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CORRESPONDENCE

Correspondence received as comments during the DEIS comment period (March 9, 1999 – May
21, 1999) and responses to those comments were provided in the Comments and Responses
section. Correspondence and comments received after the DEIS comment period were considered
during the preferred alternative selection and the mitigation planning processes described in
Sections 3.4 and 7. Substantive correspondence documenting key corridor information, project
recommendations and decisions, and agency coordination received after the DEIS comment
period is included in Part 1 of this section and is organized alphabetically by agency. These
comments were addressed directly or through the various additional studies discussed throughout
the document (see complete list in the References section), through extensive agency
coordination efforts described in Sections 3.4 and 7.2, and/or by incorporation into this FEIS.
Correspondence from Section 7 of the DEIS is provided in Part 2. This includes letters of
coordination with the regulatory agencies received during the preparation of the DEIS, petitions,
and a resolution submitted by SCCOG.
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Correspondence – Part 1

Robert Desista, USACE
Via Email October 24, 2006

We have the following minor comments on the administrative draft FEIS:

1. Chapter 4 –The DEIS uses 1998 traffic data. What are the FHWA regs/policy on
how long information can be used before it becomes not valid/not applicable?
Should the FEIS include statements about how the picture has changed/not
changed in a way that makes the use of 1998 data still valid?
2. Chapter 3 – as noted in your letter transmitting the administrative draft, Volume 1
was prepared using the 1999 DEIS as the base document. As such, there are
statements (e.g. page 47) referring to ‘this DEIS’; these should be revised to refer
to the FEIS, as appropriate.
3. Para. 5.18.4 – Indirect impacts - the last paragraph (gray text) discusses the local
permitting process. It is not clear that this local review includes review of
activities affecting federal jurisdictional wetlands. If appropriate, suggest revising
first sentence (page 251): ‘Wetland impacts, including federal jurisdictional
resources, would be largely avoided….
4. General comment: The Table Numbers and Pages, as outlined in the Table of
Contents, do not correspond to the pages in the EIS; however, we acknowledge
that the document is still DRAFT.
5. General NEPA document Comment: The FEIS needs to include a paragraph
regarding Executive Order 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental
Health Risks and Safety Risks”; as outlined in our letter dated August 23, 1999
on the DEIS.

Thank you for continuing to provide us with the opportunity to participate in your NEPA
process. We will continue to assist you and provide appropriate guidance with respect
to the section 404 permit review for this project.
Any questions, please feel free to call.
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From: Gilmore, Robert [mailto:Robert.Gilmore@po.state.ct.us]
Sent: Monday, October 23, 2006 2:21 PM
To: Turner, Robert
Subject: Administrative Review Draft - FEIS - Route 11

MEMORANDUM
October 23, 2006
From: Bob Gilmore
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection
Inland Water Resources Division
Re:

Administrative Review Draft
Appendix B
Mitigation Planning - FEIS - Route 11 Corridor
Wetlands Compensatory Mitigation Framework - April 2006

Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation
•

best management practices/stormwater system design ...

These sections should include an expressed commitment to use
best available technology to achieve the quality of discharge
necessary to ensuring the long-term protection of the physical,
chemical and biological integrity of the receiving waters.
•

over-sized culverts that allow wildlife passage

This section should incorporate references to fish and wildlife
passage and specific design standards to be applied at stream
crossings to maintain aquatic habitat connectivity and provide
opportunities for fish and wildlife passage - e.g., "Massachusetts
River and Stream Crossing Standards: Technical Guidelines,
August 6, 2004", CT DEP Fisheries Division's "Stream Crossing
Guidelines, December 2002."
•

open median to mitigate wildlife mortality ...

The framework states: "...existing vegetation will be retained
where feasible, or replaced with native, non-invasive plantings."
An explanation of what constitutes where feasible should be
included.

Compensatory Mitigation
The framework states: "Compensatory mitigation for
unavoidable indirect impacts to wetland functions and values and
wildlife habitat will be achieved through preservation and
potential enhancement of undeveloped, ecological valuable lands
within or proximate to the Route 11 corridor."
Potential enhancement does not provide mitigation. The
framework should include a stated consideration of opportunities
for acquiring impacted lands and enhancing or restoring habitat
value to these lands - e.g., lands previously damaged by sand and
gravel operations, lands adversely impacted by improper forestry
operations, lands previously disturbed and subjected to
dumping/disposal activities, or lands with vegetation dominated
by invasive plants.
Direct Wetland Impact
The framework states: "Priority will be given to sites exhibiting
the following: stable, predictable water table..."
The following modification should be incorporated - "stable,
predictable water table determined through site specific water
table monitoring consistent with accepted data collection
standards ..."
Indirect Wetland Impact
Preservation alone does not recoup lost biodiversity units.
Consequently, in order for preservation to be considered for
compensation, the acreage needed would have to be some multiple
greater than the 686 acres that was calculated as equating to the 485
biodiversity units lost.

Bob Gilmore
Inland Water Resources Division
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection
79 Elm St, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
(860) 424-3866

"Some roads bring renewal; some roads hide and wait; some roads promise
everything and steal your fuel away" _NY
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From: Higgins.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov
[mailto:Higgins.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2006 11:21 AM
To: robert.w.turner@fhwa.dot.gov
Cc: Varney.Robert@epamail.epa.gov; Schweisberg.Matt@epamail.epa.gov;
michael_bartlett@fws.gov; christine.a.godfrey@usace.army.mil;
betsey.wingfield@po.state.ct.us; edgar.hurle@po.state.ct.us
Subject: Connecticut Route 11-- administrative draft of the Final EIS
Dear Mr. Turner,
Thank you for sending us a copy of the administrative draft of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Route 11 project. We
appreciate your giving us this opportunity to see the document before it
is published.
We recognize that the document contains a substantial amount of new
information reflecting the additional work and extensive interagency
coordination that has taken place in the nearly 8 years since issuance
of the Draft EIS. While the administrative FEIS does not resolve a
number of issues that we have raised in the past (see written comments
of May 21, 1999; April 20, 2001; Nov. 8, 2001; Nov. 13, 2002; Sept. 20,
2005; March 28, 2006), we remain committed to participating in the
ongoing interagency discussions directed toward resolving remaining
issues, especially with respect to mitigation for the project's impacts,
during the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit process. While the
administrative FEIS contains a framework for how the mitigation plan
will be developed, we recommend that the FEIS include a mitigation plan
that, if not in detail, at least in concept, shows how and to what
extent the project's impacts will effectively be mitigated. We also
recommend that the FEIS provide responses to the written comments from
EPA and other agencies that were submitted in the period between the
DEIS and FEIS.
If you have any questions, please contact Matt Schweisberg at
617/918-1628 or me at 617/918-1051.
Sincerely,
Elizabeth A. Higgins
Director, Office of Environmental Review

From: Grantham.Nancy@epamail.epa.gov on behalf of
Varney.Robert@epamail.epa.gov
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2005 10:26 AM
To: Keazer, Bradley
Cc: curtis.l.thalken.col@usace.army.mil; Gina McCarthy;
H.james.boice@po.state.ct.us; jane.dauphinais@mail.house.gov; Jane
Stahl; Dymond, Ken; Osterhues, Marlys; michael_Bartlett@fws.gov;
Varney.Robert@epamail.epa.gov; Turner, Robert;
Schweisberg.Matt@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: CT Route 11 Project: EPA Recommendation for Preparing a
Supplemental DEIS
In your August 31st email message to the Principals, you asked individual group
members for their positions regarding “the need, or not, to do a supplemental
Draft EIS.” As you may recall, EPA New England first raised a question about
the potential need for a supplemental DEIS in our May 21, 1999, letter
commenting on the February
1999 DEIS. In that letter, we advocated for a process to address a wide range
of issues and information needs that we believed were unaddressed by the DEIS,
and recommended that “the information developed in such a process should be
included in a supplemental or revised DEIS and circulated for wider public
review and comment.”
There have been several substantial changes or additions to the proposed project
that would result in significant environmental impacts, as well as much new
information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns, that were not
evaluated in the 1999 DEIS. Below is a list (in no particular order) of the
primary project changes or additions and new information developed since
issuance of the DEIS that should be included in a supplemental or revised DEIS
to provide the public with an adequate opportunity to review and comment on this
project.
1. The current proposed roadway alignment – E4m-V3 – was not specifically
described and discussed in the DEIS.
2. The location, design, and environmental impacts associated with the proposed
highway interchanges were not adequately addressed in the DEIS.
In particular, the substantial aquatic resource impacts stemming from the
proposed I-95 interchange – the direct, indirect and secondary impacts to
wetlands and waterways, including several vernal pools – were not adequately
described and discussed in the DEIS. In addition, there is no detailed
discussion in the DEIS of the impacts associated with the proposed interchange
at Route 161, which would cause direct, indirect and secondary impacts to
aquatic resources, including Latimer Brook and its associated wetland systems.
3. None of the information pertaining to this past year’s wildlife surveys was
included in the DEIS. A supplemental DEIS would provide the opportunity to
explain the objectives, methods and results of those surveys. Importantly,
these results include the discovery of the presence of federal and state-listed
endangered and threatened species, and species of special concern.
4. The use and adverse effects of road salt – an emerging and increasingly
important water quality issue -- were not discussed in adequate detail in the
DEIS.

5. The trial use of the UMass CAPS modeling and assessment methodology was not
included in the DEIS. The CAPS modeling was used in refining the alignment in
the southern part of the corridor (i.e., the V1 vs. V3
issue) and for the ongoing development of a compensatory mitigation framework.
A supplemental DEIS would provide the opportunity to describe the CAPS method,
its limitations, and its application and results in the two circumstances noted
above.
6. In light of the issues listed in items 2, 3, and 5, above, the scope and
nature of compensatory mitigation required for this project have changed
significantly since 1999. The 1999 DEIS discussed compensatory mitigation only
in a conceptual sense and offered no details. A supplemental DEIS would provide
the opportunity to describe the collaborative efforts and results of the CT
Route 11 working group on this critical project component.
7. The DEIS was issued well over six years ago. The target audience has likely
changed and presumably increased in this period of time (e.g., new people moving
into the area). If the projections regarding growth in the region contained in
the 1999 DEIS were correct, there should have been substantial population growth
between that time and the present. Assuming this is the case, there is a
substantial segment of the population now living in the project area that did
not have the opportunity to review the original DEIS, did not attend the public
meetings, or otherwise did not have the opportunity to comment on the project.
8. As we have previously recommended, current, up-to-date growth and traffic
volume data should be developed as part of a supplemental DEIS and compared to
data used in the original DEIS. This comparison could be used to verify and
calibrate population and traffic volume growth assumptions used in the DEIS.
Such a comparison would be particularly valuable since it has been over seven
years since the original data were gathered (1998). Much of the data needed for
this analysis should be available already and should be easy to update.
9. The 2002 report produced by EPA’s contractor, Weston Solutions, Inc., and
its subcontractor, Transportation Planning and Design, Inc., that further
evaluated the practicability of the upgrade alternatives for the Route 11
Project, as well as CT DOT and FHWA comments about the report, have not been
made available to the public for review and consideration. A supplemental DEIS
would provide that opportunity.
Based on the above, it appears that a supplemental DEIS is both necessary and
appropriate. As I mentioned at the meeting, failure to do so may significantly
delay the project.
Thank you for soliciting the views of the agencies on this key matter.
Please let me know if you have any questions or have your staff contact Matt
Schweisberg at 617-918-1628.

"Keazer,
Bradley"
<Bradley.Keazer@
fhwa.dot.gov>
08/31/2005 01:13

To
Jane Stahl
<jane.stahl@po.state.ct.us>,
Robert Varney/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,

PM

michael_Bartlett@fws.gov,
jane.dauphinais@mail.house.gov,
Gina McCarthy
<gina.mccarthy@po.state.ct.us>,
H.james.boice@po.state.ct.us,
curtis.l.thalken.col@usace.army.m
il
cc
"Osterhues, Marlys"
<Marlys.Osterhues@fhwa.dot.gov>,
"Dymond, Ken"
<Ken.Dymond@fhwa.dot.gov>,
"Turner, Robert"
<Robert.W.Turner@fhwa.dot.gov>
Subject
RE: Route 11

At the 8-23 managers meeting FHWA was asked to address the issue of the need, or
not, to do a supplemental Draft EIS. We have begun that evaluation process.
The CFR sets up two criteria for us; "1) Changes to the proposed action would
result in significant environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the EIS;
or 2) New information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns and
bearings on the proposed action or its impacts would result in significant
environmental impacts not evaluated in the EIS".
I know that some of you raised specific issues at the meeting that were not
captured in the minutes. I would appreciate it if you or your staff would
respond to this e-mail with any issues or concerns that you want to make sure we
include in our evaluation of this issue. A response by September 16 would be
appreciated.

From: Grantham.Nancy@epamail.epa.gov on behalf of
Varney.Robert@epamail.epa.gov
Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2006 8:17 AM
To: Keazer, Bradley
Cc: Anne-Marie Costello; Keazer, Bradley; Nottingham, Chip;
curtis.l.thalken.col@usace.army.mil; Blais, Ernie; Skaer, Fred; Gina
McCarthy; H.james.boice@po.state.ct.us; jane.dauphinais@mail.house.gov;
Jane Stahl; Dymond, Ken; Osterhues, Marlys; michael_Bartlett@fws.gov;
Varney.Robert@epamail.epa.gov; Turner, Robert;
steve.korta@po.state.ct.us
Subject: RE: Rte 11 NEPA re-evaluation by FHWA and CONN DOT
Hi Brad –
Thank you for the forwarding the administrative draft of the Re-evaluation
document prepared by FHWA to determine the need for a supplement to the CT Route
11 DEIS published in 1999. We greatly appreciate your sharing this internal
draft with the federal and state regulatory agencies and seeking our comments
before making your final decision. We also recognize the time and effort
invested in preparing the draft and commend the FHWA for addressing many of the
issues raised by EPA and others with respect to the question of preparing a
supplemental DEIS.
The administrative draft Re-evaluation concludes that a supplement is not
warranted and explains the reasoning for this conclusion. In my September 20,
2005, email message to you, I listed a variety of factors that EPA felt leaned
heavily in favor of the need for a supplement. The administrative draft
addresses several of the points we raised, and we
better understand the basis for FHWA's conclusion.
Still, EPA believes
that a supplement is the most appropriate way to advance the NEPA process and
develop a public record that fully supports the findings of an eventual Record
of Decision. Overall, we remain concerned that significant information
contained in several documents (referenced in the administrative draft) that
have been produced over the last 8 years has not been provided to the public,
the regulatory agencies, and other interested parties in a comprehensive fashion
to allow a thorough and complete understanding of this proposed project, and to
solicit comments based upon that complete picture. Our concern is heightened by
the fact that new information, new analysis and several project changes have
occurred over several years.
Examples include:
- The location, design, and environmental impacts associated with the proposed
highway interchanges;
- The information contained in the recently produced report on the 2005
biological surveys;
- An evaluation of cumulative and secondary impacts, including the use and
effects of road salt--an emerging and increasingly important water quality
issue;
- In light of the issues mentioned above, the scope and nature of compensatory
mitigation required for this project; and,
- Updated data/information on and analysis of traffic (including the
2002 report produced by EPA’s contractor, Weston Solutions, Inc., and its
subcontractor, Transportation Planning and Design, Inc., that further evaluated
the practicability of the upgrade alternatives and FHWA’s analysis of these

reports), population growth, and development in the study area that would help
"ground truth" the projections contained in the DEIS.
Once again, we applaud FHWA’s effort to carefully consider the Supplemental EIS
questions and I look forward to our discussion on March 30th.
– Bob

"Keazer,
Bradley"
<Bradley.Keazer
@fhwa.dot.gov>
02/16/2006
03:35 PM

To
"Keazer, Bradley"
<Bradley.Keazer@fhwa.dot.gov>,
Anne-Marie Costello
<anne-marie.costello@po.state.ct.u
s>, Robert Varney/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,
michael_Bartlett@fws.gov,
jane.dauphinais@mail.house.gov,
Gina McCarthy
<gina.mccarthy@po.state.ct.us>,
H.james.boice@po.state.ct.us, Jane
Stahl <jane.stahl@po.state.ct.us>,
curtis.l.thalken.col@usace.army.mi
l, steve.korta@po.state.ct.us
cc
"Dymond, Ken"
<Ken.Dymond@fhwa.dot.gov>, "Skaer,
Fred" <Fred.Skaer@fhwa.dot.gov>,
"Osterhues, Marlys"
<Marlys.Osterhues@fhwa.dot.gov>,
"Nottingham, Chip"
<Chip.Nottingham@fhwa.dot.gov>,
"Blais, Ernie"
<Ernie.Blais@fhwa.dot.gov>,
"Powell, Carol <MARAD>", "Turner,
Robert"
<Robert.W.Turner@fhwa.dot.gov>
Subject
RE: Rte 11 NEPA re-evaluation by
FHWA and CONN DOT

This is a status update. FHWA has received and reviewed a preliminary
administrative draft of the re-evaluation document for Route 11 The reevaluation document is what FHWA will use to determine whether a supplement
needs to be made for the Draft EIS, or if the Draft EIS
remains adequate and we can proceed to the Final EIS.
We have

determined that modifications are necessary in order for the document to meet
our needs. Accordingly, FHWA headquarters and local technical staff will be
working with the State and their consultant to modify the preliminary
administrative draft document. As soon as the modifications are made and we
find it acceptable for our needs, we will be making the draft re-evaluation
document available to agency leaders and staff for comments as we have agreed.

-----Original Message----From: Keazer, Bradley
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2005 7:22 AM
To: Keazer, Bradley; 'Anne-Marie Costello';
'Varney.Robert@epa.gov'; 'michael_Bartlett@fws.gov';
'jane.dauphinais@mail.house.gov'; 'Gina McCarthy';
'H.james.boice@po.state.ct.us'; 'Jane Stahl';
'curtis.l.thalken.col@usace.army.mil';
'steve.korta@po.state.ct.us'
Cc: Dymond, Ken; Skaer, Fred; Osterhues, Marlys; Nottingham, Chip;
Blais, Ernie
Subject: RE: Rte 11 NEPA re-evaluation by FHWA and CONN DOT

We have received an inquiry as to the availability of the
Route 11 Re-evaluation document to the agencies, prior to
final approval by FHWA.
Re-evaluations are covered under 23 CFR 771.129. This is an
administrative process, and as such, does not require
outside agency review. However, because the Route 11
project is on the Secretary's High Priority list and the
agencies have shared their concerns with us through the
senior manager's meeting process, we believe it is important
to provide the agencies the opportunity to comment on the
Re-evaluation in draft form. Therefore we plan to provide
the document for agency review prior to our taking final
action in accordance with the CFR. We will request that the
draft document be kept confidential because it is a
pre-decisional document and should not be released to the
public until the document is finalized and the re-evaluation
decision action is taken. An expedited time frame for
reviewing the draft document will be established, when the
document is in a draft form that is ready for review.

November 13, 2002
Mr. Edgar T. Hurle, Director
Environmental Planning
Bureau of Policy and Planning
Connecticut Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 317546
Newington, CT 06131-7546
Dear Ned:
This letter concerns ConnDOT’s Statement of Wetlands and Wildlife Habitat Block Impacts and
Compensation Plan for the Route 11 Corridor (“the Statement and Plan”), handed out at our
meeting at your office on October 2, 2002. EPA appreciates the opportunity to review these
documents and provide this initial reaction.1
We are pleased that the Statement and Plan addresses all three classes of impacts–direct, indirect,
and secondary. We also appreciate that ConnDOT used specific methodologies to quantify
indirect and secondary adverse impacts. Moreover, we understand that the Plan is
preliminary–ConnDOT intends it as an initial proposal to generate discussion. As explained
more completely below, we believe that due to certain flaws in the assumptions and
methodologies employed, the Statement and Plan markedly underestimates the adverse impacts
for all three classes of impacts; as a consequence, this initial proposed compensation plan, even if
implemented fully, would be seriously deficient if the goal is to provide a meaningful reduction of
and compensation for the significant adverse impacts of the Route 11 project. In the interest of
moving the discussion forward, we focus below is on major issues and concerns. We would be
happy to provide more detailed comments or analysis if that would be helpful.
Impact Assessment
Direct and Indirect Impacts. Based upon his field visit of November 5, 2002, Vern Lang of the
USFWS informed us that several streams and wetland areas may not have been identified in the
middle portion of the alignment (located between habitat blocks 1 and 2). Vern found a number
of perennial and intermittent streams and a few wetland areas during his field visit that appeared

1

As you know, EPA has in other correspondence voiced doubt about the environmental
acceptability of the Route 11 project and identified the proposal as a candidate for a §404(c) action based
on serious concerns about the significance of impacts and the analysis of alternatives. This letter neither
alters nor further addresses those issues and pertains only to our review of the Statement and Plan.

-2not to be identified on the detailed maps handed out at the October 2nd meeting (see USFWS
letter on the Statement and Plan for a complete description of his field observations on this
point). This issue needs to be addressed to determine if, in fact, resources were missed and need
to be delineated and assessed.
Table 1 in the Statement lists the various functions and values of wetlands to be directly affected
and quantifies the extent of wetlands that provide these functions and values. However, the
Statement addresses none of these functions and values qualitatively. We recognize that the
DEIS provided a generic description of the functions and values found in the Route 11 corridor,
but the Statement should provide a reasonably detailed description of the specific functions and
values of the wetlands and streams that will be directly affected by the proposed highway. Also,
the Statement mentions that included in the 16.8 acres of wetlands to be directly affected are 10
perennial streams. Numerous intermittent streams run throughout the preferred alignment and
these should be included in the evaluation as well.
Since our first comment letter in May 1999 on this project, EPA has consistently recommended
that comprehensive inventories of flora and especially fauna be performed throughout the Route
11 corridor, not just within the confines of the preferred alignment. These inventories have not
occurred, nor have studies of wildlife movement patterns been conducted which are necessary to
optimally locate impact minimization features such as split barrels/widened medians, bridging,
overpasses and underpasses for wildlife. We believe such minimization measures is the only
realistic way to reduce the severity of indirect impacts (neither wetland creation nor land
preservation is effective in this regard) and thus this dimension should be pursued both
aggressively and rigorously. An especially concerted effort to minimize impacts should be
undertaken in habitat blocks #1 and #2 by increasing the permeability of the road to wildlife
through strategically placed overpasses and underpasses for animal movement.
The seasonal pool inventory 2 is informative while also illustrating a problem in the approach
employed for assessing indirect and secondary adverse impacts: ConnDOT first establishes a
narrow physical limit for conducting inventories of aquatic resources and the associated plants
and wildlife, then evaluates the potential effects of the proposed highway on those resources and
the plants and wildlife within those boundaries. Rather, the inventories should be conducted
widely throughout the entire corridor first which then allows a fully informed evaluation of
indirect and secondary adverse impacts be performed. The seasonal pool inventory should have
extended outward from the edge of highway clearing on the order of 1,000 to 2,000 feet, the
distance that highly dispersive pool species such as wood frog and red-spotted newt (both found
in the pools during the inventory) may travel (well documented in field studies of migration and
dispersal distances; see Berven and Grudzien, 1990; Healy, 1975; and Gill, 1978). The 500 feet

2

We have several specific comments about the Draft Seasonal Pool Inventory and Evaluation
which we could provide at a later date.

distance used by ConnDOT both for the inventory and for an upland habitat zone around pools
is too limited for a complete sense of the adverse impact likely to occur.
-3With respect to indirect impacts, we agree that ConnDOT’s use of a 1,600 feet zone on either side
of the proposed highway is reasonable (but not so for an inventory of resources, as noted above).
However, ConnDOT’s theory that only 217 acres of the habitat blocks should be considered as
adversely affected by the highway appears to rely on unsubstantiated assumptions. We are
troubled by ConnDOT’s premise that the range and scale of adverse effects of a highway upon
aquatic resources effectively equate to those of residences and small country roads, and that the
severity of adverse effects are uniform regardless of distance from the source of disturbance, be it
highway, small country road or residence. The scientific literature documents these distinctions
(see our prior letters on this project as well as on the CT Route 6 project).
Another concern with the approach described in the Statement and Plan is that it discounts the
possibility that the highway could cause additional adverse impacts in areas that may have
suffered some fragmentation effects already from residential development or small roads. Such
an approach would only make sense for areas that have been rendered devoid of any value due to
other influences, a situation which does not generally apply in the corridor. For example, if we
understand the approach taken in the Statement and Plan, a wetland area located 1500 feet from
the edge of a residential development and 200 feet from a new Route 11 would not be considered
to suffer any indirect effect from the highway. However, such a conclusion would, on its face,
be wrong and points to a problem in the underlying method of assessing the indirect impacts.
In summary, assuming an equal level of impact over 1600 feet would overestimate the harm in
some areas and underestimate it in others. The assumption that disturbances which vary
markedly from each other (e.g., a small road versus a major highway) have the same reach and
magnitude of indirect impact is not valid in our view. And assuming that an area subject to some
form of indirect effect currently could not suffer further damage from the highway also does not
appear realistic. The net effect of these methodological difficulties is to underestimate the full
extent of the indirect impact. Therefore, after the inventory of aquatic resources, including flora
and fauna, as described above, we believe that ConnDOT should revise its assessment of indirect
impacts taking into account these real world differences (even then we appreciate that the
analysis may not be highly precise but it would be more accurate). Moreover, the re-evaluation
should include a qualitative assessment of indirect adverse impacts–that is, one that describes in
narrative form how the highway will actually impact the functions and values of the affected
aquatic resources.
Secondary Impacts. ConnDOT’s analysis of secondary impacts acknowledges that consideration
of secondary impacts is an important part of the decision-making surrounding this transportation
project. Recent studies have shown the strong connection between transportation and land use,
and the potential that transportation projects have for inducing secondary impacts such as sprawl,
so we applaud ConnDOT’s recognition of this issue. However, we believe ConnDOT’s analysis

of induced development is too limited and does not provide sufficient information to describe
fully the potential secondary impacts of the project. Although we believe that ConnDOT intends
to disclose fully the complete suite of impacts from the Route 11 project, we found the analysis
problematic in three respects:
-41. The analysis is based on unsupported assumptions about the magnitude and types of
predicted growth as well as that travel time savings of 2-7 minutes will not have a
significant impact on growth; ConnDOT should explain the basis for those assumptions.
2. The analysis area for induced growth is too small; growth is likely to be induced well
beyond a one-mile radius around the interchanges, and even beyond the four towns that
border the proposed highway.
3. There is no quantitative data regarding the expected changes in population, housing, or
employment over the next 20 years (design year 2020), or assessment of the secondary
environmental impacts of that induced growth. Examples of such environmental impacts
include water quality impacts from runoff; wetland impacts from direct fill and upland
development; fragmentation of habitat; and demand on water supplies.
The analysis asserts that because residential development is continuing and because there are no
appreciable reductions in commute time (see comments below), Route 11 will not induce
additional growth. This assertion needs to be substantiated before any analysis can be based
upon it. The question is not whether growth will continue in southeastern Connecticut, but
whether the highway will induce growth above and beyond that which will occur without the
investment. In other projects, highways have been shown to change the amount and location of
growth. For example, in the I-93 corridor in NH, a study commissioned by the NH Department
of Transportation has shown that widening an 18-mile segment of I-93 from Manchester to the
Massachusetts state line will result in approximately 41,000 more people and 22,000 more jobs in
the study area in the year 2020 above and beyond the anticipated growth if the highway is not
widened. Whether the same pattern of increase would occur in Connecticut cannot be
determined without an adequate analysis.
The analysis argues that interchange-related development is confined to industrial and
commercial development. We see no evidence for this, and the basis for making this assertion
should be presented and validated. Although land in the immediate vicinity of the interchange
may be more appealing for industrial and commercial development, it is unlikely that
residentially-zoned lands within a mile of an interchange (and beyond) will not be under
additional development pressure. Absent some substantive justification for considering these
residentially-zoned lands, which occupy the majority of the one-mile radius, as a “development
limitation,” analysis should be broadened to include residential development.
The document suggests that the overall reduction in travel time if Route 11 is completed is
expected to range from 2.3 to 7.4 minutes, and that these savings would not be a substantial

catalyst for new residential growth. The basis for this conclusion should be provided since time
savings of this magnitude are believed to have the potential for moderate to strong changes in
land use (Oregon DOT, 2001, A Guidebook for Evaluating the Indirect Land Use and Growth
Impacts of Highway Improvements.) Further, the analysis indicates that one factor in inducing
residential growth is a reduction in commute time to employment centers. Location of
-5employment centers certainly is a factor in residential growth, but since the majority of trips are
for purposes other than work, the analysis should consider more than commute trips.
We are concerned that the analysis underestimates the potential for growth because of the
assumption that induced growth impacts from the highway will be limited to within a one-mile
radius of the interchanges. Indeed, other state Departments of Transportation have found
impacts far beyond a one-mile radius. In the I-93 project cited above, NH DOT delineated a
study area that included 29 communities stretching from northern Massachusetts to Concord,
NH, and at least two towns “deep” on either side of the road. It neither restricted its analysis to
the five communities that border the widening project, nor to a one-mile radius around the
interchanges (also, it did not restrict the analysis solely to commercial development, as discussed
above). Whether induced growth in southeastern Connecticut would follow the same pattern as
in New Hampshire cannot be determined unless ConnDOT conducts a similar analysis without
arbitrary constraints of distance and development type. EPA is willing to work with ConnDOT
to identify a suitable method for conducting such an analysis.3
The secondary impacts assessment does not evaluate the potential changes in population,
housing, and employment between now and 2020, nor does it evaluate the secondary
environmental impacts of the induced growth. Impacts that should be evaluated include water
quality impacts from runoff; wetland impacts from direct fill as well as upland development;
fragmentation of habitat; demand on water supplies; and other related issues. Development leads
to an increase in impervious surfaces such as rooftops, roads, and parking lots; these impervious
surfaces affect the quantity and quality of stormwater runoff that reaches water bodies. In a
national runoff study, a 1-acre parking lot was found to produce a runoff volume almost 16 times
as large as the runoff volume produced by an undeveloped meadow. In addition to changes in
hydrology (and reduced groundwater recharge), development can result in increased pollutant
loadings (including nutrients),and increased water temperature. In addition to impacts on
streams and lakes, development can have secondary impacts on wetlands. EPA's 404(b)(1)
guidelines require an analysis of cumulative impacts, including previous wetland fills and likely
future wetland losses from secondary impacts. The CEQ defines cumulative impacts as the

3

EPA and FHWA plan to cosponsor training sessions in the next few months on the range of
methods available for analyzing secondary impacts, and using the NH I-93 “Delphi process/Expert Panel”
as a case study. One of these sessions is planned for Hartford and we would welcome attendance by
ConnDOT, CT office of FHWA, the MPO, and others at this training, which will be conducted by Sam
Seskin of Parsons-Brinckerhoff.

additive environmental impacts to a region combining past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. ConnDOT has a responsibility under NEPA to disclose impacts on wetlands
from secondary development induced by the project.4
-6Compensation Plan
As explained above, EPA believes the Statement and Plan considerably underestimates the extent
and severity of direct, indirect and secondary adverse impacts to aquatic resources from the
proposed Route 11 project. Correspondingly, the preliminary compensation plan falls far short
of fully mitigating those adverse impacts. In particular, the Plan relies on wetland creation to
compensate for direct impacts. Wetland creation is the riskiest type of compensation, especially
for forested and shrub wetlands and vernal pools, the types of resources affected in this instance.
Even where the structure of the wetland can be successfully replicated, it may be impossible to
recreate the landscape setting pivotal to the value of the lost wetlands. Creation of forested
wetlands rarely has been documented as successful in replacing the suite of lost and degraded
wetlands functions and values. It requires especially lengthy monitoring periods (> 10 years) and
complex monitoring plans to properly track establishment and progress. In addition, a few of the
hydrological (e.g., ground water discharge/recharge) and biogeochemical (e.g., production and
export) functions of the lost and degraded forested and shrub wetland systems are likely
uncompensable. Where, as may be the case here, one to one acreage of attempted wetland
replacement would fall short of replicating for the lost functions and values, a higher ratio of
compensation should be considered.
EPA will evaluate further the land preservation component of the compensation plan both in
terms of extent and location once a better grasp of the full breadth of the project’s impacts
becomes clear. At this juncture, we emphasize that the underlying purpose of the land protection
aspect is twofold: 1) to preserve habitat of sufficient size and quality to protect the wildlife
populations which rely upon the aquatic resources in the corridor and 2) To protect valuable
aquatic resources that are vulnerable to development. Both of these entwined objectives aim
toward reducing the potential for the project to contribute to significant degradation when viewed
in the context of cumulative impacts.

Conclusion
4

An issue relevant to ConnDOT’s broader NEPA review (though not necessarily from
perspective of compensation for aquatic resource losses) evaluation should be done of the potential for
negative impacts on the urbanized areas of southeastern Connecticut that are losing population, and on
existing commercial centers. Studies have shown that highways influence land prices, population, and
employment changes near the project, and the land use effects are likely at the expense of losses
elsewhere. Transportation access is only one of several factors that has led to the decentralization of US
metropolitan areas, but the potential impacts of Route 11 on urban areas such as Groton, New London,
and Norwich that are losing population should be studied and disclosed.

The explanation above underscores EPA’s long-running, well-documented reservations about the
Route 11 project. The corridor contains outstanding water and wetland resources, and associated
upland habitats, that provide an array of highly valuable ecological functions. Attempting to
compensate for significant impacts to such complex and valuable areas is a formidable and
expensive task. However, we stand ready to assist ConnDOT should it choose to move forward
-7with a more comprehensive inventory of aquatic resources and with a re-evaluation of direct,
indirect, and secondary adverse impacts.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this aspect of the Route 11 project. Please feel
free to call either Matt Schweisberg at 617-918-1628 or me at 617-918-1543 if we can provide
additional information or discuss any aspect of this letter.
Sincerely,

Douglas A. Thompson
Office of Environmental Stewardship
cc:

Chris Godfrey, USACE, Concord, MA
Vern Lang, USFWS, Concord, NH
Amy Jackson Grove, FHWA, Glastonbury, CT
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
628-2 Hebron Avenue, Suite 303
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033-5007

September 22, 2006
IN REPLY REFER TO:

HDA-CT

Colonel Curtis L. Thalken
District Engineer
Department of the Army
New England District, Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742-2751
Subject: State Project No. 120-81, Extension of Route 11 in Connecticut
Administrative Draft version of Final Environmental Impact Statement
Cooperating Agency Review Comment Solicitation
Dear Colonel Thalken:
An administrative draft, dated 8/30/06, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for
the subject project is currently under internal review by the Federal Highway Administration.
Some portions are still in preparation and are not included in this version as noted below.
A CD-ROM containing a copy of this draft as a collection of electronic files in Adobe Acrobat
PDF format is being forwarded to your staff contact person copied below for review under your
agency’s role as a cooperating agency for this combined NEPA/CEPA document.
Volume 1 of this document was prepared using the 1999 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) as the base document, with new or revised text shaded in grey; deleted text has been
omitted for clarity. Volume 2 includes copies of letters from federal and state agencies
commenting on the 1999 DEIS with responses to these comments; copies of letters received from
local officials and the public, along with responses are not included. Other sections not included
in this version of the administrative draft are the Executive Summary, updates to Appendix E and
additional appendices which will include project correspondence.
Although this is not a complete administrative draft document, it is substantially complete. In
the interest of time, and in the spirit of cooperation, we are requesting receipt of comments from
your agency on this administrative draft document no later than Monday, October 23, 2006.
The remaining draft sections will be forwarded to your agency as soon as they are available for
review.

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
628-2 Hebron Avenue, Suite 303
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033-5007

September 22, 2006
IN REPLY REFER TO:

HDA-CT

Mr. Michael Bartlett
Field Supervisor
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301-5087
Subject: State Project No. 120-81, Extension of Route 11 in Connecticut
Administrative Draft version of Final Environmental Impact Statement
Cooperating Agency Review Comment Solicitation
Dear Mr. Bartlett:
An administrative draft, dated 8/30/06, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for
the subject project is currently under internal review by the Federal Highway Administration.
Some portions are still in preparation and are not included in this version as noted below.
A CD-ROM containing a copy of this draft as a collection of electronic files in Adobe Acrobat
PDF format is being forwarded to your staff contact person copied below for review under your
agency’s role as a cooperating agency for this combined NEPA/CEPA document.
Volume 1 of this document was prepared using the 1999 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) as the base document, with new or revised text shaded in grey; deleted text has been
omitted for clarity. Volume 2 includes copies of letters from federal and state agencies
commenting on the 1999 DEIS with responses to these comments; copies of letters received from
local officials and the public, along with responses are not included. Other sections not included
in this version of the administrative draft are the Executive Summary, updates to Appendix E and
additional appendices which will include project correspondence.
Although this is not a complete administrative draft document, it is substantially complete. In
the interest of time, and in the spirit of cooperation, we are requesting receipt of comments from
your agency on this administrative draft document no later than Monday, October 23, 2006.
The remaining draft sections will be forwarded to your agency as soon as they are available for
review.

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
628-2 Hebron Avenue, Suite 303
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033-5007

September 22, 2006
IN REPLY REFER TO:

HDA-CT

Mr. Robert W. Varney
Regional Administrator
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1
One Congress Street, Suite 1100
Boston, MA 02114-2023
Subject: State Project No. 120-81, Extension of Route 11 in Connecticut
Administrative Draft version of Final Environmental Impact Statement
Cooperating Agency Review Comment Solicitation
Dear Mr. Varney:
An administrative draft, dated 8/30/06, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for
the subject project is currently under internal review by the Federal Highway Administration.
Some portions are still in preparation and are not included in this version as noted below.
A CD-ROM containing a copy of this draft as a collection of electronic files in Adobe Acrobat
PDF format is being forwarded to your staff contact person copied below for review under your
agency’s role as a cooperating agency for this combined NEPA/CEPA document.
Volume 1 of this document was prepared using the 1999 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) as the base document, with new or revised text shaded in grey; deleted text has been
omitted for clarity. Volume 2 includes copies of letters from federal and state agencies
commenting on the 1999 DEIS with responses to these comments; copies of letters received from
local officials and the public, along with responses are not included. Other sections not included
in this version of the administrative draft are the Executive Summary, updates to Appendix E and
additional appendices which will include project correspondence.
Although this is not a complete administrative draft document, it is substantially complete. In
the interest of time, and in the spirit of cooperation, we are requesting receipt of comments from
your agency on this administrative draft document no later than Monday, October 23, 2006.
The remaining draft sections will be forwarded to your agency as soon as they are available for
review.

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
628-2 Hebron Avenue, Suite 303
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033-5007

September 22, 2006
IN REPLY REFER TO:

HDA-CT

Ms. Gina McCarthy
Commissioner
State of Connecticut
Department of Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106-5127
Subject: State Project No. 120-81, Extension of Route 11 in Connecticut
Administrative Draft version of Final Environmental Impact Statement
Cooperating Agency Review Comment Solicitation
Dear Commissioner McCarthy:
An administrative draft, dated 8/30/06, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for
the subject project is currently under internal review by the Federal Highway Administration.
Some portions are still in preparation and are not included in this version as noted below.
A CD-ROM containing a copy of this draft as a collection of electronic files in Adobe Acrobat
PDF format is being forwarded to your staff contact person copied below for review under your
agency’s role as a cooperating agency for this combined NEPA/CEPA document.
Volume 1 of this document was prepared using the 1999 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) as the base document, with new or revised text shaded in grey; deleted text has been
omitted for clarity. Volume 2 includes copies of letters from federal and state agencies
commenting on the 1999 DEIS with responses to these comments; copies of letters received from
local officials and the public, along with responses are not included. Other sections not included
in this version of the administrative draft are the Executive Summary, updates to Appendix E and
additional appendices which will include project correspondence.
Although this is not a complete administrative draft document, it is substantially complete. In
the interest of time, and in the spirit of cooperation, we are requesting receipt of comments from
your agency on this administrative draft document no later than Monday, October 23, 2006.
The remaining draft sections will be forwarded to your agency as soon as they are available for
review.

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
628-2 Hebron Avenue, Suite 303
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033-5007

September 22, 2006
IN REPLY REFER TO:

HDA-CT

Mr. Robert L. Genuario
Secretary
State of Connecticut
Office of Policy and Management
450 Capitol Avenue
Hartford, CT 06106-1308
Subject: State Project No. 120-81, Extension of Route 11 in Connecticut
Administrative Draft version of Final Environmental Impact Statement
Cooperating Agency Review Comment Solicitation
Dear Mr. Genuario:
An administrative draft, dated 8/30/06, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for
the subject project is currently under internal review by the Federal Highway Administration.
Some portions are still in preparation and are not included in this version as noted below.
A CD-ROM containing a copy of this draft as a collection of electronic files in Adobe Acrobat
PDF format is being forwarded to your staff contact person copied below for review under your
agency’s role as a cooperating agency for this combined NEPA/CEPA document.
Volume 1 of this document was prepared using the 1999 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) as the base document, with new or revised text shaded in grey; deleted text has been
omitted for clarity. Volume 2 includes copies of letters from federal and state agencies
commenting on the 1999 DEIS with responses to these comments; copies of letters received from
local officials and the public, along with responses are not included. Other sections not included
in this version of the administrative draft are the Executive Summary, updates to Appendix E and
additional appendices which will include project correspondence.
Although this is not a complete administrative draft document, it is substantially complete. In
the interest of time, and in the spirit of cooperation, we are requesting receipt of comments from
your agency on this administrative draft document no later than Monday, October 23, 2006.
The remaining draft sections will be forwarded to your agency as soon as they are available for
review.

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
628-2 Hebron Avenue, Suite 303
Glastonbury, Connecticut 06033-5007

September 22, 2006
IN REPLY REFER TO:

HDA-CT

Mr. J. Paul Loether
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
State of Connecticut
Commission on Culture & Tourism
Historic Preservation and Museum Division
59 South Prospect Street
Hartford, CT 06106
Subject: State Project No. 120-81, Extension of Route 11 in Connecticut
Administrative Draft version of Final Environmental Impact Statement
Cooperating Agency Review Comment Solicitation
Dear Mr. Loether:
An administrative draft, dated 8/30/06, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for
the subject project is currently under internal review by the Federal Highway Administration.
Some portions are still in preparation and are not included in this version as noted below.
A CD-ROM containing a copy of this draft as a collection of electronic files in Adobe Acrobat
PDF format is being forwarded to your staff contact person copied below for review under your
agency’s role as a cooperating agency for this combined NEPA/CEPA document.
Volume 1 of this document was prepared using the 1999 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) as the base document, with new or revised text shaded in grey; deleted text has been
omitted for clarity. Volume 2 includes copies of letters from federal and state agencies
commenting on the 1999 DEIS with responses to these comments; copies of letters received from
local officials and the public, along with responses are not included. Other sections not included
in this version of the administrative draft are the Executive Summary, updates to Appendix E and
additional appendices which will include project correspondence.
Although this is not a complete administrative draft document, it is substantially complete. In
the interest of time, and in the spirit of cooperation, we are requesting receipt of comments from
your agency on this administrative draft document no later than Monday, October 23, 2006.
The remaining draft sections will be forwarded to your agency as soon as they are available for
review.
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October 20, 2006
Mr. Robert W. Turner
Federal Highway Administration
628-2 Hebron Avenue, Suite 303
Glastonbury, CT 06033-5007
Dear Mr. Turner:
This is in response to Mr. Bradley Kezar’s September 22, 2006 letter, transmitting a CD-ROM
containing a copy of the administrative draft of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
extension of Route 11 in New London County, Connecticut.
We greatly appreciate your willingness to share the administrative draft of the FEIS with the
Service, and to provide us with the opportunity to submit comments to the FHWA prior to the
completion and release of the document for public review and comment. How, if at all, to
complete the uncompleted Route 11 Expressway is a challenge that has been and continues to be
a test of the framework of NEPA, Clean Water Act permit review, and our infrastructure
planning process. These issues notwithstanding, our interagency coordination has stayed, and
continues to stay, above the fray on this controversial project, thanks to the dedication of FHWA
and other work group members.
We have reviewed sections of the administrative draft, including purpose and need, alternatives,
affected environment, and environmental impacts, as these have been the focus of our joint
cooperating agency and permit review functions. As indicated in your transmittal letter, the
administrative draft uses the 1999 DEIS as a template with newer, updated information shown in
a shaded context. We have found this to facilitate our review of the new information in the
document. Our comments follow the outline of the document.
Purpose and Need
On page 2-1, the purpose and need statement includes a criterion, in addition to others, pertaining
to highway system linkage as follows: to complete the final link in the limited-access highway
between the southern terminus of Route 11 in Salem and I-95/I-395 in Waterford. In the absence
of specific statutory direction to do so, this appears to be a narrow, self-limiting criterion, which
would defeat or harm non-structural and upgrade alternatives and ensure that only freeway-type

-2roadways that connect these points could satisfy this element in the purposes and needs. In
contrast, the purpose and need statement for the Clean Water Act Section 404/NEPA review on
page 2-14 is as follows: to address existing and future year (2020) safety and capacity
deficiencies in the existing Route 82 and 85 corridor. This Corps of Engineers purpose and need
is somewhat broader than the Federal Highway Administration purposes and needs for the same
project. However, it is not clear if the Corps purpose and need is sufficiently broad so as to
include a proper geographic area. We think a more expansive purpose and need should be
utilized by both agencies. It could also be problematic for the federal government to defend the
common alternatives analysis for such radically different purposes and needs (FHWA) or
purpose and need (COE) for the same project.
Alternatives
The FEIS provides a brief history and chronology of and updates the alternatives analysis
contained in the 1999 DEIS. While no new alternatives as such are included, modifications to
upgrade options and expressway alignment E4 are discussed. At this juncture, we think it is
useful to draw attention to new information presented elsewhere in this document (FEIS) that
appears to have a material bearing on the purpose and need and alternatives sections of the EIS.
On page 4-35, the FEIS presents a new discussion on future operating conditions on I-95 and
states: “The results of the highway capacity analysis show that even without the Route 11
Connection, I-95 requires additional lanes in each direction in order to accommodate future
(2020) peak hour traffic volumes through the study area.” Thus, it appears to be a questionable
enterprise to connect Route 11 to I-95, which itself is projected to be over capacity, unless and
until the I-95 issues are addressed first.
We understand that a new evaluation of capacity issues on I-95 from Branford to the Rhode
Island border is projected to begin in the near future. This planning process for I-95 would
include an EIS that would discuss alternatives and environmental effects from this proposed
action. Since nobody can predict in advance what the ultimate outcome of the I-95 evaluation
process will be, it seems premature and likely prejudicial to propose the construction of three
miles of additional lanes in each direction on I-95 as part of the Route 11/395/I-95 interchange to
accommodate traffic from proposed Route 11. We seem to be dealing with closely interrelated
actions that are or should be dependent on the outcome of the yet-to-be-started I-95 evaluation
from Branford to the Rhode Island line.
In some respects, the current situation regarding the implications of adding traffic from Route 11
onto I-95 is a mirror image of the existing traffic situation on Routes 82/85 created by the
construction of Route 11 some 30 years ago. This is precisely one of the relationships between
interrelated proposed actions that NEPA is intended to evaluate and disclose.
The data in Table 4-1, page 4-4, indicates that capacity deficiencies on Routes 82 and 85 may be
caused either wholly or in part by traffic to or from Route 11. This notion is confirmed on Table
5-69, page 5-255, where the following statement appears: “Existing terminus of Route 11 forces
traffic onto Routes 82 and 85, which caused the existing deficiency in the corridor.” Regardless
of whether Route 11 is the sole or a major cause of the deficiencies in the 82/85 corridor, none of

-3the alternatives in the FEIS evaluate ways to alleviate this problem. Instead, the FEIS, like the
DEIS, evaluates ways to treat symptoms, but not the cause of the problem. The EIS should
evaluate a number of additional alternatives to alleviate the traffic deficiencies on Routes 82/85
caused by Route 11. These should include various alternatives spanning the range of
technologies to meter or regulate traffic flow from Route 2 onto Route 11 and from I-95/85/82
onto Route 11. Routes 2/395 and Route 9 are expressways that are about 10-20 miles apart and
generally parallel to both sides of Route 11 and extend from the coastal area to the Hartford area.
The EIS should evaluate various alternatives, again spanning the range of technologies to
encourage or require vehicles, and especially through traffic to utilize these roads instead of
Route 11 to alleviate traffic on 82/85. One alternative should evaluate the removal of existing
Route 11 from the corridor to alleviate effects on 82/85 and to examine opportunities for
environmental restoration in the Eight Mile River and other watersheds traversed by this
uncompleted highway. Various combinations of these alternatives and upgrades to 82/85 should
be evaluated to determine transportation and environmental effects.
Accordingly, the purpose and need and alternatives sections should be revised based on the new
information in the FEIS. Specifically, we think a broad purpose and need statement should be
adopted so as not to limit the range of alternatives or the selection of a preferred alternative. The
alternatives section should be expanded to include alternatives that evaluate the full range of
cause/effect responses in the corridor from Route 2 to I-95, not just symptoms of the problems
from the terminus of existing Route 11 at Route 82 to I-95. Since the Route 11/395/I-95
interchange could prejudice the future evaluation and NEPA review of the I-95 study from
Branford to the Rhode Island line, the completion of the Route 11 FEIS should be scheduled to
occur after completion of the I-95 study. A supplemental DEIS on the Route 11 corridor should
be developed to address the outstanding issues, new information, and changed circumstances
raised since the 1999 DEIS. This document should be scheduled for public review after the I-95
evaluation and EIS have been completed.
This change in priorities and schedules is appropriate, given that no definitive source of funding
has yet been identified for Route 11, and it has not yet been programmed or slated for funding in
the State Implementation Plan, page 5-258. Time is therefore available to redress these important
issues.
On page 3-25, the design speed for widening alternatives is stated as being 100 kph (60 mph).
Previously, on page 3-17, the document discusses new legislation, PA 98-118 (1998) that
authorized alternative design standards. Since some seven (7) years have elapsed since the DEIS
and PA 98-118 legislation was promulgated, have new alternative design standards been
developed, and if so, have these more flexible standards been utilized in the evaluation of the
build alternatives in revised Section 3.4? The remaining sections of Chapter 3, except Section
3.4, remain essentially unchanged from the DEIS. If more flexible design standards were utilized
in accordance with PA 98-118, it would be a useful clarification to include in the document.
In Section 3.4.2.4, page 3-61/62, the summary discussion on the Community-Sensitive Upgrade
Study includes seemingly inconsistent statements concerning the standard(s) for meeting purpose
and need such as the following: On page 3-61, “The Community-Sensitive Upgrade Study could
meet certain capacity and safety needs in the corridor”; on page 3-61, “The study showed that the

-4‘community-sensitive’ alternative would not meet the project purposes and needs”; and, on page
3-62, “None of the upgrade alternatives would meet the project purpose and need”. It appears
that the upgrades were rejected because they only met certain elements of the project purpose
and need. However, on page 3-62, the following statement appears: “it was determined that the
E(4)M alignment best met the project purposes and needs”. Here it appears that the preferred
alternative only meets certain elements of the project purposes and needs. If this is so, then why
should a different standard be applied to the upgrade alternatives? In our view, and as confirmed
in Section 3.3.9, the upgrade alternatives partially meet the project purposes and needs in a
fashion similar to the new alignment alternatives. Consequently, we believe the subjective
criteria used to evaluate alternatives should be applied uniformly, such that reasonable
alternatives remain open for consideration and not be prematurely discarded.
Another significant shortcoming of this NEPA, CWA, and infrastructure planning process is the
number of major issues that are being deferred to the design stage, and not addressed in this
FEIS. These include: the feasibility/practicability of developing and implementing compensatory
mitigation for project impacts; the landscape effects from roadway cuts and fills, the acidic
effects from cuts in pyritic bedrock; roadway runoff, including stormwater, deicing chemicals,
and other pollutants in wetlands and other high quality waters; hydrological effects in cut and fill
sections; the feasibility of a bikeway adjacent to Route 11; and the lack of a consensus on the
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). Several of these issues could
yield environmental effects that would cause major alignment shifts and/or significant cost
increases and some, e.g., the failure of compensatory mitigation to offset significant degradation,
could result in project denial. Each of these issues has a set of environmental effects which, for
the most part, remain unknown, undisclosed, and unquantified. Many involve unresolved
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources. In our view, these issues involve
critical information needs that are necessary to move the 1999 DEIS into the realm of an
adequate SDEIS. For these reasons, which are independent from the purpose and need and
alternatives issues addressed previously, the subject document should be redrawn, in our view,
and re-issued as a SDEIS at some future date.
The major reason advanced by the highway agencies for releasing a FEIS at this time is that it is
a necessary requisite to obtain design level funding which could be used to address the
outstanding issues in the preceding paragraph. In our view, this is an administrative decision
involving funding allocations for planning and design level studies, not funding for construction.
It is not clear to us if a bright line distinction exists between planning and design level activities.
Even if a sharp distinction exists, it is not clear that it would have sufficient weight to overcome
NEPA regulations regarding the need for supplemental statements. The important legal
distinctions between a SDEIS and a FEIS are sufficient in our view to outweigh the
inconvenience posed by the administrative policies in FHWA and the Connecticut Department of
Transportation related to funding decisions on planning and design level studies.
Page 5-88 – This page of the document seems to contain conflicting statements regarding
raptors. The second paragraph contains a discussion on the barred owl and broad-winged hawk
and indicates that both species are considered area-sensitive. In the fourth paragraph, a statement
is made that raptors are unlikely to be impacted by forest fragmentation… We suggest that these
two paragraphs be revisited for some possible editorial modification.
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Page 5-90 – The New England cottontail is now on the candidate species list (71 FR 53756). It is
potentially subject to listing at some future time.
Page 5-95 – The cerulean warbler is undergoing a 12-month status review to determine if the
species warrants further listing action.
Page 5-97 – Section 5.4.10.7 contains the following statement concerning fragmentation effects:
“Habitat blocks 1, 2, and 5 would still be sufficiently large enough to support forest interior bird
species and forest dwelling raptors.” Without further qualification, this statement could be
interpreted to mean that all of the area-sensitive forest interior species that currently use these
forest blocks would continue to do so if the proposed highway were to be built. We think some,
maybe most, area-sensitive species will find the remaining habitat less suitable or unsuitable as a
consequence of the proposed action. As a general matter, the discussion in Section 5.4 has
stopped short of providing an estimate regarding which, if any, species are predicted to find the
remaining habitat as being either less suitable or unsuitable. We think these are potential impacts
that should be discussed in the EIS.
Page 5-98 – The third paragraph indicates that the bald eagle has been delisted as a threatened
federal species. The bald eagle has been proposed for delisting, but the final delisting action has
not yet occurred. It currently remains listed as a threatened species on the federal list.
Page 5-155 – The second paragraph contains a discussion on wetland mitigation sites and refers
to a Draft Statement of…, and then merges into the next sentence. We suggest that this paragraph
be revisited for some editorial modification.
In summary, we have identified the purpose and need and alternatives sections as one area in the
EIS where we have a substantially different perspective. We hope our comments articulate this
perspective in a constructive fashion. As for the second major issue, the deferral of studies and
regulatory processes to the design stage after the FEIS, we think this is a recipe for unnecessary
conflict that could likely be avoided by withholding this FEIS and instead, issuing a DSEIS when
the deferred studies and other information needs have been completed.
Again, thank you for providing a copy of the administrative draft of the FEIS for our review and
comment. Questions should be directed to me at 603-223-2541, or email vernon_lang@fws.gov.
Sincerely yours,

Vernon B. Lang
Assistant Supervisor
New England Field Office
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