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representing low, medium-low, and medium intensity reuse. In addition to the proposed action, a no action
alternative, with the property remaining in caretaker status, is evaluated. Other alternatives are discussed but
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and on social and economic systems are analyzed in the document. Implementation of the preferred
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1  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2  INTRODUCTION

3  The 1995 Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 95) made recommendations for
4  realignment and closure actions for military installations. On July 13, 1995, the President of the
5  United States approved the BRAC 95 Commission's recommendations. The United States Congress
6  reviewed the recommendations, and they became law on September 28,1995. Among the actions
7  recommended by the BRAC 95 Commission was closure of the Stratford Army Engine Plant (S AEP).
8  This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes the disposal and subsequent reuse of the BRAC
9  property at SAEP.
10

11 BACKGROUND

12 SAEP is located in Stratford, Connecticut, on the Stratford Point Peninsula in the northeast comer of
13 Fairfield Coimty. The installation consists of about 75 acres of improved land, with riparian rights
14 extending over intertidal flats of the Housatonic River. The region of influence for this action includes
15 Fairfield and New Haven counties, Connecticut, which include the cities of New Haven, Bridgeport,
] 6 Stamford, Danbuiy, and Waterbury. The entire parcel has been identified through the BRAC process
] 7 as excess to Department of Defense (DoD) needs.

18 PROPOSED ACTION

19 The proposed action is the disposal of SAEP land and facilities. Redevelopment by others is treated
20 as a secondary action resulting from disposal.

21 Principal laws and regulations related to real estate that are applicable to the proposed action include
22 the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990; the Federal Property and Administrative
23 Services Act of 1949; DoD Base Closure Regulations implementing the Pryor Act (32 CFR Parts 174-
24 176); and the Federal Property Management Regulations. Other major influences on the disposal and
25 reuse of BRAC property at SAEP include federal statutes such as the Community Environmental
26 Response Facilitation Act; Clean Air Act; Clean Water Act; Coastal Zone Management Act;
27 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act; Endangered Species Act;
28 National Historic Preservation Act; and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act These laws impose
29 standards for environmental compliance and planning and help to ensure the consideration of
3 0 environmental values in the property transfer and reuse planning process. Executive orders pertaining
31 to compliance with floodplain management (EO11988), protection of wetlands (EO 11990), pollution
32 control standards (EO 12088), Superfund implementation (EO 12580), protection of children from
33 environmental health risks and safety risks (EO 13045), and environmental justice (EO 12898) were

. ̂ 34 also considered.

35 DISPOSAL PROCESS

36 Methods available to the Army for property disposal include transfer to another federal agency, public
)  37 benefit discount conveyance, economic development conveyance, negotiated sale, and competitive
^  38 sale. The real estate screening process first invites expressions of interest by DoD and other federal
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1  agencies, then the Stratford Army Engine Plant Local Redevelopment Authority (SAEP LRA), state
2  and local authorities, and homeless providers. The Army has completed an environmental baseline
3  survey to describe the environmental condition of the property as required by the Community
4  Enviromnental Response Facilitation Act to identify uncontaminated parcels for early release.

5  As a result of public agency screening, seven requests for property were received. Since several of
6  the requests were for use of the same property by diflferent entities, the Army will consult with the
7  LRA and, if necessary, enter into negotiations with various entities to determine appropriate courses
8  of action for transfer of disposal of the SAEP property.

9  As a result of the BRAG screening process, the SAEP LRA would be able to acquire most of the
10 approximately 75 acres of improved land for redevelopment in accordance with its reuse plan. A few
] 1 acres may be transferred to public agencies as public benefit conveyances. The SAEP LRA considered
12 a final reuse plan that included four specific redevelopment proposals, one of which was chosen as
13 the preferred alternative. The LRA's preferred alternative includes a comprehensive reuse plan that
] 4 envisions mixed use of the lands and facilities that have been declared surplus. The plan entails the
] 5 demolition of most structures to create three areas to help facilitate development—^an economic
16 development area, a waterfi-ont open space area, and a special use/museum area. In September 1998,
17 the Town of Stratford indicated its intent to reevaluate its choice of preferred alternative, with a view
18 toward adaptive management of the site. Under such an approach, it is anticipated that redevelopment
19 of the site would occur over a longer time frame. The Army is considering the SAEP LRA's reuse
20 plan as the primary factor in defining the reuse scenarios analyzed in the EIS.
21

22 ALTERNATIVES

23 Two disposal altematives (encumbered and unencumbered) are presented and evaluated in this EIS.
24 The environmental effects of no action, with the property remaining indefinitely in caretaker status,
25 are also evaluated. Three reuse scenarios (low, medium-low, and medium intensity), which are broad
26 enough to encompass the community's reuse plan, are also discussed and evaluated.

27 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

28 The No Action Alternative. The no action alternative would result in both minor beneficial and minor
29 adverse impacts on the human and natural environment. The elimination of mission activities and
30 greatly reduced human presence on the BRAG property during caretaker status would have direct
31 minor beneficial impacts on land use, air quality, infestructure, hazardous and toxic substances, and
32 biological and cultural resources. Direct minor adverse impacts would be expected for economic
33 development and sociological environment. Indirect beneficial impacts would occur for geology,
34 water resources, infrastructure, and biological resources, while indirect adverse impacts would occur
35 for land use, infrastructure, cultural resources, and economic development. Glimate, noise, permits
36 and regulatory authorizations, and quality of life would not be affected by implementation of the no
37 action alternative.

3 8 The no action alternative would not be expected to result in cumulative effects within the region of
39 influence.
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1  Encumbered Disposal Alternative. The Army's preferred alternative is encumbered disposal. Under
2  this altemative, the disposal of SAEP would include imposition of encumbrances related to asbestos-
3  containing materials, an easement for aircraft navigation (avigation), an easement for public access,
4  existing easements and rights-of-way, floodplains, groundwater use prohibition, historic resources,
5  land use restrictions, lead-based paint, remedial activities, and wetlands. These would result in both
6  minor beneficial and minor adverse impacts on the human and natural enviroiunent. Implementation
7  of encumbered disposal would result in long-term minor beneficial impacts on air quality, water
8  resources, infrastructure, permits and regulatory authority, biological resources, sociological
9  environment, hazardous and toxic substances, and quality of life. Land use would be adversely
10 affected by encumbering the property. Where land use is viewed as development of real estate to its
11 highest and best economic use, encumbrances related to historic resources, remedial activities,
12 easements and rights-of-way, and wetlands would impair development of SAEP. However, the
13 tendency for these encumbrances to deny development of SAEP would maintain and even increase
14 the amount of lands within the region associated with conservation and preservation of environmental
15 resources such as wildlife and significant habitat. Economic development would be both beneficially
16 and adversely affected by encumbered disposal. At specific sites requiring remediation of hazardous
17 substances, the remedial activities encumbrance would allow economic development activities to
18 begin immediately, having a beneficial effect on local sales volume, employment, and income.
19 However, the remedial activities encumbrance could also have an adverse impact because it might
20 dampen interest in the property as a result of the contamination. Restrictive covenants prohibiting
21 land uses that would eliminate or degrade wetlands would limit the potential reuse of areas
22 surrounding the wetlands, resulting in an adverse impact on sales volume, employment, and income.

23 Climate, noise, and quality of life would not be affected by implementation of encumbered disposal.
24 Cultural resources would be indirectly adversely affected if following property transfer the new owner
25 sought to lessen or remove the preservation deed restriction, resulting in loss or degradation of
26 properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

27 Encumbered disposal would be expected to result in long-term minor beneficial cumulative impacts
28 on cultural resources.

29 Unencumbered Disposal Alternative. Implementation of unencumbered disposal would result in
30 long-term minor adverse impacts on air quality, geology, water resources, infrastructure, biological
31 resources, hazardous and toxic substances, and cultural resources. It would also have both short-term
32 minor beneficial and minor adverse impacts related to land use, economic development, hazardous
3 3 and toxic substances, and sociological environment. Removal of land use prohibitive covenants (e.g.,
34 restrictions for wetlands, historic resources, easements, and rights-of-way) would have beneficial
35 economic impacts. In most cases, however, the removal of encumbrances would result in minor
36 adverse impacts on the natural and human environment Removal of the wetlands encumbrance would
37 have long-term adverse impacts on biological resources and on water and habitat quality. Removal
38 of the historical resources encumbrance would have long-term adverse effects on cultural resources.
3 9 The elimination of access easements and rights-of-way could unduly burden management of resources
40 and make cleanup activities difficult if not impossible. Removal of the remedial activities
41 encumbrance would require that all remedial activities be completed before property transfer. This
42 would forestall reuse and delay economic revitalization within the community. Removal of the
43 asbestos and lead-based paint encumbrances would pose human health and safety risks.
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1  Unencumbered disposal would be expected to result in long-term minor adverse cumulative impacts ^ ̂
2  on cultural resources. 0

3  Reuse Alternatives. Medium intensity reuse of SAEP would result in beneficial impacts on land use,
4  air quality, infrastructure, economic development, and quality of life, and minor adverse impacts on O
5  water resources, infrastructure, biological resources, and cultural resources. Medium-low and low
6  intensity reuse would result in beneficial impacts on land use, air quality, water resources, and
7  infrastructure. Minor adverse impacts would occur for biological and cultural resources and for v
8  economic development.

9  Medium intensity reuse at SAEP would be expected to result in long-term minor beneficial or adverse
10 cumulative impacts on economic development, sociological environment, and quality of life within (
11 the ROI, depending on usage.

12 Table ES-1 provides a graphic summary of the potential impacts on the 14 resource areas examined -
13 intheEIS. .

14 MITIGATION SUMMARY

o
15 The Army would implement several actions to reduce, avoid, or compensate for potential adverse / \
16 effects associated with caretaker status and disposal of SAEP. These actions include the following:

17 • Continue to work with the SAEP LRA to ensure that, to the maximum extent feasible, ,
18 encumbered disposal transactions are consistent with the community reuse plan.

19 • Until final disposal, maintain installation buildings, infrastructure, and natural resources in C
20 caretaker status to the extent provided by Army policy and regulations.

21 • Identify clean or remediated portions of the installation for disposal and reuse and prioritize C
22 restoration and cleanup activities to ensure timely disposal and reuse of remaining portions. ( ^
23 Recycle solid wastes and debris where practicable. ,

24 • Actively support interim leasing arrangements, where environmental restoration efforts permit, '
25 to provide for job creation, habitation and maintenance of structures, and rapid reuse of the /
26 installation.

27 • Ensure that interim leasing documents notify future lessees of the property of particular
28 obligations concerning natural and cultural resources that would be imposed as a result of the
29 Army's determination of the applicability of an encumbrance. Interim leasing documents would
30 also identify past hazardous waste activities at each site, as required by the Comprehensive fj
31 Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. ^ .

32 • Provide caretaker maintenance for historic buildings as required by the MOA dated July 1996.

33 • Impose in transfer or conveyance ofBRAC property appropriate encumbrances to avoid potential
34 adverse impacts on a variety of environmental resource areas. The encumbrances would include O
3 5 those pertaining to asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, groundwater use restriction,

Stratbrd Army Engine Plant, Stratford, Connecticut April 1999
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Table ES-1

Impacts Summary
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1  historical resources, remedial activities, wetlands, and easements and rights-of-way. With respect to
2  historical resources, preservation covenants would be used for the disposal of historic properties as
3  required by the MOA dated July 1996.

4  • Before final disposal, maintain installation buildings, infrastructure, and historic and natural
5  resources in caretaker status in accordance with Army policies and regulations.

6  Under reuse, non-Army entities would assume reuse planning and execution of redevelopment actions.
7  Consequently, mitigation actions for intensity-based reuse scenarios are not the responsibility of the
8  Army. However, the following points identify general mitigation actions that could be implemented
9  by oAer parties for the reduction, avoidance, or compensation of impacts resulting from their actions.

10 • Landttse. Adverse impacts associated with development of SAEP to a level of intensity equal to
11 a medium intensity reuse could be at least partially reduced through sound site planning and
12 design and creation of appropriate buffer zones. Officials could also evaluate the desirability of
13 establishing land use zoning mechanisms to provide for orderly growth throughout the region of
14 influence.

15 • Air quality. The permit process established in the Clean Air Act provides effective controls over
16 potential stationary air emission sources. Adherence to the State Implementation Plan's
17 provisions for mobile sources could address that source category. Additional mitigation
18 mechanisms, such as application of best management practices to control fugitive dust during
19 construction, could be used to control airborne contaminants.

20 • Water resources. Application ofbest management practices to reduce sediment loading to surface
21 waters could aid in reducing impacts on water quality. Such practices could be required by state
22 permits and local ordinances and would be expected to comply with Connecticut's Coastal Zone
23 Management Program. Construction of stormwater retention systems could help mitigate impacts
24 associated with stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces.

25 • Biological resources. Adverse impacts on biological resources could occur, especially as a result
26 of new construction. Two principal measures for conservation of significant biological resources
27 are ensuring consultation with natural resources experts and regulatory agencies before initiating
28 actions and implementing best management practices in association with approved construction
29 projects. Operational controls could also be applied to minimize any adverse effects of noise and
30 light on sensitive biological resources.

Stratford Army Engine Plant, Stratford, Connecticut April 1999
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SECTION 1.0:

PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

The Department of the Army is reducing its force structure in response to changing security
requirements, resulting in a need for fewer installations. As the Army reduces, activities are being
realigned and consolidated for maximum readiness to the most efficient installations capable of
projecting and sustaining combat power in support of national military objectives.

Recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission made in conformance
with the provisions of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (1990 Base Closure
Act), Public Law 101-510, as amended, require the closure of the Stratford Army Engine Plant. The
Commission's findings stated that through Anniston Army Depot, Alabama, and Corpus Christi Army
Depot, Texas, the Army can sustain the tank engine and helicopter turbine base. The installation
property is excess to Army needs and will be disposed of according to applicable laws, regulations,
and national policy. Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its
implementing regulations, the Army has prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which
addresses the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of disposing of the property and reasonable,
foreseeable reuse alternatives.

To recommend closure and realignment actions, the military services used criteria established by the
Secretary of Defense and approved by Congress, as well as a force structure plan provided by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. The evaluation criteria used were military value, return on investment from cost
savings, and environmental and socioeconomic impacts. A consolidated Department of Defense
(DoD) list of recommended actions was submitted by the Secretary of Defense to an independent
commission appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate. The 1995 Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission (Commission) evaluated the recommendations and sent the findings
to the President, who forwarded the recommendations to Congress on July 13,1995. The 1990 Base
Closure Act stipulated that the recommendations would be implemented unless Congress disapproved
them within a specified period of time. No disapproval was issued, and thus the Commission's
recommendations became binding on September 28,1995. The Commission's recommendations for
base realignments and closures made in 1995 are referred to in this document as BRAC 95. These
recommendations are being implemented as required by the 1990 Base Closure Act.

In its 1995 report to the President, the Commission recommended closure of the Stratford Army
Engine Plant (SAEP). Pursuant to that recommendation, all Army missions at SAEP must cease or
be relocated. Following closure, the property will be excess to Army needs. Accordingly, the Army
proposes to dispose of its real property interests at SAEP consisting of 153 acres of improved land
and riparian ri^ts in the adjacent Housatonic River. The proposed action of disposal is more fully
described in Section 2.0. The proposed action supports the Army's need to transfer the excess
property to new owners.
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1.2 SCOPE

The 1990 Base Closure Act specifies that NEPA does not apply to actions of the President, the
Commission, or DoD, except "(i) during the process of property disposal, and (ii) during the process
of relocating fimctions from a military installation being closed or realigned to another military
installation after the receiving installation has been selected but before the functions are relocated"
(Public Law 101-510, Sec. 2905(c)(2)(A)).

The 1990 Base Closure Act further specifies that in applying the provisions of NEPA to the process,
the Secretary of Defense and the secretaries of the military departments concerned do not have to
consider "(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation which has been recommended
for closure or realignment by the Commission, (ii) the need for transferring functions to any military
installation, or (iii) military installations alternative to those recommended or selected" (Public Law

.  101-510, Sec. 2905(c)(2)(B)).

The Commission's deliberations and decision, as well as the need for closing or realigning a military
installation, are exempt from NEPA (Public Law 101-510, Sec. 2905(c)(2)). Accordingly, this EIS
does not address the need for closure or realignment. NEPA does, however, apply to disposal of
excess property as a direct Army action and to reuse of such property as an indirect effect of disposal;
therefore, those actions are addressed in this document.

Two disposal alternatives (encumbered and imencumbered) are presented and evaluated in this EIS.
Three reuse scenarios (low, medium-low, and medium intensity), which encompass the community's
reuse plan, are identified and evaluated as secondary actions. The environmental effects of "no
action," with the property remaining in caretaker status, are also evaluated. These alternatives and
scenarios, and the rationale for selecting them, are further described in Section 3.0. A summary of
reuse obligations and limitations, distinguishing the boundaries of Army decision making and future
activities, is provided in Section 5.1.4. The Army will prepare other NEPA documentation for interim
leasing, if required, before the completion of a Record of Decision concerning the matters evaluated
in this EIS.

1.3 PUBLICINVOLVEMENT

1.3.1 NEPA Public Involvement Process

The Army invites full public participation in the NEPA process to promote open communication and
better decision making. All persons and organizations Aat have a potential interest in the proposed
action, including minority, low-income, disadvantaged, and Native American groups, are urged to
participate in the NEPA environmental analysis process.

Public comments are invited anytime throughout the process. Formal opportunities for public
participation following the Army publication of a notice of intent to prepare an EIS include
submission of comments on the scope of the environmental evaluation, review of the draft EIS,
presentation of comments at the public meeting, and review of the final EIS before initiating the
proposed action. Each of these steps in the process is briefly discussed below. An additional public
involvement process, applicable to contaminated site remediation, is also discussed.
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1.3.2 Notice ofIntent

The Notice of Intent (NOI), informing the public that an EIS will be prepared, is the first formal step
in the NEPA public involvement process. The notice is published in the Federal Register prior to the
start of the scoping process by the agency proposing the action. The NOI includes a description of
the proposed action and gives the name and address of an agency contact person. The NOI declaring
the Army's intent to prepare an EIS for the disposal and reuse of SAEP was published in the Federal
Register on September 22,1995.

1.3.3 Scoping Process

The purpose of scoping is to solicit public and agency comments on issues or concerns that should be
addressed in the EIS. It is designed to involve the public early in the EIS process. Public comments
are solicited through mailings, media advertisements, and both agency and public scoping meetings.
Although informal comments are welcome at any time throughout the process, the scoping period and
the scoping meeting provide formal opportunities for public participation in and comment on the
environmental impact analysis process.

A public scoping meeting was held December 4, 1996, at the Stratford Town Hall in Stratford,
Connecticut. Display advertisements for the meeting were published in the Connecticut Post on
November 20 and 27, 1996, and in The Stratford Star on November 21 and 28, 1996. Notices
concerning the public meeting were also sent to a mailing list comprising 99 public officials, agencies,
organizations, and individuals. Names on the list were compiled from a variety of sources, including
the installation. All persons and organizations thought to have a potential interest, including minority,
disadvantaged, and Native American groups, were included. The mailing identified a contact person
at the installation for further information, as well as another contact person to whom comments could
be sent by December 18, 1996.

More than 30 members of the public attended the scoping meeting. Six persons spoke at the scoping
meeting, and following the meeting the Army received correspondence from three agencies and three
individuals. This EIS appropriately considers the following comments received during the scoping
process.

The issues raised at the scoping meeting include concern that the input of the Local Redevelopment
Authority (LRA) and the community regarding the reuse of SAEP would be considered only to the
extent it is coincidental with the Army's interests; concern that the environmental contamination could
be a significant encumbrance on the use of SAEP property; and concern as to how the EIS could be
completed without knowing the types and extent of contamination. In addition, it was expressed that
the Army should seek a timely assessment and remediation of the site and that the various agencies
involved in reuse of the installation should work together to achieve continuity. One individual
suggested that the SAEP site be used for clothing manufacturing.

Several sources have provided written comments concerning the scope of the EIS and the
environmental impact analysis process. The town of Stratford requested that the following six matters
be addressed in the EIS: consideration of comments and findings regarding the Sikorsky Memorial
Airport EIS; consideration of the effect that disposal of industrial property and buildings would have
on surrounding properties and how it might affect prices and the marketability of existing unoccupied
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properties; consideration of the impact on redevelopment and interim leasing due to the lack of
sufficient federal funding to perform a timely environmental cleanup; consideration of the number of
new jobs created under each alternative and how these would add to the tax base; consideration that
the LRA's reuse plan be the primary focus of the EIS; and consideration as to whether there is a need
for granting concessions to attract new business in light of the manufacturing and industrial facilities
leaving the state.

Region 1 of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) submitted comments and
recommendations concerning matters that should be addressed in the EIS. These included
consideration of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on water quality (surface water and
groundwater), wetlands, hazardous wastes, air quality (SAEP is in a severe nonattainment area for
ozone and a moderate nonattainment area for carbon monoxide), and noise; a full characterization of
the extent and nature of the contamination caused by past use of hazardous substances; the
recommendation that the Army provide as much detail as possible regarding the reasonably
foreseeable reuse options for the SAEP property, including possible low and high intensity levels; and
that any information that might be available, including proposals of potential developers and the reuse
plans of the citizen advisory committees and local redevelopment authorities, be evaluated in the EIS.

The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP) provided written comments
focused on three matters. It invited the Army to use the State's Natural Diversity Data Base to aid in
identifying biological resources and their habitats. The CTDEP also asked that the EIS include
information and current status on a 1993 consent agreement and order issued to the site contractor
concerning violations of regulations pertaining to polychlorinated biphenyls. Finally, the CTDEP
provided a detailed discussion of requirements pertaining to the Connecticut Coastal Management Act
and the propriety of the Army's preparation of a consistency determination assuring that the Army's
proposed action would not result in adverse effects on the enforceable policies.

Three individuals also submitted comments. The comments included the suggestion that the Army
reserve a parcel of the site for use in treating contamination; the belief that the site should be used for
manufacture of aircraft engines because it is uniquely equipped to fabricate, assemble, and test small-
to medium-thrust turbines; and the recommendation that subsurface toxic wastes be left in place and
future excavating activity be limited to sinking piles on which foundation girders could rest just above
the surface whenever new construction is proposed.

1.3.4 Public Review ofDraft EIS

The draft EIS was made available for public comment and review. A notice of availability of the draft
EIS was published in the Federal Register by DoD on May 1 and by the Environmental Protection
Agency on May 8,1998. Copies of the draft EIS were sent to people on the mailing list and to those
who requested copies in response to the NOA. In addition, copies of the draft EIS were provided to
the Stratford Public Library in Stratford, Connecticut. Agencies, organizations, and individuals were
invited to review and comment on the document. A review period of 45 days allowed reviewers an
opportunity to comment on the analysis or on other aspects of the EIS process.

C)
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1.3.5 Public Meeting

During the 45-day comment period, the Army conducted a public meeting to receive public input on
the dr^ EIS. Display advertisements were published in the Connecticut Post and the Stratford Star
on May 21 and May 28,1998. In addition to announcing the time and place of the public meeting,
the advertisement identified Mr. Joseph Hand, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, as the
person designated to receive written comments. The meeting was held on June 4,1998, at 7:30 PM
in the Council Chambers at Stratford Town Hall. Public comments received at the meeting and during
the 45-day comment period and the Army's responses, along with a verbatim transcript of the meeting,
are provided in Appendix A.

1.3.6 Final EIS

The Army considered all comments, both individually and collectively, provided by the public and
agencies on the draft EIS. This final EIS incorporates changes suggested by comments on the draft
EIS, as appropriate, and contains responses to all comments received during the review period. Copies
of the final EIS will be mailed to various federal, state, and local agencies. Copies will also be placed
in the Stratford Public Library for review, and notice of the EIS's availability will be published in the
Federal Register. After a 30-day period following completion of this final EIS, during which further
comments may be submitted for Army consideration, the Army will prepare a Record of Decision,
which will state how the disposal of SAEP will take place and include any required mitigation
measures associated with disposal.

1.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS PERFORMED

This EIS identifies, evaluates, and documents the effects of disposal and reuse of the SAEP property.
Several other, related processes occur in conjunction with the Army's preparation of the property for
closure and disposal. These associated processes and their time frames are shown in Figure 1-1.

An interdisciplinary team of environmental scientists, biologists, planners, economists, engineers,
archeologists, historians, and military technicians performed the impact analysis. The team identified
the affected resources and topical areas, analyzed the proposed action against the existing conditions,
and determined the relevant beneficial and adverse affects associated with the action. Section 4.0,

Affected Environment, describes the conditions of the affected resources and other areas of special
interest at SAEP as of July 1995 (prior to the BRAC Commission's recommendation). Along with
information presented in the no action alternative, these conditions constitute the baseline for the
analysis of effects of disposal and reuse. These effects are described in Section 5.0, Environmental
and Socioeconomic Consequences. Findings and conclusions regarding the potential environmental
and socioeconomic effects of the proposed action are presented in Section 6.0.

The document analyzes direct impacts (those caused by the proposed action and alternatives and
occurring at the same time and place) and indirect impacts (those caused by the proposed action and
alternatives but occurring later in time or farther removed in distance but still reasonably foreseeable).
Ciunulative effects on the existing conditions and future development planned in the ROI are also
addressed. Mitigation measures are identified where appropriate.
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CALENDAR YEAR & QUARTER

1995 1 1996 1997 1998 1 1999 1 2000 1

Task Name 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2^ 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

BRAC ACTIONS

Closure Announced ▲

Intenm Caretaker i mmMiM■HM■1■m Nm BIS&

Indefinite Caretaker
(Begins 3rd quarter 2001)

ARMY DISPOSAL ACTIVITIES
DoD and Federal Screening
Declaration of Surplus

imm
A

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION
BCP/IRP

•I.' S65m m

Remedial Actions

FOST

'■M y■ . si-y ft. m

A

NEPA Disposal & Reuse EIS
NOI

DEIS

FEIS

Publish ROD

A
A

J
A

REUSE PLANNING PROCESS
LRA Screening
Preliminary Comprehensive Reuse Plan
Final Comprehensive Reuse Plan

i
A

A

Note: Concurrent actions leading to property disposal and reuse include environmental restoration, reuse
planning, and environmental documentation.

LEGEND:

Mm Period Task
▲ Milestone Task

BCP = BRAC Cleanup Plan
DEIS = Draft Environmental Impact Statement
EIS = Environmental Impact Statement

FEIS = Final Environmental Impact Statement

FOST = Finding of Suitabiiity to Transfer
IRP = Installation Restoration Program
LRA = Local Redevelopment Authority
NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act
NOI = Notice of Intent

ROD = Record of Decision

Schedule of BRAC Actions
Stratford Army Engine Plant

Stratford, Connecticut
Figure 1-1
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The socioeconomic effects of disposal and reuse are assessed by use of the Economic Impact Forecast
System (EIFS), developed by the U.S. Army Construction Engineering Research Laboratory. The
RTFS model allows for consistency in the evaluation of all base closure and realignment actions. The
region of influence (ROI) consists of Fairfield and New Haven counties, Connecticut. The rationale
for selection of this area as the ROI is provided in Section 4.13.

1.5 FRAMEWORK FOR DISPOSAL

Numerous factors contribute to Army decisions relating to disposal of installation property. The
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 triggers reference to several other statutes and
directives. In addition to adhering to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act's requirements,
the Army must abide by rules pertaining to transfer of federal property, as well as executive branch
policies. There are also practical concerns such as identifying base assets to allow for disposal in a
manner most consistent with statutory and regulatory guidance. These matters are further discussed
below.

1.5.1 BRACProcedural Requirements

Statutory Provisions. The disposal process is governed by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101 -510, as amended) and the Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949 (Title 40 of the United States Code [U.S.C.], Sections 471 and following, as amended).
The latter is implemented by die Federal Property Management Regulations at Title 41 of the Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR), Subpart 101-47. The disposal process is also governed by 32 CFR Part
174 {Revitalizing Base Closure Communities) and 32 CFR Part 175 {Revitalizing Base Closure
Comrmmities - Base Closure Community Assistance), regulations issued by DoD to implement BRAC
law, the Piyor Amendment, and the President's Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities (see
below).

Screening Process. Having been recommended for closure, the SAEP property has been determined
to be excess to Army needs and, therefore, subject to specific procedures to identify potential
subsequent public sector users. That is, the property has been offered to a hierarchy of potential users
throu^ procedures called the screening process. This process and its results to date are discussed in
Section 2.3.4.

The President's Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities. On July 2,1993, the President
announced a major new program to speed the economic recovery of communities near closing military
installations. The President pledged to give top priority to early use of each closing installation's most
valuable assets. A principal goal of the initiative is to provide for rapid redevelopment and creation
of new jobs. In announcing the program, the President outlined the five parts of his community
revitalization plan:

•  Job-centered property disposal that puts local economic redevelopment first.

•  Fast-track environmental cleanup that removes delays while protecting human health and the
environment.

•  Appointment of transition coordinators at installations slated for closure.

Stratford Army Engine Plant, Stratford, Connecticut April 1999
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*  Easy access to transition and redevelopment help for workers and communities.

•  Larger economic development planning grants to base closure communities.

The Army is fully committed to the President's Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities.
A Base Transition Coordinator has been appointed for the SAEP property, and the Army has taken
an active role in providing assistance to the local community.

The Pryor Amendment. Congress endorsed the President's plan by enacting Title XXIX of Public
Law 103-160, the Base Closure Communities Assistance Act, popularly known as the "Piyor
Amendment" in recognition of its principal legislative sponsor. Title XXIX, as amended, provides
legal authority to carry out the President's plan by granting conveyances of real and personal property
at or below fair market value to LRAs. Title XXIX creates a federal property conveyance, the
economic development conveyance (EDC). An EDC can help induce a market for the property and
thereby enhance economic recovery and generate jobs. Flexibility is given to the military departments
and the communities to negotiate the terms and conditions of the EDC. A detailed application,
including the approved commimity redevelopment plan, serves as the basis for a determination of
whether an LRA will be eligible for an EDC. Ihe DoD's final rule implementing the Pryor
Amendment appears at 32 CFR Parts 90 and 91. The EDC is further described in Section 2.3.4.

1.5.2 Relevant Statutes and Executive Orders

Several statutes and Executive Orders bear specifically on the disposal and reuse of the SAEP
property. The following summaries note their relevance to the disposal and reuse process.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. The Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), better known as Superfund,
addresses cleanup of past hazardous substance sites that pose threats to human health or the
environment. The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) expanded
applicability of this law to federal facilities. With respect to property transferred by federal agencies,
and relevant to disposal and reuse of SAEP, Section 120(h) of CERCLA requires that the Army
identify real property on which any hazardous substance was known to have been disposed of or
released.

Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act. In October 1992, Congress amended Section
120(h) of CERCLA with the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA), Public
Law 102-426. CERFA establishes new requirements for contamination assessment, cleanup, and
regulatory agency notification and concurrence for federal facility transfers.

CERFA requires federal agencies to identify uncontaminated parcels, with regulatory concurrence.
It allows transfer by deed of remediated parcels at the point when successful operation of an approved
remedy has been demonstrated to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

CERFA stipulates the identiflcation of petroleum products as well as CERCLA hazardous substances.
For property that is part of a facility listed on the National Priorities List, the identification cannot be
considered complete until the EPA Administrator concurs. For real property not on the National
Priorities List, such as SAEP, the identification cannot be considered complete until the state concurs.

Stratford Army Engine Plant, Stratford, Connecticut April 1999
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The law also requires an agency transferring parcels identified as uncontaminated to provide a
covenant that any response action or corrective action found necessary will be undertaken by the
United States. The deed for such parcels must also provide for a right of access to perform any
additional response action, including appropriate investigations. CERFA does not mandate that the
Army transfer real property identified as available; rather, it is the first step in satisfying the objective
of identifying real property where no CERCLA-regulated hazardous substances or petroleum products
were disposed of or released. The procedures mandated by CERFA will be observed in property
disposal actions at SAEP.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. Under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), EPA defines those substances which are hazardous and regulates their generation, treatment,
storage, transportation, and disposal. EPA also establishes technical and performance requirements
for hazardous substance management units and exercises responsibility over a permit system for
hazardous substance management facilities. RCRA is also the source for regulations pertaining to
solid waste management and underground storage tank (UST) management. All of the 43 USTs at
SAEP have been removed or closed in place; operations now are supported by the use of 58
aboveground storage tanks. As described in Section 4.9, hazardous substance activities at SAEP,
including cleanup of spills or releases at solid waste management units, are subject to the provisions
ofRCRA.

Clean Air Act. The Clean Air Act (CAA) controls the emission of pollutants into the atmosphere.
Under the CAA, EPA has established national air standards. These standards, which express
concentrations of designated pollutants, are called the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). The NAAQS, uniformly applied throughout the Nation, are time-averaged concentrations
of the specified pollutants that cannot be exceeded in the ambient air more than a specified number
of times. Stanctods have been established for the pollutants sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone,
nitrogen oxides,-lead, and inhalable particulate matter. The NAAQS are to be achieved by the states
through State Implementation Plans, which provide for limitations, schedules, and timetables for
compliance with NAAQS by stationary sources and transportation control plans for mobile sources.

Amendments to the CAA in 1990 introduced, at Section 176(c) of the act, a requirement that "No
department, agency, or instrnmentalhy of the Federal Government shall engage in, support in any way,
or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve any activity which does not conform
to an implementation plan... approved or promulgated. The assurance of conformity ... shall be an
affirmative responsibility of the head of such department, agency, or instrumentality." Conformity
to an implementation plan means conformity to an implementation plan's purpose of eliminating or
reducing the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS and achieving expeditious attainment
of such standards. It further refers to conducting activities so that they will not cause or contribute to
any new violation of any standard in any area, increase the frequency or severity of any existing
violation of any standards in any area, or delay timely attainment of any standard of any required
interim emission reductions or other milestone in any area. Regulations regarding determining
conformity of general federal actions to implementation plans appear at 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93.

As shown by the discussion in Section 4.4, operational activities at SAEP are subject to the provisions
of the CAA.
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Clean Water Act. Since major amendments in 1977, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act has ^
been known as the Clean Water Act (CWA). This statute, which seeks to restore and maintain the (
chemical, physical, and biological integrity oftheNation's waters, identifies certain pollutants and sets (
required treatment levels for those pollutants. The CWA addresses both point source and nonpoint
source discharges. Point sources are distinct entities that discharge wastewater with pollutants into
rivers or lakes through distinct conveyances such as pipes, ditches, or canals. Nonpoint sources are f
those which do not discharge wastewater from a discrete conveyance (e.g., agricultural lands, ^
construction sites, parking lots, streets). ^

V

Section 402 of the CWA establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
program. NPDES permits are required for all point source discharges to waters of the United States,
including discharges of storm water associated with industrial activities. (

,/

Section 404 of the CWA contains provisions for protection of wetlands and establishes a permitting
process for activities having potential effects in wetland areas. Wetlands and riverine and open-water
systems arej:qnsideredwater^ofthe UnitedStatesunderSeetion404 .and, as such, fall under the {
regulatory jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The USACE's definition of ,
waters of the United States includes all interstate waters and lakes, as well as rivers, streams, mudflats,
sandflats, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, and other wetland communities. Section 404 (
regulates the discharge of dredge or fill into wetlands, or other waters of the United States, and
requires sequencing for proposed impacts. Sequencing requires the avoidance of wetland losses,
minimization of impacts, and replacement of unavoidable losses. All development activities that
might involve impacts on wetlands, through dredging and filling, require consultation with the
USACE. If a given wetland is determined to meetthe regulatory definition, either a nationwide permit
is issued or an individual permit application is required, depending on the development proposal for
fill or land disturbance activities.

Section 401 of the CWA addresses water quality certification and authorizes the review and
conditioning, approval, or denial of federal permits or licenses that might result in discharges to waters
of the United States.

Clean Water Act provisions apply to SAEP with respect to operations at the installation's wastewater
treatment facilities, which are subject to the NPDES permitting provisions, and to wetlands present
on the installation.

Coastal Zone Management Act. The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) provides incentives
for coastal states to develop and implement coastal zone management programs. Such management
programs frequently incorporate flood control, sediment control, grading control, and storm water
runoff control statutes. The law requires that federal agencies be consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the enforceable policies of state coastal zone management programs when conducting
or supporting activities that affect the coastal zone.

To comply with CZMA, a federal agency must identify the activities for which it is the proponent that
would affect the coastal zone, including development projects. If an activity would affect the coastal
zone, the federal agency must review the state coastal zone management plan to determine whether
the activity would be consistent with the plan and then notify the state of its determination. Federal
agencies must prepare a written consistency determination that includes a detailed description of the
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action, its associative facilities, and coastal zone effects; a brief description of how the activity would
be consistent with the state coastal zone management plan; and data to support the consistency
determination. Federally licensed and permitted activities and federal financial assistance to state and
local governments that affect the coastal zone are also subject to federal consistency provisions.

Under CZMA, the coastal zone includes islands, beaches, transitional and intertidal areas, and salt
marshes. Since SAEP is located wholly within Connecticut's coastal boundary, the disposal and
future reuse of the site are governed by the Connecticut Coastal Management Program as defined by
the Connecticut Coastal Management Act.

Endangered Species Act. Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), federal agencies are required
to conserve species that have been federally listed as endangered or threatened. All federal agencies
must consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to ensure that any actions authorized,
funded, or carried out by the agencies are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
endangered or threatened species or to result in the destruction of or substantial damage to its critical
habitat. This consultation, deriving from Section 7 of the act, is often referred to as the Section 7
consultation process. While this consultation is in progress, an agency must not make an irretrievable
commitment of resources to its project. A consultation typically leads to the USFWS's suggestion of
alternatives or mitigating measures that can be incorporated into the project, thereby allowing its
completion. In connection with disposal of SAEP, at a minimum, informal consultation with the
USFWS is required to ensure thorough consideration of potential effects on endangered and
threatened species.

The ESA prohibits the taking of endangered fish and wildlife species. Taking includes harassing,
harming, pursuing, hunting, shooting, wounding, killing, trapping, capturing, collecting, or attempting
to do any of these things. With respect to the taking of endangered plants, it is prohibited to remove
or reduce to one's possession any listed species. Under the ESA, the Secretary of the Interior issues
regulations to conserve threatened species.

Amendments to the ESA in 1982 allow the Secretary of the Interior to approve "incidental" taking of
listed species if, after notice and comment, the Secretary finds that the taking will be incidental, the
applicant will exert maximum effort to minimize and mitigate the effects of taking, the applicant will
ensure adequate funding for the plan, and the taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of
survival and recovery of the species in the wild.

No federally listed threatened or endangered mammal, amphibian, invertebrate, aquatic, or plant
species have been reported to occur in the vicinity of SAEP. One federally listed species (the piping
plover), an occasional transient bald eagle or peregrine falcon, and 11 state-listed threatened,
endangered, or special concern birds have the potential to occur in the vicinity of SAEP. In addition,
a USFWS/EPA bird survey conducted at Milford Point and in the intertidal flat area at SAEP during
the summer of 1997 identified four state threatened species and three state species of special concern
(LeBlanc, personal communication, 1997). During diis survey the piping plover was not observed.
Review of the Natural Diversity Data Base maps and files by the CTDEP identified that there are state
threatened Atlantic sturgeon {Acipenser oxyrhyncltus) in the vicinity of SAEP.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), Title 16 of the U.S. Code,
Sections 703-712, and its implementing regulations (1988) make it unlawful for any persons to take
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(i.e., pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, trap, capture, or collect) any migratory bird without first receiving
a permit to do so. "Take," under the MBTA, does not include "harass" or "harm" as in the O
Endangered Species Act and pertains predominantly to actions involving the deliberate killing or '
collecting of species (not destruction of habitat). The USFWS is responsible for issuing take permits r'
and for enforcing the MBTA and its implementing regulations. Although the MBTA does not provide —-
for incidental take of migratory birds, it does authorize the USFWS to issue "special purpose" permits. f ,
These permits are required before any person can lawfully take or otherwise possess migratory birds, "
their parts, nests, or eggs for any purpose not otherwise covered by the general permit regulations. '
The USFWS does not have an official policy governing issuance of such permits to federal agencies. (

National Historic Preservation Act. TheNational Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) protects
buildings, sites, districts, structures, and objects that have significant scientific, historic, or cultural (
value. The act establishes affirmative responsibilities of federal agencies to preserve historic and ►
prehistoric resources. Effects on properties that are on, or eligible for, the National Register of
Historic Places must be taken into account in planning and operations. Any property that may qualify
for incliKionontheN^iojLaLRegister of Historic Places mustnot be inadvertently transferred, sold, - ( }
demolished, substantially altered, or allowed to deteriorate. , .

National Register of Historic Places criteria are those qualities of significance in American history, O
architecture, engineering, archeology, and culture present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and r ,
objects of state, local, regional, or national importance. These properties possess integrity of location, ,"
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. C ^

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (May 24,1977), requires federal agencies to take
action to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance

Fulfillment of the purposes of the NHPA is achieved ftrough consultation with the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and with each State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). Building
2 (Engine Assembly Plant Building) and Building 16 (Aircraft Engine Test Cells) at SAEP have been
determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. The Army has entered
into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the ACHP and SHPO for preservation of these
facilities. (See Appendix B.)

Executive Orders. Several Executive Orders (EOs) address topics particularly relevant to the Army's ^
disposal of SAEP: 

/̂
\  i

•  Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (May 24,1977), requires federal agencies to ^
take action to reduce the risk of flood loss; to minimize the impacts of floods on human safety,
health, and welfare; and to restore and preserve the national and beneficial values served by v
floodplains in carrying out their responsibilities for managing and disposing of federal lands. '
Before taking an action, an agency must determine whether the proposed action will occur in a
floodplain; if so, alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible development in
floodplains must be considered. SAEP is located within the 100-year floodplain of the ; )
Housatonic River. Because SAEP is immediately adjacent to the river and has an average
elevation of less than 10 feet above mean sea level, this EO is relevant to land use planning at the
installation. Evaluation of the Army's proposed action includes consideration of this EO.

'  ,3

o
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in carrying out the agencies' responsibilities for (O
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managing and disposing of federal lands and facilities. For any proposal for lease, easement,
right-of-way, or disposal to nonfederal public or private parties, a federal agency is to reference
in the conveyance document those uses which are restricted under federal, state, or local wetland
regulations and to attach other appropriate restrictions to the uses of properties by the grantee or
purchaser and any successor, except where prohibited by law, or withhold such properties from
disposal. The presence of wetlands at SAEP makes this EO relevant to resource protection and
land use plaiming at the installation. Evaluation of the Army's proposed action includes
consideration of this EO.

Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards (October 13,
1978), provides that federal agencies are to comply with all federal, state, and local environmental
requirements. In the context of property to be disposed of at SAEP, these requirements will
continue as long as the Army retains ownership ofthe property, including the period during which
any portion of the property would be held in caretaker status prior to disposal. Evaluation of the
Aimy's proposed action includes consideration of this EO.

Executive Order 12580, SupetfundImplementation (January 23,1987), delegates to agency heads
several decision-making authorities imder CERCLA. In the context of SAEP, certain
responsibilities related to environmental restoration may not be transferred to non-federal parties.
CERCLA is applicable at SAEP because Section 120 H levies certain requirements pertaining to
property prior to transfer or conveyance. Evaluation of the Army's proposed action includes
consideration of this EO.

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations (February 11,1994), requires that federal agencies
conduct their programs, policies, and activities that substantially affect human health or the
environment in a manner that ensures that such programs, policies, and activities do not have the
effect of excluding persons (including populations) from participation in, denying persons
(including populations) the benefits of, or subjecting persons (including populations) to
discrimination under such programs, policies, and activities because of their race, color, or
national origin. On February 11,1994, the President also issued a memorandum for heads of all
departments and agencies, directing that EPA, whenever reviewing environmental effects of
proposed actions pursuant to its authority under Section 309 of the CAA, ensure that the involved
agency has fully analyzed environmental effects on minority communities and low-income
communities, including human health, social, and economic effects. The essential purpose of the
EO is to ensure the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race,
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no
groups of people, including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups, should bear a
disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial,
municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal programs
and policies. Evaluation of Ae Army's proposed action at SAEP includes consideration of this
EO.

Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks (April 21, 1997), recognizes a growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that
children may suffer disproportionately from environmental health risks and safety risks. These
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risks arise because children's bodily systems are not fully developed; because children eat, drink,
and breathe more in proportion to their body weight; because their size and weight may diminish
protection fixjm standard safety features; and because their behavior patterns may make them more
susceptible to accidents. Based on these factors, the President directed each federal agency to
make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may
disproportionately affect children. The President also directed each federal agency to ensure that
its policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children that
result from environmental health risks or safety risks. Evaluation of the Army's proposed action
at SAEP includes consideration of this EO.

1.5.3 Other Reuse Regulations and Guidance

DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment published its Commvnity Guide to Base Reuse in May 1995.
The guide describes the base closure and reuse processes that have been designed to help with local
economic recovery and summarizes the many assistance programs administered by DoD and other

agencies. DoD_'s_Qffice of the Assistant Secretary of-Defense for Economic Security published the
DoD Base Reuse Implementation Manual in July 1995; it was revised in December 1997. This
volume serves as a handbook for the successful execution of reuse plans. DoD and the Department
of Housing and Urban Development have published guidance (at 32 CFR Part 175) required by Title
XXIX of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994. The guidance establishes
policy and procedures, assigns responsibilities, and delegates authority to implement the President's
Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities (July 2, 1993).
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( ;
r  SECnONZO:

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
C'

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The proposed action (Army primaiy action) is to dispose of the excess property generated by the
'  BRAC-mandated closure of the installation, including interim leases, caretaker operations, and

cleanup of contaminated sites. Redevelopment by others is a secondary action resulting from disposal.
I

^  SAEP is located in Stratford, Coimecticut, on the Stratford Point Peninsula in the northeast comer of
Fairfield County (Figure 2-1). The installation consists of about 75 acres of improved land, with

^  riparian rights extending over intertidal flats of the Housatonic River.

SAEP is a government-owned, contractor-operated installation. It has 57 buildings (providing about
)  1.7 million square feet of space) and 25 acres of parking lots (Figure 2-2). In 1929, Sikorsky Aero

Engineering Company developed the site as a manufacturing facility. In 1939, Chance Vought
Aircraft relocated to the Stratford plant and developed the helicopter, which it started to produce in
1942. In addition. Navy aircraft, including the Kingfisher and the Corsair, were mass-produced at
Stratford during the 1940s. The Air Force purchased the facility in 1951 and transferred control of
it to the Army in 1976. In the past, the facility has been used for manufacture of tank, aircraft, and
watercraft engines. Most recently, it has been operated by AlliedSignal, Inc., to produce military and
commercial turbine engines and spare parts for tanks, aircraft, and watercraft, with primaiy production
being devoted to Ml Abrams tank engines and spare parts.

Properties in the vicinity of SAEP are zoned for light industrial, business, commercial, and residential
uses. The installation is identified as light industrial. It is bounded by a parking lot and wetlands to
the north; by the Housatonic River to the east; by an open field, drainage ditch, and small commercial
businesses to die south; and by the Sikorsky Memorial Airport, several small businesses, and Frash
Pond to the south and west.

2.2 PROPOSAL IMPLEMENTATION

Army Action. Identification of recipients of the property being disposed of at SAEP is governed by
expressions of interest submitted by potential recipients in response to the Army's Declaration of
Excess Property and Determination of Surplus Property. A complete discussion of the screening
process is provided in Section 2.3.4. As a result of the screening process, which resulted in no timely
expression of interest in the SAEP property by other federal agencies, the Army proposes to dispose
of the 75 acres of improved lands and riparian rights adjacent to the installation. As described below,
the installation would be available for transfer or conveyance to and subsequent reuse by the Stratford
Army Engine Plant Local Redevelopment Authority (SAEP LRA) or other entities.'

' On May 21,1998, the Department of Defense recognized the SAEP LRA as an "implementing" LRA (as opposed to
J  being a "planning" LRA). Among other things, the ILRA designation entitles the community redevelopment agent to

f  ) receive the excess property. Depending on the context, this BIS might refer to the redevelopment authority as either the
"LRA" or the more recent "ILRA." Both titles refer to the same entity, the community's redevelopment agent.
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