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June 20, 2017

Special Notice

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

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

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

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

1. Commuter Railroad Station, Orange

2. NEW! Seaside State Park Master Plan

State Land Transfers

1. Exchange of Easements, Snyder Rd., Haddam

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

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

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



EIE Notices

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

The Following EIE Notices have been submitted for publication in
this edition.

2. Notice of EIE for Seaside State Park Master Plan

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

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

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

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

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

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

Project Documents:

Seaside State Park Location Map

Aerial Photo of Existing Site




Seaside Master Plan EIE

Appendix A: Public Scoping Notice, Presentation and Comments

Appendix B: Economic Impact Analysis

Appendix C: Traffic Study

Appendix D: Coastal Process Study

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

Appendix F: List of Preparers

Appendix G: Distribution List

Appendix H: Disclosure Statement

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

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

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

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

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

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

PLACE: Waterford Town Hall Auditorium, 15 Rope Ferry Road

NOTES: The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection is an
Affirmative Action/ Equal Opportunity Employer that is committed to complying with the
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Please contact us at (860) 418-5910
or deep.accomodations@ct.gov if you: have a disability and need a communication aid or
service; have limited proficiency in English and may need information in another language;
or if you wish to file an ADA or Title VI discrimination complaint. Any person needing a
hearing accommodation may call the State of Connecticut relay number- 711. Requests for
accommodations must be made at least two weeks prior to any hearing, program, or event.




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

Send your comments about this EIE to:

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor
Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection

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

Name:

Agency:

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

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor
Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection

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

Name:

Agency:




Environmental Monitor Archives
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July 11, 2017

Special Notice

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

Scoping Notices

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

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

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

Environmental Impact Evaluations

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

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

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

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

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




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

EIE Notices

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

The Following EIE Notices have been submitted for publication in this edition.

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

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

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

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

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

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



Project Documents:

Seaside State Park Location Map

Aerial Photo of Existing Site

Seaside Master Plan EIE

Appendix A: Public Scoping Notice, Presentation and Comments

Appendix B: Economic Impact Analysis

Appendix C: Traffic Study

Appendix D: Coastal Process Study

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

Appendix F: List of Preparers

Appendix G: Distribution List

Appendix H: Disclosure Statement

Errata - New (7/11/17)

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

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

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

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

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

PLACE: Waterford Town Hall Auditorium, 15 Rope Ferry Road



NOTES: The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection is an
Affirmative Action/ Equal Opportunity Employer that is committed to complying with the
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Please contact us at (860) 418-5910 or
deep.accomodations@ct.gov if you: have a disability and need a communication aid or
service; have limited proficiency in English and may need information in another language;
or if you wish to file an ADA or Title VI discrimination complaint. Any person needing a
hearing accommodation may call the State of Connecticut relay number- 711. Requests for
accommodations must be made at least two weeks prior to any hearing, program, or event.

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

Send your comments about this EIE to:

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

E-Mail: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

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

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

E-Mail: DEEP.secasideEIE@ct.gov

Phone: 860-424-3030




PUBLISHER'S CERTIFICATE

State of Connecticut
County of New London, ss. New London

Personally appeared before the undersigned, a Notary
Public within and for said County and State, Sharon Foret,
Legal Advertising Clerk, of The Day Publishing Company
Classifieds dept, a newspaper published at New London,
County of New London, state of Connecticut who being duly

sworn, states on oath, that the Order of Notice in the case
of

23843 State of Connecticut Department of
Energy and Enviro

A true copy of which is hereunto annexed, was
published in said newspaper in its issue(s) of

06/20/2017, 06/28/2017, 07/06/2017

Cust: CT Dept. of Administrative Services
Ad#: d00727498

( ,///A//)//W /};/ém%

Subscribed and sworn to before me

This Friday, July 07, 2017

Notary Public Q g/é, //‘7 Q

My commission expires

RECEIVED
DAS BUSIMESS OFFICE
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23843
State of Connecticut
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)

22_.8, of Availability of Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE)

Notice is hereby given, in accordance with the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act,
that an EIE has been prepared for the Seaside State Park Master Plan (“Master Plan”).
The Proposed Action is the implementation of a development concept from the Master
Plan. The Master Plan depicts four potential concepts for the 32-acre site located at 36
Shore Road in Waterford. ' A-summary of the four alternatives follows:

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

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

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

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

Beginning on June 20, 2017, a copy of the EIE will be available for public inspection
at each of the following locations: online at www.ct.qov/deep/seaside; Waterford
Public Library (49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford, CT); Waterford Town Clerk’s Office (15
Rope Ferry Rd, Waterford, CT); and DEEP (79 Elm Street, 6th floor Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation, Hartford, CT).

A public hearing on the EIE is scheduled for 7:00 PM on July 31, 2017, at the Waterford
Town Hall Auditorium, located at 15 Rope Ferry Road in Waterford, CT, to solicit public
comments on the EIE. Doors open at 6:30 PM.

n must be sent

Written comments on this document and any other pertinent informa
or postmarked by August 11, 2017. Comments must be sent to:

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
Fax: 860-424-4070
Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov
% 1

State of Connecticut
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)

Notice of Availability of Environmental 'mpact Evaluation (EIE)

Notice s hereby given, in accordance with the Connecticut Epvironmental Policy Act,
that an EIE has been prepared for the Seaside State Park Master Plan (“"Master Plan”).
The Proposed Action is the implementation of a development concept from the Master
Plan. The Master Plan depicts four potentia’ concepts for the 32-acre site located at 36
Shore Road in Waterford. A summary of the four alternatives follows:

Destination Park - This concept emphasizes passive and active recreation along with a
lodging experience. Existing historic buildings would be restored for lodging and au
jary uses and the grounds and waterfront would be modified and enhanced to support
passive and active recreationa' uses.

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

Passive Recreation Park - This concept most closely resembles the Park in its current
condition/use with minimal improvements to the grounds. Under this concept, the
histo~ic buildings wou'd be demolished. -

Hybrid Pa k - Th's concept is an amalgam of the other alternatives. The historic build-
ings would be converted to 'odging, the grounds would be enhanced, and ecological
habitats would be c-eated or enhanced along the waterfront.

Beginning on June 20, 2017, a copy of the EIE will be availab'e for public inspection
at each of the following locations: on'ine at www.ct.gov/deep/seaside; Waterford
Public Library (49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford, CT); Waterford Town Clerk’s Office (15
Rope Ferry Rd, Waterford, CT); and DEEP (79 Elm Street, 6th floor Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation, Hartford, CT).

A public hearing on the E'E is scheduled for 7:00 PM on July 31, 2017, at the Waterford
Town Hall Auditorium, located at 15 Rope Ferry Road in Waterford, CT, to solicit public
comments on the EIE. Doors open at 6:30 PM.

Written comments on this document and any other pertinent information must be sent
or postmarked by August 11, 2017. Comments must be sent to:

Michae! Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
CT Department of Energy and Environmenta! Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
Fax: 860-424-4070 :
Emai': DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov
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State of Connecticut

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)

Notice of Availability of Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE)

Notice is hereby given, in accordance with the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act,
that an EIE has been prepared for the Seaside State Park Master Plan (“Master Plan”).
The Proposed Action is the implementation of a development concept from the Master
Plan. The Master Plan depicts four potential concepts for the 32-acre site located at 36
Shore Road in Waterford. A summary of the four alternatives follows:

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

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

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

._._<EE Park - This concept is an amalgam of the other alternatives. The historic build-
ings would be converted to lodging, the grounds would be enhanced, and ecological
habitats would be created or enhanced along the waterfront.

Beginning on June 20, 2017, a copy of the EIE will be available for public inspection
at each of the following locations: online at www.ct.gov/deep/seaside; Waterford
Public Library (49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford, CT); Waterford Town Clerk’s Office (15
Rope Ferry Rd, Waterford, CT); and DEEP (79 Elm Street, 6th floor Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation, Hartford, CT). .

A public hearing on the EIE is scheduled for 7:00 PM on July 31, 2017, at the Waterford
Town Hall Auditorium, located at 15 Rope Ferry Road in Waterford, CT, to solicit public
comments on the EIE. Doors open at 6:30 PM.

Written comments on this document and any other pertinent information must be sent
or postmarked by August 11, 2017. Comments must be sent to;

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
Fax: 860-424-4070
Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov
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PUBLISHER'S CERTIFICATE

State of Connecticut
County of New London, ss. New London

Personally appeared before the undersigned, a Notary
Public within and for said County and State, Sharon Foret,
Legal Advertising Clerk, of The Day Publishing Company
Classifieds dept, a newspaper published at New London,

County of New London, state of Connecticut who being duly

sworn, states on oath, that the Order of Notice in the case
of

24011 State of Connecticut Department of
Energy and Enviro

A true copy of which is hereunto annexed, was
published in said newspaper in its issue(s) of

07/15/2017

Cust:  CT Dept. of Administrative Services
Ad# d00731314

(_//m//\'//? L0 14 /;(;/b ¢ %

Subscribed and sworn to before me
This Monday, July 17, 2017

Nniht sz,

Notary Public K), Q
S/3 / W,

My commission expires

24011
State of Connecticut
Department of Energy and Environmental Pratection (DEEP)

Public Comment Period Extended on Seaside State Park Master Plan
Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE)

Wiritten comments on the Seaside State Park Master Plan EIE will now be accepted
up to and on August 25, 2017. Written comments on this document and any other
pertinent information must be sent or postmarked by August 25,2017. Comments
must be sent to

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street b
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
Fax: 860-424-4070
Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct gov

A copy of the EIE is available for public inspection at each of the following locations
online at www.ct.gov/deep/seaside, Waterford Public Library (49 Rope Ferry Road,
Waterford, CT); Waterford Town Clerk’s Office (15 Rope Ferry Rd, Waterford, CT); and
DEEP (79 Eim Street, 6th floor Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Hartford, CT).

A public hearing on the EIE is scheduled for 7:00 PM on July 31, 2017, at the Waterford
Town Hall Auditorium, located at 15 Rope Ferry Road in Waterford, CT, to solicit public
comments on the EIE. Doors open at 6:30 PM.
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Comment Letters on Seaside State Park Master Plan EIE

Oral Comments at

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




STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

Ly
F‘ﬁﬁj éi.’ Dannel P. Malloy
@“’ ) Governor
Raul Pino, M.D., M.PH. W Nancy Wyman
Commissioner Lt. Governor

Drinking Water Section

August 25, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

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

Dear Mr. Lambert:

The Department of Public Health Drinking Water Section’s Source Assessment and Protection Unit has
reviewed the above Notice of EIE. Please refer to the attached report for our comments.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call Pat Bisacky of this office at (860) 509-
7333.

Sincerely,

upervising Environmental Analyst
Drinking Water Section

Cc: Peter M. Green, Chairman, Waterford PCA
Neftali Soto, Chief Engineer, Waterford PCA
Joseph M. Lanzafame, Public Utilities Director, New London Public Utilities
Stephen Mansfield, Director of Health, Ledge Light Health District

WiAL Y
Y

Phone: (860) 509-7333 e Fax: (860) 509-7359 i '*z-.‘

410 Capitol Avenue, MS#12DWS, P.O. Box 340308 T e -

T Hartford, Connecticut 06134-0308 % am J
Connecticut Department www.ct.gov/dph L T

of Public Health

Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 2



STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

AT 4 TN
) % W Dannel P. Malloy

( 1 ﬁ* i Governor
Raul Pino, M.D., M.P.H. TR Nancy Wyman
Commissioner ‘W Lt. Governor
Drinking Water Section

TO: Eric McPhee, Supervising Environmental Analyst, Drinking Water Section

FROM: Patricia Bisacky, Environmental Analyst 3, Drinking Water Section F )

DATE.: August 25, 2017

SUBJECT: Notice of Environmental Impact Evaluation for Seaside State Park Master Plan

The Source Assessment and Protection Unit of the Department of Public Health (DPH) Drinking Water
Section (DWS) has reviewed the Notice of EIE for Seaside State Park Master Plan. The Master Plan
depicts four potential concepts for the 32-acre site located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford. A summary of
the four alternatives follows:

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

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

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

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

Seaside State Park is not located in a public drinking water source water area, therefore the DWS has no
source protection comments to offer. All of the concepts evaluated for the proposed park require public
water infrastructure connected to the Waterford Public Utilities Commission’s existing infrastructure and
will be supplied with public drinking water from the City of New London Public Utilities. Infrastructure
will include a fire suppression system. The EIE notes an historical seawater intake and distribution DPH-1
system. Measures must be included that will protect the public drinking water supply from cross
contamination with the fire suppression system and any other non-potable uses. Specifically, reduced
pressure principle backflow preventers approved in locations indicated by the public water supplier must
be installed to protect against a cross connection with the public water supply and tested annually by a

o« WLt g,
Phone: (860) 509-7333  Fax: (860) 509-7359 & %
410 Capitol Avenue, MS#12DWS, P.O. Box 340308 . “
Hartford, Connecticut 06134-0308 L sm J
Connecticut Department \VWW.Ct‘gO\";"{dph Bt Acomoo™

of Public Health

Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer 3



Memorandum Notice of EIE for Seaside State Park Master Plan
8/25/17
Page 2

person who meets the requirements of Section 25-32-11(c) of the RCSA. Copies of such inspections DPH-1
must be sent to the public water supplier and local health department.

The EIE includes a discussion of the public drinking water supply available from the City of New
London. The margin of safety (average daily demand divided by the safe yield of the sources of supply)
projected for the year 2050 in the most recent approved water supply plan is 0.90, which is less than the
recommended 1.15. However, this number does not account for the system improvements that have been | DPH-2
made since 2009. The City of New London has been working over a period of years to improve the
margin of safety of its public drinking water system through both supply augmentation and demand
management. The City of New London is currently preparing an update of its water supply plan for
submission to the DWS that will include more recent data than that used for calculating the system
margin of safety in the water supply plan update approved in 2009. It is anticipated that the margin of
safety will be reflective of the system improvements that have been made.

Regardless of the development concept selected, the DWS recommends that the proposed development
implements measures that conserve the use of public drinking water. The Environmental Protection

Agency’s Water Sense program and numerous voluntary green building standard model codes are DPH-3
available as references to assist designers in achieving sustainable developments. Links to these

programs and more can be found on the DWS’s webpage dedicated to water conservation.




Jennifer Burke

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

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

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

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside - EIE

Attachments: Rep McCarty Seaside EIE 082417.pdf

Dear Representative McCarty,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

Subject: Seaside - EIE

Hello Mr. Lambert,

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

Best regards,

Kathleen



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



State of QEnnnettttut

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE CAPITOL

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

PUBLIC HEALTH COMMITTEE

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

August 24, 2017

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

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

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

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

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

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

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

www.RepMcCarty.com




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

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

comments related to the Seaside Master Plan.

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

KMM-2

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

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

Best Regards,
%ﬁud_
Kathleen M. McCarty

State Representative, 38th District
Waterford, Montville



State of Connecticut

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE CAPITOL

REPRESENTATIVE MELISSA ZIOBRON RANKING MEMBER
THIRTY-FOURTH ASSEMBLY DISTRICT APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
MEMBER
LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING, ROOM 4200 ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
300 CAPITOL AVENUE GENERAL LAW COMMITTEE

HARTFORD, CT 06106-1591

TOLL FREE: (800) 842-1423
CAPITOL: (860) 240-8700
Melissa.Ziobron@housegop.ct.gov

July 6,2017

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

Hartford CT 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert:

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

development plan.

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

Our state parks are currently struggling under our fiscal crisis and I have to question whether this should be a

priority given the current deficit. Buildings at other parks are being demolished due to neglect, are falling into
disrepair and dedicated staff members are already struggling to ensure our parks meet the basic benchmark MZ-1
standards. Adding yet this property, with its extensive investment needs and building issues, to our state park

system would not be in the best interest of our state or overall well-being of our existing state parks,

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

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

Sincerely,

Melissa Ziobron,
State Representative
34" District

www.RepZiobron.com




Jennifer Burke

From:
Sent:

To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Dear Mr. Wigren,

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

Friday, August 25, 2017 6:05 PM

'‘CWigren@cttrust.org'

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

FW: Seaside EIE comments

Seaside_EIE_CTHP_comments_2017_0825.pdf

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

project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert
Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

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

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

Subject: Seaside EIE comments
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Dear Mr Lambert:

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

Very truly yours,
Christopher Wigren

Christopher Wigren

Deputy Director

Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation
940 Whitney Avenue

Hamden, Connecticut 06517
203.562.6312

www.cttrust.org
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25 August 2017

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

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

via email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

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

For more than twenty years, the Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation has
followed the planning process for Seaside with great interest. This site is of
outstanding historical importance. It was the first purpose-built institution for the
heliotropic treatment of tuberculosis in children in the United States and
represented a significant step forward in treatment of a devastating disease, a
notable achievement by the State and people of Connecticut. In addition to its
place in medical history, Seaside is important in social and political history as a
reflection of the expanding role of government in the 1930s in ensuring the
welfare of its citizens. And, it is architecturally significant as the work of a
nationally-recognized master, Cass Gilbert. Here, Gilbert, a prominent
traditionalist, was given the task of inventing a new building type. His balancing
of functional innovation with traditional forms and motifs offers fascinating and
rare insights into the interrelationship of modernism and traditionalism in the
early 20th century. For all these reasons, Seaside is truly unique. There is
nothing like it, anywhere.

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

Since 2014, consultants working for the Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection (DEEP) produced three development alternatives for
Seaside, the “Destination Park,” with historic buildings reused as a hotel
operated by a private licensee and grounds partly redesigned; the “Ecological
Park,"” with the historic buildings demolished and ground extensively redesigned
to reflect patterns of shorefront ecology; and “Passive Recreation Park,” with the
historic buildings demolished and grounds left essentially as they are today.
From these three options, DEEP and its consultants created a fourth alternative,
the “Hybrid Park.” Under this option, the historic buildings would be developed
as a hotel with additional new space constructed, and the grounds would
combine elements of the Ecological and Passive Recreation options. Feasibility
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studies conclude that while the buildings are deteriorated, reusing them would be physically
feasible and economically viable.

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Reusing elements of the buildings, preferably on the site. For instance, it might be
possible to leave some walls standing to enclose gardens or a picnic pavilion, or to reuse
salvaged brick or stone in park features. The cupola of the hospital building might
become a folly or be re-mounted on a park structure. Additionally, in the interests of
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sustainability, any removal of buildings should be by deconstruction and salvage of any
usable buildings materials, not just decorative elements.

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

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

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

Very truly yours,

@;,4475, /m,m@/ WM mem@]vhevwiﬁm .

Garry S. Leonard Jane Montanaro Christopher Wigren
Chairman Interim Executive Director Deputy Director

jmontanaro@cttrust.org cwigren@ecttrust.org
oo

Hon. Richard Blumenthal, U.S. Senate

Hon. Joe Courtney, U. S. House of Representatives

Hon. Paul Formica, Connecticut State Senate

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

Hon. Christopher Murphy, U. S. Senate

Kristina Newman-Scott, State Historic Preservation Officer
Robert Nye, Municipal Historian, Town of Waterford

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

To: "annrnye@yahoo.com"

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE

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

Dear Mr. Nye,

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

Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

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

Dear Mr. Lambert,

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

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

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

15
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preservationists nationwide.

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

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

Robert M. Nye
Waterford Municipal Historian

Sent from my iPhone
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Jennifer Burke

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

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

To: ‘hmic57@aol.com’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park Opinion Letter

Attachments: Scan0048.pdf

Dear Ms. Micalizzi,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

Dear Mr. Lambert:

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

Hilary Micalizzi

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

and History Center

August 21, 2017

Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Qutdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert:

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

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

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

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

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

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

colossal mistake. KTM-1

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

Respectfully,

Hilary Micalizzi

President of the Board of Directors

The Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center
132 Main Street :

Ridgefield, CT 06877
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Jennifer Burke

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

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

To: ‘win.evarts@gmail.com’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

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

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

Dear Mr. Evarts,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Lambert,

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

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

79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Fax: 860-424-4070

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

Dear Mr. Lambert,

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

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

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

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

To: Stephen Lecco

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

Subject: FW: Sale of Seaside Property Letter

Attachments: Letter to Mr. Lambert.docx

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

EIE comment letter.

Michael D. LLambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Lambert, Michael

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

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

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

Ms. Simoes,

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

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation



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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

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

Leslie M. Simoes

Co-Director

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

Wallingford, CT 06492

203-265-7717

Www.ct-asrc.org

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

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

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

Subject: Sale of Seaside Property Letter

To: DEEPseasideEIE(@ct.gov

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

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

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

Sincerely,

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

Wallingford, CT 06492

203-265-7717

Www.ct-asrc.org
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July 25, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
DEEP

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106.
DEEPseasideEIE@ct.gov

Dear Mr. Lambert,

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

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

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

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

ASRC-1
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Any agreement that would allow for the private use of Seaside is subject to approval by the
Finance Revenue and Bonding (FRB) and the Government Administration and Elections (GAE)
Committees of the state Legislature. In the past, both of these Committees granted approval
for private use of Seaside subject to the following conditions:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Very Truly Yours, ASRC-1

Leslie Simoes

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

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

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

To: Stephen Lecco

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

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE

Michael D. Lambert

Butreau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Lambert, Michael On Behalf Of SeasideEIE, DEEP

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

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

Subject: RE: Seaside State Park EIE

Dear Ms. Jacques,

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

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

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

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

July 7, 2017
To whom it may concern:

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

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

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

Yours truly,
Kathy Jacques

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

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

To: 'DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.goV'

Cc: 'Kathy Jacques'

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

2
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Dear Mr. Kalafa:
Please find attached:

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

Contact info:
860.444.0038
860.460.5940

Please confirm receipt.

Thank you,
Kathleen Jacques
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Jennifer Burke

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

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

To: ‘kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE Comments

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

July2017 rev.docx

Dear Ms. Jacques,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

Cc: Kathy Jacques <kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net>

Subject: Seaside State Park EIE Comments

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

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

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

Kathleen F Jacques

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

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

POST-SCOPING COMMENTS: EIE Seaside State Park June 2017

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

GENERAL OVERVIEW

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Traffic, Parking, Circulation
Air Quality

Noise

Land Use/ Neighborhoods.

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

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

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

“5.2.4 Land Use/Neighborhoods

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

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

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

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

“«

would be no adverse impacts to land use/neighborhoods.

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

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

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

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

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

specious assertion.

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

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

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

e An age-restricted low impact residential development,

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

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

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

”r

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Traffic Study

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

Other questions pertaining to the traffic study report:

e What are the upper limits that determine impact?

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

e Can graphs be provided that illustrate seasonal traffic impacts?

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

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

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

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

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

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

Economic Feasibility Study

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ARCHAELOGICAL STUDY AND COASTAL SURVEY

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

SELECTION PROCESS

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

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

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

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

(showing good judgment in avoiding risks and uncertainties).

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

ADDENDUM AND ATTACHMENTS

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

B. OPED, The Day July 23

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

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

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

79 Elm Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL LOCATION

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

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

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

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

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

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

INFORMATION FROM SPONSORING AGENCIES

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

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

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

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

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

SPECIAL CONCERNS

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

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

Safety issues and noise caused by above;

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

Loss of mature trees currently on the parcel;

Loss of vistas due to new construction;

Vermin/pests relocating to surrounding residences during construction;

The water and utility demands for the proposed hotel,;

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

Loss or limitations of access by neighbors and park patrons;

Increased traffic and trespass onto neighboring roads and properties;

Security of neighborhood;
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Construction noise and dirt;

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

Lack of buffers on boundary lines;

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

Location of garbage dumpsters;

Security of public access areas;

Security and parking on neighboring streets;

Water safety issues for boaters, swimmers, fishermen;

Loss of quiet enjoyment of abutters;

Loss of property values to surrounding properties;

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

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

MASTER PLAN FEASIBLITY STUDY

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

11
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July 18, 2017

Kathleen Jacques

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
DIVISION OF CONSTRUCTION SERVICES

State of Connecticut

450 Columbus Boulevard

Hartford, CT, 06103

Dear Commissioner Currey:

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

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

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

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

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

If you deny any part of or the entire request, please cite the specific reason(s) justifying such denial.

| am also providing electronic and written copies of this request to:

Honorable Governor Dannell Malloy
State Capitol

210 Capitol Avenue

Hartford, Connecticut 06106
http://portal.ct.gov/governor/
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Susan Whalen, Deputy Commissioner - Environm
and Environmental Protection

79 Eim Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

(860) 424-3005

susan.whalen@ct.gov

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

860.444.0038
kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net

ental Conservation Connecticut Department of Energy
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DEPARTMENT OF
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, CT 06106-1658

<
T A,
x December 2, 2016 Too ™I, Ve

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

RE: Freedom of Information Request
Dear Ms. Jacques,

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

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

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

Thank you.

Department of Administrative Services
Communications Office :

~ 450 Columbus Boulevard — Suite 1501
‘Hartford, CT 06103

DAS.CT.GOV

Aﬁ'ﬂ"man've Action/Equal Opporuunity Employer 49



DEPARTMENT OF
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, CT 06106-1658

June 5, 2017

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

RE: Freedom of Information Request
Dear Ms. Jacques,

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

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

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

Department of Administrative Services
Communications Office

450 Columbus Boulevard — Suite 1501
Hartford, CT 06103

DAS.CT.GOV
Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Emplover 50
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209 Roberts Street, Suite 301
East Hartford, CT 06108
Telephone 860-282-9924

Fax 860-282-9826

F GROUP SERVICES LLC

November 16, 2016

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 483
Hartford, CT 06106

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

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

contract.

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

- DPW Project ] Unit :
Buﬂﬂmg Number Service Rate Units Cost
Number
64704 U-16-01  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 2.00 $102.82
Project Monitor $58.20 109.00 $6,343.80
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 0.00 $0.00
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 36.00 $4,365.00
Planner/Designer Services $94.58 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 20.00 $1,746.00
PLM Bulk Samples $15.62 0.00 $0.00
AWP $200.00 .00 $0.00
TOTAL $12,557.62
Sincerely,
ATC

B

<9

i "’ér’lf»’w 5 @ (/L)
Edward P. Fennell Jr., ¥E -~
Building Sciences Division Manager

Z:\BlngcL\ClientS\CIDCS\22573165xxﬁsbsstcs?rojects\22573;6015.Seasideﬁainﬂospitalﬁuilding\znvcices\111515Monl5015.dsc
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December 17, 2014

: der
Mr. Mlke_ San ers ap—
State of Connecticut e - A
& 0 : . By e id Yoo pidaid
Department of Administrative Services (VOUCHER ____ —2F i 290 Roberts Sireel
Division of Construction Services Suite 301
: East Hartford, CT 06108
165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 ' 0
Hartford, CT 06106 S ot d Phone +1 850 282 9824
7 Vi Fax +1 860 282 9826
. . . . VEYY 5”1/ 4 Ww.cardno.com
Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services / \
DAS Contract Number 13PSX0017 /6:2'2; s, ji‘}i B waw.cardnoate.com

Superintendent’s Residence, Seaside

Building 64656

Project MH-14-22

Task 1, Inspection

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

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

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

ARy Project Unit
Building Service Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
64656 MH-14-22  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 1.00 $51.41
Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 6200 $3,780.44
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 8.00 $970.00
Planner/Designer Services $94.58 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk $15.62 136.00 $2,124.32
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $6,93517

Sincerely, B _‘ 3 | I 6&?/’6.
Cardno ATC o /f Ll

5:\BldgSci\Clients\CTDCS\61.22573. cczu.oncall.se:vicesaol4\TaskZBGTOSEasidesuperintenaentResidence\ﬁocmentS\lElsNInspz 0070 .doc
Australia - Belgium = Canada + Colombia = Ecuador Germany * indonesia + Italy
Kenya = New Zealand = Papua New Guinea - Peru « Philippines » Tanzania «
United Arab Emirates = United Kingdom - United States = Operations in 85 countries
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Shaping the F !

December 17, 2014

Mr. Mike Sanders A
State of Connecticut
Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartford, CT 06106

Cardno ATC

290 Roberis Straet
Suite 301
East Hartford, CT 0610

Phone +1 8602829

Fax  +1860282 9626
Re: Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services R RO
DAS Contract Number 13PSX0017 www.cardnoatc.com

Nurses Building, Seaside

Building 64688

Project MH-14-21

Task 1, Inspection

ATC Project No. 61.22573.0020, Task 20069, ATC Inv. 1851718

Dear Mr. Sanders;

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

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

gy Project Unit
Building . 'oJect Service e Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
64688 MH-14-21  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 2.00 $102.82
Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
/69-‘ o~ ?739 Asbestos Inspector $61.12  100.00  $6,112.00
, Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 16.00  $1,940.00
/CQ_//}‘.;? //,r" -ﬁ/ Planner/Designer Services $94.58 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
# o‘:L//OZ/; .;/ PLM Bulk $1662  208.00 $3,248.96
AWP _$200.00— 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL i W 1o $11,403.78
Sincerely |  : : _
2 | L “‘\
Cardno ATC | &= /4 z
/ Iy ,‘.—*‘{.:'“""’ .v":g:‘“‘\ Y - ‘ ' 4
L) [ etV A .

il . : =7 : .
Edward P. Fennefl J r,};"ﬁi '
Building Sciences Divigion Manager
S:\BldgSei\Clients\CTDEW\61.22573. 0020 . oncall. sexvices2014\Task200 69%ezsideMursesBuilding\Dacuments\121561 4Insp20069.doc

Rustralia « Belgitm - Canada - Colombia « Fouador » Germany = Indonesia «
Kenya + New Zealand « Papua New Guinea * Pery Philippines + Tanzania »

United Arab Emirates + United Kingdom + United States « Operations in 85 countries ?EEN%? A
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Shaping the Fuy

December 17, 2014 PA ' D

Mr. Mike Sanders i ol i
State of Connecticut DEL 20 A0 Cardno ATC
Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services Suite 301
165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 U V... . v | East Hartford, CT 06108

Hartford, CT 06106 Phone +1 860 282 9924

290 Roberts Street

Fax +1 860 282 9826
Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services L
DAS Contract Number 13PSX0017 www.cardnoate.com
Main Building, Seaside
Building 64704

Project MH-14-20
Task 1, Inspection
ATC Project No. 6!.22573.00203 Task 20068, ATC Tnv. 185171 6

Dear Mr. Sanders:
Cardno ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services were

performed by Cardno ATC i accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of
Administrative Services contract.

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Main Building at Seaside. This
invoice covers a period ending 12/12/14.

BEW  pasiest . Unit .
Building Service Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
64704 MH-14-20  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 4,00 $205.64
oy @ 7 Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
)&7 S Q{‘zﬂ’f_?;f }Z Asbestos Inspector $61.12  180.00 $11.001.60
' Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 16.00  $1,940.00
/;%,/f ,J,,g/; v’?"{ Planner/Designer Services $94‘53 g 88 gggg
d TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.3 : .
/. 0?74’%/ 2 PLM Bulk $1562  297.00 $4.639 14
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $17,786.38
Sincerely, = 87 15 U & Inif A

Cardno ATC

My

i

Cor L 37 r) Z: ,.,‘r!ﬁé- pr < . ‘---. i
Edward P. Fennelt ¥, PE. o TTEC RSBt
Building Sciepces.Division Manager

5i\Bldg5ciNG1ientENCTDRHY A1, 225873 -0020.0ncall . services2014\Ta skznossseasidet-tainauildmg\ancuments\ 12161 Inps20068. dac
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Cj Y Cardno

ATC
Shaping the Future
January 16, 2015 ; .
Mr. Mike Sanders
State of Connecticut [ e
Department of Administrative Services 5 290 Roberts Street
Suite 301

Division of Construction Services |
165 Capito! Avenue, Room 460 b : ,
Hartford, CT 06106 Phone +1 860 282 9924

East Hartford, CT 06108

Fax +1 860 282 9826
Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services S
DAS Contract Number 13PSX0017 www.cardnoatc.com
Incinerator Building, Seaside
Building 91376
Project MH-14-28
Task 1, Inspection

ATC Project No. 61.22573.0020, Task 20076, ATC Inv. 1855201

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

Administrative Services contract.

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Incinerator at Seaside. This invoice
covers a period ending 1/16/ 15'.

HRw Project Unit
Building Service Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
91376 MH-14-28 Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 3.00 $154.23
Praject Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 10.00 $611.20
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 6.00 $727.50
Planner/Designer Services $72.75 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk $15.62 13.00 $203.06
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL P A ] D $1,695.99
7
Sincerely, - ek
Y i s @f;,/;' g/15
Cardno A'I;EV _ ‘
”%@ﬁﬁw

& g
Edwar P, Femtell Jr., P‘E/ el A 925’25&5?% —h\l(/&
Building Sciénces Dwnsw” Manager

S:\BldgSci\Clients\CTLCS\61. 29573 002C.oncall services2014\121614Tnsp20076.doc ‘_‘,-"“-r P é? ¥
/e
L F
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January 20, 2015

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

Cardno ATC

290 Roherie Street
Suite 304
East Hartiord, CT 0610,

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartford, CT 06106 R

Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services - 8 W 2 —— il www.cardno.com

DAS Contract Number 13PSX0017

Pumphouse Building, Seaside

Building 64560 L1 |
Project MH-14-27 gt TSR, -
Task 1, Inspection | D ecurt
ATC Project No. 61.22573.0020, Task 20075, ATC Inv. 1855200~

Re:

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Pumphouse Building at Seaside.
This invoice covers a period ending 1/16/15,

D.P\fv Project . Unit :
Building Service Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
64560 MH-14-27  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 3.00 $154.23
Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 10.00 $611.20
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 6.00 $727.50
Planner/Designer Services $72.75 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk $15.62 14.00 $218.68
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $1,711.61
Sincerely, ‘-)?—//f' ¥ 4 / 75
Cardno A'Fé 7 / G
Fd J.<F = z
> - o el

b

L s il
Edward P. FennellJegP.E.
Building Sciences Diyision Manager
s:\BlagSGi\CLLents\CTECS\Sl,22513.Bﬂ20.oncall_servicesz014\Taskzaﬂ?sseasidevumphausq\chumcnta\1zzs1arnspznovs.dou

Indanesia «
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Janvary 20, 2015

Mr. Mike Sanders
State of Connecticut
Department of Administrative Services 290 Roberts Sre
Division of Construction Services Suite 301
i East Hartford, CT§
165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 ;

Hartford, CT 06106 Phone +1 850 28}
Fax +1 860 2821

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services e wiﬁa{?mmm

DAS Contract Number 13P$X0017 .
Workshop Building, Seaside HI
Building 64608 113

Project MH-14-26 il ten
Task I, Inspection L

ATC Project No. 61 -22573.0020, Task 20074, ATC Inv. 1855199, o

Cardno ATC

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Workshop Building at Seaside. This
invoice covers a period ending 1/16/14"

BPW Project Unit
Building Service Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
64608 MH-14-26  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 3.00 $154.23
Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 28.00 $1,711.36
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 7.00 $848.75
Pianner/Designer Services $72.75 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk $15.62 133.00 $2,077.46
AWPR $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $4,791.80
PAID
Sincerely, A

Cardno ATC : > FER ) {115 %;/} c}l/{’;ﬁnﬂ /
D |BY T - /f </ ' dj’ff'

i e
: -"' g 5’ 2 . }‘, ‘: il ﬁ‘/—— | VOL’cﬁ’EH 5 Ve e; £ . J;é%f‘ 4
cEdward P. Fennetl | e A#E. : i? D . . /
Building Sciences Division Manager T 205225

5:\81dgScilClients\CTDCSY 6] | 22573.0020.¢ncall. services20idq \TeskzoﬁMSeesideHorkshcp\ 1216141Insp20074.doc
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January 20, 2015 4
Mr. Mike Sanders |
State of Connecticut SV ATS
Department of Administrative Services 290 Roberts Street
Suite 301

Division of Construction Services
165 Capiiol Avenue, Room 460

Hartford, CT 06106 Phone +1 860 282 9924
Fax  +1860282 9826
Www.cardno.com

East Hartford, CT 06108

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number [3PSX0017
Maintenance Building, Seaside =
Building 64512 {in}
Project MH-14-25 |47 ]
Task 1, Inspection S — SRET |
ATC Project No. 61.22573.0020, Task 20073, ATC Inv. 185 198 P e b

__..www.cardnoatc.com

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

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

S Project Unit
Building Service Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
64512 MH-14-25 Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 3.00 $154.23
Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 30.00 $1,833.60
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 6.00 $727.50
Planner/Designer Services $r2.75 1.00 $72.75
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk $15.62 23.00 $359.26
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL PA l D — $3,147.34
Sincerely, ; 2/ 3 C";// o
Cardno ATC /;j}& / e "~ //
f % ¥ 3 3 /
A lhn S 225524/ | f“/

Edward P. Fen{tqe
S:\Bldg8ci\Clients\CTDCS\61.22573,0020.cncall.services2014\Task20073Saas ideMaintenanceBuilding\Documents\1216141Insp20073.dos
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January 20, 2015

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartford, CT 06106

Cardno ATC

290 Roberis Street
Suite 301
East Hartford, CT 061

Phone +1 860 282
Fax +1 860 282 9
www.cardno.com

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services {
DAS Contract Number 13PSX00]7
Duplex Garage, Seaside
Building 64624
Project MH-14-24
Task 1, Inspection |
ATC Project No. 61 -22573.0020, Task 20072, ATC I

www.cardnoatc.com

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection of the Duplex Garage at Seaside. This
invoice covers a period ending 1/16/ 14
DPW

Building :;2:-: Service g::t Units Cost
Number
64624 MH-14-24  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 1.00 $51.41
Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 18.00 $1,100.16
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 5.00 $606.25
Planner/Designer Services $72.75 1.00 $72.75
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk $15.62 10.00 $156.20
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL PA , = . $1,986.77
Sincerely, j/ ‘?/ o

Cardnoé_?? p FEB 27 2015 s ’ /de / x’iﬁf—" i
27T [ 7 = | 2= 20503 (W2
S

F , '/) i S 3
@;Eiward P...Fenn‘e]_}fjr., PE- i
Building Sciences Division Manager

S:\Bldgdci\Clients\CTDCS\ 61 -22573.0020,0ncall. services2014 \Task2 007282asideDuplextara ge\Documents\012014 Insp20072.doc
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June 18, 2015

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Rooim 460
Hartford, CT 06106

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number [3PSX017
Maintenance Building, Seaside
Project U-15-01
Building 64512
Task 3, Monitoring

Cardno ATC Project No. 61.22573.0021, Task 21 039, Cardno ATC Inv. 1881099

Dear Mr. Sanders:

Cardno
ATC

Shaping the Future

Cardno ATC

250 Roberls Sirget
Suite 301
East Hartford, CT 05108

Phone +1 860 282 9924
Fax +1 860 282 9826
www.cardno.com

www.cardnoatc.com

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

Administrative Services contract,

The scope of work performed in this task included monitoring in the Maintenance Building at Seaside. This

invoice covers a period ending 06/12/15.

DPW ;
o Project .
Building Service
Number
Number
64512 U-15-01  Environmental Technical Assistant
Project Monitor
Asbestos Inspector
Senior Registered Engineer
Planner/Designer Services
TEM AHERA 24 HR
PLM Bulk Samples
AWP
TOTAL
Sincerely,
Cardno AT
;

7 Vs 73 f
S T S A .
g AT TH

W

,"’:';: i ‘ﬁh, /f_,,/;,f“ﬁ,, .,a?,;;.’ o —
Edward P. Fennell Jr., PEJ‘,/ -
Building Sciences Bivisipn Manager

¥

Unit
Rate

$51.41
$58.20
$61.12
$121.25
$72.75
$87.30
$15.62
$200.00

Units

4.00
32.00
0.00
4.00
0.00
0.00
4.00
0.00

Cost

$205.64
$1,862.40
$0.00
$485.00
$0.00
$0.00
$62.48
$0.00
$2,615.52

oC

§:\BldgSci\Clients\CTDCS\E1 . 22573, 0021 .oncall. services2015\Task210395easideMa intenancenui iding\Invoices\061215Mon21036 . doe
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ENVIRGHMENTAL * BEOTECHNICAL
BUILDING SCIEHCES - MATERIALS TESTING

January 20,2016

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

1635 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017
Main Hospital Building, Seaside
Building 64704
Project U-15-03
Task 2, Design ; .
Cardno ATC Project No. 61.22573.0021, Task 21048, Cardno ATC Inv. 1932070

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

contract.

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

DPW ; i
Building Projact Service ket Units Cost
4 Number Rate
Number
84704 U-15-03 Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 4.00 $205.64
Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 34.00 $2,078.08
Senior Registered Engineer . $121.25 3200 $3,880.00
planner/Designer Services $72.75 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk Samples $15.62 3.00 $46.86
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $6,210.58
Sincerely,

ATC Gropp Services LLE

i /]

290 Roberts Street, Suite 301
ces\ +EasbHafords 8 06108

5 \Bkdgscl\clients\c’rﬂcs\ 63.22573.0021. pncall. servlcesz015\?931;210GGSQaside}:aian;pitalBUi ldim;\InVGi-
0: 860-282-0924
F: 860-282-9826

B ATCGroupServices.com
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o  / 290 Roberts Street, Suite 301 -
e East Hartford, CT 06108
L Y Telephonc 860-282-9924

i Fax 860-282-9826 f

ENVIRONMENTAL - GEOTECHNICAL www.atcgroupservices.com
BUILDING SGIENGES - MATERIALS TESTING ‘
April 26,2016 —_— -

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460
Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Asbhestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017
Main Hospital Building, Seaside
Building 64704
Project U-16-01
Task 3, Monitoring
Cardno ATC Project No. 2257316015, ATC Inv. 1948303

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

contract.

The scope of work performed in this task include monitoring in the Main Hospital Building at Seaside This
invoice covers a period ending 04/22/16.

i Project : Unit )
Building ! Service Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
64704 U-16-01  Environmental Technical Assistant - $51.41 6.00 $308.46
Project Monitor $58.20 220.00 $12,804.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 0.00 $0.00
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 31.00 $3,758.75
Planner/Designer Services $94.58 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 10.00 $873.00
PLM Bulk Samples $15.62 0.00 $0.00
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $17,744.21
Sincerely,
ATC
5
2. /4
Edward P. Fennell Jr., P.E. A 4 Z A
Building Sciences Division Manager f i

S ‘\ﬁ1cgsci\t‘.liencS\CTDCS\zz.%"‘3 16015 .%easideMainHospitalBuilding\ Invoices\G42616Monl6015.doc
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% Cardno

- ATC
Shaping the Futwre
M. Mike Sanders
State of Connecticut
Department of Administrative Services B ATE
Division of Construction Services o s S
Suite 301

165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460

Hartford, CT 06106 East Hartford, CT 06108

Phone +1 860282 9924

Re: Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services Fax  +18802829826
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017 SO
Main Hospital Building, Seaside R ow "

Building 64704

Project U-15-03

Task 1, Inspection

Cardno ATC Project No. 61.22573.0021, Task 21048, Cardno ATC Inv. 1902743

Dear Mr. Sanders:

Cardno ATC has provided asbestos related services on the project(s) listed below. These services were

performed by Cardno ATC in accordance with the requirements of the referenced Department of

Administrative Services contract.

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

This invoice covers a period ending 10/09/15.

DPW . ;
Building i Service Lk Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
64704 U-15-03  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 4.00 $205.64
Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 80.00 $4,889.60
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 37.00 $4,486.25
Planner/Designer Services $72.75 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 1.00 $87.30
PLM Bulk Samples $15.62 0.00 $0.00
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $9,668.79
Sincerely,
i if“"
Cardno ATC. i e PV 4
T =z jwt

i, B
vy g £ { Py
Building Scientes Division Manager
5:\BlagSciiClients\CTDCS\61.22573.0021. gneall . services2015\Task2l G485easideMaintospi talBuilding\ Inveices 10161 5Tnsp21948.doc
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ATC

Shaping the Future
October 22, 2015
Mr. Mike Sanders
State of Connecticut
Department of Administrative Services Rt
Division of Construction Services 290 Roberts Street
165 Capitol Avenue, Room 460 ‘ Suite 301

Hartford, CT 06106 East Hartford, CT 06108

Phone +1 860 252 9924

Re:  Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services Fax  +1860282 9826
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017 W Sittaiem
Main Hospital Building, Seaside www.cardnoatc.com

Building 64704

Project U-15-03

Task 2, Design

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

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

The scope of work performed in this task included an inspection in the Main Building at Seaside Hospital.
This invoice covers a period ending 10/16/15.

DPW . .
Building :;2::_ Service Ig:i:; Units Cost
Number

64704 U-15-02  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 2.00 $102.82

Project Monitor $58.20 0.00 $0.00

Asbestos Inspector $61.12 0.00 $0.00

Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 16.00  $1,940.00

Planner/Designer Services 37275 0.00 $0.00

TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00

PLM Bulk Samples $15.62 0.00 $0.00

AWPR $200.00 1.00 $200.00

TOTAL $2,242.82

Sincerely,

Cardno ATC -
AN

=

Edward P. F

Building Sciences Division Manager

S:\BldgSci\Tlients\CTDCS\61.22573. 0021 .oncall services2015\Task2104 85easideMaindospitalBuilding\Inveices\102215Design21048 . doc

Australia « Belgium + Canada * Colombia « Ecuador » Germany « Indonesia » Italy -
Kenya « New Zealand + Papua New Guinea » Peru « Philippines * Tanzania «
United Arab Emirates = United Kingdom » United States » Operations in 85 countries
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT 7
25 PINNEY STREET J/
ELLINGTON CT 06029

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

Num: 007641 Date: 11/02/2016
Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS

STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE,-ROOM 275 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132
HARTFORD CT 06103

SEASIDE SANATORIUM

Re; Abatement

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT FOR ABATEMENT AT
SEASIDE STATE PARK - 36 SHORE ROAD, WATERFORD —
WORK PERFORMED 10-1-2016 THRU 10-28-16.

TOTAL INVOICE DUE: $133,582.14

v WM/&//

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

30 days. "Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer”
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AT

MIH0L
MI002
MI-005
WT-006

M008B
ML002
MI-010
M013
Mi-014
MI915
MI-OI6

State Contract 10PSX0238 Exhlblt B-1 - Pm:e Descrlggion of Commodity and/or Services

e 1091 2056 thow 1923 20

ITEM DESCRIPTION
MOV .
CLEAN-UP OF ACM DEERTS BY HEPA VACUUMING
REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS (FULL CONTADSMENT -< 6" DIA)
REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTAINMENT - 67 - 127 DIA)
REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDDNG FITTRIGS(FULL CONTATRMENT ->12° DIA)
GLOVE BAGREMDVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINI-CONTATRMENT - FIRST 25)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINI-CONTATNMENT - GUANTITY BETWEEN 25-50)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATICN (MINI-CONTADNMENT - QUANTITY IN EXCESS OF 50)
REMOVAL OF EQUIPMENT INSULATION
REMOVAL OF BVAC DUCT RNSULATION
REMOVAL OF BVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNEGTOR
REBLOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING INCLUDENG MASTIC
REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORDNG (WO MASTICH
REMOVAL OF SPRAYED ON FIREPROGFING
REMOVAL OF FLASTER CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING BLACK TRON AND METAL LATH)
REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC OR METAL BAN CEILING SYSTEM (NCLUDENG GRID )
REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC CETLING BANELS (CLEAN GRID FOR REUSE}
REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC PLASTER FINISH MATERIAL (SCRAFE)
BATCH AND/OR SEAL DAMAGED INSULATION
REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL (2" DEFTH)
REMOVAL OF TRANSIIE MATERIAL
REMOVAL OF ROOFING OR ROCF FLASHING MATERIAL
REMOVAL OF UNDERGROUND PIFE OR FIPE INSULATION (QVCLUDING HAND EXCAVATION)
REMOVAL OF CARFET OVER RESILIENT FLOORING
REMOVAL CF WALL BASE AND MASTIC
REMOVAL OF DRYWALL PARTITION (INCLUDTNG WALL ERAMING)
REMOVAL OF CMU WALL
FREPWORK AREA
SOLID BARRIERS OR ACCESS TUNNELS (2x4"@167, 12" BLYWOUD)
SELECTIVE DEMOLITION TOACCESS CONCEALEDACM
REMOVAL OF FLOOR LEVELING MATERIAL

MISCELIANEOUSITEMS

MORILIZATION {1 PER WORK AREA)

'WORKER DECON (1 PER WORK AREA)

TEMPELECTRICAL CONNECTION (LICENSED ELECTRICIAN)

TEMPELECTRICAL GENERATOR.

DISPOSAL OF ACM WASTE (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION)

DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIAL (NCLUDES TRANSPORTATION)

DISPOSAL OF CONSTRUCTION DEBRTS (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION)
STAND BY ABATEMENT FERSONNEL (EACH LICENSED WORKER)

FIXED § G

EXCAVATION T0 EXPOSE UNDERGROUND FIPE

FROJECT NOTIFICATION AND FEES

FROIECT BOND { 3% OF CONTRACT)

REWORK TTEMS
BERNSULATE PIPE I THICK FIBERGLAS ASF
REINSULATE FIPE 1 1/2" THICK FIBERGLAS ASY
REINSULATE FIPE 2" THICK FIBFRGLAS AST
REINSULATE FIPE FITEING 1" THICK FIBERGLAS ASF
REINSULATEPIPE FITTING 1 172" THICK FIBERGLAS ASJ
REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 2" THICK FIBERGLAS AST
CAL

DUCT WRAF) 0L75PCE, 1 V¥ THICK
REINSULATE HVAC DUCT S¥STEM (RIGI BOARD) 3 PCE, 1 12" THICK.
R'E’IAC'EHVACD‘E‘(X’ SYSTEM F1LERIBLE CONNECTOR

ESCALAYION FACTORS

WORK SURFACES 16-20' HIGH

“WORK SUBEACES OVER 20' HIGH

NON-REGULAR WORK HOURS AND OVERTIME (£:00 PM. TO 6:60 4 M DALY, AND WEEKEND WORK)
CONFINED SPACE WORK

REMOVAL OF MULTIPLE LAYERS OF RESILIENT FLOORING (EACH ADDITIONAL LAYFR)
REMOVAL ONLIVE STEAM SYSTEM

EEXTERIOR WORK

__ Bestech

TOTAL

150

e

e

EgoayEEE

ST

Q¥ maT
S0

H#

R

EA
EA

112/2016

L R N N R P O P P RV Py P A Y

R A A oA

Lot

O A LA A 6 409 L3 A 6D gy

CIAAY 1569 60 01 00 0 T8 6 6 B0 6 6 B U U0 6D s U on ba i i B LR

B B e e

L R R R R R RS

o e

(<]

375.00
2200
§,355.00

4.350.00

971520

1292500
542408
313858
1,782.05
4,12830

36181
556146

133,582.14
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE
(860) 896-1000 FAX: (860) 871-5982
Num: 007613 Date: 10/05/2016
Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS ;
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPW

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

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

TOTAL INVOICE DUE: 534,199.09

7
- /‘,’
Total: & 34199.09
Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. inferest after :
30 days.

"Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer"
CUSTOMERS COPY

-




State Contract 10PSX023 i and/or Services
sop [ SRR Desiech  muan
ITEM ETEM DES| ON 1Y  UNIT Cost TOTAL
© ASBESTOS REMOVAL
AR001 CLEAN-UP OF ACM DESRIS BY HEPA VACUUMING SF 5 80§ -
ARDDZ REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS (FULL CONTAINMENT - < 6" DIAY LF 5 170§ -
AR-003 REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTAINMENT - 6"~ 12" DIA) 4ag 5 260 3 -
AR0n4 REMOVAL Of PIPE INSULATION TNCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTAINMENT ->12* DIA) LF s a5 8 -
AR-D3 GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION fMINI-CONTAINMENT - FIRST 25} EA § 700§ -
ARG GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINI-CONTAINMENT - QUANTITY BETWEEN 23-50) fEA 5 LRI .
ART GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINI-CONTAINMENT - QUANTITY IN EXCESS CF 50) EA § 1850 8 -
ARG08 REMOVAL OF EQUIPMENT INSULATION SF 5 - R -
AR-009 REMOVAL OF HVAC DUCT INSULATION . SF 5 315§ -
AROI0 REMOVAL OF HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR SF $ 275§ -
AR-DVE REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLODRING INCLUDING MASTIC SF § oo 8 -
AR-D1Z REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING (NO MASTIC) SF [ 057 5 -
AR:D13 REMOVAL OF SPRAYED ON FIREPROOFING s § 225 S -
AR:014 REMOVAL OF PLASTER CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING BLACK TRON AND METAL LATH) SF § 260§ -
AR:D15 REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC OR METAL PAN CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING GRID ) SF L] 18 § -
ARDBIE REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC CEILING PANELS (CLEAN GRID FOR REUSE) 5 8 145§ -
ARDLT REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC PLASTER FINISH MATERIAL (SCRAPE} SF g 240§ -
ARDIZ PATCH AND/CR SEAL DAMAGED INSULATION SF 4 Lo % -
AR-0]2 REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL (2" DEPTH) ST 5 Lse§ -
AR020 REMOVAL, OF TRANSITE MATERIAL SF s 0s0  § -
vOARA2 'REMOVAL OF ROOFING OR ROOF FLASHING MATERIAL SF s L 3 -
AR-022 REMOVAL OF UNDERGROUND PIPE OR FIPE INSULATION (INCLUDING HAND EXCAVATION} SLF s 3000 % -
ARU23 REMOVAL OF CARPET OVER RESILIENT FLOORING SF s 090§ B
AR-O24 REMOVAL OF WALL BASE AND MASTIC IF s 090§ -
AR-GZT REMOVAL OF DRYWALL PARTITION {INCLUDTNG WALL FRAMING) ~iSF s LOD - -
AR-026 REMOVAL OF CMU WALL SF 3 8 s -
ARD2T OREP WORK AREA SF§ 087§ -
AR028 SOLID BARRIERS OR ACCESS TUNNELS (2"w"@16", 12" PLYWOOD) SFSA 2 8 -
AR-029 SELECTIVE DEMOLITION TO ACCESS CONCEALED ACM SF§ e s -
AR030 REMOVAL OF FLOOR LEVELING MATERIAL LSF H 075§ -

MISCELLANEQUS ITEMS

MI-GOL MOBILIZATION {1 FER WORK AREA) EA 5 250,00 5 00,00
MID02 WORKER DECON {! PER. WORK AREA} EA S 5000 B 300,00
MIH05 TEMP ELECTRICAL CONNECTION (LICENSED ELECTRICIAN) EA 3 5000 § -
MI006. TEMP ELECTRICAL GENERATOR DY s stoee  § -
MI-007 DISPOSAL OF ACM WASTE (INCLUDES TRANSFORTATION) (s S 1 600 % -
ME-008 DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIAL (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION) cY £y 300,00 5 -
MEG09 DISPOSAL OF CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION) cy y 300 % 1.500.00
MO0 STAND-BY ABATEMENT PERSOMNEL (EACH LICENSED WORKER) HR  § 280 8 1836000
MIBI3 FIXED SCAFFOLDING SF - 50 3 -
MIG1E EXCAYATION TG EXPOSE UNDERGROUND PIPE o 3 s -
MI-B15 PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND FEES EA g -
MI-016. PROJECT BOND ( 3% OF CONTRACT) t EA 5 =
REWORK ITEMS
RW-001 REMNSULATE PIFE !* THICK FISERGLAS AS] SF 5 150 $ g
RW-002 REMSULATE PIPE | 1/2* THICK FIBERGLAS AST SF 5 350 s -
RW-003 REINSULATE PIPE 2* THICK FIBERGLAS ASJ s 08 45 s -
RW-064 REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 1" THICK FIBERGLAS ASY EA g 4.00 5 -
| RW-005 REINSULATE PIPE FITTING T 12" THICK FIBERGLAS AST EA ] 500§ -
| RWAH6 RETNSULATE PIPE FITTING 2* THICK FIBERGLAS AS] EA § 600 3 -
RW-L07 REINSULATE MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT 3 PCF, 2" THICK SF H 300 0§ -
RW-008 REINSULATE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM (FLEXIBLE DUCT WRAR)ML7S PCF. | L/2* THICK SF s 140 s -
RW-00 REINSULATE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM (RIGID BOARD) 3 PCF. 1 172" THICK SF H 270§ -
RWOLH REPLACE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR §F b 873 5 -
LSCALATION FACTORS
EF-L WORK SURFACES 10-20° HIGH 113 3 -
EF2 WORK SURFACES OVER 20' HIGH 130 - -
EF-3 WON-REGULAR wo‘RKHqUR_Ei AND OVERTIME (6:00 PM. TO 6:00 AM. DAILY, AND WEEKEND WORK) 130 5 -
EF EMERGENCY RESPONSE (<24 HOUR) 130 b3 -
EF-5 CONFINED SPACE WORK 115 5 -
EF-6 REMOVAL OF MULTIPLE LAYERS OF RESILIENT FLOORING {(EACH ADDITIONAL LAYER} 130 b1 -
EF-7 ‘REMOVAL ON LIVE STEAM SYSTEM 125 % -
EF-8 EXTERIOR WORK. 130 5 £
MISCELLANEGUS [TEDS
2,675.64
7.603.92
C2,759.34

BHEAE = $ 34,199.09




& <
State Contract 10PSX0238 Exhibit B-1 - Price Description of Commodity and/or Services ‘
0B PN iy SPLs e At T . ; '
PHEM 11EM DESCRIFTION DIY.  UNT Ciat T0TAL
ASBESTOS BEMOVAL
AR CLEAR-UR DF ACM DEBRIS 8Y HEPA VACULMIRG T ir £ - 28R 60
AR HFNOVAL OF PIPE PESULATION BICLUDING FITTINGS (FUL L SORTANMENT . < £ ) LF £ £ 248260
o AR REACONAL OF PIPE ISAULATION INCLUDING FIT1INGSaH U L CONTANIMENT - 67~ 12 Ay LF 5 $ B
REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION PXCLUINING FINTNGSTULL CONTARIVHENT > 12 11A) 1§ % £
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIFE 02 HITTING INSULATION (MINICONFAINMENT - FIRST 28 £A 1 5 £
. OLOVE BAG REMDVAL OF FIPE Ot FETTING INSULATION (MINSCONTARMENT «OQUANTITY BEFRFEN 25565 EA 5 H -
ARMTF GLOVE DAG REMOVAL OF PHE OR FITTING DO ATION (MIBFCONTAINMENT - GUARITTY |8 EXCESS OF S 3 EX L < 8isune
AR EEMOVAL GF EOUIFMENT TNEULATION 308 3 & 5 LA5s 3
2 REMOVALOF HVAC DUCT INSULATION SF 5 5 =
EEMOVAL OF HVAC DULT SYSTE FI EXTDLE CONMECTOR SF s k3 .
HEMOVAL OF RESHIENT $100RMG INCLUDING MASTIC M5y SF 3 L3 LR
ARAE2 AES{OVAL OF RESH TENT FLOGRING 30 MASTI SF £ s -
AR REMOVAL OF STEAYED ON FIREPRONDNING sF 5 L]
ARHH EELOVAL OF ELASTER CFILING SYSTEM (INCLUDRIU BLATI IRON AND METAL LATH 5F 5 5
Af-0iS REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC OX METAL PAN CEILING SYSTEM ARCLUBING GRID ) 5F 5 s
A6 AEMOVAL OF AUDLSTIC CERING BANELS {ULFAN GRID TOR REUSE) SF i s ]
ARDIT REMOVAL OF ACOUSIC FLASTER FIHISH MATERIAL (STRAPE) s 5 k3 2
ARE BATCH ANITOR SEAL DAMAGED BSULATION sF < < -
ARy REMOVAL OF CONTAMNATED 801L12° DEFTIN EF b & -
ARan REMOVAL OF TRAMSITE MATERTAL = 5F 3 @98 < 54,03
AR REMCWAL OF ROOFING O ROOF FLASHIRG MATERIAL §F $ 1w 5 -
AHA22 ZEMOVAL OF UNDTRGROLND FIFE OR PIFE PusULATION ONCLEDING RARD EXCAVATION: ir z 2000 £ -
> AROIY REMOVAL OF CARFET OVER RESILIENT FLOORING SF 5 o 3 -
AROZE REMOVAL OF WAL BASE AND MASTIC iF 5 a6 € -
AR.B38 REMOVAL OF BRYWALL PARTIEION orCLUDMNG WALL FRAMING) aF L5 ' I ¥ .
ARGEG REAOVAL OF CHUTWALL IF g L -
AR-MF FREP WORK AREA S S 5 a7 s 745 88 i
AR SOLID BARRIFRS OR ACCESS TUNMNEL S (27373 167, 127 FLYWDUD) SFSA & L s - 3
AR SELECHIVE BEMOLITION TO ACCESS CONCEALED ACM sF 3 110 5 & L:
AR REMOVAL OF FLOOR EEVELIRG MATERIAL SF 43 R = 5
MISUCELLANEQUS ITEMS E
AfB0] AOBIEZATION (| PER WORK AREN) 3 A 2 g % 2000
RS WORKER DECOX ¢1 PER WORK AREA) 3 EA $ Moun 0§ 1008
LR TEMP ELECTRICAL CORNECTION 1l [CENSED ELECTRITIANG EA 1 e S .
A6 TEMP FLECTRICAL GEXERATOR w 4 L4600 5 .
PR DISPOSAL OF ACM WASIE {ISCLUDES TRANSTORTATION! i cYy S GO0 5 4 0 G :
Ml DISPOS AL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIAL INCLUDES TRANSFORTATION Y 3 LR . - 3
MK DISPOSAL OF CONSTRLECTION DEBRIS (WCLUDES TRANSTORTATION: oY g man € E
rinin STANCHIY ADATEMENT PERSONNEL (EACH LICENSED WORKER) HR H 20 8 -
LS FINED SCAFFOLDING iy 4 5 139 £ AMon
RAEUES AVION TO EXPOSE UNDERGROUND PIPE cy 41 JRECS £ -
BRI ES OQIECT NOVFICATION AND FEES i EA s =
MEDIf FROJECT BONR (173 OF CONTRACT) i EA s -
HEWORK ITESIS
[AUSEE REPDSULATE FIPE 1 TITCK FIDERGLAS AS) aF 3 5 -
AW ATE BPE U2 THICK FINFROLAS 857 iF s 19 -
Fiavie Veh WSULATE PIFE 1 iWICH VIBERGLAS AST 5F ¢ 5 -
BV RELNSULATE PIPE HIUHNG 1° THICK RBERGLAS ASH Fa 5 E -
AWG0E REINSULATE PIPE TITTING | 2™ THICK FIBERGLAS AS) EA < 5 -
BYIHIR RFINSULATE PIPE FITTING 2 THICK TIBERGLAS AS) EA ) 3 o
A7 RERISULATE MECHANICAL EQUAPMENT ) POF. 2 FIHCK SF § 3
RAC-G0E AEINSULATE HVIAC DUCT SYSFEM ot FXIBLE DLCT WRAF) DISPUF, § #37 THICR 5P 5 *
R REMNSHLATE VAT DUCT SYSTEN (RIGID BOARD 3 PCF. b 172 TIHCR i 5 s
Ao AFFPLACKE IIVAL BUCT SYSTFM FLEXIGLE CONRFCTOR iF 5 £
ESCAILATION FACTORS
EF-1 WORK SURFACES 120" HIGH i 3 5 =
EF2 WORE SURFACES OVER 207 11GH 13 ¥ i £ 2
i EF EOCLREGULAR WORK HOURS ARD OVERTIME 8 M. TO e 07 AN DATLY, AND WEEKEND WORKD 139 3 s .
i EF-L EMERGENCY RESPONSE $223 HOUR) 130 % 83 :
) EFS CONFINED SPACE WORK 115 s s 4
¥R HEAIVAL OF SMULTIFLE LAYERS OF RESH {RNT FLOORING (EACH ADDITIONAL LAVER: (R 5 < =
BF-7 REMOVAL ON LIVE STEAM SYSTEM 1,25 T s -
EFY EXTERIOR WORK 130 4 - % -
<
MISCELEANERDS ITENMS
$alig (R el bl 2w p
i [ s : L %
) i 5
i 1 T
& i L1
3 L3
j s % £
- k3
i - %
3 L3 £ -
: 3 g .
2 3 3
TGTAL 8 199,534.90
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE

twr

(§60) 896-1000 FAX: (B60) B71-598

Num: 007461 Date: 03131/2516

LAttn: MICHAEL SANDERS
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPW

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

HARTFORD CT 06103
SEASIDE SANATORIUM

Re: ASBESTOS ABATEMENT

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT FOR REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL
OF ASBESTOS AT THE SEASIDE SANWATORIUM IN WATERFORD -
WORK PERFORMED AUGUST 31, THRU MARCH 16, 2016.

TOTAL INVOICE DUE: 5199,534.90

APR - 208

APR -4 2016
2L

-

dyoot

Total: $ 199534.90

Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after :
30 days. "Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer" TYg
CUSTOMERS COPY A ¥, dﬂ;,




BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE

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

Num: 005804 Date: 05/11/2011
Attn: MIKE SANDERS

STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPFW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE, -ROOM 275 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 11D053
HARTFORD CT 06103

SEASIDE SANATORIUM

Re: ASBESTOS ABATEMENT

D
?34)

-
O

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

TOTAL DUE:  $24,372.27

B L 2
Voucher L

Total: $§ 24372.27

Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after

30 days.
CUSTOMERS COPY
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AR-022

AR-023
AR-024
AR-0Z3
AR-O26
AR-027
AR-028
AR-129
AR-130

MI-001
MI-802
MI-003
MIE-006
MI-007
MI008
M09
MEMG
MI013
MI-G14
MI-015
MIUIE

RW-001
RW-002
RW-003
RW-004
RW-D05
RW-106
RW-007
RW-008
RW-0U
RW-010

EE-1
EF:1
EF-3

EF-5
EF-6
EF-T
EF8

State Contract 10PSX0238 Ex

- Price Description of Co

Project-Seaside Sanatorium Paper Shredding & Abatement a/20tca/27/2011  Bestach
1TEM DESCRIPTION oY

ASBESTOS REMOVAL

CLEAN-UP OF ACM DEBRIS BY HEPA VACUUMING

REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS (FULL CONTAINMENT - < " DIA}
REMOVAL OF BIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS{FULL CONTAINMENT - 6" - 12° DIA)
REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTAINMENT - >12" DIA}
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION {MINE-CONTAINMENT - FIRST 25)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINI-CONTATNMENT - QUANTITY BETWEEN 23-30)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINI-CONTATNMENT - QUANTITY IN EXCESS OF 30}
REMOVAL OF EQUIPMENT INSULATION

REMOVAL OF HVAC DUCT INSULATION

REMOVAL OF HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR

REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING MNCLUDING MASTIC

REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING (NO MASTIC)

REMOVAL OF SPRAYED ON FIREPROOFING

REMOVAL OF PLASTER CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING BLACK IRON AND METAL LATH)
REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC OR METAL PAN CEILING $YSTEM (INCLUDING GRID)
REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC CEILING PANELS (CLEAN GRID FOR REUSE)

REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC PLASTER FINISH MATERIAL (SCRAPE)

PATCH AND/OR SEAL DAMAGED INSULATION

REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL (2" DEPTH)

REMOVAL OF TRANSITE MATERIAL

REMOVAL OF ROOFING OR ROOR FLASHING MATERIAL

REMOVAL OF UNDERGROUND PIPE OR PIPE INSULATION (INCLUDING HAND EXCAYATION)
REMOVAL OF CARPET OVER RESILIENT FLOORING

REMOVAL OF WALL BASE AND MASTIC

REMOVAL OF DRYWALL PARTITION (INCLUDING WALL FRAMING

REMOVAL OF CMU WALL

PREP WORK AREA

SOLID BARRIERS OR ACCESS TUNNELS (24"@16", L2" PLYWOOD)

SELECTIVE DEMOLITION TO ACCESS CONCEALED ACM

REMOVAL OF FLOOR LEVELING MATERIAL

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS

MOBILIZATION (1 PER WORK AREA) 3
WORKER DECON (1 PER WORK AREA} ¢
TEMP ELECTRICAL CONMECTION (LICENSED ELECTRICIAN)

TEMP ELECTRICAL GENERATOR &
DISPOSAL OF ACM WASTE (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION) i
DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIAL (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION)

DISPOSAL OF CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS ([NCLUDES TRANSPORTATION}

‘STAND-BY ABATEMENT PERSCNNEL (EACH LICENSED WORKER) 43
FIXED SCAFFOLDING

EXCAVATION TO EXPOSE UNDERGROUND PIPE

PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND FEES 1
PROJECT BOND ( 3% OF CONTRACT) 1

REWORK ITEMS

REINSULATE PIPE 1" THICK FIBERGLAS AS]

REINSULATE PIPE 1 1/2° THICK FIBERGLAS AST

REMNSULATE PIPE 2" THICK FIBERGLAS AS!

REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 1* THICK FIBERGLAS ASI

REINSULATE PIPE FITTING | /2" THICK FIBERGLAS AS)
REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 2* THICK FIBERGLAS ASJ

REINSULATE MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT 3 PCF, 2" THICK

REINSULATE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM (FLEXIBLE DUCT WRAP) 0.75 PCF, 1 1/2" THICK
REINSULATE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM (RIGID BOARD) 3 PCF, 1 122" THICK
REPLACE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR

ESCALATION FACTORS
WORK SURFACES 10-20' HIGH 115
WORK SURFACES OVER 20° HIGH ) 130
NON-REGULAR WORK HOURS AND OVERTIME (6:00 P.M. TO 6:00 A.M. DALY, AND WEEKEND WORK) 130
EMERGENCY RESPONSE (<24 HOUR) 136
CONFINED SPACE WORK 115
REMOVAL OF MULTIPLE LAYERS OF RESILIENT FLOORING (EACH ADDITIONAL LAYER) 150
REMOVAL ON LIVE STEAM SYSTEM 125
EXTERIOR WORK 136
MISCELLANEQUS ITEMS
7 Shreddars Plus HER 0 & TP IRIR2T
TOTAL

b
-
b
]
3
§
3
5
3
5
£
5
$
b
&
3
b
b
£
b
$
5
§
8
5
¥
b
5
§
£
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andl/or Services

020
170
260
ase
27.00
2.0
1850
375
375
175
1.00
0.57
2a2s
260
186
145
240
Loy
150
090
130
30.00
090
090
L
130
037
Lz
E.10
0.75

250.00
230,00
750,00

640,00

60.00
300.00
30,00
7200
7350
15.00

2.50
330
413
4.00
3.00
6.00
3.00
140
270
873

Ty
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209 Roberts Street, Suite 301
East Hartford, CT 06108
Telephone 860-282-9924

Fax 860-282-9826

GROUP SERVICES LLC

January 17,2017

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

450 Columbus Boulevard

Hartford, CT 06103

Re: Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017
CTDCS Seaside Main Hospital Building
Building 64704
Project U-16-01
Task 3 Monitoring
ATC Project No. 22573 16015, ATC Inv. 1996247

Dear Mr. Sanders:

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

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

e Project Unit
Building Service Units Cost
Number Rate
Number
64704 U-16-01  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 2.00 $102.82
Project Monitor $58.20 71.00 $4,132.20
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 0.00 $0.00
Senior Registered Engineer $121.25 2400 $2,810.00
Planner/Designer Services $04 .58 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 0.00 $0.00
PLM Bulk Samples $15.82 0.00 $0.00
DCB Samples $85.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $7,145.02

Sincerely,

(/”{aﬁ

Z:\BldgSci\Ciients\CTRCE\ 225731 £0xxhsbastosProjects\2257316015. Seasidedaintiospi talBuilding\Invoices\11717Moni6015.doc
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 060239

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

Num: 007827 Date: 04/30/2017

Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE, -ROOM 275 Acect ID: STATEC Job: 15H132
HARTFORD CT 06103

SEASIDE SANATORIUM

Re: Abatement

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT FOR ASBESTOS ABATEMENT
ON GROUND FLOOR AND CONTAINMENT 16 & 17 — AT

SEASIDE STATE PARK, 36 SHORE ROAD, WATERFORD, CT
WORK PERFORMED ON APRIL 3RD THRU APRIL 28, 2017

TOTAL INVOICE DUE; 5310,512.80

Total: $ 310512 .80

Payvable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. iInterest after

30 days. "Affirmative Action/Equal COpportunity Employer®
CUSTOMERS COPY
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE

(860) 896-1000 FAX: {(B60) 871-5982

Num: 007793 Date: 03/31/2017
Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPW
165 CAPITOL AVENUE,-ROOM 275 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132
HARTFORD CT 06103

SEASIDE SANATORIUM
Re: Abatement

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT FOR ASBESTOS REMOVAL
AND DISPOSAL — AT SEASIDE STATE PARK — CONTAINMENT
14 AND 15 IN BASEMENT AND BEGIN GROUND FLOOR.

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

TOTAL INVOICE DUE; $420,745.45

™

APR 207 |
et

Total: § 420745.45
Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after
30 davs.

"AFFirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer"
CUSTOMERS COFY
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Seaside Regional Center Invoices for Bestec
Invoice # Date Amount
005804 5/11/2011 S 24,372.27
007461 3/31/2016 $199,534.90
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BESTECH INC, OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

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

Num: 007461 Date: 03/31/2016
Atvrtn: MICHAEL SANDERS o]
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPW

165 CAPITCL AVENUE, -ROOM 275 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 158132
HARTFORD CT 06103

SEASTDE SANATORIUM

Re: ASBESTOS ABATEMENT

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

TOTAL INVOICE DUE: 5199,534.90

APR - 208

APR -4 2016

4.2
T dyocol

-

Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after

30 days. "Affirmative Action/Egual Opportunity Employer” ?’2"” -
CUSTOMERS COPY ;A o

¥ Vf{il =
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

INVOICE

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

Num: 007763 Date: 02/28/2017

Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS -
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPFW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE, -ROCM 215 Acct ID: STATEC Job: 15H132

HARTFORD CT 06103

Bers

Abatement

SEASIDE SANATORIUM

LABOR, MATERIAL
AND DISPOSAL AT THE SEASIDE STATE PARK,

WATERFORD,

CT

AND EQUIPMENT FOR ASBESTOS ABATEMENT
36 SHORE ROAD

WORK PERFORMED FROM FEBRUARY ATH THRU FEBRUARY 28, 2017

TOTAL INVOICE DUE;

$212,438.55

Total:

5 212438.55

Payable upon receipt. 1.5%

per mo.

interest after

30 days.

"Affirmative Action

/Equal Opportunity Employer"”

CUSTOMERS COPY
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State Gontract 10PSX0238 Exhibit B-1 - Price Description of Commodity and/or Services
JOB Bestech SA12017 ;
HEM ITEM DESCRIPTION Cast TOTAL
RENIOV
ARGDL CLEAN-UP OF ACM DEBRIE BY HEPA VACUUMING 3 0w § 2.956.00
AR081 REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS (FULL CONTAINMENT - < 6" DIA) ] L7 § 7.590.50
AR REMOVAL OF PIPE TNSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTAINMENT - 6" - 12" DIA} s 260 5 559000
i AR-64 REMOYAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTAINMENT ->12° DIA} 3 350 8 2
| ARAODS GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINE-CONTATRMENT - FIRST 25) ] 700§ <
i AR-DUS GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINI-CONTATNMENT - QUANTITY BETWEEN 25-50) 3 2100 S -
AR-007 GLOVE BAGC REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINLCONTAINMENT - QUANTITY IN EXCESS OF 50) 5 1850 8
AR08 REMOVAL OF EQUIPMENT INSULATION 5 375§
AR-009 REMOVAL DF HVAC DUCT INSULATION s 375 S
AR-DIO REMOVAL OF HIVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR s 275§ 227750
ARDI REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING INCLUDING MASTIC s o0 s 13,200.00
AR-DI2 REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLODRING (NO MASTIC) s 057§ <
ARDI3 REMOVAL OF SFRAYED ON FIREPROOFING 8 225§ =
AR-DI4 REMOVAL OF PLASTER CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUBING BLACK IRON AND METAL LATH) 5 260 S 19.318.00
ARADIS REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC OR METAL PAN CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING GRID ) g 18§ 5,750.00
AR-DIG REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC CETLING PANELS (CLEAN GRID FOR REUSE) s 145§ x
ARDLT REMOVAL DF ACOUSTIC PLASTER FINISH MATERIAL (SCRAPE) s 240§ 7111200
ARAME PATCH AND/OR SEAL DAMAGED INSULATION 5 1008 =
AR-019 REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL (2" DEPTH) 5 150 % -
ARA00 REMOVAL OF TRANSTTE MATERIAL H 080 8 -
ARAZI REMOVAL OF ROOFING OR ROOF FLASHING MATERIAL H 130 5 -
AR-DZZ REMOVAL OF UNDERGROUND PIPE OR PIPE INSULATION {INCLUDING HANT) EXCAYATION) 5 000§ -
AR-DZ3 REMOVAL OF CARPET OVER RESILIENT FLUORING 5 6% S -
ARD2G REMOVAL OF WALL BASE AND MASTIC s 098§ -
AR-p2s REMOVAL OF DRYWALL PARTITION (INCLUDING WALL FRAMING) § L S -
AR-026 REMOVALOF CMU WALL H 180§ 6,480.00
AR PREP WORK AREA E 097 8 14,550.00
AR0z8 SOLTD BARRIERS OR ACCESS TUNNELS (2%4"@167, 172" PLYWOUD) H 120§ o
AR SELECTIVE DEMOLITION TO ACCESS CONCEALED AUM 5 [T 1.320.00
AR50 REMOVAL OF FLOOR LEVELING MATERIAL s [ S 641235
MISCELLANEQUS ITEMS "
MLO MOBILIZATION {1 PER WORK AREA) s 5000 S 750,00
ME002 WORKER DECON (| PER WORK AREA) s ‘000 S 7300
MI003 TEMP ELECTRICAL CONNECTION (LICENSED ELECTRICIAN) s 5000 § 3,756.00
MI-005 TEMP ELECTRICAL GENERATOR [ 56000 5 -
ME007 DISPOSAL OF ACM WASTE (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION) H 6000 & 54,006,00
MI-008 DISPOSAL OF FAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIAL (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION) 5 30000 S 5
WI-003 DISPOSAL OF CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION) 1 n00 S 7.200.00
MLO1G STAND-RY ABATEMENT PERSONNEL (EACH LICENSED WORKER) § 7200 S 48.860,00
ML013 FIXED SCAFFOLDING 5 750§ -
Mi-074 EXCAVATION TQ EXPOSE UNDERGROUND PIPE s B
MI-025 PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND FEES g =
W06 FROTECT BOND { 3% OF CONTRACT) 5 -
REWORK ITEMS
RW-001 REINSULALE PIFE 1" THICK FIBERGLAS AS] H 250 % .
RW:002 REMNSUL ATE PIPE 1 12 THICK FIBERGLAS AST 5 33 3 -
RW-003 RENSULATE PIPE 2" THICK FIBERGLAS ASI 5 415 %
RW-084 REMNSULATE PIPE FITTING 1" THICK FIRERGLAS AST s 400 % -
RW:DES REINSULATE PIPE FITTING | 1/2* THICK FIBERGLAS ASI s 500§ .
RW-086 REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 2" THICK FIBERGLAS AS] 5 [ -
RWLO07 REINSULATE MECUANICAL EQUIPMENT 3 PCF, 2" THICK s EXCI -
RW-008 RE/NSULATE !IVAC DUCT SYSTEM (FLEXIBLE DUCT WRAP) 0.75 PCF, | 172" THICK ] 140 S -
RW-009 REMNSULATE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM (RIGID BOARD) 3 PCF, | 12" THICK ;] 20§ -
RW-10 REPLACE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXTBLE CONNECTOR § 875 3 -
ESCALATION FACTORS
26 WORK SURFACES 10-20° [TIGIE s 7,300.00
£E2 WORK SURFACES OVER 20" LG 3 5
EF-3 NON-REGULAR WORK HOURS AND OVERTIME (6:00 P.M. TO 6:00 AM. DATLY, AND WEEKEND WORK} 3 >
EE4 EMERGENCY RESFONSE (<24 HOUR) H <
EF-5 CONFINED SPACE WORK k3 s
EE-6 REMOVAL OF MULTIPLE LAYERS OF RESILIENT FLOORING (FACIT ADDITIONAL LAYER) 3 -
FF-7 REMOVAL ON LTVE STEAM SYSTEM s - ¥
EFB EXTERIOR WORK 4 - 5
2.458.50
4,124.30

5,230.50
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ITEM

AR-0D
ARDDZ
AR-0D3
AR-004
AR-005
AR-BOG
AR-OT
AR-008
AR-00Y
ARGL0
AR-B11
AR-012
ARGI3
AR-014
AR013
AR-016
AR:817
AR-018
AR-019
AR-020
AR-021
AR-022
AR023
Al-o24
ARG25
AR-026
AR-07T
AR-028
AR-020
AR-030

Mi-601
MI-002.
MI-005
MI-G06
MI-007
MI008
MI-009
MI010
MI-013
Mi-0l4
Mi-g13
MIL6

RW-081
RW-002
RW-003
RW-0

RW-005
RW-007
RW-008
RW-N02
RW-010

ITEM DESCRIPTION

MOVA]
CLEAK-UP OF ACM DEBRIS BY HEPA VACUUMING
REMOVAL OF PIPE INSUL ATION INCLUDING FITTINGS (FULL CONTAINMENT - < 6" DIA)
REMOVALOF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTAINMENT - 6° - 12" DIA)
REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTAINMENT - >12" DIA}
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION {MINI-CONTAINMENT - FIRST 25)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINI-CONTATNMENT - QUANTITY BETWEEN 25-50)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINI-CONTAINMENT - QUANTITY IN EXCESS OF 50)
REMOVAL OF EQUIPMENT INSULATION
REMOVAL OF HVAC DUCT INSULATION
REMOVAL OF HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR
REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING INCLUBING MASTIC
PREMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING (NO MASTIC}
REMOVAL OF SPRAYED ON FIREPROOFING
REMOVAL OF PLASTER CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING BLACK IRON AND METAL LATH)
REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC OR METAL PAN CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING GRID )
REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC CEILING PANELS {CLEAN GRID FOR REUSE)
REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC PLASTER FINISH MATERIAL (SCRAPE)
PATCH AND/OR SEAL DAMAGED INSULATION
REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SQIL (2" DEFTH)
REMOVAL OF TRANSTTE MATERIAL
REMOVAL OF ROOFING OR RGOF FLASHING MATERIAL
REMOVAL OF UNDERGROUND PIPE OR PIPE INSULATION (INCLUDING HAND EXCAVATION)
REMOVAL OF CARPET QVER RESILIENT FLOORING
REMOVAL OT WALL BASE AND MASTIC
REMOVAL OT DRYWALL PARTITION (INCLUDING WALL FRAMING)
REMOVAL OF CMU WALL
PREF WORK AREA
SOLID BARRIERS OR ACCESS TUNNELS (2"xa"@18Y, 112" PLYWOOD)
SELECTIVE DEMOLITION TO ACCESS CONCEALED ACM
REMOVAL OF FLOOR LEVELING MATERIAL

MISCELLANEQUS JITEMS

MOBILIZATION (1 PER WORK AREA)

WORKER DECON (1 PER WORK AREA)

TEMP ELECTRICAL CONNECTION (LICENSED ELECTRICIAN)

TEMP ELECTRICAL GENERATOR:

DISPOSAL OF ACM WASTE (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION)

DISPOSAL OF EAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIAL (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION)
DISFOSAL OF CONSTRUCTION DERRIS (TNCLUDES TRANSPORTATION)
STAND-BY ABATEMENT PERSONNEL (EACH LICENSED WORKER)
FIXED SCAFFOLBING

EXCAVATION TO EXPOSE UNDERGROUND PIPE

PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND FRES

PROJECT BOND ( 3% OF CONTRACT)

REWORK ITEMS .

REINSULATE PIPE 1" THICK FIBERGLAS AST

REINSULATE PIPE 1 /2 THICK FIBERGLAS AS]

REINSULATE PIPE 2° THICK FIBERGLAS AS]

KEMNSULATE PIPE FITTING 1* THICK FIBERGLAS AST

REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 1 112" THICK FIBERGLAS AST
REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 2° THICK FIBERGLAS AST

REINSULATE MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT 3 PCF, 2" THICK
REINSULATE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM (FLEXIBLE DUCT WRAP) .75 PCF, | 152" THICK
REINSULATE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM (RIGID BOARD) 3 PCE. 1 12" THICK
REBLACE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXTBLE CONNECTOR

X
WORK SURFACES 10-20' HIGH
WORK SURFACES OVER 21 HIGH
NON-REGULAR WORK HOURS AND OVERTIMI (:00 P.M. TO 6:00 A.M. DAILY, AND WEEKEND WORK)
EMBERGENCY RESPONSE (<24 HOUR)
CONFINED SPACE WORK
REMOVAL OF MULTIPLE LAYERS OF RESILIENT FLODRING {(EACH ADDITIONAL LAYER)
REMOVAL OX LIVE STEAM SYSTEM
EXTERIOR WORK

oY

UNIT

B

L.15
130
130
130
L1
1.50
135
130

TOTAL

4/3/2017
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{151
L7

3.50
27.00
2160
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24D
100
L350
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30.00

1.00

1.10
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250,00
250,00
750.00
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3
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TOTAL

5.250.00
16.731.40
225430

4,125.00
20,525.00
736.25
9,700.00

37,752.00
RA20.00

94,560.00

5.040.00
30,458.00

4,015.00
52500

1.000.00
1,800.00
3.750.00

162,060.00

5,400.00
51.120.00

420,745.45
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EFS

ITEM DES [ON

AS K3 IV,

CLEAN.UP OF ACM DEBRIS BY HEPA VACUUMING

REMOVAL OF PIPE INSUL ATION TNCLUDING FITTINGS (FULL CONTARDVENT - < & DLA)
REMOVAL OF PIPE INSUL ATION [NCLUDING FIITINGS(FULL CONTAIMMENT - 6° - 12* DIA)
REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTARMENT - >12° DIA)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINL.CONTAINMENT - FIRST 25)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MR¥I-CONTAINMENT - QUANDITY BETWEEN 25.50)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF BIPE OR FITTING INSUL ATION (MINI-CONTARIMENT - QUANTITY IN EXCESS OF 50)
REMOVAL OF EQUIPMENT INSULATION

REMOVAL OF HVAC DUCT INSULATION

REMOVAL OF HVAC DUCT $¥STEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR

REMOVAL OF RESILTENT FLOORING INCLUDING MASTIC

REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING (MO MASTIC)

REMOVAL OF SPRAYED ON FIREPROOEING

REMOYAL OF PLASTER. CEILING 5¥STEM (INCLUDING BLACK IRON AND METAL LATI)
REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC OR METAL PAN CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING GRID )

REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC CEILING PANELS (CLEAN GRID FOR REUSE)

REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC FLASTER FINISH MATERIAL (SCRAPE)

PATCH AND/OR SEAL DAMAGED TNSULATION

REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL (2" DEFTH)

REMOVAL OF TRANSITE MATERIAL

REMOVAL OF ROCFING OR ROOF FLASHING MATERIAL

REMOVAL OF UNDERGROURD PIPE OR PPE INSULATION (TNCLUDING HAND EXCAVATICK)
REMOVAL OF CARPET OVER RESILIENT FLOORING

REMOVAL OF WALL BASE AND MASTIC

REMOVAL OF DRYWALL PARTITION (INCLUDING WALL FRAMING}

REMOVAL OF CMU WALL

PREP WORK AREA

SOLID BARRIERS OR ACCESS TUNNELS (2'x4"@I6", 1 PLYWOOD)

SFELECTIVE DEMOLITION TO ACCESS CONCEALED ACM

REMOVAL OF FLOOR LEVELING MATERIAL

MISCELLANEQUS ITEMS

MOBILIZATION (1 PER WORK AREA)

WORKER DECON {1 PER WORK AREA)

TEMP ELECTRICAL CONNECTION {LICENSED ELECTRICIAN)

TEMP ELECTRICAL GENERATOR

DISPOSAL OF ACM WASTE (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION}

DISPOSAL OF BAZARDOUS WaSTE MATERIAL (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION)
DISPOSAL OF CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS (RICLUDES TRANSPORTATION)
STAND-BY ABATEMENT PERSONMEL (EACH LICENSED WORKER)
FIXED SCAFFOLDRIG

EXCAVATION TO EXPOSE UNDERGROUND PIPE

PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND FEES

PROJECT BOND { 3% OF CONTRACT)

KEWORKITEMS

REINSULATE PIPE 1* THICK FIBERGLAS ASJ

REINSULATE PIPE 1 1/2" THICK FIBERGLAS ASI

REINSULATE PIPE 2" THICK FIBERGLAS AS]

REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 1" THICK FIBERGLAS AS]

REINSULATE FIPE FITTING 1 1/2° THICK FIBERGLAS AS]
REMNSULATE PIPE FITTING 2° THICK FIEERGLAS ASJ

REDNSULATE MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT 3 BCF, 2/ THICK
REINSULATE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM (FEEXTBLE DUCT WRAR) 0.75 PCF, 1 1/2¢ THICK
REMNSUTATE HVAC DUCT 8YSTEM (RIGID BOARD) 3 ECE, 1 1/2° THICK
REPLACE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR

LSCAL. N
WORK SURFACES 10-20° HIGH
WORK SURFACES OVER 20' HIGH
WON-REGULAR WORK HOURS AND DVERTIME (6:00 M. TO 6:00 AL DAILY, AND WEEKEND WORK)
EMERGENCY RESPONSE (<24 HOUR)
CONFINED SPACE WORK
REMOVAL OF MULTIPLE LAYERS OF RESILIENT FLO ORING (EACH ADDITIONAL LAYER)
REMOVAL ONLIVE STEAM SYSTEM
EATERIOR WORK

Matecial W seciis sie
1Epergenrce

‘Lt renisd

Shidiiear
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Bestech
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and/or Services

3612017
Cost

: 020 2
% 170 8
] 60 8
s 350 3
B 27.00 §
£ 210D 5
¥ 1850 0§
5 335 8
3 3.75 5
3 273 %
s 1eg 3
b 0.57 §
3 225 %
5 2.60 s
3 180 §
s 145 g
s 240 §
3 100 5
] 130§
s 0.50 5
§ 130 3
3 30.00 5
§ 650 3
S 050 3
L1 100 5
5 180 §
5 0207 $
3 120 §
3 110 &
3 075 §
L} 250.00 5
] 25000 0§
s 75000 3
$ 84000 §
§ 60.00 3
5 300.00 5
5 30.00 $
5 720 3
3 130 3
% 500§

&

b3

s 250 §
5 330§
$ 415 %
5 400 S
s 00 8
s 00§
s 300 §
§ 40 8
3 270 8
$ Bi5 S
5 = 5
5 s %
3 e 3
s = 5
3 =
= 5
5 i 3
3 - §
¥
$ 850006 8
1 340300 §
5 700 8
3 2350 3
s == 15
s £ 0
5 R
5 Tl
3 £ 0§
3 - 5
H ]
. A

3

125000
4,190.50
1,365.00
4,312.50
2,437.50

48125
5,400.00

1404060

6300.00

44,304.00

2,000.00
1,908.00
5,111.00
2,079.00
1,387.50

250,00
250,00
2,250.00
42,000.00
1,500.00
48,960.00

312,438.55
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State of Connecticut

L. . Purchase Order
Dept of Administrative Svcs CHANGE ORDER Dispatch via Print
Purchase Order Date Revision Page
DASM1-0000012165 02/11/2016 1 - 03/31/2016 1
Payment Terms  Freight Terms Ship Via
Due Now FOB Destination, Frt Prepaid Common
Buyer Phone Currency
Vendor: 0000017507 DAS-Stanchfield Lisa 860/713-5495 usp
BESTECH INC Ship To: DAS 185CapAve 5thFirWBusOffice
25 PINNEY ST 165 Capitol Ave
ELLINGTON CT 06029 5th Floor West
Business Office
Hartford CT 06106
Attn:
Bill To: Accounts Payable
5th Floor West
165 Capitol Avenue
Hartford CT 06106
Tax Exempt? Y Tax Exempt ID: 066000728DAS Replenishment Option: Standard
iLin-Schd Originat Change Total UOM Original Price  Price Change New Price Extended
Quantity Quantity Quantity : Amount
1- 1 1 0 1 EA 150,600.00 200,000.00 350,000.00 350,000.00
Vndr# Mfg# " Description BI-2B-830/ASBESTOS LEAD MOLD Due Date 02/11/2018
. REMEDIATION SERVICES @ VARIOUS
SITES STATEWIDE
Contract tD: Version 1 Contract Line: 0 Category Line; 0 Release: 1
jOPSY 013%
Item Total 350, 000. 060
Total PO Amount ' [ 350,000.00

The Total Obligation [ 350,000.00|

For time period 02/11/2016 to 06/30/2016

- The Stafe purchasing entity is issuing this purchase order pursuant and subject to a certain

contract, between the vendor and the State of Connecticut, specifically for the goods, services or

both itemized above. The contract is currently in effect, as it has not expirad or been cancelled or

" terminated. To the extent that the cantract has not already been accepted by the vendor, and without

indicating or acknowledging a need to reaffirm such acceptance by means of this or any subsequent
purchase order, any act of partiaf or full performance by the vendor after receipt of this purchase

order shall be deemed to be, without more, an acceptance of this purchase order and an acceptancs of
alt of the terms and conditions of the contract. This order is exempt from Federal Excise taxes

under regmtrataon number 06-730435K, and from Gonnecticut Sales Tax. Send invoices to the State

agency issuing this order.

The State Comptroller certifies that this order has been

approved, recorded, and available funds have been reserved.

Final Approver: DAS-Knapsack Glenn
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Dept of Administrative Svcs

State of Connecticut
Purchase Order
CHANGE ORDER

Dispatch via Print

Purchase Order Date Revision Page
DASM1-0000009916 ©_03/28/2014 18 - 10/25/2016 1
Payment Terms  Freighf Terms Ship Via
Due Now FOB Destination, Frt Prepaid Common
Buyer * Phone Currency
Vendor: 0000030943 DAS-Stanchfield Lisa 860/713-5495 UsD
ATC GROUP SERVICES LLC Ship To:  Sae Detail Below
DEPT 2830 At
PO BOX 11407
BIRMINGHAM AL 35246 Bill To:  Accounts Payable
5th Floor Waest
165 Capitol Avenue
Hartford CT 06106
Tax Exempt? Y Tax Exempt iD: 066000798DAS Replenishment Option: Standard
Fﬁ-Schd Original Change Total UOM Original Price  Price Change New Price Extended
Quantity Quantity Quantity Amount
- 1 1 0 1 BL 1,444,289.89 50,000.00 1,494,289.89 1,494,289.89
vodr# MEgH Description ASBESTOS, LEAD, AND AIR QUALITY flue Data 03/28/2014
CONSULTING SERVICES -~ VARICUS
STATEWIDE LOCATIONS IN CONNECTICUT
e / PROJECT NO. BI-2B-831
Spip‘l‘m
/- HARTFORD CT Y
&Cantract IO 13PSX001TAA Version 1 Contract Line: 0 Category Line: 0 Release: 1
//
DPVW1-0000010763
DCSM1-0000000096
DCSKM1-0000000764

DASM1-0000008945

6/10/2014 ~ CHANGE ORDER TO INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST ..... $100,000
7117/2014 ~ CHANGE ORDER TO ADD DISTRIBUTION LINE AND INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST .....

360,000
743112014 ~ CHANGE ORDER TO INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER AND ADD {2) DISTRIBUTION LINES FOR

FUNDING..... $31,686.17

9/18/20H4 ~ CHANGE ORDER TC INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER AND INCREASE DISTRIBUTION LINE # 2 .....
$25,000
12{10/2014 ~

$200,000
12/23/2014 ~ INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST ..... $50,000

INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST & ADD DISTRIBUTION LINE FOR CODING ...

3/3/2015 ~ INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST ..... $100,000
change order to add 200K to distribution line #3
8/18/16-A0D $100,000.00 TO COVER INVOICES
9/9/16-ADD $5C,000.00 TO PO
Item Total 1,494,289.89

PLEASE REFERENCE PURCHASE ORDER ON ALL INVOICES AND CORRESPONDENCE.
ASBESTOS, LEAD AND AIR QUALITY CONSULTING SERVICES - STAEWIDE LOCATIONS.

2N BQCHANGE ORDER TO COMMIT $50,000.00

1,494,289.89
The Total Obligation 1,494,289.89

For time period 01/17/2014 to 12/14/2016

Total PO Amount

The State purchasing entity is issuing this purchase order pursuant and subject to a certain

contract, between the vendor and the State of Connecticut, specifically for the goods, services or

bath ltemized above. The contract is currently In effect, as it has not expired or been cancelled or
{erminated, To the extent that the contract has not already been accepted by the vendor, and without
indicating or acknowledging a need to reaffirm such acceptance by means of this or any subsequent
purchase crder, any act of partial or full performance by the vendor afler receipt of this purchase

order shall be deemed lo be, without more, an acceptance of this purchase order and an acceptance of -
alt of the terms and conditions of the contract. This order is exempt from Federal Excise taxes

The State Comptroller certifies that this order has been Final Approver: OSC-Thomas Lavern

approved, recorded, and available finds have been reserved.

83




Dept of Administrative Svcs

State of Cennecticut
Purchase Order

CHANGE ORDER Dispatch via Print
Purchase Order Date Revision Page
DASM1-0000008908 08/02/2013 7 - 04/02/2015 1
Payment Terms  Freight Terms Ship Via
Due Now FOB Destination, Frt Prepaid Common
Buyer Phone Currency
Vendor: 0000017507 DCF-Talbert Tara 860/713-5495 usD
"BESTECH INC Ship To: See Detail Below i
25 PINNEY ST Attn:
ELLINGTCON CT 06029 .
Bill To:  Accounts Payable
5th Floor West
165 Capitol Avenue
Hartford CT 06108
Tax Exempt? Y Tax Exempt ID: 066000798DAS Replenishment Option: Standard
Lin-Schd Original Change Total UOM Original Price  Price Change New Price Extended |
Quantity Quantity Quantity Amount __|
11 1 0 1 JA 2,100,000.00 1,200,000.00 3,300,000.00 3.300,000.00
Vndzr# ' MEgH Deacription ASBESTOS, LEAD AND MOLD REMEDIATIONDue Date 03/31/2016

Ship To;  VARIOUS STATEWIDE LOCATIONS
HARTFORD CT
Confract ID:  10PSX023BAB

DPWNM1-0000002806
DPWM1-0000004412
DPWM1-0000006812
DPYWM1-0000007614
DPWM1-0000010744
DCSM1-0000000044

SERVICES - VARICUS LOCATIONS /
STATEWIDE PROGRAM / PROJECT NO.
BI-2B-830

Version 1 Contract Line: 0 Category Line: 0 Release: 16

6/10/2014 - CHANGE ORDER TO INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST ..... $300,000
6/19/2014 ~ CHANGE ORDER TO INCEASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST..... $§175,000
12/9/2014 ~ INCREASE PURCHASE ORDER PER REQUEST ..... $600,000

‘Item Total ’ 3,300,000.00

PLEASE REFERENCE PURCHASE CRDER ON ALL INVOICES AND CORRESPONDENCE.
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES - STATEWIDE LOCATIONS / CHANGE ORDER TO INCREASE PO AND ADD DIST LINE# 2.

3/19/2014-TARA

Total PO Amount I 3,300,000.00

The Total Obligation | 3,300,000.00
For time period 02/01/2011 to 03/31/2016

The State purchasing entity is Issuing this purchase order pursuant and subject to a certain

contract, between the vendor and the State of Connecticut, specifically for the goods, services or

both ltemized above. The contract is currently in effect, as it has not expired ar been cancelted or
terminated. To the extent that the contract has not already been accepted by the vendor, and without
indicating or acknowledging a need to reaffirm such acceptance by means of this or any subsequent
purchase order, any act of partial or full performance by the vendor after receipt of this purchase

order shall be deemed to be, without more, an acceptance of this purchase order and an acceptance of
all of the terms and conditions of the contract. This order is exempt from Federal Excige taxes

under registration number 08-730435K, and from Connecticut Sales Tax. Send invoices fo the State.

agency issuing this order.

The State Comptroller certifies that this order has been Final Approver: OSC-Clahar Marcia A
approved, recorded, and available funds have been reserved.
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

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

Num: 007874 Date: 06/30/2017

Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPW

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

HARTFORD CT 06103
SEASIDE SANATORIUM

Re: Abatement

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT TO FINAL CLEAN MAIN
LEVEL, AIR CLEARANCE AND DEMOBILIZE FROM SITE — AT
SEASIDE SANTORIUM.

TOTAL INVOICE DUE; $95,505.74

Total: § 95505.74

Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after
30 days. "Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer"

CUSTOMERS COPY M é‘
e
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State Contract 10PSX0238 Exhibit B-1 - Price Description of Commodity and/or Services

JOB Bestech 712017
1TEM ITEM DESCRIPTION Loyt TOTAL
ASBESTOS REMOVAL
AR-01 CLEAN-UP OF ACM DEBRIS BY HIEPA VACUUMING 3 el 3.000,00
AR-B02 REMOVAL QF PIPE INSULATION INCLUDING FITTINGS (FULL CONTAINMENT - <6" DIA) s L7 s 436.90
AR-003 REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION TNCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTAINMENT - 67 - 12” DA} s 260 S -
AR-0H REMOVAL OF PIPE INSULATION TNCLUDING FITTINGS(FULL CONTATNMENT - 12" DIA) s 350§ =
AR-005 GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTING INSULATION (MINL-CONTAINMENT - FIRST 25) 5 2200 S =
AR-006 GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTTNG TNSULATION (MINI-CONTAINMENT - QUANTITY BETWEEN 25-50) s 200 S -
AR-007 GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF PIPE OR FITTTNG INSULATION (MINI-CONTAINMENT - QUANTITY IN EXCESS OF 50) s 1550 § -
AR-008 REMOVAL OF EQUIPMENT INSULATION s 175 8 131250
AR-009 REMOVAL OF HVAC DUCT INSULATION b3 353 -
AR-01G REMOVALOF HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR 3 275§ =
AR REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING INCLUDING MASTIC 5 100§ 11,000.00
AR-012 REMOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING (ND MASTIC) s 057 s -
AR-G13 REMOVAL OF SPRAYED ON FIREPROOFING 5 225 8 -
AR-O14 REROVAL OF PLASTER CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING BLACK IRON AND METAL LATH) s 260 § 5,72000
AR-DIS REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC OR METAL PAN CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING GRID ) s 130§ -
AR-DI6 REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC CEILING PANELS (CLEAN GRID FOR REUSE) § 145 8 -
AR-D1T RENMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC PLASTER FINISH MATERTAL (SCRAPE) s 240 S 47.700.00
AR-DIE PATCH ANDIOR SEAL DAMAGED THSULATION s 10a S -
AR-019 REROVAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL (2” DEPTH) s 150 S -
AR-020 REMOVAL OF TRANSITE MATERIAL 3 [T -
AR-021 REMOVAL OF ROOFING OR ROOF FLASHING MATERIAL 5 136 S =
AR-02 REMOVAL OF UNDERGROUND PIPE OR PIPE INSULATION (INCLUDING HAND EXCAVATION) s 3000 S -
AR-023 REMOVAL OF CARPET OVER RESILIENT FLOORING 3 090§ -
ARDH REMOVAL OF WALL BASE AND MASTIC $ 090 S -
AR-0Z5 REMOVAL OF DRYWALL PARTITION (INCLUDING WALL FRAMING) s o0 S ~
AR-026 REMOVAL OF CAMU WALL 5 130 S -
AR-027 PREP WORK AREA s 087 8 =
AR-028 SOLID BARRIERS OR ACCESS TUNNELS (2'x4"@16", 112" FLYWOOD} $ 10 8 -
AR-02% SELECTIVE DEMOLITION TO ACCESS CONCEALED ACM 5 L0 s -
AR50 REMOVAL OF FLOOR LEVELING MATERIAL 3 075 S 13750
MISCELLANEQUS ITEMS
AiI-001 MOBILIZATION (t PER WORK AREA) A s 25000 S 500,00
Bil-002 WORKER DECON (1 PER WORK AREA} £ 25000 5 500.00
MI-005 TEMP ELECTRICAL CONNECTION (LICENSED ELECTRICIAN) s 75000 S 2,250.00
MI-006 TEMP ELECTRICAT. GRNERATOR Y § 64000 S g
MI-007 DISPOSAL OF ACM WASTE (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION) g $ 5000 S £,000.00
MI-008 DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIAL (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION} Y, § 30000 S -
M09 DISPOSAL OF CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS {(INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION) s 00 S 3,600.00
AL-010 STAND-BY ABATEMENT PERSONNEL (EACH LICENSED WORXER) s 7200 S 7.920.00
MI-013 FIXED SCAFFOLDING F s 750 S -
B0l EXCAVATION TO EXPOSE. UNDERGROUND PIPE S K
MI-015 PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND FEES FA H =
MI-0i6 PROJECT BOND { 3% OF CONTRACT) 1 EA s -
REWORK ITEMS
RW-001 REINSULATE PIPE 1" THICK FIBERGLAS ASS s 250§
RW-01 REINSULATE PIPE 1 12" THICK FIBERGLAS AS) s 33 S -
RW-003 REINSULATE PIPE 2" TRICK FIBERGLAS ASY 5 EAE . -
RW-004 REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 1" THICK FIBERGLASAS) 4 400 S -
RW-005 RETNSULATE PIPE FITTING 1 12" THICK FIBERGLAS ASJ $ 500 S -
TW-006 RETNSULATE PIPE FITTING 2" THICK FIBERGLAS AS] s 600 5 -
TW-007 REINSULATE MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT 3 PCF, 2" TIIICK s 300 S -
RW-008 WEINSULATE 1IVAC DUCT SYSTEM (FLEXIBLE DUCT WRAP) 0.75 FCE, | 12" THICK 5 140 8 -
RW-009 REINSULATE 1FVAC DUCT SYSTEM (RIGID BOARD) 3 ¥CF, 1 1/2* THICK s 27 8 -
RW-19 REPLACE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR s 75 8 -
ESCALATION FACTORS
EF-1 WORK SURFACES 1026 HIGH 5 o
EF-2 WORK SURPACES OVER 20" HIGH s 5
EF3 NON-REGULAR WORK HOURS AND OVERTIME (6:00 PA. TO 6:00 AM. DAILY, AND WEEKEND WORK}) 130 s -
EF EMERGENCY RESPONSE (<24 IIOUR}) 130 s =
EFS CONFINED SPACE WORK. 115 s -
EF-6 REMOVAL OF MULTIPLE LAYERS OF RESILIENT FLOORING {EACH ADDITIONAL LAYER) 1.50 5 -
EF7 REMOVAL ON LIVE STEAM SYSTEM 125 5 -
EF-8 EXTERIOR WORK 130 s =
s ”
S -
&S 3,228.84
< -
BS -
s =
S -
s -
s 5
S =
s %
95,505.74
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BESTECH INC. OF CONNECTICUT
25 PINNEY STREET
ELLINGTON CT 06029

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

Attn: MICHAEL SANDERS
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DPW

165 CAPITOL AVENUE, -ROOM 275
HARTFORD CT 06103

Re: Abatement

INVOICE

Num: 007847 Date: 05/31/2017

Acct ID: STATEC

Job: 15H132

SEASIDE SANATORIUM

LAROR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT TO FINISH BASEMENT
AND CONTINUE WORK ON GROUND FLOOR AT SEASIDE STATE v

PARK — 36 SHORE ROAD, WATERFORD,

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

TOTAL INVOICE DUE;

$276,268.00

I 20
[

30 days.

Payable upon receipt. 1.5% per mo. interest after
"Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer”

Total:

$ 276268.00

CUSTOMERS COPY
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RW-004

RW.007

RW-010

tate Contract 10PSX0 ibit B-1 - Price Description of Co ity and/or Services

GLOVE BAGREMOVAL OF FIPE OR FITTING INSULAYION (MINI-CONTATNMENT - QUANIITY BETWEEN 25-50)
GLOVE BAG REMOVAL OF FIPE DR FITTING TNSULATION (MINI-CONTAINMENT - QUANTITY IN BXCESS OF 50}
REMOVAL OF EQUIPMENT INSULATION

REMDVAL OF BVAC DUCT INSULATION

REMCVAL OF IVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONRECTOR

RERIOVAL OF RESILIENT FLOORING INCLUDING MASTIC

REMOVAL OF RESILYENT FLOORING (NO MASTIC)

REMOVAL OF SPRAYED ON FIREFROOEING

REMOVAL OF PLASTER CEILING SYSTEM (INCLUDING BLACK IRON AND METAL LATH)

RENOVAL OF ACOUSTIC OR METAL PAN CEILING SYSTEM(INCLUDING GRID }

REMOVAT OF ACOUSTIC CEILING PANELS {C1EAN GRID FOR REUSE}

REMOVAL OF ACOUSTIC PLASTER FINISH MATERIAL (SCRAPE)

BATCH AND/OR SEAL DAMAGED INSULATION

KEMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL (2 DEFTH)

REMOVAL OF TRANSITE MATERIAL

REMOVAL OFf ROOIING OR ROOF MATERIAL

REMOVAL OF UNDERGROUND FIPE OR PIPE TNSUL ATION (INCLUDING HAND EXCAVATION)

REMOVAL OF CARPET OVER RESILIENT FLOORING

REMOVAL OF WALL BASE AND MASTIC

REMOVAL OF DRYWALL PARTTTION (INCLUDING WALL FRAMING)

REMOVAL OF CMU WALL

EREP WORK AREA

SOLID BARRIERS OR ACCESS TUNNELS (2 4"@16%, 1/2° PLYWOOD)

SELRCTIVE DEMOLITION TO ACCESS CONCEALED ACM

REMOVAL OF FLOOR LEVELING MATERIAL

ROSCELLANEOUS ITEMS

MOBILIZATION (1 PER WORK AREA)

‘WORKER DECCH (1 PER WORK AREA)
TEBWELHTIRICN.QONNECHOH(UCFNSE) ELECTRICIAN)

TEMP BELECTRICAL GENERA

DISPOSAL OF ACM WASTE ammﬁ TRANSPORTATION)

DISPOSAL WWWA%}M&M@SMW&M}W)
DISPOSAL OF CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS (INCLUDES TRANSPORTATION)
STAND-BY ABATEMENT PERSONNEL (EACH LICENSED WORKER)
FIXED SCAFFOLDING

EXICAVATION TO EXPOSE UN'DERGR(}UNDPEB

PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND

PROTECT ROND ( 3% OF CUN]RAC‘I’)

REWORK ITEMS
REINSULATE FIPE 1" THICK FIBER(R.AS ASJ
RETNSULATE PIPE 1 1/2° THICK FIBERGLAS ASJ
FIFE 2* THICK FIBERGLAS ASF
REINSULATE PIPE FITTING 1* THICK FIBERGLAS AST
FIFE

EQUEPMENT
RE]'NKULATE HVAC DU&TS’YSTRL[HE’GBU?—DUCTWRAP} 0.75 PCF, 1 1/2° THICK
REINSULATE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM (RIGID BOARD) 3 PCF, 1 1/2° TRICK
REPLACE HVAC DUCT SYSTEM FLEXIBLE CONNECTOR

ESCALATION FACTORS

WORK SURFACES 10-20° HIGH

‘WORK SURFACES OVER 20° HIGH

NON-REGULAR WORK HOURS AND OVERTIME (6:00 PM. TO 6:00 A KL DAILY, AND WERKEND WORK)
EMERGENCY RESPONSE (<21 HOUR)

CONFINED SPACE WORK

REMOVAL OF MULTIPLE LAYERS OF RESILIENT FLOORING (EACH ADDITIONAL L AYER)
REMOVAL ON LIVE STEAM SYSTEM

EXTERIGR WORK

Bestech
QTY  umr Cast TOTAL
s 020 s 6,700.00
s 17 s 4097.00
5 260§ 197600
s 350 s -
H 70 s g
H 200§ 3
$ 18.50 5 -
s 375 8 3,137.50
s 375§ 562.
5 275§ L
5 o0 s 1820000
s 0.57 3 -
s 225 5 =
s 260 S 42,250.00
s is0 s .
5 145 s -
s 240 3 66,006.00
s 100§ .
5 vs1 s 4
s a0 ‘
S 130 S =
s 3000 5 -
5 090 5 .
s 6o0 8 =
5 100§ -
s 1 s -
s 097 S 12,125.00
s L20 § -
5 o s -
5 075 3
s < 75000
s 5 75000
5 s 5
s s 576000
s s #4000
5 s
H s 360000
s s 26,064.00
s 5 :
H o
s s
£ =
s 250 5 s
5 330 S s
5 s s .
s 100 S s
s 500 S o
s 60 S 4
£ 3.00 E3 -
5 oo s .
5 20 ¢ %
s 535 S 5
115 s -
130 s -
130 s 3
130 5 -
115 5 ~
150 € &
125 s <
130 5 N
TOTAL $ 276,268.00
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209 Roberts Street, Suite 301
East Hartford, CT 06108
Telephone 860-282-9924

Fax 860-282-9826

GROUP SERVICES LLC

July 24, 2017

Mr. Mike Sanders

State of Connecticut

Department of Administrative Services
Division of Construction Services

450 Columbus Boulevard

Hartford, CT 06103

Re: Asbestos, Lead and Air Quality Consulting Services
DAS Contract Number 13PSX017
Seaside Main Hospital Building
Building 84704
Project U-16-01
Task 3 Monitoring
ATC Project 2257316015, ATC Inv. 2034041

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

Administrative Services contract.

The scope of work performed in this task includes monitoring at Seaside Main Hospital Building.
This invoice covers a period ending 6/30/17.

DPIV Project Unit
Building N Service Units Cost
umber Rate
Number
64704 uU-16-01  Environmental Technical Assistant $51.41 0.00 $0.00
Project Monitor $58.20 10.00 $582.00
Asbestos Inspector $61.12 0.00 $0.00
Senior Registered Engineer $121.285 4.00 $485.00
Planner/Designer Services $94.58 0.00 $0.00
TEM AHERA 24 HR $87.30 10.00 $873.00
PLM Bulk Samples $26.77 0.00 $0.00
AWP $200.00 0.00 $0.00
TOTAL $1,940.00
Sincerely,

‘ P

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

SARIdgScitClients\CTDCS\22573160xwAsbestosProjects\2257 316015, SeasideMainHospitalBuildinglinvaices\0724171nv 2034041.docx

89




From: Bolton, Jeffrey

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

Hello Ms. Jacques:

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

Thank you,
Jeff

Jeff Bolton, Supervising Environmental Analyst

DAS Division of Construction Services

450 Columbus Blvd, Suite 1305, Hartford, CT 06103
jeffrey.bolton@ct.gov | | www.ct.gov/dcs
860-713-5706 (office) || 860-655-0477 (cell)
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IN THE MATTER OF

SEASIDE STATE PARK MASTER PLAN

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION

DCS Project No. B1-T-612 :

DAS Contract No. DASM1-0000013126 : JULY 25, 2017

MOTION FOR INTERVENTION

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

1. Factual Background

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

has been prepared for the Seaside State Park Master Plan (“Master Plan”), and that a public hearing

1
A person shall be granted status as an intervening party if the request states facts that show “that (i)
his legal rights, duties or privileges will or may be reasonably be expected to be affected by the
decision in the proceeding, (ii) he will or may reasonably be expected to be significantly affected by
the decision in the proceeding, or (iii) his participation is necessary to the proper disposition of the
proceeding.”

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

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

 alternatives. The historic buildings would be converted to lodging, the grounds would be enhanced,
and ecological habitats would be created or enhanced along the waterfront.

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

The EIE identiﬁ.es environmental impacts. These include:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Some of the foregoing impacts will be irreversible, and will involve irreversible and irretrievable

commitments of resources.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It is in the interests of justice that this intervention be allowed, in that the concerns and

interests of Jacques include ones which may differ from the conclusions in the E.LE., for reasons
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which may include the direct proximity of her residence to Seaside, as well as its situation relative
to the surrounding environment including the immediate Magonk Point Road neighborhood.

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

IV.  Conclusion

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

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

KATHLEEN JACQUES

}M&éfw

Jon B. Chase

Richard S. Cody P.C.

34 Church Street

P.O. Box 425

Mystic, CT 06355
richardscody(@msn.com
Telephone: (860)572-2042
Fasimile: (860)572-2044
Juris No. 414019

Her counsel
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CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE

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

Office of the Attorney General
State of Connecticut

55 Elm St.

Hartford, CT 06106

L4t

Jon B. Chase
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IN THE MATTER OF

SEASIDE STATE PARK MASTER PLAN

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EVALUATION

DCS Project No. BI-T-612 :

DAS Contract No. DASMI1-0000013126 ; JULY 25, 2017

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

Notice is hereby given that KATHLEEN JACQUES (“Petitioner”) intends, and by this
pleading does, intervene as a party to any and all proceedings in the above-captioned matter
pursuant to Connecticut’s Environmental Protection Act (“CEPA”), Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-19(a),
including any and all hearings, proceedings, permittings, grants, considerations, authorizations,
extensions, renewals, amendments, or actions, and any matters related thereto.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

stormwater treatment for the activities that include lodging;

1. Aesthetic / viewshed impacts, from any of the proposed activities;
j- Impacts on cultural resources, from any of the proposed activities;
k. Hazardous material impacts from any of the proposed activities, including lead paint

and asbestos, and potential impacts associated with former and existing tanks or
storage areas;
L Impacts on land use and neighborhoods, resulting from increased usage of Seaside,
under any of the proposed activities except the No Build.
6. According to the E.LE., some of the foregoing impacts will be irreversible.
7. According to the ELE., some of the proposed activities will involve irreversible and
irretrievable commitments of resources.
8. The activities set forth in Paragaph 5, separately, together in combination, cumulatively, or
in combination with other sources of pollution, involve conduct which has, or which is reasonably
likely to have, the effect of unreasonably polluting, impairing or destroying the public trust in the
air, water or other natural resources of the state. Without. limiting the foregoing, the aforesaid
activities will unreasonably pollute, impair or destroy the public trust in the air, water or other natural

resources of the state, for reasons which include one, more than one, or all of the following:

a. There are one or more alternatives;
b. There are one or more alternatives that would affect the environmental loss;
o3 There are one or more alternatives which are feasible;

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

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

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

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

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

Said notices can be sent to the following:
Jon B. Chase, Esq., 34 Church Street, P.O. Box 425, Mystic, Connecticut 06355, and
Richard S. Cody, Esq., 34 Church Street, P.O. Box 425, Mystic, Connecticut 06355.
The Petitioner further request that the DEEP consider, pursuant to Section 22a-19 of the Connecticut
General Statutes, the effect of the activities proposed in the Master Plan and on all related plans,

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

avoided.

Respectfully Submitted,

4’;—%% / 2 _ et

KATHLEEN JAC%S

Subscribed and sworn before me, this 25" day of July, 2017.

L‘T\ g //Zﬂ/t_/
ﬁjﬁtﬁﬂ@u—bﬁf 7
ommissioner of the Superior Court
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VERIFICATION
In verification of the Pleading for Intervention attached hereto, and in accordance with Connecticut

General Statutes § 22a-19, the undersigned, bemg duly sworn, does hereby depose and say the
following:

1. [ am over 18 years of age;

2 I am thoroughly familiar with the Pleading for Intervention attached hereto and said is true

to the best of my knowledge and belief;

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

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

%% fo VA —

Kathleen Jacques, Petitione

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
: ss. Stonington July 25, 2017

COUNTY OF NEW LONDON

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

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

mmlssmner of the Superior Court
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Mail - jchase100@hotmail.com

QOutlock Mail

Search Mail and People

Folders
Inbox 21941
Junk Email 144
Drafts 459
Sent Items

Deleted Items

Archive

Upgrade to Premium

C New | Reply | Delete Archive Moveto  Categories
Re: Seaside EIE Process 2017

Jon L) Reply i
29,1218 AM
Janice.Deshais@ct.gov; Kathy Jacques (kathyjacques@¢

Dear Attorney Deshais,

Our office represents Kathleen Jacques, who filed a verified intervention pleading
under C.G.S. 22a-19 in the above-referenced Seaside matter along with a
separate motion to intervene.

While we understand the Attorney General's office may want to review the
contested case issue, intervention under 22a-19 is automatic upon filing of a
verified pleading, and Kathleen Jacques is thus more than a member of the public at
the Monday, July 31 proceeding. For example, as an intervenor she may cross-
examine witnesses.

We suggest that the better course would either be to postpone the July 31 hearing
entirely if the full range of Mrs. Jacques' due process rights under the statute cannot
be completely ensured, or in the alternative keep the hearing open after Monday
night pending receipt of the AG's opinion, with the same witnesses all being brought
back.

Very truly yours,

Jon B. Chase

Richard S. Cody, P.C.

34 Church St., P.O. Box 425
Mystic, CT 06355

(860)572-2042

From: Deshais, Janice [maiito:Janice.Deshais@ct.gov] On Behalf Of DEEP Adjudications
Sent: Friday, July 28, 2017 12:49 PM

To: 'Kathy Jacques'

Cc: Decker, Melinda

Subject: Seaside EIE Process 2017

Dear Ms. Jacques —

The Office of Adjudications received your petition and motion for intervention on
July 26, Because this EIE process is not a contested case, | have forwarded your
requests to the Office of Legal Counsel for evaluation. | understand that this
review will be as prompt as possible, but will not be complete in advance of the
hearing on July 31. Of course, as a member of the public, you will have the
opportunity to offer comments at that hearing.

Counsel has asked me to inform you that all future cerrespondence in this matter
will be sent to your counsel.

Janice B. Deshais, Esq.

Dirsctor

Office of Adjudications

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

860.424-3038

Connecticut Department of

https://outlook.live.com/owa/?path=/mail/sentitems/rp

—
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. Connecticut Department of

BNENERGY &
| ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

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

July 31, 2017

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

Re: Seaside State Park Master Plan
Environmental Impact Evaluation

Gentlemen:

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

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

rejected.

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

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

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

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

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

To: ‘allanjacques@sbcglobal.net'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside EIE Comments

Attachments: EIE Comments 8152017.docx

Dear Mr. Jacques,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

Mr Lambert,

Please find attached my comments on the Seaside EIE

Allan Jacques
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Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely

Allan Jacques
10 Magonk Point

Waterford, Ct 06385
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Jennifer Burke

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

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

To: ‘Nancy James'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: RE: Discrepancies in opening statements

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

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

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

1
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NEJ-1

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

Thank you for your time,

/%2/(0% E Jé/t(&&"
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Jennifer Burke

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

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

To: ‘stephpeterson86@gmail.com'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside

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

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

Subject: Seaside

Dear Michael Lambert,

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

Sincerely, SP-1
Stephanie Peterson
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Jennifer Burke

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

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

To: ‘Ann Schenk’; SeasideElE, DEEP

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: RE: Seaside comments

Ms. Schenk,

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

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

Hello,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for your attention.
Best,

Ann Schenk

3 Woodsea Place

Waterford CT 06385
860-444-7726
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Jennifer Burke

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

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

To: ‘colette1012@hotmail.com'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside Concerns/Comments

Attachments: Seaside.doc

Dear Ms. Skinner,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

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

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

Here are our concerns/comments:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ACS-1

‘ ACS-2

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

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

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

790 Farmington Avenue « Building #2
Farmington, Connecticut 06032
(860) 409-7155 « Fax (860) 409-7160
www.kemperarch.com

July 12,2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
“CT DEEP . '

- 79 Elm Street
" Hartford, CT 06106

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

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

to us.

At an open house on March 25, 2015, DEEP released a document entitled “Seaside State Park Master Plan. The Plan
presented several alternatives, one of which was a Destination Park. Included in that plan was a design for a proposed
lodge to be built as part of the restoration of the historic buildings. The plan showed 55 hotel rooms in the two large
historic buildings (referred to in the Plan as the Hospital Building and the Employee building). The Plan also estimated
~ the cost for the Destination Park at between $45-60 million.

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

Our estimate of the cost of Destination Park alternative in the Master Plan is somewhat in excess of $60 million. A
significant reason is both the type of construction, and the condition of the exterior walls of all of the historic buildings.

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

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

We noted that the budget for site work in the Master Plan was $10-14 million. In 2010, our team developed reasonably
detailed site plans. The estimate we received for the work in 2010 was $15 million.

1986 * L?O%Jztu@wmamyx % 2016



Based on the above; $60 million might be a somewhat optimistic starting point for cost of the Destination Park as
depicted in the Master Plan. At the very least, the following adjustments should be made:

Base Cost $60,000,000
Contingency (5%) 3,000,000
Soft Costs (15%) - - -9,500,000

- Inflation (2015-2020) : 10,875,000
TOTAL - | | $83,875,000

" This does not include anythlng for remedlatlon and the estimates for inflation and soft costs are probably on the low
side. It also does not include anything for improvements noted ion the EIE, such as the wsntor s.center. For budgetary
purposes we’ d suggest that $90 milllon would be a more reasonable estimate. WK

| also reviewed the Enwronmental Impact Evaluat:on for Seasnde The EIE references the Seaside State Park Master Plan
“as the source of its information for the configuration and cost of proposed |mprovements at Seaside: That

L notwithstanding, the data in the EIE is often inconsistent with the information in the Master Plan. For instance, page 10 |

of the Economic Impact Analysis (Append:x B) makes reference to the Destination Park alternatlve It references a 63-

) -.room hotel, wsntor center-changing area and site improvements. The hotel contains 55, not 63 rooms. The EIE also does -

not mclude any costs for the visitor’s center and other site |mprovements that they recommend -

_:' Further referencmg the Plan, the EIE states that the cost of the |mpr0vements necessary to complete the Destination
Park is $39.51 million. In 2015 the Master Plan estimated the cost at 545 60 mllllon There is.no explanatlon for thls
- discrepancy. : :

o T've previousiy provided the reasons why $60 million is, if anything, a low estimate of the costs to develop the
Destination Park. Stretching credibility, if $45 mllllon is used as a starting pornt at a minimum the following ad Justments
must be made: -

Base Cost 3 ' ©$45,000,000

L Misc. i.e. Remediation, VlSttors Center etc. 3,000,000
- Contingency (5%) o T 2,400,000

- Soft Costs (15%) : -~ 7,600,000 -

- Inflation (2015-2020) : : : _'_ © 8,700,000
TOTAL .. $66,700,000

: Thus, the minimum cost for the Destination Park alternatwe is 566 7 m:llion This does not include the -
Vlsutors Center and other |mprovements noted in, but for which there i is sum budgeted in the EIE,

- The other alter_nat_ive involving 're—use of the historic structures is |_dent|ﬁed in'the EIE as a Hybrid park. From.a cost

- standpoint, this is essentially the same as the destination park, except that the inn will have an additional 45 rooms for a
total complement of 100 rooms. On page 9 Of Appendlx B to the EIE, referencing the Master Plan the cost of the Hybrid
Park is stated as $45 million. This is the low end of the cost estimate in the Master Plan. This i is also the cost for a 55-
room hotel, and the Hybrid Park as described in the EIE will have 100 rooms.
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An addition of 45 rooms will be needed to bring the size of the inn into conformance with the description in the EIE. If
one assumes 500 square feet per room mcludmg circulation, as set forth in the PKF study, the cost of this addition will
be:

45 Rooms @ 500 sq. ft. x $250 per square foot = $5,626,000

Contingency (5%) : 282,000
Soft Costs (15%) 886,000
. TOTAL $6,793,000

The cost of the Destmatlon Park to $74 mllllon at a minimum. Using more reasonable cost assumptions results in a cost

. _of$90 million for the Destmatron Park Alternatwe, and $100 hundred million do!lars for the Hybnd Alternative.

rn any case the real costs for the Destmatlon and Enwronmental Park alternatwes are substantlally different than those -
: presented in the EIE. That presumably will have some lmpact on the conclusions reached i in the EIE :

'Jo nWw. I(emper Jr

" . Kemper Associates Architects, LLC -
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August 20, 2017
13 Glen Cove
Laguna Niguel CA 92677

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Deparment of Energy and Envnironmental Protction
79 Elm Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

Re: Seaside
Dear Mr. Lambert:

I'am a great-grand daughter of Cass Gilbert. | would very much like to see Cass Gilbert’s architectural
legacy kept alive through preservation and not destroyed. Cass Gilbert’s architecture holds a major
place in the history of architecture in the US.

I am very pleased to read that the State of Connecticut finds it feasible to renovate Seaside as a hotel
and conference center and not tear the buildings down. Aside from the architectural value of
preserving the buildings, the operation of a 100 room hotel on the 32 acres would likely be far less
disruptive, less congested and still economically beneficial, providing jobs long into the future, to the JBV-1
town of Waterford than selling the land to a developer to build houses or condos.

Since the State would continue to own the land and seemingly operate it as a park, the town of
Waterford would also benefit from the public access to the land near the water, similar to the superb
public park owned by the City of Laguna Beach, here in Orange County, that provides beachfront access
walkways, and picnic facilities between the Montage Hotel and the ocean beach. It is a beautiful park
and enjoyed by thousands, many of whom cannot afford to stay in the hotel. Certainly such a park at
Seaside would be supported by the State’s interest in public policy.

| fully support the preservation of Seaside by turning it into a 100 room hotel and conference center.

Sincerely.

Julia (Gilbert) Bastedo Vietor
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: "mbbetts@nyc.rr.com"”

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park Proposal

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

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

Dear Ms. Betts

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

Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

www.ct.gov/deep

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

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

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

Attached please find a letter concerning the Seaside State Park Master Plan

123



August 24, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert,

As the former curator of the Cass Gilbert Collection at The New-York Historical Society, an author
of two essays on his work, and co-chair of a paper session on Cass Gilbert at the 2018 Society of
Architectural Historians annual meeting, I write about the pending proposals for Seaside State Park,
the site originally built as a treatment center for children afflicted with bone and lymphatic
tuberculosis.

I have followed the steps in the review process with interest, and have carefully studied and
evaluated the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) of the Seaside State Park Master Plan for
Waterford, Connecticut. We strongly urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination
Park. We believe that this option is the best of all five options presented, as it would allow a path to
creating a jewel in the Connecticut state park system. This option brings together the greatest
number of positive results economically, historically, and aesthetically for the town, state, and
region at large. It presents a special opportunity for the public in offering both passive and active
recreation, along with a lodging experience in historic buildings that were designed by the nationally
recognized architect Cass Gilbert (1859—1934), amid historic open space. Together, all of these
elements would be a distinctive and special place in New England.

The reasons for my position are many. Most important, the open space of this 36-acre parcel
situated on Long Island Sound offers exceptional potential to embrace BOTH a distinctive
landscape AND historic architecture. Option 1/Destination Park makes the most of the site’s
characteristic features, most notably the variety of coastal and upland habitats combined with the
historic Cass Gilbert-designed Stephen J. Maher Infirmary and Nurses’ Residence and open space
(not to mention the duplex residence for staff doctors—designed by New London architect Fred
Langdon—and the superintendent’s cottage and garage). These buildings and site represent Gilbert’s
last great essay in campus architecture and planning, before his death in 1934, and just a few years
before he completed the U.S. Supreme Court in Washington, DC.

The Seaside buildings and the open space itself are economic assets worth much more to the State
if they are adaptively reused than if they are demolished. It is well documented that historic
properties add value, which is substantiated by studies through the Main Street program, the
National Trust at large, and other historic preservation groups. Once the distinctive aspects of the
property--in this case, the Gilbert buildings and the open space itself--are demolished or are
significantly impaired, the opportunity for economic leverage dwindles considerably. The
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Seaside EIE reports that Option 1/Destination Park could generate $246,000 annual local revenue
and $642,000 annual State revenue. This option would produce temporary and permanent jobs, not to
mention the positive impact on the area for related goods and services by the increased usership of
the Park. Option 1/Destination Park provides the most potential for benefitting the State’s park
system as a distinctive, one-of-a-kind property, with park land integrated with historic buildings and
open space, while mitigating traffic and noise impact because it does not propose overdevelopment at
an unreasonable scale. (Neighbors’ concerns about the lack of buffer between the Seaside and the
residential area have been mitigated with well-articulated landscaping and lighting plans as well
as pro-active planning regarding traffic concerns.) Option 1/Destination Park also possesses the
virtues of minimal and temporary and/or mitigated impact on agricultural soils, water resources,
traffic, air quality, noise, and light/shadow, as outlined by the EIE report.

For years, Seaside has existed under the radar. Compared to the high profiles of Gilbert’s Minnesota
State Capitol (1895-1905), Woolworth Building (1910-1913), and United States Supreme Court
(1928-1935), among other well-known projects—most of which are located in highly populated
areas—Seaside is an unsung monument in the town of Waterford and in the State at large. Listed in
the National Register of Historic Places in 1995, “The Seaside” represents the culmination of
Gilbert’s illustrious and wide-ranging architectural career.

Completed in the last year of Gilbert’s life, the sanatorium complex serves as a testament to his many
abilities as a designer and planner. Inventive American Shingle-style and Queen Anne revival details
on the Infirmary and pre-nineteenth-century, French-inspired gable elements in the Nurses’ Building
harken back to his historicist orientation in early residential projects in St. Paul, Minnesota, and
elsewhere. The plan of the Waterford complex incorporates both Beaux-Arts— and picturesque-
inspired planning that informed his campus and city plans from Connecticut to Texas. Gilbert’s keen
interest in the use of open space and natural vistas at Waterford reminds visitors of his successful
designs completed in New Haven on the Green and for Oberlin College on Tappan Square.
Furthermore, the civic scale of Seaside was motivated by his highly regarded state capitol designs in
Minnesota, Arkansas, and West Virginia, and also the civic center of five Gilbert-designed buildings
at Waterbury, Connecticut, anchored by a city hall that has been historically renovated to spectacular
effect. Throughout, Gilbert’s two buildings at Seaside are defined by high-quality workmanship—a
hallmark of his architectural practice—and a thoughtful integration of architecture, planning, and
landscape.

Seaside provides a touchstone for the history of twentieth-century public health; the Infirmary is one
of only three buildings remaining in the state from the era before antibiotics were available to treat
tuberculosis effectively. The other remaining sanatoria, Uncas-on-Thames in Norwich and
Cedarcrest in Hartford, were built twenty years before Gilbert’s project at Waterford and are not
associated with nationally acclaimed designers. Gilbert’s Infirmary thus represents a rare building
type in the regional and national landscape. The Waterford project, moreover, was consistent with his
philanthropic activities. Gilbert took special interest in aiding charities that benefited underprivileged
children as well as those with medical challenges, in part because of the early death of one of his own
daughters.

The Seaside Sanatorium also offered a strong connection to his adopted home state. After Gilbert had

moved East, he acquired a Revolutionary War—era summer house, the Keeler Tavern Museum, in
Ridgefield, Connecticut, where he relished spending time. For many reasons, Gilbert felt especially
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strong ties to the colonial past of the region. His grave, in fact, lies in Ridgefield not far from this
retreat.

Sincerely,

Mary Beth Betts, Ph.D., New York, NY / former curator of Architectural Collections, New—Y ork
Historical Society
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Jennifer Burke

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

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:51 PM

To: ‘chuck@chuckpost.com'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Comments to the Seaside State Park EIE

Attachments: Chuck Post Comments to Seaside State Park EIE.pdf

Dear Mr. Post,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: chuck@chuckpost.com [mailto:chuck@chuckpost.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:17 PM

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

Subject: Comments to the Seaside State Park EIE

Dear Mr. Lambert,

Please find the attached comments and letter of support for Option 1 - Destination Park for the Seaside
State Park EIE.

| deeply appreciate the thoughtful consideration that you and many others have put into this project and
the determination of the highest and best use for the Seaside State Park.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the various options and for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Chuck Post
415 710 6860
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Charles M. Post
PO Box 475429  San Francisco, CA 94147 415.710.6860  Chuck@ChuckPost.com

August 31, 2016

Mr. Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Sent Via Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

SUBJECT: Comments to the EIE regarding Seaside State Park

Dear Mr. Lambert,

CMP-1
There is only one option for the redevelopment of Seaside State Park that fulfills all of the components of
DEEP’s mission statement.

“The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) is charged
with conserving, improving and protecting the natural resources and the environment of
the state of Connecticut as well as making cheaper, cleaner and more reliable energy
available for the people and businesses of the state. The agency is also committed to playing
a positive role in rebuilding Connecticut’s economy and creating jobs — and to Jfostering a
sustainable and prosperous economic future for the state.” (Opening paragraph DEEP
website. Emphasis added)

Option 1 — Destination Park is the only one of the options that fulfills all of DEEPs stated goals. The
preservation and reuse of the existing buildings conserves an irreplaceable historic resource while creating
Jjobs, and due to the distinctive tenor and unique features of this option it will provide all of the components
necessary to ensure a prosperous economic future for the State and the local residents as well. Option 1
protects the natural resources and the environment through the well-thought-out site plan and the use of

landscaping and lighting components that provide carefully considered mitigations to any potential noise
and/or traffic impacts.

By contrast, Options 2 and 3 both result in the destruction of the existing buildings and with that destruction
one also destroys the ability of the State to economically benefit from the unique cultural heritage and
irreplaceable redevelopment potential these buildings provide. Option 4 has the unfortunate result of being
both the most expensive and the most detrimental to the environment. It creates the most traffic, destroys
most of the sites natural habitat, and is the most expensive.

In many other locales from the Town of Waterbury to the Minnesota State Capital and dozens of others the
economic and civic benefits of restoration and adaptive re-use of Cass Gilbert buildings has been clearly
proven. Option 1 provides a clear path forward to achieve DEEP’s stated goals and the other options simply
do not. Therefore, I strongly urge the adoption of Option 1 — Destination Park.

Thank you for Uz%ﬁgﬁwbm

arles M. Post
Great Grandson of Cass Gilbert
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Monday, August 21, 2017
To: Michael Lambert- Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation DEEP — 79 Elm St., Hartford, CT 06106
From: Timothy Radway — 24 Magonk Point Road, Waterford, CT 06385 home phone:610-683-5800

RE: Comments on Seaside EIE

The superintendent’s house and the duplex buildings were intended and used as residence’s. Setbacks
from adjacent properties were small then, but that was acceptable for residential uses. However, they
are not appropriate for commercial uses. The use of those properties for hotel guests is overstepping
our own zoning today; justified by the fact that someone wants to save the buildings. Saving the
buildings may be acceptable, but subjecting the neighbors to the noise most vacationing hotel guests
will provide is not fair. Buffer structures will not work here, as they will block the views for all. This is a
serious impact to the neighbors that is being downplayed. Another proposed use should be examined
that ceases operations for the evenings.

The proposed Kayak Launch area should not include parking spaces. It should be like any other boat
launch; only a drop off area. A simple loop road with signs indicating no parking would suffice. In this
case, no screening is needed, no overhead lighting, and no ongoing disruption to the views. Users should
drop off their equipment and go back to park where everyone parks. This is consistent with most boat
launches.

Allowing any parking at the proposed kayak launch will invite fishermen, who arrive earlier than most
park visitors to park there. Half of them go to seaside just for access to the waterfront, and then walk
across the western neighbors beaches to get where they want to go to fish. They will not be available to
move their vehicles for kayak launchers, who would generally arrive later in the day.

Anyone who has a lot of “totes” will want to park at the kayak parking spots for the closest access to the
beach. Without a “policeman” (someone in authority and present at the time of arrival), anyone can
park there and disappear into the crowd. No one can find them to enforce the rules, and even then they
will respond “oh | know, | was just checking on my wife. | wasn’t going to stay long.”, and that only if
there is actually a paid guard to chase them.

A Kayak launch is only used for several months of the year. The neighbors should not be treated to
people parking where they shouldn’t, lighting and screening all winter long. The southeastern sunrise is
one of the best views we have; we are blocked from the sunset. This view is especially nice in the winter,
when the sun’s arc is further south. This parking lot will be directly in line with that view from our
property. Even if the decision is to provide the parking, we do not want screening or lights all year long.
It is very quiet and beautiful here in the mornings. People already drive down our street and stop in the
cul-de-sac to look out at the water. The first one comes every day at 4AM. We don’t know why as it’s
still dark. However, if you provide another location for motorist to stop and stare on the eastern side of
us, our discomfort doubles.

For the above reasons, | particularly protest the parking spots and the commercial uses. Because of the
way this has been downplayed, it may never be reviewed in the future, but rather be accepted as
something everyone wants and there were no significant adverse effects to the plans. As a state park,
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these plans will probably not go through our local planning processes for modifications or comments.
This may be our only chance to protest these items, and therefore, we do officially protest. Most
concerning is the thought of a developer or private operator pointing out to us in the future that DEEP
did an EIE and there were no significant negative effects stated. Ours is specific, and should be stated by
the plan, not just as an addendum comment from a resident.

Please also note our earlier letter during scoping with similar and additional concerns in the final
reviews. Our specific comments on the seawall were stated there. | am attaching a copy of that letter
here, to ensure it’s inclusion in any final plan.

Thank you,

Timothy G. Radway
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: "joel.stocker@sbcglobal.net"”

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Comments - Seaside EIE 2017
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:41:46 PM
Attachments: SeasideComments2017 Stocker.pdf

Dear Mr. Stocker,

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

Decision for this project.
Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Joel Stocker [mailto:joel.stocker@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, August 25,2017 1:33 PM

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Comments - Seaside EIE 2017

Dear Mr. Lambert -

Attached are my latest comments to the Seaside Environmental Impact Evaluation. Please include them for the

record.
Thank you,

Joel Stocker

6 W Strand Road
Waterford, CT 06385
joel.stocker@sbcglobal.net
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Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation August 25, 2017
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

Dear Mr. Lambert,

Thank you for the chance to comment on the environmental process and planned use for the Seaside
property. As | have written before, my focus is on the coast and shoreline features and how the state
will manage them as this project develops. Although my focus is less about the final use of the uplands |
do prefer the entire property remain public. Your decision on what to do with the uplands could have
an indirect impact shoreline management, constraining your options if the buildings are retained. How
the buildings are used could also have an impact if a contract with a private source includes
requirements by the State to maintain or improve the shoreline features. The demands by the company
may prove costly if they feel their investment is at risk as sea levels rise.

Regarding the concept diagrams. Given the shoreline as displayed on the four option maps | would hope
you have flexibility with the final design. In each map, the shoreline features as shown appear
unrealistic. From my experience with shoreline studies, and as a neighbor who regularly walks the site, |
feel many of the concepts as presented will not survive in this high energy environment. The sandy
beaches to the west do not exist now and won’t exist, and the tide pools, boardwalks, kayak ramp, even
the fishing pier, would require continued expensive maintenance to remain viable. By walking the site,
observing the damage to hardened structures and noting prior attempts at similar features to the ones
planned, the consultant who designed the plans should have enough evidence to support the high
energy model.

In addition, as mentioned by others in the comments, the placement of the reef balls as shown on the
maps do not appear functional. They look painted on by a paint brush tool, as if more a concept than an
actual design. Even if they had been placed more appropriately | am not in favor of reef balls, | believe
they are more feel good than actually good for the environment. When people talk about designing
living shorelines they often suggest reef balls, and feel good.

Regarding the seawalls. | am in favor of removing rather than repairing the damaged walls and possibly
the undamaged walls at a future date when funds are available or repairs are required. | don’t feel
removal is likely to happen, but there is significant environmental value if the walls were gone. The
reflective wave energy off of walls is too great for most natural features.

Removing the walls would require a change in mindset. An understanding of the value of shoreline
habitat and an understanding some erosion will have to take place to make it work. That a balance of
both erosion and deposition would be reached if structures are far enough inland from the shore. In the
case of Seaside retaining or removing the walls could become a trade-off between saving uplands or the
shoreline habitat. A trade-off between costs for continued beach replenishment and protection
measures, or the up-front cost of removing the wall and allowing some landward migration of the
beach. As sea levels rise a choice would have to be made, if the seawalls are retained to protect upland
structures the features toward the water from the wall would then have to be considered as less
important and expendable.
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At the last meeting several neighbors on Magonk point voiced concerns about removal of the seawalls
affecting their homes. | can understand their view. To provide protection at Magonk point one option
may be to move stones from the walls and reuse them to build a north/south protective wall along the
west border near their lots. This could provide security in the future if erosion on the State property did
take place. A similar design could be considered to the east. Either way | believe serious erosion is
unlikely considering the site was relatively stable prior to the construction of Seaside.

| am also in favor of removing the groins, something | believe would improve the shoreline habitat and
further restore a balanced dynamic for the entire shoreline area from Magonk point to Harkness Park.
As with the seawalls | realize removal is unlikely. It would be a difficult sell, in both the case of the walls
and groins the benefits of removal are not intuitive. Several people | have talked to east of the park feel
they are protected by the groins, when the restriction of historic littoral drift is probably the reason for
significant erosion along their shoreline.

JS-2

While it may be impractical to remove the groins at the very least do not try to improve them, make
them taller, or fill in the gaps to make a fishing pier or replacement deck. Even now the longest groin
reduces wave energy to such an extent the beach behind it has the characteristics of a mud flat. If
modified or capped for a fishing pier the result could have an even greater negative effect.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Joel Stocker
West Strand Rd
Waterford, CT
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Jennifer Burke

From: ROBIN RYAN <grryan@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 12, 2017 1:31 PM
To: SeasideElE, DEEP

Subject: Seaside Park

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To Whom It May Concern;

As | walk around Seaside Park on any given day | see numerous people enjoying this passive park. Individuals with dogs,
families with children, teenagers and people with bikes. Some carry cameras, others nets and fishing poles. Some are
spread out on the lawn enjoying the view and relaxing. Even later towards evening it is nice to see individuals still enjoying
themselves on a hot summer night. R
Personally, | do not see the park as having enough acreage to support the Hybrid Plan or the Destination Park. | have a
hard time envisioning customers of the hotel wanting families laying on the lawn or beach with their dogs and grills.
Something would have to give; either the day trippers would be segregated to a small piece of beach/lawn with restrictions
on grills, dogs, music, etc. Or hotel patrons may not equal the numbers you would need to sustain the place. Or the cost
of the room would have to be less than proposed to attract patrons to come to a hotel where individuals are casually using
the same space.

| believe the reason Mr. Steiner was not able to get his project off the ground was due to the fact his financiers understood
for this to be profitable he would need numerous more units than originally proposed. He continued to increase the
density, limit restrictions on building height and change other zoning regulations. In fact near the end he had a "unit" on
almost every available piece of land. He also was looking at ways to get the public parking off the acreage by purchasing
additional surrounding land to create an additional parking lot and path so the public day trippers would not even be near
the hotel guests. He could also then have more "units."

| know the state has no money and | believe the best course of action at this point in time is to keep it either a Passive
Park or an Ecological Park. Considering it has remained in existence for all these years as a passive park | do not see the
issue with continuing to do so.

Of course being a neighbor and environmentalist my preferred option would be the Ecological Park!

Robin Ryan

860-442-8087
grryan@sbcglobal.net
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From: Barbara Christen

To: SeasideEIE, DEEP
Cc: Stephen Lecco; Mary Beth Betts; Charles Birnbaum; Linda Bjorklund,; Ann Burton; Helen Post Curry,; Andrew

Dolkart,; Gail Fenske,; Steven Flanders; Hildegard Grob,; Robert W Grzywacz; Sharon Irish,; Jean Velleu and Jim

Law; Ted Lentz; Ann and Bob Nye; Charlie Pankenier,; Marjorie Pearson; Chuck@chuckpost.com; Nancy Stark;
Robert A. M. Stern; Senator Richard Blumenthal; Senator Richard Blumenthal; Julia Carlton; David Collins; Joe

Courtney; Paul.Formica@cga.ct; Lozupone, Alyssa; Kathleen McCarty; Senator Christopher Murphy; John O"Neill;
Abby Piersall; Martha Shanahan; Daniel Steward; Chris Wigren; Rick Rojas

Subject: Re: Comments re: Seaside EIE Report
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 6:03:48 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Dear Mr. Lambert,

Many thanks for acknowledging receipt of our letter. We look forward to hearing about the next stage of planning
regarding Seaside State Park.

Sincerely,
Barbara Christen

Barbara S. Christen, Ph.D.

3423 University Place
Baltimore, MD. 21218-2833
(410) 338-0964
barbara.s.christen@outlook.com

> On Aug 25, 2017, at 5:24 PM, SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov> wrote:

>

> Dear Dr. Christen,

>

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

>

> Regards,

>

> Michael D. Lambert

> Bureau Chief

> Outdoor Recreation

> Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

> 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

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

>

> [cid:image002.png@01D31DC6.F517E3B0]

>

> www.ct.gov/deep<http://www.ct.gov/deep>

>

> Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;

> Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

>

>

>

> From: Barbara Christen [mailto:barbara.s.christen@outlook.com]

> Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 11:52 PM

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

> Cc: Barbara Christen <barbara.s.christen@outlook.com>; Mary Beth Betts <mbbetts@nyc.rr.com>; Charles
Birnbaum <info@tclf.org>; Linda Bjorklund, <Ibjorklund@comecast.net>; Ann Burton <amb6@nyu.edu>; Helen
Post Curry, <hpc@lookllc.com>; Andrew Dolkart, <asd3@columbia.edu>; Gail Fenske, <ggf@msn.com>; Steven
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Flanders <flanderss@earthlink.net>; Hildegard Grob, <hgrob@keelertavernmuseum.org>; Robert W Grzywacz
<robert w_grzywacz@sbcglobal.net>; Sharon Irish, <slirish@illinois.edu>; Jean Velleu and Jim Law
<jlaw1929@gmail.com>; Ted Lentz <ted@tedlentz.com>; Ann and Bob Nye <annrnye@yahoo.com>; Charlie
Pankenier, <cpankenier@gmail.com>; Marjorie Pearson <marjorie.pearson48@gmail.com>;
Chuck@chuckpost.com; Nancy Stark <nestark@comcast.net>; Robert A. M. Stern <r.stern@ramsa.com>; Senator
Richard Blumenthal <richard blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov>; Senator Richard Blumenthal
<info@richardblumenthal.com>; Julia Carlton <jcarlton@sasaki.org>; David Collins <d.collins@theday.com>; Joe
Courtney <info@joecourtney.com>; Paul.Formica@cga.ct; Lozupone, Alyssa <Alyssa.Lozupone@ct.gov>;
Kathleen McCarty <kathleen.mccarty@housegop.ct.gov>; Senator Christopher Murphy
<senatormurphy@murphy.senate.gov>; Ann and Bob Nye <annrnye@yahoo.com>; John O'Neill
<jjo63@hotmail.com>; Abby Piersall <apiersall@waterfordct.org>; Martha Shanahan <m.shanahan@theday.com>;
Daniel Steward <dsteward@waterfordct.org>; Chris Wigren <cwigren(@cttrust.org>; Rick Rojas
<rick.rojas@nytimes.com>

> Subject: Comments re: Seaside EIE Report

>

> Dear Mr. Lambert,

>

> Attached is a letter in support of Option 1/Destination Park, as proposed in the Seaside EIE Report of June 2017.
The group of signatories of this letter and I would like these comments to be reviewed and incorporated into the
Record of Decision about this project.

>

> Thank you.

>

> Sincerely,

> Barbara S. Christen

>

> Barbara S. Christen, Ph.D.

> 3423 University Place

> Baltimore, MD 21218-2833

> (410) 338-0965

> barbara.s.christen@outlook.com<mailto:barbara.s.christen@outlook.com>

>

>

>

>

> <image002.png>

><2017-08-25_FINAL--DEEP letter re Seaside EIE review.pdf>
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3423 University Place  Baltimore, MD 21218-2833

August 25, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert,

We represent a wide array of concerned citizens from nearby locales in Connecticut as well as many
other areas of the country, and our backgrounds in American landscape and architectural history,
historic preservation, real estate development, hospital architecture, and public advocacy have
informed our position about the pending proposals for Seaside State Park, the site originally built as a
treatment center for children afflicted with bone and lymphatic tuberculosis. As we have stated in
previous letters, this site provides a significant historic resource for the State of Connecticut.

We have followed the steps in the review process with interest, and have carefully studied and
evaluated the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) of the Seaside State Park Master Plan for
Waterford, Connecticut. We strongly urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination
Park. We believe that this option is the best of all five options presented, as it would allow a path to
creating a jewel of the Connecticut state park system. This option brings together within
reasonable development parameters the greatest number of positive results economically,
historically, and aesthetically for the town, state, and region at large. It presents a special
opportunity for the public in offering both passive and active recreation, along with a lodging
experience in historic buildings that were designed by the nationally recognized architect Cass
Gilbert (1859-1934), amid historic open space. Together, all of these elements would be a distinctive
and special place in New England.

The reasons for our position are many. Most important, the open space of this 36-acre parcel
situated on Long Island Sound offers exceptional potential to embrace BOTH a distinctive
landscape AND historic architecture. Option 1/Destination Park makes the most of the site’s
characteristic features, most notably the variety of coastal and upland habitats combined with the
historic Cass Gilbert-designed Stephen J. Maher Infirmary and Nurses’ Residence and open space
(not to mention the duplex residence for staff doctors—designed by New London architect Fred
Langdon—and the superintendent’s cottage and garage). These buildings and site represent Gilbert’s
last great essay in campus architecture and planning, before his death in 1934, and just a few years
before he completed the U.S. Supreme Court in Washington, DC.

The Seaside buildings and the open space itself are economic assets worth much more to the State if
they are adaptively reused than if they are demolished. It is well documented that historic properties

add value, which has been substantiated by studies through the Main Street program, the National
Trust at large, and other historic preservation groups. If the distinctive aspects of the property—in
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this case, the Gilbert buildings and the open space itself that are integral to the plan—are
demolished or significantly impaired, the opportunity for economic leverage dwindles
considerably. The Seaside EIE reports that Option 1/Destination Park could generate $246,000 annual
local revenue and $642,000 annual State revenue. This option would produce temporary and permanent
jobs, not to mention the positive impact on the area for related goods and services by the increased
usership of the Park. Option 1/Destination Park provides the most potential for benefitting the State’s
park system as a distinctive, one-of-a-kind property, with park land integrated with historic buildings
and open space, while mitigating traffic and noise impact because it does not propose overdevelopment
at an unreasonable scale. (Neighbors’ concerns about the lack of buffer between the Seaside and the
residential area have been mitigated with well-articulated landscaping and lighting plans as well as
pro-active planning regarding traffic concerns.) Option 1/Destination Park also possesses the virtues
of minimal and temporary and/or mitigated impact on agricultural soils, water resources, traffic, air
quality, noise, and light/shadow, as outlined by the EIE report.

By contrast, the only other option that proposes adaptive reuse of the historic buildings—Option
4/Hybrid Park—is an appallingly poor plan. That plan is not only the most expensive for the State, it
would also greatly diminish the very qualities that make the Seaside site distinctive and significant.
Most important, the larger scale of hotel operations in Option 4 would have the greatest negative
impact in terms of the upland and coastal areas of all five options under review, and Option 4’s
proposed very high usership would increase traffic significantly to the surrounding neighborhood and
would make the Seaside property vulnerable ecologically in the long term. Option 4/Hybrid Park
would require so much surface parking that the oversized parking areas would eviscerate the heart of
the historic core of the Seaside campus—the wide lawn that stretches west of the Infirmary. The
second lodge building (or addition to either of the existing Gilbert-designed historic buildings) very
likely would destroy the viewsheds in the landscape to and from the historic buildings, the coastline,
and the open space. It would also likely impair the relationship of the historic buildings to one
another. In essence, Option 4/Hybrid Park proposes an overdeveloped plan—one that, because of
its scale and articulation, would not realize the State’s goals to restore, preserve, and reuse the
site’s historic landscape and architecture, and would endanger the very qualities that make the site
distinctive as well as put the ecological aspects of the site at risk.

Option 2/Ecological Park and Option 3/Passive Recreation Park, along with the unnumbered “No-
Build” option all propose active demolition (Options 2 and 3) of the historic Gilbert buildings or
demolition by neglect (“No-Build” Park). These are dreadful, misguided options because the State
would be throwing away a golden opportunity to create a special and distinctive space.

For years, Seaside has existed under the radar. Compared to the high profiles of Gilbert’s Minnesota
State Capitol (1895-1905), Woolworth Building (1910-1913), and United States Supreme Court
(1928-1935), among other well-known projects—most of which are located in highly populated
areas—Seaside is an unsung monument in the town of Waterford and in the State at large. Listed in
the National Register of Historic Places in 1995, “The Seaside” represents the culmination of many
themes in Gilbert’s illustrious architectural career.

Completed in the last year of Gilbert’s life, the sanatorium complex serves as a testament to his many
abilities as a designer and planner. Inventive American Shingle-style, English Victorian, and Queen
Anne revival elements on the Infirmary and pre-nineteenth-century, French-inspired gable features in
the Nurses’ Building harken back to his historicist orientation in early residential projects in St. Paul,
Minnesota, and elsewhere. The plan of the Waterford complex incorporates both Beaux-Arts— and
picturesque-inspired planning that informed Gilbert’s campus and city plans from Connecticut to
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Texas. Gilbert’s keen interest in the use of open space and natural vistas at Waterford reminds
visitors of his successful designs completed in New Haven on the Green and for Oberlin College on
Tappan Square. Furthermore, the civic scale of Seaside was motivated by his highly regarded state
capitol designs in Minnesota, Arkansas, and West Virginia, and also the civic center of five Gilbert-
designed buildings at Waterbury, Connecticut, anchored by a city hall that has been historically
renovated in recent years to spectacular effect. Throughout, Gilbert’s two buildings at Seaside are
defined by high-quality workmanship—a hallmark of his architectural practice—and a thoughtful
integration of architecture, planning, and landscape.

Seaside provides a touchstone for the history of twentieth-century public health; the Infirmary is one
of only three buildings remaining in the state where heliotherapy treatment was utilized, from the era
before antibiotics were available to treat tuberculosis effectively. The other remaining sanatoria,
Uncas-on-Thames in Norwich and Cedarcrest in Hartford, were built twenty years before Gilbert’s
project at Waterford and are not associated with nationally acclaimed designers. Gilbert’s Infirmary
thus represents a rare building type in the regional and national landscape. The Waterford project,
moreover, was consistent with his philanthropic activities because of its service to indigent children
with non-pulmonary forms of tuberculosis. Gilbert took special interest in aiding charities that
benefited underprivileged youth as well as those with medical challenges, in part because of the early
death of one of his own daughters.

Seaside Sanatorium also offered a strong connection to his adopted home state. After Gilbert had moved
East, he acquired a Revolutionary War—era summer house, the Keeler Tavern in Ridgefield, Connecticut,
where he relished spending time away from Manhattan. For many reasons, Gilbert felt especially strong
ties to the colonial past of the region. His grave, in fact, lies in Ridgefield not far from this retreat.

The campus’s Gilbert-designed open space and his Infirmary and Nurses’ Building are too
important to lose. These historic and cultural resources represent key moments in American
landscape and architectural history on a regional and national level. If demolished or significantly
impaired, they could never be replaced and the State would lose an economically significant
resource for the area. They, and the natural resources of the site, should be protected against over-
scaled development, which likely would render significant negative change to the distinctive
historic open space and architecture of the site as outlined in Option 4/Hybrid Park, which would | 5
eviscerate the very qualities that make the site special.

We strongly believe that the Cass Gilbert-designed open space of the site and his historic buildings
should be saved and adaptively reused in Option 1/Destination Park, because that proposal offers
the greatest number of economic, historic, and aesthetic benefits within reasonable development
parameters for the new Seaside State Park in Waterford, Connecticut.

Sincerely,

Barbara Christen, Ph.D., Baltimore, MD / former executive director of the Cass Gilbert Projects
(NY); co-editor of and contributor to Cass Gilbert, Life and Work: Architect of the Public Domain

Mary Beth Betts, Ph.D., New York, NY / former curator of Architectural Collections, New—Y ork
Historical Society

Charles Birnbaum, FASLA, FAAR, Washington, DC / President and CEO, The Cultural
Landscape Foundation
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Linda Bjorklund, Prescott, Wl / former board member, Cass Gilbert Society

Thomas R. Blanck, Prescott, Wl / architect; advisor to the Minnesota Capital Area Architectural and
Planning Board; co-founder of the Cass Gilbert Society

Ann M. Burton, Washington, CT / Former President, Connecticut Community Foundation

Helen Post Curry, New Canaan, CT / great-granddaughter of Cass Gilbert; administrator, Woolworth
Building tours (NY)

Andrew Dolkart, M.S., New York, NY / professor, Historic Preservation Program, Columbia University
Gail Fenske, Ph.D., Bristol, Rl / professor of architecture, Roger Williams University

Steven Flanders, Pelham, NY / co-editor of Cass Gilbert, Life and Work: Architect of the Public
Domain

Hildegard M. Grob, Ridgefield, CT / executive director, Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center
Robert W. Grzywacz, Meriden, CT / vice president, Architecture Studio, DeCarlo & Doll, Inc.

Sharon Irish, Ph.D., Urbana/ Champaign, IL / Gilbert scholar and affiliated faculty, School of
Architecture, University of Illinois

James B. Law, St. Paul, MN / member, Cass Gilbert Society

Ted Lentz, AIA, St. Paul, MN / president, Cass Gilbert Society

Ann Rogers Nye, Waterford, CT / editor and writer; Waterford, CT, resident

Robert Nye, Waterford, CT / Municipal Historian, Waterford, CT

Charles Pankenier, Ridgefield, CT / board member, Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center
Marjorie Pearson, Ph.D., St. Paul, MN / president emerita and Newsletter editor, Cass Gilbert Society
Chuck Post, San Francisco, CA / great-grandson of Cass Gilbert; real estate developer

Nancy Stark, St. Paul, MN / executive secretary of the Minnesota Capital Area Architectural and
Planning Board

Robert A.M. Stern, FAIA, New York, NY / J. M. Hoppin Professor of Architecture and former dean,
Yale School of Architecture; Founder and Senior Partner, Robert A.M. Stern Architects

Jean Velleu, St. Paul, MN / co-founder and president emerita, Cass Gilbert Society

[continued]
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cc:
Richard Blumenthal, U.S. Senator

Julia Carlton, Associate, Sasaki Associates, Inc.

David Collins, Staff Columnist, The Day, New London, CT

Joe Courtney, U.S. Representative, 2nd Congressional District

Paul Formica, State Senator, 20th Senatorial District

Alyssa Lozupone, Architectural Preservationist, State Historic Preservation Officer, Hartford, CT
Kathleen McCarty, State Representative, 38th District

Christopher Murphy, U.S. Senator

Robert Nye, Municipal Historian, Town of Waterford

John O’Neill, Chairman, Waterford Historic Properties Commission

Abby Piersall, Director of Planning and Development, Town of Waterford

Martha Shanahan, Health/Environment/Energy Reporter, The Day, New London, CT

Daniel Steward, First Selectman, Town of Waterford

Christopher Wigren, Deputy Director, Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation

Media cc:

Boston Globe

Hartford Courant

National Trust for Historic Preservation
New York Times

Washington Post
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CTA ARCHITECTS P.C.

18 August 2017 2014

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford CT 06106

re: Seaside Employees Home and Sanatorium, Waterford CT.

Dear Mr. Lambert DC-1
| am writing to urge the State of Connecticut to preserve and reuse the magnificent buildings by Cass Gilbert on the
grounds of Seaside in Waterford. The Seaside Employees Home and Sanatorium of 1932-34 are important late works by

one of the nation’s finest architects.

If this were not reason enough, there are further compelling arguments for restoration and reuse. The high quality of the

design and construction speak to the history of concern for public health in the state and nation. Our firm was lucky
enough to be involved in a similar restoration and reuse effort here in New York City and | can speak from personal
experience of the value of such restorations. The beautiful Richard Morris Hunt building at 891 Amsterdam Avenue was
built in 1888 as the Association Home for Respectable Aged Indigent Females. In the early 1990’s the building was in a
state of near ruin when some very smart people saw its potential and restored it. Since that time, the building has
served as the most successful youth hostel in the country. Our work on the building in 2010 replaced failing masonry
and slate roofing allowing the building to continue to function as both a vibrant part of the Upper West Side community
and a powerful reminder of the past. | believe the Cass Gilbert buildings at Seaside have a similar potential.

If you have any questions or require additional information please do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

e b

Daniel Allen, Principal
CTA Architects P.C.

io/DJA
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: Stephen Lecco

Cc: Whalen, Susan; Tyler, Tom; Bolton, Jeffrey
Subject: FW: Seaside Sate Park

Date: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 3:31:39 PM

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Lambert, Michael On Behalf Of SeasideEIE, DEEP

Sent: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 3:31 PM

To: 'Diana Sullivan' <dcsullivan@snet.net>; SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: RE: Seaside Sate Park

Ms. Sullivan,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

www.ct.gov/deep

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

144



From: Diana Sullivan [mailto:dcsullivan(@snet.net]
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2017 9:51 PM

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

My concerns:
1. Where is the funds coming from to pay for this project?

2. The fishing pier. What is that cost? Has anybody paid attention to the angry seas at times. How is a pier going to
hold up. Come down durning a nor'easter in January and take a look at the ocean. A fishing pier I mean really???

3. Who is owner of this so called lodge/hotel? ‘

DS-1

DS-2
Thank you

Sent from my iPad
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Robert J. Tombari

50 Jerome road
Uncasville CT 0638
rjitombari@sbcglobal.net
860 334 1738

16 August 2017

Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor recreation

CT DEEP

79 Elm St.

Hartford CT 06106-5127
860 424 3030

FAX 860 424 4070
INFO-ct.gov/deep/seaside
DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov
DEEP.SeasideStatePark@ct.gov.

Subject: Seaside Sanatorium.

Mr. Lambert.

I attended the meeting at the Waterford Town hall July 31, it was an interesting meeting, I spoke
briefly, a few items and ideas I would like to add.

My Father Dr. S. Paul Tombari was a staff Physician, and for a short time also served as
Superintendent until the institution closed as a Tuberculosis Sanatorium., '

We lived in, and I grew up in Duplex West, also referred in the propetty description as
“Doctors Cottage”, We lived there from 1947 until 1963. Likely I can say I know, or knew every
squate inch of the property, except for the upper floors of the hospital building, I was not allowed on
the upper floors of the hospital, though my dad did bring me up to the infirmary on an occasion when [
had a fish hook in my hand.

The meeting showed two watercourses on the property, however there s a third watercourse on
the property. On the extreme castern end of the property a brook is under grounded. A brook beginning
north of Shore road road flows between the houses at Little Strand road, and the driveway to the
property adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Seaside property. The brook empties into a pond on the
Scaside adjacent propetty, a small spillway exists at the southern end of the pond, and a short brook
leads to a concrete and iron bar entrance to the underground conduit. The structure is in an area that is
thickly overgrown, and not easily visible from the area that was saturated from the recent rains.
expect that the entrance to the conduit is on Seaside property.

The conduit extends to the small jetty at the eastern boundary of the Seaside
property.

When I lived at Seaside, the in shore portion of this jetty was filled with random
rocks, the aforementioned conduit emptied under these rocks. At some time in the past
30 years this portion of the jetty was covered over and finished with a concrete cap. The
discharge of the conduit was extended and directed to discharge from the eastern wall of
this jetty, and is quite visible.

RJT-1
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A prominent mere-stone exists in the the wall of the aforementioned jetty the mere
stone protrudes from the wall, and the center hole of the stone is exactly in line with the
eastern face of the wall, I assume that this marks the legal eastern boundary of the
Seaside property, and thus establishes that the aforementioned under grounded
watercourse is on Seaside property.

One of the speakers at the meeting mentioned that the area to the east of the
hospital building became saturated after a heavy rain. During a visit to the Seaside
Property during the end of spring, or beginning of summer I walked through this area,
and indeed noticed that this area was saturated, my shoes became soaked from walking
through this area.

I remember that this area was a baseball diamond with a steel pipe and mesh
backstop, I can never remember this area becoming saturated.

I speculate that the steel bar debris guard at the aforementioned concrete and steel
bar entrance to the underground conduit may have been obstructed by debris, causing
the brook to overflow into the adjacent field.

The entire state has been photographed from the air every 10 years, the first
photographs were taken in 1932 (?), the negatives of these photo's have been lost,
however positives are or were kept in an office in the DEEP office building.

Many years ago I was involved in a property boundary dispute, I was advised of
the existence of the FAIRCHILD PHOTOGRAPHS, and was able to locate the photo's
in the DEEP office. [ was prohibited from removing the photo's from the room, but was
able to view the photo's in the office, the photo's can be viewed with stereoscopic glasses,
the photo's are extremely high quality, I was able to identify objects on my property of
about three feet dimensions. The office has or did have a table and a fixture for
mounting a camera to copy the Fairchild photographs. I was advised that a
photographer in Enfield had in the past had been able to access and photograph the
Fairchild photo's. All T can remember about this photographer is his first name is Gus.
I'm sure other professional photographers are available and able to photograph the
Fairchild photo's.

I was able to settle my boundary dispute with the copies of the Fairchild photo's.

I'm sure you can access these photo's, and determine the original course of the
under grounded watercourse, and access later photo's of the property to locate where the
watercourse is now undergrounded, and the location of the concrete and steel bar
entrance to the underground conduit. I recommend that this structure be inspected for
obstruction and integrity.

I submitted a written suggestion that the Seaside property become a mixed use
facility, However I have not received any acknowledgment for my suggestions.

| I would like to see that portions of the hospital building be available to the public
for recreational purposes, and swimming allowed on one or more beaches.

I would like to see the hospital building used for events such as weddings and
other types of meetings and recreation.

A large full service kitchen and food preparation does or did exist in the hospital.
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Though I assume that extensive modernization is required. Large rooms exist, or
existed on the shoreward side of the kitchen, Many times I had breakfast and lunch in
these rooms, I suggest these rooms be used as a restaurant or/ and cafeteria..

The view from these rooms is spectacular, I suggest that these rooms be available
for weddings and other public functions.

The outside area between the wings of the hospital wards is protected from
weather, and is a lovely place for weddings and other public uses. The view of long
Island sound from this area is spectacular. _

My suggestion for use of the upper floors is to be used for non industrial uses
such as professional office spaces, medical, law, engineering, call centers etc.

The conversion to hotel spaces will require an expensive re-engineering of the
structure, as each room is required to have shower/ bath and toilet facilities. The office
spaces will not require such engineering changes, as toilet facilities exist, though
modernization is likely to be required.

Office space use will produce a steady reliable revenue stream, as opposed to a
seasonal hotel use.

The eastern wing basement of the hospital building was used for maintenance
operations, a paint shop, carpenter shop, electrical shop, and mechanical shop existed in
this space..Perhaps some light commercial activity can be permitted in this area.

These workshops were moved to a maintenance building built behind the Nurses
Home . The outside power transformer burned, and caused substantial damage to this
building, that building, and a nearby implement shed have been removed.

Plenty of parking space is available behind the Hospital building, nurses home,
and what was the tennis court,

As mentioned earlier a well equipped medical facility, and a dentistry existed, the
medical facility can be used as a medical office, or be available for a regional clinic, or
emergency care facility. (A Yale/ L&M satellite?) Plenty of room exists for a helipad for
helicopter transportation.

. Governor Ribicoff once visited Seaside arriving by helicopter landing on the
grass adjacent to the hospital building..

As Iremember the upper floors were wards, large long open rooms, one or more
can be used for meeting rooms, or auditoriums for large functions.

Another Possible use is for State offices, thus can save perhaps thousands if not
millions of dollars of cost of rented and leased space for state offices. Rented or leased
office space pays property taxes, which is included in the rent. The State does not pay
taxes for Seaside.

Much office work is done electronically today, reducing transportation and mail
cost.

The use for office space will also reduce the impact of vehicle traffic and noise, a
concern that was raised by neighbors at the public meeting.

The Nurses home also can be used for office space, the rooms are small, however
the removal of walls to create larger spaces is less expensive than installing bath and
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sanitary facilities in each room as would be required by hotel use, perhaps Hostel use
would circumvent the requirement for facilities in each room.

Another possibility for the nurses home can be as a facility for non violent low
risk juvenile offenders, perhaps a half house use and education/ training facility, again
reducing the overloading of present state facﬂltles and the expense of building / renting/
leasing new facilities.

The Superintendent's residence, and “Doctors Cottage” (Duplex) can be available
for on site required staff housing or for luxury lease or rental accommodations, or more
office space..

For the many years that I lived at Seaside I wanted very much to be able to climb
up into the copula on the roof of the hospital building. T understand there is a door on the
top floor of the hospital building that provides access to the copula, any possibility that
arrangements can be made for me to realize a lifetime dream?

A statue of two children once stood in the traffic circle at the front entrance to the
hospital building.. The foundation still exists. That statue was dedicated to my Father,
and a nurse who served for many years at Scaside. That statue has been relocated to the
facility at Camp Harkness. I would like to see that statue relocated to it's original place
at Seaside.

RJT-2

Removal or modification of the sea wall was mentioned in the presentation, I
strongly object to removal or relocation of the sea wall in front of the hospital building,
Nearly in a straight line from the front (West side) of the hospital building to the
seawall is a hand print in the mortar at a repair of the wall that I created in.1957. I
declare this hand print to be a significant artifact not to be removed or destroyed.
Robert J. Tombari

Rl s~
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Jennifer Burke

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

Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 7:59 AM

To: ‘Peter Colonis'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: RE: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief Outdoor Recreation

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

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Peter Colonis [mailto:petercolonis@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 4, 2017 4:56 PM

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

Subject: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief Outdoor Recreation

Dear Mr. Lambert, PWC-1
| have lived in Waterford for most of my adult life-and | think | "know" Waterford.

Of the 4 potential concepts from the Seaside State Park Master Plan, | feel that either the Ecological Plan or
the Passive Park would be the best plan for Waterford and the surrounding towns.

The state of Connecticut is in no position (and hasn't been for years) to spend 39.5 million dollars for a
Destination Park or a Hybrid Park. Our state can barely afford to maintain and keep open all of our other
beautiful parks.

| do not believe anyone really wants more traffic, more lights, more noise etc. and all the other potential
problems and expenses that would come with a Destination Park or a Hybrid Park.

1
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Let us--and all future generations enjoy a Passive/Ecological Park. We need the serenity and the
peacefulness of parks like this. | speak on behalf of my wife, 2 adult sons, and their families and many
Waterford residents and neighbors.

| have attended the hearings in Waterford and | believe that most people who have attended these hearing
(and even those who haven't attended) feel the same way.

Thank you for listening.

Sincerely,

Peter W. Colonis, 15 Baldwin Drive, Waterford, CT Phone 860 574 9387

152



WILLIAM H. FARLEY
38 KILE ROAD
WESTON VT, 05161
farleyrubicon@gmail.com

July 12, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
CT DEEP

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

DEEPseasideE|E@ct.gov

Re: Seaside State Park, EIE

Dear Mr. Lambert,

Before | retired, | was the President of the Connecticut Region of CBRE. During that time, our office had
clients who were evaluating the feasibility of redeveloping Seaside. As a result, | am very familiar with
the property. | am also aware of the fiscal challenges currently facing the state of Connecticut so |
thought it would be helpful to share my knowledge with you.

To be certain that | understood the scope of the project being proposed by the state, | reviewed the
Seaside State Park Master Plan dated March 2015. | also reviewed the Feasibility Study that was
prepared for DEEP by CBRE/PKF. Finally, t reviewed the Environmental Impact Evaluation that was

.prepared for DEEP by GZA.

in 2010, when the property was last offered for sale, my clients evaluated the cost of redeveloping the
Seaside buildings for use as a hotel. Their plans and costs were substantialty the same as those in the
Wiaster Plan. They determined that the hosnital building and the nurses quarters could accommodate a
maximum of 55 hotel rooms. They estimated project costs at a little more than 560 million.

The PKF Feasibility Study states that a 100-room hotel and appropriate ancillary facilities could be
contained in an 80,000-square foot building. Then the Study made the following assumptions that were
intended to show that this could be accomplished at Seaside:

(1) the ekisting hospital and employee buildings contained 80,000 square feet.

(2) 80 hotel rooms could be accommodated in 65,000 square feet of the existing buildings, and

(3) 2 15,000-square foot addition would accommodate twenty rooms and necessary ancillary
Services. '
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Unfortunately, none of these assumptions are supportable, The design in the Master Plan contemplated
using the fower fevel in the employee building. That combined with the other floors in the existing
buildings total slightly less than 100,000 square feet. As shown in the Master Plan, and areviously
confirmed by my clients, the existing buildings will only accommodate S5 rooms. The PKF Study states
that each new room will require 500 square feet (page V-16). Thus, an addition of 22 550 square feet
will be reguired to accommodate 100 rooms. This brings the size of a 100-room hotel at Seaside to just
over 120,000 square feet. The addition would cost $5.0 million assuming construction costs of $250 per
square foot, This would bring the cost of the development to $65 million.

That is only for direct costs. A contingency {5%) and an allowance for soft costs {15%) is customarily
added to determine actual expected cost. In addition, the Master Plan costs were as of 2015. With a
projected 2020 start these costs conservatively need to be inflated {15%). Thus, the total cost for the
buitding and site work is about $85 million.

According to the PKF study, in order for this project to be attractive to a developer, his investment could
total no more than $21.8 million (page V-20). Of that $11,495,000 is allocated to “Building and
Improvements” (page V-18). The state would be responsible for the difference or $74.5 million.

Based on the PKF Study the state would have no reasonable possibility of either recouping the $74.5
million or even receiving a return on it. PKF has already established that the developer will contribute no
mcre than $21.8 million. All of that, according to PKF, is allocated to developing the property.
Repayment will not come from cash flow either. The PKF study shows that for the first 10 years cash
flow is just sufficient to justify the $21.8 million investment (Page V-20).

Unfortunately, there is more bad news, According to PKF the cash flow at stabilization is $1,645,000
(Page V-12), and PKF’s conclusion that this project is feasible is based on this (Page V-20). However, the
building has increased in size from 80,000 to 120,000 square feet. Thus, Property Operation and
Maintenance and Utility Costs must be adjusted by 50% or $300,000. As a result, the cash flow at
stabilization is reduced to $1,345,000. It would seem, therefore, that the feasibility of this project is
doubtful, even if the state contributes $74.5 miilion."

The Environmental Impact Evaluation presents an alternative it identifies as a Destination Park. The EIE
does not offer any projections to support the feasibility of this option. However, it is unlikely that this
option is feasible. That is because 90% of the costs associated with construction of a 100-room hotel will
be expended on this option. At the same time, the cash flow is diminished by 45% because there are 45
fewer rooms.

It is not my intention to pour rain on your parade. But especially now, with the state facing an extreme
fiscal crisis, matters like this need to stand the test of fiscal responsibility.

It is my understanding that the purpose of an EIE is to determine the alternative with the least impact,
As | recall, the Town of Waterford developed some options for the use of the property in the farm of
new zoning regulations. By way of being helpful, | would recommend that you explore the options that
the zoning regulations might provide you.
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Very Truly Yours,
4

Willlam H. Farley

CC: Daniel Steward

First Selectman
Waterford, CT

— T
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Jennifer Burke

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

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:35 PM

To: 'GGF@msn.com’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park

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

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Gail Fenske [mailto:GGF@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 12:24 PM

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

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert:
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As a scholar attuned to the challenges of historic preservation, including the financial challenges, and an author of a
book on Cass Gilbert’s Woolworth Building in New York, The Skyscraper and the City, | am urging you to select Option
1/Destination Park for the Seaside State Park. GF-1
| have followed the debates around Seaside for the past several years, and believe that a “Destination Park” is the best
future for Seaside when considering all of the various constituencies and interests involved. There is not any question in
my mind that it will lead to the best outcome from an economic, aesthetic, environmental, historical, and recreational
standpoint.

If the “Destination Park” was indeed realized, and | hope that it is, | would be a visitor, even given that it is located a
significant distance from where | live. Such combinations of fine buildings and fine landscape, especially on an ocean
front, are few and far between. One of my favorite places to visit here in Rhode Island is Colt State Park, for me,
comparable to the proposed “Destination Park,” and one of the gems of Rhode Island.

This strikes me as a recreational opportunity that is not to be missed.
Sincerely,

Gail Fenske

Professor of Architecture

School of Architecture, Art & Historic Preservation

Roger Williams University
Bristol, Rl 02809-2921
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Jennifer Burke

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

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:56 PM

To: 'd4green@sbcglobal.net'

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Concerning Seaside Park

Attachments: Seaside proposal.doc

Dear Ms. Green,

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

Regards,

Michael D. LLambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Debby Green [mailto:d4green@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 3:56 PM

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

To : Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation, Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection

I have attended most of the meetings since 1999 concerning the future of the Seaside Sanatorium. This
entire process has been marked with problems, delays and mistakes: starting with the state doing an
improper job of mothballing the buildings until now the addition of a fourth choice of options at the latest
meeting in August.
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Since 2006, | have been pushing for the state to consider a reuse plan to help the disadvantaged (mentall,
physical or economical) in our state in keeping with the original intent of this property. See attachment
Seaside Proposal for Seaside House.

DG-1
I do not know how much the abatement process would cost, but adding that cost onto any proposal seems
wrong in making the decision about this piece of property. The state will have to do the abatement no
matter which plan is chosen. By removing that cost and not including all other costs for developers and
others, what truly is the bottom line for fixing up seaside?

We, as a state, are not in great need of hotel space, but there is a need for disadvantaged housing (which
could include veterans) and beach access. | would implore you to consider yet another hybrid plan that
melds a park with a disadvantaged housing complex.

Respectfully,

Deborah Green
Abutting owner at 9 Woodsea PL
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SEASDE HOUSE

Proposal
B

j
Debby Green

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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May 2014

The current zoning being presented to the Waterford Planning and Zoning Commission
is not in keeping with the stated vision for the town; as per the Waterford 2011 Plan of
Conservation and Development. Nor is the zoning in keeping with the original intentions
of the town and state that was put forth when the facility was closed.

Across the country many different living arrangements are being made to accommodate
many diverse populations. A facility that could accommodate veterans, the mentally and
physically challenged the financially challenged, senior citizens and many others who
need some help would be a better option for this site. Some other possibilities might be a
hospice center or respite care for family members.

This scenic property on Long Island Sound could be a refuge to many as opposed to
another privately owned beach.

R L e T e

June 2011

Since | first wrote this proposal in 2007 some changes have been made to the property —
buildings have been razed and the debris removed.

In addition to the physical changes, | have learned that the kitchen is not in the building |
thought it was so a flip flop of the two large buildings would occur.

| also discovered that there is such a thing as a non-profit developer.

| still believe that this idea is the right answer and would be a very good reuse for the
building and a wonderful addition to state programs that would catch those individuals
that fall through the ‘social’ security net of the state.

The savings to the state could be more than millions of dollars:

- Individuals that live in health care facilities cost the state over $100,000 per year
and there are some that do not need to be there, but due to lack of appropriate
programs and services are living in these facilities.

- Mental ill persons who do not take their medication and for one reason or another
end up in the state prisons cost the state over $200,000 per year.

- Individuals who might otherwise become homeless would be able to get a job at
this facility and avoid being another statistic.

- And so much more.

After rereading this proposal, | still feel it is the right answer for the Seaside Regional
Center — maybe now more than then due to the economic downturn.

Respectfully Submitted by:

Deborah Green
Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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The town of Waterford has refused the offer from the state to purchase a
33-acre piece of seaside property. According to government officials, the option
to buy the property goes to a preferred developer. | have a proposal that could be
a win-win for the state, town and local residents if it is allowed to go forward. |
acknowledge that my idea is coming to the process late; however, | was not in
the area when it started. Once the state sells the property, it can not be
recovered; however, if this idea is allowed to go forward and fails (which | do not
intend) the state could then sell the property at a later date. And the right answer
is always the right answer.

My vision for the property is for housing for the disadvantaged. Like too
many other states, Connecticut tends to place those who are physically
handicapped in nursing homes rather than trying to integrate these people into
the community even though it would be a cost saving measure for the state.
These people are cast aside, put out of sight and therefore out of mind even
though many of these people would rather have the opportunity to contribute to
their own well-being and that of others.

Enclosed please find a copy of my proposal for the use of the Seaside
property in Waterford, CT and a possible phasing of the project.

The vision is to create a facility/campus that would help Connecticut
comply with Olmstead's Law and, at some point in time, become a self-sufficient
nonprofit entity. The target group for residence would be those people who have
fallen through the cracks of programs already in place for one reason or another.
They want to work cannot quite support themselves without help, and they are
not finding that help presently.

This proposal has been shown to many people. One man’s response (this
gentleman has MS, is divorced, and is without a means to support himself; he is
currently on short term disability with no hope of returning to his job): "This is
definitely a dream, but dreams are what keep us going. It sounds similar to Utopia here
in Preston, | appreciate your knowledge, and the dream." | hope that for his sake and
many others like him | can make this vision a reality.

| hope you will consider this endeavor worthy of your support.

Very Respectfully,

Deborah Green
9 Woodsea Place
Waterford, CT 06385

1-

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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Seaside House Proposal
Disadvantaged Independent Living

I envision Seaside House as a nonprofit organization where people can come to live
(receiving room and board in exchange for 20 hours of work per week) in a safe
environment with others. The goal would be at sometime in the future to become self
sufficient.

The nonprofit organization would be run by a board of directors that would lease Seaside
from the State, oversee restoration of the buildings and then continue administration once
the project is occupied.

The first step would be to lease the property from the State. At present there exist
historical buildings on the property that need work. There are asbestos, lead paint, PCBs
and ground water contamination. Seaside was built in the early 1900s originally as a
sanitarium for tuberculosis of the bone. A display set up in the main building could show
the many uses and transitions the facility has seen. Later the State changed Seaside to a
regional center run by the Department of Mental Retardation. The state still maintains
one building with 17 residents on the property, finally shutdown all unused buildings and
is trying to sell the property. The State and town have explored many options for these
buildings, but at the present the site has been put into cold storage and allowed to
deteriorate.

I would like to arrange a long term lease of the 33-plus acres and buildings; my vision
would be to:
a. Lease Seaside from the State
i. Find a couple to move into the caretaker’s house who would be
responsible for overseeing the kitchen and grounds maintenance in
exchange for free rent.
il. Retain a contractor to renovate the kitchen.
iii. Renovate one building for dorm usage.

e [Initial contract with the resident would be for three months;
at the end of that period, a re-evaluation would occur and
either the campus or the individual could break the contract

e [fboth parties agree to the contract, the individual would
move into a more permanent residence.

b. Consider:
i. Zoning would have to be changed before anyone could move in.
ii. Insurance would have to be acquired.
iii. Parks and Recs might put in a public playground.
iv. Possibly the State might set up water access for the handicapped.
v. Access the bus route might be necessary.

-

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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2. Have people apply to live at Seaside in conjunction with application for work, at
whatever job needs to be filled. For example, initially probably construction.
a. Based on the needs of Seaside House, work might be that of cook,
storeroom keeper, driver, etc.
b. Paying the residents in theory; requires also payment of taxes, so that they
would acquire work credits and benefits.

1. SSI
ii. Health care
iii. Others

3. Realize that as the number of residents increases more of the buildings would
require renovation.

a. Send some people to training in asbestos removal and working with lead
paint to cut the costs of that type of work. These skills could then be used
at Seaside House and future employment.

b. Ifresident ants wanted to work more than 20 hours, they would be paid
accordingly.

4. Require 20 hours of work or chores from all family members over the age of
three, if families moved in.

a. Children could do 10 hours of homework and 10 hours of something else.

b. Hours or chores would fit the abilities of the worker.

State savings: For each resident that would have been placed in a nursing home at the
State’s expense; the state will save on average $100,000 per year. If the campus has at
least 100 of these residents living on Seaside House, the State would save a million
dollars a year!

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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Expectations

What Seaside House would expect of each resident:
e 20 hours of work
o If the resident wants to go on vacation, then trading of hours can
occur
e Follow the rules
o0 Example: One of the residents would like to drink beer while
watching the football game, but the TV is in a public lounge area.
The rule is no open alcohol in public spaces; so either the resident
watches the game without beer, the resident goes to a friend’s
house to watch the game and drink beer or the resident can go to a
sports bar and watch the game.

In return the resident would get:
e Room & board
o0 Three meals a day prepared in the kitchen

Snacks available in the kitchen
An apartment for the resident with or without family members
New residents would receive a laundry basket with toothbrush,
toothpaste, mouth wash, floss, soap, Klinex, linen, comb, brush,
towel, drink cup, deodorant, etc.
e Laundry facilities
e Security

o0 Buildings

o0 Personal property
e Work benefits

o SSI and other taxes would be paid on the twenty hours

0 Health Insurance including dental coverage

= Of course whatever insurance already in effect may be
continued.

e Routine schedule
e Advocacy

0 Possibly an on-site social worker

0 Possibly employment counseling

O OO

Possible Campus Rules
No smoking anywhere on campus
Overnight cars need a special sticker
e To obtain sticker
o proof of insurance
O registration
0 driver’s license
No open alcohol in public spaces

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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Map of Seaside as it Exists Now

Revised June 2011

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

167



PRE-CONSTRUCTION PHASE

1 Gain approval of the Seaside House Proposal

2 Apply for designation as Non Profit Organization - 301C
Call the campus Seaside House

3 Research and visit other similar organizations
4 Write the by-laws including a mission statement
5 Apply for grants

6 Gather a Board of Directors
Possibilities for board members
Facilitator
Lawyer
Tax accountant
Social worker
Local neighbor
Resident
Grounds supervisor
Kitchen supervisor
Business person
State government representative
Town government representative
Local citizen
Vocational Rehabilitation Program

7 Lease the property from the state
Retain the security service

8 Retain the services of a contractor
Optimal condition would be that the contractor stay through the entire
project
Have the contractor assess the condition of each of the buildings
Obtain the reports that have been done on the property

-7-

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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9  Bringing the Caretaker's House up to code
Set-up local phone service
Electric
Cable
Water
Sewer
Set up a postal box with the Post Office
Apartment style, so each resident has his or her own mailbox

10 Hire 12 people - advertise for the jobs needed to be done —construction work
Check references
Move into caretaker's house
Find a group health care plan
Set up hours
Security, cooking, cleaning
Any work over 20 hours/week would be for pay
Set up benefits
Work hours
Employee taxes
Any other taxes to show work credit
Bank accounts
Have car stickers for overnight vehicles
Proof of insurance
Proof of registration
On in take form, note
Emergency contact information
Talents and hobbies
Medical information

11 Set up a security system

Hiring process -8-

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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TWO FAMILY HOUSE RENOVATION

1 Bringing the Two Family House up to code
Set-up local phone service
Electric
Cable
Water
Sewer

2 Advertise for occupants
Resident Manager
Food Service
Supervisor

3 Newly hired people/families to go through hiring process
Upon approval from the board of directors
the people can move in to the renovated building

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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PHASE ONE OF CONSTRUCTION

1 Decide which building would be better suited to become a temporary stay building

L i

2 Design the inside to accommodate three apartments

3 Each apartment should have:
Two bunk beds, four locked closets, chairs and reading lights, half bath,
Temperature control, ceiling fan, desk and folding table and chairs

4 At one end of the building put in a community shower room with a bath tub

At the other end of the building establish a community lounge with TV, stereo and
5 drink area including hot and cold drinks

6 Set up utilities

7 Move the 12 workers in

8 Advertise and hire a Grounds/Maintenance supervisor to move into the Caretaker's House
Note — This temporary stay building would be used for the initial three month stay until
the Temporary Resident Buildings is done. After that point, this building could be used
for family or guests of the residents of Seaside House or the State-owned facility.

-10-

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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PHASE TWO OF CONSTRUCTION

1 Remodel the kitchen with input from Food supervisor
This will be the place where all food is prepared, served and kept
This phase will also include the addition of an office
for the Seaside House campus.

2 Get certification to cook and serve food

PHASE THREE OF CONSTRUCTION

Remodel the Temporary Residence

]
)

Building was Razed [

1 Design the changes to include
Laundry room
Supply room
Community lounge
Security desk
Intercom to all rooms
Each apartment
Full bathroom
Living room
Bedrooms - one, two or three
Furnished
Locked storage area

2 Addition of a corridor for security purposes

Note - Initially this will be the permanent residence until the first Permanent Residence is
done. At that point; this will become the Temporary Residence and the previous
temporary resident building will become open for guests and families to use.

-11-

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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PHASE FOUR OF CONSTRUCTION
Building of Public use area

Put in walking/running track
Put in handicapped playground
Build access to beach for handicapped
Outdoor shower
Changing room
Public washroom or handicap Port-a-Potty
Public parking
Post rules for using the property
No open alcohol in public areas
No smoking
No littering
No overnight parking
No fishing if people are on the beach areas
No feeding the wildlife
Use of the beach and property at your own risk
Public usage stops at sundown
All domestic animals must be on a leash
All domestic animal feces must be picked up by owner
6 Install doggy bag dispenser and trash cans

WN -

o~

Notes — It would be hoped that the State would assist in this phase since the area would
be open to the public. For the playground and track, perhaps the use of shredded
recycled tires would be appropriate.

-12-
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Possible Layout for Public Areas

Handicap
Playground

13-

)riginal proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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PHASE FIVE OF CONSTRUCTION

Remodeling of the First Permanent Resident building

1 Reception area
Put in Seaside display
2 Apartments
Same as in the temporary residence
3 Laundry room
handicap accessible
4 Storage room

Notes — This building already has the kitchen remodeled and the campus office. An
elevator needs to be installed or the existing elevator repaired. All entrances need to be
handicapped accessible.

PHASE SIX OF CONSTRUCTION

_Remodeling of old school building

Note — By this time in the project there should be a use for this building: Child care,
Senior Daycare or a business operated out of it. Examples might be a pet sitting service,
house painting, yard work, rockwall building, Retreat facility, large rental function room,
children’s parties, grocery shopping, a Limo service to the airports or some other non-
profit business to support the campus.

-14-

Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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PHASE SEVEN OF CONSTRUCTION

Remodeling of second permanent building

This would be similar to the first Permanent Resident Building. It’s possible that the
campus might not need the space yet, but the renovation would go forward for future use.

Note —It would be during this period of construction that exterior architectural features
would be restored on all historical buildings.

_15-
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Robert W. Grzywacz
Architect

August 20, 2017

Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Envnironmental Protction
79 Elm Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

RE: Seaside Park, Environmental Impact Evaluation

Dear Mr. Lambert,

With the completion of the Environmental Impact Evaluation for Seaside, the State and
your Department now face a choice of which of the Development Options to pursue. The
EIE well lays out the advantages and disadvantages of each Option.

Fortunately, your choice should be easy. The State is committed by policy to preserving
historic and cultural resources where feasible. Seaside, a unique and landmark work of the
architect Cass Gilbert, is recognized nationally and is important both architecturally and
culturally for its original use. The EIE and associated studies have shown that reuse of
Seaside is eminently feasible. And the state, home of Gil-
bert as well as a good number of his buildings, has a sig-
nature example of how striking his buildings, restored
and reused, can be in the restoration of Waterbury’s City
Hall.

The obvious conclusion is that Seaside should be a desti- 8
nation park with the existing buildings reused as a hotel/
lodge. This preserves both the accessible shoreline park
and the historic resources that give it particular signifi-
cance. As asmaller facility, its users would produce a
minimal impact on the neighborhood.

Connecticut prides itself on its heritage and promotes
heavily heritage tourism. We have many preserved his-
toric houses and functioning or adaptively reused com-
mercial and industrial buildings. But the number of sig-
nature historic, truly public buildings is much smaller. One that the public, and particular-
ly visitors could experience thought individual use, even smaller still.

Seaside can and should be a historic resource, repurposed, for our citizens and our guests.

""léﬁ,jffgﬁv-—aig‘

23 Foster Street New Haven, CT 06511 203 865 5282
robert_w_grzywacz@sbcglobal.net 177
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP

To: "annrnye@yahoo.com"

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE

Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:26:28 PM
Dear Ms. Nye,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Ann Nye [mailto:annrnye@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25,2017 12:38 AM

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

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

Dear Mr. Lambert,
I am writing in favor of Option 1/ Destination Park as outlined in the Seaside State Park EIE. This proposal protects
the open space of the coastal park setting for public use and provides an economically feasible plan for preserving

the existing historic structures designed by American architect Cass Gilbert.

The architectural and historic significance of the Seaside site has been well documented by a number of Gilbert

scholars, most notably Barbara Christen, PhD, and many other architects, historians and preservationists nationwide.

The potential for the state to enhance its state park system and national stature through the Destination Park option
seems a golden opportunity with many long term benefits.

I feel strongly that the state of Connecticut has a responsibility to our nation's cultural heritage to preserve the long-
neglected historic buildings at Seaside. The Option 1/ Destination Park offers the best plan to serve both the public
interest and to keep these historic structures extant for generations to come. The other Hybrid 4 Park Option, which
adds an additional hotel building to the site, would be disastrous. This plan would not only compromise the existing
open campus of Gilbert's design, but would have a major negative impact on the environment and the surrounding
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residential neighborhoods. AN-1
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Ann Nye
Waterford resident

Sent from my iPhone
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Jennifer Burke

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

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:45 PM

To: ‘marjorie.pearson48@gmail.com’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside EIE Report

Attachments: Letter to Lambert Conn DEEP.pdf

Dear Dr. Pearson,

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

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Marjorie Pearson [mailto:marjorie.pearson48@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:52 PM

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

Subject: Seaside EIE Report

Dear Mr. Lambert -

Attached is a letter in support of Option 1/Destination Park, as proposed in the Seaside EIE Report of June 2017. I would like these
comments to be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision about this project.
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Thank you.

Sincerely,

Marjorie Pearson

Marjorie Pearson, Ph.D.

1791 Van Buren Ave.

Saint Paul, MN 55104
651-644-8836
marjorie.pearson48(@gmail.com
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Marjorie Pearson, Ph.D.
1791 Van Buren Avenue
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55104

August 25, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert

Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Seaside State Park Master Plan for Waterford, Connecticut
Dear Mr. Lambert:

As a past president of the Cass Gilbert Society and current editor of the Cass Gilbert Society
Newsletter, 1 urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination Park for Seaside State Park,
Waterford, Connecticut, as the best means of preserving the architectural and planning legacy of
Cass Gilbert while providing passive and active recteation for park visitors. While Option 4/Hybrid
Park would preserve the historic Cass Gilbert buildings, the proposed new construction and increase
in surface parking would have severe adverse impacts on the historic landscape and the surrounding
neighborhood.

Option 2/Ecological Park and Option 3/Passive Recreation Park and the “No-Build” Option would
all result in the demolition of the historic Cass Gilbert buildings, either actively in Options 2 and 3
or passively by neglect in the No-Build Option. These options should be rejected.

The State of Connecticut has a major opportunity to preserve the open space of the site and the
historic Gilbert buildings with Option 1, because it offers the greatest number of economic, historic,

and aesthetic benefits along with reasonable development for the park site. I urge its acceptance.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Marjorie Pearson
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Jennifer Burke

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

Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:06 PM

To: ‘nestark@comcast.net’

Cc: Stephen Lecco

Subject: FW: Seaside State Park

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

Michael D. Lambert

Bureau Chief

Outdoor Recreation

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

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

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.gov/deep

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

From: Nancy Stark [mailto:nestark@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 6:58 PM

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

August 23, 2017

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief Outdoor Recreation

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert,
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Having recently retired as an architect, | have been intimately involved in the restoration of the Minnesota
State Capitol, a 112 year old Cass Gilbert Building.

We celebrated the grand reopening in early August, 2017, to the delight and favorable responses from the
public. Itis a stunning tribute to the fine architectural design of Gilbert, and certainly the craftsmanship of
nearly 2,000 skilled workers.

You must come and see it!!

It has been brought to my attention that the future of Seaside State Park, home to buildings by Cass Gilbert, is
undergoing a Proposed Action Master Plan. Having completed a comprehensive plan for our Capitol Area, |
am familiar with the degree of evaluation and exploration you are developing, and all the responses you must
be receiving. May | offer my observation...

NS-1
As | studied the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE), | focused on the two concepts that preserve the Cass
Gilbert buildings; Destination Park and Hybrid Park. The remaining concepts, including No Build, appear to
destroy the opportunities to make this lovely area a place for learning, historical recall, science of the sea, and
the community to share in the development. Hybrid Park introduces an additional building into the
complex. This has the potential to restrict and compromise the existing view corridors to the sea from
surrounding neighborhoods, along with additional parking needs minimizing the landscape.

Therefore, | would encourage decision makers to support the Destination Park concept. | find it the most
enhancing of amenities for fun and exploration along the sea. And, that the Duplex House and
Superintendent’s Residence would also have reuses. These two buildings, along with the Main Hospital and
Employee Residence , speak to Gilbert’s original creative intent to provide the site with buildings that are not
institutional in nature, but adaptive to numerous uses and functions, including lodging.

We consider our Capitol a public treasure, owned by the citizens of Minnesota, and a very fine statement to
the talent and foresight of Cass Gilbert. Within the Capitol’s footprint we found new space and were able to
create for the public.... meeting, library, and gallery uses. Destination Park presents the surrounding
community with a refreshing reuse, restoration, and community opportunity for development of the land and
it’s buildings without eliminating their favorite views or strolls along the sea. Certainly project cost and future
maintenance are all major factors in the decision making, but the development of Seaside State Park gives
Connecticut residents and others a chance to experience history and a place for local community to feel
ownership and use. Lodging is a great amenity, along with development of group gathering spaces for
learning and exploration of place.

In closing, | find your task to be both exciting and challenging in the balance of state and local community
opinion. As with our Capitol, the public has come to recognize they all own this gorgeous Cass Gilbert Building
and are committed to it’s future maintenance and preservation. Perhaps your public and surrounding
community will feel pride in preserving good design, functional history, and ownership in Destination Park as
the best plan for Seaside State Park.

| wish you well, and please....if ever you are coming to Minnesota, | would greatly enjoy giving you a tour of
Minnesota’s treasure.

Sincerely,
Nancy Stark, Former Director of the Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board (CAAPB)
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4375 Vivian Avenue
Shoreview, MN 55126
651-482-9525
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Jennifer Burke

From: Whalen, Susan <Susan.Whalen@ct.gov>
Sent: Friday, August 18, 2017 3:56 PM

To: Stephen Lecco

Cc: Bolton, Jeffrey; Lambert, Michael
Subject: FW: Seaside EIE

Attachments: Seaside EIE Comments 8-10-17.pdf

FYl — Seaside EIE Comments for the record

From: Mark Steiner [mailto:alliedevgroup@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 2:31 PM

To: Klee, Robert <Robert.Klee@ct.gov>

Cc: Dan Steward <dsteward@waterfordct.org>; Barnes, Ben <Ben.Barnes@ct.gov>; Whalen, Susan
<Susan.Whalen@ct.gov>; Lambert, Michael <Michael.Lambert@ct.gov>

Subject: Seaside EIE

Dear Commissioner Klee,
The attached document contains my comments on the Seaside EIE dated June 2017. This information is being provided
to you on a confidential basis and not subject to disclosure as per the exemption provided by Section 1-210(b) (5) (B) of

the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

| thought it best to give a few days to evaluate this material out of the public spotlight. If you find this information
compelling, as | expect you will, | ask that you contact me at your earliest convenience to set up a meeting.

I’d like to see if we can find a constructive way to move forward with the development I've outlined in the attached

document. | think it is a model for a public/private partnership. It also represents the best economic opportunity the
state has seen in decades.

Please let me know your thoughts. M-

Mark Steiner

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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