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Proposed Action 
 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Connecticut Department of Community and 
Economic Development (DECD) propose to construct the Waterbury Transportation Center 
(WTC) in the City of Waterbury, CT.  The WTC would house and link several of the area’s 
transportation services, including commuter rail, local bus, intercity bus, limousines, shuttles, and 
taxi services at one location.   
 
The WTC project is intended to achieve the following goals:  1) Ease automotive and pedestrian 
congestion in downtown Waterbury; 2) Restore the Waterbury Green to its original civic function; 
3) Consolidate numerous modes of transportation into one transportation center; 4) Increase 
safety and convenience for transit patrons and service providers; 5) Encourage transit ridership; 
6) Support economic development; and, 7) Stimulate economic redevelopment. 
 
This Environmental Assessment and Environmental Impact Evaluation (EA/EIE) assesses the 
No-Build Alternative and the Preferred Alternative, and presents the potential adverse and 
beneficial impacts that would result from each, as well as potential mitigation measures.   
 
The FTA and DECD have circulated this EA/EIE for public review and comment and will consider 
public comments received during the public review of this EA/EIE prior to determining whether to 
move forward with implementation of the WTC. 
 
Note to Reviewers: 
 
Comments on this document may be submitted in writing or may be made orally at a public 
hearing to be held: 
 

DATE: December 8, 2009 
TIME:  6:00 P.M. 
LOCATION: Waterbury Development Corporation 
 24 Leavenworth Street, Waterbury, CT 

 
Written comments must be received no later than December 18, 2009 and should be addressed to: 
 

Nelson Tereso 
ORD Project Engineer 
State of Connecticut 
Department of Economic & Community Development 
505 Hudson Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-7106 
Fax - (860) 270-8157 

 
Comments may also be submitted via electronic mail to:  nelson.g.tereso@ct.gov. 
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Executive Summary 

 

1.0 Introduction 

This Executive Summary discusses the Waterbury Transportation Center (WTC) project, as well as 
anticipated project impacts and proposed mitigation discussed in this Environmental Assessment/ 
Environmental Impact Evaluation (EA/EIE).  The proposed multi-modal transportation center would be 
located on Meadow Street, adjacent to the existing Metro-North rail station in downtown Waterbury.  The 
site currently houses the Waterbury Metro-North rail station and parking lot, a drive-through ATM, and a 
vacant office building.  The WTC is proposed to house and consolidate several of the area’s transit 
services, as well as commuter travel and tourism activities.  The new center would be located near the 
interchange of the area’s major highways, Interstate 84 (I-84) and Route 8, approximately one-half mile 
from the existing local bus “pulse point” on the Waterbury Green (the Green).  See Figure ES-1 for view 
the location of the proposed facility. 

2.0 Purpose and Need Summary 

The need to revitalize Connecticut’s urban centers, specifically through the improved use of existing 
infrastructure, increased connectivity of transit modes, and renewal of downtown neighborhoods has 
been emphasized in development and transportation plans at the local, regional, and state levels.  The 
seven goals of the proposed transportation center are tied directly to these needs: 

Goal 1 – Ease automotive and pedestrian congestion in downtown Waterbury. 
The movement of the bus pulse/transfer point from the Waterbury Green to the new WTC would serve to 
decrease motor vehicle and pedestrian congestion around and within the Green.  This would alleviate 
several existing problems at the Green, including: large crowds blocking sidewalks while waiting for 
buses; multiple arriving/departing and idling buses blocking traffic around the Green; conflicts between 
pedestrians using the Green and bus riders rushing to make difficult connections; bus riders impacting 
commercial building operations as they use them for shelter (especially during inclement weather); and 
negative impacts on air quality due to idling buses. 

Goal 2 – Restore the Waterbury Green to its original civic function. 
The reduction of bus activity away from the Green would remove many of the impacts repeatedly 
identified as detrimental to economic development initiatives in the downtown area.  Stakeholders regard 
the Green as an exceptional Waterbury resource that is being undermined by bus traffic and crowds of 
waiting riders.  The reduction of these activities from the Green would increase its aesthetic value, reduce 
the litter and congestion associated with riders, and reduce air pollution caused by idling buses. 

Goal 3 – Consolidate modes of transportation into one transportation center. 
The new WTC would have capacity to integrate Waterbury’s various transit modes, including commuter 
rail, local bus, intercity bus, and specialized shuttle service. 

Goal 4 – Increase safety and convenience for transit patrons and service providers.   
There is currently little shelter space for riders at the Green, and transfers often include crossing multiple 
lanes of traffic.  The proposed WTC would provide more convenient and safer transfers, ample shelter for 
passengers, restrooms, information booths, and ticketing access.  Riders of local bus service would 
benefit most in this regard, but rail passengers would also gain a more pleasant waiting environment and 
safer parking facility.  Patrons of the intercity bus system and specialized shuttles would also utilize the 
improved waiting area. 
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Goal 5 – Encourage transit ridership. 
An improved waiting environment and more convenient transfers between transit modes could serve to 
attract increased ridership. 

Goal 6 – Support economic development.  
Economic development stakeholders have supported the removal of buses from the Green as a means to 
enhance development initiatives, as well as the overall attractiveness of downtown Waterbury.  The 
upgraded WTC could also strengthen the appeal of the commuter rail as a transit option, serving overall 
economic development. 

Goal 7 – Stimulate economic redevelopment. 
The largest redevelopment site in Waterbury is located adjacent to the proposed WTC.  The 77-acre 
Freight Street site is a former industrial area, located immediately to the west of downtown Waterbury 
between the active railroad tracks and Naugatuck River.  The transportation center could stimulate 
development in the area by offering convenient and accessible transit options in close proximity to this 
redevelopment area. 

3.0 Development and Evaluation of Alternatives 

Feasibility studies conducted in 2001 and 2006 for the Connecticut Department of Economic and 
Community Development (DECD) led to the selection of the Meadow Street site as the preferred site for 
the WTC.  A series of build alternative concepts were then developed and evaluated to determine which 
best met the project purpose and need while having the least potential environmental effects. 

A building use program identified potential space needs for the WTC project.  It was developed in 
consultation with the community, a Technical Advisory Committee1, and interviews with potential users of 
the facility.  Comments were also considered from local groups and agencies such as Main Street 
Waterbury and the Central Naugatuck Valley Council of Governments (CNVCOG), as well as downtown 
transportation providers and other stakeholders.  

The preferred uses of the WTC were determined: 

 A multi-modal transportation facility with capacity for Waterbury’s transit services; 
 A waiting facility with commuter and tourism amenities, including retail space and a dining 

establishment; 
 Parking to support the range of transit system user groups at the facility; and 
 Potential connection to the proposed Naugatuck River Greenway, which would be located in 

close proximity to the west of the project site. 
 

It was then necessary to determine the appropriate size of the facilities based on anticipated use needs, 
develop preliminary designs, and select the site configuration that would best meet project goals while 
minimizing adverse effects.  Programming, design, operational, and passenger standards were used to 
develop the Build Alternative site concept.  

Numerous meetings with transit providers, local community groups, and citizens were organized to create 
the building and site programs.  These programs defined the specific facility spaces, amenities, and 
transportation types and quantity.  

                                                            
1 Consisting of representatives from the Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development, Waterbury 
Development Corporation, AECOM Transportation, JCJ Architecture, and Wendell Duchscherer. 
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After multiple site layouts were created, a matrix was developed to assist in determining the best overall 
alternative.  This matrix, which the project management team2 used to score the proposed designs, 
included all criteria that were critical to the intermodal facility’s success, such as security, bus circulation, 
capacity, and expandability. 

A computer-generated three dimensional massing model was created to further evaluate site design 
options and allow the Technical Advisory Committee to consider elements such as the scale and façade 
of the proposed facility in greater detail.  The alternative known as Option 3C was initially chosen by the 
Technical Advisory Committee to be the most viable; however, it was determined that an option exploring 
the potential for utilizing air rights above the rail line should also be considered, given the limited space 
on-site to accommodate all of the required uses.  Two additional air rights-based options surfaced, but 
after further consideration it was determined that these options could be cost-prohibitive and the layouts 
would not integrate with Library Park or the Republican American building. 

As part of this collaboration, a viable alternative called Option 7 was developed.  A subsequent charette 
on Option 7 focused on bus and rail canopies; establishing a greater connection between Library Park, 
the bus transfer area, and street level; the creation of an interesting façade and gateway corridor; and 
building materials.  After further evaluation by the Technical Advisory Committee, Option 7 was advanced 
as the Preferred Alternative and subsequently presented at a public meeting for review (see Figures ES-
2-4). 

4.0 Alternatives Considered in the EA/EIE 

The alternatives discussed in this EA/EIE, include the No Build Alternative or No-Action alternative, and 
the Preferred Alternative or build alternative.  These are described more in detail below.   

4.1 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative is the baseline by which impacts of the Preferred Alternative are measured.  
Under the No-Build option, transit services (i.e., bus and rail) in Waterbury would remain at three separate 
locations.  For local bus service, the downtown terminal/transfer point would remain at the Green.  The 
Green would be maintained as the system’s “pulse point,” with 19 bus routes arriving over time and 
departing at the same time, generally at the top of the hour and on the half-hour.  The Metro-North 
commuter rail, located on Meadow Street approximately one-half mile from the Green, would continue to 
operate six daily trips in each direction from the station and be serviced by only one local bus stop.  All 
other bus and shuttle services would operate out of Bank Street and taxi service would operate as it does 
today.  

Without construction of the new WTC, system upgrades could still be made.  The construction of new bus 
shelters, improved stop signage, and extended service hours could be implemented for the local bus 
system.  
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4.2 Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative3 would consolidate transit service in Waterbury in a multi-modal transportation 
facility on Meadow Street.  Creating a transportation center that is architecturally significant is a goal of 
the project, as the site is immediately adjacent to the historic Republican American building and would be 
the gateway to an architecturally vibrant region of Connecticut.  The entrance to the transit building would 
be enhanced by a new park linking Library Park’s south entrance and memorial to the new transit center.  
This would establish a recognizable and iconic entrance into the City of Waterbury from the south.  The 
park would integrate a Kiss-n-Ride (car drop-off area) and bike storage area.  The bike storage area 
would allow for connection to a bike trail that would be part of the proposed Naugatuck River Greenway 
project.  The main entrance would be further enhanced with streetscaping and lighting.  The brick 
retaining wall of Library Park would be illuminated in a rhythmic pattern matching the lighting scheme 
designed for the new transit center.  This would contribute to the creation of a gateway and unique 
pedestrian experience on both sides of Meadow Street. 

The Meadow Street level of the two-story transit building would contain retail and the administrative 
functions for the WTC, as well as a two-story ornamental staircase and elevator (See Figure ES-5).  A 
future bridge to any future development on the western side of the railroad right-of-way could also be 
accommodated here.  The second level of the transit center would contain the bus deck, a police 
substation, the Metro-North waiting area, and transportation offices.  The transit building is designed to 
allow the rail and bus commuters to have a direct view to each area, an important intermodal connectivity 
element.  All program spaces are pushed to the exterior walls of the building, creating a central public 
space naturally lit from the clerestory above.  Seating, ticketing kiosks, and other amenities would be 
located in this central space.  The remaining non-clerestory roof area would be of green design to help 
mitigate storm water runoff.  In general, Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 
sustainable practices would be included in the overall planning of the building. 

The bus deck area would be divided into three transfer islands in a saw tooth bay configuration, allowing 
transit providers the greatest flexibility for operating their systems (See Figure ES-6).  The saw tooth bays 
would allow each bus to enter and exit the facility independently while maintaining a dedicated bay for 
each bus route.  The bus deck would be covered with an integrated photovoltaic glass canopy, and the 
support for the array would be painted steel.  To further enhance the connection between the park and 
the transit station, laminated wood would clad the lower portion of these steel support columns.  The 
columns would also support an integrated bench for transit users and provide a wind break for 
passengers waiting to transfer buses.  In addition, this canopy system would be utilized for the train 
platform.  The platform would be level and accessible for the entire length of the train.  Both the bus deck 
and train platform would be accessible from Meadow Street by a series of stairs, ramps, and elevators, 
both outside and inside the transit center.  Ornamental metal guardrails would channel the pedestrian 
flow to the intermediate islands and provide safety around the entire perimeter of the site. 

The transit center would have a single bus entrance at the north end of the site.  This entrance would 
have a signalized intersection with Meadow Street, allowing for smooth and safe bus operations.  The 
automobile entrance at the south end of the site has a single entrance and exit for vehicular traffic.  The 
second level bus deck would provide shelter for the cars on the first level.  Since the bus deck would 
remain at the same grade as the Republican American building to the north of the site, the parking garage 
would have to be excavated from about the midpoint of the site to the north property line, and would be 
partially underground.  The slope of Meadow Street would be utilized to create two at-grade entrances for 
buses and vehicles, allowing bus and rail transfers to remain level with Library Park while the parking 
garage is open along Meadow Street.  Meadow Street would also be narrowed by removing the current 
parking lane on the west side in order to accommodate the WTC. 

                                                            
3 The Preferred Alternative is also the Environmentally Preferred Alternative, defined by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
as “the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA [National Environmental Policy Act].” 
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Preferred Alternative Floor Plans

Source: Wendel Duchseherer, 2009
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Figure ES-6
Preferred Alternative Site Plan

Source: Wendel Duchseherer, 2009
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5.0 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

Impact categories and potential mitigation measures are described in Table ES-1 below. 

Table ES-1 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation 

Impact Category Impact Sub-
Category 

Summary of Impacts Potential Mitigation 

Land Use, Zoning, 
Neighborhoods, and 
Community Services 

 

Land Use 
Patterns 

Positive indirect impacts: supports 
revitalization of the CBD through 
increased access and removal of 
pedestrian and vehicle congestion from 
the Green and downtown area. 

Positive cumulative impacts; proposed 
project site is in an area targeted for 
redevelopment. 

WTC supports town’s conservation and 
development plan’s emphasis on the 
importance of the transit system in 
future economic development initiatives 
to expand the mix of office, hotel, and 
retail uses in the project area. 

None. 

 Zoning None.  The project site is already used 
for transportation purposes, and the 
proposed WTC is consistent with the 
general industrial zoning of the area.  
The WTC has been designed to meet 
necessary zoning requirements and with 
sensitivity to the historic context of the 
area. 

None. 

 Communities and 
Neighborhoods 

Direct Impacts: the existing vacant office 
building at the site will be demolished, 
but it is not anticipated to have adverse 
direct impacts to the area as a cohesive 
neighborhood.  

A proposed reduction in the width of 
Meadow Street adjacent to the site and 
reconfiguration of the intersection of 
Meadow Street and the I-84 westbound 
off-ramp may require the acquisition of 
right-of-way.  This is not anticipated to 
adversely impact the community. 

Positive direct impacts: landscaping 
improvements and an improved 
pedestrian environment.  

 
Positive indirect impacts: the WTC 
supports the revitalization of the CBD 
and redeveloped brownfields through 
increased access. 

Positive cumulative impacts: WTC 
supports the town’s Conservation and 
Development Plan’s emphasis on the 
importance of the transit system in 
future economic development initiatives 
to expand the mix of office, hotel, and 
retail uses in the project area. 

Acquisitions of all real property and 
easements would be completed in 
accordance with applicable provisions of 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970. 
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Impact Category Impact Sub-
Category 

Summary of Impacts Potential Mitigation 

 Community 
Facilities and 
Services 

Direct impacts: increase in vehicle and 
pedestrian traffic.  Emergency response 
vehicles or personnel are not expected 
to be impeded, and no adverse impacts 
to public safety are anticipated.  

Indirect impacts: increase in users over 
time could result in increased 
emergency response calls.  This impact 
on emergency response services and 
facilities is anticipated to be minimal, 
with ongoing planning and coordination 
by the city. 

Positive indirect impacts: reduction of 
safety problems at the Green as the 
pedestrian and vehicle traffic becomes 
less congested. 

Police substation on site and a fire 
department connection on the Meadow 
Street side of the building.  A complete 
addressable fire alarm system will be 
installed at the site. 

 

 Public Utilities and 
Municipal 
Services 

Direct Impacts: structural and 
architectural overhangs from the 
proposed WTC will require that the 
existing utilities along Meadow Street be 
relocated. 

New natural gas and telephone service.  

With the possible exception of the 
wastewater collection and delivery 
system, the existing utility suppliers 
have adequate capacity to serve any 
new development in Waterbury.  There 
are no anticipated significant changes 
required to the public utility 
infrastructure with construction of the 
new facility. 

Potential temporary disruptions to 
utilities during construction will be 
coordinated with the utility provider to 
minimize any impacts.  The permanent 
relocation of utilities will also be 
coordinated with the appropriate 
provider. 

Utility services on site have been 
designed to provide flexible and 
economically balanced infrastructure to 
allow for the WTC to adjust to changing 
needs over time.   

 

Transportation  Direct Impacts: based on capacity 
analysis results for build year 2012 and 
design year 2032, traffic operations are 
generally anticipated to be similar to the 
No-Build condition; however, the unique 
bus pulsing operation at the intermodal 
center cannot be effectively analyzed 
using the HCM methodologies. For this 
reason a Sychro/Sim Traffic 
microsimulation model was used to help 
gain an understanding of network 
congestion resulting from the exiting 
platoon of buses from the Intermodal 
Center.  

Modifications to the signals along 
Meadow Street to accommodate bus 
pulsing will create additional delays to 
vehicles at the Grand Street, Freight 
Street, and West Main Street 
intersections due to the time it takes for 
the buses to leave the site and clear the 
signals along Meadow Street.  This will 
happen at the 20, 40 and 60 minute 
points of the hour. 

All buses will not be able to exit the 
facility in one cycle due to the potential 

Proposed conceptual design elements, 
such as the separated bus and 
automobile access, elevated bus 
transfer operations, sawtooth bus bays, 
sidewalk, and crosswalks, serve to 
reduce vehicular conflicts and promote 
safer operations for vehicular and 
pedestrian circulation on-site. 

For the assumed 2012 Build year, the 
signal system along Meadow Street 
should be improved.  To mitigate the 
delay at the Meadow Street 
intersections, the signal system should 
be optimized using a coordinated 
system including the intermodal center 
driveway, Grand Street and Freight 
Street.   

 
For the assumed 2032 Design year, 
recommendations from the Connecticut 
Department of Transportation’s I-84 
Waterbury Interchange Needs Study 
should provide additional benefits to the 
general traffic network adjacent to the 
Intermodal Center.  It is anticipated that 
the local street system would need to be 
upgraded to improve network 
connections which will be vital to the 
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Impact Category Impact Sub-
Category 

Summary of Impacts Potential Mitigation 

traffic impacts. mitigation of traffic related impacts 
during construction of the I-84/Route 8 
Interchange.  The changes to the local 
network will have impacts to traffic 
circulation and may result in improved 
access to the intermodal center, and 
reduced volume at the intersections 
along Meadow Street.   

Buses involved in the pulse would exit 
the WTC in three cycles, depending on 
priority and schedule flexibility.   

Air Quality  None.  The project has been included in 
the COGCNV Long Range Regional 
Transportation Plan 2007 - 2035 (LRTP) 
and the COGCNV Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP).  The LRTP 
meets regional air quality conformity 
requirements. 

None. 

Noise  None. None. 
Water Resources Groundwater Positive direct impacts: improvement of 

storm water treatment at the site, 
including the use of green roofs. 

Compliance with the requirements of the 
General Permit for Discharge of Storm 
Water and Dewatering Wastewaters 
from Construction Activities. 

Storm water quantity control and on-site 
water quality treatment. 

 Surface Water None. None. 
 Aquatic Habitats None. None. 
 Floodplains None. None. 
 Wetlands None. None. 
 Vegetation None. None. 
Soils and Geology Physical 

Geography 
None. None. 

 Bedrock and 
Surficial Geology 

None. None. 

 Soils Direct adverse impacts: may result 
when soil is excavated during 
construction, notably for the parking 
garage.  The site is located in a 
historically industrial area and soil may 
be contaminated.   

Positive indirect impacts: if 
contaminated soil is discovered at the 
site during construction or excavation 
for the parking garage, the project would 
have a positive indirect impact due to 
the removal of contaminants. 

Protocol for sampling and analysis of 
potentially contaminated soil should be 
developed.  If significant soil 
contamination is identified, remediation 
will be necessary.   

 Farmland None. None. 
Wildlife and Fisheries Wildlife None. None. 
 Fisheries None. None. 
 State-Regulated 

Wildlife Habitats 
None. None. 
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Impact Category Impact Sub-
Category 

Summary of Impacts Potential Mitigation 

Endangered, 
Threatened, and Other 
Protected Species 

State and Federal 
Endangered and 
Threatened 
Species 

 

None. None. 

 Invasive Species 

 

None. None. 

Uncontrolled 
Petroleum and 
Hazardous Wastes 

 Direct adverse impacts: soil or 
groundwater contamination.   

 
Asbestos and/or lead-based paint with 
the demolition of the vacant building at 
333 Meadow Street. 

Notification of DEP Remediation 
Division in writing if contamination 
discovered 

Protocol for sampling, analysis, and 
removal of potentially contaminated soil, 
asbestos containing materials, and lead-
based paint.   

Compliance with all applicable federal, 
state, and local regulations. 

Energy Use and 
Conservation 

 Direct impacts: increased energy 
consumption from the new facility, the 
project will be designed to utilize energy 
efficient equipment and energy-saving 
features.  Energy consumption 
associated with the completed facility is 
therefore not anticipated to be 
significantly higher than existing 
conditions. 

Positive indirect impacts: reduction in 
the use of fossil fuels with increased use 
of the transit options at the new WTC. 

Use of LEED sustainable practices will 
be used for the overall planning of the 
building (photovoltaic cells, green roof, 
etc.). 

Public Parks and 
Recreation Lands 

 Adverse indirect impacts: increased 
traffic at the WTC entrance near Library 
Park. 

Positive indirect impacts: relocation of 
the local bus pulse point to the 
proposed WTC will move traffic 
congestion – both bus and pedestrian – 
away from Waterbury Green.  The 
Green is an important asset to the City 
of Waterbury, and reducing congestion 
in the area will promote its increased 
use. 

Single signalized bus entrance at the 
north end of the site at the intersection 
with Meadow Street, allowing a smooth 
and safe bus operation. 

A small park south of the transit building 
will incorporate more green space into 
the site. 

Cultural Resources  None. None. 
Aesthetics  Positive indirect impacts: aesthetics are 

expected to improve at the Waterbury 
Green as the number of buses and 
passengers waiting to board buses 
would be reduced with the introduction 
of the WTC.   

Location-sensitive design. 

Social and Economic 
Environment 

 Positive direct impacts: disadvantaged 
populations near the project area will 
benefit from proximity to multiple modes 
of transportation in one safe, secure 
location. 
 

None. 
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Impact Category Impact Sub-
Category 

Summary of Impacts Potential Mitigation 

Supports economic development goals 
outlined in the town’s Plan of 
Conservation and Development. 

Safety and Security  Indirect impacts: increase in emergency 
response calls with increase in users at 
the facility.  Any impact is expected to 
be minimal. 

Positive direct impacts:  addition of a 
police substation in the WTC, as well as 
pedestrian, fire safety, and traffic signal 
improvements. 

Single signalized bus entrance at the 
north end of the transit site at the 
intersection with Meadow Street, 
allowing a smooth and safe bus 
operation.  The automobile entrance at 
the south end of the site has a single 
entrance and exit for vehicular traffic.  
The landscape design for the WTC will 
enhance the pedestrian experience 
while taking into account safety, 
sustainability, functionality, and long 
term maintenance concerns. 
 

Police substation on site, a fire 
department connection will be located 
on the Meadow Street side of the 
building, and a complete addressable 
fire alarm system.  

Secondary 
Development 

 Positive impacts: enhancement of 
transportation and provide secondary 
benefits toward growth and economic 
development. 

None. 

Irreversible and 
Irretrievable 
Commitment of 
Resources 

 Natural, human, and financial resources 
are necessary for construction of the 
facility. 

General adherence to LEED standards 
and the incorporation of elements like a 
green roof and energy efficient lighting 
will help to off-set the expenditure of 
resources. 

Relationship Between 
Short-Term Uses of 
the Human 
Environment and 
Enhancement of Long-
Term Productivity 

 Short term traffic disruption, noise and 
vibration impacts, and temporary land 
easements. 

Considering the potential benefits to the 
Waterbury area and the larger region, 
the short-term use of resources needed 
to implement the proposed transit 
improvements would be consistent with 
the maintenance and enhancement of 
long-term productivity and viability.  
While the No Build Alternative would not 
require the short-term use of resources, 
it would also not improve the study area 
or region’s long-term productivity. 

Construction Period 
Impacts 

Traffic Congestion. Detours. 

 Air Quality Construction vehicle exhaust and 
airborne dust associated with the 
removal of paving/soils, excavation, and 
demolition. 

Best Management Practices. 
 
Fugitive Dust Control Plan. 
 
Construction vehicles should be well-
maintained and comply with the three 
minute idling regulation. 

 Noise and 
Vibration 

Construction equipment including 
pneumatic tools which emit strong 
penetrating percussive sounds, and the 
daily movement of dump trucks, 
loaders, backhoes, trackside 
construction equipment, and other 
heavy equipment to, from, and on the 
construction site. 

Good communication with the public 
and public outreach related to noise 
issues will be practiced during the 
construction period. 
 
Compliance with the local and State 
noise limits. 
 
Coordinating closely with the City of 
Waterbury. 
 
Best Management Practices. 
 



Waterbury Transportation Center Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Evaluation 

Executive Summary ES-16 November 2009 

Impact Category Impact Sub-
Category 

Summary of Impacts Potential Mitigation 

 Soils and Geology Contamination. Extent of contamination will be clearly 
defined and a remedial action plan will 
be developed to clean up the site in 
accordance with applicable criteria from 
the Connecticut Remediation Standard 
Regulations prior to the start of 
construction. 

 Hazardous 
Materials 

Presence of hazardous materials. Asbestos, lead-based paint, and other 
hazardous materials will be removed 
from the structures proposed to be 
demolished and will be disposed of in 
accordance with state and federal 
regulations. 

 Energy Temporary increase in energy 
consumption. 

Permanent operational energy savings 
are expected to counterbalance energy 
requirements of construction, including 
traffic flow improvements, improved bus 
circulation, consolidation of transit 
options, and the reduction in single-
occupancy vehicle commuter trips. 

 Utilities Temporary disruptions to service. Coordination with provider to minimize 
impact. 
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction, Purpose, and Need 

 

1.1 Project Overview and Background 

The Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD), in cooperation with the 
USDOT Federal Transit Administration (FTA), is sponsoring the advancement of the Waterbury 
Transportation Center (WTC), a project initially proposed by the Waterbury Development Corporation and 
City of Waterbury.  The Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT) and Waterbury 
Development Corporation (WDC) are acting as participating agencies.  The multi-modal transportation 
center would be located on Meadow Street adjacent to the existing Metro-North rail station in downtown 
Waterbury (see Figure 1.1-1).  The site currently houses the Metro-North stop and its associated parking 
lot, a drive-through ATM, and a vacant office building.  The center would house and link several of the 
area’s transportation services, including commuter rail, local bus, intercity bus, regional shuttles, 
limousines, and taxi services.  The new center would be located near the interchange of the area’s major 
highways, Interstate 84 (I-84) and Route 8, approximately one-half mile from the existing local bus “pulse 
point” on the Waterbury Green (the Green). 

1.2 Federal and State Decisions and Actions 

This Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Evaluation (EA/EIE) analyzes the effects on the 
natural and human environment and solicits public comment on two alternatives: the No-Build alternative 
and the Meadow Street Build Alternative (Preferred Alternative).  The final decision would be made by the 
lead and participating agencies: the EA/EIE details the need for the project, describes alternatives that 
were considered but rejected, and outlines the environmental consequences of the two alternatives on 
the natural and man-made environments.  The final decision would be made only after fully considering 
the potential effects and comments received during the public review period. 

In conformance with FTA and ConnDOT guidance on preparing on preparing documents, this EA/EIE 
focuses on those impacts that have potential for significant effects.  If appropriate, a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) would be issued by the FTA after the comment period on the EA. 

This document was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA),1 
regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ),2 and FTA regulations.3  Because the 
proposed action also potentially involves state funds, it is also being evaluated in accordance with the 
Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA).4  

1.3 Organization of the Document 

The EA/EIE is organized as follows: 

Chapter 1 describes the purpose and need for the project, summarizes supporting plans and studies, and 
describes the scope of the environmental analysis, as well as impact topics that have been dismissed 
from further consideration. 

                                                 
1 40 CFR 1500-1508, as amended. 
2 40 CFR 1508.9. 
3 23 CFR Part 771. 
4 Connecticut General Statues (CGS) Sections 22a-1 through 22a-1h as amended by Public Act 03-123 and CEPA regulations 
Sections 22a-1a-1 through 22a-1a-12 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA). 



 0 500 1000 1500250
Feet

Figure 1.1-1
Location Map

Source: Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 1990 Photography
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Chapter 2 documents the process for developing and evaluating alternatives for the WTC.  It discusses 
the range of alternatives considered and describes the Preferred Alternative. 

Chapter 3 describes the existing conditions that represent the No-Build environment. It also describes the 
potential environmental consequences and proposed mitigation for the WTC Preferred Alternative. 

Chapter 4 describes the agency coordination and consultation and public participation process that has 
occurred throughout the development of this project. 

Attachments to the EA/EIE include a list of the individuals and agencies and firms involved in the 
preparation of the document, a list of recipients for review of this document and a bibliography. 

The Appendix contains additional technical data, studies, and other information used to assist in 
developing the Preferred Alternative and determining environmental impacts and proposed mitigation. 

1.4 Project History and Supporting Plans and Studies 

Previous studies relating to the project include: 

Connecticut DOT Statewide Bus System Study: Northeast Transportation – Waterbury Service, 
Urbitran Associates, Inc. (2000). 
 
This report developed a program of short- and long-term transit solutions to improve the efficiency of the 
state’s network of bus services and provided a detailed analysis of inter-jurisdictional transportation needs 
and intermodal systems that connect the various modes of rail, bus, car, vanpools, and other subsidized 
programs.  Statewide issues of para-transit services, welfare-to-work needs, park-and-ride services, and 
guaranteed ride home services were also addressed.  The study’s goals and objectives for the Waterbury 
system operated by Northeast Transportation (NET) were to: improve services; improve marketing of 
Waterbury NET services; and improve data collection, specifically bus stop inventory. 

The report recommended improvements to existing services in Waterbury, as well as additional services 
to enhance mobility in the region.  Routes where improvements to existing services were proposed were: 
Route 12 (Hill Street); Route 13 (Oakville/Fairmount); Route 15 (Bucks Hill/Farmcrest); Route 20 (Walnut 
Street); Route 25 (Hitchcock Lake); Route 26 (Fairlawn/East Main); Route 31 (East Mountain); Route 32 
(Hopeville/Sylvan); Route 42 (Chase Parkway); Route 44 (Bunker Hill); N1 (Naugatuck/Millville); N2 
(Naugatuck/New Haven Road); and CT Transit U (Waterbury).  It was also recommended that early 
morning Saturday service be eliminated on Routes 11, 15, 16, 18, 20, 27, 33, 35, 36, 40, 44, and 45.  The 
addition of Sunday service and improved bus stop signage and improvements were also proposed.    

 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Jackson Street-Thomaston Avenue Connector Project, 
Waterbury, Connecticut, NAFIS & Young Engineers, Inc. (2001) 
 
This report determined the past and current uses of the Freight Street Redevelopment Project site south 
of I-84, with the intent of identifying the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or 
petroleum products that could be sources of negative environmental impacts to the site or surrounding 
properties.   

The report identified four on-site properties as “establishments” under Connecticut General Statutes 
(CGS) Section 22a-134: Exxon gas station at 474 Bank Street; Laidlaw Transit at 99 Jackson Street; the 
Laundry Basket/From the Cleaners, formerly at 500 Bank Street; and Eagle Auto Body, formerly at 99 
Jackson Street.  The site has historically been occupied by heavy industrial, manufacturing, and 
automotive uses, especially west of Jackson Street.  There are also three documented spills of particular 
concern, either because of volume or a lack of determination regarding clean up efforts: 630 Bank Street; 
the railroad tracks 100 yards south of the train station; and CL&P on Jackson Street.  Finally, the report 
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identified on-site properties with leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs): Exxon station; Mobil service 
station (three listings); Wesson Oil Company station; and Northeast Utilities. 

The recommendations of the report were as follows: 

 Magnetometer screenings, ground penetrating radar, and/or ultrasound investigations in order to 
verify the presence of subsurface items such as underground storage tanks (USTs) or other 
buried items; 

 Five to ten groundwater samples to document the hydraulic gradient and water quality beneath, 
entering, and exiting the site; 

 Surface soil samples and soil samples from various depths; 
 Deep test pits to obtain data regarding subsurface composition; 
 Soil and water samples should be tested for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), halogenated 

volatile organic compounds (HVOCs), cyanide, pesticides, herbicides, total petroleum 
hydrocarbons (TPHs), poly-chlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and metals (mercury, lead, selenium, 
cadmium, chromium, arsenic, barium, and silver).    

 
Thomaston Avenue/Jackson Street Connector, Waterbury, Department of Environmental 
Protection Stage I Review (2001). 
 
The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) reviewed this potential project, which was intended to 
promote redevelopment of the Freight Street industrial area.  The DEP determined that the project would 
be consistent with the planning program objectives of the agency. 

Feasibility Study for a New Transportation Center, Waterbury, Connecticut, STV Incorporated 
(2001). 
 
This report discussed the need for a new transportation center in Waterbury that included consolidated 
transit modes in order to meet the future needs of the city and region.  The benefits of the center to 
Waterbury were identified: 

 the creation of a new transportation gateway for Waterbury;  
 meeting Waterbury’s changing transportation needs;  
 putting Waterbury on equal footing with other cities;  
 fostering mobility through seamless connections;  
 reducing traffic congestion and loiterers in downtown Waterbury;  
 improving safety and security for customers; and,  
 helping to advance economic development.   

 
Benefits to transportation service providers were also noted including:  

 improved overall facilities, notably safety and security, for customers;  
 improved overall facilities for each transportation provider’s staff;  
 improved connectivity between different transportation providers;  
 ability of buses to layover without impacting traffic flows and merchants;  
 providing a visible focus for all transportation providers;  
 providing a single location for making transfers; and,  
 better accommodation of NET’s pulse scheduling and its future growth.   

 
The consolidated transportation center was expected to spur transit oriented development (TOD), and the 
resulting positive impacts that are outlined in the report included: 

 increased rail ridership; 
 less automobile use and less traffic congestions; 
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 increased walking and local shopping; 
 a stronger sense of community and more compact neighborhoods/less urban sprawl; 
 improved air quality; and, 
  the promotion of economic development and increased housing options.       

 
Thomaston Avenue – Jackson Street Connector Study, Report on Findings and 
Recommendations, Harrall-Michalowski Associates (2002). 
 
The Harrall-Michalowski Associates (HMA) study for the Waterbury Development Corporation (WDC) 
presented nine alternative development scenarios for a 77-acre brownfield site on Freight Street.  Each of 
the concepts incorporated several baseline design goals, including maintenance of a passenger rail 
station.  In terms of roadway alignments, each concept relocated Jackson Street towards the Naugatuck 
River to promote waterfront access; provided new access to the site from Meadow Street via a new 
roadway underpass of the railroad opposite the Field Street/I-84 westbound off-ramp; and extended 
Thomaston Street from its intersection with West Main Street southward through the site. 

The concepts varied the proposed internal roadway network for each development scenario, but no single 
concept was selected.  The preferred alternative (Concept 3) met the goals stated in the study: improved 
traffic circulation and access throughout the area; incentive for private development; encouraging public 
use of the Naugatuck River waterfront; new vehicular connections integrated with the proposed 
transportation center; enabling future use of excess rail yards for private investment; and strengthening 
multiple connections between the Waterbury Central Business District, adjacent neighborhoods, and the 
study area.  With respect to the roadway alignment itself, based on the site constraints, the location of the 
four intersections (at Jackson/Bank, Meadow/Field, Freight, and West Main), the desire to improve public 
access and recreational use of the waterfront, and compliance with engineering standards, the alignment 
as depicted in Concept 3 of the report best met project objectives while minimizing environmental 
impacts. 

Concept 3 included three phases of development: Phase 1 is the site adjacent to the potential site for the 
new transportation center between Freight Street and I-84; Phase 2 is the area south of I-84 (between I-
84 and Jackson/Bank Street), and Phase 3 is the northern portion of the site between Freight Street and 
West Main Street.  The study acknowledged that redevelopment options should remain open as market 
conditions change and various developers express interest.  

The study also included a “Marketing Overview.”  HMA considered the site’s proximity to Fairfield County 
as an asset. It was also concluded that the office/research and development (R&D) and residential 
market sectors should be the focus of the development program for the study area.  

Freight Street Project, Waterbury, DEP Stage I Review (2003). 
 
The DEP reviewed the potential redevelopment of the Freight Street industrial area adjacent to the WTC 
site.  The DEP determined that the project would be consistent with planning program objectives of the 
agency. 

I-84/Route 8 Waterbury Interchange needs Study, Technical Memorandum #1: Existing and Future 
Conditions Report (State Project 151-301), Wilbur Smith Associates (2005). 
 
This report describes the need to evaluate transportation deficiencies and define long-term transportation 
improvements needed along the I-84 corridor between Interchanges 18 and 23, and the Route 8 corridor 
between Interchanges 30 and 35 in Waterbury, as determined by ConnDOT and the Council of 
Governments of the Central Naugatuck Valley (COGCNV).  The objectives of the study were to: increase 
safety of the I-84/Route 8 Interchange; address operation deficiencies; address structural deficiencies; 
provide for future growth; and consider alternatives that are financially feasible. 



Waterbury Transportation Center Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Evaluation 

 

Chapter 1 Introduction, Purpose, and Need 1-6 November 2009 

The majority of deficiencies identified in the report occurred on the I-84 mainline and associated 
interchange ramp system; to a lesser degree, Route 8 and its interchanges experienced deficiencies but 
lower overall traffic volumes.  For the most part, field review of existing operating conditions did not 
identify significant traffic congestion, with the exception of the easternmost segment of I-84 eastbound 
and the primary arterial roadways in downtown Waterbury.  Based on the three years of data collected for 
the study, approximately 1,500 accidents were reported, averaging more than one accident per day in the 
area.  The configuration of the interchange ramp system, substandard roadway and structural conditions, 
and a heavy mix of complex vehicle distributions, as well as inclement weather and periodic construction, 
all contribute to safety issues.  The study found that many of the bridges in the area were in average 
condition, and the two major spans carrying I-84 were in poor condition.  It is anticipated that by 2030 
traffic congestions and related accidents would increase, especially at the I-84/Route 8 Interchange, and 
alternate modes of transportation are very limited.  Outside of downtown Waterbury, public transit, 
bicycling, and walking are not viable options.  The report recommends that improvements be 
environmentally sensitive and not disproportionately impact economically or racially disadvantaged 
populations, while focusing on making interchanges safer and more efficient and providing better access 
to downtown Waterbury and emerging redevelopment areas.     

Review of Thomaston Avenue-Jackson Street Connector Study, AECOM (formerly DMJM Harris 
(2006).) 
 
This report reviewed the previous Thomaston Avenue – Jackson Street Connector Study from 2002 as 
part of a feasibility study for the WTC.  It consists of two parts: a review of the alternatives analysis, the 
marketing overview, and the roadway design components of the Connector Study; and an overview of the 
redevelopment potential of the study area.5 

The analysis determined that indicators of market demand for any type of development stemming from 
Waterbury’s population were fairly weak.  Though the site is well positioned within Waterbury, there is 
little population or income growth to drive demand for additional employment or retail space.  Waterbury’s 
competitive advantage is low-cost real estate.  Companies seek out retail and employment space in 
Waterbury because rents are lower than in surrounding areas - particularly in comparison with Fairfield 
County, where rents have remained high despite increasing vacancy rates.  Retailers in particular are 
looking for large, suburban greenfield sites where development costs are low and regulatory hurdles are 
minimal.  However, the analysis demonstrated that the region could support retail on the site, due in large 
part to its excellent freeway access and visibility.  The analysis also suggested a market for office or light 
industrial space on the site.  To maximize site opportunities, it was recommended that the project be 
constructed in phases, a developer with extensive brownfield experience be used, and security and 
parking be emphasized. 

The major conclusions of the review are as follows:  

 The Alternatives Analysis conducted in the Connector Study resulted in the alternative 
that best met project objectives while minimizing environmental impacts.  While the 
phased development approach is best suited for the success of this redevelopment plan, 
the actual redevelopment options should be left open to be determined by the changing 
market, demographic characteristics, and developer interest; 

 The marketing overview chapter of the Connector Study differed from EDR’s findings 
primarily in terms of best redevelopment use for the site.  While the Connector Study 
recommended office/R&D and residential use, EDR concluded that retail would be the 
most viable initial redevelopment use because it has the most market support and 
presents the best opportunity for success; 

 From an engineering perspective, the connector road design appeared to meet 
appropriate engineering standards, except for substandard clearance under the railroad, 
which would require a steeper roadway approach to Meadow Street. Additionally, the 

                                                 
5 This section was prepared by Economic Development Research Group (EDR) under the direction of AECOM (formerly DMJM 
Harris). 
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construction costs presented in the original Connector Study were significantly lower than 
the review’s revised cost estimate; 

 The most viable initial phase of development appeared to be retail space on the site 
adjacent to the transportation center site.  Once this initial phase has been developed, 
site remediation costs would be better understood and office and/or light industrial can be 
considered for subsequent phases.  The scale of retail envisioned is along the lines of a 
community retail center, providing stores for building materials/garden supplies and 
equipment, groceries, general merchandise, and furniture; 

 To encourage development of the site, it may be necessary for the public sector (state or 
local level) to assist the developer with clean up costs; and 

 Any development would require safe and secure parking, aggressive trash removal and 
visible security presence so that all users feel save and welcome. 

 
Greater Waterbury Transportation Center Needs and Feasibility Study, AECOM [formerly DMJM 
Harris] (2006). 
 
This study identified the need for a new center, whether a new center as was feasible, and site 
alternatives within the downtown area.  It built upon the 2001 Feasibility Study of a New Transportation 
Center, Waterbury, which concluded that a new center should be located at the existing Metro-North 
station on Meadow Street.  Data collection focused on gaining a full understanding of transportation and 
socioeconomic conditions in downtown Waterbury, as well as economic development initiatives taking 
place in the study area.  Specifically, terminal location, layout and operations, service levels, routes, 
hours of service, and ridership details were collected for all of the various transportation providers located 
downtown.  The study also examined stakeholder concerns and potential funding sources. 

The study also included an analysis of site alternatives.  Potential alternatives were identified using two 
fundamental criteria: the site had to be located on the existing railroad alignment and within walking 
distance of downtown Waterbury and the Green.  The four sites selected for further study were Meadow 
Street, Judd Street, Sperry Street North, and Sperry Street South.  The criteria used to analyze these 
sites were: accessibility; impacts to existing uses; environmental considerations; traffic impacts; site 
suitability; compatibility with railroad operations; and construction costs.  Meadow Street was deemed the 
most appropriate site for the transit center, ranking “high” in all categories. 

The report concluded with a presentation of three key analyses: selection of the preferred site, 
transportation center feasibility, and transportation center need.  It was concluded that the Meadow Street 
alternative had the fewest potential negative impacts and the highest potential positive benefits, ranking 
“high” on all ten evaluation criteria.  Specific strengths included: lowest impacts to existing uses, lowest 
impacts to traffic, lowest environmental impacts, and lowest construction costs.  It was also concluded 
that the Meadow Street site was feasible, even though there could be significant impacts to local bus 
operations.  The final analysis in the study assessed the Meadow Street site’s ability to meet the seven 
objectives set for the center.  It was determined that the Meadow Street site would positively meet the 
objectives to: ease automotive and pedestrian congestion in downtown Waterbury; restore Waterbury 
Green to its original civic function; consolidate modes of transportation into one transportation center; 
increase safety and convenience of transit patrons and service providers; and stimulate economic 
redevelopment.  It was also found to meet the following objectives, although with potential negative 
impacts due to disruptions in the local bus schedule: encourage transit ridership and support economic 
development.   

Despite potentially considerable consequences that could result to local bus operations, it was concluded 
from the analysis that there is a need for the transportation center, and that Meadow Street site was the 
best location. 
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1.5 Project Purpose and Need   

 
The need to revitalize Connecticut’s urban centers, specifically through the improved use of existing 
infrastructure, increased connectivity of transit modes, and renewal of downtown neighborhoods, has 
been emphasized in development and transportation plans at the local, regional, and state levels.  The 
seven goals of the transportation center are tied directly to these needs: 

Goal 1 – Ease automotive and pedestrian congestion in downtown Waterbury. 
The movement of the primary bus transfer function from the Green to the new WTC would serve to 
decrease auto and pedestrian traffic around and within the Green.  This would alleviate several existing 
problems at the Green, including: large crowds waiting for buses blocking sidewalks for pedestrians; 
multiple arriving/departing and idling buses blocking traffic around the Green; conflicts between 
pedestrians and bus riders rushing to make difficult connections; bus riders impacting commercial 
building operations as they use them for shelter, especially during inclement weather; and negative 
impacts on air quality due to idling buses. 

Goal 2 – Restore the Waterbury Green to its original civic function. 
The movement of the primary bus transfer function away from the Green would remove many of the 
impacts repeatedly identified as detrimental to economic development initiatives in the downtown area.  
Stakeholders regard the Green as an exceptional resource for the city that is being undermined by bus 
traffic and crowds of waiting riders.  This would also increase the Green’s aesthetic value, reduce the litter 
and congestion associated with riders, and reduce air pollution caused by idling buses. 

Goal 3 – Consolidate modes of transportation into one transportation center. 
The new WTC would have capacity to integrate the city’s various transit modes, including the commuter 
rail, local bus, intercity bus, and specialized shuttles. 

Goal 4 – Increase safety and convenience of transit patrons and service providers.   
There is currently little shelter space for riders at the Green, and transfers are often long and difficult, 
crossing multiple lanes of traffic.  The proposed WTC would provide adequate shelter for passengers, 
including amenities like restrooms and information and ticketing access, as well as closer, more 
convenient transfers.  Riders of the local bus service would benefit most in this regard, but Metro-North 
passengers would also gain a better waiting environment and safer parking facility with the increase in 
activity and visibility.  Patrons of the intercity bus system and specialized shuttles would also utilize the 
improved waiting area. 

Goal 5 – Encourage transit ridership. 
An improved waiting environment and more convenient transfers between transit modes could serve to 
attract increased ridership, especially for Metro-North. 

Goal 6 – Support economic development.  
Economic development stakeholders have supported the removal of buses from the Green as a means to 
enhance development initiatives, as well as enhance the overall attractiveness of the downtown area.  
The upgraded WTC would also strengthen the appeal of commuter rail as a transit option, further 
supporting overall economic development goals. 

Goal 7 – Stimulate economic redevelopment. 
The largest redevelopment site in Waterbury is located adjacent to the proposed WTC.  The 77-acre 
Freight Street site is a former industrial area, located immediately to the west of downtown Waterbury 
between the active railroad tracks and Naugatuck River.  The transportation center could stimulate 
development in the area by offering convenient and accessible transit options. 
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1.6 Proposed Action Description 

The transportation center would house and link several of the area’s transportation services, including the 
commuter rail, local bus, intercity bus, shuttles, and taxi services.  Creating a transportation center that is 
architecturally significant is a goal of the project, as the site is immediately adjacent to the historic 
Republican American building and would be the gateway to an architecturally significant region of 
Connecticut.  The entrance to the transit building would be enhanced by a new park that would link 
Library Park’s south entrance and memorial to the new transit center.  This would establish a 
recognizable and iconic entrance into the City of Waterbury from the south.  The park would integrate a 
kiss-n-ride (car drop-off area), bike storage area, and a possible future intercity bus transfer area.  The 
bike storage area would allow for connection to a proposed bike trail.  The main entrance would be further 
enhanced with streetscaping and lighting.  The brick retaining wall of Library Park would be illuminated in 
a rhythmic pattern matching the lighting scheme designed for the new transit center.  This would 
contribute to the creation of a gateway and unique pedestrian experience on both sides of Meadow 
Street. 

The Meadow Street level of the two-story transit building would contain retail and the administrative 
functions for the WTC, as well as a two-story ornamental staircase and elevator.  The second level of the 
transit center would contain the bus deck, a police substation, the Metro-North waiting area, and 
transportation offices.  The transit building is designed to allow the rail and bus commuters to have a 
direct view to each area, an important intermodal connectivity element.  All program spaces are pushed to 
the exterior walls of the building, creating a central public space naturally lit from the clerestory above.  
Seating, ticketing kiosks, and other amenities would be located in this central space 

The bus deck area would be divided into three transfer islands in a saw tooth bay configuration, allowing 
transit providers the greatest flexibility for operating their systems.  The saw tooth bays would allow each 
bus to enter and exit the facility independently while maintaining a dedicated bay for each bus route.  
Both the bus deck and train platform would be accessible from Meadow Street by a series of stairs, 
ramps, and elevators, both outside and inside the transit center.   

The transit center would have a single bus entrance at the north end of the site.  This entrance would 
have a signalized intersection with Meadow Street, allowing for smooth and safe bus operations.  The 
automobile entrance at the south end of the site has a single entrance and exit for vehicular traffic.  See 
Chapter 2 for more detailed information on the WTC Preferred Alternative. 

1.7 Scope of the Environmental Analysis 

The impact topics evaluated in this EA/EIE were selected in accordance with CEQ NEPA and CEPA 
regulations through consideration of site characteristics, and agency coordination meetings.  In addition, a 
public scoping meeting, held on June 19, 2007 at the WDC and attended by 27 people, provided 
additional input on the EA/EIE scope.  Key issues raised at the meeting include: 

 Concerns over transit access for elderly, disabled, and low-income populations 
concentrated in the area around the Green; 

 Need for better marketing of transit services; 
 Need for extended service hours of the local bus as well as Metro-North trains; 
 Need for the new transit center to be in character with the historical architecture in the 

downtown area; 
 Concerns over decreases in ridership due to inconvenience caused by moving local bus 

“pulse point;” 
 Concern that costs of the new center and any changes in service would be passed on to 

riders; 
 Impacts from I-84/Route 8 projects;  
 Concerns over the operations management of the facility; and, 
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 Concerns over safety and security. 
 
Based on issues raised by the public and agency officials, as well as identification of potentially affected 
resources on the project site, the impact topics evaluated in this report include: soils and geology, 
wetlands and water resources, vegetation and wildlife, land use, socioeconomics, traffic, noise and 
vibration, air quality and atmospheric resources, construction, indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts. 

1.8 Funding 

Although specific funding has not been secured to date for the facility, it is anticipated that federal, state 
and local funding would be sought to construct and operate the projected $54 million facility construction, 
and $3.95 additional annul operating costs (combined bus and facility).  The project proponents would be 
exploring all options available to implement this proposed project. Table 1.8-1 identifies potential funding 
and financing sources.  An elaboration and discussion of funding sources and financing strategy is 
contained in the business plan prepared in conjunction with this EA/EIE. 

Table 1.8-1 Potential WTC Funding Sources 
 
Federal Sources: Non-Federal Sources: 

 Federal Transit Administration: 

Bus and Bus Facilities 
Intermodal/Energy-Efficient Transit Facilities 
(Proposed) 
Fixed Guideway Modernization 
Section 5307 Formula Grants 

 Connecticut DOT (Special Transportation 
Fund) 

 Federal Highway Administration: 

Surface Transportation program 
Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality 
Transportation Community & System 
Preservation 

 Connecticut Department of Economic and 
Community Development 

 Congressionally Directed Programs: 

High Priority Projects 
Projects of Regional or National Significance 

 State Energy and Environment Development 
(SEED) Account  

 Energy and Sustainability Grants, Loans 
US Department of Energy 

 City of Waterbury 

  Capital Program 

Tax Increment Financing 

  Energy and Sustainability Grants, Loans 

CT State Energy Program 

CT Clean Energy Funds 

United Illuminating Company 

US Green Building Council 

      CT Energy Efficiency Fund 

  Capitalized Project Revenues 

  TIFIA Loan or Guarantee 

USDOT loan to capitalize non-federal revenue 
streams; maximum 33% of project costs  
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1.9 Applicable Laws, Regulations, Required Coordination, and 
 Permits 

Following is a list of laws, policies, and permits that apply to the proposed action: 

Federal 
 

 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended. Regulations found in 40 CFR 
1500-1508, and as regulated by USDOT FTA in 23 CFR 771. 

 Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, as regulated by the US Army Corps of Engineers 
through 33 USC 1251-1376 

 Sections 501-507 of the Clean Air Act 
 Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
 Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as regulated in 23 CFR 771.135 
 Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, 16 USC 460 
 Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act, as regulated in 50 CFR 17 et seq 
 Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, May 24, 1977, 42 FR 26961, as amended by 

E.O. 12608, Sept. 9, 1987, 52 FR 34617 [42 USC 4321] 
 Executive Order 11988, Protection of Floodplains, May 24, 1977, 42 FR 26951, as amended by 

E.O. 12148, July 20, 1979, 44 FR 43239 [42 USC 4321] 
 Executive Order 12898, Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 

and Low Income Populations, February 11, 1994 
 U.S. Department of Transportation Order on Environmental Justice (USDOT Order 5610.2), 1997 
 Federal Highway Administration Technical Advisory T6640.8A (October 30, 1987) 
 Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 USC 4601 

et seq) 
 USDOT FHWA 23 CFR 771.117-771.121 
 Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

 
State 
 

 Connecticut General Statutes as amended by Public Act 03-123, Sections 22a-1a through 22a-
1h; Section 25-86d; Section 22a-42; Section 7-147 et seq; Section 22a-208c;  22a-325 through 
22a-329; revised January 1, 2007 

 Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA), Sections 22a-1a-1 through 22a-1a-12, and 
Sections 25-68h-2 through 25-68h-3; Sections 22a-133k-1 through 22a-209-1; Section 22a-209-
2; effective January 30, 1996 

 Water Quality Standards, State of Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, 1996 
 Connecticut Clean Water Act (CCWA) of 1967 (P.A. 67-57) 
 Conservation and Development Policies and Plan for Connecticut 2005-2010, Office of Policy and 

Management, Intergovernmental Division 
 Long-Range Transportation Plan for the State of Connecticut 2004-2030, State of Connecticut 

Department of Transportation, Bureau of Policy and Planning, May 2004 
 Long-Range Transportation Plan: 2007-2035, Council of Governments of the Central Naugatuck 

Valley 
 Master Transportation Plan 2008-2017, State of Connecticut Department of Transportation, 2007 
 Connecticut Public Transportation Commission 2003 Annual Report and Recommendations, 

Connecticut Department of Transportation 
 Certificate of Operation, State Traffic Commission 
 General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters Associated with 

Construction Activities, DEP Permitting and Enforcement Division 
 Written authorization from the Waste Engineering and Enforcement Division for special wastes if 

found on site 
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 No ground disturbance or construction should commence until the State Historic Preservation 
Office has had the opportunity to review and comment upon the archaeological survey report 

 A plan must be in place to address lead paint and asbestos that could be encountered during 
demolition, renovation, or excavation activities 

 
Local 
 

 2005 City of Waterbury Plan of Conservation and Development, Phillips Preiss Shapiro 
Associates, Inc. and Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc. 
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