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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT 
696 VIRGINIA ROAD 

CONCORD MA 01742-2751 

February 21, 2017 

Planning Division 

Mr. Tom Chapman 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 

Dear Mr. Chapman: 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers New England District (USAGE) was recently 
provided funding to conduct a feasibility study, and has subsequently entered into a 
cost-sharing agreement with the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection (DEEP), to investigate opportunities to address flood risk management, 
coastal storm risk management and other related purposes within New Haven and 
Fairfield Counties in Connecticut. Due to the broad scope of the study and large size of 
the study area, advanced coordination will be critical in developing an appropriate scope 
of work as well as conducting the study within the mandated three-year study period. 
Accordingly, we are hereby notifying you of this study to both inform you of our efforts 
as well as elicit any initial feedback you wish to provide at this time. 

The study area includes about 1,700 square miles, ranging from agricultural/rural 
towns, to moderately developed suburbs, to densely populated cities, and stretching 
from inland riverine watersheds to coastal communities. Consequently, as a part`of the 
of the plan formulation process we are currently focusing our efforts on identifying the 
most significant problems within the study area and refining our scope to include those 
problems where there is the greatest opportunity for the Corps to improve upon those 
conditions and/or reduce damages. 

Should you have any questions, comments or concerns at this time, please contact 
Ms. Grace Moses, of the Environmental Resources Section at (978) 318-8717, or bye-
mail at C.Grace.Moses@usace.army.mil, or Byron Rupp, Study Manager at 978-318-
8172, or by e-mail at Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

. Kennelly 
ief, Planning Branch 



Similar initial notification letters were sent to the following persons: 
 
TJG Shannon Andrew 
Waterways Management Division Chief 
U.S. Coast Guard Sector Long Island Sound 
120 Woodward Avenue 
New Haven, Connecticut 06512 
 
 
Ms. Deb Szaro 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region I 
5 Post Office Square - Suite 100  
Boston, Massachusetts  02109-3912 
 
 
Mr. John Bullard  
National Marine Fisheries Service  
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office  
55 Great Republic Drive  
Gloucester, MA 01930  
 
 
Mr. Brian Thompson, Director 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
Office of Long Island Sound Programs 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106-5127 
 
 
Mr. David H. Carey, Director 
Connecticut Department of Agriculture 
Bureau of Aquaculture 
P.O. Box 97 
Milford, CT 06460 
 
 
Mr. Roger Evans 
Regional Permit Administrator, Region I 
New York Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Circle Road 
SUNY Stony Brook 
Stony Brook, NY 11790-3409 
 
 



Ms. Denise Caldwell, Consistency Coordinator  
Consistency Review Unit  
Office of Planning and Development  
New York Department of State  
Suite 1010  
One Commerce Place, 99 Washington Avenue  
Albany, New York 12231-0001  
 
 
Ms. Marissa Turnbull, Tribal Historical Preservation Officer  
Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation  
Natural Resources Protection & Regulatory Affairs  
350 Trolley Line Blvd., P.O. Box 3202  
Mashantucket, Connecticut 06338-3202  
 
 
Mr. James Quinn, Tribal Historical Preservation Officer  
Mohegan Tribe Cultural Department  
5 Crow Hill Road 
Uncasville, Connecticut 06382 
 
 
Dr. Brian Jones, State Archaeologist  
Office of Connecticut State Archaeology, Unit 4214  
University of Connecticut  
Storrs, CT 06269-4214 
 
 
Mr. Daniel Forrest, State Historic Preservation Officer  
Department of Economic and Community,  
State Historic Preservation Office  
One Constitution Plaza, 2' Floor  
Hartford, Connecticut 06103  
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

 

FISH &WILDLIFE 
SERVICE 

 

New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 

Concord, NH 03301-5087 
http://www.fws.gov/newengland  

REF: Flood Risk and Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility, 	April 20, 2017 
New Haven and Fairfield Counties, CT 

John R. Kennelly 
Chief, Planning Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
New England District 
696 Virginia Road 
Concord, MA 01742-2751 

Dear Mr. Kennelly: 

This responds to your letter, dated February 21, 2017, and received in our office on March 1, 
2017, requesting initial feedback on a proposed cooperative feasibility study between the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers' (Corps) New England District and the Connecticut Department of 
Energy and Environmental Protection to investigate opportunities to address flood risk 
management, coastal storm risk management, and other related purposes within New Haven and 
Fairfield Counties in Connecticut. We appreciate the opportunity to provide advanced comment. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) responsibilities include administering the 
Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended: 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq.) (ESA). Section 9 of 
the ESA and its implementing regulations prohibit the taking, including incidental taking, of any 
federally listed endangered or threatened species. Federal agencies can obtain exemptions to the 
prohibitions against take through interagency cooperation with the Service. If a project is to be 
funded, authorized, or carried out by a Federal agency, and may affect a listed species or 
designated critical habitat, the Federal agency must consult with the Service pursuant to section 
7(a)(2) of the ESA. 

Only federally listed species receive protection under the ESA; however, other sensitive species 
that could occur in the proposed project area also should be considered in the planning process. 
For example, many nonlisted, native bird species occur in suitable habitats in the study area, and 
we recommend the Corps incorporate the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712) into 
the planning process. 



John R. Kennelly 	 2 
April 20, 2017 

There are many ways in which addressing flood and storm risk for local communities can benefit 
wildlife and habitat in highly fragmented areas of New England. One way is through restoration 
of coastal wetlands. Wetland ecosystems reduce risk of damages during flood and storm events 
by absorbing and slowly releasing water. Many freshwater and tidal wetlands in New Haven and 
Fairfield Counties have been altered by ditching, impoundment, excavation, and road crossings, 
resulting in reduced wetland functionality. Storm and flood risk benefits of wetlands can be 
restored through restoration of natural hydrology and control of invasive species, such as the 
common reed (Phragmites australis). Wetland restoration also benefits many fish and wildlife 
species by providing essential habitat and improving terrestrial and aquatic habitat connectivity. 
In addition to tidal wetlands, beach and dune habitat can also absorb wave energy during storms 
and provide necessary habitat for migratory birds. Some species listed under the ESA that may 
benefit from coastal ecosystem restoration include the piping plover (Charadrius melodus), red 
knot (Calidris canutus riffa), and roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii). 

Thank you for including environmental considerations as a component of your planning process. 
We look forward to working with you as the planning process moves forward. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please contact Ms. Eliese Dykstra of this office at (603) 227-6427. 

Sincerely yours, 

• oWh mas R. Chapman 
NI'Vr2  Supervisor 

New England Field Office 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT 
696 VIRGINIA ROAD 

CONCORD MA 01742-2751 

March 20, 2019 

Planning Division 

Mr. David Simmons, Assistant Supervisor 
Endangered Species 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 
Concord, MA 03301-5087 

Dear Mr. Simmons: 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), New England District (District) invites 
you and/or a member(s) of your staff to participate in a telephone conference and 
webinar for the New Haven and Fairfield Counties, Connecticut Coastal Storm Risk 
Management Feasibility Study. This study is authorized in a resolution approved by the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the United States House of 
Representatives, dated April 29, 2010. Due to the broad scope of the study and large 
size of the study area, we are hosting a webinar rather than a coordinated site visit to 
provide information about the initial set of alternatives the District is evaluating to 
address coastal storm risk management in the area. The District will produce a Draft 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment which is scheduled to be 
released in late June 2019 for public and agency review. 

The study was initiated in 2016 when the District conducted an analysis for the 
Fairfield and New Haven County area utilizing the North Atlantic Coastal 
Comprehensive Study. This analysis concluded that there is a Federal interest in 
continuing with a feasibility study to examine coastal storm damage reduction in the two 
counties. The study area includes approximately 1,700 square miles of land within the 
state of Connecticut, ranging from agricultural/rural towns, moderately developed 
suburbs, to densely populated cities, and stretching from inland riverine watersheds to 
coastal communities. 

The District refined the scope of the study area to focus on those areas where the 
greatest opportunity exists for the Corps to improve conditions and/or reduce coastal 
storm and flood damages. The proposed areas for detailed examination are 
approximately 4.75 square miles along the southern coast of the Town of Fairfield 
(Attachment 1) and approximately 1.5 square miles along the Long Wharf section of the 



2 

City of New Haven (Attachment 2). The general water resource problem to be 
addressed is the vulnerability of these areas to storm damage from wave attack, storm 
surge and erosion. Potential solutions being evaluated include structural and non-
structural solutions. 

We would appreciate your participation in the webinar on March 28, 2019 from 10am 
to noon in order to gain your initial input on the proposed alternatives. We request 
written comments be provided within 30 days of the webinar to Ms. Grace Moses of the 
Environmental Resources Section at C.Grace.Moses@usace.army.mil. Should you 
have any questions in the interim, please contact Ms. Grace Moses at (978) 318-8717, 
or Byron Rupp, Study Manager at 978-318-8172, or by e-mail at 
Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

ennelly 
ie lanning Division 
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Attachment 1. Study Area in Fairfield, Connecticut 
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Attachment 2. Study Area in New Haven, Connecticut 



Similar resource agency meeting letters were sent to the following persons: 
 

Federal 
 
Ms. Deborah Szaro, Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
5 Post Office Square – Suite 100 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 
 
Mr. Ken Moraff, Director 
Office of Ecosystem Protection 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
5 Post Office Square – Suite 100 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 
 
Mr. Timothy Timmermann, Associate Director 
NEPA Office 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
5 Post Office Square – Suite 100 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 
 
Mr. Tom Chapman, Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 
Concord, Massachusetts 03301-5087 
 
Mr. David Simmons, Assistant Supervisor 
Endangered Species 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 
Concord, Massachusetts 03301-5087 
 
Mr. John Warner, Assistant Supervisor 
Federal Activities 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 
Concord, Massachusetts 03301-5087 
 
Mr. Michael Pentony, Regional Administrator 
Greater Atlantic Region Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930-2276 



 
 
Mr. Lou Chiarella, Assistant Regional Administrator 
Habitat Conservation Division 
Greater Atlantic Region Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930-2276 
 
Mr. Mike Asaro, Acting Assistant Regional Administrator 
Protected Resources Division 
Greater Atlantic Region Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930-2276 
 
 
Connecticut  
 
Ms. Katie Dykes, Commissioner 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 
 
Ms. Betsey Wingfield, Chief 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Mr. Brian Thompson, Director 
Land and Water Resources Division 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Mr. Jeff Caiola, Assistant Director 
Land and Water Resources Division 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Mr. David Blatt, Supervisor 
Planning Section  



Land and Water Resources Division 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Ms. Karen Michaels 
Planning Section  
Land and Water Resources Division 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Mr. Rick Jacobson, Chief 
Bureau of Natural Resources 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Mr. Peter Aarrestad, Director 
Fisheries Division 
Bureau of Natural Resources 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection  
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 
 
Mr. Frogard Ryan, State Director 
Connecticut Chapter, The Nature Conservancy 
55 Church Street, Floor 3 
New Haven, CT 06510-3029 
 
Dr. Brian Jones, State Archaeologist  
Office of Connecticut State Archaeology, Unit 4214  
University of Connecticut  
Storrs, CT 06269-4214 
 
Mr. Daniel Forrest, State Historic Preservation Officer  
Department of Economic and Community,  
State Historic Preservation Office  
One Constitution Plaza, 2' Floor  
Hartford, Connecticut 06103  
 
Ms. Marissa Turnbull, Tribal Historical Preservation Officer  
Natural Resources Protection & Regulatory Affairs  
Mashantucket (Western) Pequot Tribal Nation  



350 Trolley Line Blvd., P.O. Box 3202  
Mashantucket, Connecticut 06338-3202  
Mr. James Quinn, Tribal Historical Preservation Officer  
Mohegan Tribe Cultural Department  
5 Crow Hill Road 
Uncasville, Connecticut 06382 
 
 

 
 

Fairfield 
 
Mr. Mike Tetreau, First Selectman 
Sullivan Independence Hall, Second Floor 
725 Old Post Road 
Fairfield, CT 06824 
 
Mr. Brian Carey, Director 
Fairfield Conservation Commission 
c/o Conservation Department 
725 Old Post Road 
Fairfield, CT 06824 
 
Mr. James Wendt, Director 
Fairfield Town Plan and Zoning Commission 
c/o Town Plan and Zoning Department  
725 Old Post Road 
Fairfield, CT 06824 
email: tpzcommission@fairfieldct.org 
 
Mr. Edward Jones, Open Space Manager 
Fairfield Open Space Program 
725 Old Post Road 
Fairfield, CT 06824 
 
 

New Haven 
 

Mayor Toni Harp  
Office of the Mayor 
165 Church Street 
New Haven, CT 06510 
 
Mr. Michael Carter, Chief Administrative Officer 
165 Church Street 
New Haven, CT 06510 



 
Mr. Edward Mattison, Chair 
New Haven City Plan Commission 
15 Anderson Street 
New Haven, CT 06510 
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From: David Simmons
To: Moses, Catherine G CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Cc: Cynthia Corsair
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] New Haven and Fairfield Counties Storm Risk Study
Date: Wednesday, March 27, 2019 3:54:33 PM

Hi Grace,

We received John Kennelly’s letter, dated March 20, 2019, requesting we participate in a webinar on the subject
study on March 28, 2019, and provide comments.  I appreciate the invitation to participate, but we will be unable to
attend the webinar.  In addition, due to other workload demands, at this time we can provide only general comments
to say that our recommendations for those parts of coastal New England would center around avoiding or
minimizing impacts to listed shorebird species and maintaining or enhancing saltmarsh habitat, if present.  Beyond
that, we will be available if the Corps determines the final proposed project may affect a species listed under the
ESA, at which point some level of consultation under section 7 would be needed.  Please let me know if you have
any questions, concerns, etc.  Regards,

David

-------------------------------------------------

David Simmons

Endangered Species Program Supervisor

New England Fish and Wildlife Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

70 Commercial Street, Suite 300

Concord, New Hampshire 03301

603.227.6425

--------------------------------------------------

mailto:david_simmons@fws.gov
mailto:C.Grace.Moses@usace.army.mil
mailto:cynthia_corsair@fws.gov
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
New England Ecological Services Field Office

70 Commercial Street, Suite 300

Concord, NH 03301-5094

Phone: (603) 223-2541 Fax: (603) 223-0104

http://www.fws.gov/newengland

In Reply Refer To: 

Consultation Code: 05E1NE00-2019-SLI-0748 

Event Code: 05E1NE00-2019-E-04980  

Project Name: New Haven CSRM

 

Subject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed 

project location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 

well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 

proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 

requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 

Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 

species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 

contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 

federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 

habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 

Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 

completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 

completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 

implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 

through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 

ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 

Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 

utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 

species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 

designated critical habitat.

June 18, 2019

http://www.fws.gov/newengland
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A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 

similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 

human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 

(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 

evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 

affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 

contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 

listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 

agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 

recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 

within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 

consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 

Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle 

Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require 

development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/ 

eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the wind energy 

guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds and 

bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications 

towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http:// 

www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http:// 

www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/ 

comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 

Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 

planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in 

the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project 

that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

▪ Official Species List
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 

requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 

any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 

action".

This species list is provided by:

New England Ecological Services Field Office

70 Commercial Street, Suite 300

Concord, NH 03301-5094

(603) 223-2541
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 05E1NE00-2019-SLI-0748

Event Code: 05E1NE00-2019-E-04980

Project Name: New Haven CSRM

Project Type: STREAM / WATERBODY / CANALS / LEVEES / DIKES

Project Description: USACE coastal storm damage reduction project located along Long 

Wharf in New Haven, CT.

Project Location:

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 

www.google.com/maps/place/41.292762632007765N72.92164817809257W

Counties: New Haven, CT

https://www.google.com/maps/place/41.292762632007765N72.92164817809257W
https://www.google.com/maps/place/41.292762632007765N72.92164817809257W
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 2 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 

species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 

list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 

Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 

Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 

within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 

if you have questions.

1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 

office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 

Commerce.

Birds
NAME STATUS

Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864

Threatened

Roseate Tern Sterna dougallii dougallii
Population: Northeast U.S. nesting population

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2083

Endangered

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2083
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Request for Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB) State Listed 
Species Review 
 
Please complete this form in accordance with the instructions (DEEP-INST-007) to ensure proper handling of your 
request.  
There are no fees associated with NDDB Reviews. 
 
Part I:  Preliminary Screening & Request Type 

Before submitting this request, you must review the most current Natural Diversity Data Base “State and 
Federal Listed Species and Significant Natural Communities Maps” found on the DEEP website. These maps 
are updated twice a year, usually in June and December. 
 
Does your site, including all affected areas, fall in an NDDB Area according to the map instructions:  

  Yes   No Enter the date of the map reviewed for pre-screening: December 2018  
 

This form is being submitted for a : 

  New NDDB request 

  Renewal/Extension of a NDDB Request, 
without modifications and within two 
years of issued NDDB determination 
(no attachments required) 

 

 

[CPPU Use Only  - NDDB-Listed Species 
Determination # 1736] 

  New Safe Harbor Determination (optional) must be 
associated with an application for a GP for the Discharge of 
Stormwater  and Dewatering Wastewaters from 
Construction Activities  

  Renewal/Extension of an existing Safe Harbor Determination 

   With modifications 

   Without modifications (no attachments required) 
[CPPU Use Only - NDDB-Safe Harbor Determination # 1736] 

Enter NDDB Determination Number for 
Renewal/Extension: 

      

Enter Safe Harbor Determination Number for  
Renewal/Extension: 

      

 

CPPU USE ONLY 

 
App #:____________________________ 
 
Doc #:____________________________ 
 
Check #: No fee required 
 
Program:  Natural Diversity Database           
                    Endangered Species 
 
Hardcopy _____     Electronic _____ 

http://www.ct.gov/deep/lib/deep/endangered_species/general_information/nddb_inst.pdf
http://www.depdata.ct.gov/naturalresources/endangeredspecies/nddbpdfs.asp
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Part II: Requester Information 
*If the requester is a corporation, limited liability company, limited partnership, limited liability partnership, or a statutory 
trust, it must be registered with the Secretary of State. If applicable, the name shall be stated exactly as it is registered with 
the Secretary of State. Please note, for those entities registered with the Secretary of State, the registered name will be the 
name used by DEEP. This information can be accessed at the Secretary of the State’s database CONCORD. 
 (www.concord-sots.ct.gov/CONCORD/index.jsp) 

If the requester is an individual, provide the legal name (include suffix) in the following format: First Name; Middle Initial; Last 
Name; Suffix (Jr, Sr., II, III, etc.). 
 
If there are any changes or corrections to your company/facility or individual mailing or billing address or contact information, 
please complete and submit the Request to Change company/Individual Information to the address indicated on the form.  
 

1. Requester* 

Company Name:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Contact Name: Grace Moses 

Address: 696 Virginia Rd.  

City/Town: Concord State: MA Zip Code:   02155 

Business Phone:   978-318-8717 ext.           

**E-mail: c.grace.moses@usace.army.mil 
**By providing this email address you are agreeing to receive official correspondence from the department, at 
this electronic address, concerning this request. Please remember to check your security settings to be sure you 
can receive emails from “ct.gov” addresses. Also, please notify the department if your e-mail address changes 

a) Requester can best be described as: 

  Individual   Federal Agency   State agency   Municipality   Tribal 

  *business entity (* if a business entity complete i through iii):  
i) Check type     corporation    limited liability company    limited partnership 

   limited liability partnership      statutory trust       Other:        

ii) Provide Secretary of the State Business ID #:        This information can be accessed at the Secretary 

of the State’s database (CONCORD). (www.concord-sots.ct.gov/CONCORD/index.jsp) 

iii)   Check here if your business is NOT registered with the Secretary of State’s office. 

b) Acting as (Affiliation), pick one:  

  Property owner   Consultant   Engineer   Facility owner   Applicant 

  Biologist   Pesticide Applicator   Other representative:        

2. List Primary Contact to receive Natural Diversity Data Base correspondence and inquiries, if 
different from requester. 

Company Name:       

Contact Person:       Title:       

Mailing Address:       

City/Town:       State:    Zip Code:         

Business Phone:         ext.        

**E-mail:        

http://www.concord-sots.ct.gov/CONCORD/index.jsp
http://www.ct.gov/deep/cwp/view.asp?a=2709&q=324218&deepNav_GID=1643
http://www.concord-sots.ct.gov/CONCORD/index.jsp
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Part III: Site Information  
This request can only be completed for one site. A separate request must be filed for each additional site. 

1. SITE NAME AND LOCATION  

Site Name or Project Name:  New Haven Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study  

Town(s): New Haven 
Street Address or Location Description:  
Long Wharf Park 
 
Size in acres, or site dimensions: 940 acres 

Latitude and longitude of the center of the site in decimal degrees (e.g., 41.23456 -71.68574):  
 
Latitude: 41.293082 Longitude: -72.920508 
 
Method of coordinate determination (check one): 

  GPS     Photo interpolation using  CTECO map viewer      Other (specify): ArcGIS 
 
2a. Describe the current land use and land cover of the site.  

Developed commercial land and Interstate-95 will be protected by the selected plan. Long Wharf 
Park along New Haven Harbor is open parkland. 
 

 b. Check all that apply and enter the size in acres or % of area in the space after each checked category. 

  Industrial/Commercial         Residential         Forest        

  Wetland         Field/grassland         Agricultural        

  Water         Utility Right-of-way        

 Transportation Right-of-way          Other (specify):        

 
Part IV: Project Information 

1. PROJECT TYPE: 

Choose Project Type: Dock/Pier, Seawall, Bulkhead construction/Maint. , If other describe:        
 

2. Is the subject activity limited to the maintenance, repair, or improvement of an existing structure within the 
existing footprint?   Yes   No If yes, explain. 

      

http://www.cteco.uconn.edu/simple_viewer.htm
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Part IV: Project Information (continued) 

3. Give a detailed description of the activity which is the subject of this request and describe the methods and 
equipment that will be used. Include a description of steps that will be taken to minimize impacts to any 
known listed species. 

The activity may consist of several separate or combined alternative actions to address coastal storm damage to 
the Long Wharf area of New Haven including the Union Street Railyard. The alternative requiring the most 
construction consists of a floodwall running along the shorefront of Long Wharf Park, extending from the 
Vietnam Veterans Memorial Park in the south to the intersection of East Street and West Street in the north. 
Other alternatives are various placement locations of the floodwall and/or nonstructural alternatives such as 
first-floor floodproofing. As the study progresses, alternatives will be narrowed down, but the intent of this 
request is to obtain a species list for the overall project area.   
 

4. If this is a renewal or extension of an existing Safe Harbor request with modifications, explain what about 
the project has changed. 

      
 

5. Provide a contact for questions about the project details if different from Part II primary contact. 

Name:        

Phone:        

E-mail:         
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Part V:  Request Requirements and Associated Application Types 

Check one box from either Group 1, Group 2 or Group 3, indicating the appropriate category for this request. 

Group 1. If you check one of these boxes, complete Parts I – VII of this form and submit the required 
attachments A and B. 

 Preliminary screening was negative but an NDDB review is still requested  

 Request regards a municipally regulated or unregulated activity (no state permit/certificate needed) 

 Request regards a preliminary site assessment or project feasibility study 

 Request relates to land acquisition or protection 

 Request is associated with a renewal of an existing permit or authorization, with no modifications 

Group 2. If you check one of these boxes, complete Parts I – VII of this form and submit required attachments 
A, B, and C. 

 Request is associated with a new state or federal permit or authorization application or registration 

 Request is associated with modification of an existing permit or other authorization 

 Request is associated with a permit enforcement action 

 Request regards site management or planning, requiring detailed species recommendations 

 Request regards a state funded project, state agency activity, or CEPA request  

    Group 3. If you are requesting a Safe Harbor Determination, complete Parts I-VII and submit required 
attachments A, B, and D.  Safe Harbor determinations can only be requested if you are applying for a GP for 
the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters from Construction Activities 

If you are filing this request as part of a state or federal permit application(s) enter the application information 
below. 

Permitting Agency and Application Name(s): 
       
Related State DEEP Permit Number(s), if applicable:         
 
State DEEP Enforcement Action Number, if applicable:         
 
State DEEP Permit Analyst(s)/Engineer(s), if known:         
 

Is this request related to a previously submitted NDDB request?    Yes   No 
If yes, provide the previous NDDB Determination Number(s), if known:         

 

 



 
DEEP-REQ-APP-007 Page 6 of 6 Rev. 11/08/17 

Part VI:  Supporting Documents 
Check each attachment submitted as verification that all applicable attachments have been supplied with this 
request form. Label each attachment as indicated in this part (e.g., Attachment A, etc.) and be sure to include the 
requester’s name, site name and the date. Please note that Attachments A and B are required for all new 
requests and Safe Harbor renewals/extensions with modifications. Renewals/Extensions with no 
modifications do not need to submit any attachments.  Attachments C and D are supplied at the end of this form. 

 Attachment A: 
   

Overview Map: an 8 1/2” X 11” print/copy of the relevant portion of a USGS 
Topographic Quadrangle Map clearly indicating the exact location of the site.  

 Attachment B: 

 

Detailed Site Map: fine scaled map showing site boundary and area of work details 
on aerial imagery with relevant landmarks labeled. (Site and work boundaries in GIS 
[ESRI ArcView shapefile, in NAD83, State Plane, feet] format can be substituted for 
detailed maps, see instruction document) 

 Attachment C: 

 

Supplemental Information, Group 2 requirement (attached, DEEP-APP-007C) 
 Section i: Supplemental Site Information and supporting documents 

 

 Section ii: Supplemental Project Information and supporting documents 

   Attachment D: Safe Harbor Report Requirements, Group 3 (attached, DEEP-APP-007D) 

Part VII:  Requester Certification 
The requester and the individual(s) responsible for actually preparing the request must sign this part. A request will 
be considered incomplete unless all required signatures are provided.  

 
“I have personally examined and am familiar with the information submitted in this document and all 
attachments thereto, and I certify that based on reasonable investigation, including my inquiry of the 
individuals responsible for obtaining the information, the submitted information is true, accurate and complete 
to the best of my knowledge and belief.” 
 
 
 

  
6/18/2019 

Signature of Requester (a typed name will substitute for 
a handwritten signature) 
 

Date 

 
Grace Moses 

  
Project Biologist 

Name of Requester (print or type) 
 

Title (if applicable) 

 
 

  
      

Signature of Preparer (if different than above) Date 
 
      

  
      

Name of Preparer (print or type) Title (if applicable) 
 

Note: Please submit the completed Request Form and all Supporting Documents to: 
 

CENTRAL PERMIT PROCESSING UNIT 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
79 ELM STREET 
HARTFORD, CT 06106-5127 
 
Or email request to: deep.nddbrequest@ct.gov

mailto:deep.nddbrequest@ct.gov
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Attachment C: Supplemental Information, Group 2 requirement 

Section i:  Supplemental Site Information 

1. Existing Conditions 
Describe all natural and man-made features including wetlands, watercourses, fish and wildlife habitat, 
floodplains and any existing structures potentially affected by the subject activity. Such features should be 
depicted and labeled on the site plan that must be submitted. Photographs of current site conditions may 
be helpful to reviewers. 

      
 

  Site Photographs (optional) attached 

  Site Plan/sketch of existing conditions attached 

2. Biological Surveys 
Has a biologist visited the site and conducted a biological survey to determine the presence of any 
endangered, threatened or special concern species   Yes   No 
If yes, complete the following questions and submit any reports of biological surveys, documentation of the 
biologist’s qualifications, and any NDDB survey forms. 

Biologist(s) name:        

Habitat and/or species targeted by survey:        

Dates when surveys were conducted:        

  Reports of biological surveys attached 

  Documentation of biologist’s qualifications attached 

  NDDB Survey forms for any listed species observations attached 

Section ii: Supplemental Project Information 

1. Provide a schedule for all phases of the project including the year, the month and/or season that the 
proposed activity will be initiated and the duration of the activity. 

      
 

2. Describe and quantify the proposed changes to existing conditions and describe any on-site or off-site 
impacts. In addition, provide an annotated site plan detailing the areas of impact and proposed changes to 
existing conditions. 

      
 

   Annotated Site Plan attached 

 

http://www.ct.gov/deep/cwp/view.asp?a=2702&q=323460&deepNav_GID=1628
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Attachment D: Safe Harbor Report Requirements 

Submit a report, as Attachment D, that synthesizes and analyzes the information listed below.  Those 
providing synthesis and analysis need appropriate qualifications and experience.  A request for a safe harbor 
determination shall include: 
 
1. Habitat Description and Map(s), including GIS mapping overlays, of a scale appropriate for the 

site, identifying: 
 

• wetlands, including wetland cover types; 
 

• plant community types; 
 

• topography; 
 

• soils; 
 

• bedrock geology;  
 

• floodplains, if any; 
 

• land use history; and 
 

• water quality classifications/criteria. 
 
2. Photographs - The report should include photographs of the site taken from the ground and also all 

reasonably available aerial or satellite photographs and an analysis of such photographs.   
 
3. Inspection - A visual inspection(s) of the site should be conducted, preferably when the ground is visible, 

and described in the report.  This inspection can be helpful in confirming or further evaluating the items 
noted above.  

 
4. Biological Surveys - The report should include all biological surveys of the site where construction 

activity will take place that are reasonably available to a registrant.  A registrant shall notify the 
Department’s Wildlife Division of biological studies of the site where construction activity will take place 
that a registrant is aware of but are not reasonably available to the registrant.    

 
5. Based on items #1 through 4 above, the report shall include a Natural Resources Inventory of the 

site of the construction activity. This inventory should also include a review of reasonably available 
scientific literature and any recommendations for minimizing adverse impacts from the proposed 
construction activity on listed species or their associated habitat.    

 
6. In addition, to the extent the following is available at the time a safe harbor determination is 

requested, a request for a safe harbor determination shall include and assess:   
 

• Information on Site Disturbance Estimates/Site Alteration information 
 

• Vehicular Use   
 

• Construction Activity Phasing Schedules, if any; and  
 

• Alteration of Drainage Patterns 
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June 27, 2019 
Grace Moses 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
696 Virginia Rd 
Concord MA 02155 
c.grace.moses@usace.army.mil   
 
Project: Preliminary Assessment for New Haven Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study, 
Long Wharf Park in New Haven, CT 
NDDB Preliminary Assessment No.: 201907766 
 
Dear Ms. Moses, 
 
I have reviewed Natural Diversity Database maps and files regarding the area delineated on the map 
provided for a preliminary assessment of the New Haven Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility 
Study at Long Wharf Park in New Haven, Connecticut.  
 
According to our records there are known extant and historic populations of State Listed Species that 
occur within or close to the boundaries of this project. I have attached a list of species known from this 
area. Please be advised that this is a preliminary review and not a final determination. A more detailed 
review will be necessary to move forward with any environmental permit applications submitted to DEEP 
for the proposed project. This preliminary assessment letter cannot be used or submitted with permit 
applications at DEEP. This letter is valid for one year. 
 
To prevent impacts to State-listed species, field surveys of the site should be performed by a qualified 
biologist(s) with the appropriate scientific collecting permits at a time(s) when these target species are 
identifiable. A report summarizing the results of such surveys should include: 
 

1. Survey date(s) and duration 
2. Site descriptions and photographs 
3. List of component vascular plant and animal species within the survey area 
(including scientific binomials) 
4. Data regarding population numbers and/or area occupied by State-listed species 
5. Detailed maps of the area surveyed including the survey route and locations of 
State listed species 
6. Statement/résumé indicating the biologist’s qualifications 
7. Proposed protection plan, avoidance measures or mitigation for species in areas potentially 
impacted by the project or an explanation of why these species and their habitats will not be 
impacted 

 
The site surveys report should be sent to our CT DEEP-NDDB Program (deep.nddbrequest@ct.gov) for 
further review by our program biologists along with an updated request for another NDDB review. 
Incomplete reports may not be accepted.  
 



 

If you do not intend to do site surveys to determine the presence or absence of state-listed species, then 
you should presume species are present and let us know how you will protect the state-listed species from 
being impacted by this project. You may submit these best management practices or protection plans with 
your new request for an NDDB review. After reviewing your new NDDB request form and the 
documents describing how you will protect this species from project impacts we will make a final 
determination and provide you with a letter from our program to use with DEEP-Permits. 
 
Natural Diversity Database information includes all information regarding critical biological resources 
available to us at the time of the request. This information is a compilation of data collected over the years 
by the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection’s Natural History Survey, cooperating units 
of DEEP, landowners, private conservation groups and the scientific community. This information is not 
necessarily the result of comprehensive or site-specific field investigations. Consultations with the NDDB 
should not be substitutes for onsite surveys necessary for a thorough environmental impact assessment. 
The result of this review does not preclude the possibility that listed species may be encountered on site 
and that additional action may be necessary to remain in compliance with certain state permits. 
 
Please contact me if you have further questions at (860) 424-3378, or karen.zyko@ct.gov . Thank you for 
consulting the Natural Diversity Data Base. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Karen Zyko 
Environmental Analyst 



Species List for NDDB Request

Invertebrate Animal

Brachinus medius Bombardier beetle SC

Brachinus ovipennis Bombardier beetle SC

Vascular Plant

Asclepias viridiflora Green milkweed E

Cirsium horridulum Yellow thistle E

Coeloglossum viride Long-bracted green orchid E

Opuntia humifusa Eastern prickly pear SC

Pedicularis lanceolata Swamp lousewort T

Vertebrate Animal

Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus Atlantic sturgeon E

Eremophila alpestris Horned lark E

Malaclemys terrapin terrapin Northern diamondback terrapin SC

Opheodrys vernalis Smooth green snake SC

Rana pipiens Northern leopard frog SC

Scientific Name State StatusCommon Name

Page 1 of 1E = Endangered, T = Threatened, SC = Special Concern

Falco sparverius American kestrel SC

Alosa aestivalis Blueback herring SC
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U.S. Army Corps 
Of Engineers 
New England District 
696 Virginia Road 
Concord, MA  01742-2751 

 
FAIRFIELD AND NEW HAVEN COUNTIES, CONNECTICUT  

COASTAL STORM RISK MANAGEMENT PROJECT  
NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT 

 
Interested parties are hereby notified that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New 
England District, is currently working on the Fairfield and New Haven Counties, 
Connecticut Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM) feasibility study in New Haven, 
Connecticut (see Figure 1).  The non-Federal project partner for the study is the 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CT DEEP).  The non-
Federal sponsor for project implementation has not been identified at this point in the 
study, but a non-Federal sponsor for the project will be required for project design, 
implementation, and future operations & maintenance.  This study is authorized in a 
resolution approved by the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the United 
States House of Representatives, dated April 29, 2010. This resolution gives the Secretary 
of the Army the authority to “review the report of the Chief of Engineers on Land and Water 
Resources of the New England-New York Region, published as Senate Document No. 14, 
85th Congress, 1st Session, and other reports to determine whether any modifications of 
the recommendations contained therein are advisable at the present time in the interest of 
flood damage reduction, coastal storm damage reduction, coastal erosion, and other 
related purposes in the vicinity of the estuaries and shoreline of Fairfield and New Haven 
Counties, Connecticut.”  This public notice provides information about the Fairfield and New 
Haven Counties CSRM project and documents compliance with all applicable laws and 
regulations.   
 
Purpose and Need for Work:  The authorized study area includes approximately 1,700 
square miles of coastal and riverine floodplains located within Fairfield and New Haven 
Counties. Five primary focused-study areas (Stratford, Milford, New Haven, West Haven, 
and Fairfield) were identified in partnership with the Regional Councils of Governments in 
Connecticut for initial review.  Following site visits and coordination with the CT DEEP, the 
Town of Fairfield and City of New Haven were selected for further consideration based on 
level of local support, density of development, and vulnerability to coastal storm damages.     
 
In early 2019, the study team presented an initial suite of coastal storm risk management 
alternatives to the Town of Fairfield and City of New Haven as part of the study plan 
formulation process. The proposed alternatives developed for Fairfield would require a 
significant Federal and non-Federal investment, including the non-Federal responsibility 

Public Notice 

Date:  December 19, 2019  
 

Comment Period Closes: January 20, 2020  
 

Planning Division 



and costs to acquire large tracts of privately owned real estate, as well as a large 
environmental mitigation component. In discussions with the Town of Fairfield, it was 
agreed that the potential solutions would be too costly for the community to support at this 
time but that the community could potentially be the focus of a future Corps coastal storm 
risk management feasibility study. 
 
The USACE Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) milestone presented in the Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment (IFR/EA) addresses the coastal storm 
risk management issues in the New Haven, Long Wharf area.  The TSP consists of the 
construction of a 6,425 linear-foot coastal floodwall system running parallel to the 
Interstate 95 embankment. The length of the system consists of 5,950 linear-feet of 
floodwall and a combined 475 linear-feet of closure structures. The plan includes two 
pump stations and five deployable roadway closure structures. The system would have a 
top elevation of +15 feet NAVD88. The plan also includes the potential floodproofing of 
commercial and residential structures located seaward of the Interstate 95 embankment. 
Opportunities for floodproofing structures will be further analyzed before the study is 
completed. Optimization of the plan will occur after public and agency review of the Draft 
IFR/EA. Optimization of the TSP will include refinements to the plan and design based on 
any additional study and consideration of comments received during the review process. 
. 
 
Alternatives Analysis:  The feasibility study plan formulation process considered a range 
of structural and nonstructural measures to manage the risk of coastal storm damage in 
the Long Wharf study area. Through an iterative planning process, potential coastal storm 
risk management measures were identified and alternatives were formulated, evaluated, 
and compared against each other in order to establish a tentatively selected plan.  Initial 
screening of alternatives identified structural (floodwalls and closure structures) and 
nonstructural alternatives (wet/dry flood proofing and elevation of residential structures) 
that would reduce coastal storm risk for the Long Wharf area. These alternatives 
potentially provide sufficient damage reduction benefits to support justification of a cost-
shared coastal storm risk management project. 
 
Coordination:  Coordination has been conducted with the following agencies: 
 

Federal 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 National Marine Fisheries Service 
 U.S. Department of Transportation 
 Federal Highway Administration 
 

State 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
 Office of Long Island Sound Programs  
 Bureau of Natural Resources 
 Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse  

  Connecticut Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Aquaculture 
 Connecticut Historic Preservation Office 
 Connecticut Department of Transportation  



 
      Tribal Governments 

 Mashantucket (Western) Pequot Tribal Nation - Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
 Mohegan Tribe - Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
 
 Local 
 City of New Haven  

 
 Non-Governmental Agencies 
 The Nature Conservancy Connecticut Chapter 
 
 
Endangered Species:  There are two federally protected bird species under the 
jurisdiction of the USFWS that have been identified as possibly being present in the 
proposed project area: roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii) and red knot (Calidris 
canutus rufa).  The project area does not support suitable breeding habitat or feeding 
habitat for either species.  Construction noise may increase the amount and duration of 
noise in the project area.  Any transiting roseate terns will only briefly be subjected to 
increased noise as they fly through the area, thus no impacts to their migrations are 
anticipated as a result of the proposed plan.  The same is true for red knots, which make 
one of the longest yearly migrations to Arctic breeding grounds in Canada from southern 
South America.  During migration, red knots concentrate in massive numbers at traditional 
staging grounds.  The project area does not support suitable staging area, breeding habitat 
or feeding habitat for red knots.  Therefore, the USACE has made a “no effect” 
determination for both roseate terns and red knots in the project area.  

 
Environmental Impacts:  A Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Assessment was prepared for the Fairfield and New Haven Counties, Connecticut CSRM 
study.  A preliminary determination was made that an Environmental Impact Statement is not 
required under the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.   
 
Cultural Resources:  The proposed plan will have no effect on any historic properties.  
This determination is being coordinated with the CT State Historic Preservation Officer and 
the Tribal Historic Preservation Officers of the Mashantucket Pequot and Mohegan tribes, in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended. 
  
Federal Consistency with Coastal Zone Management:  The project will be conducted in a 
manner consistent to the maximum extent practicable with all applicable Connecticut 
Coastal Zone Management Program policies.  
 
Other Federal Permit Requirements:  No in-water work is proposed.  As such, a Water 
Quality Certificate (Section 401 of the Clean Water Act of 1977), Section 404(b)(1) 
evaluation (Section 404 of the Clean Water Act), and an Essential Fish Habitat review 
pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act are not 
required.  
 
Compliance:  This Public Notice is being issued in compliance with several environmental 
laws and regulations (see Attachment A). 
 



Availabili ty of the Draft Integrated Report: A copy of the report can be obtained via the 
website below or upon request by contacting the Project Manager, Byron Rupp at 978-318-
8172. 

https://www. nae. usace.army. m il/M issions/Projects-T opics/F airfield-and-New-Haven­
Counties-Coastal-Storm-Risk-Management-Feasibility-Study/ 

Public Comments: Comments are invited from all concerned parties and should be directed 
to the District Engineer at 696 Virginia Road, Concord , MA 01742, ATTN: Planning Division 
(Mr. Byron Rupp), within 30 days of this notice. Any person who has an interest that may be 
affected by the proposed project may request a public hearing. The request must be 
submitted in writing to me within 30 days of the date of this notice and must clearly set forth 
the interest and the manner in which the interest may be affected. Please bring this notice to 
the attention of anyone you know to be interested in the project. 

William M. Conde 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 



 

 
 

Figure 1 – Location Map 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
  

Figure 2 – Tentatively Selected Plan D
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Attachment A 
 
 
 PERTINENT LAWS, REGULATIONS AND DIRECTIVES 
 
Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401 et seq.) 
 
Clean Water Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) 
 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464  
CT Gen Stat § 22a-90 Chapter 444, as amended) 
 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) 
 
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, 24 May 1977 
 
Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, 24 May 1977 
 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, February 11, 1994. 
 
Executive Order 13007, Accommodations of Sacred Sites, May 24, 1996. 
 
Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and 
Safety Risks, April 21, 1997. 
 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) 
 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 432 et seq.) 
 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) 
 
White House Memorandum, Government-to-Government Relations with Indian 
Tribes, April 29, 1994. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT 
696 VIRGINIA ROAD 

CONCORD MA 01742-2751 

December 16, 2019 

Planning Division 

Mr. Tom Chapman, Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 
Concord, MA 03301-5087 

Dear Mr. Chapman, 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) New England District has completed 
the Fairfield and New Haven Counties, Connecticut, Coastal Storm Risk Management 
(CSRM) Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment (IFR/EA). 

The Draft IFR/EA complies with National Environmental Policy Act (N EPA) 
requirements to identify and analyze the environmental effects of the alternatives, 
incorporate environmental concerns into the decision-making process, and to evaluate 
any environmental impacts of the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP). The study area 
originally included approximately 1,700 square miles of land within the State of 
Connecticut. The USACE has refined the scope of the study area to focus on those 
areas where the greatest opportunity exists for the USACE to improve conditions and/or 
manage the risk of coastal storm and flood damages. 

The area of detailed examination is approximately 1.5 square miles along the Long 
Wharf section of the City of New Haven (Attachment 1). The general water resource 
problem to be addressed is the vulnerability of this area to storm damage from coastal 
storm surge. Development in the project area includes commercial and industrial 
business, a recreation area, and key transportation infrastructure. A portion of 
Interstate 95 and the New Haven Rail Yard, a central hub of the Northeast Corridor, are 
subject to coastal flooding and significant transportation impacts if no action is taken. 

Plan formulation involved the analysis of potential structural and non-structural 
alternatives. The TSP is an enhancement of the Interstate 95 embankment with 
approximately 5,950 linear feet of floodwall with a top elevation of 15 feet NAVD88 
along with 475 feet of deployable closure structures. The floodwall will have a buried 
pile-supported foundation and be built from reinforced concrete. Five deployable road 
closure structures will be installed to prevent underpass flooding on Long Wharf Drive 
(three closure structures), Canal Dock Road, and Brewery Street. Two buried pump 
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stations sized to handle approximately 400-500 cubic feet of water per second (cfs) will 
be constructed to handle storm water behind the structure. These pump stations will 
pump water to existing storm water utilities owned and operated by the City of New 
Haven, thus no new outfalls will be built for this project. Potential nonstructural flood 
proofing measures will be assessed for the structures located seaward of the 1-95 
embankment. Please see Attachment 2 for the project details. 

The Draft IFR/EA was released for public review on December 16, 2019 and may be 
accessed in its entirety on the following website: 
https://www.nae.usace.armv.mil/Missions/Projects-Topics/Fairfield-and-New-Haven-
Counties-Coastal-Storm-Risk-Manaqement-Feasibility-Study/ 

We are requesting comments under the Service's jurisdiction under the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act and the Endangered Species Act. In addition, we are 
requesting that the Service provide a final coordination act report for the project. If you 
or your staff have any questions or require additional information, please contact Grace 
Moses of the Environmental Resources Section at (978) 318-8717 or by email at 
C.Grace.Moses@usace.army.mil. You may also contact the Planning Study Manager, 
Byron Rupp at 978-318-8172, or by e-mail at Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

. Kennelly 
f Planning Division 

cc: 
Mr. David Simmons 
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Similar report release letters were sent to the following persons: 
 

Federal 
 
Mr. Timothy Timmermann, Associate Director 
NEPA Office 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
5 Post Office Square – Suite 100 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 
 
Mr. David Simmons, Assistant Supervisor 
Endangered Species 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 
Concord, Massachusetts 03301-5087 
 
Mr. Michael Pentony, Regional Administrator 
Greater Atlantic Region Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930-2276 
 
Mr. Mark Murray-Brown 
Greater Atlantic Region Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930-2276 
 
Mr. Zach Jylkka 
Greater Atlantic Region Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930-2276 
 
 
Connecticut  
 
Ms. Betsey Wingfield, Chief 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Mr. Brian Thompson, Director 
Land and Water Resources Division 



Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Ms. Denise Ruzicka, Director 
Water Planning and Management Division 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Ms. Karen Michaels 
Planning Section  
Land and Water Resources Division 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
Mr. Rick Jacobson, Chief 
Bureau of Natural Resources 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106-5127 
 
CT DEEP-OLISP  
79 Elm Street  
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 
 
Ms. Catherine Labadia, Deputy 
State Historic Preservation Office 
450 Columbus Boulevard, Suite 5  
Hartford, CT 06103 
 
Ms. Marissa Turnbull, Tribal Historical Preservation Officer  
Natural Resources Protection & Regulatory Affairs  
Mashantucket (Western) Pequot Tribal Nation  
350 Trolley Line Blvd., P.O. Box 3202  
Mashantucket, Connecticut 06338-3202  
 
Mr. James Quinn, Tribal Historical Preservation Officer  
Mohegan Tribe Cultural Department  
5 Crow Hill Road 
Uncasville, Connecticut 06382 
 



Honorable Toni N. Harp 
Mayor of New Haven 
165 Church Street 
New Haven, Connecticut 06510 
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Conference Call Meeting for City Point Neighborhood 

January 17, 2020 

Meeting Minutes 

 

In Attendance 

USACE: Byron Rupp (BR), John Kennelly (JK), Christopher Hatfield (CH), Lisa Winter (LW) 

DEEP: Brian Thompson (BT), Sue Jacobson (SJ), Karen Michaels (KM) 

City of New Haven: Aicha Woods (AW), Giovanni Zinn (GZ), Gage Frank (GF) 

City Point Neighborhood Representatives: Carmen Rodriguez (CR), Anna Marriotti (AM) 

 

Minutes 

Meeting started with introductions and a brief description of the proposed project by BR.  In addition, 
BR noted that he would document this conference call/meeting and incorporate it into the public 
comment record for the Study’s draft report.   

 

AW noted that there would be a follow-up meeting between the city and the neighborhood residents 
for the City Point Neighborhood to discuss future potential mitigation activities that could be performed 
to help reduce the impacts from flooding in that neighborhood.  AW also noted that the proposed 
USACE project for Long Wharf Drive had a very limited scope that did not include neighborhood of City 
Point.  The scope’s intent was really to look at alternatives that could reduce flood impacts to I-95, the 
rail station, and businesses behind Long Wharf Drive.  BR stated that the intent of the proposed project 
was not to impact the residents of City Point, and that the extent of the wall within the neighborhood 
would, at the most tie into high ground (elevation 15) which is between Howard Ave Overpass and the 
beginning of the sound wall.  In addition, BR stated that the tie into would be far lower in height than 
the existing sound wall. 

 

Also discussed was the fact that this feasibility study represents the initial stage of a multi-step process 
that also includes design phase.  All of which include an opportunity for the public to comment and 
input into the project.  The resulting report from this study is also called a discussion document; one of 
several documents that will be used for the authorization and appropriation of funding for this project 
by Congress.   

 

AM and CR were asked to read the questions they received from neighborhood residents regarding the 
proposed project.  Questions included: 



• How did the Corps define the risk to the city? 
• Questions regarding the extent, location of the wall within the neighborhood and regarding the 

height and appearance of the wall; 
• How would a 100 year  (1%/year) flood impact the neighborhood; 
• Would the proposed wall remove the neighborhood from being in a floodplain; and, 
• How would this wall impact the south area (i.e., northern most area) of the neighborhood 

(including how would the proposed project impact flooding pathways within the neighborhood. 

 

CR stressed the importance in having a neighborhood meeting in which city officials could provide 
additional information to neighborhood residents and initiate discussions with the neighborhood group 
to develop future mitigation actions for the neighborhood.  GZ and AW agreed that this was important 
and once scheduled, they would be there to discuss this project with residents and discuss any concerns 
residents may have with the project.  GZ also noted that the proposed project would not affect current 
flooding pathways into the neighborhood with one exception.  Since the wall and underpass closure 
structures, and pump stations would be designed to keep the water from flooding behind Long Wharf 
Drive, this would effectively close off this pathway of flooding into the neighborhood. 

 

CR and AM thanked everyone for the meeting and CR stated that she would work to schedule the 
neighborhood meeting immediately. 

 

Conference call was ended. 

 

 

 

 

 



From: Moses, Catherine G CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
To: Moses, Catherine G CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: Public Comment: Fairfield and New Haven Counties, CT Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study
Date: Monday, July 27, 2020 4:38:38 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: French, Rebecca [mailto:Rebecca.French@ct.gov]
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 5:00 PM
To: Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA) <Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Delaire, Hermia <Hermia.Delaire@ct.gov>; Thompson, Brian <Brian.Thompson@ct.gov>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comment: Fairfield and New Haven Counties, CT Coastal Storm Risk
Management Feasibility Study

Dear Mr. Rupp,

As the Director of Resilience for the Connecticut Department of Housing I oversee the US HUD CDBG-NDR grant
program funding the implementation of the Resilient Bridgeport flood risk reduction project and the Resilient
Connecticut plan. I also work closely with the CDBG-DR Sandy Recovery program managed by Hermia Delaire
(copied here).

In my current role at CTDOH and in my former role as Director of Community Engagement at the UConn CIRCA, I
have participated in multiple planning efforts for the Long Wharf study area described in the USACE report,
Fairfield and New Haven Counties, CT Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study since 2014. I also hold a
Ph.D. in geosciences and have been working on climate adaptation and resilience in Connecticut since 2014.

I write in support of the continued identification of a flood risk reduction solution for the Long Wharf area. The
GZA, 2017 report cited in the USACE study was funded by a planning grant from the CT DOH CDBG-DR
program. That 2017 report spelled out the significant flood risk facing this area now and in the future under rising
seas. It also served as the blueprint for the living shoreline project at Long Wharf to be funded by CT DEEP.
Connecticut’s application for funding to the US HUD National Disaster Resilience Competition, prepared with input
from 9 state agencies through the State Agencies Fostering Resilience Council, identified the Long Wharf area,
including the New Haven railyard, as infrastructure in need of protection as a critical junction in the state’s and
northeast’s transportation corridor. Moreover, this area was held up in that application as an example of the need to
invest in resilient transit oriented development as a no regrets approach to achieving a more resilient Connecticut
due to the multitude of co-benefits resulting from flood protection of this area within walking distance of the train
station. Coastal flood risk reduction for Long Wharf would also work in concert with the CT DOH CDBG-DR
investment in building 200 bioswales in downtown New Haven to reduce flooding from stormwater that also
impacts the neighborhood.

As USACE refines their study and moves on to next steps, I urge you to incorporate green infrastructure and nature-
based features into the project’s design and not to solely rely on grey infrastructure solutions for coastal flood
protection, stormwater flood risk reduction, and mitigation of coastal erosion. Green infrastructure and living
shorelines address flood risk while also providing the benefits of habitat creation and restoration and can potentially
address heat island effects predicted to increase in our state as the climate warms. The report notes that the city of
New Haven plans to build the living shoreline at the water’s edge with funding from CT DEEP and the preferred
alternative integrates that plan into the overall design. I support that approach, but continue to urge the USACE to
look for opportunities to build green infrastructure for stormwater management in addition to the pump stations as a

mailto:C.Grace.Moses@usace.army.mil
mailto:C.Grace.Moses@usace.army.mil
mailto:Rebecca.French@ct.gov


solution to mitigating any residual flood risk behind the floodwall system.

I further encourage USACE to review the State’s CDBG-NDR Resilient Bridgeport process. 
Blockedhttps://portal.ct.gov/DOH/DOH/Sandy-Pages/Sandy-Programs/NDRC The State has successfully moved the
Resilient Bridgeport coastal flood defense system for the South End of the city of Bridgeport through a NEPA EIS
approval process and achieved community and private landowner buy-in due to an extensive community
engagement effort and design process that integrates the flood system into the urban fabric using urban
environmental design concepts. We have seen in Connecticut that making the investment in the design and
community engagement process at the front end pays off in the long run by minimizing impacts to environmental
and historic resources and creating community amenities in addition to flood protection.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the study.

Please reach out to me with any questions.

Sincerely,
Dr. Rebecca French

CC:

Hermia Delaire, Sandy Program Manager, CT DOH

Brian Thompson, Director Land and Water Resources Division, CT DEEP

-------------------------------

Rebecca A. French, Ph.D.

Director of Resilience

Department of Housing

State of Connecticut

E-mail: Rebecca.French@ct.gov

Phone: 860-270-8231

Cell: 860-381-9372



 

  
 

Justin Elicker 
             Mayor 
 

 
City of New Haven 

Office of the Economic Development Administrator 
165 Church Street 

New Haven, Connecticut 06510 

 

 
 

Michael Piscitelli 
Acting Economic 

Development 
Administrator 

 
 
Byron Rupp, R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

North Atlantic Division  

New England District 

This letter is to provide comment on behalf on the City of New Haven’s Office of Economic Development 
regarding the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Fairfield and New Haven Counties, Coastal 
Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study-Draft Integrated Feasibility Report & Environmental Assessment 
dated December 2019 and posted for public comment until Jan 20th, 2020 at following link. 

https://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Portals/74/docs/Topics/FairField/Draft-Main-Report-EA-
13DEC2019.pdf 

From an economic development perspective, we find the USACE-recommended alternative 3B to be 
responsive to the City’s needs to protect infrastructure, including I-95 and the railyards, critical to New 
Haven and the region’s economic well-being. At latest count, upwards of 140,000 daily travelers use the 
Long Wharf section of I-95 which also serves as the gateway to New England. Meanwhile, the railyards 
serve at least five different rail services (both commercial and passenger) while Union Station is a vital 
transportation hub and Connecticut’s major entry point for visitors serving 4 million yearly riders. Just as 
important, Long Wharf’s retail, industrial and hospitality businesses as well as medical facilities, which 
provide important services and approximately 5,000 jobs to residents of New Haven and surrounding 
towns, would also be protected under this proposal.  

The City of New Haven’s Office of Economic Development in conjunction with the City Plan Department 
also recently completed the Long Wharf Responsible Growth Plan funded by a grant from the State of 
Connecticut in 2019. This plan, executed by Perkins Eastman Architects and Langan Engineers, took into 
consideration flood protection elements including the flood wall as well as extensive green 
infrastructure and Living Shoreline elements.  The plan, including the concept flood wall proposal, was 
ultimately adopted by the City of New Haven’s Board of Alders as part of the Comprehensive Plan of 
Development for the City. 

The Office of Economic Development looks forward to working with both the USACE, state partners like 
DEEP and CT-DOT as well as our fellow City departments, including Engineering and City Plan who are 
leading the project for the City, as we move into a design development phase of this project. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Carlos Eyzaguirre, Economic Development Officer, City of New Haven 

https://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Portals/74/docs/Topics/FairField/Draft-Main-Report-EA-13DEC2019.pdf
https://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Portals/74/docs/Topics/FairField/Draft-Main-Report-EA-13DEC2019.pdf
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January 20th, 2020 

Byron Rupp, R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

North Atlantic Division  

New England District 

 

Dear Mr. Rupp, 

This letter is to provide comment on behalf on the City of New Haven regarding  the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) Fairfield and New Haven Counties, Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility 
Study‐ Draft Integrated Feasibility Report & Environmental Assessment dated December 2019 and posted 
for public comment until Jan 20th , 2020 at following link. 

https://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Portals/74/docs/Topics/FairField/Draft‐Main‐Report‐EA‐
13DEC2019.pdf 

 

Background 

The in partnership with CT‐DEEP, the USACE primary objective over the 50‐year period of analysis (2024‐

2074) is to reduce coastal storm risk (i.e., coastal flood‐related losses due primarily to building, content 

and  infrastructure damage) within  the  Long Wharf, New Haven, CT  focused  study area.   The  specific 

objectives for the study area over the period of analysis are to:  

 Reduce  risk  of  coastal  storm  disruption  to  critical  services  and  transportation  infrastructure 

including  the New Haven  railroad  system and  Interstate 95 which have national and  regional 

impacts 

 Reduce risk of coastal storm damage to residential, commercial, and infrastructure development 

in the Long Wharf, New Haven focused study area 

 Reduce risk of coastal storm impacts to public health and safety 

 Consider alternatives that support functional coastal ecosystems 

The  USACE  has  evaluated  a  range  of  alternatives  including:  1)  using  the  existing  Interstate  95 

embankment; 2) enhancing the  I‐95 embankment with a floodwall system; and 3) building a floodwall 

system  along  the  shoreline  of  Long Wharf  Park  and Maritime  Center  in  combination  with  closure 

structures; all with pump stations and nonstructural features.   

The USACE‐recommended alternative 3B consists of: 

 road closure structures at Long Wharf Drive, Canal Dock Road, and Brewery Street;  

 two pumping stations;   



 enhancement of the I‐95 embankment with approximately 5,950 linear feet (lf) of “T‐wall” type 

floodwall with 475 lf flood gates (closure structures); and  

 potential flood proofing of commercial and residential structures.  

Process 

After consideration of multiple sites in the New Haven and Fairfield County area, the USACE and CT‐DEEP  

team selected New Haven’s Long Wharf area as the site with highest cost‐benefit ratio potential as well 

as  extensive  flood modeling  data  available  through  the  2017  Long Wharf  Flood  Protection  Report 

prepared for the City Plan Department, City of New Haven by GZA GeoEnvironmental Inc.  

The 2017 Long Wharf Flood Protection report included a high‐resolution flood scenario model as well as 

recommendations for flood protection measures, including a flood wall along Long Wharf Drive as well as 

other measure such a Living Shorelines. 

The City of New Haven Economic Development and City Plan subsequently completed the Long Wharf 

Responsible Growth Plan funded by a grant from Office of Policy and Management, State of Connecticut. 

This plan, executed by Perkins Eastman Architects and Langan Engineers, took into consideration the flood 

protection elements including the flood wall as well as extensive green infrastructure and Living Shoreline 

elements.    The  Long Wharf Responsible Growth  Plan,  including  the  concept  flood wall proposal was 

adopted by the City of New Haven Board of Alders in February 2019 as part of the Comprehensive Plan of 

Development for the City. 

The USACE planning  team has maintained open communication with  the City of New Haven City Plan 

Department and Engineering Department during the Feasibility Report including site visits and multiple 

progress  updates.  The  USACE  planning  team  has  been  very  responsive  to  comments  and  concerns 

conveyed by the City and other agencies including readjusting the location and extent of proposed flood 

wall based on specific feedback regarding the user experience of Long Wharf park as well as concerns 

conveyed by CT‐DOT. 

The City commends the collaborative and responsive approach taken by the USACE planning team led by 

Byron Rupp and we  look forward to continuing the open communication and coordination throughout 

the design development process. 

As the project costs as well as ongoing maintenance costs are substantial, it is critical that the non‐federal 

obligations  and  partner  agreements  are  addressed  early  and  with  transparency.    The  City  also 

recommends that there is ongoing and iterative value engineering process and refinement of budget so 

project is appropriately costed. Finally, as private development and investments take place in advance of 

completion  of  study,  the  City  also  recommends  that  cost‐benefit  ratio  is  adjusted  to  include  these 

improvements and that any related ongoing public or private investments in flood protection be evaluated 

as counting towards non‐federal match,  

 

We  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  USACE  and  its  non‐federal  partners  throughout  the 
development and implementation of this significant project. 

 

 



 

The following questions are submitted as part of the Public Review Process. 

 

1. The proposed New Haven storm sewer project  is not  identified as a previous study (Chapter 1, 
Section 1.5) or considered in discussions about the proposed pump stations.  Will this be taken 
into account in design phase? 

2. Stormwater management  requirements associated with  the existing  I‐95  roadway stormwater 
collection  are not mentioned. Will  these be  taken  into  account  in design phase  and possibly 
change project pump station requirements?  

3. Under Alternative 3B, are the flood closures part of and in alignment with the flood wall or are 
they structurally attached to the I‐95 embankment and abutments?      

4. For  Alternatives  3A,  3B,  4A  and  4B,  were  alternatives  to  pumps  stations  considered  for 
stormwater management during flood events? For example, on‐site detention? 

5. For Alternative 3B, temporary, deployable (post and panel gate) (wall closures) are assumed  in 
the cost analysis.     These will require material storage, maintenance and manpower to deploy.  
Please confirm.  Has the responsible party for maintenance and deployment been identified?   

6. In final design, please place special consideration to discharge water quality issues associated 

with the proposed stormwater pumps.  It is the City’s expressed desire to more fully develop the 

basin north of Long Wharf Pier for in water recreational purposes in conjunction with the newly 

constructed Canal Dock Boathouse and adjacent docks.  We would like to ensure that the water 

quality in this vicinity facilitates those uses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Aïcha S. Woods 
Executive Director of City Plan  
City of New Haven 
(203) 946‐6380 
awoods@newhavenct.gov 
 







From: Moses, Catherine G CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
To: Moses, Catherine G CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: FW: USACE Fairfield and New Haven Counties Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study
Date: Monday, July 27, 2020 4:48:00 PM
Importance: High

-----Original Message-----
From: Hogan, Michael E [mailto:Michael.Hogan@ct.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 10:07 AM
To: Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA) <Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Burch, Allison W. <Allison.Burch@ct.gov>; McDonnell, Michael F <Michael.McDonnell@ct.gov>; Song,
Won S. <Won.Song@ct.gov>; Sweeney, Bartholomew P. <Bartholomew.Sweeney@ct.gov>; Nezames, Theodore H
<Theodore.Nezames@ct.gov>; Hill, Scott A <Scott.Hill@ct.gov>; Rolfe, Mark D <Mark.Rolfe@ct.gov>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] USACE Fairfield and New Haven Counties Coastal Storm Risk Management
Feasibility Study

Byron,

Below are comments prepared by the CTDOT Soils & Foundations and the Hydraulics & Drainage sections on the
Draft Fairfield and New Haven Counties Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study Report and Appendices.

Soils & Foundations Comments

1.      Main Report, Page 57, Paragraph 2 … The report mentions that use of the I-95 embankment as part of the
flood protection system “cast uncertainty on the non-Federal acceptability of this alternative.”.  The language should
be a little stronger to indicate that ConnDOT does not find this alternate acceptable.  Also the name of the
alternative, “Enhanced I-95 Embankment”, give the impression that the I-95 embankment is still part of the flood
protection system.  Consider revising.

2.      Main Report, Page 58, Figure 12 and Coastal Management Consistency Review Form Attachment … The
figures implies a continuous T-wall along the entire length of the study when in fact there are breaks with flood
gates along roadways passing through the wall … revise to clarify.

3.      Appendix D3, Geotechnical Report and Appendix D2, Structural Design … The piles are designed assuming
no downdrag loads.  This could be problematic for several reasons;

a.      The proposed plans are unclear as to if there will be any grade changes, more specifically any increase in grade
elevation within the project areas near the floodwalls.  If there is, then it is highly likely downdrag loads would be
mobilized.

b.      Two of the ConnDOT Project 92-649 Geotechnical Reports (the Roadway report and the Wall 128 report)
provided recommendations that allowed for up to 90mm (3.5”) of settlement at various portions of this area.  The
report, unfortunately, is silent as to the time rate of settlement, and the presence of secondary settlement (which is
likely given the geology).  Note: Only a small amount of settlement is required to fully mobilize down drag load on
a pile (10mm or 0.4”, per FHWA GEC-12).  The Army Corps should evaluate to determine if any secondary

mailto:C.Grace.Moses@usace.army.mil
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settlement is ongoing and determine if there will be sufficient strain to mobilize downdrag forces (Note - these
reports have been previously forwarded).

c.       It would be in ConnDOT’s interest to have the piles designed to resist downdrag loads regardless of the
findings from bullet points a. and b.  Without downdrag accounted for in the floodwall pile design, ConnDOT will
be constrained from the future placement of any fill material or any increase in grade in the vicinity of the floodwall
(on both the flood and protection side).  Any future work here would have to have either no increase in grade or
utilize grade increases with no net stress increase (e.g. over excavate and place lightweight fill, geofoam, etc.).

d.      FHWA recommends that battered piles be avoided in areas where downdrag loads are possible.  In lieu of
battered piles, consider relying on the pile/soil interaction of plumb piles to resist lateral load demands.

4.      Appendix D2, Structural Design … There has been no plan or elevation view of the proposed floodwall
provided.  More comments may be forthcoming upon receipt.

5.      Appendix D2, Structural Design … There are numerous locations where storm drainage pipes/structure cross
either below of through the proposed floodwall.  The Army Corps needs to check for conflicts between these
drainage pipes/structures and the proposed floodwall pile cap, piles and sheet piling.

Michael McDonnell, P.E.
Transportation Supervising Engineer (Engineering) Connecticut Department of Transportation Soils and
Foundations Section
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06111
Room 4212
(e-mail) michael.mcdonnell@ct.gov <mailto:michael.mcdonnell@ct.gov>
(phone) 860-594-3178

(cell) 860-416-9693
(fax) 860-594-3175

Hydraulics & Drainage Comments

1.      In Section 2.1.5 Relative Sea Level Change (Page 13), it is stated that “CIRCA’s recommended sea level
change scenario is an increase of 0.5 m (20 inches) by 2050.”   Similarly,  Page 30 of Appendix C -4.0 Sea Level
Change indicates that CIRCA “recommends that planning anticipates that sea level will be 0.5 m (1.6 feet) higher
than the national tidal datum by 2050” and “an increase of 1.0 m (3.3 feet ) by 2100”.   On both the main report and
the appendix, the CIRCA’s recommendations are described being “slightly” above or higher than the USACE
intermediate scenario.  The appendix then states, “Given this recommendation, the USACE intermediate sea level
rise scenario was used to estimate future conditions for the feasibility study”.   Since the CIRCA projections are
higher than the USACE intermediate scenario, and meeting or exceeding the CIRCA recommendation will be
required if the project is to be implemented by a municipal or State agency per CT State Public Act 18-82, should
the CIRCA recommended values be used instead of the USACE intermediate scenario?    The description of the
difference being “slight” does not seem fitting.   The USACE Intermediate SLC is 1.37 ft by 2074 while the CIRCA
project for that year is more like 2.5 ft. The difference seems rather significant.

mailto:michael.mcdonnell@ct.gov


2.      Appendix B. 6.2.5 – It is stated that, “An increase of 0.93 feet, based on the intermediate rate of SLR
determined by the project coastal engineer, was added to the stage-probability estimates for 2074 future
conditions.”   Comparing Tables 10 & 11 in the appendix, it seems that this represents an increase from 2024. 
However, this is not consistent with Table 4-2 of Appendix C.  According to Table 4-2, the difference between the
2024 and 2074 water levels for Intermediate SLC is 0.98 ft.  Why are they different?  Are they from different save
points of the NACCS model?  If so, why were the different save points used?   The difference between the 2024
water levels in Table 4-2 and the corresponding values in Table 3-1 is 0.39 ft (current or before sea level rise is
added).  Thus, the difference between the values in Table 3-1 and the 2074 water levels would be 1.37 ft (0.98 ft +
0.39 ft) which is consistent with the USACE Intermediate SLC.  Again, this is lower than the CIRCA
recommendation.     

3.      The selected Alternative 3B involves constructing 5,950 ft of floodwall.  Although a detailed layout plan of the
floodwall was not provided, Figure 12 roughly provides the starting and ending locations of the wall.  Reviewing the
wall’s depicted location to a higher resolution aerial map with existing condition contour lines reveals that there may
be an area where the floodwall may not be necessary and, thus, the required length may be shortened.  An area along
I-95 south of the Long Wharf Drive underpass for a length of approximately 1,000 feet has a natural ground that is
higher than other locations where the toe of the highway embankment is close Elevation 15 ft.    Table 7 of the main
report does not recommend retaining the “Small individual levees, berms or wall” option for further evaluation, but
the option could be investigated for this area.  While the current assumption of the floodwall being required for this
area is deemed suitable for the feasibility assessment, considering the more cost effective measure is suggested
during the actual design phase.  

4.      The report narrative states that, among the nonstructural measures, elevating buildings was not retained for
further evaluation (Page 51).  This seems to contradict Table 7, which identifies the option to be retained for further
evaluation.      

5.      The dry flood proofing is noted to be for a design depth of 3 to 4 feet (Page 51).  At the Long Wharf Maritime
Center, it appears that the general ground elevation there is close to Elevation 10 ft.  The required flood protection to
Elevation 15 ft will exceed the generally allowed depth for the dry flood proofing. 

6.      The report (Page 71) states that “USACE projects require the non-Federal sponsor to provide lands, easements,
rights-of-way and relocations, and disposal/borrow areas (LERRDs) for a project”, and that both permanent and
temporary easements from CTDOT will be required for the floodwall.  Does this mean that USACE will have
ownership of the flood walls and the other protection features and be responsible for maintaining them after
construction?  Which entity will be responsible for the deployment and operation of the proposed floodgates and
road closure structures?  The report should clearly state such information.

7.      Besides all the flood entry points to the Long Wharf area identified in the study, there may be one other
potential entry point which is from the West River via the existing railroad where the ground elevation is
approximately 11 ft.  The concern of this being another flood entry point was communicated to GZA in our previous
review of their study.  They concurred this being an entry point at “higher flood elevations (i.e. with sea level rise)”
than their 2016 500-year recurrence interval flood simulation.  Should this location be considered for a flood gate
structure as well, which would hinder the railroad operation?



8.      We recommend that the coincidental effect of the riverine flow be considered and that a detailed
hydrodynamic modeling be performed for the post-construction flooding, as a part of the Step “4. Evaluation of the
effects of the alternative plans” of the USACE project planning process (Page 11) or during the design phase.  It
appears that the current assessment of the flooding elevation and extent is based on the existing condition and
without the consideration of the riverine flow condition (per our previous communication with GZA).    The
flooding is sensitive not only to the peak flood elevation but also to the volume, according to GZA, which our office
agrees.  As the floodwall would have to fully absorb or redirect the energy of the storm surge, the resulting water
surface elevation at the wall may be higher than what the current model based on the existing condition portrays.  
Furthermore, the coincidental riverine condition may pose a higher potential for the flood flow entry from the West
River via the railroad.   

9.      Appendix C, 5.1 Flood Wall, states that “The floodwall crest elevation in USACE projects is almost always
selected based on an optimized construction/maintenance analysis”.   However, it is not apparent whether such
analysis was performed.  In the main body of the report, it is described that the crest elevation was “selected
considering future annual exceedance probability water levels under the intermediate and high sea level change
scenarios.”  In Section 5.5 Risk and Uncertainty Analysis of the main report, it does seem a sensitivity analysis was
conducted to “capture the effects of “low” and “high” sea level change”, but it is not clear how that information is
being used for setting the floodwall crest elevation.  More directly, should there be a cost vs. benefits analysis of the
differing wall crest elevations for the selected alternative?

10.     Is there a floodwall type that can be raised or has the capacity to be raised in the future and in multi-stages if
higher sea level rise is to occur than anticipated, or if raising the height in pre-determined stages (say a 20- to 30-
year cycle) is desired to address the uncertainty of sea level rise or the context sensitivity aspect of the design?  Has
the feasibility of such wall design been considered?

Respectfully,

Mike

Michael E. Hogan, P.E.

Transportation Supervising Engineer

Hydraulics & Drainage

Connecticut Department of Transportation

2800 Berlin Turnpike

P.O. Box 317546

Newington, CT 06131-7546

Phone: 860-594-3241



FAX:   860-594-3374

From: Aicha Woods <AWoods@newhavenct.gov <mailto:AWoods@newhavenct.gov> >
Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2020 4:03 PM
To: Burch, Allison W. <Allison.Burch@ct.gov <mailto:Allison.Burch@ct.gov> >
Cc: Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil
<mailto:Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil> >
Subject: Connecting re ACOE flood wall study

Dear Allison and Byron,

Connecting you for follow up on New Haven Army Corps flood wall project.

Blockedhttps://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Missions/Projects-Topics/Fairfield-and-New-Haven-Counties-Coastal-
Storm-Risk-Management-Feasibility-Study/

Aïcha S. Woods

Executive Director of City Plan

New Haven City Plan

T 203.946.6380

C 203.745.6100

mailto:AWoods@newhavenct.gov
mailto:Allison.Burch@ct.gov
mailto:Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil


 

 

 United States Department of the Interior 
 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
 

 New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 

Concord, NH  03301-5087 
http://www.fws.gov/newengland 

 

 

           April 17, 2020 
 
John Kennelly 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Planning Division 
New England District 
696 Virginia Road 
Concord, MA 01742-2751 
 
Re: Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM) Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and 

Environmental Assessment (IFR/EA), Fairfield and New Haven, CT (TAILS # 2020-I-
0849) 

 
Dear Mr. Kennelly: 
 
This responds to your correspondence dated December 16, 2019, and received in our office on 
December 20, 2019, requesting comments related to the above-referenced document. Your request 
and our response are made pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C 1531, et seq.) (ESA) and section 2(b) of the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934, as amended (16 U.S.C. 661-667e). 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) proposes to address the vulnerability of a 1.5-square-
mile area along the Long Wharf section of the City of New Haven to storm damage from coastal 
storm surge. Development in the project area includes commercial and industrial business, a 
recreation area, and key transportation infrastructure. A portion of Interstate 95 and the New Haven 
Rail Yard, a central hub of the Northeast Corridor, are subject to coastal flooding and significant 
transportation impacts if no action is taken. The project involves enhancement of the Interstate 95 
embankment with approximately 5,950 linear feet of floodwall with a top elevation of 15 feet 
NAVD88 along with 475 feet of deployable closure structure.  
  
The proposed project falls within the range of the federally threatened red knot (Calidris canutus 
rufa) and the federally endangered roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii). However, according 
to our records, neither of these species have been documented using this area. In addition, the small 
size and close proximity to a highly urbanized area make the marsh and tidal flat habitat marginal, 
and therefore, use by these species is unlikely. The Corps determined the project would have no 
effect on either of these species. 



John Kennelly  2 
April 17, 2020 
 
 
While we are not able to provide a complete Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act report at this time, 
we would like to offer the following comments. The Long Wharf Nature Preserve is an important 
area for recreation and plays a role in the Service’s efforts to connect people with nature, 
particularly in urban areas. The Long Wharf Nature Preserve is considered an Urban Oasis, and is 
one of more than 25 such sites in New Haven that have been restored, protected, and/or managed 
in collaboration with the New Haven Harbor Watershed Urban Wildlife Refuge Partnership since 
2013. The Urban Oasis at Long Wharf is a demonstration site, and is used by our partners at the 
New Haven Land Trust and the Sound School to host a nature camp for underserved youth in New 
Haven. Access to natural areas and immersive, affordable, environmental education opportunities 
like those provided by the Long Wharf Nature Preserve is very limited for this population. Based 
on our understanding of the proposed project, we anticipate that the increased wave energy that 
will likely result from the floodwall construction would degrade, erode, or eliminate much of the 
shoreline habitat present in this area. We encourage the Corps to consider the possible loss of this 
green space in the analysis, and evaluate any and all options to minimize and/or mitigate the 
impacts of the proposed project on this highly valuable area. 
 
Further consultation with us under section 7 of the ESA is not required at this time. If the proposed 
action changes in any way such that it may affect a listed species in a manner not previously 
analyzed, or if new information reveals the presence of additional listed species that may be 
affected by the project, the Corps should contact us immediately and suspend activities that may 
affect those species until the appropriate level of consultation is completed with our office.  Thank 
you for your cooperation, and please contact Ms. Cindy Corsair of this office at (401) 213-4416 if 
you have questions or need further assistance. 
 

Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
 
Thomas R Chapman 
Supervisor 
New England Field Office 

 
cc: Reading file 
ES: CCorsair:jd:4-17-20:401-213-4416 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT 
696 VIRGINIA ROAD 

CONCORD MA 01742-2751 

 
May 18, 2020 

 
Planning Division 
 
 
Mr. Tom Chapman, Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New England Field Office 
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 
 
Dear Mr. Chapman:  
  
 This formalizes a telephone call between Ms. Cindy Corsair of your office and 
staff of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in regards to your letter dated April 
17, 2020 in which you provided comments pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act on the Corps’ Fairfield and New Haven Counties, Connecticut, Coastal 
Storm Risk Management (CSRM) Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Assessment (DFR/EA).  The DFR/EA presented details related to the study area 
including an analysis of the environmental impacts of the Tentatively Selected Plan 
(TSP).  The TSP is a 5,950 linear foot long floodwall along the Interstate 95 
embankment in Long Wharf, New Haven, CT.   
 
 As discussed in the call with Ms. Corsair, the floodwall will be located along the 
Interstate 95 embankment landward of Long Wharf Park and the Long Wharf Nature 
Preserve between Long Wharf Drive and I-95.  Based on this alignment, the floodwall 
will not increase wave energy that would degrade, erode, or eliminate any of the 
shoreline habitat under typical conditions.  During major storm events, temporarily 
increased wave energy due to wave reflection along the floodwall has the potential to 
occur.  However, the impacts of this kind of event would be temporary and localized, 
and therefore, not expected to cause erosion of the shoreline.   
  
 As noted in the DFR/EA, the City of New Haven received funding from the 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection in 2019 to construct a 
living shoreline along Long Wharf Park which is intended to protect the shoreline 
against erosion and help ease the effects of sea level rise.  A stone sill, intertidal 
marshes, sand fill, and native plants are proposed as part of the living shoreline.  The 
Corps has actively worked with the City of New Haven to ensure that the TSP will have 
no impact on the planned living shoreline project.   
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 If you or your staff have any questions or require additional information, please 
contact Grace Moses of the Environmental Resources Section at (978) 318-8717 or by 
email at C.Grace.Moses@usace.army.mil.  You may also contact the Planning Study 
Manager, Byron Rupp at 978-318-8172, or by e-mail at Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil.    
 
   Sincerely, 
 
 
 
   John R. Kennelly 
   Chief, Planning Division 
 
    
 
Enclosures 
 
Copy Furnished (via email):  
 
Ms. Cindy Corsair: Cynthia_Corsair@fws.gov  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

KENNELLY.JOH
N.R.1228532939

Digitally signed by 
KENNELLY.JOHN.R.1228532939 
Date: 2020.05.18 14:46:05 
-04'00'



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS                    

NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT 
696 VIRGINIA ROAD 

CONCORD MA 01742-2751 

 
July 31, 2020 

 
Planning Branch 
 
Ms. Catherine Labadia, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office 
450 Columbus Boulevard, Suite 5  
Hartford, CT 06103 
 
Dear Ms. Labadia: 
 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) New England District has 
completed the Fairfield and New Haven Counties, Connecticut, Coastal Storm Risk 
Management (CSRM) Final Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Assessment (IFR/EA). We are consulting with you to satisfy our responsibility under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, of 1966, as amended. We would 
appreciate any comments you may have on this proposed project. 
 

The USACE has revised the scope of the study area to focus on those areas with 
the greatest opportunity to improve conditions and/or manage the risk of coastal storm 
and flood damages. The area of detailed examination is approximately 1.5 square miles 
along the Long Wharf section of the City of New Haven (Attachment 1).  
 

The general water resource problem to be addressed is the vulnerability of this 
area to storm damage from coastal storm surges. Development in the project area 
includes commercial and industrial business, a recreation area, and key transportation 
infrastructure. A portion of Interstate 95 and the New Haven Rail Yard, a central hub of 
the Northeast Corridor, are subject to coastal flooding and significant transportation 
impacts if no action is taken.  

 
Plan formulation involved the analysis of potential structural and non-structural 

alternatives. The Recommended Plan is an enhancement of the Interstate 95 
embankment with approximately 5,800 linear feet of floodwall with a top elevation of 15 
feet (North American Vertical Datum 88), along with 475 feet of deployable closure 
structures. The floodwall will have a buried pile-supported foundation and be built from 
reinforced concrete. Five deployable road closure structures will be installed to prevent 
underpass flooding on Long Wharf Drive (three closure structures), Canal Dock Road, 
and Brewery Street. 
 

One pump station sized to handle approximately 900 cubic feet of water per 
second (cfs) will be constructed to handle storm water behind the structure. The pump 
station will pump water to existing storm water utilities owned and operated by the City 
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of New Haven, thus no new outfalls will be built for this project. Please see Attachment 
2 for the project details.  

There were three historic properties/resources identified in the vicinity of the 
proposed project. These include the Oyster Point Historic District, the Howard Avenue 
Historic District, and the New Haven Railroad Station (Woods Hole 2010). The area has 
been heavily disturbed by industrial, commercial, and residential development. There is 
no archaeological sensitivity in the project area and no pre-contact archeological sites 
have been located in or near the project area.   

There are no known archaeological resources that will be impacted by the 
Recommended Plan. The Recommended Plan will have no effect on the Oyster Point 
Historic District as no structural or non-structural plans are being proposed in the 
historic district. There are two historical properties that are listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places, which could be impacted by the construction of the flood 
wall. The Howard Avenue Historic District is adjacent to the project area and the New 
Haven Railroad Station is located at the northern end of Long Wharf. The construction 
of the Recommended Plan will have a long-term positive effect on these resources as 
they will be protected from flooding, thereby reducing the potential of coastal storm-
related damages to the Howard Avenue Historic District and the New Haven Railroad 
Station. The USACE has determined that the proposed project will have no adverse 
effect on historic properties. We would appreciate your concurrence. 

If you have any questions, please contact Kate Atwood, Archaeologist, at 
Kathleen.a.atwood@usace.army.mil or at (978) 318-8537. You may also contact the 
Planning Project Manager, Byron Rupp at byron.r.rupp@usace.army.mil or at (978) 
318-8172

Sincerely,  
Christopher L. Hatfield
Chief, Plan  Branch 

HATFIELD.CHRISTO
PHER.L.1228519908

Digitally signed by 
HATFIELD.CHRISTOPHER.L.122851
9908 
Date: 2020.07.31 16:17:14 -04'00'
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Enclosures  
Same Letter Sent (with enclosures) 
  
Ms. Marissa Turnbull, Tribal Historical Preservation Officer  
Natural Resources Protection & Regulatory Affairs  
Mashantucket (Western) Pequot Tribal Nation  
350 Trolley Line Blvd., P.O. Box 3202 
Mashantucket, Connecticut 06338  
 
Mr. James Quinn  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Mohegan Tribe  
13 Crow Hill Road  
Uncasville, CT 06382  
Mashantucket, CT 06338-3202   
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     Attachment 1 
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Attachment 2, Recommended Plan 



From: James Quinn
To: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: CT Coastal Storm Reduction report
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2020 10:54:17 AM

Hello Kathleen,
Thank you for sending the information regarding the above referenced project. The Mohegan Tribal Historic
Preservation Office does not have any concerns with the project as it proposed. However, please contact my office
in the advent of any inadvertent discoveries of archaeological sites or huan remains.
Thank you,
James

-----Original Message-----
From: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA) <Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Monday, August 3, 2020 7:41 AM
To: James Quinn <jquinn@moheganmail.com>
Subject: CT Coastal Storm Reduction report

WARNING: External email. Please verify sender before opening attachments or clicking on links.

Dear Mr. Quinn,

A hard copy of this letter is being sent to your office.  Your office was notified at the start of the Feasibility
Report/Environmental Assessment and then at the public release of the draft report.

This letter is to initiate consultation under Section 106 of the NHPA as amended.

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments concerning this project.

Thank you very much,
Kate Atwood
(978) 318-8537
Since I'm working from home you can also contact me on my cell phone at (774) 218-1099.

mailto:jquinn@moheganmail.com
mailto:Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil
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On December 19, 2019, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) released the Draft Fairfield 
and New Haven Counties, CT Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM) Integrated Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Assessment (IFR/EA) for public review and comment.  The report 
recommend construction of a CSRM project with the Long Wharf District located within the 
City of New Haven, CT. 
 
Through written and oral comments submitted by mail, email, and phone, USACE received 
comments from 13 individuals, groups or entities on the report and recommended plan. Each 
comment was assigned a unique comment number.  This document contains the essential points 
of the commenters and the USACE response to each comment.  
 
The table at the end of this document associates each of the commenters with the unique 
comment number.  
______________________ 
Comment 1, Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
(CTDEEP):  The commenter suggested the USACE study team works with Connecticut 
Department of Transportation (CTDOT) and Federal Highways Administration (FHA) to 
determine project benefits associated with the train station and rail infrastructure (note, this 
category of benefits was not included in the draft report).    

 
Response: Following release of the draft report in December 2019, the USACE team has 
developed benefits associated with reduced coastal storm damages connected to the New 
Haven Rail infrastructure.  Details of this analysis may be found in the feasibility report 
Appendix B Economics.  

 
Comment 2, CTDEEP: The commenter suggested that the USACE study team obtains 
additional data and information to potentially reduce the contingency percentages associated 
with the project. This includes looking at all underground utilities that would affect the costs of 
the project.  

 
Response: Following the Agency Decision Milestone in March, 2020. The USACE study 
team conducted a Cost and Schedule Risk Assessment (CSRA) per USACE regulations 
to identify and quantify project risks and uncertainties.  An analysis of utility impacts 
within the project area was conducted as a part of the CSRA.  As a result of this analysis, 
project contingencies were reduced from the high 40’s -low 50’s to 37%.  This reduced 
contingency led to a substantial decrease of the total project cost.  Full details on the cost 
analysis conducted for this study may be found in Appendix E Cost Engineering. 
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Comment 3, CTDEEP:  The commenter suggested that the USACE study team obtain 
information about costs, benefits, and potential impacts to I-95 during intense storm events to 
better evaluate risk. 

 
Response: Similar to the response to comment #1, following release of the draft report in 
December 2019, the USACE team has developed benefits associated with the potential 
shutdown of I-95 during a major coastal storm.  Details of this analysis may be found in 
the feasibility report Appendix B Economics.  

 
Comment 4, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Protected Resources Division: The 
commenter requested that the USACE provide updated and corrected information for the Federal 
Threatened and Endangered Species section. 

 
Response: Section 3.6 Federal Threatened and Endangered Species has been updated 
with the information and references provided by NMFS.   

 
Comment 5, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA): The commenter recommends 
that the final EA provide additional information regarding the operation of the proposed pump 
stations.  

 
Response: Since release of the draft report, the study team, working with the City of 
New Haven Engineering team has reduced the number of pump stations from two to a 
single pump station.  This pump station will connect to existing stormwater infrastructure 
and is designed to be used on an emergency basis.  Additional information on this update 
to the design may be found in the final EA as well as Appendix D1 Civil Engineering.  A 
full analysis of the pump station design and operation will occur in the pre-construction 
engineering and design phase of the project. 

 
Comment 6, USEPA: The commenter recommends that the final EA discuss whether the 
USACE can reuse the blasted rock from the New Haven Harbor Navigation Improvement 
Project to support construction of the floodwall. 

 
Response: It is unclear if the Navigation Improvement project would produce rock or 
other materials that are suitable to support the floodwall project.  At this point in the 
feasibility study, there is too much uncertainty associated with the timing of the two 
projects to fully explore this option in the EA.  Opportunities to beneficially reuse 
materials from the New Haven Harbor Navigation Improvement Project will be explored 
in the next phase of the project.   
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Comment 7, Law firm of Shipman and Goodwin: The commenter wrote that his client is 
concerned that the floodwall will result in increased storm surge wave action, and flooding 
effects in the Maritime Center area. This risk should be evaluated in the IFR/EA.   

 
Response:  The floodwall will be located along the Interstate 95 embankment landward 
of Long Wharf Park and the Long Wharf Nature Preserve between Long Wharf Drive 
and I-95.  Based on this alignment, the floodwall will not increase wave energy that 
would degrade, erode, or eliminate any of the shoreline habitat under typical conditions. 
During major storm events, temporarily increased wave energy due to wave reflection 
along the floodwall has the potential to occur.  However, the impacts of this kind of event 
would be temporary and localized, and therefore, not expected to cause erosion of the 
shoreline or increase the flood water levels in the vicinity of the Maritime Center area. 

 
Comment 8, Law firm of Shipman and Goodwin:  The commenter recommends adding a 
discussion of the scope of floodproofing in the Maritime Center. 

 
Response: The Long Wharf Maritime Center and other structures on the seaward side of 
I-95 were analyzed in more detail following release of the draft report to determine if 
they may be eligible for floodproofing.  Due to first floor elevations and building 
contents, the study team determined it would not be economically feasible to floodproof 
these structures under this study authority.  The final recommended plan does not include 
floodproofing structures seaward of the I-95 embankment.  This decision was made 
concert with the CTDEEP and City of New Haven. 

 
Comment 9, Law firm of Shipman and Goodwin: The commenter suggested that on pages 81 
and 85, for the USACE to add plans for development in the Long Wharf area outlined in the 
2019 Long Wharf Responsible Growth Plan. 

 
Response: Section 6.9: Socioeconomics and Chapter 7: Cumulative and Secondary 
Impacts have been updated to include the 2019 Responsible Growth Plan. 

 
Comment 10, Private Citizen 1: The commenter made the following statement: “What about 
the homes on the shore of East Haven? Something could be put in the sound to stop the water 
from rising”.  
 

Response: While the city of East Haven is outside of the project area, the USACE 
acknowledges that there are areas within East Haven that are currently at a high risk of 
coastal flooding and erosion.  Comment acknowledged.   
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Comment 11, Private Citizen 2: Residents of the City Point/Oyster Point neighborhood were 
concerned about whether they were included in the project.  Other questions include clarification 
of the extent and location of property acquisitions mentioned in the report and the height and 
appearance of the wall.  Requested a meeting so they could understand the project. 

 
Response: Meeting held on Friday, 17 January 2020 with the City of New Haven, Corps, 
CTDEEP, and two neighborhood representatives.  Following that meeting, the City of 
New Haven followed up with neighborhood residents to discuss coastal storm risk 
specifically for the City Point neighborhood. 

 
Comment 12, Private Citizen 3: Writes in support of flood risk reduction solutions for the Long 
Wharf area and urges to incorporate green infrastructure and nature-based features into the 
design specifically for stormwater management.   

 
Response: Support of the recommended plan is acknowledged.  Opportunities to 
incorporate green infrastructure and nature-based features into the design (specifically for 
stormwater management) will be explored during the design phase of the project. 

 
Comment 13, City of New Haven Office of Economic Development:  The commenter writes 
in support of the recommended alternative and provides information related to transportation and 
jobs that the project would help support. 

 
Response: Support of the recommended plan is acknowledged.  Acknowledge the 
submitted information related to transportation and jobs that the project would help 
support. 

 
Comments 14, City of New Haven Planning Department: The commenter provided the 
following comment: “As the project costs as well as ongoing maintenance costs are substantial, it 
is critical that the non‐federal obligations and partner agreements are addressed early and with 
transparency. The City also recommends that there is ongoing and iterative value engineering 
process and refinement of budget so project is appropriately costed. Finally, as private 
development and investments take place in advance of completion of study, the City also 
recommends that cost‐benefit ratio is adjusted to include these improvements and that any 
related ongoing public or private investments in flood protection be evaluated as counting 
towards non‐federal match." 

 
Response: Comment is acknowledged.  Non-Federal responsibilities (cost-sharing, 
operations and maintenance costs etc.,) will be fully developed and coordinated with the 
non-Federal sponsor prior to formally beginning the design phase of the project.  A 
Design Agreement (DA) and/or a project partnership agreement (PPA) containing the 
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previously mentioned details will be developed and jointly approved before the project 
can move forward. Value Engineering during the Pre-construction Engineering and 
Design (PED) phase is a USACE requirement and the non-Federal sponsor will be 
involved with that process.  Regarding the benefit-cost ratio (BCR), the USACE 
generally doesn’t modify the BCR once the project is authorized by the Congress.  The 
USACE has strict policies in place which limit the types of benefits that may be counted 
towards the official BCR for the project.  Private development and investments occurring 
after completion of the study will not impact the official BCR for the project. 

 
Comment 15, City of New Haven Planning Department: The commenter provided the 
following question: The proposed New Haven storm sewer project is not identified as a previous 
study (Chapter 1, Section 1.5) or considered in discussions about the proposed pump stations. 
Will this be taken into account in design phase? 

 
Response: The proposed New Haven storm sewer project will be fully considered during 
the design phase of the project.  In addition, following release of the draft feasibility 
report, the USACE study team worked with the City of New Haven Engineering 
Department to refine the feasibility-level designs using the Stormwater Water 
Management Model currently being used by the city to develop stormwater management 
improvements.  A full engineering design analysis of the stormwater management system 
will be completed during the design phase of the project. 

 
Comment 16, City of New Haven Planning Department: The commenter provided the 
following question: Stormwater management requirements associated with the existing I‐95 
roadway stormwater collection are not mentioned.  Will these be taken into account in design 
phase and possibly change project pump station requirements? 

 
Response: Stormwater management requirements associated with the existing I‐95 
roadway stormwater collection will be taken into account in design.  A full engineering 
design analysis of the stormwater management system for the highway (and entire project 
area) will be completed during the design phase of the project.  The current cost estimate 
for the stormwater management system (including the pump station) includes a 
contingency of 37% to account for risks and uncertainties associated with the feasibility-
level design. 

 
Comment 17, City of New Haven Planning Department: The commenter provided the 
following question: Under Alternative 3B, are the flood closures part of and in alignment with 
the flood wall or are they structurally attached to the I‐95 embankment and abutments? 
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Response: Under Alternative 3B, (the recommended plan,) the flood closure structures 
and floodwall are designed to be structurally-independent of the I‐95 embankment and 
bridge abutments.  The floodwall and closure structures will form a continuous line of 
protection which will sit upon deep, pile-supported foundations. 

 
Comment 18, City of New Haven Planning Department: The commenter provided the 
following question: For Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4A and 4B, were alternatives to pumps stations 
considered for stormwater management during flood events? For example, on‐site detention? 

 
Response: Alternatives to pumps stations were considered by the USACE team. 
However, given the footprint of the project area and size of the associated sewershed, the 
potential volume of water associated with the design storm would quickly overwhelm 
available on-site detention/retention.  There may be opportunities to utilize on-site 
detention areas or green infrastructure to reduce the pumping requirements – this will 
need to be analyzed during the design phase of the project. 

 
Comment 19, City of New Haven Planning Department: The commenter provided the 
following question: For Alternative 3B, temporary, deployable (post and panel gate) (wall 
closures) are assumed in the cost analysis. These will require material storage, maintenance and 
manpower to deploy. Please confirm. Has the responsible party for maintenance and deployment 
been identified? 

 
Response: The recommended plan, (Alternative 3B,) includes the use of post and panel 
type closure structures.  This type of deployable structure will require material storage, 
maintenance and manpower to deploy as noted by the commenter.  The non-Federal 
sponsor will be responsible for maintenance and deployment of the closure structures.  
The details of the operations and maintenance of the project will be developed in 
partnership with the City of New Haven and State of Connecticut. 

 
Comment 20, City of New Haven Planning Department: The commenter provided the 
following question: In final design, please place special consideration to discharge water quality 
issues associated with the proposed stormwater pumps.  It is the City’s expressed desire to more 
fully develop the basin north of Long Wharf Pier for in water recreational purposes in 
conjunction with the newly constructed Canal Dock Boathouse and adjacent docks.  We would 
like to ensure that the water quality in this vicinity facilitates those uses. 

 
Response: Comment is acknowledged. Water quality standards associated with 
discharges from the proposed pump station will be a critical aspect of the design- to be 
analyzed during the next phase of the project. 
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Comment 21, Connecticut Department of Transportation: The commenter provided the 
following comment:  Main Report, Page 57, Paragraph 2 … The report mentions that use of the 
I-95 embankment as part of the flood protection system “cast uncertainty on the non-Federal 
acceptability of this alternative.”  The language should be a little stronger to indicate that 
ConnDOT does not find this alternate acceptable.  Also the name of the alternative, “Enhanced I-
95 Embankment”, gives the impression that the I-95 embankment is still part of the flood 
protection system.  Consider revising. 

 
Response: Comment is acknowledged.  Following release of the draft report, Alternative 
3A, which was designed to integrate into the I-95 embankment, was screened out of 
consideration based on feedback from the CTDOT.  Acknowledge the name of 
Alternative 3B may give the impression that the embankment is part of the flood 
protection system – the following statement was added to the main report under the 
description of the recommended plan:  “The proposed floodwall is designed to be built 
upon a robust, pile-supported foundation, independent of the I-95 earthen embankment.” 

 
Comment 22, Connecticut Department of Transportation: The commenter provided the 
following comment: Main Report, Page 58, Figure 12 and Coastal Management Consistency 
Review Form Attachment … The figures implies a continuous T-wall along the entire length of 
the study when in fact there are breaks with flood gates along roadways passing through the wall 
… revise to clarify. 

 
Response:  Comment is acknowledged. The figures noted in the comment are intended to 
show the breaks for the closure structures with the purple icons labeled C1, C2, etc.  The 
detail is lost at the current scale of the figures which shows the entire alternatives on a 
single sheet.  Detailed figures showing more accurate details will be developed during the 
design phase of the project. 

 
Comment 23, Connecticut Department of Transportation: The commenter provided the 
following multi-part comment regarding downdrag loads:  Appendix D3, Geotechnical Report 
and Appendix D2, Structural Design … The piles are designed assuming no downdrag loads.  
This could be problematic for several reasons: 
a.      The proposed plans are unclear as to if there will be any grade changes, more specifically 
any increase in grade elevation within the project areas near the floodwalls.  If there is, then it is 
highly likely downdrag loads would be mobilized. 
b.      Two of the ConnDOT Project 92-649 Geotechnical Reports (the Roadway report and the 
Wall 128 report) provided recommendations that allowed for up to 90mm (3.5”) of settlement at 
various portions of this area.  The report, unfortunately, is silent as to the time rate of settlement, 
and the presence of secondary settlement (which is likely given the geology).  Note: Only a small 
amount of settlement is required to fully mobilize down drag load on a pile (10mm or 0.4”, per 



9 
 

FHWA GEC-12).  The Army Corps should evaluate to determine if any secondary settlement is 
ongoing and determine if there will be sufficient strain to mobilize downdrag forces (Note - these 
reports have been previously forwarded). 
c.       It would be in ConnDOT’s interest to have the piles designed to resist downdrag loads 
regardless of the findings from bullet points a. and b.  Without downdrag accounted for in the 
floodwall pile design, ConnDOT will be constrained from the future placement of any fill 
material or any increase in grade in the vicinity of the floodwall (on both the flood and protection 
side).  Any future work here would have to have either no increase in grade or utilize grade 
increases with no net stress increase (e.g. over excavate and place lightweight fill, geofoam, etc.).                                                                                           
d.      FHWA recommends that battered piles be avoided in areas where downdrag loads are 
possible.  In lieu of battered piles, consider relying on the pile/soil interaction of plumb piles to 
resist lateral load demands. 

 
Response: Comments related to downdrag loads are acknowledged.  It is acknowledged 
that the CTDOT is also concerned with downdrag loads associated with future placement 
of any fill material or any increase in grade in the vicinity of the floodwall.  A full 
analysis of settlement, secondary settlement and downdrag forces will be completed 
during the design phase project in collaboration with the CTDOT engineering team. The 
current cost estimate for the coastal storm risk management system (including the deep, 
pile-supported foundation) includes a contingency of 37% to account for risks and 
uncertainties associated with the feasibility-level design. 
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September 9, 2020 

 

 

Ms. Kate Atwood 

Regulatory Division 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

696 Virginia Road 

Concord, MA 01742-2751 

 

 

 Subject:  Coastal Storm Risk Management 

  I-95, Long Wharf Section 

  New Haven, Connecticut 

 

 

Dear Ms. Atwood,  

 

The Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has reviewed the referenced project 

in response to your request for consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act. SHPO understands that the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 

in an effort to improve conditions and/or manage the risk of coastal storm and flood damages, 

has completed the Fairfield and New Haven Counties, Connecticut, Coastal Storm Risk 

Management (CSRM) Final Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment 

(IFR/EA). Although the study area covers two counties, a detailed examination in the draft 

feasibility report focuses on an area of the New Haven waterfront known as the Long Wharf 

area. The area extends roughly one mile along New Haven Harbor from where Interstate 95 

merges with Interstate 91 in the east to the intersection of Sargent Drive and Hallock Avenue in 

the west; the study area extends inland to encompass the New Haven railyard. The report 

identified this section of Interstate 95 and the New Haven Rail Yard, a central hub of the 

Northeast Corridor, as critical transportation corridors that can be subject to significant coastal 

flooding if no action is taken. 

 

After a careful analysis of several alternatives, Alternative 3B emerged as the preferred 

alternative. This alternative calls for enhancing slightly more than one mile of the existing 

Interstate 95 embankment to a top elevation of 15 feet along with five deployable road closure 

structures to prevent underpass flooding on Long Wharf Drive (three closure structures), Canal 

Dock Road, and Brewery Street; as well as a new pump station to be located between Sargent 

Drive, Route 34, and Interstate 95. SHPO concurs that because the proposed project items are 

located within areas that have been substantially disturbed, it is unlikely that significant 

archaeological deposits would be impacted by the proposed undertaking. SHPO notes, however, 

that three properties situated within the study have been determined eligible for listing on the 
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National Register of Historic Places. These properties are the historic Long Wharf Pier (off Long 

Wharf Drive), the Canal Dock Boathouse (475 Long Wharf Drive), and the Pirelli Tire Building 

(500 Sargent Drive). These properties were not given consideration in the IFR/EA and SHPO 

recommends that USACE evaluates how these historic properties might be affected by the 

undertaking. Our office looks forward to additional consultation as the project moves forward. 

 

This office appreciates the opportunity to review and comment upon this project. For additional 

information, please contact Catherine Labadia, Staff Archaeologist and Environmental Reviewer, 

at (860) 500-2329 or catherine.labadia@ct.gov.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Jonathan Kinney 

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer  



From: Labadia, Catherine
To: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA); Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA)
Cc: Scofield, Jenny; Wisniewski, Marena
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: CT Storm Reduction Report
Date: Monday, October 05, 2020 10:21:22 AM
Attachments: long_wharf_pier_2008report.pdf

DRAFT Armstrong Rubber Co Building NR.pdf
Armstrong Rubber_SR Form.pdf

Good Morning Kate,
Attached is a copy of excerpts from a report about Long Wharf Pier and copies of the State Register and draft
National Register nominations for the Pirelli Building. Unfortunately, I am not able to readily access files regarding
the boathouse. However, I was able to pull the following statement from a DOT summary:

In 1910, Yale College opened the Adee Boathouse, named after its late benefactor George Adee, at the confluence
of the Mill and Quinnipiac Rivers on New Haven Harbor.   Built to serve as home base for Yale's collegiate rowing
programs, it would only function in this capacity for a decade before increased commercial traffic in the harbor
forced the school to relocate the programs to a new facility on the Housatonic River.  The building would go on to
house the U.S. Coast Guard during World War II before it was sold by the school in the 1950s and converted to
commercial offices space.  In 1976 the building was designated a local landmark by the New Haven Historic
Preservation Trust and in 1998 it became eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  
This structure, located at 74 Forbes Avenue in New Haven was identified as a historic resource in the FEIS/Section
4(f) Evaluation.  The design of the recommended improvements proposed under Project No. 92-354 required that
this property be acquired by the Department and the Boathouse be demolished.  In accordance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, the Connecticut State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) determined that project 92-354 would have an adverse effect upon this historic and architecturally
significant property.

Let me know if this information is sufficient for a few sentences in the EA. If not, I can go into the office later this
week and pull some more information. In any case, do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.
Cathy

-----Original Message-----
From: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA) <Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2020 9:13 AM
To: Labadia, Catherine <Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov>; Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA)
<Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Scofield, Jenny <Jenny.Scofield@ct.gov>; Wisniewski, Marena <Marena.Wisniewski@ct.gov>
Subject: RE: CT Storm Reduction Report

EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click any links or open any
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.

We aren't allowed to use Zoom.  We can use Skype, Webex and conference lines.

-----Original Message-----
From: Labadia, Catherine [mailto:Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov]
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2020 9:08 AM
To: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA) <Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil>; Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY
CENAE (USA) <Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Scofield, Jenny <Jenny.Scofield@ct.gov>; Wisniewski, Marena <Marena.Wisniewski@ct.gov>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: CT Storm Reduction Report

Great. We can meet via zoom, teams, or a conference line. I included two SHPO colleagues on this reply that can

mailto:Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov
mailto:Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil
mailto:Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil
mailto:Jenny.Scofield@ct.gov
mailto:Marena.Wisniewski@ct.gov
mailto:Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov
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United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 


National Register of Historic Places Registration Form 
 
This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts.  See instructions in National Register 
Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register of Historic Places Registration Form.  If any item does not apply to the property being 
documented, enter "N/A" for "not applicable."  For functions, architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only 
categories and subcategories from the instructions.   
 


1. Name of Property 
Historic name:  _Armstrong Rubber Company Building__________________________ 
Other names/site number: _Pirelli Building____________________________________ 


      Name of related multiple property listing: 
      __N/A_________________________________________________________ 
      (Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing 
____________________________________________________________________________ 


2. Location  
Street & number: _500 Sargent Drive____________________________________________ 
City or town: _New Haven_______ State: _CT_ _______ County: _New Haven________  
Not For Publication:   Vicinity:  


____________________________________________________________________________ 
3. State/Federal Agency Certification   
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended,  
I hereby certify that this        nomination  ___ request for determination of eligibility meets 
the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic 
Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.  
In my opinion, the property  ___  meets   ___ does not meet the National Register Criteria.  I 
recommend that this property be considered significant at the following  
level(s) of significance:      
 ___national                  ___statewide           ___local  


  Applicable National Register Criteria:  
___A             ___B           ___C           ___D         
 


 
    


Signature of certifying official/Title:    Date 
______________________________________________ 
State or Federal agency/bureau or Tribal Government 


In my opinion, the property        meets        does not meet the National Register criteria.   
     


Signature of commenting official:    Date 
 


Title :                                     State or Federal agency/bureau 
                                                                                         or Tribal Government  
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______________________________________________________________________________ 


4. National Park Service Certification  
 I hereby certify that this property is:  
       entered in the National Register  
       determined eligible for the National Register  
       determined not eligible for the National Register  
       removed from the National Register  
       other (explain:)  _____________________                                                                                    


 
                     
______________________________________________________________________   
Signature of the Keeper   Date of Action 


____________________________________________________________________________ 
5. Classification 


 Ownership of Property 
 (Check as many boxes as apply.) 


Private:  
 


 Public – Local 
 


 Public – State  
 


 Public – Federal  
 
Category of Property 
 (Check only one box.) 


 
 Building(s) 


 
 District  


 
 Site 


 
 Structure  


 
 Object  


X
 
   
  


 
  


 
  


X
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 Number of Resources within Property 
 (Do not include previously listed resources in the count)              


Contributing   Noncontributing 
______1______   _____0_______  buildings 


 
_____________   _____0_______  sites 
 
______1______   _____0_______  structures  
 
_____________   _____0_______  objects 
 
______2______   _____0________  Total 


 
 
 Number of contributing resources previously listed in the National Register __N/A_______ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 


6. Function or Use  
Historic Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 


 _COMMERCE/TRADE/business__    __ 
 _COMMERCE/TRADE/organizational _ 
  


 
Current Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 


 _VACANT/NOT IN USE____________ 
 


 
____________________________________________________________________________ 


7. Description  
 


 Architectural Classification  
 (Enter categories from instructions.) 
 _MODERN MOVEMENT/Brutalism____ 
  


 
 
Materials: (enter categories from instructions.) 
Principal exterior materials of the property:  
Foundation: CONCRETE 
Walls: CONCRETE 
Roof: ASPHALT, SYNTHETICS/Rubber 
Other: GLASS, METAL 
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Narrative Description 
(Describe the historic and current physical appearance and condition of the property.  Describe 
contributing and noncontributing resources if applicable. Begin with a summary paragraph that 
briefly describes the general characteristics of the property, such as its location, type, style, 
method of construction, setting, size, and significant features. Indicate whether the property has 
historic integrity.)   
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Summary Paragraph 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company Building is an iconic Brutalist-style office building designed by 
internationally acclaimed architect, Marcel Breuer and structural engineer Paul Weidlinger for the 
Armstrong Rubber Company in 1968-1969. The building is located on Long Wharf at the south edge of 
New Haven, Connecticut, adjacent to Interstate 95 (I-95) and New Haven Harbor. The building is 
comprised of two distinct components: a 2-story base that was designed to house research, development, 
and production functions, and a 5-story office tower (with four stories of offices and a mechanical level) 
that appears to hover above a 2-story void between the two masses; massive central and end piers carry 
the load of the structure above. The steel frame structure is clad in pre-cast and cast-in-place concrete wall 
panels that create facades defined by a distinctive interplay of light and shadow. The building has a flat 
roof. It is designed as an urban landmark that was intended to serve as a dramatic gateway to the city of 
New Haven. The property also includes a contributing free-standing 3-story concrete structure that 
originally displayed the Armstrong Rubber Company Sign. The structure is located near the northeast 
corner of the building and was designed and built concurrently with the Armstrong Rubber Company 
Building. It no longer holds the Armstrong Rubber Company signage.  
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Description  
 
Setting 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company Building is sited on the northwest side of Sargent Drive within a 
commercial and business park setting. Located near the New Haven Harbor, the Armstrong Rubber 
Company Building is a defining building in the Long Wharf District. The district was part of an extensive 
urban renewal project in the mid-twentieth century that aimed to reactivate the waterfront south of 
downtown New Haven. The Long Wharf district still maintains its industrial setting as imaged in the 
1960s. I-95 is located immediately east of the building. Beyond the highway is Long Wharf Drive and a 
wide cove that connects to the Mill and Quinnipiac rivers. New Haven Union Station, which services the 
local Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) North line and Amtrak, and its affiliated train tracks 
and service area defines the west side of the Long Wharf industrial area. The area between the train tracks 
and Long Wharf features single- and multi-story steel-frame buildings with commercial, corporate, and 
hospitality uses. The Armstrong Rubber Company Building was to serve as a defining building for the 
redevelopment, especially located with a prominent view from I-95 for those passing to and from New 
York City. The Long Wharf redevelopment area is now primarily defined by a few large, industrial 
buildings of varying ages (some original to the 1960s redevelopment, some newer) and expansive parking 
lots.  
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company Building parcel is irregularly shaped largely occupied by an expansive 
asphalt-paved parking lot. The lot is defined by Sargent Drive to the north and east, a twenty-first century 
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industrial building to the south, and Brewery Street to the west. The expansive parking lot is in original to 
the construction of the building, though its exact date is unknown. The Armstrong Rubber Company Sign, 
an associated concrete structure that served as both storage in its base, and signage for the Armstrong 
Rubber Company Building, is located northeast of the building. The property is accessed by a two-lane 
road that extends northwest from Sargent Drive to Brewery Street. The New Haven waterfront 
surrounding I-95, which extends to the east side of New Haven Harbor, has remained the industrial heart 
of the city.  
  
 
Armstrong Rubber Company Building (contributing building, 1968-1969) 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company Building is a monumental building designed to match the scale of the 
adjacent interstate highway and to attract the attention of passing motorists. The building design serves as 
a compromise between former New Haven Mayor Richard Lee and the Armstrong Rubber Company. It 
fulfilled Mayor Lee’s desire for an architectural icon to represent New Haven from the new elevated I-95 
while providing the warehouse space necessary for Armstrong Rubber. Known for its clear separation of 
functions, the steel-framed, concrete-clad structure features a two-story base designed to accommodate 
research and development laboratories for the production of automobile and airplane tires, and a five-
story office tower and mechanical level which contained the Armstrong Rubber Company’s corporate 
offices with a 2-story void separating the masses. To accomplish this architectural feat, structural 
engineers Paul Weidlinger and Matthys Levy of Weidlinger Associates worked with Breuer to create an 
innovative cantilevered steel truss structural system that suspends the office tower above the later 
truncated warehouse base (Photographs 1, 2, 7-9 and Figures 1–5, 7). The 17-foot-high void is supported 
by massive central and end piers that carry the load of the structure above (Photograph 13), including the 
precast concrete window walls, utilities, service systems and elevator shafts. The building extends 36 
bays by 13 bays and has a flat roof. 
 
The building faces east onto Sargent Drive. The dominant features of the façade are the 2-story void 
between the base and the office tower and the repetitive fenestration of 36 bays of closely spaced, 
rectangular-shaped window openings. The single-pane fixed metal windows are set deeply into 
prefabricated concrete panels to create shadow and a sense of depth (Photographs 1, 2, 5, 7-9). The 
contrast between open space, heavy concrete, and dramatic shadows accentuate the sculptural quality of 
the building. The only breaks in the geometric grid created by this pattern are the main entrance at the 
base and the mechanical level at the roofline. The main entrance system measures three bays wide and is 
centered on the elevation. A series of geometrically placed granite pavers provide ornament at the 
entryway, leading to a pair of metal-framed doors with metal panel infill set within a projecting entry 
vestibule with angled concrete walls. The entry doors are positioned beneath a wide, glazed transom. The 
vestibule is capped by a concrete canopy with a cement plaster soffit and is flanked on either side by large 
plate glass windows (Photograph 5). North of the vestibule, the building’s date stamp is carved into the 
adjacent canted concrete wall, along with the names of the principal architects: “1969 MARCEL 
BREUER and ROBERT F GATJE Architects” (Photograph 6). The mechanical level is two stories in 
height and unfenestrated with concrete divisions located every two bays.  Apart from the entrance bay, the 
west elevation is identical to the façade. 
 
The pre-cast base and tower walls are constructed out of a type of Plasticrete called Mo-sai, a white 
cement mix with an exposed quartz pebble aggregate. The panels are angular and vary in size and design; 
they are arranged in a way that emphasizes vertical and horizontal lines (Photographs 1, 2, 7-9). The 
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panels are modeled in Breuer’s preferred crystalline form,1 which has both a functional and aesthetic 
intent, as they provide protection from the sun and create variation in shadows depending on the time of 
day and location of the sun. Most panels are pebbled for a slight variation of the grayscale and to achieve 
a less than smooth surface texture.  
 
The north and south elevations are dominated by centered end piers that support the upper floors 
(Photograph 7). The board-formed concrete panels retain the grainy imprint of their wooden plank molds. 
The end pier panels are differentiated from the rest of the building by projecting and recessed diagonal 
lines that indicate the vertical circulation found within the piers. Each has a single window at the eastern 
end of the pier.  The piers are flanked by 6 bays of windows on the base and tower. The concrete panels at 
the mechanical level are molded to represent the diagonal steel trusses beneath the concrete. Two 
secondary entrances are located at the north and south elevations; each comprises a flush metal utility 
door with vision panels. The north entrance is accessed by a granite stair, and the south entrance features 
a glazed sidelight and transom accessed by a switchback ramp with granite pavers and concrete knee 
walls.  
 
 
Interior 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company Building stands nine levels tall (includes the two open levels) with 
approximately 100,000 square feet of usable office space. The building’s two-story base was designed to 
house the Armstrong Company’s laboratories, model shops, and drafting rooms (Figures 8-9). Originally, 
a large two-story production wing and warehouse extended off the tower’s western wall. This was 
removed in 2003. Additionally, selective abatement efforts were previously conducted. All of the original 
flooring, except for inlaid granite pavers in the entrance lobby, and all wall systems and ceilings were 
removed on the first and second floors. As a result, the existing unfinished spaces consist of open floor 
plates with exposed concrete walls, evenly spaced rows of heavy steel I-columns supporting steel I-
beams, exposed corrugated metal ceilings, and poured concrete flooring (Photographs 11, 12). One of the 
areas left intact following the first and second floor abatement activities was the building’s modest 
entrance lobby, which features granite floor pavers, a granite stair measuring almost 15 feet in width 
(Photograph 10), and a polished granite desk. 
 
Floors five through eight were designed to house the Company’s corporate headquarters (Figures 10-11). 
All four floors feature offices lining the perimeter walls. The office layout and configuration allowed for 
sweeping views of the New Haven Harbor and of the downtown skyline. Conference rooms, lavatories 
and programming spaces occupied the center of each floor plate. The eighth floor contained the kitchen 
and dining room, as evidenced by the existing quarry and ceramic tiles cladding the walls and floor 
(Photograph 24). The eighth floor also housed the executive offices, with the President and Chairman’s 
offices in the southeast and northeast corners with expansive views of the harbor. Offices had high-end 
modern finishes, including wood and twine wall covers. Unfortunately, all finishes have been either 
removed or compromised beyond repair by asbestos. As noted above, existing finishes were partially 
removed due to previous abatement efforts which involved the removal of the original vinyl asbestos 
flooring and adhesive, baseboards, interior doors, and some wall systems. Extant finishes include painted 


 
1 The crystalline form is based on the arrangement of atoms in a crystal. In his lecture “Where do We Stand?” 
(Zurich, Switzerland, 1934), Breuer equates crystalline structures to “human laws and functions.” The structures are 
geometric and three-dimensional in a rational form that is well-suited to the construction methods favored by 
Modern architects.  
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plaster walls, gypsum wallboard and glass partitions, some wood paneled office walls, and acoustical tile 
ceilings with inset light fixtures (Photographs 15, 17, 18, 20-22).  
 
Vertical access is provided by two runs of switchback stairs sited at the building’s north and south walls, 
which provide egress from all floors of the building. Both stairs feature concrete stringers, terrazzo treads 
and risers, continuous hardwood handrails with steel guardrails, and wall-mounted hardwood rails. The 
stairs ascend to terrazzo landings at each floor and are enclosed by board-formed concrete panel walls 
(Photographs 14, 19). Light fixture mounts and exposed wiring remain at each floor (Photograph 14), and 
metal louvers are set within the concrete walls below the window openings at each landing. The north 
stairhall provides further access to an open tread metal stair at the ninth floor lightwell that leads to the 
roof. A passenger elevator and freight elevator are located together in concrete block shafts at the center 
of each floor plate (Photograph 16). Six-by-twelve-inch granite tiles clad the walls on either side of the 
elevator doors at each floor, and the interior of the passenger elevator features wood parquet accent walls.  
 
 
Sign (contributing structure, 1968-1969) 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company sign is a free-standing structure located northeast of the Armstrong 
Rubber Company Building, near the entrance to the property (Photographs 1, 3-4, 9 and Figures 5, 6). It is 
constructed of concrete and is approximately thirty-six feet wide and forty-eight feet tall. The end walls 
have textured concrete in keeping with Breuer’s aesthetic. Echoing the Armstrong Rubber Company 
building, the sign consists of two distinct parts separated by a void. It has a low, narrow base that contains 
an equipment room, with a larger rectangular volume above. The base is pierced by a door on its western 
end and a window on its eastern end, allowing for equipment to be stored in the structure. Half of the 
rectangular volume above the base is a void and the upper half is solid but has square openings on the east 
and west elevations. Sign lettering was attached to the upper portion of the structure, which is visible 
from the elevated highway and the street at grade. It originally featured Armstrong Rubber lettering and 
later held lettering that read Pirelli. Currently, there is LED signage mounted to the north elevation of the 
original structure advertising the nearby IKEA building. 
 
 
Integrity 
 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company Building retains many original defining features, as well as a strong 
sense of the historic feeling and intent of the building and its design. The most iconic features associated 
with the building remain intact. These include key elements of Breuer’s design. The building’s strong 
presence as a gateway to New Haven in its proximity to I-95 and its relationship to the waterfront is 
unchanged, contributing to the building’s integrity of location. The most notable features of the building’s 
design—the highly distinctive separation of spaces by a 2-story void—made possible by an innovative 
steel truss suspension system remain intact, and the original pre-cast concrete panels continue to convey 
Breuer’s design intention of protecting the interiors from sun while harnessing its light and shadows to 
sculptural effect, contributing to the building’s integrity of design, feeling, and association. While the 
building is most celebrated for its exterior features, remaining interior finishes contribute to the building’s 
overall integrity of materials and workmanship, including granite pavers at the entry, sculptural stairs with 
terrazzo treads and risers, passenger elevator lobby ornament including granite tiles cladding the walls on 
either side of the elevator doors at each floor, and wood parquet accent walls on the elevator interior. 
Upper floor finishes include painted plaster walls, gypsum wallboard some wood veneer office walls, and 
acoustical tile ceilings with inset light fixtures. 
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Some historic features of the structure and site have been lost due to changes in ownership and asbestos 
abatement. The loss of the research and development wing, signage, some interior finishes, and original 
landscape features affects the overall integrity of the site. The industrial setting of the location did not 
change, and this continued industrial use required increased parking in the area. Unfortunately, this meant 
sacrificing some of the original grass landscaping that surrounded the building.  
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_________________________________________________________________ 
8. Statement of Significance 


 
 Applicable National Register Criteria  
 (Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National Register  
 listing.) 


 
A. Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 


broad patterns of our history. 
  


B. Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.  
 


C. Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack 
individual distinction.  
 


D. Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.  


 
 
 


 
 
 Criteria Considerations  
 (Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.) 


 
A. Owned by a religious institution or used for religious purposes 


  
B. Removed from its original location   


 
C. A birthplace or grave  


 
D. A cemetery 


 
E. A reconstructed building, object, or structure 


 
F. A commemorative property 


 
G. Less than 50 years old or achieving significance within the past 50 years  


 
 
 
 
 


 
  


X
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Areas of Significance 
(Enter categories from instructions.)  
_ARCHITECTURE___                   _______________  
_COMMUNITY PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT__ 


 ___________________  
 ___________________ 
 ___________________  
 ___________________ 
 


 
Period of Significance 
_1968-1969_________ 


 
 Significant Dates  
 _1968-1969_________  
 ___________________  
 ___________________ 
 
  


Significant Person 
(Complete only if Criterion B is marked above.) 
_N/A______________  


      ___________________  
 ___________________ 


 
 


 Cultural Affiliation  
 _N/A___________ ___  
      ___________________  
 ___________________ 
 


 
 Architect/Builder 
 _Breuer, Marcel (1902-1981) _ 
 _Gatje, Robert F. (1927-2018)_  
 _Levy, Matthys, Weidlinger Associates, engineer _ 
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Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph (Provide a summary paragraph that includes 
level of significance, applicable criteria, justification for the period of significance, and any 
applicable criteria considerations.)  
 
Built in 1968-1969, the Armstrong Rubber Company Building is eligible for listing in the National 
Register at the state level under Criterion C in the categories of Architecture and Community Planning 
and Development. The building is a notable design by internationally renowned Modern architect, Marcel 
Breuer in collaboration with architect Robert Gatje and the structural engineering firm Weidlinger 
Associates, and it is a key site in the Long Wharf Development Area which was an important feature in 
New Haven’s prominent mid-century urban renewal program. The building represents Breuer’s masterful 
solution to the challenge of marrying the needs of the Armstrong Rubber Company for office and 
production space with the aspirations of city officials who sought a cultural landmark that would serve as 
both a physical and symbolic gateway to the City of New Haven as seen from the new Interstate 95 (I-95).  
Among the design solutions that served both clients was Breuer and Weidlinger Associates’ design of a 
steel truss, concrete-clad structural system that allowed the office portion of the building to be visually 
suspended above the research and development laboratories.  This provided a substantially sized building 
that was in keeping with the scale of I-95 and signaled to passing motorists the progressive modernity of 
the City of New Haven while also meeting the programmatic requirements of the Armstrong Rubber 
Company. The Armstrong Rubber Company Building is an intrinsic part of the New Haven legacy of 
modern architecture. The period of significance for the building is relegated to its period of 
construction,1968-1969. 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Statement of Significance (Provide at least one paragraph for each area of 
significance.)   
 
Criterion C: Architecture and Community Planning and Development 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company Building (Armstrong Rubber Building) was designed as a compromise 
between client and city development plans, structural engineer and grand architectural ideas, 
manufacturing requirements and monumental design. The building stands as a significant design solution 
to a complex problem of fulfilling a city’s urban renewal requirements while satisfying the needs of the 
paying customer. At the end of the 1960s, the Armstrong Rubber Company needed more space to house 
their flourishing enterprise. Joseph R. Stewart, Vice-President of Armstrong, expressed interest in a piece 
of land along I-95 in the Long Wharf Development Area where its headquarters would be seen by passing 
motorists and its research and development laboratories could be showcased. The land was part of Mayor 
Lee’s plan for a modernized industrial and manufacturing section of the city, and he had strict 
expectations of what would be built on the parcel. The company expected to build 2 to 3-story corporate 
offices at the front of the site and a 1 to 2-story building for research and development laboratories 
located at the back of the site, where noise from the operations could be contained.2   
 
This proposal did not satisfy the Mayor of New Haven, Richard Lee, who envisioned an eighteen-story 
tower on the site. In Lee’s view, the Long Wharf site would mark the gateway to New Haven for traffic 
coming off the Connecticut Turnpike (I-95) into the city. He insisted that “anything built on the site 
should have an architectural presence and be designed by a master.”3 Lee stipulated that an architect of 


 
2 Robert Gatje, I.M. Pei.  Marcel Breuer: A Memoir. (New York: The Monacelli Press) 2000, 211. 
3 Gatje and Pei, 210. 
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note must design the building. Breuer received the contract due to his lower bid and the recent successful 
(and under budget) completion of the Washington, D.C. headquarters for the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD).4 According to Robert Gatje, Breuer’s architectural partner in the design 
of the new building, “Armstrong was unhappy and couldn’t imagine building something it neither wanted 
nor needed.”5 Breuer’s challenge would be designing a building that satisfied the programmatic 
requirements of the Armstrong Rubber Company, while also completing the vision of Mayor Richard 
Lee. 
 
 
Innovative Design Solutions by a Master Architect 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company was founded by George F. Armstrong in 1912 in a small loft in New 
Jersey. After a decade of steady growth, the company needed more space and purchased a small, defunct 
tire manufacturing concern in West Haven, Connecticut in 1922. The company prospered, particularly in 
the post-World War II era, when increasing numbers of Americans were reliant on their automobiles. By 
1961, the Armstrong Rubber Company had become the fifth largest tire maker in the world, employing 
over 5,000 people. Armstrong’s net sales jumped nearly 15% from 1968 to 1969, netting in excess of 
$201 million.6  Their significant growth and expanding operation meant that by the end of the 1960s the 
company needed to build a new headquarters and plant. 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company Building is undoubtedly significant by association as a design by 
internationally acclaimed architect, Marcel Breuer (and his partner, Robert Gatje), but more specifically it 
derives significance from the unique solutions to a number of challenges that Breuer and his team 
achieved in his design. Among these was how to resolve the programmatic requirements of the Armstrong 
Rubber Company outlined above with the lofty vision of Mayor Lee for a large, culturally significant 
building. The site added to the challenge: ground level was about twenty feet below the level of the 
turnpike. Armstrong’s original intent for 2 to 3-story buildings spread over the site would have resulted in 
a view of acres of rooftops from I-95. This reality led Mayor Lee to compromise and settled on requiring 
nothing short of a ten-story tower on the site. According to Gatje, Breuer listened to the concerns of 
Armstrong Company representatives and Mayor Lee and derived a solution almost immediately:  
 


When he presented his thoughts after they had been drawn up, it was to propose that the office floors 
be put atop the two-story research and development wing at grade and then—in order to satisfy Dick 
Lee—that they be raised clear of the roof  and ‘hung from above,’ leaving a two-story-high slot 
between the two building masses that could be filled with expansion space at a later time.  Two levels 
of R&D plus two floors of air, with five floors of offices and a top level devoted to mechanical 
equipment between deep trusses, which were going to do the ‘hanging,” equaled ten floors.7  


 
Though Armstrong never anticipated a tower, an added benefit of Breuer’s design to the company was an 
improved view of the New Haven Harbor and skyline from inside the building, as well as an eye-catching 
structure that would draw attention to the business. Breuer’s design also served Mayor Lee in unexpected 
ways. Not only did he get a building of the scale he desired, but the two-story void made the building 
truly remarkable, both in its structural feat and the way the void bridges views of downtown with the 


 
4 Rachel D. Carley, “Tomorrow is Here: New Haven and the Modern Movement,” New Haven Preservation Trust, 
2008, 37.  
5 Gatje and Pei, 211. 
6 “Armstrong Finds a Niche in the Tire Market.”  Connecticut History.Org.  September 7, 2013.  
https://connecticuthistory.org/armstrong-finds-a-niche-in-the-tire-market/.  (Accessed 5/2/2019). 
7 Gatje and Pei, 211. 



https://connecticuthistory.org/armstrong-finds-a-niche-in-the-tire-market/
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harbor. In his evaluation of the Armstrong Building, Guy Nordenson, structural engineer and professor of 
architecture and engineering at Princeton University, likens the space within the void to a billboard for the 
city.8 Both Armstrong and Lee approved the innovative design. The only alteration was the reduction in 
office space from the proposed five floors, to four, at Armstrong’s insistence to reduce cost. (Figures 1-4, 
7-11) Breuer tried to argue in favor of building the 9th floor without finishing it, allowing for the 
possibility of expansion, but Armstrong insisted on its elimination. Gatje recalls that Breuer was 
disappointed in the disruption to the originally proposed proportions of his design but understood the 
realities of serving his clients. 
 


Other more ‘formal’ architects might have complained loudly, but that wasn’t [Breuer’s] style.  He 
recognized that Joe had a responsibility to his shareholders and respected the fact that he was trying 
hard not to derail the entire project…I seem to remember [Breuer] expressing regrets once on his first 
visit to the job site after the frame was up, but he never showed anything but pride in the result to 
Armstrong and Mayor Lee.9 


 
Breuer’s design innovation extends to the structure and skin of the building, the design of which was a 
collaboration between Breuer and his structural engineer. Matthys Levy of Weidlinger Associates was the 
project engineer for the Armstrong Rubber Company Building, and for most of Breuer’s buildings in the 
1950s and 1960s. The tower structure consists of steel framing clad in precast concrete panels with cast-
in-place concrete poured over the heavy steel truss support system and the stair towers. According to 
Gatje, Levy argued in favor of a glazed office tower suspended above the concrete research and 
development wing, but Breuer insisted on a single material for architectural unity.10 Breuer did, however, 
concede that the steel frame could be expressed on the end towers, which have molded concrete panels 
that resemble the shape of the steel frame beneath the surface. The concrete panels that enclose the stair 
towers also give a nod to structure by expressing the location of the stairs with diagonal lines and 
shadows (Figure 7). The window panels were composed of white cement and a dark aggregate. When 
lightly sandblasted, the aggregate became exposed and the color was thought to pair well with the cast-in-
place grey concrete that was poured around the truss work and stair towers. The precast panels with their 
deeply inset windows served the dual purposes of protecting the interior from sun as well as using its light 
and shadow to create a sculptural façade. Other structures completed by Breuer in the 1960s featured 
similar deeply inset windows: the IBM Laboratory in La Guade, France (1962) and the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in Washington D.C. (1966). Breuer even designed another 
building in New Haven during this period with similar inset windows: the Becon Engineering and 
Applied Science Center (1970) at 15 Prospect Park Street. He continued designing buildings in this style, 
most notably the Hubert H. Humphrey Building in Washington, D.C (1976). 
 
The Modernist movement took advantage of new advances in technology and building materials, which 
allowed architects such as Breuer to experiment with their designs. Breuer was especially fond of 
concrete, and by 1963 he had developed three methods that expanded and enhanced the possibilities of 
incorporating concrete into Modern design. The first method involved the creation of an overall rough 
surface texture using irregular patterns in the sandblasted board forms and poured concrete. The second 
method employed faceted or modular precast design to fragment large, flat expanses of concrete, and the 
third method utilized a system of visible joints in the concrete forms. When combined, the three methods 
enhanced the visual nuances presented by light, shadow, and darkness, as each appeared to temporarily 


 
8 Guy Nordenson, “Marcel Breuer: Structure and Shadow,” in Marcel Breuer Building Global Institutions, ed. Barry 
Berdoll and Jonathan Massey (Zurich: Lars Muller Publishers, 2018) 2018, 118. 
9 Gatje and Pei, 213. 
10 Gatje and Pei, 212. 
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alter the building’s surface. All three methods were employed by Breuer in the Armstrong Rubber 
Company Building. Breuer preferred to represent the concrete and steel buildings in juxtaposition to 
natural forms, “in contrast to nature.”11 But his ability to blend the needs of clients with his own 
architectural predilections showed his deep understanding that architecture does not exist in a vacuum, 
and no matter how much Modernists extolled the importance of form following function and eschewing 
the messiness of life and nature, it will creep in at some point.12 It brought him great success at the 
Armstrong Rubber Building, as he was able to listen and understand the needs of two clients on the 
opposite ends of the spectrum, as well as his structural engineer. 
 
The sign structure, located just to the northeast of the building, is another example of the innovative 
design solutions Breuer employed in the Armstrong Rubber Company Building (Figures 5-7). When the 
Armstrong representatives approached Breuer about the design for a roof-top sign, Breuer responded that 
the building was so distinctive that it would not require signage but would just be known as the 
Armstrong Building. He argued further that a roof-top sign would interfere with the building’s silhouette. 
Armstrong, and its investors, was not convinced. Architectural renderings of the building illustrate a 
period in which Breuer seems to have considered incorporating signage within the two-story void 
(Figures 1-2). Ultimately, Breuer proposed an ancillary 3-story structure that could be seen from the 
highway but that would not detract from the architectural integrity of the building. Armstrong approved 
the proposal, but here, as at the outset, Armstrong and the city clashed once more—the structure was not 
in keeping with a city ordinance that restricted the height of signs along the turnpike. The design team 
came up with a solution that would ultimately please both Armstrong and the city: he added a door and a 
window at the base of the structure, creating a storage shed—no longer a freestanding sign structure. The 
design was approved by the city. The structure itself is reminiscent of the main building in its materials 
and in its form—a base, a void, and an upper mass on which the signage was affixed. 
 
The Armstrong Rubbery Building has outlived both the company whose name it bears and the city of 
New Haven’s urban renewal experiment. Breuer and Levy were able to marry structural engineering 
ingenuity with Brutalism’s vast expanses of concrete to create a structure that serves its main purpose: 
welcoming those passing by on I-95 to New Haven.  
 
 
New Haven Urban Renewal (Mayor Richard Lee) 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Building’s design is deeply tied to the urban renewal program undertaken by New 
Haven in the 1950s and 1960s. Like many cities across the country in the early twentieth century, New 
Haven was facing a bleak future by the 1920s. The Great Depression hastened the decline, and by the end 
of World War II the city of New Haven was in desperate need of radical changes. Industry was crumbling 
and residents were following the nation-wide trend of moving to the suburbs, fueled by the growing 
automobile industry. Manufacturing, which had built New Haven into the commercial center for most of 
Southern Connecticut, was rapidly dwindling and moving to cheaper (and non-unionized) parts of the 
country in the South and West. Around this time, New Haven elected Richard C. Lee as mayor. He had a 
vision of turning New Haven into “a national laboratory for physical urban renewal.”13 Mayors, city 


 
11 Guy Nordenson, “Marcel Breuer: Structure and Shadow,” 119-120. 
12 Marcel Breuer, “Speech at the Symposium ‘What is happening to Modern Architecture?’” in Marcel Breuer, 
Architect and Designer, Peter Blake (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1949), 122. 
13 Lizabeth Cohen, Saving America’s Cities: Ed Logue and the Struggle to Renew Urban America in the Suburban 
Age, (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux), 2019, Introduction.  
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planners, and architects were proposing vast changes to urban landscapes in hope of saving America’s 
urban cores. 
 
Richard C. Lee (1916-2003) was a life-long resident of New Haven with a vision for his city. Born in 
1916 to a working-class family, Lee took a reporter job at the New Haven Journal-Courier after 
graduating high school. He was elected as a city alderman at the age of 23, and by the age of 33 was 
running for mayor of New Haven. His first two bids were unsuccessful, but in 1953 his strong vision and 
passion for the betterment of New Haven won him the election. He served as Mayor of New Haven from 
1954-1970, but his influence on the landscape of the city – though somewhat marred in the decades 
following – lived on well after he left office.14 
 
Lee’s 1953 campaign for mayor was run on the idea that he would “renew” New Haven and bring it back 
to its former glory.15 What set Lee apart from his rivals was his understanding that while everyone wanted 
to help New Haven, there was no central plan and “no unity of approach.”16 One firm believer in Lee’s 
promise, Ed Logue, then an aspiring Yale law student, joined the campaign to try and bring real change to 
the city. Lee was so impressed with Logue, he hired Logue as his executive secretary once he won the 
election. By 1955, Lee appointed Logue as the development administrator of the New Haven 
Redevelopment Agency. Together, Lee and Logue undertook one of the most expansive urban renewal 
projects in the nation. In her book on Logue and his legacy of urban renewal, Lizabeth Cohen describes 
Logue and Lee’s collaboration: 
 


Logue’s brilliance at garnering newly available federal urban renewal funds, combined with 
Lee’s intimate knowledge of New Haven, made them an irrepressible and nationally admired 
team who could boast that they were attracting more federal dollars per capita to New Haven than 
any other American city was getting.17  


 
The federal government was not blind to the problems facing the country’s urban centers. They realized 
federal funding could help rebuild many failing urban cores and passed significant acts in the 1930s, 
1940s, and 1950s to help finance projects. Lee and Logue were able to tap into the Housing Acts of 1937, 
1949, and 1954 as well as the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 to fund their radical urban renewal plan. 
The Housing Acts, primarily of 1949 and 1954, provided federal money to tear down urban slums and 
build new housing in their place. During his campaign in 1953 for mayor, Lee visited the “slums” of New 
Haven (primarily Oak Street and Wooster Square), and he was appalled at the condition the people were 
living in.18 Substandard urban housing was a national issue, and the new federal acts were aimed at 
providing a decent and healthy living option to every citizen in the form of new modern buildings. New 
Haven’s early adoption of urban renewal and dedicated leader allowed them to have the highest per capita 
federal urban renewal funding through the 1950s and 1960s. While they were able to receive significant 
federal funding, Lee and Logue also acknowledged that private investments were still going to be 
necessary. Their plan for urban renewal, though, put Logue and his redevelopment agency in complete 
control of planning projects and applying for government aid.19 This would become a point of contention 
for companies like Armstrong Rubber who did not want their building designs and budgets heavily 
dictated by the mayor’s office. 


 
14 Connecticut History, “Richard Lee’s Urban Renewal in New Haven,” CT Humanities, July 28, 2020, 
https://connecticuthistory.org/richard-lees-urban-renewal-in-new-haven/. 
15 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, Introduction. 
16 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 25. 
17 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 14-15. 
18 Douglas W. Rae, City, Urbanism and Its End, (New Haven: Yale University Press) 2003, 323. 
19 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 26-27. 



https://connecticuthistory.org/richard-lees-urban-renewal-in-new-haven/
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In order to receive federal aid, the city had to have a plan in place for how the funds were to be used. 
Tasked with creating a plan that would drastically change the future of New Haven, Logue drew upon the 
existing plans proposed by his Yale Law School professor Maurice Rotival in 1941. The plans placed the 
emphasis on the automobile, updating the city’s means for distribution (Rotival’s original plan included 
what would later become I-95).20 Logue’s urban renewal strategy focused on increasing and improving 
automobile access through the city and into downtown, retaining and growing its manufacturing industry, 
and creating new postindustrial economic opportunities.21 Another important facet of their plan was 
separating functions into different parts of the city through strategic zoning. City zoning was not a new 
theory, but it was one that gained popularity amongst Modern city urbanists and planners for its ability to 
neatly organize functions. The newly filled in land at Long Wharf provided 350 new acres to build 
industrial buildings separated from downtown commercial and residential areas.22 This allowed 
manufacturing companies like Armstrong the space to expand while maintaining easy proximity to 
transportation. It was a strategy directly aimed at competing with the cheap, large plots of land available 
in the suburbs.  
 
One of the most lasting legacies of Lee and Logue’s urban renewal plan is the Mid-Century Modern 
architecture it built. Government funding during the mid-twentieth century was given with the 
understanding that blighted and crumbling buildings would be torn down and new modern buildings 
would replace them. Lee was able to finagle such a large quantity of federal funding in part because “he 
could offer up the kind of vision that the feds were looking for: an urban army to call in the bulldozers, 
knock down the bad stuff and put up something pretty in its place.”23 Both Lee and Logue wanted the 
city’s new buildings to announce their modern and dramatic approach to rebuilding. The pair also took 
their interest in Modern architecture a step further and wanted to focus on attracting master architects to 
design the new buildings to bring even more attention to New Haven’s rebirth. They were able to attract 
many of the top Modernist architects of the time, supported in part by Yale University’s School of 
Architecture. 24 
 
Mayor Lee and Logue’s plans for urban renewal were well funded, well planned, and for the most part 
fully carried out through the 1960s. In the 1960s, official city delegations, architects, engineers, planners, 
and many others came through New Haven to see the “success” of its urban renewal project.25 But the 
legacy of New Haven’s urban renewal has been left with a complicated history. Many blighted cities 
across the country followed in New Haven’s footsteps and undertook large urban renewal strategies in the 
mid-twentieth century. One of the main tenants of this philosophy, though, was demolishing “blighted” 
buildings and the forced relocation and displacement of many residents. The process never lived up to its 
promise, and instead of building decent housing for lower-income residents who were displaced, new 
higher-income producing housing was built instead.26 The displaced residents ended up moving into other 
dilapidated neighborhoods, only perpetuating the cycle.27 Lee failed to recognize that new buildings and 
roadways would not solve New Haven’s underlying issues, and therefore no amount of government 


 
20 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 27.  
21 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 28. 
22 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 30. 
23 Laurence D. Cohen, “Urban Renewal’s Mad Scientist,” Hartford Courant (Hartford, Connecticut), February 9, 
2003.  
24 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 32. 
25 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 35.  
26 Cohen, “Urban Renewal’s Mad Scientist.” 
27 Rae, City, Urbanism and Its End, 357. 
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spending on urban renewal would create lasting change.28 The Long Wharf Redevelopment attracted new 
industry, but ultimately it was not enough to replace the number of lost jobs. In later years, Lee and Logue 
would ultimately agree that their urban renewal plan for New Haven had largely not lived up to their 
hopes for the city.29 
 
 
Long Wharf Redevelopment 
 
The plot of land that interested the Armstrong Rubber Company for its expanded new corporate 
headquarters was located in the Long Wharf District, a redevelopment area that was a key part of Lee and 
Logues’ ambitious planning efforts for New Haven. The parcel was one of the last available lots in Long 
Wharf, and with its industrial zoning and proximity to I-95, it was the logical choice for their new 
building. Long Wharf and its surrounding area have been an integral component of transportation changes 
in New Haven. The first known iteration of Long Wharf was built at the end of the seventeenth century 
during the initial growth of New Haven. Long Wharf and the surrounding area became a commercial hub 
for the city, and the wharf was built and expanded upon throughout the next century and a half. By the 
later nineteenth century new wharfs with better facilities were constructed to serve the new railroad lines 
and Long Wharf went into a period of decline. The New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad 
purchased the wharf in 1890 to expand their operation and prevent impacts from the Long Wharf public 
right-of-way. The railroad company cleared the buildings from the north of the wharf to expand its freight 
yard tracks and perpetuated the areas decline.30  
 
Over the next few decades Long Wharf and the surrounding area further descended into decline, until the 
Connecticut State Highway Department decided to use the land along the waterfront to expand U.S. 
Route 1. The private use of automobiles expanded so rapidly after World War II that the state had to 
drastically expand many of its larger roadways. The proposed plan for Route 1 became known as the 
Harborfront Relocation Project, and work began with the dredging of the New Haven Harbor in 1949 to 
enable large vessels to use the port. The resulting fill was used to create a bed for the future elevated 
road, frontage roads, and further infill between the freight train tracks and the wharf. By 1953, while work 
was underway, the Harborfront Relocation Project became part of the creation of the Greenwich-Killingly 
Expressway, which a few years later was renamed the Connecticut Turnpike, and later Interstate-95.31  
 
The new expressway project opened up the opportunity for the City of New Haven to undertake an urban 
renewal project in the land created be Long Wharf. The Long Wharf Redevelopment was carried out by 
the New Haven Redevelopment Agency in the mid-1960’s. The project was the most ambitious of 
Lee’s administration and was regarded as a major engineering and planning achievement at the time. It 
was the only urban renewal project undertaken by Lee that was not federally funded and was heavily 
zoned to create an industrial hub with easy access to utilities and transportation. The project was able to 
receive state funding through the 1958 Public Act 8, which funded non-residential projects in 
Connecticut that were part of urban renewal plans.32 This reclamation area was planned as a showcase 
of modern industry at the entrance to the city. The redevelopment project opened up new opportunities 
for manufacturers and businesses in the New Haven area, a ploy by the city to woo companies to stay in 


 
28 Rae, City, Urbanism and Its End, 333. 
29 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 66. 
30 Bruce Clouette, “Historical and Archaeological Assessment Survey: Long Wharf Pier Structure, New Haven, 
Connecticut,” Archaeological and Historical Services, Inc, March 2008, 7-13. 
31 Clouette, “Long Wharf Pier Structure,” 14. 
32 Rachel D. Carley, “Tomorrow is Here: New Haven and the Modern Movement,” New Haven Preservation Trust, 
2008, 34. 
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New Haven.33 Logue believed that skilled workers, transportation, and proximity to suppliers would no 
longer suffice to attract manufacturers to cities. While Long Wharf did provide new easier transportation 
with the completion of I-95, Logue also focused on replacing “’factory buildings which are obsolescent, 
or worse’ with new-style, horizontally sprawling plants in proper industrial corridors.”34 The waterfront 
became a park, and the historic remains of Long Wharf were left untouched. The parcel of land that the 
Armstrong Rubber Company bought was one of the last pieces of the Long Wharf Redevelopment 
Project.35  
 
In her guide to the architecture and urban design of New Haven, Elizabeth Mills Brown describes the 
Long Wharf Project as “the modern city advertising itself, an imposing lineup of architect-designed 
factories and commercial buildings in which landscaping and architectural standards have been 
fostered by the city. She concludes, “the city brilliantly seized the opportunity to create a motor-age 
industrial park on its new front doorstep.”36 The other industrial buildings in the Long Wharf 
Redevelopment were primarily low-profile, simple Modern industrial structures. One of the first 
buildings located in Long Wharf was the Sargent and Co. Building (1964) designed by the local firm 
of Orr, DeCossy, Winder & Associates. The building more closely resembles Armstrong Rubber’s 
original design wish with a prominent tinted-glass two-story office structure along Sargent Drive and 
a large manufacturing warehouse behind. The other major structure built in the first years of Long 
Wharf was the Long Wharf Market Buildings (1965). The two parallel buildings were only two stories 
and was designed also by local architecture firm Granbery, Cash & Associates. The buildings were 
surrounded by trees and grass, leading to a more suburban feel made possible by the large amount of 
land set aside by the city for industrial use. They represented the new, professional industrial park Lee 
wanted, but none reached the monumentality of the Armstrong Rubber Building.37  
 
 
New Haven Mid-Century Modern Architecture 
 
Urban renewal of the mid-twentieth century is most often recognized through large swaths of highway 
and stately, sometimes imposing, Modern buildings. New Haven, as the “ideal” example of urban 
renewal at the time, sought the biggest and brightest names in architecture, engineering, and design to 
complete its new structures that were to define the rebirth of the city. Yale University was the first 
institution to bring Modernism to New Haven, with its completion of Eero Saarinen’s Ingalls Hockey 
Rink in 1957. Yale President, Whitney Griswold, led a deliberate program by the university to 
commission and build works by the country’s most noted architects. Following Yale’s example, Lee 
and Logue engaged many of the same architects that were working for Yale to contribute to the 
rebuilding of New Haven. Some of these architects were teachers in the School of Architecture at 
Yale, which at the time, was one of the two most vital and creative schools of architecture in the 
United States. Like Griswold, Lee wanted to create a showplace of the best of the age while also 
protecting the city from being overshadowed by the Ivy League university.38 
 


 
33 Clouette, “Long Wharf Pier Structure,” 15. 
34 Cohen, Saving America’s Cities, 31. 
35 Clouette, “Long Wharf Pier Structure,” 15. 
36 Elizabeth Mills Brown.  New Haven: A Guide to Architecture and Urban Design. (New Haven and London: Yale 
University Press) 1976, 22-23. 
37 Carley, “Tomorrow is Here,” 38-39. 
38 The information on New Haven’s legacy of Modern architecture is excerpted with edits from the Connecticut 
Historic Resources Inventory Form completed in 1997 by the Alliance for Architecture. 
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New England had become a hub of Modern architecture in the late-1930s with the hiring of Walter 
Gropius as the director of the Harvard University Graduate School of Design (GSD). With the closing of 
the Bauhaus School in Weimar in 1933, many prominent Modernist were out of work and came to the 
United States looking to escape the rise of the Nazi party and to find work. Gropius brought Marcel Breuer 
(1902-1981) to the Harvard GSD.39 Breuer was born in Hungary in 1902, he attended the Bauhaus as an 
architecture student from 1920 to 1924, and he was a teacher at that institution from 1924 to 1928. The 
Bauhaus, which was a crucible for the development of modern design in the early twentieth century, 
relied on a pedagogical method that stressed direct knowledge of crafts and materials. This is reflected in 
Breuer’s architectural work through his experimental use of concrete to play with shadow and create 
contemporary architectural shapes. During the Bauhaus period Breuer became known for furniture design. 
In 1928 he designed the continuous bent steel tube cantilever chair, the Cesca or Breuer chair, which was 
an influential, and frequently copied piece of furniture designed in the twentieth century. 
 
Breuer practiced as an architect in Berlin, Germany until 1932 when he left for England. During this first 
professional period, Breuer built very little due to the economic and political instability in Europe at the 
time. He was invited to the U.S. in 1937 by Walter Gropius, and Breuer began teaching at Harvard in 
1938. Breuer was able to form an architectural partnership with Gropius. Among the houses designed by 
Breuer and Gropius between 1938 and 1946, several were highly influential in the development of 
modern architectural residential design in the United States and in other countries. Peter Blake, an 
architect and architectural critic, wrote of Breuer that these houses were “noted for their assimilation of 
the tradition of New England building to the demands of the new architecture.” 
 
In 1946, Breuer left Harvard and Gropius to start a practice in New York. One year later he built the first 
of two houses in New Canaan, Connecticut, where he lived.40 Four of his students from Harvard 
eventually followed him to New Canaan and designed houses for themselves and their neighbors. The 
group – Breuer, John M. Johansen, Landis Gores, Philip Johnson, and Eliot Noyes – became known as 
the Harvard Five and left their mark on southern Connecticut architecture.41 Modernist in the Northeast 
formed a tight-knight group, often socializing, vacationing, and working together. The Harvard Five left 
their mark on New Haven as well. Johansen’s Helene W. Grant School (1964) and Dixwell Avenue 
Congregational Church (1967, listed in the National Register of Historic Places) have both become 
important components of New Haven’s Mid-Century Modern architecture inventory. Johnson designed 
what was then the tallest building in New Haven with Richard Foster – the Kline Science Buildings 
completed in 1967. Noyes Associates designed the Long Wharf Park in 1976-1977.  
 
Breuer’s Modernist circle extended beyond the Harvard Five and included structural engineer Paul 
Weidlinger, whose firm worked closely with Breuer on the Armstrong Rubber Building. Weidlinger was 
also a Hungarian immigrant forced out of Europe by the impending World War. In Breuer he not only 
found a professional partner but someone who could understand the personal struggles of living in a 
different country. Weidlinger had a strong resume, having worked under Corbusier and with many other 


 
39 Mid-Twentieth Century Modern Residences in Connecticut MPDF, CT SHPO, United States Department of the 
Interior, National Park Service, 9. 
40 See “Marcel Breuer House II,” National Register of Historic Places nomination form by Jenny Fields Scofield and 
Virginia H. Adams (National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, 2010) for more information about 
Breuer’s house design. 
41 Nancy Finlay, “Who Were the Harvard Five – And What Do They Have to do with Connecticut?” Connecticut 
Historical Society, July 15, 2014, https://chs.org/2014/07/who-were-the-harvard-five-and-what-do-they-have-to-do-
with-connecticut/. 
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prominent Modern architects, including Gropius and Gordon Bunshaft.42 They first worked together on 
the St. Francis de Sales Church in Muskegon, Michigan (1948). Their professional relationship grew, and 
eventually Breuer convinced Weidlinger to join the Modernist group that vacationed on Outer Cape Cod. 
Weidlinger built houses that faced Breuer’s on Higgins Pond in Wellfleet, Massachusetts. Weidlinger 
grew a strong structural engineering firm in New York City known as Weidlinger Associates, and the 
firm collaborated often with Breuer on his commissions.43 While Weidlinger was the principle of the 
firm, his associate Matthys Levy was often the project engineer for Breuer.  
 
Within his own firm, Breuer, as principal, designed each project in collaboration with his staff. The 
Armstrong Rubber Building was overseen by Robert Gatje, one of several partners in Breuer’s 
architectural practice in New York. Gatje had a long and successful architectural career working for two 
AIA Gold Medalists, Breuer and Richard Meier, as well as in his own practice. He was born in 
Brooklyn, NY in 1927 and received his B.Arch in 1951 from Cornell University. He was a Fulbright 
scholar at London’s Architectural Association school in 1951-52, after which he was hired as a 
draftsman by Breuer. 44 He worked in Breuer’s office until 1982, rising to associate and partner. He was 
involved in the design of the Institute of Advanced Study in Princeton, NJ, New York University in the 
Bronx, as well as the IBM research center in La Gaude, France. He eventually became the resident 
director of Breuer’s European office and oversaw the design of a residential quarter in Bayonne, France 
and the Flaine ski resort, which has been listed on the French Historical Monuments Survey. He served 
as president of the New York Chapter of the AIA from 1975-1976. Following Breuer’s retirement, Gatje 
formed an architectural office with Tician Papachristou and Hamilton Smith, both former Breuer 
designers. Gatje joined Richard Meier’s firm in 1987 where he worked until 1995.45 
 
The major portion of Breuer’s practice in New York was focused on the design of buildings for 
educational institutions, the government, corporations, and the church. He was the architect for the 
UNESCO building in Paris, the headquarters for HUD in Washington, DC, the Whitney Museum in New 
York, St. John’s Abbey and University, in Minnesota, and the University of Massachusetts Campus 
Center at Amherst. In Connecticut he was architect for the Litchfield High School, the Torin Corporation 
in Torrington, and in New Haven for the Becton Engineering and Applied Science Center at Yale as well 
as the Armstrong Rubber Company Building.  Breuer was a modern architect, however his interest in the 
vernacular – in the use of local materials and methods – which became evident in his New England 
houses, and was apparent very early in his career –and can be seen informing his larger works.  Breuer 
lived in New Canaan until 1976. He received the AIA Gold Medal for his contribution to architecture in 
1968. He died in 1981. 
 
Breuer and the other Modern architects designing in New Haven found urban renewal a prime candidate 
for the many of the guiding theories of Modernism. City and urban leaders wanted buildings that 
demonstrated their modernity. Modernism relied heavily on the new construction materials and methods 
that emerged during this time, especially steel and concrete construction. Large expansive window 
systems were also now possible and further pushed the buildings towards something new and different. 
Part of New Haven’s urban renewal plan required smaller lots and buildings to be torn down and 
combined to create large, empty lots along highways that required larger, streamlined buildings.46 


 
42 Matthys P. Levy, “Paul Weidlinger,” in Memorial Tributes Volume 12: National Academy of Engineering 
(Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2008), 329-331. 
43 Jenny Fields Scofield and Virginia H. Adams, Paul Weidlinger House National Register of Historic Places 
Nomination, National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, 2014. 
44 “Obituary, Gatje—Robert Frederick,” The New York Times.  April 4, 2018. 
45 Justin Chan. “Obituary, Robert F. Gatje, 1927-2018,” Architectural Record. April 5, 2018. 
46 Rae, City, Urbanism and Its End, 352. 
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Modern architecture would also represent the city’s rebirth and its move into its next phase.47 Rather than 
the stuffy, highly decorated but dilapidated buildings that had begun to define New Haven, the sleek, 
paired-down, concrete structures were a visual representation of the drastic change Lee was hoping to 
create. Built towards the end of Lee’s tenure as mayor of New Haven, the Armstrong Rubber Building 
became the culmination of years of experimenting to find the best combination of Modern design and his 
urban renewal vision. Renowned Modern architects and designers such as Eero Saarinen, Paul Rudolph, 
Breuer, Louis Kahn, Kevine Roche, John Dinkeloo, Edward Larrabee Barnes, Philip Johnson, John 
Johansen, and Gordon Bunshaft all contributed structures to New Haven’s Modern architecture 
inventory.48  
 
New Haven’s collection of Modern architecture is speckled throughout the city, demonstrating the wide 
reach of Lee’s urban renewal undertaking.49 Due to the high number of Modern architects practicing in 
the area, the buildings represent a wide range of Modern styles. Brutalism, with its large concrete masses 
and minimized windows, can be found in other projects in New Haven beyond the Armstrong Rubber 
Building. To the north of the Armstrong Rubber Building is the Oak Street Connector, one of Lee’s more 
ambitious urban renewal projects. New buildings were erected along the street, including two Brutalist 
structures: Crawford Manor (Paul Rudolph, 1965) and the Yale Laboratory for Epidemiology and Public 
Health (Philip Johnson, 1965, renamed Yale School of Public Health). To the northwest of the 
Armstrong Rubber Building, along the new Oak Street Connector, sits the Knights of Columbus Building 
(Kevin Roche, John Dinkeloo and Associates, 1967-1969). While covered in clay tile to create a unique 
appearance, the building was designed to serve a similar purpose as the Armstrong Rubber Building – it 
is highly visible from intersecting highways and was a welcoming sign to the “new” New Haven.50 As 
the first skyscraper in New Haven, the building’s scale seemed to jar with the rest of the city, but it suited 
and was necessary for the large elevated swaths of highway now cutting through town.51   
 
The Armstrong Rubber Building has served its purpose as an identifier for New Haven since 1968 even 
though Armstrong Rubber left the building in 1980. The expanding success enjoyed by the Armstrong 
Rubber Company through the 1960s began to slow not long after the company moved into its 
monumental new headquarters. An economic recession and severe gasoline shortages in the 1970s 
drastically reduced the number of drivers on the road, resulting in a diminishing demand for tires. Just a 
decade after opening the plant, Armstrong closed the West Haven facility in 1980, one of seven 
operating in the country at the time; 600 workers lost their jobs. The facility operated as a warehouse 
until Armstrong’s parent company, the Armtek Corporation, sold Armstrong to the Italian tire 
manufacturer, Pirelli S.p.A in 1988. The acquisition resulted in the creation of the Pirelli Armstrong 
Tire Corporation.52  In the late 1990s, Pirelli began to phase out the Armstrong brand and the Breuer-
designed building was vacated when the occupants departed New Haven.53 In 2003, the property was 


 
47 Rae, City, Urbanism and Its End, 356. 
48 Rachel D. Carley, “Tomorrow is Here: New Haven and the Modern Movement,” New Haven Preservation Trust, 
2008, 2.  
49 For a more complete inventory of New Haven Modern Architecture, visit www.newhavenmodern.org which 
houses the Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office Historic Resource Inventory for each structure.  
50 “Knights of Columbus Building,” New Haven Modern, accessed August 17, 2020, 
http://newhavenmodern.org/knights-of-columbus-building. 
51 Carley, “Tomorrow is Here,” 28. 
52 Armstrong. About, 2019. Electronic resource, https://www.armstrongtire.com/about-armstrong/, accessed May 
2019. 
53 Armstrong About, 2019; Tim Nelson, “A Marcel Breuer Building Owned by IKEA Could Become a Hip New 
Hotel.”Architectural Digest, 27 April 2018. Electronic document, 
https://www.architecturaldigest.com/story/marcel-breuer-ikea-pirelli-tire-building-could-become-ahip- 
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purchased by IKEA Property Inc.54 Shortly thereafter, IKEA constructed a large building to the 
southwest of the Armstrong Rubber Company Building. As part of the new construction, IKEA 
demolished the research and development laboratories of the Armstrong Rubber Company Building for 
surface parking, leaving the existing tower, which has remained vacant.  
 
Breuer, Gatje, Levy, Weidlinger, Lee, and the Armstrong Rubber Company all left their mark on the 
design of the Armstrong Rubber Building. The building is a relic of what urban renewal could be, even 
though the building also represents the city’s failure to retain manufacturing enterprises into the later part 
of the twentieth century. But even with economic shifts in New Haven, the building and its design has 
remained an important part of the Long Wharf landscape and of the greater New Haven Mid-Century 
Modern inventory. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
new-hotel, accessed May 2019. 
54 Bridget Cogley, “Brutalist Breuer building owned by IKEA could become hotel in Connecticut.” Dezeen, 26 April 
2018. Electronic document, https://www.dezeen.com/2018/04/26/brutalist-marcel-breuerpirelli-tire-building-new-
haven-connecticut-hotel-ikea/, accessed May 2019. 
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https://chs.org/2014/07/who-were-the-harvard-five-and-what-do-they-have-to-do-with-connecticut/

http://www.historicaerials.com/
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Previous documentation on file (NPS):  
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____ preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has been requested 
____ previously listed in the National Register 
____ previously determined eligible by the National Register 
____ designated a National Historic Landmark  
____ recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey   #____________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # __________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Landscape Survey # ___________ 
 
Primary location of additional data:  
_X__ State Historic Preservation Office 
____ Other State agency 
____ Federal agency 
____ Local government 
____ University 
____ Other 
         Name of repository: _____________________________________ 
 
Historic Resources Survey Number (if assigned): ________________ 
 
 


______________________________________________________________________________ 
10. Geographical Data 


 
 Acreage of Property __2.8 acres_____________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Use either the UTM system or latitude/longitude coordinates 
 
Latitude/Longitude Coordinates 
Datum if other than WGS84:__________ 
(enter coordinates to 6 decimal places) 
1. Latitude: 41.296814  Longitude: -72.918196 


 
2. Latitude:   Longitude: 


 
3. Latitude:   Longitude: 


 
4. Latitude:   Longitude: 
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Or  
UTM References  
Datum (indicated on USGS map):  
 


           NAD 1927     or        NAD 1983 
 
 


1. Zone:  Easting:    Northing:   
 


2. Zone: Easting:    Northing: 
 


3. Zone: Easting:   Northing: 
 


4. Zone: Easting :   Northing: 
  
 
 


 
 
 
Verbal Boundary Description (Describe the boundaries of the property.) 
 
The Armstrong Rubber Company Building property includes two parcels that total 2.8 acres. 
The first parcel includes the office building and parking lot between the building and Sargent 
Drive. The west boundary is defined by the western edge of the sidewalk on the west 
elevation. The north boundary is defined by common drive that leads to Ikea’s parking lot to 
the west of the Armstrong Rubber Building. The second parcel encompasses the Armstrong 
Rubber Company sign and the parking lot to the north of the building. The west and north 
boundary is defined by Sargent Drive. 
 
 
 
 
 
Boundary Justification (Explain why the boundaries were selected.) 
 
The nominated boundaries include the original tower and sign structure designed by Marcel 
Breuer on the site. 


 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 


11. Form Prepared By 
 


  







United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      
 
Armstrong Rubber Company Building  New Haven, CT 
Name of Property                   County and State 


Sections 9-end page 28 
 


 


name/title:            Roysin Younkin and Kendra Waters with Alisa Augenstein  
organization:        Macrostie Historic Advisors (with PAL) 
   (Edited by Jenny Scofield CT SHPO) 
street & number:  263 Summer Street, 6th Floor                             
city or town:         Boston       state:           MA     zip code:                02210                 
e-mail:                  ryounkin@mac-ha.com 
telephone:             617- 499-4009 
date:                      2-8-2019 & 5-17-2019                                                                                                  
 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 


 
Additional Documentation 
 
Submit the following items with the completed form: 


 
• Maps:   A USGS map or equivalent (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's 


location. 
    


•  Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous 
resources.  Key all photographs to this map. 


 
• Additional items:  (Check with the SHPO, TPO, or FPO for any additional items.) 
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Figure 1. USGS Map, 2016. Latitude: 41.296814, longitude: -72.918196. 
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Figure 2. Number 1 is the Armstrong Rubber Company Building, Number 2 is the historic sign. 
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Figure 3: Armstrong Rubber Company, Headquarters, 1967-1970 (Source: Marcel Breuer Digital Archive, 
Syracuse University) 
 


 
Figure 4: Armstrong Rubber Company, Headquarters, 1967-1970 (Source: Marcel Breuer Digital Archive, 
Syracuse University) 
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Figure 5: Construction photograph of the Armstrong Rubber Company Building, view towards east 
elevation, 1969 (Source: Marcel Breuer Digital Archive, Syracuse University Libraries 2018) 
 


  
Figure 6: Construction photograph of the Armstrong Rubber Company Building, view towards east 
elevation, 1969 (Source: Syracuse University Libraries 2018) 
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Figure 7: Armstrong Rubber Company Building and Sign ca. 1968 (Source: New Haven Museum) 
 


 
Figure 8: Armstrong Rubber Company Building and Sign, 1965-1970 (Source: Smithsonian Archives of 
American Art, Marcel Breuer papers, 1920-1986) 
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Figure 9: Armstrong Rubber Company Building and Sign, 1973 (Source: New Haven Modern, New Haven 
Preservation Trust)  
 
 
 


 
Figure 10: Partial First Floor Plan (tower base) (Source: Marcel Breuer Digital Archive, Syracuse University) 
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Figure 11: 2nd Floor Plan (Source: Marcel Breuer Digital Archive, Syracuse University) 
 
 


 
 
Figure 12: 5th and 6th Floors (Source: Marcel Breuer Digital Archive, Syracuse University) 
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Figure 13: 7th and 8th Floors (Source: Marcel Breuer Digital Archive, Syracuse University) 
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Photographs 
 


Submit clear and descriptive photographs.  The size of each image must be 1600x1200 pixels 
(minimum), 3000x2000 preferred, at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger.  Key all photographs 
to the sketch map. Each photograph must be numbered and that number must correspond to 
the photograph number on the photo log.  For simplicity, the name of the photographer, 
photo date, etc. may be listed once on the photograph log and doesn’t need to be labeled on 
every photograph. 
 
Photo Log 
 
Name of Property:   Armstrong Rubber Company Building  
 
City or Vicinity:   New Haven 
 
County:    New Haven      
 
State:    Connecticut  
 
Photographer:  Alisa M. Augenstein, The Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc; 


Kim Smith, MacRostie Historic Advisors 
 
Date Photographed:  September 2018; May 2019  
 
Description of Photograph(s) and number, include description of view indicating direction of 
camera: 
 
1 of 25. East elevation, facing west. 
 
2 of 25. East and north elevations, facing southwest. 
 
3 of 25. Sign structure, south elevation, facing north. 
 
4 of 25. Sign structure, north elevation, facing southeast. 
 
5 of 25. East elevation entrance, facing northwest. 
 
6 of 25. East elevation detail – date stamp and architect information. 
 
7 of 25. South elevation, facing north. 
 
8 of 25. South and west elevations, facing northeast. 
 
9 of 25. West and north elevations, facing southeast. 
 







United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      
 
Armstrong Rubber Company Building  New Haven, CT 
Name of Property                   County and State 


Sections 9-end page 38 
 


 


10 of 25. First floor lobby stair. 
 
11 of 25. First floor. 
 
12 of 25. Second floor. 
 
13 of 25. Low roof capping podium base. 
 
14 of 25. Fourth floor stairhall. 
 
15 of 25. Fifth floor office. 
 
16 of 25. Sixth floor elevator lobby. 
 
17 of 25. Sixth floor office. 


 
18 of 25. Sixth floor office. 
 
19 of 25. Seventh floor, main stair landing. 
 
20 of 25. Seventh floor corridor, view towards former offices. 
 
21 of 25. Seventh floor office. 
 
22 of 25. Eighth floor office. 
 
23 of 25. Eighth floor corridor. 
 
24 of 25. Eighth floor, former kitchen space. 
 
25 of 25. Eighth floor office. 
 


 


 
Paperwork Reduction Act Statement:  This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic 
Places to nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings.  
Response to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended 
(16 U.S.C.460 et seq.). 


 
Estimated Burden Statement:  Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 100 hours per response including 
time for reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form.  Direct comments 
regarding this burden estimate or any aspect of this form to the Office of Planning and Performance Management. U.S. Dept. 
of the Interior, 1849 C. Street, NW, Washington, DC. 
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1. East elevation, facing west


2. East and north elevations, facing southwest
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3. Sign structure south elevation, facing north


4. Sign structure, north elevation, facing southeast
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5. East elevation entrance, facing northwest


6. East elevation detail - date stamp and architect informa-
tion







July 2019


MacRostie Historic Advisors
Bringing strategy, equity, and experience
to historic building development


7. South elevation, facing north


8. South and west elevations, facing northeast
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9. West and north elevations, facing southeast


10. First floor lobby stair
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11. First floor


12. Second floor
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13. Low roof capping podium base


14. Fourth floor stair hall
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15. Fifth floor office


16. Sixth floor elevator lobby
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17. Sixth floor office


18. Sixth floor office
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19. Seventh floor, main stair landing


20. Seventh floor corridor, view towards former offices
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21. Seventh floor office


22. Eighth floor office
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23. Eighth floor corridor


24. Eighth floor, former kitchen space
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25. Eighth floor office
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help with language to add to the environmental document. Marena has been working with HUD on the resilient
Bridgeport project and Jenny has been working on the nomination of the Pirelli building.
Talk soon,
Cathy
________________________________

From: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA) <Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2020 7:59 AM
To: Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA) <Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil>; Labadia, Catherine
<Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov>
Subject: RE: CT Storm Reduction Report

EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click any links or open any
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.

Yes, that works for me.

-----Original Message-----
From: Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA)
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 2:16 PM
To: Labadia, Catherine <Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov>; Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA)
<Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil>
Subject: RE: CT Storm Reduction Report

Cathy,

Thanks for the quick response.  I am available on Friday and will be happy to set up a call so the three of us can
discuss the 3 historic properties in question.

Kate - are you good with Friday at 11?  Thanks,

Byron

Byron R. Rupp
Planning Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District
696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742-2751
Office phone: (978) 318-8172
byron.r.rupp@usace.army.mil

-----Original Message-----
From: Labadia, Catherine [mailto:Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 2:11 PM
To: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA) <Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA) <Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: CT Storm Reduction Report

Hi Kate,
I hate to push this to the last minute, but would you have time around 11:00 am on Friday?
Cathy

-----Original Message-----
From: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA) <Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil>

mailto:Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov


Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 9:03 AM
To: Labadia, Catherine <Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov>
Cc: Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE (USA) <Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil>
Subject: CT Storm Reduction Report

EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click any links or open any
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Catherine,

The Project Manager, Byron Rupp and I would like to discuss the three historic properties you mentioned in your
email of earlier this month.  Are you available tomorrow through Friday for a phone call to discuss these properties
and any effects there may be on them.

I would appreciate you finding time this week, as the Corps is ready to finalize the report.

Thank you.
Kate Atwood
(774) 218-1099



From: Labadia, Catherine
To: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA); Rupp, Byron R CIV 

USARMY CENAE (USA)
Cc: Scofield, Jenny; Wisniewski, Marena
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: CT Storm Reduction Report
Date: Friday, October 09, 2020 10:43:07 AM

Thank you for assisting our office with managing Connecticut's important historic resources.
Have a wonderful weekend,
Cathy
-----Original Message-----
From: Atwood, Kathleen A CIV (USA) <Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 8:39 AM
To: Labadia, Catherine <Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov>; Rupp, Byron R CIV USARMY CENAE 
(USA) <Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Scofield, Jenny <Jenny.Scofield@ct.gov>; Wisniewski, Marena 
<Marena.Wisniewski@ct.gov>
Subject: FW: CT Storm Reduction Report
EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click any 
links or open any attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.
Catherine,
USACE appreciates that you provided us with information on three historic properties that were 
not identified in our Feasibility Study/Environmental Assessment.
The CT SHPO identified three additional historic properties in the Area of Potential Effect.  
USACE made a determination that the Recommended Plan will have no adverse effect on 
historic properties.  The SHPO concurred in our determination in a letter dated September 9, 
2020.  USACE evaluated the affect the Recommended Plan would have on the three additional 
historic properties, and determined that the Plan will also have no adverse effect on these 
historic properties. USACE will continue coordination and consultation with your office as this 
project proceeds.
Again, thank you very much for your time.
Kate

mailto:Catherine.Labadia@ct.gov
mailto:Kathleen.A.Atwood@usace.army.mil
mailto:Byron.R.Rupp@usace.army.mil
mailto:Jenny.Scofield@ct.gov
mailto:Marena.Wisniewski@ct.gov
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