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Dr. Ortelli,

This is to confirm receipt of your comments. If you have not already had the
opportunity to review the application file, please find attached responses to
the Department's two Notice's of Deficiency issued for the application which
will hopefully partly address some of your concerns. The entire file is
available for viewing on weekdays between the hours of 8:30 to 4:30 at DEEP
offices in Hartford. I can also email you any part of the file you may have
specific interest in seeing.

You are encouraged to submit additional comments at the public hearing. I am
also available by phone or email if you have questions in the meantime.

Thank you for your participation,
Colin.

Colin Clark, P.E.

Engineering Analysis

Inland Water Resources Division

Bureau of Water Protection & Land Reuse

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

P: 860.424.3214 | E: colin.clark@ct.gov
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----- Original Message-----

From: Dr. Damian Ortelli [mailto:drortelli@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2013 4:01 PM

To: Clark, Colin; geoffreysteadman@att.net Steadman
Subject: Application FM-201200017

Mr. Clark,
Please see the Stamford Harbor Managment Commission comments regarding the
above application. If there are any additional parties please forward, or
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May 22,2013

Mr. Colin Clark

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse

Inland Water Resources Division

79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106-5127

Subject: Application No. FM-201200017
(Department of Economic and Community Development)

Dear Mr. Clark:

The Stamford Harbor Management Commission (HMC) has received the Notice of Tentative Determination
issued by the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) to approve the above-
referenced application. That application, submitted by the Connecticut Department of Economic and
Community Development, requests an exemption pursuant to Section 25-68d(b) (Flood Management) of the
Connecticut General Statutes. The DEEP has also given notice that it intends to hold a public hearing on the
application on June 19, 2013,

Described in the Notice, the proposed activities include: “construction of new headquarters building, parking
garage, driveways, public accessways, utilities, grading, landscaping, and appurtenant site improvements.” In
addition, the Notice declares that the “activities include placement of approximately 100,600 cy of fill and
substantial structures within the Coastal Special Flood Hazard Area of Long Island Sound.”

The site of the proposed activities adjoins the west branch of Stamford Harbor. It is the responsibility of the
HMC to review proposals affecting Stamford Harbor and to determine the consistency of those proposals with
the Stamford Harbor Management Plan (the Plan). Pursuant to Section 22a-113n of the Connecticut General
Statutes, a recommendation of the HMC pursuant to the Plan shall be binding on any official of the State of
Connecticut when making a regulatory decision affecting Stamford Harbor, unless such official shows cause why
a different action should be taken.

The HMC considered this matter during its meeting on May 21, 2013 and approved a motion to transmit the
following initial comments regarding the proposal to the DEEP.

Initial Comments:

1. The HMC is concerned about the potential adverse impacts of the proposal on: a) flood conditions on the
property of the Ponus Yacht Club, an existing and viable water-dependent use of the Stamford waterfront; and b)
on-land access to the Ponus Yacht Club.

888 WASHINGTON BOULEVARD « STAMFORD, CT 06901
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2. The HMC is concerned about the potential adverse impacts of the proposal on future water-dependent
development opportunities on the site of the proposed activities.

3. The HMC reserves its right to formally review the application to determine its consistency with the Plan,
and to transmit the HMC’s findings and recommendations concerning the application to the DEEP during the
public hearing process.

You may contact me at (315) 651-0070 or drortelli@hotmail.com if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Dr. Damian Ortelli

Secretary, Stamford Harbor Management Commission

Ce:

Ms. Kristen Bellantuono, DEEP Office of Long Island Sound Programs

Mr. Jack Condlin, HMC Application Review Committee

Mr. Frank Fedeli, Stamford Office of Operations

Mr. Michael J. Lettieri, Department of Economic and Community Development
Mr. Brian Thompson, DEEP Office of Long Istand Sound Programs

888 WASHINGTON BOULEVARD + STAMFORD, CT 06901
PHONE: (203) 977-5858 » FAX: (203) 077-4007
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February 21, 2013

Chetyl A. Chase, Director

Inland Water Resoutces Division

Connecticut Depattment of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street |

Hatrtford, CT 06103

RE:  Notice of Deficiency (Responses)
Application 201300017-FM
Harbor Point-Bridgewater Headquatters, Stamford, CT

Dear Ms. Chase:

The Depattment of Economic and Community Development (DECID) would like to thank you and your
staff for a timely review of the subject Flood Management Certification application, and for the opportunity
to discuss the proposed Bridgewater Associates Headquartets development in Stamford, Connecticut.
Responses to the comments and questions in your Januaty 14, 2013 letter to me are provided below, with the
original comments repeated in /fafies for clarity and context:

1. Proposed activities constitute intensive nse of the floodplain. The project is located entively within a FEMAA
Special Flood Hazard Area (SEHA), and will be considered within that floodplain, regardless of the elevation of
the praposed intensive uses relative to the Base Flood Flevation (BEE), until such timie as the area is removed

Jfrom the SFHLA via a FEMA Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) process. Consequently, the proposed activities
do not meet provision (4) of CGS Section 25-68d(b), and the applicant is hereby advised to submit a request for
excemplion from that provision ar allowed by CGS Section 25-68d(d). The applicant shall document why they
cannot meet the provisions of Section 25-684(b)(4), and confism that the proposed activities satisfy all of the
provisions of Section 25-68d(d), specifically that the proposed activities ave in the public interest, will not injure
personi or damage property in the area of such activity, and complies with the provisions of the National Flood
Lnsuranece Program.

By way of this letter, the DECD fotmally requests an exemption from provision (4) of
CGS Section 25-68d(b), tegarding approval of the proposed Bridgewater Development
within the established floodplain.

‘The proposed development satisfies the provisions of Section 25-68d(d), specifically that the
proposed development is in the public interest, will not injure persons or damage property in the
subject area, and complies with the provisions of the National FFlood Insurance Program.

In moving the corporate headquattets to the 14-Acre property, Bridgewater Associates will be
bringing approximately 2,200 jobs to Stamford. The proposed activities will incorporate
remediation of an environmentally-impacted propetty, and will include low-impact development
methodologies (e.g., green roofs) designed to reduce the overall environmental impact of the
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development. In addition, the proposed development will include public access to over 3,300
linear feet of waterfront with connectivity to Kosciusko Park, a watetfront marina, a water
quality forebay to collect and treat stormwater discharged from the City’s Dyke Lane Pump
Station, and a newly constructed tidal wetland system within the East Creek Estuaty.

As described below and within the supporting application documentation, the proposed
development will be designed to comply with local, state and federal flood management
requitements. Most importantly, the occupied portions of the building will be set well above the
500-yeat flood elevation as established by FEMA, including the primaty entry and exit point to
the property. Portions of the proposed parking garage at ot below the regulated design elevation
will be dty flood proofed, and will be designed to withstand the corresponding height of
resultant floodwaters.

BFEs referenced in the application are taken from the current FEMA study for Fairfield Connty, and not from
the new preliminary coastal study and maps. The applicant Is required o use the best and most 4p-lo-date data in
determining flood elevations for a pariicular site. While the most recent coastal flood study for Fairfield County
has not yet been officially published by FEMA, proliminary mapping and study information is publically
available and represents the best available science pertaining to coastal flood elevations. Further, it is within the
Commissioner’s Powers and Duties, as anthovized in CGS Section 2568, to establish BFE s with whatever

Jreehoard is deemed appropriate given information available to the Commissioner. The applicant is hereby advised,
that all building [ parking levels shall be dry flood-proofed to FEMA standards to an elevation 1ff above the new
coastal BFE, ie. 13+1 = 14 feet (NAVDEE) or 15.1 feet (NGVD29).

'The design of the proposed development will account for the revised Base Flood Elevation
(BFE) of 14.1 feet NGVD 29 (13 fect NAVD 88). Correspondingly, the portion of the building
that is located below 15.1 feet NGVD 29 (BFE +17), which are proposed parking garage levels,
will be dty flood-proofed. Please tefet to the response to Item #9 for a discussion on proposed
flood-proofing methodologies.

Section 25-685-2(d)(1) of the Regulations for Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA) prohibit the storage of any
materials that could be injurions fo human, animal or plant life below the elevation of the base flood for a critical
activity (i.e. the 500-yr base flood elevation). "The applicant shall confirm that no siich materiali—including fuels,
maintenance flutds, or hazardons waste—will be stored below the 500-yr elevation during construction activities,
and that any such materials, whether bronght on-site or genevated on-sife as a resull of remediation or dewalering
activities, will be elevated to above the 500-yr BEE or shall be removed to an npland location at the end of each
day. This conld include any equipment that handles or temporarily stores remediation wastewalers during the
course of treatment prior o discharge to surface waters. If the applicant can demonstrate that the removal or
elevation of such material | equipment is not practicable, they may apply for an exempiion from CGS 25-
684(b)(5) and RCSA 25-68h-2(d)(1) in accordance with RCSA Section 25-68h-1(f). Provisioning the
remioval of such materials ov eqnipment from the floodplain as part of a Flood Contingency Plan does not preclude
the need for the exemption,

By way of this letter, the DECD formally requests an exemption from CGS Section 25-
68d(b)(5) and RCSA 25-68h-2(d)(1) in accordance with RCSA Section 25-68h-1(f),
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tegarding ptovisioning the removal of the above-referenced material from the floodplain
as part of a Flood Contingency Plan.

"The Flood Contingency Plan has been revised to incorporate the following provisions:

¢ Fuecls, maintenance fluids and other materials that could be injurious to hutnan, animal
ot plant life will be removed from the 500-year flood elevation when warnings, watches,
or alerts for severe weathet events (L.e., coastal flooding, tropical storms, ot hutricanes)
ate issued by the Natonal Weather Service for the Stamford area. Such materials will be
removed to sutfaces that ate raised above the 500-year flood elevation, or to the
Owner’s propetty behind the Statnford Hurricane Protection Barrier.

¢  Groundwater treatment systems employed for construction dewatering purposes will be
mobile, and will be relocated as described in the previous bullet,

¢ Should temporaty stockpiling of excavated soils be required, soil stockpiles will be
relocated as described in the first bullet, or will be directly loaded into hauling vehicles
for off-site disposal.

A copy of the revised Flood Contingency Plan is enclosed with this letter.

Aschitectural plans appear to provide pedesirian aviess to parking level P2 at elevations below the BIE on project
west fave, project east face, and project south fave (4 doors toral). The applicant thall show how these access ways
will be flood progfed. The private access from parking level P2 to the pedestrian walkway shown on sheet C5-101
does not appear on the architectural layout of level P2, sheet D-509. The applicant miunst recancite this apparent
diserepancy.

The entrance locations depicted on the site plans will govern. Since the attached plans are’
considered “Desigh Development” level plans for permitting purposes, and some final
coordination details of the plans will be reconciled during the future “Construction Documents”
phase, we request that revision of the architectural plans (specifically Sheet D-509) be made a
condition of approval of this application.

Please refer to response to Item #9 for a description of flood proofing measures at the building
entrances proposed below the BFE+1".

Some site plan section views appear to show some garage exhanst vents at elevations below the BEE. The
applicant shall show how these vents will be flood proofed.

The garage exhaust vent walls in question shall be raised to provide passive flood protection up
to the BFE+1°. Similar to the response in Ttem #4, we tequest that revision of the architectural
plans (specifically Sheet At4) showing passive flood protection of the garage vents, be made a
condition of approval of this application.
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There appears to be a discrepansy between bow [ where the lower ramp is shown to enter parking level P2 befween
site plan sheets CR-10T and D-509. The applicant shall explain or reconcile this discrepancy.

Please refer to the response to Ttem #4.

Site plan notes state that topographic elevations are based on NGV'D 29 datum. Applicant shall confirm that
the architectiral elepationr are alvo baved on NG 29,

The architectural elevations as well as the topographic site plan elevations are based on the
NGVD 29 datum. '

Applicant shall certify that the proposed estuary crossing will not adversely constrict conveyance of tidal flows or
Sloivs discharging from the pump siation. As it appears that the crossing will be located within a FEMA VE
sone, if would be prisdent for the devign to comply with RCS.A Section 25-68h-2(b)(4).

This letter shall serve as formal notice that the portion of the proposed boardwalk
crossing the estuary has been explicitly removed from the scope of the current Flood
Management Certification (FMC) application. Although this feature may be
incotporated within future CT DEEP/ Office of Long Island Sound (OLISP) permitting
for the East Creek estuaty and tidal marsh system components of the proposed
development, we request that it disregarded from the current FMC application.

Technical plan sheet CS-102 has been revised to note that the pottion of the boardwalk crossing
the East Creck estuary will be covered under future CT DEEP/OLISP permits.

The Department i unlikely to approve any flood proofing design features that rely on buman intervention fo
operats, prior to or during a flood event (e.g. installing or closing flood shields or doors), as this can greatly increase
the potential for loss of life and property damage during a flood. The applicant shall fivst identify all proposed
Jlood proafing design features that will require human intervention prior to or during a flood event, and then show
that s pradent or feasible alfernative exiils for each respective featare,

The revised technical plans provide passive flood proofing measures where entrances are |

proposed below the BFE+1’. Thete are no longer any proposed flood proofing design
featutes that rely on human intervention to operate, prios to or duting a flood event.
Specific flood proofing measures include the following:

¢ OQutside of the proposed entrance tunnel to Parking Level P-2, the Lower Entrance
Road has been re-graded to provide a high point of elevation 16.02 feet NGV 29) at
the crown and elevation 15.54 feet (INGVD 29) at the gutter line. Thus, the entrance to
P-2 will be passively flood-proofed. Technical plan sheets CG-102 and CR-101 (bound
separately) have been revised to reflect these grading modifications.

* A pedestrian entrance and a vehicular entrance along the west facade of the parking
garage, and one pedestrian entrance along the east facade will each be passively flood-
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proofed with a surrounding flood wall enclosure raised to the BEE+1". A ramp system
inclining up and ovet the flood walls will provide safe access to and from each of the
parking garage entrances. These flood wall systems are depicted on technical plan sheet
CG-103, along with critical grading.

¢ Entrances along the northern fagade of the patking garage (Parking Level P-1), as well as
the entrances directly to the occupied portions of the building itself (Building Levels -1
through 1.-5) are well above the BFE+1’ and will not require flood proofing measures.

¢ There ate no entrances proposed on the southern fagade of the parking garage. The
atchitectural plans will be revised accordingly during the Construction Documents phase
as discussed in the response to Item #4.

Certification that the proposed flood proofing methodology meets the flood proofing
regulations (including calculations) will be submitted by a qualified Connecticut-licensed
professional engineer upon final design of the building structural systems.

The applicant is hereby notified that, if the project is permitted and constructed, the applicant shall be responsible
for applying for and obtaining a 1 etter of Map Revivion (LOMR) from FEMA for the expected changes to the
existing Special Ilood Hazard Area (STHA) bonndary resulting from the project. * This LOMR must be
obtained from FEMA no later than 2 (two) years following completion of construction activities.

The requitement for obtaining a future Letter of Map Revision as described above is
acknowledged.

Tn conjunction with the alveady existing federal htisricane protection barrier to the North, the proposed substantial
vaising of grade of the property directly adjavent fo the Fast and South of the Ponus Yacht Club property lines
appears fo canse the Ponus property to be surrounded with arear of high ground on three sides. This contd change
the way flood waters enter onto and vecede from the Ponns property. Applicant thall provide certification, from a
qualified coastal engineer familiar with coastal flood and surge modeling, that the proposed regrading of the Harbor
Point peninsula will not adversely divert, concentrate, or intensify movement of floodwaters to or from the adjacent

properiy.

Please refer to the enclosed letter from Woods Hole Group (qualified coastal engineers familiar
with coastal flood and surge modeling) dated February 7, 2013, which includes a
recommendation for raising the grades east of the Ponus Yacht Club to minimize storm surge
processes through the access tunnel. As described in the first bullet of the response to Item #9,
the proposed grading of the Lower Entrance Road has been raised above the BFE+1” within the
tunnel. In addition, the grades east of the Lower Entrance Road have been raised above the
BFE+T to elevation 15.5 feet to minimize directional flood flows from East Creck. The
combination of these two grading tevisions will minimize divergence of floodwaters and will not
exacerbate storm surge processes at the Ponus Yacht Club.
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Additionally, the letter suggests that the proposed plan may actually reduce wave propagation at
the Ponus Yacht Club by providing an obstruction to storm sutges currently originating from the
southwest of the peninsula,

72, It is not clear from the survey provided, how all runoff from the Pouns property curvently drains from that site,
although contonrs and spot elevations appear fo show that at least some of the site drains fo the eastern and
southern property lines where swbstantial grading is now being proposed, presumably intercepting this rumoff.
Applicant shall show that proposed activities will not change or othersvise adversely affect drainage and quality of
stormpater rinoff draining from the Ponis property.

Two catch basins and a sepatate hydrodynamic separator have been added at the west end of the
proposed Ponus Access Tunnel to collect runoff from the eastern portions of the Ponus
property. These stiuctures will be installed on the Applicant’s property and will drain east
through HDPE pipe to a dedicated outlet within the Water Quality Forebay. Due to the
relatively low elevation of the Ponus catchment area (approximately elevation 7.5 NGVD), this
system has been modeled with a tailwater set to high tide elevation (elevation 5.6 NGVD). This
demonstrates the performance of the piping system until flooding conditions at Ponus preclude
its useful function for draining away stormwater runoff.

The technical plans (specifically sheet CG-102) and the Stormwater Management Report has
been cotrespondingly revised.

13, I order to show that runoff discharging from the site will meet the State’s Water Quality Standards, the applivant
st comply with the design, construction, and mainienance criteria and guidelines sef forth in the Depariment s
2004 Connecticnt Stormmater Qnality Manyal (SWOM). A primary treatmient measure should be used to treat
the calenlated Water Quality Volume (WQV) af runoff discharging from any diserete drainage area conlatning
any new or improved impervios areas within the project limits, preferably in conjunction with a preireatment or
secondary freatment measnre. Reasonable justification shall be docuimented for areas that cannot Ireat the full
WOV of their respective contributing drainage areas with a primary Ireatment measure, or if secondary /
alternate Treatment measures are used in lien of primary treatment measwres. Hydrodynamic separators, given
their highly variable performance track record, are not considersd a priviary freatment measure, though they may be
wsed as part of a treatwent train. In the event the applicant is able 1o argne that priviary treatment is not feasible
or prudent due Io sife consiraints, a post consiruetion monitoring plan winst be proposed to defermine the avtual
resvoval efficiency of the as-built separators and malke adjustments fo that systews as wecessary in order fo meet and
wiaintain the larget 80% Total Suspended Solids (TSS) removal goal. WOV and, where applicable, Water
Ouality Flow (WOF) calowlations shall be provided for proposed freatment measires.

As described in the Stormwater Management Repott, the drainage characteristics of the
proposed development have been designed to inherently minimize Stormwater quantity and
maximize quality, including the use of green roofs, and promotion of sheet flow over vegetated
surfaces where possible. In addition, the perimeter of the propetty between the building
footprint and the bulkhead has been graded to drain into a Water Quality bioswale, designed to
promote filtration of collected stormwater prior to discharge into Stamford Harbor. (Refer to
Sheet 1-1.04)






4.

15.

*
Department of Economic and E ﬂ ﬁ ﬂ ECt i S :
Community Development '

still revolutionary

Physical constrainits of the site render the inclusion of additional primary treatment measutes
impractical. Namely, the provision of public access around the perimeter of the site limits the
space available to construct eatthen-type primary treatment features (basins, traps, etc.)
Additionally, the grading, drainage, and treatment systems incorporated into the development are
desighed to discourage direct infiltration into the existing environmentally-impacted soils on site
(note the bioswale is designed to re-collect infiltrated groundwater after filtration). Constructed
primary treatment systems on site would increase the likelihood of stormwater infiltration and
are thus not proposed.

Although additional ptimaty treatment features are not proposed on the 14-Acre property itself,
areas of the site with drivable surfaces, as well as building roof systemns will be discharged into
the proposed Water Quality Forebay at the north end of the East Creek Estuary. This feature
will be designed to promote settling of suspended solids and treatment of stormwater received
from the proposed development as well as the Dyke Lane Pumping Station.

In addition to the hydrodynamic separator units that will treat runoff from drivable surfaces, the
various water quality techniques described above (and the deep sumps added to catch basins
outside the building footprint in the response to Item #16) will provide appropriate water quality
treatment trains for the proposed development.

"The Stormwater Management Plan (appended to the Stormwater Pollution Control Plan) has
been revised to include a post construction monitoring program, including inspection
frequencies and maintenance guidelines. Further, the inclusive Stormwater Management Report
has been revised to include Water Quality Volume and Water Quality Flow Calculations for the
proposed development.

The curvent post-construction stormwaler managenient plan that exists as part of the Stormmwater Pollution
Control Plan is inadeqnate. In order to be in compliance with the SWOM, the plan must describe the provedures,
iicluding rontine and non-rontine maintenance, which may be necesiary to maintain all proposed frealment
praciices in good operating condition. The plan mnst address inspection and maintenance of all stormwater
managenient strictures and meet or exceed the recommended inspection and maintenance guidelines [ schedules
specified in the SWOM for respective freatment measurer. Applicant showld alra identify pariies responsible for
inspection and maintenance and describe the provisions that will be made for financing the operation and
mdinlenance aclivilies.

"To supplement the Stormwatet Pollution Control Plan (SPCP), a summary of a post-
construction stormwater quality-related inspection and maintenance program for the property is
enclosed with this letter, including an example inspection report, as well as supporting Spill
Response Procedures.

Based on the proposed grading shown on the “Detailed Grading @ Drainage Plan,” surface rungfl in many areas
appears 1o run up qgainst, adiacent fo, or over proposed retaining walls. Whik final drainage details may still be
pending, the applicant shonld in general specify how this surface runoff will be managed io prevent erosion or wall
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damage resulting from concentration of flows along the wall [ soil interface or from runaff dropping from higher
retaining wall levels.

In general, time of concentration flow paths upstream of the retaining walls are relatively short in
most aieas, distributing runoff over a longer cross section and minimizing the flow per unit
length over the walls. However, the final drainage details addressed within the future
Construction Documments will address areas of longer flow paths and grading parallel to the wall,
and will incorporate minor grading revisions and stormwater collection measutes as hecessary to
prevent erosive or adverse effects to the site conditions. -

To illustrate this concept, the Cast-In-Place Concrete Retaining Wall detail on technical plan
sheet CID-503 has been revised to include light duty yard drains where required, and an
underdrain coliector pipe at the top of the wall to allow for collection of stormwater that may
infiltrate behind the wall.

The applicant shall specify the nve of deep sump catch basins wherever practicable thronghont the proposed drainage
Jystem in order to improve and exitend the water treatment pesformance life of proposed freatment measures.

The Catch Basin detail on technical plan sheet CI>-503 has been revised to show catch basins
with four foot sumps. Technical plan sheets CG-102 through CG-104 have been revised to
indicate the locations of catch basins in areas ouiside the building footptint that will include four
foot sumps. Note that deep sumps are not practical in landscaped areas above proposed parking
garage levels due to depth of cover constraints.

It appears that in some instances backfill cover over proposed drainage pipe may not mest recomimended depths for
HDPE pipe. Applicant shall confirm that desipn backfil] cover depths are within aveeptable range recormended
by manufacturess.

Inverts have been revised to meet recommended depths for High Density Polyethylene (HDPE)
pipe (2 minimum of one foot of cover between the crown of the pipe and the bottom of the
lowest layer of bituminous concrete pavement). Technical plan sheets CG-102 through CG-104
and the Stormwater Management Plan have been correspondingly revised.

Catshment and Inket drainage areas for CM-310 and CB-370 on the Catchment and Catch Basin Tables
respectively appear incorvedt. Applicant shall confirm there areas or othenwise revive and resubmit calonlations for
all affected downitream nodes.

The stormwater piping calculations in the Stormwrater Management Plan have been updated to

include the subject catchment area.

The applicant has acknowledged that there will be net increases of post developanent peak flows discharging nosth
off the site and into an existing City owned drainage system, but summarily states in their stormwater report that
this Increase will not exceed the capacity of that system. Comparison of estimated peak flows discharging fo Design
Point 2 North shows an approximate 15% increase post development. The ondy information regarding the
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existing drainage system exiending offsite north of pacific street is presented in the stormwater Conduit Table which
shows one of these pipes to be at 152% capacity post development. Applicant shall provide more information
regarding the existing condition of this system including ontfall 4, and show by argument or calinlation that peak
Slow increaser will not adversely impact thi system.

The drainage system collecting stormwater from the northern portion of the site has been
tevised to redirect the majotity of collected runoff to Qutfall #1 in the Water Quality Forebay.
Additionally, to more accurately model the northern system, we have expanded the modeling to
include the collectors below Coastal Gardens East as well as Coastal Gardens West. Revisions to
the model show that although the northern system would expetience a small increase of flow
from the proposed development, the existing infrastructure is adequately sized to accept this
additional flow.

Technical plan sheet CG-102 as well as the calculations within the Stormwater Management Plan
have been revised to reflect these modifications. Additionally, mapping of the collection system
below Pacific Street Extension used for reference has been added to Appendix C of the revised
stormwater geport.

The applivant is proposing to constrnat three new osifall locations discharging divectly from the site and an increase
of flow to one existing outfall location off site. If appears that no ontlet protection is being proposed for these
ouifalls. Applicant shall show by argument or calculation, nsing the Connectiont Department of Transportation
Drainage Manual standards, that no outlet profection is required, Applicant shall assume the worst case scenario
lidal lailwater condition when assesiing the need for ontfall protection.

Technical plans CS-102 and CG-102 have been tevised to incotporate a riptap outlet protection
pad at Outfalls #1 and #5 within the Water Quality Forebay. Calculations sizing the pad in
accordance with the Connecticut Depattment of Transportation Drainage Manual are included
as Appendix D of the revised Stormwater Management Plan.

Outfalls #2 and #3 discharge at or near the High 'Tide Line through the steel sheet pile
bulkhead. Since these areas ate in areas of either current or former dredge footptints, the outlets
will be 10-15 feet higher in elevation than the surface of the Harbor bottom. "Thus, the vertical
column of water at or below the pipe outlets should provide adequate dissipation of pipe exit
velocities. Depending on the final configuration of the marina docks, a baffle or diffuser may be
added to the outlet of Outfall #3 to avoid disturbance of moored vessels.

Finally, Outfall #4 is an existing stormwater piping system, and does not require additional outlet
protection,

Contraty fo one applicant statement inclided in Attachment O2, “Summary of Conformance with Floodplain
Regulations,” and writfen to address local and federal flood proofing regulations—specifically requirements

7 HENC)) of local reguiations and 44 CER 60.3(c)(#)—given the engineered measimres being proposed 1o
widintain flood progfing of below grade parking areas, a written certifivation shall be provided by a Connecticnt
licensed professional engineer or architect certifying fo those provisions stated in the aforementioned regnlations.
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A certification that the proposed development complies with Section TAEYG)(E of the locat
regulations and 44 CFR 60.3(c)(4) will be subtmitted by a qualified Connecticat-licensed
professional engineer upon final design of the building structural systems and preparation of the
future “Construction Documents™ necessary to obtain a building permit.

The statement in question has been revised accordingly within Attachment Q2 (enclosed).

The Stormwater Management Report states that the proposed stormwater systems have been designed fo convey the
100 yr storns event. However, rainfall intensities presented in the Catohment Table appear to corvelate with a 25-
Jr event, nof the 100y event. While this Department does not require that the stormwater systems be desigired to
convey the 100-yr event, the applicant should provide the storm drainage sizing calulations Jor that event which
they claim the system has been designed for.

The Stottnwater Management Report has been revised to include calculations for both the 25-
yeat design storm and 100-year design storm. Please note that the notthern drainage system
draining to the Dyke Lane Pump Station is comprised of existing piping that was previously
constructed to handle the City-standard 25-year design storm. However, all proposed piping
draining to East Creek or Stamford Harbor from the site has been designed to convey the 160-
year storm.

Executive Director

Office of Financial Review & Special Projects

Ce: Nelson Teteso, Project Manager, DECD
John Freeman, Hatbor Point Development

Enclosures:

¢ Attachment I - Flood Contingency Plan (Revised February 8, 2013)

®  February 7, 2013 Letter from Kitk Bosma, M.C.E., P.E., Woods Hole Group

* Attachment Q-2 — Summaty of Conformance with Floodplain Regulations (Revised February 8,
2013) ,

*  Summaty of Post-Construction Stormwater Management, including Fxample Inspection Report and
Spill Response Procedures

* Technical Plans, Revised February 8, 2013 (Sheets CS-102 - CS-103, CG-102 — CG-104, CD-503)

*  Stormwater Management Repott (Revised February 8, 2013)
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April 4, 2013

Cheryl A. Chase, Director

Inland Water Resources Division

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hattford, CT 06103

RE:  Second Notice of Deficiency (Responses)
Application 201300017-FM
Harbor Point-Bridgewater Headquarters, Stamford, CT

Dear Ms. Chase:

‘The Depattment of Economic and Community Development (DECD) would like to thank you and your
staff again for a timely review of the subject Flood Management Certification application, and for the
opportutiity to discuss the proposed Bridgewater Associates Headquarters development in Stamford,
Connecticut. Responses to the comments and questions in your March 1, 2013 letter to me are provided
below, with the otiginal comments repeated in ifalics for clatity and context:

1. Burther to onr water qualify freatment concerns expresied in onr oviginal NOD letter comment number 13, the
Departrment berby requeits additional information fo supplement your response. While the applicant has demoniirated
that they will implement positive Best Management Practices to reduce water qualify impacts, they have stifl not clearly
demonstrated why they cannot meet the design guidelines of the 2004 Connecticut Stormwater Quality Mannal
(SWOM). The project proposes relatively small areas of impervions cover, and it should not be too onerous or require
exessive area fo provide adequate bioretention systems or Water Quality Swaler (both primary freatment practices) to
treat the WOV draining from these areas, particularly if these arvas can be isolated and treated separate from other
pervious/green areas that showld not need primary treatment.  Both treatment practices can be designed to prevent
infiltration to impacted soils if necessary using underdrains andf or impervios hners to divest filtered water fo non-
impacted areas or fo proposed storm drainage pipef ontlets.  Referencing a typteal architectural elevation view which
labely an undefined area for an unspecified bioswale is not aviurance enongh that these systems will be designed,
constrneted and maintained iy accordance with the criferia set forth in the SWOM. If the consultant is not propared fo
detatl these systemis andf or provide preliminary design Jor these at this time, there minst be other assurances that these
can and will be incorporated accordingly into the final design, plans, and stormwater maintenance/ management plan.
The consultant rmust otherwive better demonstrate there is not sufficient area or cover to freat the relevant areas in

compliance with the SWEOM.

Funrthermore, the applicant cannot lake any waler guality treatment credit for the Water Qnality Forebay being
proposed offsite and within the existing impacted estwary af the outlet of the Dyke Lane Pumiping station despite the
Jact that wost of the vunoff from the site will be discharged heve. Proposed work in the estwary, including the forcbay
and estuary erossing, are not part of this application and are subject 1o future pervits and approvals by local, state and
Jederal agencies, and it conld be months or years affer construction of the on-site stormater management jystem s
complete before this forebay ir constructedf operational if it is permitted at all. The applicant has not provided any
information resarding how this forebay was sized and whether it is nearly large enongh (when also acconnting for






* ”&&
Department of Economic and g g n n g ct E c w
Community Development

still revolutionary

contribution from pump station) lo serve any real water quality freatment function other than to serve as a stilling basin
Jor pump station flows. Lhe applicant bas not demonstyated that any sediment that does accurmnlate will not be
disturbed and discharged out of the forebay with each subsequent storm/ pump event, and they cannot provide any
assurance that the forebay will be cleaned ont with any frequency that will facilitate water guality treatment.
Consequently, the applicant must refy solely on treatmient measures provided on site to provide the required water
guality froatment.

Tt should be noted that the development as a whole has been designed to incorporate several
infiovative stormwater management methodologies to address the quality of stormwater falling upon
and subsequently leaving the site. Overall, the proposed development will reduce the amount of
impetvious atea imposed on the site, relative to existing conditions. The majority of the proposed site
will include a vegetated cover to serve as self-implementing filters to remove sediment and pollutants
via overland flow. These sutfaces will include the following:

* Emetgent and maritime forests, with established tree canopies and groundcover.
¢ Maintained meadowlands and lawns, with grasses and shrubbery.
o A “green roof” systetn on the proposed building, designed to absorb and filter precipitation.

A relatively simall portion of the site will be used for pedestrian and vehicular access, including stone
dust paths, concrete walkways, and bituminous concrete sutfaces. Of these impetvious surfaces, only
the bituminous concrete access roadways (the Upper Entrance Road and the Lower Entrance Road)
will be used for regular vehicular traffic. These sutfaces will be collected and drained through a
treattnent train that includes the following:

¢ Regular pavement sweeping to remove sands and de-icing materials from paved surfaces to
minimize mobilization into the stormwater management system,

o Deep (four-foot) sumps in the associated catch basins to allow setting of heavy grit and
debris from stormwater passing through the system.

s  Offline hydrodynamic separator units that are designed to remove floatable debris, oils, and
suspended solids (sediment) from the collected stormwater runoff.

As described in Fuss & O’Neill’s recent response to the CT DEEP Construction Stormwater Permit
Notice of Deficiency, the hydrodynatmic separators alone have been documented to remove a
mininum of 80% of total suspended solids (TSS) from the water quality stormwater flow passing
through the unit. Documentation of this performance in the form of published documents
summarizing the petformance of the two potential separator units regarding removal of total
suspended solids is enclosed with this letter. These documents, obtained from the manufacturer,
were published to conform with New Jersey Corporation for Advanced Technology (NJCA'T) TARP
Tiet II protocol for separator performance, These documents indicate that both the sepatators tested
exceeded the removal goal of 80% based upon the EPA 160.2 testing methodology. Similar
methodology was verified by the Massachusetts Stormwater Technology Evaluation Project
(MASTEP), with these units respectively receiving Level 1 and Level 2 certifications. The off-line
units will be designed based upon the calculated water quality flow for the drainage areas collected by
the upstream catch basin system.
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Further, stormwater that is collected from the drivable surfaces and treated through the
hydtodynamic separators will be discharged into the proposed Water Quality Forebay at the north
end of the East Creek Fstuaty. In regards to our response to Item #1 of the original Notice of
Deficiency, we requested that “the portion of the proposed boardwalk crossing the estuary [be]
explicitly removed from the scope of the current Flood Management Certification (FMC)
application...” Howevet, the Applicant intended that the estuary, including the Water Quality
Fotebay, temain within the curtent application scope. If included as the final measure within the
proposed treatment train, this feature would be designated as the “primary treatment” feature
described within the 2004 Connecticut Water Quality Manual.

As stated in the previous FMC response, the size, shape, and function of the Forebay would be
designed to not only treat the water quality volume discharged from the paved areas of the proposed
Bridgewater site, but ensure the safe passage of stormwater discharged from the Dyke Lane Pump
Station without exacerbating flood conditions. The Water Quality Forebay will be designed as a “Wet
Stormwater Pond/Wetland System” as outlined in the 2004 Manual, inclusive of a velocity-
dissipation cell to defray the enetgy of incoming stormwater, and a wet-storage cell with a tidal-
recharged wet pool in addition to the required storage volume for the associated water quality
volume. The micto-design of the Water Quality Forebay is intended to be completed during
preparation of the CT DEEP Office of the Long Island Sound Programs (OLISP) Structures,
Dredging and Fill (SDF) petmit, CT DEEP Dam Safety Permit, United States Army Cotps of
Engineers (USACE) Section 10 Individual permit, and USACE Section 408 Submittal. This will be
done in order to more efficiently coordinate details of the final design. It is important to note that
construction immediately adjacent to the Stamford Hurricane Protection Barrier (including
construction of the upper access road) canhot commence without CT DEEP Dam safety permit and
USACE Section 408 approvals. Similatly, proposed work below the Coastal Jurisdiction Line (Elev.
6.6 NGVD 29) cannot begin before CT' DEEP SDF and USACE Section 10 approvals are obtaitied.
Therefore, the entire Bridgewater development project cannot be completed until all of the above
permits are obtained.

A regular cleaning and maintenance program will be instituted by the Applicant to remove
accumulated sediment, repair damaged surfaces, and ensure continued operation of the entire
stormwater management system with its intended function. This includes all proposed hydrodynamic
separators and the Water Quality Forebay

However, as previously mentioned, the treatment train proposed for management of stormwater
dischatged from the paved areas of the site has been designed to exceed the minimum 80% TSS
removal required by the 2004 Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual without the incorporation of
the Watet Quality Fotebay. Inclusion of the Water Quality Forebay would provide even further
treatment of contributing stormwatet runoff, but is not critical to meeting the required TSS removal
goal other than categorically providing a feature listed as a “primary treatment” feature within the
2004 Guidelines.
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It appears that the curvent confignrations shown for the hydrodynamic separators do not provide for any by-pass of peak
flows,  Separators need only be sized for WOF and showld externally by-pase any exvess flow in order to prevent
Jrequent sircharging.

The hydrodynamic separators will be designed as off-line units to provide bypass of peak flows.
Sheet CG-102 has been revised to reflect this.

The responise to our original NOD comment number 14 appears incomplete.  The applicant bas not identified who the
probable party responsible for post-construction maintenance and operation of stormmwater management yystenis will be
and how they will provision the financing of these avtivities. Some draft language that can be appended fo a futnre
property management or fenant contract should be submitted that will require that the responsible agent perform the
midintenance and operation activities in accordance with the stormmwater managenent plan and that they be required o
adequately budget for these operalions.

As described in Fuss & (O’Neill’s recent response to the CT DEEP Construction Stortwater Permit
Notice of Deficiency, a post-constiuction stormwater managetnent operations and maintenance
sutnmary and inspection checklist has been added as Appendix E to the revised Stormwater
Management Plan. These documents include frequencies for stormwater structure cleaning,
pavement sweeping, etc. For the duration that the property is owned by the current site owner,
maintenance and opetation of the stortmwater management systems will be the responsibility of
William J. Buckley Jr., P.E. of Litchfield Consulting & Management Services. Mr. Buckley has an
active contract with the cutrent site owner. If the property is transferred in the future to another
entity, it will be written in the purchase and sale agreement that maintenance and operation of the
stotmwatet management systems will be the responsibility of the new owner.

The Depariment iv willing lo permirt the submittal of revised/final design architecturall site plans and flood proof
certification of strictures as a special condition of approval for this project as requested by the applicant. The special
condition shall requive that final plans and dry-flood proof certification from a Connecticnt Licenied Profesiional
Engineer be provided to this Division 30 days prior to the contmencenent of any construction activities anthorized by
the Flood Management Cerfification approval. A copy of same shall be submitted to the local floodplain coovdinator of
the City of Stamford for their record.

Agreed.

The applivant is hereby reminded that, since our agency cannot perwif the consivuction of the helipad and recreational
barge that are still shown on the revised permit plans, onr Tlood Management Certifiiation approval leter will
specifically make reference to and exclude those parts of the project from the certification.

Noted.
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Sincerely,

W &

Michael ]. Lettieri
Executive Director
Office of Financial Review & Special Projects

Ce: Nelson Tereso, Project Manager, DECD
John Freeman, Harbor Point Developmert

" Enclosures:
®  Technical Plans, Revised March 28, 2013 (Sheet CG-102)
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SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
February 7, 2013

Mr. Craig Lapinski

Fuss & O’Neill, Inc.

146 Hartford Road

Manchester, CT 06040

RE: Harbor Point, Bridgewater Headquarters, Stamford, CT — Coastal Flooding

www.woodsholegroup.com :

Dear Mr. Lapinski,

; At your request, Woods Hole Group, Inc. (WHG) has reviewed the proposed development of
| the Harbor Point, Bridgewater Headquarters in relation to potential coastal flooding. We
4 understand that the Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection (CT DEEP)
has raised concerns about the impact of the development on potential coastal flooding pathways
and recession at the neighboring Ponus Yacht Club (PYC) property. Specifically, concerns that
the increased grade of the Harbor Point property to the south, the new access ways to the east,
and the existing federal hurricane barrier to the north, may create undesired water
channelization of flood waters during a coastal storm surge event, may negatively impact
potential wave transformations during coastal storms, and may result in concentration of
i receding flood waters following the storm. Therefore, WHG evaluated the potential impacts of
| a storm event (e.g., Nor’easter or Hurricane), including storm surge and wave effects, on the
Harbor Point peninsula and the PYC property for both the existing conditions and the proposed
development conditions.

ELEPHO! 508.540.8080

MA 02536 USA

Figure 1 presents the potential flooding during a significant coastal storm (10- to 20-year return
period storm with a storm surge level of approximately 9 to 10 feet NGVD29) for both existing
conditions (left panel) and proposed conditions (right panel). The blue areas indicated the
portions of the peninsula that would be inundated under this scenario, while the black arrows
show the general pathways of the flood waters. During this storm surge condition, flooding of
the PYC property is not exacerbated due to the proposed development. The area inundated
within the PYC property remains the same in both existing conditions and proposed conditions,
with an actual decrease in the available flooding pathways of water to the PYC property. For
example, storm surge under existing conditions can currently enter the PYC property from a
large area to the west and southwest of the property, as well as from an area to the east of the
PYC. Water velocities under both existing and proposed conditions are not expected to change
significantly as the storm surge advances or retreats due to the relatively large opening

Woods Hole Group 81 Technology Park Drive E. Falmouth,
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TELEPHONE: 508.540.8080

Woods Hole Group 81 Technology Park Drive E. Falmouth, MA 02536 USA

(approximately 200 feet) for the flood water. In addition, the increased elevation to the south of
the PYC property will also inhibit and reduce wave action in the inundated areas.
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Figure 1. Inundation of Harbor Point peninsula during an approximate 10-20-year return period storm
surge for existing conditions (left panel) and proposed development conditions (right panel). Black arrows

indicate potential flooding pathways onto the PYC property.

Figure 2 presents the potential flooding during a more significant coastal storm (100-year return
period FEMA storm with a new Base Flood Elevation [BFE] level of approximately 15 feet
NGVD29) for both existing conditions (left panel) and proposed conditions (right panel).
Again, the blue areas indicated the portions of the peninsula that would be inundated under this
scenario, while the black arrows show the general pathways of the flood waters. During this
storm surge conditions, again the flooding of the PYC property is not exacerbated due to the
proposed development. The area inundated within the PYC property remains approximately the
same as existing or may be slightly reduced under proposed conditions. With a coastal storm of
this magnitude under existing conditions, the entire peninsula becomes flooded and water will
full inundate the PYC property. It is also likely that some waves will propagate over the
peninsula during the storm and impact the PYC property. Under proposed conditions, this
flooding and wave pathway has been eliminated, which should result in a less energetic
inundation zone. Under proposed conditions, the storm surge can advance into the PYC
property from two areas, one from the west (as under existing conditions) and a channel of
water flowing down the access road to the PYC property. This flooding pathway does not exist
under smaller storm surge events due to the increased elevation to the east of the property;
however, a larger coastal storm will overtop this area and result in water flowing down the
access road to the property. The PYC property would have already been flooded at this point,
so the additional water flooding the parcel would be insignificant; however, the velocity flowing
down the access road would result in an increased floodway with increased velocities.
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Figure 2. Inundation of Harbor Point peninsula during an approximate 100-year return period (FEMA)
storm surge for existing conditions (left panel) and proposed development conditions (right panel). Black
arrows indicate potential flooding pathways onto the PYC property.

Figure 3 presents the potential flooding during a 100-year storm surge event and includes an
estimate of projected sea level rise and wave overtopping (to approximately 17 feet NGVD29)
for the proposed conditions. Again, the blue areas indicate the portions of the peninsula that
would be inundated under this scenario, while the black arrows show the general pathways of
the flood waters. This figure demonstrates the potential risk of flooding into the sub-grade parking
structure at the Bridgewater development via the access road, in addition to the road leading down to the
PYC property.

Due to this potential channelization of flow down the PYC access road, as well as the potential flooding
risk associated with the access road to the Bridgewater Development sub-grade parking, WHG
recommends that a flood wall be extended to the northeast along Bateman way, or that grading is
increased to the east of the PYC access road. This would eliminate the concern associated with potential
divergence of flood waters, while also reducing risk to the development parking infrastructure. This
design modification is recommended to be considered to reduce risk associated with the storm surge
processes for both the PYC and Bridgewater development properties.
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Figure 3. Inundation of Harbor Point peninsula during an approximate 100-year return period (FEMA)
storm surge and estimated projected sea level rise and wave overtopping allowance (approximately 17 feet
NGVD29) for the proposed development conditions. Black arrows indicate potential flooding pathways.

If the design is adjusted to extend/increase the flood wall to the northeast, or if the area directly east of
the access road is elevated, then it is WHG’s professional opinion that the proposed development on
Harbor Point will not significantly change the impact to the PYC property during coastal storm surge
events. With a flood wall extension, the development will not result in adverse diversion, concentration,
or intensification of the storm surge processes. In fact, the proposed development is more likely to
reduce flooding pathways to the neighboring PYC property, as well as afford additional protection from
wave propagation.

Sincerely,

e F |

Kirk Bosma, M.C.E., P.E.
Team Leader / Coastal Engineer






Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION





respond with their contact information and I will be happy to do so . If you
have any additional questions please don't hesitate to contact me.



