental Risk Sites and Hazardous Materials).  The CTDEP policy 
regarding groundwater classified as GB is to prevent further degradation by regulating any 
additional discharges (Water Quality Standards, CTDEP 1996). 
 
5.10.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The Proposed Action will increase the amount of impervious (paved) surfaces in the study 
area due to the addition of the NB on-ramp, the SB off-ramp, and additional pavement at the 
reconstructed intersections.  Consequently, infiltration of stormwater into the ground will be 
reduced and runoff volumes will increase.  Increased runoff generally results in higher 
pollutant loads associated with vehicle operations and roadway salting, as well as greater 
erosion at discharge points.  
 
Since there are no groundwater public water supplies, the slightly reduced recharge from 
increased pavement will not be an adverse impact to groundwater. The increased runoff could 
result in adverse impacts to receiving waters, if not properly managed. The Proposed Action, 
however, includes the design and construction of a new and updated stormwater management 
system.  The system will be designed in concert with the Moses Wheeler Reconstruction 
project, so both projects will share the same renovated and improved drainage facilities.   
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The new drainage design includes a proposed wet pond (Wet pond No. 1) that will collect the 
“first flush” – the first inch - of runoff from much of the interchange, as well as a portion of I-
95 within the project area. It is anticipated that all of the new NB entrance ramp, half of the 
SB off-ramp, and the reconstructed intersection at Ferry Boulevard and Barnum Avenue 
(Route 1), comprising approximately 70 percent of the Proposed Action, will be drained into 
the wet pond. The pond will trap sediment and pollutants from runoff, gradually releasing the 
filtered runoff into the existing piped storm sewer system that runs down Orchard Street. The 
remaining (western) half of the SB off-ramp and the Veteran’s Boulevard-Barnum Avenue 
intersection will drain into a piped system ultimately discharging to the existing Ferry Creek 
outfall. This system will be fitted with deep sumps and/or gross particle separators designed to 
remove most sediments and pollutants in the first flush of runoff prior to discharge. Since the 
current drainage system does not include any water quality control devices other than catch 
basins, the proposed drainage system will improve the level of treatment of highway runoff.  
The net change in water quality of the Housatonic River and Ferry Creek due to the Proposed 
Action is therefore anticipated to be negligible or slightly positive. 

5.10.3 Mitigation 

The project includes a new stormwater management system designed to improve the water 
quality of highway and interchange runoff.  As a result, water quality is not expected to be 
adversely affected by the Proposed Action, and no mitigation measures are proposed.  
Additional discussion of improvements to the stormwater management system is provided in 
Section 5.21 Public Utilities and Services.   
 

5.11 WETLANDS 

5.11.1 Existing Setting 

A review of aerial photographs and the National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) 
mapping, supplemented by a limited site walk, indicates that there are no wetlands directly 
within the Proposed Action site. The nearest wetlands are those associated with Ferry Creek, 
just to the west of the existing Exit 33 on and off-ramps, and the extensive tidal wetlands 
along the Housatonic River, southeast of the project area. (see Figure 10)  A site visit was 
made to the portions of these wetlands where the existing drainage outfalls occur; the Ferry 
Creek outfall is along I-95 near Longbrook Avenue and the Orchard Street outfall is off the 
southeast end of Orchard Street. 
 
Ferry Creek in the vicinity of the outfall is a channelized section with a narrow swath of 
vegetation along its sides.  Dominant vegetation is indicative of freshwater influence as well 
as of a disturbed site, consisting of common reed (Phragmites communis), tree-of-heaven 
(Ailanthus altissima), common cottonwood (Populus deltoides), black locust (Robinia 
pseudoacacia), common winterberry holly (Ilex verticillata), and Japanese knotweed 
(Polygonum cuspidatum).  This vegetation may provide some food and cover to birds and 
small urban mammals.  Due to the wetland’s small size, its location surrounded by 
commercial and highway development, and the predominance of invasive species, its primary 
functions are evaluated to be sediment and toxicant retention. 
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At the Orchard Street drainage outfall, there is a small channel with a natural substrate bottom 
that conveys drainage toward the Housatonic River.  This channel is approximately six feet 
wide and meanders about 40 feet from the discharge point (outlet) before reaching the river.  
The channel was not flowing at the time of the site visit but had some standing water.  
Wetland vegetation occurs along the sides of the channel. Common reed occurs in the more 
northerly and northwesterly portions of the wetland, while cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora) 
occurs closer to the river’s edge.  Other plant species observed in association with this 
wetland were tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), dogwood (Cornus spp.), and poison ivy 
(Rhus radicans). The primary functions of this wetland are sediment/toxicant retention and 
nutrient removal. 
 
5.11.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative will be a continuance of existing conditions and as such will have 
no impact to any wetland resources. Based on the conceptual layout of the Proposed Action, 
no direct impacts to wetlands are anticipated. The nearest elements of the Proposed Action are 
located approximately 400 feet northeast of the Ferry Creek outfall and 500 feet northwest of 
the Orchard Street Outfall.  The outfalls themselves are not expected to need replacement in 
order to accommodate the drainage from the Proposed Action (even combined with the Moses 
Wheeler Bridge drainage). Potential indirect impacts to wetlands due to runoff quantity or 
quality will be prevented through design of the new stormwater management system, which 
incorporates water retention and pre-treatment measures, as discussed in more detail in 
Section 5.21 Public Utilities and Services. There are no other indirect impacts to wetlands 
anticipated by the proposed action.  
 
5.11.3 Mitigation 

Since no adverse impacts to wetlands are anticipated, no mitigation is required or proposed. 
 

5.12 AQUATIC AND WILDLIFE HABITAT/THREATENED AND ENDANGERED 
SPECIES 

5.12.1 Existing Conditions 

Aquatic and Wildlife Habitat  
 
The site of the Proposed Action is primarily paved or managed as roadway ROW. There are 
no aquatic habitats and only limited wildlife habitat.  The open and undeveloped portions of 
the I-95 ROW are landscaped and mowed.  There are several clumps of white pine (Pinus 
strobus) within the ROW between Ferry Boulevard and I-95; however its location is not 
conducive to wildlife use. The steeper slopes immediately adjacent to I-95 on both the north 
and south are populated with sumac (Rhus species) and plant species noted as invasive species 
by the Connecticut Invasive Plant Working Group, including Asiatic bittersweet (Celastrus 
orbiculatus Thunb) and black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia L.). While these provide some 
shelter and feeding opportunities for songbirds, their habitat value is very low. 
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Wildlife that may occur in the project study area would be mammals and birds typical of 
urban and suburban settings, such as house mouse (Mus musculus), norway rat (Rattus 
norvegicus), common grackle (Quiscalus quiscula), English sparrow (Passer domesticus), and 
herring gulls (Larus argentatus).  Because the project site is located along the Atlantic 
Flyway, migratory birds may be observed flying over the project study area on their way to 
rest and forage at nearby shoreline sites.       
 
Outside the ROW, the project study area is a fully developed suburban environment with a 
preponderance of buildings and pavement.  Potential habitats are limited to residential yards 
and commercial landscaping. More extensive and more naturalistic habitat is available 
southeast of the study area along the Housatonic River and Long Island Sound.  
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
A search of the Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) of the CTDEP has indicated no 
threatened, endangered, or special concern species within the study area. The nearest mapped 
sensitive species occur on the eastern shore of the Housatonic River. Correspondence with the 
CTDEP (January 7, 2004 – see Appendix A) has confirmed that there are no known extant 
populations of threatened, endangered, or special concern species in the study area.  
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has indicated that the federally threatened 
piping plover (Charadrius melodus) may be present along the coast of Connecticut in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Action (correspondence dated December 30, 2003 – see Appendix 
A). Since the study area does not include beach or shoreline habitats where piping plover may 
nest or feed, it is very unlikely that they would ever occur in the study area, even on a 
temporary basis. 
 
5.12.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative will be a continuance of existing conditions and as such will have 
no impact on any existing wildlife habitats or sensitive species. The Proposed Action will 
result in the reconfiguration of roadways and highway infrastructure, resulting in a small 
reduction in pervious vegetated surfaces. This minor loss of urban-suburban habitat will not 
result in any detectible reduction of species diversity or populations. Since there are no 
threatened, endangered, or special concern species within the study area, the Proposed Action 
will have no direct impacts on such species or their habitats. No such species or their habitats 
are close enough to the study area to be potentially indirectly affected by the project, and no 
other habitat-related indirect impacts are anticipated.  Furthermore, the USFWS in its 
December 30, 2003 letter stated that based on the project description and location, it appears 
the Proposed Action will not impact federally-listed species. 
 
Executive Order 13112 calls on federal agencies to work to prevent and control the 
introduction and spread of invasive species and to consider the impacts of these species on 
native habitat.  The Proposed Action will convert some land areas to pavement and will 
render the remaining unused land part of maintained ROW. Common to ConnDOT standards, 
where the proposed roadway embankments will be vegetated, the specified plant list and/or 
seed mix will call for non-invasive plant species to be used.   
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5.12.3 Mitigation 

Since no adverse impacts to habitats or federal or state endangered, threatened, or special 
concern species are anticipated, no mitigation is required or proposed. 

5.13 FLOODPLAINS 

5.13.1 Existing Setting 

Based on the Flood Insurance Study (Federal Emergency Management Agency [FEMA], 
revised April 16, 1990) for Stratford and the Floodway, Flood Boundary and Floodway Map, 
City of Stratford, Connecticut, Fairfield County (National Flood Insurance Program, 
community-panel number 090016 0003 D, April 16, 1990), portions of the study area fall 
within the 100-year floodplains associated with Ferry Creek.  These floodplains are shown in 
Figure 11. Portions of the Proposed Action may encroach into floodplains at the intersection 
of Veterans Boulevard Connector and Longbrook Avenue/Ferry Boulevard Connector.  The 
100-year floodplain elevation in this location is 10 feet (NGVD29).   

5.13.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative will be a continuance of existing conditions and as such will have 
no impact to any floodplain resources.  
 
Based on the conceptual design of the Proposed Action, it appears that the reconstructed 
intersection at the terminus of the proposed SB off-ramp at Veterans Boulevard Connector 
will be within or partially within the 100-year floodplain.  However, no increase in the grade 
(elevation) of the roadways is anticipated (personal communication, Wm. Kennedy, P.E., 
STV, Inc., January 13, 2004).  Therefore the reconstruction work is not anticipated to have an 
adverse impact on the 100-year floodplain.  The potential net increase in drainage to Ferry 
Creek from the Proposed Action’s increase in impervious surfaces will be directed to the 
improved stormwater management system, which will be designed to accommodate flows 
without downstream impacts.  Therefore, no changes are anticipated to the 100-year 
floodplain, and the project will not incur any increased risk or hazards to properties relative to 
the floodplain. 

5.13.3 Mitigation 

Since no adverse impacts relative to floodplains are anticipated, no mitigation is proposed. 

5.14 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS/COASTAL ZONES    

5.14.1 Existing Setting 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

None of the watercourses located within or adjacent to the study area are included in the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System (16 C.F.R. Chapter 28, Section 1273).  Additionally, none of the 
watercourses in the study area are currently under study/consideration for designation to the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
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Coastal Zones 
 
The Proposed Action is located almost entirely within the Connecticut Coastal Boundary and 
is therefore subject to the Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA).  The following 
coastal resources occur within or adjacent to the study area: Coastal Flood Hazard Area 
(CFHA), which corresponds to the 100-year floodplain (associated with the Housatonic River 
and Ferry Creek south of I-95); Estuarine Embayment (Housatonic River); and Developed 
Shorefront.  The coastal resources in close proximity to the Proposed Action site are shown in 
Figure 11.  On the figure, lands within the coastal boundary designated as Shorelands are not 
hatched or shaded in any way. As shown, the Proposed Action within the coastal boundary 
occurs entirely on Shorelands. These are land areas not subject to coastal processes and 
typically composed of upland features; both of these descriptions hold true for the project site. 
 
5.14.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 
 
Because this designation does not apply to the study area, no impacts to this resource are 
anticipated as a result of either the No-Action or Proposed Action alternatives. 
 
Coastal Zones 
 
The No-Action Alternative will be a continuance of existing conditions and as such will have 
no impact on any coastal resources.  
 
The Proposed Action will occur solely on Shorelands. The CCMA resource policy for 
Shorelands is to regulate their use and development in a manner which minimizes adverse 
impacts upon adjacent coastal systems and resources.  Water quality impacts would be the 
only relevant potential adverse effect upon adjacent coastal resources.  However, the project 
includes a new stormwater management system with water quality pre-treatment features, and 
no new discharge outfalls are proposed. Therefore, despite increased pavement and resultant 
increased runoff, the new stormwater system is likely to improve upon or (in worst case) 
maintain the quality of existing discharges.  As a result, no direct or indirect adverse impacts 
to the Housatonic River (Estuarine Embayment) or Ferry Creek (CHFA) are anticipated from 
the Proposed Action. 
 
5.14.3 Mitigation 

As no adverse impacts are anticipated to coastal resources, no mitigation is proposed. 
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5.15  FARMLANDS 

5.15.1 Existing Setting 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) recognizes several categories of important 
farmlands.  Prime farmlands are lands of major importance in the production of the nation’s 
food supplies.  Farmlands of additional statewide importance are similar to prime farmlands, 
but have certain characteristics, such as soils that are wetter or slopes that are steeper, that 
require greater inputs of energy or resources to maintain high yield crops.  Mapping by the 
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Soil Survey of Fairfield County (1981) identifies no 
important farmland soils within the study area. There are no active farms in the study area. 
 
5.15.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

As there are no important farmlands in the study area, no impacts from either the No-Action 
Alternative or the Proposed Action are anticipated. 
 
5.15.3 Mitigation 

Since no adverse impacts to any important farmlands are anticipated, no mitigation is required 
or proposed.  
 

5.16 HISTORIC, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND OTHER CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources considered for this EA/EIE include historically important properties and 
structures, archeological resources, and community cultural institutions such as libraries, 
parks, museums, and performing arts centers.  

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470f) states that any 
federally funded project must “take into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, 
site, building, structure, or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register.”  Section 106 further requires agencies to seek comments from the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and from the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO).   

5.16.1 Existing Setting 

There are no community cultural institutions in the study area.  
 
The first step in evaluating potential impacts to historic and archaeological resources is to 
establish an Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the project.  For this EA/EIE, the APE was 
determined during a pedestrian survey and through consultation of regional maps. It was 
defined as extending generally within one-tenth of a mile from the project site.  
 
The presence of historic and archeological resources in the study area was determined through 
a pedestrian survey and research of reference material from the ConnDOT archives, Stratford 
Historical Society, Stratford Public Library, Stratford Town Hall, Bridgeport Public Library, 
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the University of Connecticut’s Thomas J. Dodd Research Center, and reports on file at 
Historical Perspectives, Inc. These provided information on the prehistory, history, and 
topography of the Town of Stratford and the study area for Interchange 33. Additional 
information on potential archaeological resources came through consultation with the 
Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and the Connecticut Office of the 
State Archaeologist (see correspondence in Appendix A). 
 
Research indicated that while some historic period structures occur within the APE that are 
important locally, the area has no historic resources currently listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP). While the locally important structures were not assessed for 
eligibility for the NRHP, they were reviewed for potential impacts in the impact assessment. 
The Townwide Historic Resource Survey made special note of the Washington Bridge, which 
is the Route 1 Bridge over the Housatonic River, as a significant historic structure. This 
bridge is eligible for listing on the NRHP and is located directly east of the study area.  
 
The SHPO indicated that the project site has “moderate sensitivity for prehistoric and historic 
archaeological resources” (correspondence, December 11, 2003). Consultation with the State 
Archaeologist indicated no documentation of any archeological sites within one mile of the 
APE (personal communication, October 23, 2003). The research concluded that there is some 
potential for undocumented archaeological resources to exist in a limited portion of the APE. 
As a result, a Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey was completed in January 2004 (Historical 
Perspectives, Inc.)   
 
The Phase 1A survey noted that prior construction activities have destroyed the integrity of 
most of the potential archaeological resources in the APE and that the Proposed Action would 
not be anticipated to have an adverse effect in such areas of prior disturbance.  Buried 30-inch 
and 15-inch utility pipes traverse the project site and the embankment of I-95; these utility 
corridors were also deemed not archaeologically sensitive. The survey confirmed the potential 
for archeological remains in the area of the proposed NB on-ramp and recommended in-depth 
field investigation to more specifically determine the character of remains in this 
archeologically sensitive area. The SHPO concurred (correspondence dated March 23, 2004).  
Therefore a Phase 1B survey was conducted, as described in the next section. The area of 
potential archeological sensitivity, shown in Figure 12, is approximately bounded by I-95 and 
Ferry Boulevard to the north and south, and the Bridges 133 and 134 to the west and east, 
respectively. 

5.16.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative would be a continuance of existing conditions and as such would 
have no impact to any cultural resources. 

Historic Resources 

Historic resources within the APE consist of historic period houses located on streets adjacent 
to I-95, on Sidney Street and in the residential area east of Ferry Boulevard.  None of these 
properties would be physically impacted by the Proposed Action, but potential impacts to the 
context of these properties were also assessed, which could include noise and visual impacts.  
 



ROUTE 1 (SB)

ROUTE 1 (NB)

FERRY BLVD

FE
RR

Y B
LV

D
CO

NN
EC

TO
R

ROUTE 1 (BARNUM AVE)

ROUTE 1

(BARNUM  AVE

CUT OFF )

(R
OU

TE
 11

0)

EA
ST

 M
AI

N 
ST

EAST MAIN ST (ROUTE 1)

SIDNEY STREET

ORCHARD STREET

RIVERVIEW PLACE

MINOR AVE

I- 95 (NB )

I- 95 (S B)

Stratford Crossing
Shopping Center

The Dock
Shopping Center

HOUSATONIC    R
IVER

BRIDGE
NO. 134 

BRIDGE
NO. 133

I- 95 NB O FF-R AM P
Village  Square
Condominium

BURR PLACE

VETERANS BLVD CO NNEC TOR

[
0 200 400

Feet
Data Sources: HPI (historic boundaries); 

STV Inc. (planimetric);
Aerial photo taken in April 2000  

Area of Potential 
Archeological Sensitivity

POTENTIALLY SENSITIVE
ARCHAEOLOGICAL AREAS

Figure 12
Proposed Reconstruction of Interchange 33
Stratford, Connecticut

Environmental Assessment / Environmental Impact Evaluation



 

 
Reconstruction of Interchange 33 EA/EIE 

54 

Regarding noise, the addition of the SB off-ramp will bring traffic closer to the historic 
houses located on Sidney Street and the addition of the NB on-ramp will bring traffic closer to 
the historic houses east of Ferry Boulevard. However, the noise analysis conducted for this 
EA/EIE concluded that the projected change in noise levels with the Proposed Action will be 
minimal and therefore would not have a significant adverse affect. 
 
In terms of potential visual (historic context) impacts, I-95 is already visible from the houses 
on Sidney Street.  The addition of the new SB off-ramp will not substantially change this 
visual setting. I-95 is not readily visible from the residential area east of Ferry Boulevard. 
Visually, the Ferry Boulevard area is dominated by roadway elements. This setting will not 
significantly change with the addition of the NB on-ramp, as it will be constructed in the 
existing open ROW between the interstate and Ferry Boulevard. 
 
Based on these evaluations, there will be no effect on any above-ground historic resources 
from the Proposed Action. In its review of the project, the SHPO did not identify any 
concerns regarding historic resources (correspondence dated December 11, 2003 in Appendix 
A). 
 
Archaeological Resources 
 
A Phase IB archaeological survey was conducted by Historical Perspectives, Inc. in 
September 2004.  The field crew established and excavated 50 centimeter (cm) x 50 cm 
shovel test pits (STPs) in two areas deemed sensitive for archaeological remains during the 
Phase 1A survey: the locations of the proposed NB entrance ramp and the proposed 
stormwater wet pond. 
 
Most of the STPs were found to have apparent fill or demolition layers containing modern 
artifacts sitting on top of compact, rocky subsoil. The subsoil contained both shell and fuel 
ash slag, the latter a waste product of furnace heating. One STP, #12, contained an apparent 
historic deposit below the fill or demolition layers. The crew established a two-meter array 
around STP #12 to enable further characterization of the nature and extent of the deposit. 
Each of the four additional STPs held evidence of potentially intact historic deposits. 
Additional testing at the site of STP #12 is deemed necessary to determine National Register 
eligibility and to further define the extent of the deposit. No other locations within the project 
area were recommended for additional testing. 
 
After review of the draft Phase IB survey report, the SHPO concluded that no further 
archaeological investigations are required and that the Proposed Action will have no effect on 
the state’s archaeological heritage (correspondence dated November 30, 2004 in Appendix 
A.) This determination was conditional on the following stipulations: 
 

1. Temporary protective fencing shall be established under the field direction of 
Historical Perspectives, Inc. in order to ensure in situ preservation and avoidance of 
the archaeologically sensitive area by all construction-related activities. 

2. ConnDOT and/or HPI shall submit a final reconnaissance survey report (two copies) 
for SHPO’s review and comment. 
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The final Phase 1B survey has been submitted and has been approved by SHPO (see 
correspondence dated January 18, 2005 in Appendix A). As such, the only mitigation measure 
required is the temporary protective fencing. 
 
5.16.3 Mitigation 

There will be no adverse effects on historic or archaeological resources from the Proposed 
Action. The archaeologically sensitive area of STP #12 will be avoided during construction 
through the implementation of protective fencing, per SHPO’s requirements, and a final 
reconnaissance survey report will be submitted to SHPO.  No other mitigation measures are 
required or proposed. 
 

5.17 SECTION 4(f) AND 6(f) RESOURCES 

5.17.1 Existing Setting 

Section 4(f) Properties 
 
Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act (49 USC 303) prohibits use of land 
from any public park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic property listed 
on or eligible for the NRHP unless there is no feasible or prudent alternative to the use of the 
land and the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm.  Section 4(f) also 
applies to archaeological sites listed on or eligible for the NRHP that are determined 
important for in-situ preservation.  Section 4(f) does not apply to archaeological sites that are 
determined important chiefly for their informational value and have minimal value for 
preservation in place.   

There are no public parks, recreational areas, or wildlife/waterfowl refuges located within the 
study area.  Furthermore, there are no historic resources on or eligible for listing on the NRHP 
within the footprint or property acquisition area of the Proposed Action.  The archaeological 
investigations conducted for this EA/EIE revealed archaeological sensitivity in the area of the 
proposed NB on-ramp and stormwater wet pond.  Although not determined eligible for listing 
on the NRHP, this sensitive area will be avoided by the project and the cultural resources 
were revealed by the archaeological investigations to have minimal value for preservation in 
place.  The FHWA has therefore determined that the requirements of Section 4 (f) do not 
apply (see FHWA correspondence dated February 15, 2005 in Appendix A). 
 
Section 6(f) Properties 
 
Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (1965) provides funds for 
acquisition, maintenance, and enhancement of public recreational open space by 
municipalities.  There are no public recreational properties or facilities funded and protected 
under Section 6(f) on the site or within the study area of the Proposed Action.  
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5.17.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

There are no Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) properties that will be affected by the Proposed 
Action or the No-Action Alternative.  Therefore, no adverse impacts to these resources are 
anticipated. 
 
5.17.3 Mitigation 

Since no adverse impacts to any Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) resources are anticipated, no 
mitigation is required or proposed. 
 

5.18 ENVIRONMENTAL RISK SITES AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

5.18.1 Existing Setting 

The study area and surrounding vicinity has a long history of intensive use and development, 
and is known for widespread soil and groundwater contamination, both in small isolated areas 
and large scale sites.  
 
A review of CTDEP’s List of Contaminated or Potential Contaminated Sites (December 
2003) shows there are some active and inactive (remediation completed) sites within the study 
area.  The largest site and the one of most concern is the Raymark Industries, Inc. (Raymark) 
Superfund Site (USEPA ID#: CTD001186618), which is under an extensive investigation by 
both the USEPA and CTDEP.  This 34-acre site is currently being used for the Stratford 
Crossing Shopping Center, situated directly northwest of I-95 in the study area.  Prior to the 
site’s current use, Raymark manufactured various automotive parts such as, brakes, clutches, 
and other friction components from 1919 to 1989.  These operations produced many types of 
wastes that contained contaminants, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), dioxin, 
semi-volatile and volatile organic compounds (VOCs), asbestos, and metals. These wastes 
were disposed of mainly into wastewater lagoons, generally located along the southwestern 
portion of the property near Longbrook Avenue and the U.S. Route 1 SB/Barnum Avenue 
Cutoff.  Since 1995 the USEPA, US Army Corps of Engineers, and CTDEP have been 
engaged in ongoing and extensive testing, monitoring, and site remediation. Numerous 
monitoring wells have been placed throughout the vicinity, including within the ROW of I-95.   
 
According to the Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report, Raymark-OU2-Groundwater 
(USEPA, November 2000) (Raymark report), the general groundwater flow is southeast 
within the study area.  The report concluded that the extent of groundwater contamination 
varied in concentrations and within the entire USEPA study area. The Raymark report study 
area mainly encompasses the residential properties adjacent to the Proposed Action to the 
south, southeast, and southwest of I-95.   
 
Table 10 shows the active or completed (remediated) sites, other than Raymark, listed by the 
CTDEP within the project vicinity. 
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Due to the high potential of groundwater contamination in the general vicinity of the 
Proposed Action, ConnDOT commissioned a subsurface site investigation for the adjacent 
Moses Wheeler Bridge project.  In addition to analyzing the USEPA reports, the subsurface 
site investigation included extensive additional sampling within the I-95 ROW to better assess 
potential hazardous waste issues. 
 

Table 10:  Active and Remediated Contamination Sites 
Site Location Status 

Reynolds Aluminum Building Products Co. 347 Longbrook Avenue Active 
Xtra Mart: leaking underground storage tanks 360 Ferry Blvd Completed 
Synthetic Products Company 375 Barnum Avenue Cutoff Active 
Residence: leaking underground storage tank 89 Riverview Place Completed 
Tilo (Stratford Square Shopping Center) 
(USEPA non National Priority List site) 

Barnum Avenue/Route 1 Completed 

Spada Rotary Shop Ferry Blvd, south of Willow Ave. Completed 
Source:  CTDEP, 2003 
 
 
The Task 210 Subsurface Site Investigation, Reconstruction of the Moses Wheeler Bridge 
Interstate 95 Over the Housatonic River Stratford & Milford, Connecticut, Vols. 1-3 (Maguire 
Group, Inc., April 14, 2003) identified several areas of environmental concern (AOEC) and 
low-level areas of environmental concern (LLAOEC) within the ROW of the Proposed 
Action (Figure 13: Areas of Environmental Concern). The soil sample results indicated the 
presence of a variety of contaminants including lead, total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and PCBs.  These contaminants were detected in 
soils from 0 to 8 feet below grade. The groundwater sample results indicated the presence of 
VOCs, metals, PAHs, and arsenic. Table 11 summarizes the conditions for each of the areas 
of environmental concern. 
 

Table 11:  Summary of Areas of Environmental Concern 

Area Contaminants Detected Exceeding 
Applicable CTDEP RSR Criteria 

Contaminants Detected Below 
Applicable CTDEP RSR Criteria 

AOEC #1 PAHs, TPH, lead PCBs, lead 
AOEC #2 PAHs None 
AOEC #3 Arsenic, PAHs None 
   

LLAOEC “A” VOCs, Total Metals (both in 
groundwater) TPH, PAHs, PCBs 

LLAOEC “B” Total Metals (In groundwater) TPH, PAHs, PCBs, lead 

LLAOEC “C” VOCs, Total Metals (Both in 
groundwater) TPH, PAHs, PCBs 

Source:  Task 210 Subsurface Site Investigation (Maguire Group, Inc., April 14, 2003) 
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5.18.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative will be a continuance of existing conditions and no direct or 
indirect impacts to hazardous materials are anticipated from this alternative. 

The Proposed Action consists mostly of paving above existing grade. The project will create 
additional impervious surface, which would be a benefit in this area in terms of reducing 
water infiltration and possible movement of contaminated groundwater. Once the proposed 
retaining wall foundations are in place and utilities have been relocated, these should not pose 
any risks in terms of hazardous materials. If hazardous materials are encountered during 
excavation that require removal and disposal, the excavated area will be replaced with clean 
fill.  Construction period impacts relative to hazardous materials are addressed in more detail 
in Section 5.23 Construction Period Impacts.   

 
The proposed wet pond within the Proposed Action site (see Figure 2) is located within the 
ROW, just south of LLAOEC “C.”  Due to groundwater fluctuations, it was recognized that 
the pond would have the potential to act as a receiver of groundwater contamination and 
increase the potential for direct and indirect exposure of contaminants.  In order to prevent 
such effects, an impermeable pond liner will be used underneath and along its sides.  
 
It is anticipated that there will be no impacts to already established USEPA monitoring wells 
within the vicinity. 
 
With the exception of the wet wet pond, there are no other anticipated direct or indirect 
adverse impacts to hazardous materials with either the No-Action Alternative or the Proposed 
Action. 
 
5.18.3 Mitigation 

Remediation of environmental risk sites in the study area is currently under the ongoing 
purview and direction of the USEPA and CTDEP.  That effort is not related to the Proposed 
Action.  However, as it is likely that hazardous materials will be encountered during 
construction for the Proposed Action, such excavated materials will be replaced with clean 
fill.  The contaminated excavated material will be disposed of in an approved facility. More 
specific mitigation measures for the construction period are discussed in Section 5.23 
Construction Period Impacts. 
 

5.19 VISUAL/AESTHETIC EFFECTS 

5.19.1 Existing Setting 

The Proposed Action is set within a highly urbanized area of Stratford.  The visual 
environment primarily consists of I-95, commercial shopping centers, Routes 1 and 110, 
residential and commercial properties, and utility poles and wires.  Traveling on I-95 in either 
direction does not offer many views, primarily due to I-95 being elevated above adjacent land 
uses.  However, views from the Proposed Action site are of typical major highway elements 
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(lighting, signs, guard rails, billboards, etc.), the backs and fronts of adjacent shopping 
centers, parking lots, and residential houses.  The three major commercial shopping centers 
(The Dock Shopping Center, Stratford Crossing Center, and Stratford Square Shopping 
Center) have generally box-shaped buildings with little variation in façade style and color and 
have large paved parking lots in front with little or no landscaped islands.  However, along the 
southern edge (U.S. Route 1 SB and Barnum Avenue) of the Stratford Crossing Center 
property there is sporadic landscaping of ornamental trees and shrubs.  The views from the I-
95 NB off-ramp are of residential and commercial land uses.  This area, south of Ferry 
Boulevard, is typical of a well-established neighborhood.  The buildings abutting Ferry 
Boulevard are a mixture of disharmonic materials, colors, and styles. 
 
Views toward the Proposed Action site from adjacent land uses and streets are of an elevated 
highway with guardrails, concrete bridge abutments, highway lighting and signage, and 
landscaped slopes with lawn, weedy shrubs/vegetation, and sporadic trees.  As a result of I-95 
being elevated, viewers from adjacent land uses are limited from seeing beyond the Proposed 
Action site. 
 
There are no visual resources or aesthetic highlights within the Proposed Action vicinity that 
stand out against an otherwise generic urban backdrop.   
 
5.19.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative would be a continuance of existing conditions. The Proposed 
Action’s direct impacts to the visual environment will primarily be the addition of new ramps 
and retaining walls.  Views from I-95 of the Proposed Action will be insignificant, primarily 
because the proposed elements will be typical highway features that most travelers are 
accustomed to and there will be limited time to visually focus on these minor improvements 
due to the speed at which travelers pass through.   
 
Views from adjacent land uses and streets towards the Proposed Action will be of the 
proposed ramps and retaining walls.  However, these changes are not anticipated to be 
significant because they are similar to existing and surrounding highway features that 
travelers are accustomed to and will be compatible with the highly developed urban setting.  
A minor visual improvement may be gained in the event that existing above-ground utility 
wires are replaced below ground.    
 
5.19.3 Mitigation 

Since no significant adverse visual impacts are anticipated, no mitigation is proposed.  
However, given the length of the proposed retaining walls, consideration will be given to 
providing landscaping along the walls and/or adding texture to the concrete. 
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5.20  ENERGY 

5.20.1 Existing Setting 

Existing energy utilization is the consumption of fuel for vehicles using I-95, electricity used 
for highway lighting, and energy needs of existing businesses and residences in the study 
area.  Electricity for highway lighting is provided by Connecticut Light and Power. Gas 
services are provided and maintained by Southern Connecticut Gas Company. 
 
5.20.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative represents a continuation of existing energy demand and would 
have no adverse effects on energy use. 
 
Since the Proposed Action is not anticipated to increase travel times or the number of vehicles 
on the highway facilities, no significant increase in fuel consumption would result from the 
project.  There may be a need for additional light fixtures, associated with the proposed new I-
95 ramps, which would represent a slight net increase in electric usage.  No other direct or 
indirect effects on energy use or consumption are anticipated. 
 
Energy consumption during the construction period is discussed in Section 5.23 Construction 
Period Impacts. 
 
5.20.3 Mitigation  

As there are no anticipated significant or adverse impacts relative to energy usage, no 
mitigation is proposed.  However, as the design for the Proposed Action progresses and it is 
determined that new lighting will be needed, the use of energy efficient lighting fixtures will 
be incorporated.   
 

5.21  PUBLIC UTILITIES AND SERVICES    

5.21.1 Existing Setting 

The Proposed Action is situated within a highly urbanized area with many existing utility 
services.  Both above-ground and underground utility lines are located within and adjacent to 
the study area.  The only existing utilities that are utilized by I-95 and that will be needed to 
serve the Proposed Action are the stormwater management system and electricity for 
highway/roadway lighting. 

Public utilities include potable water supply (water mains), sanitary sewer, gas, electric, and 
telecommunications.  The majority of these are located within the ROW of U.S. Route 1 NB 
and SB. 
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Potable Water 
 
The Aquarion Water Company of Connecticut provides potable water in Stratford.  Within the 
study area, a water main extends underneath Bridge No. 132 (Longbrook Avenue/ Ferry 
Boulevard Connector) to Veterans Boulevard.  Another main line extends from Longbrook 
Avenue to Ferry Boulevard (U.S. Route 1 NB), then runs along the entire length of the study 
area to East Main Street, and continues north along East Main Street. 

Sanitary Sewer 
 
Sanitary sewer service is provided and maintained by the Town of Stratford.  Sanitary sewer 
lines are generally located within the same area and ROWs as the water lines.  However, 
within Ferry Boulevard, near the intersection with East Main Street, the sanitary line diverts 
to the north across the I-95 ROW, to continue up East Main Street.  
 
Stormwater Management 
 
There are two stormwater drainage systems associated with I-95 within the study area, which 
are maintained by ConnDOT and the Town of Stratford.   They are referred to, for the 
purposes of this document, as Drainage Systems A and B (Figure 14).  The divide between 
the two systems is roughly halfway between ConnDOT Bridges 132 and 133.  
 
Drainage System A:  Drainage System A drains the majority of stormwater runoff north of I-
95, including a small eastern portion of I-95, within the study area, and discharges into Ferry 
Creek on the south side of I-95 (west of Longbrook Avenue).  Other than catch basins with 
sumps, there are no water quality structures/devices connected with this system. 
 
Drainage System B:  Drainage System B drains the majority of runoff from I-95 within the 
study area and a portion of Ferry Boulevard.   Within this system, all drainage is eventually 
diverted to a catch basin just north of the intersection of Ferry Boulevard/U. S. Route 1 NB 
and Orchard Street.  The drainage is then directed underneath Ferry Street, runs down 
Orchard Street, and discharges to the Housatonic River.  Other than catch basins, there are no 
water quality structures/devices connected with this system; however, there are some grass 
swales and ground infiltration within the open vegetated area just northeast of ConnDOT 
Bridge No. 133. 
 
Gas and Electrical 
 
Gas services are provided and maintained by Southern Connecticut Gas Company.  A gas 
main extends from Longbrook Avenue along Ferry Boulevard to approximately 170 feet past 
its intersection with Orchard Street, where it diverts northward, underneath ConnDOT Bridge 
No. 134, and extends along East Main Street to Sidney Street.  

Electrical services are provided and maintained by United Illuminating Company.  An 
underground service line runs along the north side of I-95 and within the Ferry 
Boulevard/U.S. Route 1 NB ROW.  In areas where electrical lines are not underground, they 
are above ground and are collocated on telephone poles with telecommunications lines. 
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Telecommunications 
 
Telephone wires and poles are provided and maintained by SBC (formerly Southern New 
England Telephone Company).  Aboveground telephone lines run along the north side of 
Ferry Boulevard, the south side of U.S. Route 1 SB, and underneath ConnDOT Bridge No. 
132.   An underground AT&T/SBC fiber optical cable (internet/cable service) runs along 
Ferry Boulevard heading east, then diverts north across the open space area of the I-95 ROW 
to East Main Street from which point it is carried over the Moses Wheeler Bridge.  A fiber 
optic Integrated Management Systems cable owned by ConnDOT runs along the southern 
shoulder of I-95 NB within the majority of the study area. 
 
5.21.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

The No-Action Alternative would represent a continuance of existing conditions and as such 
would have no direct or indirect impacts to public utilities or services.    

Based on the conceptual alignment for the reconstruction of Interchange 33 and associated 
roadway intersections, utility impacts may take the form of conflicts between the location of 
utility lines and structures and proposed interchange elements. Anticipated conflicts include 
electric utility poles around the intersections proposed for improvement (Route 1-Veterans 
Boulevard and Route 1-Ferry Boulevard). No direct or indirect impacts to availability or 
capacity of utility systems are anticipated, and there are no foreseeable conflicts with potable 
water service as a result of the Proposed Action. 
   
The existing stormwater collection system for I-95 and Interchange 33 will be reconstructed 
for the Moses Wheeler Bridge Reconstruction project and the Proposed Action. As such, any 
existing drainage structures that cannot be used in their current locations will be removed as 
part of project construction and replaced as appropriate with updated structures. Highway and 
interchange runoff accommodated by the two proposed drainage systems (A and B) will 
continue to use the existing Ferry Creek and Orchard Street outfalls, respectively, which are 
not expected to need replacement. 

The proposed wet pond adjacent to the proposed NB on-ramp could conflict with several 
underground utility structures located underground within its footprint. These include a 200-
mm sanitary sewer line, a 150-mm gas main, and an AT&T/SBC line.   

There may be some temporary adverse impacts to utility service during the construction 
period for the Proposed Action.  These are addressed in Section 5.23 Construction Period 
Impacts. 
 
5.21.3 Mitigation 

Potential impacts to utility structures and services will be mitigated through coordination with 
affected utility companies. Such coordination has already been initiated in association with 
the Moses Wheeler Bridge Reconstruction project, and will continue to include the Proposed 
Action.  Any utility location conflicts will be mitigated by utility relocation.   
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The Proposed Action’s stormwater management system will be designed using the 2000 
ConnDOT Drainage Design Manual.  The use of these updated design guidelines will fully 
replace and improve upon the stormwater handling function of the highway/interchange 
drainage system.  Temporary and permanent erosion and sedimentation (E&S) control 
measures will utilize practices recommended by the CTDEP 2002 Connecticut E&S 
Guidelines. 
 

5.22 PUBLIC SAFETY AND SECURITY 

5.22.1 Existing Setting 

There are no public health facilities, hospitals, ambulance services, and safety resources in the 
study area including firefighting and police services. There are three hospitals within 
approximately three miles of the study area in Bridgeport. The nearest police station is located 
near the Stratford Town Hall approximately one and a half miles from the study area. The fire 
station closest to the study area is the department headquarters on Main Street, also 
approximately one mile from the study area.    
 
5.22.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

No direct or indirect adverse impacts to the provision of public health and safety services are 
anticipated with the No-Action Alternative or the Proposed Action. The Town of Stratford 
and adjacent City of Bridgeport’s existing health and safety services will be able to 
accommodate the Proposed Action without noticeable adverse impacts.  There may be a 
beneficial impact to the provision of emergency response to incidents on I-95 with the 
enhanced access provided by a full interchange at Exit 33. 
 
5.22.3 Mitigation 

Since no significant adverse impacts to public health and safety are anticipated, no mitigation 
is required or proposed. 
 

5.23 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD IMPACTS 

Construction of the proposed project will cause numerous temporary impacts within the study 
area and on the surrounding street system.  These temporary impacts may include: 
 
Traffic: During construction there may be travel delays on I-95 and disruptions to local traffic 
flow due to lane closures and/or as construction vehicles and equipment access the project 
site.   
 
Air Quality: Construction activities have the potential to cause short-term air quality impacts 
resulting from vehicle exhaust and airborne dust associated with removal of paving/soils, and 
excavation.   
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Noise:  Construction equipment operations will generate additional, temporary, periodic noise 
above and in addition to existing background noise levels.  
 
Water Quality and Stormwater Management:  During construction the potential exists for 
exposed earth materials to be washed into the drainage systems on site during a storm event.  
 
Hazardous Materials:  The study area has a history of soil and groundwater contamination due 
to former industrial activity. Therefore, during excavation there is potential for exposure of 
hazardous materials to the air and/or drainage system.  
 
Energy:  An increase in energy consumption will occur during the construction phases of the 
project; however, these impacts will be short term and will primarily consist of fossil fuel 
usage by construction vehicles and equipment and additional electrical demand for work 
performed during evening and/or weekend hours. 
   
Historic, Archaeological and Section 4(f) Resources:  Without protection, an archaeologically 
sensitive area in the location of the NB on-ramp could be impacted.  No construction-related 
impacts are anticipated to historic resources and/or Section 4(f) properties. 
 
Public Utilities:  Temporary disruptions to utilities and utility service may occur during 
construction for the Proposed Action and some utility line relocations are likely.   
 
Mitigation Measures: An efficient construction phasing and sequencing plan will be 
developed, including the following measures: 
 
Traffic: Temporary traffic impacts will be mitigated through the development and 
implementation of a Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT) plan. Techniques that may 
be employed include construction phasing to minimize disruptions to traffic, signage, detours, 
and employment of officers to direct traffic. 
 
Air Quality:  Appropriate mitigation for excessive idling of construction equipment and 
fugitive dust control will be employed as described in Section 22a-174 of the RCSA. 
Mitigation measures to control impacts to air quality during construction will include wetting 
and stabilization to decrease dust, cleaning paved areas, placing tarps over truck beds when 
hauling dirt, and scheduling construction to minimize the amount and duration of exposed 
earth.  In addition, the contractor will be required to keep equipment maintained and operating 
efficiently in a clean manner to mitigate any exhaust impacts.  The latest ConnDOT 
specification for minimizing diesel emissions during construction will be used and enforced. 
This specification includes stipulations such as:  all diesel-powered non-road construction 
equipment with engine horsepower (HP) ratings of 60 and above, that are on the project or are 
assigned to the contract for more than 30 days, shall be retrofitted with Emission Control 
Devices and/or use Clean Fuels in order to reduce diesel emissions; the establishment of least-
impact truck staging zones; and engine idling restrictions. 
 
Noise:  While construction noise is exempt under Section 22a-69-1.8(g) of the RCSA, 
construction documents will require the contractor to limit the duration and intensity of noise 
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generated by construction. Noise abatement measures in accordance with ConnDOT Form 
816 will be included in construction specifications. Such measures include appropriate 
mufflers on all construction vehicles and restrictions on hours of operation. 
 
Water Quality and Stormwater Management: To minimize temporary construction related 
water quality and stormwater management concerns, BMPs as outlined by the ConnDOT 
Standard Specifications for Roads, Bridges and Incidental Construction, Form 816, Section 
1.10 will be specified and adhered to throughout the period of active construction. An erosion 
and sedimentation (E&S) control plan will also be implemented and maintained in 
concurrence with 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control 
(CTDEP Bulletin 34) to protect adjacent waters. Other details of project construction will be 
developed during the final design and permitting phase to ensure the protection of water 
quality. 
 
Historic and Archaeological Resources, Parklands, and Section 4(f) Resources:  Temporary 
protective fencing shall be established under the field direction of Historical Perspectives, 
Inc., in order to ensure in situ preservation and avoidance of the archaeologically sensitive 
area by all construction-related activities. 
 
Hazardous Materials:  Incidental exposure of hazardous materials during construction will be 
addressed prior to construction commencement, with the development of a hazardous 
materials management plan.  A Health & Safety Plan for construction workers will also be 
developed in accordance with OSHA guidelines. To ensure there are no impacts to existing 
monitoring wells during construction, the project design consultant and contractor will 
coordinate with the USEPA Project Manager handling the Raymark investigation.  If any 
conflicts exist, appropriate mitigation measures will be used such as coordination of schedules 
during construction periods for when USEPA anticipates sampling.  Monitoring wells will 
also be clearly identified in the field prior to construction to ensure they are not damaged or 
blocked. No hazardous materials other than fuel for construction equipment will be stored on 
site during construction. All fuel storage tanks used during construction will be equipped with 
secondary containment systems. 
 
Utilities: During all phases of construction, efforts will be made to avoid and minimize 
impacts to utilities in the area.  Extensive coordination has and will continue to take place 
with Town of Stratford utility personnel, and all affected utility providers.   
 

5.24 SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

Secondary development is defined as reasonably foreseeable future development elsewhere in 
the Town of Stratford or surrounding region that may be induced by the Proposed Action.  
The Community-Economic Development Office in Stratford provided the following list of 
projected future infill and redevelopment sites and/or projects in Stratford that may be 
affected by the Proposed Action. Many of these are Brownfield sites that will require 
remediation for contaminated soils before use. 
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• Former Allied Signal Plant – 1 million square feet (+) of vacant building space 
• Lake Success Business Park – 70 acres of developable property 
• Vacant property immediately north of Stratford Crossing Shopping Center -

approximately 25 acres 
• Stratford Development – 76 acre corporate campus, ½ mile from Sikorsky Airport 
• Stratford Shakespeare Festival Theater revitalization 
• Infill at The Dock Shopping Center 
• Infill at the Stratford Square Shopping Center 
• Several two to three acre, isolated parcels along Ferry Boulevard that are largely 

underutilized 
 
The construction of a full interchange at Exit 33 is anticipated to make access to the study 
area, including Ferry Boulevard, Veterans Boulevard, and Barnum Avenue in particular, more 
convenient.  Ferry Boulevard is a major arterial in Stratford that provides the most direct route 
to many of the listed developable parcels.  Barnum Avenue and Veterans Boulevard provide 
direct access to the shopping centers noted above. Consequently, the Proposed Action is 
anticipated to have a beneficial effect on the redevelopment of these sites.  The Proposed 
Action will support and facilitate this development.  
 
Cumulative impacts are defined as consequences of the incremental effects of a project when 
added to other past or reasonably foreseeable projects. These impacts are relative to 
environmental resources that function as integral parts of a larger system.  In the context of 
the Proposed Action, such cumulative impacts are considered pertinent for socio-economic 
conditions and water quality. No other cumulative impacts are anticipated. 
 
Construction sequencing for the Proposed Action is expected to be closely aligned with that 
for the Moses Wheeler Bridge project.  The cumulative effect of these two projects will be to 
ease traffic flow on I-95 somewhat and make access to the study area more convenient. This 
is expected to facilitate travel to the commercial developments in the study area.  As the 
economic base of the study area becomes stronger, infill development and reuse of 
underutilized properties will also be encouraged. The enhanced access to the study area along 
with the current trend of growth in the economic base of the area is anticipated to have a 
cumulative beneficial effect on the Town of Stratford overall.   
 
The concurrent construction of the two projects will also result in cumulative effects to 
stormwater flows in the area.  There will be a cumulative increase in impervious surface area. 
Consequently, infiltration of stormwater into the ground will be reduced and runoff volumes 
will increase.  Increased runoff generally results in higher pollutant loads associated with 
vehicle operations and roadway salting, as well as greater erosion at discharge points. The 
project includes a new stormwater management system designed to manage storm water flows 
from both the Proposed Action and the Moses Wheeler Bridge project.  The system will 
include a wet pond and deep sumps and/or gross particle separators to pre-treat runoff. As 
such, the system will likely improve water quality of highway and interchange runoff, with 
associated cumulative benefits to water quality overall. 
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6 CERTIFICATES, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS 

 
This section identifies the potential permits, approvals, certifications, and registrations, which 
may be required for the completion of this project.  The need for specific environmental 
certificates, permits and approvals will be more specifically identified as the project advances 
to final design. 

 
• CTDEP - Flood Management Certification  
• CTDEP - Coastal Management Consistency Review  
• CTDEP - General Permit for Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters 

Associated with Construction Activities                                                                                                      
• CTDEP - Special Waste Authorization 
• State Traffic Commission (STC) Certificate 
• Interstate Highway Access Modification approval – FHWA 
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7 COORDINATION PROCESS 

 
ConnDOT conducted two public meetings in June of 2001 to provide an opportunity for 
public input and discussion on the Moses Wheeler Bridge reconstruction project.  In the 
course of these meetings, comments were also solicited on a potential project to 
reconstruct Interchange 33 as a full interchange. On December 16, 2003, ConnDOT 
initiated the public scoping process for the Reconstruction of Interchange 33 project 
under the CEPA by issuing a Scoping Notice in Connecticut’s Environmental Monitor to 
further solicit comments on the Proposed Action from state agency reviewers and other 
interested parties.  No CEPA public scoping meeting was requested or held.  A copy of 
responses received in reply to the CEPA Notice is included in Appendix A. 
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1.0  Introduction 
 
The Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT) is proposing to improve access to 
Interstate 95 at Interchange 33 in Stratford, CT.  Currently Interchange 33 is a half-diamond 
interchange (containing an I-95 southbound entrance ramp and an I-95 northbound exit ramp).  
The proposed modifications to Interchange 33 involve the construction of a northbound entrance 
ramp to I-95 and a southbound exit ramp from I-95.  The potential air quality impacts of the 
proposed project were estimated by conducting a dispersion modeling analysis.  Impacts were 
estimated in the vicinity of key roadway intersections within the study area that could potentially 
be affected by changes in project-related emissions.  The analysis was performed in accordance 
with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) procedures, guidance from the Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), and requirements of the Connecticut 
Department of Transportation (ConnDOT). 
 
Section 2 presents the existing setting for this project and discusses the relevant pollutants, the 
air quality regulatory requirements applicable to the project, and existing air quality in the 
project study area.  Section 3 discusses the methodology for the modeling analysis and describes 
the direct and indirect impacts associated with this project.  Conclusions of the air quality 
analysis and the status of the project with respect to requirements for an Indirect Source Permit  
are presented in Section 4. 
 
2.0 Existing Setting 
 
2.1 Regulatory Requirements 
 
The applicable Federal and state requirements that govern air quality in the project study area are 
described in this section. The main Federal legislation dealing with air quality is the Clean Air 
Act of 19701 (as amended in 1977 and 1990).  The applicable Connecticut regulation is 
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, Section 22a-174. 
 
2.2 Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 
The purpose of the Clean Air Act is to preserve air quality and to protect the public's health and 
welfare.  Under the authority of the Clean Air Act, as amended, EPA established National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards2 (NAAQS) for the following pollutants:  carbon monoxide (CO), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone, particulate matter ten microns or smaller in diameter (PM10), 
particulate matter 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead.  
Ambient air quality standards define allowable limits for atmospheric concentrations of air 
pollutants.  Primary standards are established to protect public health, and Secondary standards 
are established at levels designed to protect the public welfare by accounting for the effects of air 
pollution on vegetation, soil, materials, visibility, and other aspects of the general welfare.  These 

                                                 
1 Clean Air Act of 1970 and subsequent amendments, including the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  42 USC 

7401-7671g. 
2 40 CFR Part 50:  National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
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standards are summarized in Table 1.  The Connecticut Ambient Air Quality Standards3 are 
identical to the NAAQS and are also presented in Table 1. 
 
The EPA has designated the Fairfield County area (which includes Stratford and the Proposed 
Project) as attainment (in compliance with the NAAQS) for all pollutants except ozone. With 
respect to the 1-hour ozone standard, the Stratford area, including the project study area, is 
included in the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-CT Ozone Nonattainment 
Area and is currently classified as a Severe-17 ozone nonattainment area (having measured 
ozone concentrations higher than the NAAQS) due to violations of the ozone standard in the 
recent past. 
 
With respect to the 8-hour ozone standard, the EPA issued final rules4,5 on April 15, 2004, that 
designate this area of Connecticut as a Moderate nonattainment area.  This designation took 
effect on June 15, 2004.  As a Moderate ozone nonattainment area for the 8-hour ozone standard, 
the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-CT 8-Hour Ozone Nonattainment 
Area is required to attain the 8-hour ozone standard by the year 2010.  With designations in place 
for the 8-hour ozone standard, the EPA plans to revoke the 1-hour ozone standard in June 2005.  
To avoid “backsliding” or losing clean air progress toward attaining the 1-hour standard, the 
April 15, 2004 rules require that current emission control measures for the 1-hour standard must 
stay in place until the area attains the 8-hour ozone standard. 
 
2.3 Pollutants Related to Motor Vehicles 
 
Motor vehicle sources primarily emit CO, nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) which are precursors to ozone formation, and, to a lesser extent, PM10, PM2.5, SO2, and 
lead.  Particulate matter and sulfur dioxide have such low emission levels that they are not 
addressed further.  Lead is no longer considered to be a pollutant of concern for transportation 
projects because emissions of lead from motor vehicles have been nearly eliminated as unleaded 
fuels have replaced leaded fuels nationwide. 
 
2.4 Requirements for Conformity  
 
As required by the Clean Air Act, the DEP has prepared a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that 
explains how the Fairfield County region plans to attain the NAAQS for ozone.  The SIP 
includes analysis of ozone levels in the region, commitments to the required emission control 
programs, and implementation schedules to reach attainment.  
 
 

                                                 
3 Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, Section 22a-174-24. 

4  Final Rule to Implement the 8-Hour Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard – Phase 1. 40 CFR Part 
81.  April 15, 2004.  Available:  http://www.epa.gov/ozonedesignations. 
5  Air Quality Designations and Classifications for the 8-Hour Ozone National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards; Early Action Compact Areas with Deferred Effective Dates. 40 CFR Part 81.  April 15, 2004.  
Available:  http://www.epa.gov/ozonedesignations. 
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In addition, based on the SIP, ambient pollutant concentrations due to the project must not create 
or contribute to a new violation of the NAAQS, nor worsen any existing violation of the 
NAAQS.  The air quality modeling analysis for the Interchange 33 Project was performed to 
demonstrate compliance with the NAAQS for CO in accordance with this requirement. 
 
2.5 Existing Ambient Air Quality        
 
The CT DEP maintains a network of monitoring stations which sample pollutant concentrations 
in the ambient air and provide data to assess the impact of emission control strategies.  Table 2 
summarizes the most recent information available (for the year 2002, the most recent complete 
year for which data are available) from the DEP monitoring stations located nearest to the study 
area.  As shown in Table 2, there are two DEP-operated monitoring sites for PM10 in the region 
near the project corridor, three for PM2.5, and one monitoring site each for CO, NO2, ozone, and 
SO2.  The measured pollutant levels given in Table 2 may be compared to the NAAQS and 
Connecticut Ambient Air Quality Standards presented in Table 1.  Concentrations of VOCs are 
not measured, and there is no NAAQS specifically for VOCs.  Rather, the product of the 
photochemical reactions of VOC and NOx - ozone - is measured for purposes of compliance 
with the NAAQS.  Table 2 shows that the measured concentrations in 2002 for all pollutants 
except ozone are well below the Connecticut and National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  
Table 2 also indicates that exceedances of the NAAQS for ozone were measured in the Stratford 
area in 2002.  As noted above, the Stratford area currently is classified as a Severe-17 ozone 
nonattainment area due to violations of the ozone standard. 
 
3.0 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
 
Ambient pollutant concentrations due to the project must not create or contribute to a new 
violation of the NAAQS, nor worsen any existing violation of the NAAQS.  The air quality 
modeling analysis for the Interchange 33 Project was performed to demonstrate compliance with 
the NAAQS for CO in accordance with this requirement. 
 
3.1 Air Quality Modeling Analysis Methodology 
 
The air quality modeling analysis for the Interchange 33 Project consisted of a microscale (local 
area) analysis to estimate maximum one- and eight-hour CO concentrations at traffic 
intersections potentially affected by the Project within the study area.  No emission inventory 
analysis was required or performed for the EA because this project is included in the emission 
inventory conducted for the region’s approved TIP (see Section 2.3).  The microscale analysis 
used dispersion modeling techniques and was performed in accordance with EPA’s 1992 
guidelines6.  The project traffic study provided level of service (LOS) and traffic data for the 
affected intersections in the vicinity of the project.  Table 3 lists the six intersections that were 
selected for air quality modeling analysis.  The locations of these intersections within the study 
area are shown in Figure 1. 
                                                 
6 Guideline for Modeling Carbon Monoxide From Roadway Intersections.  EPA-454/R-92-005.  U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards.  Research Triangle Park, NC.  November 1992. 
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Maximum CO concentrations were estimated for sensitive locations (receptors) in the vicinity of 
the six intersections that were analyzed.  Sensitive receptor locations can include local 
residences, businesses, schools, health care facilities, and other locations where the general 
public has reasonable access.  In addition to sensitive receptor locations representing specific 
structures or land uses, CO concentrations at intersections are estimated for receptors placed 
along the roadway shoulder or sidewalk area along the approaches to the intersection and the 
departures from the intersection.  In accordance with EPA's 1992 guidelines, these "sidewalk" 
receptors were modeled at distances of 3 meters (10 feet), 25 meters (82 feet), and 50 meters 
(164 feet) along the roadway's approach and departure beginning at the marked stop line. 
 
Motor vehicle exhaust emission factors for CO, which are input into the dispersion model, were 
developed using EPA's MOBILE6.2 emission factor program7, as released by the Office of 
Transportation and Air Quality (OTAQ)8.  The MOBILE6.2 input parameters for the project 
were chosen in accordance with current ConnDOT guidance9.  Exhaust CO emission factors for 
vehicles at idle were developed using EPA's recommended procedure10 from the MOBILE6 
guidance document for computing idle emission factors.  The major MOBILE6.2 input 
parameters and the values used in the analysis are listed in Table 4. 
 
One-hour CO concentrations were estimated using EPA's CAL3QHC Version 2.0 dispersion 
model11.  The major CAL3QHC input assumptions are listed in Table 5.  The eight-hour CO 
concentrations were then calculated from the one-hour results using a scale factor of 0.7 as 
recommended by DEP12.  The modeled one- and eight-hour CO concentrations were then added 
to their respective one- and eight-hour ambient background concentrations specified by DEP10 to 
get a total maximum CO concentration for each receptor location.  The background values used 
were 5.0 parts per million (ppm) for one hour and 3.0 ppm for eight hours.  These background 

                                                 
7 User’s Guide to MOBILE6.1 and MOBILE6.2 Mobile Source Emission Factor Model.  U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, Assessment and Standards Division.  Report number 
420-R-03-010.  Ann Arbor, MI.  August 2003. 

8 Approved final version of MOBILE6.2 computer program released by memorandum Policy Guidance on the Use 
of MOBILE6.2 and the December 2003 AP-42 Method for Re-Entrained Road Dust for SIP Development and 
Transportation Conformity.  Margo Tsirigotis Oge, Director, Office of Transportation and Air Quality, and Steve 
Page, Director, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  
Washington, DC.  February 24, 2004. 

9 Personal communications (email) from T. Doyle, Connecticut Department of Transportation to C. Bergweiler, KM 
Chng Environmental Inc.  August 25, 2004. 

10Technical Guidance on the Use of MOBILE6 for Emission Inventory Preparation.  Section 4.4.4.  U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Transportation and Air Quality.  Ann Arbor, MI. January 2002.  This 
guidance has superceded the MOBILE5 Information Sheet #2: Estimating Idle Emission Factors Using MOBILE5.  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Mobile Sources (now Office of Transportation and Air Quality).  
Ann Arbor, MI.  July 30, 1993. 

11 User's Guide to CAL3QHC Version 2.0:  A Modeling Methodology for Predicting Pollutant Concentrations Near 
Roadway Intersections.  EPA-45/R-92-006.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air Quality 
Planning and Standards.  Research Triangle Park, NC.  November 1992.  Revised June 1993. 

12 Personal communications from P. Bodner, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection to D. Ernst, KM 
Chng Environmental Inc.  January 14, 2004. 
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concentrations were held constant for all analysis years and project alternatives.  The estimated 
total maximum CO concentrations were then compared to the NAAQS presented in Table 1. 
 
3.2 Impact Analysis 
 
The estimated maximum one- and eight-hour CO concentrations (including appropriate 
background concentration levels) for the receptors with the highest CO levels at each of the six 
intersections analyzed are shown in Table 6. 
 
2001 Existing Conditions 
 
The maximum predicted one-hour CO concentration for the 2001 Existing Conditions occurred 
at the intersection of East Main Street (Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 Westbound and was 
estimated to be 8.1 parts per million (ppm) at a receptor located along the southwest approach of 
East Main Street near Route 1 westbound.  All of the predicted one-hour CO concentrations at 
each receptor at each of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for the 2001 
Existing Conditions are well below the one-hour state and Federal Ambient Air Quality CO 
Standard of 35 ppm.   
 
The maximum predicted eight-hour CO concentration for the 2001 Existing Conditions also 
occurred at the intersection of East Main Street (U.S. Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 Westbound 
and was estimated to be 5.2 ppm at the same receptor along the southwest approach of East Main 
Street near Route 1 westbound. All of the predicted eight-hour CO concentrations at each 
receptor at each of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for the 2001 Existing 
Conditions are well below the eight-hour state and Federal Ambient Air Quality CO Standard of 
9 ppm. 
 
2008 No-Build Alternative 
 
As shown in Table 6, the maximum predicted one-hour CO concentration for the 2008 No-Build 
Alternative occurred at the intersection of East Main Street (Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 
Westbound and was estimated to be 7.3 ppm at a receptor on the sidewalk of the approach of 
East Main Street at 3 meters from the stop line.  All of the predicted one-hour CO concentrations 
at each receptor at each of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for the 2008 No-
Build Alternative are well below the one-hour state and Federal Ambient Air Quality CO 
Standard of 35 ppm.   
 
The maximum predicted eight-hour CO concentration (see Table 6) for the 2008 No-Build 
Alternative also occurred at the intersection of East Main Street (Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 
Westbound and was estimated to be 4.6 ppm at a receptor on the sidewalk of the approach of 
East Main Street at 3 meters from the stop line.  All of the predicted eight-hour CO 
concentrations at each receptor at each of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for 
the 2008 No-Build Alternative are well below the eight-hour state and Federal Ambient Air 
Quality CO Standard of 9 ppm. 
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2008 Build Alternative 
 
The maximum predicted one-hour CO concentration for the 2008 Build Alternative (as shown in 
Table 6) occurred at the intersection of Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 Eastbound and 
was estimated to be 8.5 ppm at a receptor located on the sidewalk of the eastbound approach of 
Barnum Avenue at 3 meters from the stop line.  All of the predicted one-hour CO concentrations  
at each receptor at each of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for the 2008 
Build Alternative are well below the one-hour state and Federal Ambient Air Quality CO 
Standard of 35 ppm.   
 
The maximum predicted eight-hour CO concentration (Table 6) for the 2008 Build Alternative 
also occurred at the intersection of Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 Eastbound and was 
estimated to be 5.4 ppm at the same sidewalk receptor on the sidewalk of the eastbound approach 
of Barnum Avenue.  All of the predicted eight-hour CO concentrations at each receptor at each 
of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for the 2008 Build Alternative are well 
below the eight-hour state and Federal Ambient Air Quality CO Standard of 9 ppm. 
 
At all of the intersections analyzed for the 2008 conditions, with the exception of the intersection 
of East Main Street (Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 Westbound, estimated maximum one- and 
eight-hour CO concentrations are higher in the Build Alternative than with the No-Build 
Alternative.  This is due to the introduction of additional traffic into these intersections because 
of the new on- and off-ramps. 
 
2025 No-Build Alternative 
 
As presented in Table 6, the maximum predicted one-hour CO concentration for the 2025 No-
Build Alternative was estimated to be 6.7 ppm at the intersection of East Main Street (Route 
110) and U.S. Route 1 Westbound, at a receptor on the sidewalk of the approach of East Main 
Street at 3 meters from the stop line.  All of the predicted one-hour CO concentrations at each 
receptor at each of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for the 2025 No-Build 
Alternative are well below the one-hour state and Federal Ambient Air Quality CO Standard of 
35 ppm.   
 
The maximum predicted eight-hour CO concentration (see Table 6) for the 2025 No-Build 
Alternative also occurred at the intersection of East Main Street (Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 
Westbound, and was estimated to be 4.2 ppm at a receptor located on the sidewalk of the 
approach of East Main Street at 3 meters from the stop line.  All of the predicted eight-hour CO 
concentrations at each receptor at each of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for 
the 2025 No-Build Alternative are well below the eight-hour state and Federal Ambient Air 
Quality CO Standard of 9 ppm. 
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2025 Build Alternative 
 
The maximum predicted one-hour CO concentration for the 2025 Build Alternative (as shown in 
Table 6) occurred at the intersection of Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 Eastbound and 
was estimated to be 7.4 ppm at a receptor located on the sidewalk of the eastbound approach of 
Barnum Avenue at 3 meters from the stop line.  All of the predicted one-hour CO concentrations 
at each receptor at each of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for the 2025 
Build Alternative are well below the one-hour state and Federal Ambient Air Quality CO 
Standard of 35 ppm.   
 
The maximum predicted eight-hour CO concentration (Table 6) for the 2025 Build Alternative 
also occurred at the intersection of Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 Eastbound and was 
estimated to be 4.7 ppm at the same sidewalk receptor on the sidewalk of the eastbound approach 
of Barnum Avenue.  All of the predicted eight-hour CO concentrations at each receptor at each 
of the intersections analyzed in the Project Study Area for the 2025 Build Alternative are well 
below the eight-hour state and Federal Ambient Air Quality CO Standard of 9 ppm. 
 
At all of the intersections analyzed for the 2025 conditions, with the exception of the intersection 
East Main Street (Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 Westbound, estimated maximum one- and eight-
hour CO concentrations are higher in the Build Alternative than with the No-Build Alternative.  
This is due to the introduction of additional traffic into these intersections because of the new on- 
and off-ramps. 
 
3.3 Project-Level Conformity Evaluation 
 
Federal regulations concerning the conformity of transportation projects developed, funded or 
approved by the USDOT and by metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) are contained in 
40 CFR 93.  The Proposed Action (project) is included in the Greater Bridgeport MPO’s current 
(2004-2028) Long Range Transportation Plan, but is not included in their current (FY 2005-
2009) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
 
In accordance with 40 CFR 93.115(a), the applicable criteria and procedures for determining the 
conformity of a project which is not from a conforming Transportation Plan and TIP are listed in 
Table 1 of 40 CFR 93.109(b).  All but one of these criteria have been determined to be satisfied 
for the Proposed Action, as follows: 
 

• Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) – This project does not interfere with the 
implementation of any TCM in the current State Implementation Plan (SIP), as there are 
none. 

 
• Currently Conforming Plan and TIP – The MPO’s current Long Range Transportation 

Plan was determined to be in conformity by FHWA and FTA on 
April 28, 2004.  The MPO’s current TIP was determined to be in conformity by FHWA 
and FTA on October 21, 2004. 
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• CO and PM10 Hot Spots – This project will not cause or contribute to any new violations 

or increase the frequency or severity of any existing CO or PM10 violations in CO and 
PM10 non-attainment or maintenance areas as evidenced by the results of the CO hot spot 
analysis contained herein.  NOTE:  This project is not located in a PM10 non-attainment 
or maintenance area, therefore a PM10 hot spot analysis was not required. 

 
• PM10 Control Measures – There are no PM10 control measures in the current State 

Implementation Plan. 
 

• Emissions Budget or Emissions Reduction – This project is not included in the current 
statewide transportation network model, and a separate regional emissions analysis has 
not been performed – this analysis is scheduled to be completed in early 2005.  It is 
anticipated that this project will be demonstrated to be consistent with the motor vehicle 
emissions budgets in the State Implementation Plan prior to issuing the final 
Environmental Assessment document. 

 
3.4 Construction Impacts and Mitigation 
 
Construction activities can result in short-term impacts on ambient air quality.  These potential 
impacts include direct emissions from construction equipment and trucks, fugitive dust 
emissions, and increased emissions from motor vehicles on the streets due to disruption of traffic 
flow.  These impacts will be temporary, and will affect only the immediate vicinity of the 
construction sites and their access routes.  Appropriate mitigation requirements for excessive 
idling of construction equipment and fugitive dust control are described in Section 22a-174-18 of 
the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA). 
 
4.0 Conclusions 
 
An air quality modeling analysis was performed to estimate CO concentrations in accordance 
with guidance from EPA, ConnDOT, and CT DEP.  All estimated CO concentrations are less 
than the NAAQS for the proposed Build alternative.  No adverse air quality impacts are expected 
due to implementation of the proposed Interchange 33 Project.  The project is expected to 
conform to the SIP.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required for potential air quality 
impacts of project operation. An Indirect Source Permit will not be required for the project, since 
the project does not involve a new interchange, new highway, or new highway lane greater than 
one mile in length. 
 
Potential air quality impacts due to construction activities can be reduced through the use of 
appropriate mitigation measures. 
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 Table 1 
 Connecticut and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 

Pollutant Standard Averaging Period Connecticuta Nationala,b 
Carbon Monoxide  Primary and Secondary 

 Primary and Secondary 
 8-hour average 
 1-hour average 

10 mg/m3 (9 ppm) 
40 mg/m3 (35 ppm) 

10 mg/m3 (9 ppm)d 
40 mg/m3 (35 ppm)d 

Ozone  Primary and Secondary 
 Primary and Secondary 

 8-hour average 
 1-hour average 

157 μg/m3  (0.08 ppm)  
235μg/m3 (0.125 ppm)  

157 μg/m3  (0.08 ppm)e 
235μg/m3 (0.125 ppm)f 

Nitrogen Dioxide  Primary and Secondary  Annual arithmetic mean 100 μg/m3 (0.05 ppm) 100 μg/m3 (0.05 ppm) 
Sulfur Dioxide  Primary 

 Primary 
 Secondary 

 Annual arithmetic mean 
 24-hour averagec 
 3-hour average 

  80 μg/m3 (0.03 ppm) 
 365 μg/m3 (0.14 ppm) 
1300 μg/m3 (0.5 ppm) 

  80 μg/m3 (0.03 ppm) 
 365 μg/m3 (0.14 ppm) 
1300 μg/m3 (0.5 ppm) 

Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

 Primary and Secondary 
 Primary and Secondary 

 Annual arithmetic mean 
 24-hour average 

 50 μg/m3 
150 μg/m3 

 50 μg/m3 g 
150 μg/m3 h 

Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

 Primary and Secondary 
 Primary and Secondary 

 Annual arithmetic mean 
 24-hour average 

 15 μg/m3 
65 μg/m3 

 15 μg/m3 i 
65 μg/m3 I 

Lead  Primary and Secondary  Calendar quarterly mean 1.5 μg/m3 1.5 μg/m3 
Sources:  National - 40 CFR Part 50.  Connecticut - RCSA Section 22a-174-24. 
 
a Units are milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m3), parts per million (ppm), and micrograms per cubic meter (Fg/m3). 
b National short-term standards are not to be exceeded more than once in a calendar year. 
c National standards are block averages rather than moving averages. 
d National secondary standards for carbon monoxide have been dropped. 
e Average of the annual fourth highest daily maximum 8-hour average concentration is less than or equal to 0.08 ppm. 
f Maximum daily 1-hour average (averaged over a three year period, the expected number of days above the standard must be less than or 

equal to one). 
g To attain the PM10 annual standard, the arithmetic average of the 24-hour samples for a period of 1 year, averaged over 3 consecutive 

years, must not exceed 50 :g/m3. 
h To attain the PM10 24-hour standard, the maximum 24-hour average concentration must not exceed 150 :g/m3 more than once per year 

(3-year average). 
i See Appendix N of 40 CFR Part 50 for detailed description of how standards are attained. 
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 Table 2 
 2002 Monitored Ambient Air Quality in the Study Area 
 

Pollutant City 
Location 
DEP Site I.D. Number 

Averaging 
Period 

Maximum 
Concentrationa 

   1st 
Highest 

2nd 
Highest 

Carbon Monoxide Bridgeport 
Jasper Mclevy Hall 
State Street 
09-001-0004-1 

1 Hour 
8 Hours 

 4.7 
 2.7 

4.1 
2.5 

     
Ozoneb Stratford 

USCG Lighthouse 
Prospect Street 
09-001-3007-1 

1 Hour 
8 Hours 

0.145 
0.129 

0.135 
0.115 

     
Nitrogen Dioxidec Westport 

Sherwood Island State Park 
09-001-9003-1 

Annual 0.019 NAg  

     
Particulate Matter - 
10 Micronsd 

Bridgeport 
Roosevelt School 
Park Avenue 
09-001-0010-1 

24 Hours 
Annual 

86   17  45 
 NA 

 Bridgeport 
Shed 
Congress Street 
09-001-0113-1 

24 Hours 
Annual 

85 
17 

43 
NA 

     
Particulate Matter - 
2.5 Micronse 

Bridgeport 
Roosevelt School 
Park Avenue 
09-001-0010-1 

24 Hours 
Annual 

36 
12.7 

35 
NA  

 Bridgeport 
Roosevelt School 
Park Avenue 
09-001-0010-2 

24 Hours 
Annual 

35 
11.8 

34 
NA  

 BridgeportShed 
Congress Street 
09-001-0113-1 

24 Hours 
Annual 

37 
13.0 

35 
NA 

     
Sulfur Dioxidef Bridgeport 

115 Boston Terrace 
09-001-0012-1 

3 Hours 
24 Hours 
Annual 

0.042 
0.029 
0.005 

0.039 
0.029 
NA  

 a-g See notes on following page 
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a Concentrations are in parts per million (ppm), except particulate concentrations are in 
micrograms per cubic meter (:g/m3). 

b The ozone 1-hour standard is 0.125 ppm and the ozone 8-hour standard is 0.08 ppm. 
c The nitrogen dioxide annual standard is 0.05 ppm (100 :g/m3). 
d Particles with a nominal aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10).  The PM10 24-hour 

standard is 150 :g/m3 and the annual standard is 50 :g/m3. 
e Particles with a nominal aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5).  The PM2.5 24-

hour standard is a 3-year average of the 98th percentile values which must be less than or equal to 
65 :g/m3 and the annual standard is 15 :g/m3. 

f The sulfur dioxide primary standards are 0.14 ppm (365 :g/m3) for 24 hours and 0.03 ppm (80 
:g/m3) for the annual average.  The secondary standard is 0.50 ppm (1300 :g/m3) for 3 hours. 

g Not Applicable. 
 
Source:  Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, as reported to U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency AIRData website (http://www.epa.gov/air/data/geosel.html).  Monitor Values Report 
accessed December 29, 2003.  The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection currently does 
not monitor lead concentrations in the Stratford area. 
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Table 3 
 

Intersections Modeled for Air Quality Impacts 
 
ID No. Intersection 

1. Ferry Boulevard and U.S. Route 1 Westbound (Route 1 Connector Northbound) 
2. U.S. Route 1 and Dock Shopping Center Entrance East 
3. Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 Eastbound at Ferry Boulevard (with the I-95 

Northbound On Ramp in the Build Condition only) 
4. Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 Westbound at Veterans Boulevard Connector 
5. East Main Street (Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 Westbound  
6. Veterans Boulevard and Veterans Boulevard Connector (with the I-95 Southbound Off 

Ramp in the Build Condition only) 
 
Locations of these intersections in the project corridor are shown in Figure 1. 
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Table 4 
 

Major Input Parameters for MOBILE6.2 Emission Factor Modeling 
 
Parameter or Variable Values or Sources 

Vehicle Fleet and Activity Inputs 

VMT mix By vehicle type: 2002 Fairfield County, CT data. 
By facility:  All intersections treated as 

Arterial facility type . 
By hour:  Not varied by hour. 
By speed:  Not varied by speed. 

Mileage accrual rates National defaults 

Vehicle model year distribution The CT DEP file “CTRvRg99.D” was used. 
 Light-duty vehicles: 2002 CT data. 
 Heavy-duty vehicles: National default. 

Soak time distribution National default 

Starts per day distribution  National default 

Region Low altitude 

Vehicle speeds Varied 2.5-65 mph, with single average speed per 
scenario. 

Roadway facility (functional classes) Arterial facility type used for all scenarios. 

Seasonal/Meteorological Inputs 

Month of evaluation for CO January 

Temperatures for CO Minimum: 41.0° F 
Maximum: 41.0° F 

Fuel Inputs 

Reformulated gasoline Yes; northern region specified. 

Gasoline RVP for CO 13.0 psi 
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Table 4 Continued 
 

Major Input Parameters for MOBILE6.2 Emission Factor Modeling 
 
Parameter or Variable Values or Sources 

State Program Inputs 

Inspection/Maintenance (I/M) Program The CT DEP file “CTIM99.d” used for existing 
conditions (2001), reflecting program in place 
through July 1, 2002. The CT DEP file 
“CTIM07.d” used for future conditions (2008, 
2025), reflecting programs in place from 2004 
onward.  

Low Emitting Vehicle (LEV) Program The MOBILE6.2 file “NLEVNE.D” was used. 

Anti-tampering program (ATP) CT DEP data. 

Stage II refueling controls Not modeled (NO REFUELING command used). 

Other Inputs 

All other inputs National default 
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Table 5 
 

CAL3QHC Input Parameter Values 
 
 
Traffic: 
 
Design saturation flow rate (SFR): 1600 vehicles per hour  
Arrival rate (AT):   3 (random arrivals) 
Signal type (ST):   1 (pre-timed; worst-case assumption) 
 
Meteorological: 
 
Wind speed:  1 meter per second  
Stability class:     D (Neutral) 
Mixing height:  1000 meters 
Wind directions:  10º- 360º scanned at 10º increments 
 
Other: 
 
Surface roughness coefficient (Z0): 108 centimeters (corresponding to residential/small low-

rise buildings) 
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Table 6 
 

Summary of Maximum Estimated CO Concentrations (in parts per million) 
 

  
2001 

Existing 
2008 

No-Build 
2008 
Build 

2025 
No-Build 

2025 
Build 

ID 
No. 

 
Intersection 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr 8-hr 1-hr 8-hr 

1. Ferry Boulevard and U.S. Route 1 Westbound 
(Route 1 Connector Northbound) 

7.8 5.0 6.9 4.3 7.0 4.4 6.6 4.1 6.7 4.2 

2. U.S. Route 1 and Dock Shopping Center Entrance 
East 

7.9 5.0 6.9 4.3 7.3 4.6 6.5 4.1 6.7 4.2 

3. Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 
Eastbound at Ferry Boulevard (with the I-95 
Northbound On Ramp in the Build Condition only) 

7.8 5.0 6.8 4.3 8.5 5.4 6.5 4.1 7.4 4.7 

4. Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 
Westbound at Veterans Boulevard Connector 

7.3 4.6 6.4 4.0 6.6 4.1 6.2 3.8 6.3 3.9 

5. East Main Street (Route 110) and U.S. Route 1 
Westbound  

8.1 5.2 7.3 4.6 7.2 4.5 6.7 4.2 6.7 4.2 

6. Veterans Boulevard and Veterans Boulevard 
Connector (with the I-95 Southbound Off Ramp in 
the Build Condition only) 

6.6 4.1 6.0 3.7 6.6 4.1 5.8 3.6 6.3 3.9 

 
Notes: 
Background levels of 5.0 parts per million (ppm) for the one-hour averaging period and 3.0 ppm for the eight-hour averaging period 
are included in the concentrations presented above, in accordance with ConnDOT guidance. 
 
The National and Connecticut Ambient CO Standards are 35 ppm for the one-hour and 9 ppm for the eight-hour averaging time 
periods. 
 
Source:  KM Chng Environmental Inc., 2004. 
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Intersection 2 Intersection 5 

Intersection 4 

Intersection 6 

Intersection 1 

Intersection 3 

Figure 1:  Intersections Modeled for Air Quality Impacts. 
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APPENDIX C  
PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT, COMMENTS & RESPONSES  

 
 
This appendix specifically documents what transpired at the April 13, 2005, Public Hearing 
regarding this project. Additionally, all comments received during the public comment 
period, which expired on April 29, 2005, are included. Reponses to each comment are 
provided herein as follows: 
 

• Federal agency comments 
• State agency comments 
• Town of Stratford comments 
• Public/individual comments 
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FEDERAL AGENCY COMMENTS 
 
None received 
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STATE AGENCY COMMENTS 
 
Department of Public Health Drinking Water Division 
 
Comments 
 
In a letter dated March 23, 2005 this agency stated that it had reviewed the project and found 
that no comment was necessary 
 
State of Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
 
Comments  
1. Contrary to the statement on page 37 of the document, the project will require an indirect 

source permit from the Bureau of Air Management pursuant to Section 22a-174-
100(a)(1) of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA).   

 
2. Project construction plans should include a protocol for sampling and analysis of 

potentially contaminated soil.  Soil with contaminant levels that exceed the applicable 
criteria of the Remediation Standard Regulations is considered to be special waste.  The 
disposal of special wastes requires written authorization from the Waste Engineering and 
Enforcement Division prior to delivery to any solid waste disposal facility in CT.  
Excavated soils may also require special handling to prevent exposures to workers and 
the general public. 

 
3. Presence of contamination must also be considered in developing plans for dewatering 

construction areas, including treatment and discharge.  The potential for contaminated 
groundwater to be conducted along newly installed stormwater piping should also be 
considered.  The use of collars or bedding material to prevent groundwater migration 
along newly installed pipelines should be considered. 

 
4. Discussion of groundwater concerns addresses only potential impacts to potable water 

supplies.  It should be acknowledged that reduced groundwater infiltration could 
potentially raise other issues, including but not limited to, impacts to wetlands and affects 
on upland soil conditions and vegetation. 

5. Based on the description of how the retention pond will function it would be more 
accurately labeled a “detention pond.”  Although not stated in the document, it appears 
that infiltration of stormwater could result in mobilization of contaminated groundwater.  
The rationale for not providing stormwater retention/infiltration should be explicitly 
discussed.  This explanation will also be required in the coastal consistency 
documentation to be subsequently provided. 

6. Document states that the portion of the project that will drain to Ferry Creek will be fitted 
with deep sumps and/or gross particle separators.  Advanced designs for gross particle 
separators have been developed, incorporating cyclonic or swirl technology, which DEP 
believes are more effective.  It is recommended that the appropriate variety of this type of 
unit be installed. 
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7. Provisions should be made for the periodic maintenance that will be required to insure 
continued effectiveness of all structural control measures, particularly the proposed 
detention pond. 

8. The EIE should discuss potential measures to prevent and control the spread of 
Phragmites that might result from the anticipated increase in stormwater discharged to the 
Ferry Creek system.  This discussion will also be required in the coastal consistency 
documentation. 

 
Responses 
1.   An indirect source permit will be obtained for this project. 

2. Based upon a review of investigative reports prepared for areas adjacent to this 
interchange which include the Task 210 Subsurface Site Investigation, Reconstruction of 
the Moses Wheeler Bridge Interstate 95 over the Housatonic River Stratford & Milford, 
Connecticut Vols. 1-3 and reports provided by the EPA, it has been determined there is 
the potential to encounter contaminated and/or hazardous material during construction of 
this project.  Once preliminary design plans are available, a determination will be made 
regarding the need for additional investigations.  This data, in addition to existing data 
will be used as the basis for developing plans and specifications for handling and disposal 
of contaminated and/or hazardous materials.  Specifically, a Task 210 and/or 310 study 
will be conducted for the project study area prior to final design.  All work will be done 
in accordance with the applicable regulations. 

 

3.  See response to comment 2 above. New piping to serve the Proposed Action is expected 
to be limited to only that necessary to conduct stormwater from the proposed new ramps 
to the existing Town of Stratford stormwater drainage system and/or drainage system 
(including wet pond) constructed as part of the Moses Wheeler Bridge project. These 
factors lead to the conclusion that the potential for contaminated groundwater to be 
conducted along newly installed drainage piping is limited.  Nonetheless, construction 
plans will include measures for safely dewatering construction areas as well as measures 
to prevent contaminated groundwater from being conducted along newly installed 
stormwater piping.  This will be accomplished through the use of special collars, 
waterproof gaskets and drainage cut-off walls where applicable.  

 

4. The change to groundwater infiltration with the proposed project is expected to be 
minimal.  Any change will only be related to the additional impervious surface area 
associated with the two new ramps.  The dimensions of these new ramps have not been 
determined, but are anticipated to provide typical 36 foot width (two lanes with 
shoulders).  The new southbound off ramp may be very roughly up to 1500 feet in length 
and the northbound on-ramp could be very roughly up to 800 feet in length.  

Each ramp will contribute stormwater runoff to separate drainage systems. Stormwater 
from the proposed northbound on and off ramps will first flow into the wet pond where 
the first flush of stormwater (i.e. that portion of the stormwater runoff containing the first 
inch or water quality volume) will be retained.  The wet basin will be designed in 
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accordance with the 2004 Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual and the DOT 
Drainage Manual.  Flow from this wet basin will ultimately enter the existing stormwater 
drainage system under Orchard Street and ultimately find its way into the Housatonic 
River.  Stormwater from the proposed southbound off-ramp will flow to the existing 
stormwater drainage system that discharges southwest of the project area and into Ferry 
Creek. The impervious area of the new ramps is considered to be minimal within the 
context of the overall local watershed as these drainage systems occur in a highly 
urbanized area where opportunities for groundwater infiltration are already substantially 
reduced due to the presence of large amounts of impervious surfaces.  The addition of the 
new ramps will not substantially alter these existing conditions.  

Finally, there are no wetlands directly within the project site.  The nearest wetlands are 
those where the existing drainage outfalls occur; the Ferry Creek outfall is along I-95 
near Longbrook Avenue and the Orchard Street outfall is off the southeast end of Orchard 
Street.  Due to the wetland’s small size, their location surrounded by development, and 
the predominance of invasive species, their primary functions are evaluated to be limited 
to sediment and toxicant retention.  The additional volume of stormwater runoff 
contributed to these wetlands as a result of the new ramps is not anticipated to 
significantly affect the function and values of these wetlands since it will be treated prior 
to discharge. 
 

5.  The wet pond will be designed in accordance with the 2004 Connecticut Stormwater 
Quality Manual and the DOT Drainage Manual.  It will be built before the proposed 
project is constructed and designed to meet the drainage requirements of the Moses 
Wheeler Bridge project to the north. The rationale for selecting this type of drainage 
system for the Moses Wheeler Bridge project is that its stormwater system components 
will meet the most recent guidelines articulated in the 2004 Stormwater Quality Manual 
(CTDEP) as well as BMP’s outlined by the ConnDOT Standard Specifications for Roads, 
Bridges and Incidental Construction. The runoff capture volume, water quality volume 
(WQV) from the northbound on and off ramps will be diverted to this pond for treatment.  
The wet pond will have adequate capacity to accommodate those stormwater flows.  
Stormwater flows from the proposed southbound off-ramp will flow to a different 
drainage system that discharges to Ferry Creek, southwest of the project study area.   

As noted, stormwater runoff associated with the northbound on-ramp will be directed 
through new closed piping to this wet pond.  The pond is designed with a wet basin and 
sediment forebay.  The pond will have an impermeable liner to four feet in depth. As 
such, this will both treat stormwater and prevent infiltration from the pond that could 
result in mobilization of contaminated groundwater. The wet pond will be designed with 
an outflow structure that will control/regulate the flow of water out of the basin.   
 

6.  ConnDOT has committed to employing deep sumps and hydrodynamic separators as part 
of the drainage system constructed for the Moses Wheeler Bridge project.  The 
stormwater flows from the proposed southbound off ramp will flow through these 
structures. No other advanced stormwater treatment will be required to handle the off-
ramp flows. 
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7.   Agreed.   An access road will be built allowing access to conduct periodic maintenance of 
the wet pond. 

 
8.   Section 5.12 of the EA, which addresses habitats and threatened and endangered species, 

does discuss the potential for the establishment of Phragmites at the sites for construction.  
This section states that “Common to ConnDOT standards, where the proposed roadway 
embankments will be vegetated, the specified plant list and/or seed mix will call for non-
invasive plant species to be used”.   The existing outfall from the current stormwater 
drainage system at Ferry Creek is already heavily populated with Phragmites. Only 
stormwater flows from the southbound off-ramp will be added to the overall volume of 
stormwater discharged there, and these flows will first pass through deep sumps and 
hydrodynamic separators prior to discharge.  This treated volume is minor when 
considered in the context of the entire drainage system. Nonetheless, impacts to regulated 
areas will be avoided and minimized to the extent practicable during design.  Any 
unavoidable wetland impacts will be properly mitigated and ConnDOT will work with 
the appropriate regulatory agencies to reach an agreement on a mitigation plan. Any areas 
excavated containing Phragmites will not be allowed to be re-used as fill material.  The 
invasive species removal specifications will also be used during construction. 
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TOWN OF STRATFORD COMMENTS 
 
Benjamin Branyan, Town Manager, Town of Stratford 
 
Comments 
9. Limits of traffic study did not extend to local roads which may be impacted by the new 

interchange – evaluate Ferry Blvd., Veterans Blvd., Longbrook Ave., as well as the 
intersections of Route 113 at Route 1 and Route 113 at Longbrook Ave. to ensure streets 
and intersections could accommodate the increase in traffic loads with or without 
additional improvements 

10. Stratford Town Council unanimously passed a resolution of support on May 9, 2005 
 

Responses 
9.  A supplemental traffic analysis has since been performed to assess the potential impacts 

of the proposed full interchange at the following intersections.   
• Route 1 & Route 113  
• Route 113 & Longbrook Avenue  
• Route 1 & Longbrook Avenue  
 
The scope of this effort was determined in consultation with the Town Engineer for the 
Town of Stratford. ConnDOT provided traffic volumes for the existing year (2005) and 
the design year (2025).  For the Proposed Action, Longbrook Avenue and Route 113 are 
anticipated to carry an additional 20 to 50 vehicles per hour during the peak hours from 
the No-Action.  Route 1 is anticipated to carry up to an additional 170 vehicles per hour 
during the peak hours from the No-Action. 

 
Results from the analysis indicate the intersections of Longbrook Avenue with Route 1 
and Route 113 will operate with an overall intersection level-of-service (LOS) C or better 
during the morning and evening peak hours under the No-Action and the Proposed-
Action.  Optimizing signal timings will improve individual turning movements to operate 
at acceptable levels-of-service.  The intersection of Route 1 and Route 113 will operate at 
LOS D and LOS F during the morning and evening peak hours, respectively, under both 
the No-Action and the Proposed-Action.  
 
In summary, though travel patterns are anticipated to change slightly in this study area as 
a result of the Proposed Action, the level of service for the intersections of Longbrook 
Avenue with Route 1 and Route 113 are anticipated to easily accommodate the projected 
future growth and change in travel patterns.  Traffic operations at the intersection of 
Route 1 and Route 113, under the Proposed Action, will operate similarly to operations 
under the No-Action and thus, would not be changed by the Proposed Action.  ConnDOT 
is underway with design improvements (State Project 138-212) at this intersection and 
these improvements are anticipated to improve traffic operations and support future 
demand. No other mitigation is warranted or proposed. 

 
10. Comment noted. No response required 
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Written Comments 
 
 
Peter F. Sherwood 
Stratford resident  
 
Comments 
11.    Project would be a traffic nightmare and blight to surrounding neighborhood 
12.    Proposed retention pond would serve as a mosquito breeding site 
13. Project accommodates trucking company interests at the expense of taxpayers and their 

existing environment 
14. Tax dollars could be put to better use 

 
Responses 
11.  The traffic analysis conducted as part of this environmental evaluation process utilized 

standard industry practices and the findings are sound. The analysis concluded that with 
the proposed project, travel conditions on local roads and through most of the affected 
intersections would not decline significantly and in fact, would improve in many 
locations. In summary, under the Proposed Action: 

• Most study intersections will operate at LOS D or better with most operating at 
LOS A or B, except for the intersection of Barnum Avenue Cutoff and U.S. Route 1 
NB (Intersection 3).   

• Intersection 3 is expected to operate at over-capacity condition in the horizon 
design year of 2025.  The EB left turn and through movements are also expected to 
exceed the available storage length during the PM peak hour. However, proposed 
improvements at this intersection (addition of a signal phase) will improve safety by 
eliminating the weaving maneuvers. 

• Delay will decrease specifically for the EB right turn at the intersection of Veterans 
Boulevard/Proposed Exit 33 SB off-ramp and Veterans Boulevard Connector/Ferry 
Boulevard Connector (Intersection 7) and for overall intersection traffic operations 
at the intersection of U.S. Route 1 and Dock Shopping Center Entrance East 
(Intersections 2) as well as Route 110 and U.S. Route 1 SB (Intersection 5), 
resulting in less congestion and improved traffic flow circulation throughout the 
study area. 

• Queues will improve (shorten) at Intersections 2 and 5 such that they no longer 
exceed the storage length.  This eliminates the potential for vehicular backups that 
would affect the operation of nearby intersections and/or major drives.  

• Freeway segments and ramp-freeway junction areas are expected to operate 
similarly to the No-Action condition at LOS D or LOS F during the AM or PM 
peak hour.  

• Ramp operations will improve at adjacent interchanges.   
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• Freeway segments and ramp-freeway junction areas are anticipated to operate 
similarly to the No-Action condition.  

• The level of service for the intersections of Longbrook Avenue with Route 1 and 
Route 113 are anticipated to easily accommodate the projected future growth and 
change in travel patterns.  Traffic operations at the intersection of Route 1 and 
Route 113, under the Proposed Action, will operate similarly to operations under 
the No-Action and thus, would not be changed by the Proposed Action.  

12. Wet ponds do not generally encourage mosquito breeding and the spread of West 
Nile virus because they are designed as natural habitats, and as such there are 
predators present within the habitat to control mosquito larvae.  In addition, the Town 
of Stratford already has an active spraying program for mosquito control that 
manages the mosquito population to the extent feasible and practical.  

13. The proposed truck access is not a pull-off area or trucker rest area. It is a driveway to 
facilitate access by large trucks to the Stratford Square shopping center.  This is 
needed to eliminate the need for trucks to make a hazardous hairpin turn from the 
local roadway into the Shopping Center.  It will have the effect of removing some 
large trucks from local streets with a beneficial effect on travel by local residents. The 
proposed truck access drive would be situated in the midst of a fully developed 
commercial area and would have no direct effect on any residential neighborhood.  
Residences will be buffered from any noise generated by truck air-brakes by existing 
commercial buildings and distance.  

14. Comment noted. No response required 

 
Janet R. Sherwood 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
15. Opposed to the project 
16. Impact the neighborhood with more noise and pollution from traffic 
17. Proposed retention pond would serve as a mosquito breeding site and an area for 

people to dump garbage 
 
Responses 
15. Comment noted. No response required 

16. Air Pollution: Significant increases in air pollution from motor vehicles that could 
result in violation of NAAQS most often result from substantial increases in traffic 
volumes as well as vehicles idling for long periods of time as they sit in traffic. The 
air quality analysis for this environmental evaluation utilized the standard industry 
methodology to measure potential traffic-related air pollution.  That methodology was 
reviewed and approved by FHWA. Table 7 in Section 3.8 of the EA reports the 
findings of this analysis. The results are sound. The analysis concluded the estimated 
maximum one- and eight-hour carbon-monoxide CO concentrations are higher for the 
Proposed Action than the No-Action Alternative for all but one location.  This is due 
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to the additional traffic at the future intersections introduced by the new on- and off-
ramps. However, all predicted one-hour CO concentrations are still well below the 
one-hour state and federal Ambient Air Quality CO Standard of 35 ppm.  All 
predicted eight-hour CO concentrations are also well below the eight-hour state and 
federal Ambient Air Quality CO Standard of 9 ppm.  As such, the Proposed Action 
will not result in any significant increase in local air pollution levels. 

Noise:  Following the public hearing, a supplemental assessment of the traffic noise 
analysis was completed for the proposed Reconstruction of Interchange 33 on 
Interstate 95 in the Town of Stratford in accordance with Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) under FHWA Noise 
Regulations 23 CFR Part 772, “Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic and 
Construction Noise” and the ConnDOT’s policy and guidance.  This added 
assessment, a more in-depth analysis of noise impacts on neighborhoods and 
receivers, was done to address the comments of concern received at the hearing of 
April 2005. 
 
In summary, the noise levels generated by the proposed new ramps would not 
substantially increase the traffic noise levels at any given receiver (concentration of 
residences) in the project area.  This would be in part from the small amount (650 
vehicles per hour) of traffic on the new off-ramp from I-95 southbound to Route 1 
westbound as compared to the overall volume of traffic on I-95 and Route 1.  In 
addition, I-95 would provide shielding from this off-ramp.  The proposed on-ramp 
from Route 1 to I-95 northbound also has minimal vehicle (650 vehicles per hour) 
volumes. 
 
The analysis also considered what effect noise barriers might have on residences' 
noise experience.  All receivers with the exception of Receiver Group 6 Receiver R7 
would benefit from a noise barrier system located along I-95, the existing off-ramp to 
Route 1 and the proposed on-ramp from Route 1 to I-95 northbound.  The reductions 
in traffic noise levels from I-95, the existing off-ramp and the proposed on-ramp meet 
ConnDOT and FHWA criteria for insertion loss and the cost to benefit ratio.  
Therefore, it is recommended that noise abatement measures be provided along the 
existing off-ramp, I-95 and the proposed on-ramp.  However, it should be noted that 
the future traffic noise levels with the full interchange and with noise abatement 
provided along I-95 (mainline, new on-ramp, and existing off-ramp) would be higher 
at most receivers than from the future traffic noise levels emanating from Route 1 by 
itself.  
 

17. See the response 12 above with regards to mosquito control 

 

 



Response to Comments 
Interchange 33 EA/EIE 
State Project No. 138-223 
March 2006 

13

 
 
Mr. & Mrs. William F. Weirether 
Stratford residents 
 
Comments 
18. Opposed to the project 
19. Project accommodates trucking company interests at expense of residents 
20. Do not need more access to I-95 – need safer and better quality of highway 
 
Responses 
18. Comment noted. No response required  

19.  See response 13 provided above 

20. Comment noted. No response required 

 

Mr. & Mrs. John Campbell 
Stratford residents 
 
Comments 
21. Opposed to the project 
22. Negatively affected with more traffic, noise and pollution 
23. No concern for residents of the area 
 
Responses 
21. Comment noted. No response required  

22. See responses 11 and 16 above 

23. Comment noted. No response required  

 

Michele Diaz 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
24. Opposed to the project 
25. Increased traffic and noise 
26. If roadways are widened trees would be cut down that block some of the noise 
27. Disturbing the land would be unsafe due to hazardous materials 
28. Proposed retention pond and mosquito problem 
29. Truck station would attract unsavory people resulting in increased crime 
30. Closing ramps in other areas to reduce traffic – why open more? 
 
Responses 
24.  Comment noted. No response required 
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25. See responses 11 and 16 provided above 

26. Accepted and scientifically sound studies of noise and noise abatement have 
documented that trees do not provide any substantive barrier to sound travel. 
Additionally, the reconfiguration and addition to highway infrastructure as well as 
minor roadway widening for the construction of a full interchange at Exit 33 will 
result in a very limited loss of previously vegetated areas. This is due to the highly 
developed and urbanized nature of the area and the fact that all construction will take 
place within existing right-of-way. ConnDOT standards for re-vegetation of disturbed 
areas with approved plant species will be followed.  

27. See responses 2 and 3 provided above 

28. See response 12 provided above 

29. The proposed truck access is not a pull-off area or truck station. It is a driveway to 
facilitate access by large trucks to the Stratford Square shopping center.  There is no 
readily available statistical information that demonstrates that new highway access 
points or truck access points increase local crime rates in and of themselves.  There 
are numerous socioeconomic factors that play a role in the incidence of crime. The 
vicinity of the new full interchange at Exit 33 will be patrolled by state and local law 
enforcement officials to the same extent and with the same diligence as they do 
currently.  

30. The state evaluates the need for improvements to the highway system on a location by 
location basis. There is no formal state policy promoting general reduction in the 
number of interchanges on I-95.  At one time the statewide Transportation Strategy 
Board (TSB) recommended that ConnDOT explore what the impacts would be on 
traffic flow and highway operations if such a policy were followed. Subsequently, 
Section 16 of Public Act 01-5, (2001) mandated ConnDOT to carry out a study of the 
"Appropriateness of Peak Hour On-Ramp Closures on Interstate 95 in the Coastal 
Corridor". In responses to this, the Bureau of Policy and Planning carried out a 
"Ramp Closure Initiative" study which developed/ identified ramp selection criteria 
and objectives. It also prepared cost estimates, identified impacts, and benefits.  A 
draft scope of services was developed, identifying project tasks.  The initial study 
activities did include a list of "Preliminary Ramps Considered".   Interchange 33 was 
not on this list.  However, this study was never advanced beyond the Planning - 
Scoping level, for a number of reasons, most notably lack of funding needed to move 
to a higher study level.  Therefore, an explicit ramp closure policy was never 
formalized by the State of Connecticut. 

 

Kevin Downs 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
31. Opposed to the project 
32. Reduce the number of on/off ramps in Fairfield County as a means to reduce traffic – 

how can we spend CT tax dollars on building new ramps? 
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33. Increase in noise, traffic volume and new traffic patterns will not benefit the local 
neighborhoods, only serves commercial interests 

34. Proposed retention pond would exacerbate problem with mosquitoes and West Nile 
virus 

35. Proposed construction in area of Superfund contamination may be environmental 
nightmare 

 
Responses 
31. Comment noted. No response required 

32. See response 30 provided above 

33. The proposed project is consistent with and supports the adopted land use and 
transportation system policies for the Town of Stratford including the study area that 
surrounds Interchange 33. While the Proposed Action will facilitate economic 
development, it will not be directly responsible for commercial expansion in the area.  
The extent to which any commercial development may expand in the area and 
directly impact residential neighborhoods will be determined by Stratford zoning and 
local land use decisions.    

34. See response 12 provided above 

35. The CTDEP and EPA are engaged in a coordinated process to address contamination 
issues arising from the Raymark Superfund site. This process will continue 
independent of the implementation of the Proposed Action. As noted in responses 2, 3 
and 4, project implementation will include measures to handle any contaminated soils 
that are encountered and avoid/minimize any potential for contaminated groundwater 
to be conducted along new piping for the project or co-mingle with surface runoff in 
the wet pond. Consequently, it is not expected that implementation of the Proposed 
Action will have any adverse impact on the efforts of the CTDEP and EPA to 
mitigate the contamination issues of the Superfund site. However, as the project 
moves forward and supplemental investigations are conducted, if required, ConnDOT 
will coordinate with the USEPA.  

 
M. Jean Eastman 
Stratford resident 

 
Comments 
36. Area is plagued with environmental issues – chemicals in groundwater table 
37. Truck pullover area would encourage truck traffic and decrease air quality 

 
Responses 
36. See responses 2, 3, and 5 provided above 

37. See response 13 and 16 provided above 
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Connie & Tom Kristy 
Stratford residents 

 
Comments 
38. Opposed to the project 
39. Adding ramps will create more traffic congestion in an already busy area 
40. Use of state funds at a time when they are scarce & needed for other projects doesn’t 

make sense 
41. Entire area is environmentally fragile – contamination from Raymark has 

compromised the area – further construction is a potential health hazard for residents 
of Stratford 

42. Much more research needed regarding the project in light of environmental issues 
specific to the area 

 
Responses 
38. Comment noted. No response required  

39. See response 11 provided above 

40. Funding for this project will be budgeted in accordance with approved ConnDOT 
procedures and the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan. As such, it will be 
prioritized for implementation in logical sequence in the context of all programmed 
state highway transportation projects.   

41. See response 35 provided above. 

42. The EA does provide for more follow-up research as mitigation and as needed. 
 
Martha C. Mautte 
Stratford resident (Ms. Mautte provided both oral and written comments) 
 
Comments 
43. Opposed to project – don’t have a good system now and this will not improve it 
44. Under the impression that State is studying decreasing the number of exits and 

entrances - At a time when it has been suggested we limit exits on I-95 this proposes 
new ramps – proposed changes are not warranted 

45. Construction of this project is money not well spent 
46. Project fraught with problems including environmental, noise, congestion and traffic 
47. Project details disaster in traffic planning, environmental concerns and safety 
48. Neighborhoods bordering the area will be negatively impacted 

 
Responses 
43. Comment noted. No response required  

44. See response 30 provided above 

45. Comment noted. No response required 

46.  See responses 2, 3, 11, and 16 provided above 
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47. See responses 2, 3, and 11, provided above.  The traffic impact evaluation for this EA 
considered accident history and roadway safety. One location was noted as having a 
history of a substantial number of accidents. Overall, intersection improvements 
included as part of the Proposed Action are expected to improve safety of travel on 
local streets, including the single high accident location.  The proposed project is not 
estimated to have any adverse effect on traffic circulation on the mainline highway. 
Consequently, a more in-depth safety evaluation is not warranted. 

48. Negative impacts to neighborhoods are generally measured in terms of induced 
changes to land use patterns, changes in access to a neighborhood (including high 
levels of traffic delay), construction that physically divides a neighborhood, noise and 
visual effects, or unwelcome changes to neighborhood institutions, architectural 
themes, or cultural resources.   The compact residential neighborhoods in the study 
area are generally self-contained and form its western and eastern boundaries.  They 
lie beyond the limits of all proposed project construction and east and west of the 
highway, separated from it by local arterial roads.  As the analyses in the EA 
demonstrate, these neighborhoods will not experience any of the effects listed above 
as a result of the Proposed Action with the exception of poorer LOS at one study 
intersection.  

 
Harry Mautte 
Stratford resident 

 
Comments 
49. No safety benefit from this proposal – a full safety evaluation as related to I-95 and 

local traffic is needed 
50. Due to Raymark contamination issues, a full study of the area including groundwater 

patterns and the actual soil from the proposed retention pond site must be conducted 
51. Any project of this size should fit into a master plan for highway safety, both 

interstate and local 
52. Avoidance and reluctance to discuss truck parking area (no environmental impact was 

referred to) makes this study incomplete 
53. Spill risk, air and noise pollution and other potential problems 

 
Responses 
49. See responses 11 and 47 provided above 

50. See responses 2 and 3 provided above 

51. Comment noted. No response required 

52. See response 13 above. This will not be a truck parking area or trucker rest area. The 
environmental assessment conducted for this EA included all of the study area 
including the proposed truck access drive. 

53. See responses 2, 3, and 16 provided above. If this concern relates to spill risk from 
motor vehicle accidents, it should be noted that the Proposed Action is expected to 
allow for safer driving conditions than exist currently. In particular, the proposed 
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truck access drive and new signal phasing on Route 1 will reduce hazardous truck 
turning movements and weaving maneuvers respectively. The result will be a safer 
facility that can be expected to lower accident rates and lessen the potential for spills. 

 
John Kiely 
Stratford resident 

 
Comments 
54.       At a time when there are budget problems $11 million for this project is excessive 
55. Project is contrary to considering closing entrances and exits to I-95 
56. Noise, pollution and asbestos will all be a problem with construction 
57. Truck pull-off is definitely not an option – noise, diesel pollution and crime 
58. Suggestion to install a noise barrier – less expensive alternative 

 
Responses 
54. See response 40 provided above. 

55. See response 30 provided above 

56. Section 5.23 Construction Period Impacts of the EA addresses construction related 
effects and offers mitigation for noise, air quality, and hazardous materials 

57. See response 13 and 16 above.  

58. See response 16 provided above 

 
Stephanie Brackett 
Stratford resident (Ms. Brackett provided both oral and written comments) 
 
Comments 
59. Opposed to the project 
60. Increase in traffic with new interchange 
61. Traffic noise is already horrible in the area 
62. Opposed to the use of high powered lighting during construction 
63. Air and water pollution – increase in polluted groundwater movement, release of 

more VOCs 
64. No need for a truck staging area 
65. Easy on – easy off will lead to increase in crime in area 
66. Intersection of Longbrook Ave. & Barnum Ave. is very dangerous when traffic backs 

up 
67. Level of noise from traffic and during construction 
68. Traffic increase on ramps, highway and local roads with construction of full 

interchange 
69. Contaminated groundwater and retention pond with water being carried out to the 

river 
70. Need to reduce the number of exits rather than add more exits 
71. Project is a financial burden – taxes in Stratford have already increased 
72. Maintain residential neighborhood – enough commercial development 
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Responses 
59. Comment noted. No response required 

60. See response 11 provided above 

61. Comment noted. No response required. 

62. Safety to the worker and the motorist are the top priority concerning work zone 
lighting.  The illumination of the work zone at night will need to be brighter 
than standard roadway lighting levels due to the fact that the contractor will be 
responsible to provide sufficient illumination to create a safe work zone for 
construction workers and sufficient light for workers to perform their work 
effectively. Although construction lighting is not shielded, it is directional in that it is 
focused on the work operations.  That is, work zone lighting will be portable, focused 
and adjustable so that the contractor will be able to effectively aim the construction 
lights toward the work operations and prevent excess glare to the motorist or 
surrounding development.  I-95 does not directly abut any residences in the study 
area.  Still, construction specifications will require that direct light emissions not be 
directed toward residences in the area.  

63. See responses 2, 3 and 16 provided above 

64. See response 13 provided above.  There is no truck staging area proposed as part of 
the project. 

65. There is no readily available statistical information that demonstrates that new 
highway access points or truck access points increase local crime rates in and of 
themselves.  There are numerous socioeconomic factors that play a role in the 
incidence of crime. The vicinity of the new full interchange at Exit 33 will be 
patrolled by state and local law enforcement officials to the same extent and with the 
same diligence as they do currently.  

66. The proposed project will improve intersection operations at all but the intersection of 
Ferry Boulevard and Barnum Avenue Cutoff. While delays are expected to increase 
there, safety will be improved with addition of a signal phase.  

67. See response 16 provided above 

68. See response 11 provided above 

69. See response 3 and 5 provided above 

70. See response 30 provided above 

71. See response 40 provided above 

72. See response 48 provided above 
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Robert J. Dugan  
(And 12 additional residents of Stratford) 
 
Comments 
73. Opposed to the project 
74. Construction could disturb known pollutants in soil from former industrial sites 
75. Project would inhibit proposed suggestions for the reduction of traffic congestion on 

I-95 such as the closure of some entrance ramps 
76. Increased noise particularly from large trucks 
77. Proposed retention pond appears to be a mosquito breeding site – spread of West Nile 

virus 
78. Reduction of green space and increase of paved areas will increase the amount of run-

off and pollutants into the nearby Housatonic River Estuary 
79. Additional access to I-95 would result in increased crime 

 
Responses 
73. Comment noted. No response required 

74        See response 2 and 3 provided above 

75. See response 30 provided above 

76. See response 16 provided above 

77. See response 12 provided above 

78. See response 4 provided above 

79. See response 65 provided above 

    
 
Charles A. Perez and Ronald Mazzey 
Stratford residents and members of Stratford Action for the Environment (Mr. Perez 
provided both oral and written comments) 

 
Comments 
80. Oppose movement of Raymark contaminated waste into residential neighborhoods- 

why is the state prepared to get into the movement of large amounts of contaminated 
material under federal control and who is accepting liability for this? 

81. Why spend state funds on additional ramps when existing ramps are convenient? 
82. Concerns with proposed retention pond and the West Nile mosquito problem 
83. Another entrance and exit will deteriorate air quality - suggestion that samples of air 

quality readings from I-95 and I-91 be taken as a starting point during the summer 
84. Another exit and entrance will cause additional traffic back-ups to town streets 
85. Additional traffic will increase the noise ratio by a minimum of 6 to 10 db - request 

that noise level data from I-95 be taken as a reference point during the summer 
months to compare stop and go traffic noise levels that should be available through 
OSHA  - noise problem at Cottage Place area 
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86. With the state’s position to reduce entrances and exits, why add a new set of exits? 
87. Opposed to project 
88. Affect of project on property values 
 
 

 
Responses 
80. See response 2 and 3 provided above.  ConnDOT will assume cost/responsibility for 

implementation of remedial action plans for any contaminated soils encountered 
during construction of the Proposed Action.  No contaminated soils will be 
transported to, stored, or disposed of in any residential neighborhood. The 
remediation of neighborhood impacts resulting from the Raymark site contamination 
is still ongoing. It will continue to be under EPA and DEP purview.   

81. The existing ramps are operating at a poor level of service, are at capacity,  and are 
not convenient for Stratford commuters wishing to access I-95 in the peak travel 
hours 

82. See response 12 provided above 

83. See response 16 provided above 

84. See response 11 provided above 

85. See response 16 provided above 

86. See response 30 provided above 

87. Comment noted. No response required 

88. Property values are generally affected when there is a change in adjacent/abutting 
land use, induced change to predominant land use patterns, when blight is facilitated, 
or when access to property is significantly altered.  The proposed project will not 
have these effects.  No land will be acquired, and no land abutting any private 
property will change use. While the project will enhance access to the local street 
system, it will not directly or significantly alter access to any residential properties.  
The proposed project will indirectly enhance access to commercial properties in the 
area and will, thereby, facilitate economic development.  This is expected to provide a 
beneficial effect on commercial property values.  However, the extent to which the 
predominant land use patterns may change over time will not be a result of the full 
interchange at Exit 33, but will be controlled by local zoning and the local 
development approval process.  

 
Paul Simons 
Stratford resident 

 
Comments 
89. In support of the project 
90. Need to develop Route 1 corridor as a commercial district and project will provide 

easier access to area 
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91. Suggests closing Exit 32 in order to redirect traffic into a revitalized commercial area 
and alleviate traffic and pollution in a largely residential area thus adding to the 
quality of life for residents of Stratford 

 
Responses 
89. Comment noted. No response required. 

90. Comment noted. No response required 

91. The impacts of closing Exit 32 have not been evaluated.  Any ramp closures will have 
an impact on travel patterns and other repercussions. Consequently the suggested 
closing of Exit 32 would require an independent in-depth environmental evaluation. It 
cannot be adequately addressed in the context of this EA.  Yet, since the Proposed 
Action is needed to enhance access to I-95 from the local street network and 
supplement the existing access, it could be anticipated that this benefit would be 
diminished if other adjacent interchanges were closed.  

 

Oral Comments 
 

Roger Salls 
Stratford resident, local business owner & Pres. of the Stratford Chamber of Commerce 
 
Comments 
92. Stated that the Chamber of Commerce is in total support of the project.   
93. Project is long overdue, has no negative impact on the area, and will decrease the 

flow of traffic at Exits 32 and 34. 
 
Response:  
92.     Comment noted. No response required 
93.     Comment noted.  No response required 
 

 

Tom Yates 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
94.  Is in total support of the project that it is long overdue and there are no 

environmental hazards.   
95. Traffic on Route 1 at night is terrible and it backs up into Stratford.   
96. Suggests incorporating project into one contract with the Moses Wheeler Bridge 

project in order that construction startup costs will be minimal. 
 

Responses 
94. Comment noted. No response required 
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95. Comment noted. No response required 

96. Comment noted. No response required 

 
John Rich 
Stratford resident & member of the Voluntary Emergency Medical Services 
 
Comments 
97. Concerned with hazardous materials and pollution of groundwater – if project adversely 

impacts the groundwater where will the funds come from to remediate the new 
remediation? 

98. Impact of the increase in traffic on Ferry Boulevard especially in emergency situations 
99. Project may not be warranted if a limited access highway with toll-ticket system is going 

to be instituted at a later date – why build only to close? 
 
Responses 
97. See response 2 and 3 provided above 

98. The proposed project will be constructed in a highly developed suburban area where 
existing traffic congestion on major arterial roads currently affects emergency 
response to incidents (either traffic or non-traffic related).  Emergency response 
personnel utilize varied techniques to help move emergency vehicles through heavy 
traffic.  The proposed project will maintain or improve traffic operations at most 
study intersections. The single intersection where levels of service are expected to 
substantially decline will be improved to enhance safety of flow. Therefore, increased 
queues in this location will be offset by safer, less confusing flow patterns. As a 
result, the Proposed Action will not further hinder emergency response along already 
congested suburban roadways.  

99. There are no plans or programmed projects by the State of Connecticut to change I-95 
to a toll-ticket system. 

 

Ted Russell 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
100. Concerned with increasing the already high level of traffic in the area 
101. Environmental issues – hazardous materials and groundwater (environmentally 

sensitive area affected by Superfund site) 
102. Traffic problems at particular intersection (behind Marshall’s) would not be made 

better by interchange improvements, only get worse 
103. Increased traffic noise 
104. Desire to maintain residential neighborhood – loss of property value (commercial 

development at the expense of residents) 
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Responses 
100. See response 11 provided above 

101. See response 2 and 3 provided above 

102. See response 11 provided above 

103. See response 16 provided above 

104. See response 48 and 88 provided above 

 
Joseph Toro 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
105. Hazardous materials and pollution of groundwater – how will construction be 

impacted by its proximity to a Superfund site? 
106. Increase of truck traffic in the Longbrook Avenue underpass – already a dangerous 

intersection 
107. Increase in crime with easier access to the highway 
108. Increased traffic noise, esp. from trucks decelerating on added exit ramp 
109. Additional lighting in an area that is already extremely bright 
 
Responses 
105. See response 2 and 3 provided above 

106. See response 11 and 13 provided above 

107. See response 29 provided above 

108. See response 16 provided above 

109. The subject interchange experiences very high traffic volumes and vehicle travel 
speeds. In accordance with American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) illumination warranting guidelines ConnDOT will need to illuminate both 
the new and modified "on" and "off" ramps associated with Interchange 33. The 
existing lighting fixtures located along the southbound entrance ramp and northbound 
exit ramp were installed approximately 12-13 years ago and are classified as semi-
cutoff type fixtures. ConnDOT changed its standard type of roadway lighting fixture 
to a full cutoff type fixture in 1999.  

 
A lighting fixture is considered semi-cutoff when slightly more light (5%) is 
permitted at or above a horizontal plane located at the bottom of the luminaire than in 
the cutoff distribution.  A lighting fixture is considered cutoff when a negligible 
amount of light (2.5%) is directed at or above a horizontal plane located at the bottom 
of a luminaire.  A lighting fixture is considered full-cutoff when no light is directed at 
or above a horizontal plane located at the bottom of the luminaire. Full cutoff fixtures 
are designed to minimize glare, light trespass and light pollution. Full cutoff type 
lighting fixtures will be specified for any new light fixtures installed along the 
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proposed southbound off-ramp that will connect with Veterans Blvd. on the north 
side of I-95 and the new northbound on-ramp will extend from Ferry Blvd. /U.S. 
Route 1 northbound on the south side of I-95. 

 
Bill Grant 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
110. Concerned with pollution 
111. Increased traffic noise – suggests installation of sound barrier along with the off-ramp 
 
Responses 
110. Comment noted.  No response required. 

111. See response 16 provided above 

 
Robert Mauborgne 
Stratford resident (Mr. Mauborgne provided both oral and written comments) 
 
Comments 
112. Opposed to project – I-95 to be used as interstate, not for local traffic 
113. Project will be a financial burden to state and county - Discretionary spending when 

state is presently in a deficit mode 
114. Safety factor – create more tie-ups and possibly more accidents on I-95 
115. Need less ramps and less exits on I-95 
116. Concerns of the assessment of environmental, social and economic impact – purity of 

water, health hazards, traffic flow, noise, artificial lighting, crime, devaluation of 
residential property 

 
Responses 
112. Comment noted. No response required 
113. See response 40 provided above 
114. See response 47 provided above 
115. Comment noted. No response required 
116. Comment noted.  The environmental assessment addresses all of these issues. 
 
John Goodsell 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
117. State traffic studies done in the past indicate less exit and entrance ramps will help the 

traffic flow – so why add more? 
118. State has budget problems so why spend money on things we have been able to do 

without? 
119. Need a balance between the quality of life and commercial interests 
120. Increase in crime with easy on-off access to I-95 
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121. Noise pollution problem exists now – exit ramp will increase variable noise 
122. Loss of green space and trees in area for proposed retention pond 
 
Responses 
117. See response 30 provided above 
118. See response 40 provided above 
119. Comment noted. No response required 
120. See response 29 provided above 
121. See response 16 provided above 
122. See response 26 provided above.   An appropriate planting plan will be devised as 

needed during design and ConnDOT will revegetate disturbed areas from an 
approved plant species list. 

 
Laurie Goodsell 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
123. Important point to make is that Ferry Boulevard is a residential area 
124. Increase in crime as it relates to truck pull-off area 
125. Retention pond and potential mosquito breeding problem 
126. Increased traffic noise with additional exit and down-shifting of vehicles 
 
Responses 
123. See response 48 provided above 

124. See response 29 provided above.   

125. See response 12 provided above 

126. See response 16 provided above 

 
Pam Williams 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
127. Opposed to project  
128. Concerns with traffic on Ferry Boulevard trying to get out of Ferry Court complex 
129. Issues with noise, safety and lighting 
 
Responses 
127. Comment noted. No response required 

128. See response 11 provided above 

129. See response 16, 47, and 109 provided above 
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Lucia Smith 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
130. Opposed to project 
131. Environmental concerns – disturbance of ground in light of remediation done last 

year 
132. Traffic problems on I-95 result in heavy traffic on Ferry Boulevard and side roads 
 
Responses 
130. Comment noted. No response required 

131. See response 2 and 3 provided above 

132. See response 11 provided above 

 
Mike Singh 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
133. Number one priority is the safety of the children, not commercial interests – if you 

can’t make it a safe project then it has got to go 
 
Responses 
133. The proposed project will not direct any traffic into or through the existing residential 

neighborhoods. The configuration of these neighborhoods does not promote cut-
through traffic currently. The Proposed Action will not change this. Consequently the 
safety for children bicycle riding or walking in their neighborhoods is not anticipated 
to change.  The arterial roads that connect these neighborhoods to the rest of Stratford 
currently do not facilitate walking and do not include safety features to protect 
pedestrian travel. These conditions will not change with the Proposed Action.  

 
Barbara Dugan 
Stratford resident 
 
Comments 
134. Increased traffic noise, esp. by allowing more trucks to enter and exit the area 
135. Air quality as cars speed up and slow down (no evidence of studies done on this) 
136. Contaminated groundwater – don’t disturb ground until they figure out what will 

happen 
137. Additional traffic in area will be more hazardous 
138. Affect of project on property values 
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Responses 
134. See response 13 and 16 provided above 

135. There was a microscale analysis conducted for this EA. See response 16 provided 
above. 

136. See response 2 and 3 provided above 

137. See response 47 provided above 

138. See response 88 provided above  
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A reassessment of the traffic noise analysis has been completed for the proposed Reconstruction of 
Interchange 33 on Interstate 95 in the Town of Stratford in accordance with Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) under FHWA Noise Regulations 23 CFR Part 772, “Procedures for 
Abatement of Highway Traffic and Construction Noise” (Table 1) and the Connecticut Department of 
Transportation’s Policy and Guidance.  This reassessment was done to address comments received at the public 
hearing of April 2005. 

Table 1: Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level – decibels (dBA) 
Activity 
Category 

Leq(h) Description of Activity Category 

A 57 

Lands on which serenity and quiet (Exterior) are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need and where the 
preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to continue 
to serve its intended purpose. 

B 
67 

(Exterior) 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, 
parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries and 
hospitals. 

C 
72 

(Exterior) 

Developed lands, properties or activities not included in Categories 
A or B above. 

D N/A Undeveloped Lands 

E 
52 

(Interior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, 
churches, libraries, hospitals and auditoriums. 

 

The project location is within an area occupied by residential neighborhoods and mixed commercial (see 
Figure 1). 

Potential impacts due to traffic noise for the proposed project are determined by anticipated traffic 
volumes, travel speeds, vehicle mix, and roadway elevations in relation to the receivers evaluated.  The noise 
climate of any potential receiver can be improved or worsened based upon these variables.  Traffic noise levels 
for the future build conditions will vary from 59.5 to 77.7 decibels Leq(h).  The build condition traffic noise 
levels for receivers located along Willow Street ( Receiver Group 1) will vary between 69.3 and 69.6 decibels 
Leq(h). 

Receiver Group 2, which comprises the neighborhoods bounded by Willow Street to the south, Ferry 
Boulevard (Route 130) to the west and Homestead Avenue to the north, will experience build traffic noise 
levels between 68 and 73.7 decibels Leq(h). 

Receiver Group 3, which comprises the receivers bounded by Homestead Avenue to the south, Ferry 
Boulevard (Route 130) to the west and Minor Avenue Street to the north, will experience build traffic noise 
levels between 69.8 and 75.4 decibels Leq(h). 

Receiver Group 4, which comprises the receivers bounded by Minor Avenue to the south, Ferry 
Boulevard (Route 130) to the west, and Riverview Place to the north, will experience build traffic noise levels 
between 66.8 and 77.7 decibels Leq(h). 

Receiver Group 5, which comprises the receivers bounded by Riverview Place to the south, U.S. Route 
1 east bound to the west, and Orchard Street to the north, will experience build traffic noise levels of 59.5 to 
73.9 decibels Leq(h). 
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Figure 1 Noise Receiver Location 
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Receiver Group 6, which comprises the receivers bounded by Orchard Street to the south, U.S. Route 1 
east bound to the west, and U.S. Route 1 to the north, will experience build traffic noise levels of 66.5 to 72.1 
decibels Leq(h). 

In determining the feasibility/cost  effectiveness for providing traffic noise abatement, the following 
criteria are applied: 

1. The neighborhood in question approaches (within one decibel) or exceeds the FHWA NAC of 67 
dBA Leq(h). 

2. Exceeds the existing noise levels by 15 decibels. 

3. The neighborhood in question is within 91 meters (300 feet) of the nearest travel lane of the 
highway. 

4. That a traffic noise barrier will provide at least a seven decibel reduction in the noise climate of the 
neighborhood in the middle of the barrier system. 

5. That the cost of  the traffic noise barrier system meets the cost/residence index of $50,000 per 
residence. 

Table 1: Breakdown of Traffic Noise from Individual Roadways Leq(h) also incorporates the Ldn levels 
for the proposed off-ramp from I-95 SB to Route 1 and Route 1 to I-95 NB on-ramp.  The noise levels 
generated by the ramps would not substantially increase the traffic noise levels at any given receiver in the 
project area.  This in part would be from the small amount ( 650 vehicles per hour) of traffic on the new off-
ramp from I-95 southbound to Route 1 westbound as compared to the overall volume of traffic on I-95 and 
Route 1.  I-95 also would provide shielding from this off-ramp.  The proposed on-ramp from Route 1 to I-95 
northbound also has minimal ( 650 vehicles per hour) vehicle volumes. 

As shown in Table 2: Breakdown of Traffic Noise from Individual Roadways with Barriers Leq(h) dBA, 
all receivers as denoted would receive a benefit from a full barrier system located along I-95, the existing off-
ramp to Route 1 and the proposed on-ramp from Route 1 to I-95 NB.  However, in comparing the future build 
traffic noise levels from Route 1 and the future build conditions with the barrier system, noise levels would 
have between -11.3 dBA and 8.2 dBA change over the noise levels produced by traffic on Route 1 alone.  This 
is shown in Table 3: Comparison Between Route 1 Noise Levels and Barrier Noise Levels. 

As shown by Table 3: This table shows the composite traffic noise levels of Route 1 only and the abated 
traffic noise levels from the existing off-ramp to Route 1, I-95 and the proposed new on-ramp to I-95 
northbound and the difference in the levels from these distinct noise sources.   

Table 4 shows the relationship between the traffic noise levels of all unabated traffic along the roadways 
with in the study area and with abatement along I-95, the existing off-ramp and the proposed on-ramp from 
Route 1 to I-95 northbound.  Also indicated are the expected reduction or increase (receiver group 6  in traffic 
noise levels with the proposed abatement measures in place. 

The FHWA has determined that the improvements to Interchange 33 in the Town of Stratford is in 
meeting with the guidance set forth to comply with funding under a Type I highway project.  Therefore, the 
Department will consider traffic noise abatement for the project. 
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Construction noise will be limited and temporary.  Large pieces of construction equipment will be in 
operation at close proximity to the structures abutting the proposed project but the operations will be of short 
duration.  Construction specifications require the contractor to comply with the following as per Form 815, 
Section 1.10; Environmental Compliance: 

 

“1.10.05 – Noise Pollution:  The contractor shall take measures to control noise intensity caused 

by his construction operations and equipment, including but not limited to equipment used for drilling, pile 

driving, blasting, excavation or hauling. 

All methods and devices employed to minimize noise shall be subject to continuing approval of 

the Engineer.  The maximum allowable level of noise at the nearest residence or occupied building shall be 90 

decibels on the “A” weighted scale (dBA).  Any operation that exceeds this standard will cease until a different 

construction methodology is developed to allow work to proceed within the 90-dBA limit.” 
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Table 1 Breakdown of Traffic Noise from Individual Roadways Leq(h) 
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RECEIVER GROUP 1            

  R1   69.1 18.7 46.1 60.5 48.3   69.7 69.3  29.6 40.9 
  R2   69.0 28.1 46.0 61.1 49.3   69.7 69.3  37.2 40.8 
  R3   69.5 30.1 45.7 57.3 49.2   69.8 69.6  39.3 39.2 
  R4   69.5 33.6 45.5 55.3 49.5   69.7 69.6  41.2 41.3 
              

RECEIVER GROUP 2            
  R1   67.8 31.1 45.5 56.6 47.3   68.2 68.0  39.9 39.2 
  R2   68.1 24.2 45.7 53.2 47.2   68.3 68.1  38.0 40.1 
  R3   73.5 28.7 55.1 64.3 52.2   74.1 73.7  36.9 40.6 
  R4   73.0 33.7 53.1 60.7 53.0   73.3 73.2  42.5 44.8 
  R5   70.2 25.3 49.9 57.2 50.3   70.5 70.2  35.0 44.5 
  R6   69.1 22.7 47.2 53.7 49.2   69.3 69.1  32.5 43.0 
              

RECEIVER GROUP 3            
  R1   73.4 35.4 54.0 61.8 53.8   73.8 73.5  43.7 46.4 

  R2   71.2 26.0 50.6 57.9 51.2   71.5 71.3  35.6 45.3 
  R3   69.8 20.9 47.7 54.6 49.8   70.0 69.8  31.3 44.4 
  R4   70.2 20.8 48.8 55.7 50.1   70.4 70.3  31.2 44.9 
  R5   69.7 21.2 49.3 55.2 49.2   69.9 69.8  32.1 45.3 
  R6   71.4 26.1 52.1 59.2 51.2   71.7 71.5  35.8 46.8 
  R7   74.9 39.1 56.2 62.8 54.6   75.3 75.2  46.3 48.2 
  R8   75.1 36.9 57.9 64.3 54.5   75.6 75.4  45.3 48.6 
              
RECEIVER GROUP 4            
  R1   76.6 41.6 62.7 72.0 56.1   78.1 77.4  48.8 52.4 
  R2   77.2 36.8 60.2 72.0 55.5   78.4 77.7  45.0 50.3 
  R3   72.5 28.0 53.0 59.0 52.1   72.8 72.7  43.0 47.9 
  R4   70.7 24.1 50.3 55.6 50.4   70.9 70.9  34.1 46.8 
  R5   69.5 23.0 48.8 54.3 49.3   69.7 69.6  33.5 45.9 
  R6   68.9 22.7 48.4 53.4 48.7   69.1 69.1  33.3 45.4 
  R7   67.5 23.7 46.0 52.2 47.5   67.7 67.6  34.1 44.6 
  R8   66.5 21.9 45.1 52.8 46.7   66.8 66.8  33.1 44.2 
  R9   70.8 24.8 49.7 58.0 51.5   71.1 71.0  35.4 49.1 
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  R10   71.4 28.0 51.1 57.4 51.5   71.7 71.5  37.7 48.4 
  R11   73.1 28.0 54.0 61.2 53.1   73.5 73.3  42.8 49.2 
  R12   73.4 37.7 56.2 64.5 54.4   74.0 73.9  47.0 49.6 
              
RECEIVER GROUP 5            
  R1   72.1 24.1 52.9 61.7 53.0   72.6 72.5  35.1 50.1 
  R2   69.0 22.4 48.4 56.6 49.4   69.3 69.1  33.7 46.3 
  R3   66.4 23.5 46.4 51.4 46.3   66.6 66.3  34.3 43.1 
  R4   67.3 41.6 30.0 57.6 49.4   67.8 67.5  52.1 47.6 
  R5   69.6 45.2 30.1 59.7 51.6   70.1 69.9  55.3 50.4 
  R6   71.0 50.0 41.9 66.0 52.1   72.3 71.5  62.5 52.4 
  R7A   68.3 31.3 48.9 60.7 48.4   69.1 69.0  43.2 44.1 
  R8A   67.6 47.2 46.5 58.7 47.8   68.2 67.8  55.2 47.4 
  R9A   72.6 45.8 34.5 63.8 54.9   73.2 72.9  57.3 54.5 
  R10A   59.3 29.4 33.8 48.3 40.8   59.7 59.5  39.8 40.9 
  R11A   64.7 40.3 25.0 52.1 46.3   65.0 64.8  51.3 45.9 
  R12A   61.0 37.5 31.4 49.4 41.9   61.4 61.2  47.4 35.6 
  R7B   70.2 36.8 51.9 65.0 50.5   71.4 70.9  49.2 46.5 
  R8B   72.7 52.0 49.5 63.1 53.9   73.3 72.9  58.6 52.6 
  R9B   73.1 54.7 37.9 68.4 55.8   74.5 73.9  61.5 55.8 
  R10B   60.1 29.1 33.0 51.7 41.4   60.7 61.0  39.3 37.9 
  R11B   66.4 46.1 23.1 56.0 48.3   66.9 66.6  54.0 46.1 
  R12B   62.1 42.4 31.1 51.0 43.4   62.5 62.3  50.0 32.8 
              
RECEIVER GROUP 6            
  R1   64.4 47.4 41.8 64.5 48.1   67.6 66.5  57.8 50.5 
  R2   69.7 44.4 26.7 59.8 51.5   70.2 69.9  55.5 50.3 
  R3   67.6 40.8 27.2 57.2 49.5   68.0 67.8  52.4 48.1 
  R4   69.2 43.3 32.2 62.7 51.1   70.1 69.6  54.0 48.3 
  R5   71.1 49.5 42.5 68.1 53.1   72.9 72.1  60.7 51.0 
  R6   66.0 44.0 36.9 67.7 49.7   70.0 68.5  54.8 47.6 
  R7   66.1 43.3 37.7 69.3 53.5   71.1 69.2  53.0 47.6 
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Table 2 Breakdown of Traffic Noise from Individual Roadways with Barriers Leq(h) 
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RECEIVER GROUP 1        
  R1   68.7 69.3 67.7   68.8 62.8 6.0 
  R2   68.8 69.3 67.9   68.7 62.2 6.5 
  R3   68.0 69.6 67.9   69.1 61.4 7.7 
  R4   67.7 69.6 67.6   69.0 61.3 7.7 
          

RECEIVER GROUP 2        
  R1   66.0 68.0 65.9   66.8 61.7 5.1 
  R2   65.7 68.1 65.5   67.4 61.6 5.8 
  R3   72.5 73.7 69.1   72.5 64.6 7.9 
  R4   71.5 73.2 69.9   71.9 63.7 8.2 
  R5   67.4 70.2 67.2   69.5 62.1 7.4 
  R6   66.5 69.1 66.7   68.4 61.2 7.2 
          

RECEIVER GROUP 3        
  R1   71.8 73.5 70.2   72.5 64.3 8.2 

  R2   67.2 71.3 68.5   70.5 62.5 8.0 
  R3   65.2 69.8 67.4   68.9 61.0 7.9 
  R4   65.4 70.3 67.6   69.5 61.3 8.2 
  R5   62.6 69.8 65.9   68.9 60.4 8.5 
  R6   65.2 71.5 67.9   70.5 62.1 8.4 
  R7   69.7 75.2 70.8   73.4 64.8 8.6 
  R8   70.1 75.4 69.8   74.0 65.1 8.9 
          
RECEIVER GROUP 4        
  R1   70.2 77.4 69.9   75.9 67.6 8.3 
  R2   70.7 77.7 69.4   75.2 67.1 8.1 
  R3   65.2 72.7 67.9   71.4 62.5 8.9 
  R4   63.6 70.9 67.3   69.5 60.9 8.6 
  R5   62.9 69.6 66.7   68.4 60.3 8.1 
  R6   62.4 69.1 66.1   67.8 59.8 8.0 
  R7   60.9 67.6 65.2   66.3 58.5 7.8 
  R8   59.8 66.8 64.6   65.4 58.0 7.4 
  R9   62.5 71.0 68.3   69.8 61.6 8.2 
  R10   63.7 71.5 68.1   70.3 61.7 8.6 
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  R11   65.5 73.3 68.7   71.8 62.4 9.4 
  R12   66.1 73.9 68.5   72.2 63.6 8.6 
          
RECEIVER GROUP 5        
  R1   64.7 72.5 70.1   71.1 62.9 8.2 
  R2   61.8 69.1 66.6   68.2 60.5 7.7 
  R3   59.7 66.3 64.4   65.5 57.7 7.8 
  R4   62.7 67.3 67.5   67.2 62.3 4.9 
  R5   63.5 69.5 69.8   69.1 63.2 5.9 
  R6   65.8 71.4 70.3   69.5 65.8 3.7 
  R7A   62.1 69.0 64.9   66.8 61.4 5.4 
  R8A   61.8 67.8 66.5   65.6 61.7 3.9 
  R9A   64.0 72.9 72.8   70.5 64.0 6.5 
  R10A   52.8 59.5 58.6   59.7 52.5 7.2 
  R11A   56.3 64.6 64.7   64.0 56.3 7.7 
  R12A   56.0 61.1 60.9   61.1 55.7 5.4 
  R7B   65.0 70.9 68.0   69.2 64.6 4.6 
  R8B   64.3 72.9 72.2   70.9 64.2 6.7 
  R9B   67.5 73.8 73.7   72.5 67.7 4.8 
  R10B   54.2 61.0 58.8   59.8 53.9 5.9 
  R11B   57.8 66.5 66.6   65.8 57.8 8.0 
  R12B   56.4 62.1 62.2   61.7 56.2 5.5 
          
RECEIVER GROUP 6        
  R1   63.3 65.8 64.4   63.7 61.3 2.4 
  R2   63.3 69.3 69.9   68.6 63.1 5.5 
  R3   62.3 67.3 67.8   67.1 62.1 5.0 
  R4   65.5 69.1 69.6   69.0 65.3 3.7 
  R5   67.6 71.1 71.4   70.3 67.4 2.9 
  R6   66.6 68.3 68.5   67.3 66.0 1.3 
  R7   68.1 69.0 69.2   68.8 67.5 1.3 
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Table 3 Comparison Between Route 1 Noise Levels and Barrier Noise Levels 
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RECEIVER GROUP 1   
R1 60.5 61.9 1.4 64.3 
R2 61.1 60.9 -0.2 64.0 
R3 57.3 60.8 3.5 62.4 
R4 55.3 60.9 5.6 62.0 

     
RECEIVER GROUP 2   

R1 56.6 61.3 4.7 62.6 
R2 53.2 61.4 8.2 62.0 
R3 64.3 63.2 -1.1 66.8 
R4 60.7 63.0 2.3 65.0 
R5 57.2 61.6 4.4 62.9 
R6 53.7 60.9 7.2 61.7 

     
RECEIVER GROUP 3   

R1 61.8 63.4 1.6 65.7 
R2 57.9 62.0 4.1 63.4 
R3 54.6 60.7 6.1 61.7 
R4 55.7 60.8 5.1 62.0 
R5 55.2 59.8 4.6 61.1 
R6 59.2 61.3 2.1 63.4 
R7 62.8 63.9 1.1 66.4 
R8 64.3 64.0 -0.3 67.2 

     
RECEIVER GROUP 4   

R1 72.0 61.6 -10.4 72.4 
R2 72.0 60.7 -11.3 72.3 
R3 59.0 61.9 2.9 63.7 
R4 55.6 60.3 4.7 61.6 
R5 54.3 59.7 5.4 60.8 
R6 53.4 59.3 5.9 60.3 
R7 52.2 57.8 5.6 58.9 
R8 52.8 57.1 4.3 58.5 
R9 58.0 60.5 2.5 62.4 

R10 57.4 60.9 3.5 62.5 
R11 61.2 61.2 0.0 64.2 
R12 64.5 60.8 -3.7 66.0 
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RECEIVER GROUP 5   

R1 61.7 60.9 -0.8 64.3 
R2 56.6 59.7 3.1 61.4 
R3 51.4 57.3 5.9 58.3 
R4 57.6 61.5 3.9 63.0 
R5 59.7 62.1 2.4 64.1 
R6 66.0 61.6 -4.4 67.3 

R7A 60.7 58.6 -2.1 62.8 
R8A 58.7 60.5 1.8 62.7 
R9A 63.8 60.9 -2.9 65.6 
R10A 48.3 51.1 2.8 52.9 
R11A 52.1 55.2 3.1 56.9 
R12A 49.4 55.2 5.8 56.2 
R7B 65.0 59.2 -5.8 66.0 
R8B 63.1 62.0 -1.1 65.6 
R9B 68.4 62.8 -5.6 69.5 
R10B 51.7 51.2 -0.5 54.5 
R11B 56.0 55.9 -0.1 59.0 
R12B 51.0 55.5 4.5 56.8 

     
RECEIVER GROUP 6   

R1 64.5 54.3 -10.2 64.9 
R2 59.8 61.8 2.0 63.9 
R3 57.2 61.3 4.1 62.7 
R4 62.7 63.8 1.1 66.3 
R5 68.1 62.4 -5.7 69.1 
R6 67.7 60.3 -7.4 68.4 
R7 69.3 61.5 -7.8 70.0 
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Table 4 Comparison of Traffic Noise Levels for All Sources with Abatement and with No Abatement 
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RECEIVER GROUP 1   
R1 69.3 64.3  5.0 
R2 69.3 64.0  5.3 
R3 69.6 62.4  7.2 
R4 69.6 62.0  7.6 

     
RECEIVER GROUP 2   

R1 68.0 62.6  5.4 
R2 68.1 62.0  6.1 
R3 73.7 66.8  6.9 
R4 73.2 65.0  8.2 
R5 70.2 62.9  7.3 
R6 69.1 61.7  7.4 

     
RECEIVER GROUP 3   

R1 73.5 65.7  7.8 
R2 71.3 63.4  7.9 
R3 69.8 61.7  8.1 
R4 70.3 62.0  8.3 
R5 69.8 61.1  8.7 
R6 71.5 63.4  8.1 
R7 75.2 66.4  8.8 
R8 75.4 67.2  8.2 

     
RECEIVER GROUP 4   

R1 77.4 72.4  5.0 
R2 77.7 72.3  5.4 
R3 72.7 63.7  9.0 
R4 70.9 61.6  9.3 
R5 69.6 60.8  8.8 
R6 69.1 60.3  8.8 
R7 67.6 58.9  8.7 
R8 66.8 58.5  8.3 
R9 71.0 62.4  8.6 

R10 71.5 62.5  9.0 
R11 73.3 64.2  9.1 
R12 73.9 66.0  7.9 
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RECEIVER GROUP 5   

R1 72.5 64.3  8.2 
R2 69.1 61.4  7.7 
R3 66.3 58.3  8.0 
R4 67.5 63.0  4.5 
R5 69.9 64.1  5.8 
R6 71.5 67.3  4.2 

R7A 69.0 62.8  6.2 
R8A 67.8 62.7  5.1 
R9A 72.9 65.6  7.3 
R10A 59.5 52.9  6.6 
R11A 64.8 56.9  7.9 
R12A 61.2 56.2  5.0 
R7B 70.9 66.0  4.9 
R8B 72.9 65.6  7.3 
R9B 73.9 69.5  4.4 
R10B 61.0 54.5  6.5 
R11B 66.6 59.0  7.6 
R12B 62.3 56.8  5.5 

     
RECEIVER GROUP 6   

R1 66.5 64.9  1.6 
R2 69.9 63.9  6.0 
R3 67.8 62.7  5.1 
R4 69.6 66.3  3.3 
R5 72.1 69.1  3.0 
R6 68.5 68.4  0.1 
R7 69.2 70.0  -0.8 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX E 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RECIEVED  

 
NOTE: These comments were received after the close of the public 
comment period.  They are included here for informational purposes. 
These comments do not raise any new issues or concerns that were not 
already fully addressed in Appendix C: Response to Comments. Many 
of these comments respond favorably to the Proposed Action. As a 
consequence, no separate response to each of these comments is 
provided.  


















































































































