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'STATE OF CONNECTICUT

' E)EPAR%M NTAL PROTECTION

December 10, 1997

Ms. Nancy Kuntzleman , - -
Department of the Navy -
- Northern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command )
~ 10 Industriai Highway, Mail Stop 82, Code 1831
-~ Lester, P2. 19113-2090 ) - -

RE: Proposed Controlled Industrial Facility, Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT

Dear Ms funtzleman:

Tuunk you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Assessment (}.A) as
well as a preliminary draft of the Water Quahty Certification application for the above-referenced
Proposz..

Fixr, as staff of this Office have discussed with you, our review for Section 401 water
quality ~tification and consistency with the enforceable standards of the Connecticu:. "¢ astal
Manag:ent Act (CCMA) will begin when we have received a complete application ~' « Water
Quality ‘.’ tification and the supporting documentation for the Navy’s determination of

" consisten¢y’ with the CCMA. The receipt of the Final Environmental Assessment accompanied
by the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) along with the signed application fo. Water
Quality Certification will be sufficient to initiate review. An cxtension of the state ageucy
review pei'od is necessary to complete the public interest review process and to ensure that the
review p=..0d does not expire before the process is completed, which would result in a
procec.urai drnial of coastal consistency for lack of sufficient information. As you kno'w, the
federa: soastal management consistency regulations (15 CFR 930.41) allow for alternative time
frames \o con/iuct review upon agreement by the state and federal agencies. In this regard,
Georys Wis'..r has discussed with you and Dick Conant a review period of 60 days ficm the date
of recsipu of all materials we deem necessary for issuance of the public notice and thix was
agreed v, . Please be assured that we will make every effort to review this application ¢ r.ce
complete.a and submitted, as expeditiously as possible.

Overall, the draft EA adequately outlines current submarine powerplant maintenance
requirements and existing facilities, and analyzes various alternatives both on-base-arn:. off.
While the elements necessary to justify the construction of the Controlied Industrial Facility at
the prefer. ed site are present in the document, additional effort is needed to tie all the clements
together. It must be demonstrated that there is a need for this facility, that no other loczion or
buildizg configuration that reduces encroachment waterward of the High Tide Line (HIL) will
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work. and that the environmental unpacts Gfﬂmﬁﬁmidmm;mw
Tocation ave negligible. Presenting this demonstration as a summary chapter based on the
information and analyses Prcsented in this draft EA should provide the justification for the

project as proposed.
Speciﬁc comments.op the draft EA are listed below.

- Executive Summary- 3rd paragraph, 7th line - “be placed below the water line (731
CY/559 CM) this should be changed to “below the High Tide Line(.....)” and the volume
should reflect the amount placed waterward of a-vertical plane at the High Tide Line.

Section 1.3 Proposed Action- Pleasc describe why the support arca must be on the
waterward end of the building as depicted ( ie. Could the building be reconfigured to
fortner minimize fill waterward of HTL?) Also pg. 1-7, reconcile volume of placed fill as
described above for Executive Summary.

Section 2.0 Alternatives- 2nd paragraph - Should “facilities” be used instead of
“activities”; does “activities” equal “facilities™?

Section 2.4.2 Description of Proposed Actiou'- See comments for 1.3 above.

~ vection 4.1.2.2 Proposed Action, pg. 4-2 - Reconcﬂe volume of placed fill as desc xbed
above ror Executive Summary. Also, describes boring through ramp as opposed o
breaking up concrete; please specify correct approach.

Section 4.1.6.2 Proposed Action - Reconcﬂe volume of placed fill as described zbove for
~ Executive Summary. - .

S:ction 4.2.9.4 Proposed Action - Last sentence, should “disestablished” and
“reestablished” be used instead of “disestablishment” and “reestablishment”,
2spectively?

Secdon 4.3.3 Clean Water Act - Sections 401 and 404, pg. 4-17 - Reconcﬂe voiime of
placed fill as descnbed above for Execunve Summary.

Section 4.3.5 Coastal Zone Management Act -pg. 4-18 - This section needs to be
expanded to show that while proposed CIF is not water dependent, it is vital to support a
major water dependent use; also should-indicate that no other location on base with less
encroachment waterward of the HTL provides the operating efficiency or funct ons

rec uired. Should also mention that fill is being placed and that resource impacts are
negligible or acceptable because of previous development, etc.

Section 6.0 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and Measures that Offset Those Adveise
Ziects - Measures under second impact states that concrete will be left intact; cvrrent
pl~ns show breaking it up. Please specify correct approach. Also given that th.. concrete
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will be shattered bow will this affect groundwater flow to the fiver? Does the
groundwater meect surface water quality standards for discharge to the river?

Section 7.0 Proposed CIF is not water dependent; however it is vital to support a majdr
water dependcnt use. Reconcile this statement with that on Pg. 4-18. '

Comments on the draft Water Qua]ny Ccmﬁcatxon apphcatmn are listed below.

Pg. 5 of 10, part IV, #1. - Please correct the volume of fill to be placed waterward of the
- HTL per our discussions.

Pg. 7, part IV, #5h. - Management needs to reflect chemical quality of the water as well as

turpidity reduction. The Water Bureau [Don Gonyea-(860) 424-3827] has stated that a

_ - separate Temporary Authorization for the dewatering activities will be required.

-~ Groundwater quality tests for the contaminants of concern found in the test borings
verformed during 1/97 are necessary to assess the quality of the water planned for
mscharge during construction.

Pg. 7a. part IV, #5f - Will the breaking up of the concrete increase groundwater flow to
river? Is groundwater suitable for discharge to the river without treatment?

Pg. 7, part IV, #s 7&8 - As discussed above under EA comments, detail the'need for this
facility in supporting a major water dependent use, the need for the particular structure
configuration with the associated fill, and the lack of, or acceptability of any resource
impacts.

Atiachment A: Executive Summary - As discussed above for the executive surmnary for
- the draft EA, additional effort is needed to-tic all the elements together in a clear
demonstration of the need for this facility, that no other location or building conﬁguratwn
that reduces encroachment waterward of the HTL will work, and that the environmental
- impaces of the construction and operation at the preferrcd location are negligibic.

Should you have any quesuons, please feel free 10 contact George Wisker of my staff at

(860) 424-3034. Thank you
! g)
ans

Sincere

: Director
CHE/gw
cc:  Jane li. Stahl
Don Gonyea.

Dick Conant, SUBASENLON
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