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PUBLIC NOTICE

Notice: The Weston Planning &
Zoning Commission, will hold a
remote public hearing via Zoom,
on 7/24/23 at 7:15 p.m. of an
application for special permit for a
gravel parking lot by Aspetuck
Land Trust on Upper Parish Drive.
Zoom link and further info are
available at www.westonct.gov or
by calling 203 222 2530. Sally
Korsh, Chair

LEGAL NOTICE

The Connecticut Department of Transportation,
in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration,

will hold a public hearing for the
Route 7/15 Norwalk Project

in Norwalk, Connecticut
State Project No. 102-358

Federal Aid Project No. 0015(133)

The hearing concerns the Environmental Assessment/ Environmental Impact Evaluation
for the referenced project, prepared pursuant to the

Code of Federal Regulations, 23 CFR 771.

The public hearing will be held on:
Wednesday, August 16, 2023 at 6:00 p.m.

in the Community Room
Norwalk City Hall
125 East Avenue,
Norwalk CT 06851

The Environmental Assessment/ Environmental Impact Evaluation is available for inspection at:

Connecticut Department of Transportation
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131

FHWA Connecticut Division Office
450 Main Street, Suite 612

Hartford, CT 06103

Connecticut State Library
231 Capitol Avenue
Hartford, CT 06106

Norwalk City Hall
125 East Ave

Norwalk, CT 06851

Norwalk Public Library- Main Branch
1 Belden Ave

Norwalk, CT 06850

Norwalk Public Library- South Norwalk Branch
10 Washington St

Norwalk, CT 06854

Western Connecticut Council of Governments (WestCOG)
1 Riverside Rd

Sandy Hook, CT 06482

The document is also available online at:
www.ct.gov/environmentaldocuments

http://7-15norwalk.com/

Written comments may be submitted either at the public
hearing or may be mailed or emailed to comments@7-15norwalk.com

on or before August 31, 2023 to the attention of:

Mr. Kevin Carifa,
Transportation Planning Director

Connecticut Department of Transportation
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131

ACCESSIBILITY

Language assistance may be requested by contacting CTDOT’s Language Assistance Call Line (860) 594-2109.
Requests should be made at least five business days prior to the meeting. Language assistance is provided at no

cost to the public and efforts will be made to respond to timely requests for assistance.

NOTICE OF INTENT DEMOLISH

Notice is hereby given to demolish the existing structure at
36 Shorefront Park, Norwalk CT.

Contact Carmelo Tomas 72 Shorefront Park, Norwalk CT
Chapter 55-3 Norwalk Demolition Ordinance Procedure

*LEGAL NOTICE*

The Norwalk Planning & Zoning Commission will hold a public hearing at a
regular meeting on Wednesday, August 2nd, 2023, at 6:00pm via Zoom
Virtual Teleconference on the following application(s):

SITE PLAN REVIEW APPLICATION:
#2023-34 SPR – RMS 394 West Avenue, LLC – 370 & 394 West Avenue, 2
Maple Street – Proposed 204 unit mixed-use development with site
improvements and amenities (6 Stories - 91,853sf)

At this hearing interested persons may be heard and written
communications submitted. All applications materials are available at the
Planning and Zoning Office at City Hall, 125 East Avenue, Norwalk, CT and
on the City of Norwalk’s website at https://www.norwalkct.gov/3478/370-
394-West-Avenue-2-Maple-Street. A copy of the agenda and instructions
on how to participate in this virtual meeting will be available on the City of
Norwalk’s website at: https://www.norwalkct.org/1913/Meeting-Notices

DATED THIS NINETEENTH AND TWENTY-SIXTH DAY OF JULY 2023

LOUIS SCHULMAN, CHAIRMAN MICHAEL MUSHAK, VICE-CHAIRMAN

*LEGAL NOTICE*

The Norwalk Planning & Zoning Commission will hold a public hearing at a
regular meeting on Wednesday, August 2nd, 2023, at 6:00pm via Zoom
Virtual Teleconference on the following application(s):

SPECIAL PERMIT AND COASTAL AREA MANAGEMENT
APPLICATION:
#2023-32 SP/CAM – City of Norwalk – 1 Meadow Street Extension (District
7, Block 25, Lot 71) – Construction of a new South Norwalk Elementary
School and associated athletic fields

At this hearing interested persons may be heard and written
communications submitted. All applications materials are available at the
Planning and Zoning Office at City Hall, 125 East Avenue, Norwalk, CT and
on the City of Norwalk’s website at https://www.norwalkct.gov/3479/South-
Norwalk-Elementary-School. A copy of the agenda and instructions on
how to participate in this virtual meeting will be available on the City of
Norwalk’s website at: https://www.norwalkct.org/1913/Meeting-Notices

DATED THIS NINETEENTH AND TWENTY-SIXTH DAY OF JULY 2023

LOUIS SCHULMAN, CHAIRMAN MICHAEL MUSHAK, VICE-CHAIRMAN

LEGAL NOTICE NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE ADM PERMIT NO. 23-
05 Minor Regulated Activity: 21 Cavalry, Metloff. The Conservation Plan-
ner, as Agent for the Conservation Commission, Town of Weston, CT,
hereby notices his intent to issue ADM Permit No. 23-05 for a “Minor
Regulated Activity” within a Regulated Area. The proposed activity is as
follows: 322 sq. ft elevated deck with no addition to impervious surfaces.
The application is on file in the office of the Conservation Commission,
Weston Town Hall Annex, 24 School Rd. Any appeal of this Intent to Is-
sue a Permit must be made in writing to the Conservation Commission at
the Weston Town Hall Annex within fifteen (15) days of the newspaper
publication day in which the Notice of Intent appears. To be published in
The Norwalk Hour on Wednesday, July 19, 2023 and on Town of Westo-
n’s website, under Legal Notices:
https://www.westonct.gov/government/legal-notices on July 19, 2023.

INVITATION TO BID

PROJECT: WM 2023-03, COTTAGE STREET WATER MAIN
REPLACEMENT, NORWALK, CT

Sealed bids will be received at the Office of the District Clerk of the First
Taxing District of the City of Norwalk located at 12 New Canaan Avenue,
Norwalk Connecticut, 06851 for PROJECT: WM 2023-03, COTTAGE
STREET WATER MAIN REPLACEMENT, NORWALK, CT until 10:00 A.
M. on WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 9, 2023 at which time and place said
bids will be opened publicly and read aloud. The information for Bidders,
Proposal, Form of Contract, Plans and Specifications may be examined
at the Office of the District Clerk at the above address. Anyone submit-
ting a bid for this project must have read and utilized for bidding THE
FIRST TAXING DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF NORWALK, WATER DE-
PARTMENT, STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS dated June 14, 2017.
The document can be obtained from the City of Norwalk First Taxing Dis-
trict Water Department website. The Plans and a "bid package" contain-
ing the Invitation; Labor Rates; Proposal; Special Specifications and
Notes can be obtained from the City of Norwalk First Taxing District Wa-
ter Department website and select bid services.

A certified check or bid bond in the amount of fifteen percent (15 %) of
the total bid amount must accompany the bid. Said checks or bid bonds
will be returned to the unsuccessful bidders upon Award of the Contract
to the selected firm and execution of the Agreement. If any bid is not ac-
companied by a bid bond or check at the specified time for the bid open-
ing, the incomplete bid will not be read and this action will constitute au-
tomatic rejection of the bid.

The successful bidder will be required to furnish a performance bond and
a labor and materials payment bond in the form as attached to the Bid
Documents for the total amount of the bid. A certified check cannot be
substituted for either bond. The District reserves the right to alter quanti-
ties and to accept or reject any or all bids or any portion of any bids, for
any or no reason, including unavailability of appropriated funds as it may
deem to be in its best interests.

You may participate in the Bid Opening in person or online through the
following Zoom link:

https://us02web.zoom.
us/j/88233589990?pwd=NENUaVRBNU55QjdTZG85Z1JHbHhYQT09

You can also participate by phone at:

Toll free: 1-929-205-6099
Access Code on Prompt: 226497
Meeting ID: 882 3358 9990

All bidders are to note that the award of this Contract is subject to the fol-
lowing conditions and contingencies:

1. The approval of such governmental agencies as may be required by
law.

2. The appropriation of adequate funds by the proper agencies.

District Clerk
David Capolete

NOTICE TO CREDITORS

ESTATE OF Frank W. Bolle
(23-00452)

The Hon. Douglas Stern, Judge of
the Court of Probate, District of
Norwalk - Wilton Probate Court,
by decree dated July 18, 2023, or-
dered that all claims must be pre-
sented to the fiduciary at the ad-
dress below. Failure to promptly
present any such claim may result
in the loss of rights to recover on
such claim.

Diane Ely, Chief Clerk

The fiduciary is:

Frank Leonard Bolle
c/o VICTORIA L MILLER, RUSSO
& RIZIO, LLC, 10 SASCO HILL
ROAD, FAIRFIELD, CT 06824

NOTICE TO CREDITORS

ESTATE OF
William A. Keogh,

AKA William Allen Keogh
(23-00482)

The Hon. Douglas Stern, Judge of
the Court of Probate, District of
Norwalk - Wilton Probate Court,
by decree dated June 7, 2023, or-
dered that all claims must be pre-
sented to the fiduciary at the ad-
dress below. Failure to promptly
present any such claim may result
in the loss of rights to recover on
such claim.

Diane Ely, Chief Clerk

The fiduciary is:

Nicolle Keogh
c/o STEPHEN BERNARD KEOGH,
KEOGH BURKHART & VETTER,
34 WALL STREET, PO BOX 126,
NORWALK, CT 06852

KC MASONRY
Stonewalls • Brick Walls •

Bluestone • Steps • Chimneys •
Patios • Sidewalks
We can also do all

Masonry Repairs! Fully Insured.
Quality Workmanship ~ Reliable

Ken (203) 558-4951

PUBLIC NOTICES PUBLIC NOTICES PUBLIC NOTICES PROBATE NOTICES

MASONRY / PAVING

MASONRY / PAVING MASONRY / PAVING MASONRY / PAVING MASONRY / PAVING MASONRY / PAVING

CLASSIFIED
M A R K E T P L A C E

203-333-4151 | classifieds@hearstmediact.com | Hours: 8:30 a.m.–4:30 p.m., M-F | Major Credit Cards Accepted

The National Cancer
Institute notes that, while
more research is necessary,
small studies have indicated
the potential benefits of
cannabis in helping cancer
patients overcome the
pain associated with their
disease. According to the
NCI, a small study of 21
patients with chronic pain
who combined vaporized
cannabis with morphine
experienced improved
pain relief compared to
patients who took only
morphine. However,
combining vaporized
cannabis with oxycodone,
a narcotic pain reliever and
cough suppressant that is
similar to morphine, did
not produce significantly
greater pain relief. In
addition, two small studies
indicated that delta-9-
THC, the main active
cannabinoid in marijuana,
helped to relieve pain
as well as nausea and
vomiting. A second study
indicated that delta-9-
THC given in doses could
provide pain relief similar to
that provided by codeine, a
pain-relieving drug derived
frommorphine. The NCI
also cites a study that
indicated a cannabis plant
extract medicine effectively
relieved pain when sprayed
under the tongue of
advanced cancer patients
whose pain was not relieved
by strong opioids alone.
That study also indicated
that some patients were
able to continue to control
their cancer-related pain
without needing higher
doses of the cannabis spray
or higher doses of other
pain medications they were
taking.

LET
CLASSIFIEDS
WORK FOR

YOU
GREAT RATES

GREAT RESULTS

203-333-4151

203-849-8767
Licensed & Insured

We provide QUALITY workmanship!

We provide all types of Masonry Work & Repairs

Westport, Norwalk, Fairfield, Darien, New Canaan, Wilton, Ridgefield,
Weston, Stamford, Greenwich, Rowayton, Easton, Georgetown

Stonewall • Terraces • Patios • Retaining Walls • Sidewalks • Belgium Blocks • Concrete

Veneer Stone & Stucco • Flagstone • Brick Work • Chimneys & Fireplaces • Excavating &

Foundation Work • Pool Decks & Fire Pits • Walkways & Steps • Driveway Aprons

Concrete • Border Pavers • Sea Walls & Custom Waterfalls

Power Washing

TONY’S MASONRY &
LANDSCAPING CONTRACTOR

SERVING ALL OF FAIRFIELD COUNTY AREA
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LEGAL NOTICE

The Connecticut Department of Transportation,
in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration,

will hold a public hearing for the
Route 7/15 Norwalk Project

in Norwalk, Connecticut
State Project No. 102-358

Federal Aid Project No. 0015(133)

The hearing concerns the Environmental Assessment/ Environmental Impact Evaluation
for the referenced project, prepared pursuant to the

Code of Federal Regulations, 23 CFR 771.

The public hearing will be held on:
Wednesday, August 16, 2023 at 6:00 p.m.

in the Community Room
Norwalk City Hall
125 East Avenue,
Norwalk CT 06851

The Environmental Assessment/ Environmental Impact Evaluation is available for inspection at:

Connecticut Department of Transportation
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131

FHWA Connecticut Division Office
450 Main Street, Suite 612

Hartford, CT 06103

Connecticut State Library
231 Capitol Avenue
Hartford, CT 06106

Norwalk City Hall
125 East Ave

Norwalk, CT 06851

Norwalk Public Library- Main Branch
1 Belden Ave

Norwalk, CT 06850

Norwalk Public Library- South Norwalk Branch
10 Washington St

Norwalk, CT 06854

Western Connecticut Council of Governments (WestCOG)
1 Riverside Rd

Sandy Hook, CT 06482

The document is also available online at:
www.ct.gov/environmentaldocuments

http://7-15norwalk.com/

Written comments may be submitted either at the public
hearing or may be mailed or emailed to comments@7-15norwalk.com

on or before August 31, 2023 to the attention of:

Mr. Kevin Carifa,
Transportation Planning Director

Connecticut Department of Transportation
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131

ACCESSIBILITY

Language assistance may be requested by contacting CTDOT’s Language Assistance Call Line (860) 594-2109.
Requests should be made at least five business days prior to the meeting. Language assistance is provided at no

cost to the public and efforts will be made to respond to timely requests for assistance.

PUBLIC NOTICES PUBLIC NOTICES PUBLIC NOTICES

As Anthony Rizzo re-
turned to the Yankees’
dugout following a home
run on Sunday, his team-
mates initially gave him
the silent treatment. Itwas
a fitting response for a
player whose quiet bat
had not hit a home run in
over two months.

Rizzo produced a third-
inning solo shot in a win
over Kansas City for his
first home run since May
20. Themuch-needed din-
ger was the highlight of
Rizzo’s first four-hit game
of the season. He also
scored three runs, drove
in two and hit a double.

“It’s easy to look at it
and say I’m drowning and
I’m in the water, but I just
kept saying I’m on the
boat and just waiting for
the winds to pick up and
the sails to set,” said Riz-
zo,whohit .182/.274/.218 in
the 45 games between
longballs. “You’ve got to
have fun with it. I think
the reaction from the dug-
out and the guys shows
that through a down
(time), you’ve got to try to
find highs as far as keep-
ing yourself up, staying
positive. You got to keep
working.”

TheYankees are hoping
that Rizzo’s Sunday out-
burst — which helped
complete a sweep of the
lowly Royals — marks the
start of a hot streak for the
first baseman, who is hit-
ting .253/.338/.398 with 12
home runs and 41 RBI
overall. If so, Rizzo would
become the team’s latest
veteran hitter to show
signs of life following a
prolonged slump.

For example, DJ LeMa-
hieu has quietly gone 13-
for-40 (.325)with a .372 on-
base percentage and a .500
slugging percentage over
his last11games.That span
includes four extra-base
hits and a Saturday home
run, the infielder’s first
since June 13.

Prior to that stretch, Le-
Mahieu hit .158/.235/.237
over his last 22 games. The
former batting champion
is slashing just .233/.297/
.375 this year.

Even before replacing
hitting coach Dillon Law-
son with Sean Casey, the
Yankees have attributed
LeMahieu’s struggles to
his load at the plate. Aar-
on Boone said that a “little
adjustment” has allowed
LeMahieu to be more “ex-
plosive” and “dynamic”
lately. Recent results back
that up.

“Just trying to simplify,
but also staying loose and
aggressive,” LeMahieu
said. “Some stuff I was
working on right before
the break, I kind of took it
into the break and just
was really excited to get
back after the break and
get after it. Now I feel like
I’m on the right track.”

GiancarloStanton is an-
other seasoned vet who
could say the same.

While the slugger is on-
ly hitting .222 since the
second half began, he has
six homers and 13 RBI
over his last 11 games. That
includes four RBI and 10
HR in nine games since
the break ended.

Stanton is now hitting
.207/.281/.457 with 13
home runs and 33 RBI
over 50 games.

Whether it be Rizzo’s
Sunday or Stanton and
LeMahieu’s 11-game
stretches, these are small
sample sizes we’re talking
about, and the production
has come against a hand-
ful of subpar pitching
staffs.However, the lineup
will take whatever it can
get with Aaron Judge still
on the mend, as the Yan-
kees have the worst aver-
age, third-worst on-base

percentage, fourth-worst
wRC+ and sixth-worst
slugging percentage since
losing the reining MVP to
a torn ligament in his right
big toe on June 3.

Judge participated in a
simulated game on Sun-
day at Yankee Stadium.

Even with their sweep
over the Royals, the Yan-
kees have been a sub-.500
team without their cap-
tain, going 18-22 during
Judge’s current stint on
the injured list. The
Bombers also experienced
an offensive drought
while going4-6whenahip
injury sidelined Judge ear-
lier this season.

Judge’s absences have
made it clear that the Yan-
kees, tied with Boston for
last place, need to add to
their lineup before next
week’s trade deadline. But
even multiple moves
won’t save a season that
still has New York in the
Wild Card race.

For that to happen, the
Yankees are also going to
need the likes of Rizzo, Le-
Mahieu and Stanton to hit
like they have over the last
few days and weeks. The
teamhasmaintained confi-
dence in the trio being able
todo that,withBooneoften
citing the former All-Stars’
track records.

“It’s been a bit of a
grind for sure, as a team
and personally,” LeMa-
hieu said. “But I think it’s
going to make us stron-
ger in the long run, per-
sonally and as a team. I
truly believe that it’s go-
ing to make us better in
the long run.”

MLB

Yankees’ veterans starting
tomake strides at the plate
Gary Phillips
NEW YORK DAILY NEWS

Michael Ciaglo/TNS

The Yankees’ Anthony Rizzo (48) celebrates with
Giancarlo Stanton (27) after Stanton hit a three-run
home run at Colorado on July 15.

Bronny James, the old-
est son of NBA superstar
LeBron James, was hospi-
talized after going into
cardiac arrest while par-
ticipating in a practice at
theUniversity of Southern
California, a family
spokesman said Tuesday.

The spokesman said
medical staff treated the
18-year-old Jamesonsite at
USC’s Galen Center on
Monday morning. He was
transported to a hospital,
where he was in stable
condition Tuesday after
leaving the intensive care
unit.

“We ask for respect and
privacy for the James fam-
ily andwewill updateme-
dia when there is more in-
formation,” the spokes-
mansaid. “LeBronandSa-
vannah wish to publicly
send their deepest thanks
and appreciation to the
USC medical and athletic
staff for their incredible
work and dedication to
the safety of their ath-
letes.”

USC spokesman Jere-
my Pepper declined a re-
quest from The Associat-
ed Press for comment or
additional details, citing
student privacy con-
cerns. The AP also left a
message seeking com-
ment from the Los Ange-
les County Fire Depart-
ment.

Buffalo Bills safety
Damar Hamlin, who suf-
fered cardiac arrest dur-
ing an NFL game last sea-
son, tweeted his support:
“Prayers to Bronny & The
James Family as well
(prayer emoji) here for you
guys just like you have
been formemy entire pro-
cess.”

Bronny James an-

nounced in May that he
would play college basket-
ball for theTrojans,whose
campus is less than two
miles from the downtown
arena of his father’s Los
Angeles Lakers. USC’s
basketball team is holding
offseason practices in
preparation for a two-
week European tour next
month.

His father is the leading
scorer inNBAhistory and
a four-time champion, but
Bronny James is an elite
talent in his own right,
ranking as one of the na-
tion’s top point guard re-
cruits before he chose the
Trojans late in the com-
mitment cycle.

With his family fame
and huge social media fol-
lowing, Bronny James
has the top name, image
and likeness valuation in
sports at $6.3 million,
On3.com estimates.

Bronny’s decision to
stay close to home was a
coup for USC, which is
expected to have one of
college basketball’s most
compelling teams next
season after making its
third straight NCAA

Tournament appearance
last March.

LeBron James has spo-
ken frequently about his
desire to play a season in
the NBA with Bronny, the
first of his three children
with his wife, Savannah.
The elder James recently
confirmed he will play his
21st NBA season in the fall
with the Lakers, his home
since 2018.

Bronny, whose name is
LeBron James Jr., was one
of the top college pros-
pects in the country last
season as a star guard at
Sierra Canyon School in
suburban Chatsworth.
His younger brother, 16-
year-old Bryce, played at
Sierra Canyon last sea-
son before transferring
to Campbell Hall School
in Studio City for the up-
coming high school sea-
son.

Bronny James was
stricken just over a year
after USC freshman 7-
footer Vincent Iwuchuk-
wu collapsed during a
practice, but he survived
and returned to play for
the Trojans in the second
half of the season.

NBA

Bronny James, son of LeBron, in
stable condition after cardiac
arrest atUSCbasketball practice
ASSOCIATED PRESS

Alex Bierens de Haan/Getty Images

Bronny James of the West team talks to his father,
Lebron James of the Los Angeles Lakers, after the
2023 McDonald’s High School Boys All-American
Game on March 28 at Toyota Center in Houston.

FUKUOKA, Japan —
Katie Ledecky won the
1,500-meter freestyle with
ease on Tuesday at the
World Aquatics Champi-
onships in a landmark
victory which made her
the most decorated female
swimmer at the worlds
with 20 golds overall, 15 of
which have come in indi-
vidual events.

That ties Michael
Phelps’ record at the
worlds for individual gold
medals.

American Ryan Mur-
phy added the second
American gold medal on
Tuesday, winning the 100-
meter backstroke. But as
usual when the 26-year-
old Ledecky swims, she’s
the story.

Ledecky has won seven
Olympic golds, the first
coming more than a de-
cade ago in London. And
she’s talking about racing
not just in next year’s Par-
is Olympics, but perhaps
also in Los Angeles in
2028.

“I never dreamed of
winning one Olympic
gold,” Ledecky said. “So
after I did it, it was like,
‘OK, the rest is icing on the
cake, a cherry on top,’
whatever you call it. I’m
just trying to build a really
big cake, I guess.”

That cake is getting big-

ger for one of the greatest
freestylers the sport has
ever seen.

She won Tuesday in 15
minutes, 26.27 seconds,
the third quickest time of
her career.

“The last couple of
years I’ve just tried to be
really locked in on my
stroke,” Ledecky said, im-
proving quickly post-pan-
demic. “That was a really
good performance from
me very pleased.”

Italy’s Simona Quada-
rella finished 17 seconds
behindLedecky in15:43.31,
with Li Bingjie of China
third in 15:45.71.

Ledecky will compete
in the 800 on Saturday —
her favorite race — and is
set to become the onlyper-
son to win six titles at the
worlds in the same event.

Murphy, a four-time
Olympic gold medalist
and the defending world
champion in the 200back-
stroke, edged Italian
Thomas Ceccon by .05
seconds. Murphy clocked
52.22 and Ceccon 52.27,
with bronze for American
Hunter Armstrong in
52.58.

“It’s awesome to go
against a great field, and
it’s awesome to get two
Americans on the podi-
um,” Murphy said. “The
USA is off to a start.We’re
starting to build somemo-
mentum and we can just
keep it rolling from here.”

The big shock was 18-
year-old Romanian David
Popovici, who was a clear
favorite in the 200 free. He
finished fourth behind two
British swimmers Mat-
thew Richards in 1:44.30,
and Tom Dean in 1:44.32.
South KoreanHwang Sun-
woo took bronze (1:44.42)
with Popovici finishing
fourth in 1:44.90.

“It felt awful,” Popovici
said.“ But that means that
we can improve some-
thing and that’s a good
thing. Because if you have
the absolute perfect race ...
you have nothing else to
improve.

“I’m glad it happened
now and I’m sure it has a
meaning and I’m going to
learn from it.”

Ruta Meilutyte of Lith-
uania captured gold in the
women’s 100 breaststroke
in1:04.62, aheadofTatjana
SchoenmakerofSouthAf-
rica and third-place Lydia
Jacoby of the U.S. World-
record holder Lilly King
was fourth. TheAmerican
finished in 1:06.02.

Kaylee McKeown of
Australia won the wom-
en’s 100 backstroke in
57.53, edging Regan Smith
of the United States by
0.25. American Katharine
Berkoff took third in 58.25.

McKeown was disqual-
ified earlier in the 200 IM
for a violation on theback-
stroke leg, infuriating her
and her team.

SWIMMING

Katie Ledeckywins gold in
1,500 at the swimmingworlds
By StephenWade
AP SPORTS WRITER
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Local electric contractor closing
shop, All for sale, ladders circut
breakers etc. 2038221615 appt only

KC MASONRY
Stonewalls • Brick Walls •

Bluestone • Steps • Chimneys •
Patios • Sidewalks
We can also do all

Masonry Repairs! Fully Insured.
Quality Workmanship ~ Reliable

Ken (203) 558-4951

KC MASONRY
Stonewalls • Brick Walls •

Bluestone • Steps • Chimneys •
Patios • Sidewalks
We can also do all

Masonry Repairs! Fully Insured.
Quality Workmanship ~ Reliable

Ken (203) 558-4951

LEGAL NOTICE

The Connecticut Department of Transportation,
in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration,

will hold a public hearing for the
Route 7/15 Norwalk Project

in Norwalk, Connecticut
State Project No. 102-358

Federal Aid Project No. 0015(133)

The hearing concerns the Environmental Assessment/ Environmental Impact Evaluation
for the referenced project, prepared pursuant to the

Code of Federal Regulations, 23 CFR 771.

The public hearing will be held on:
Wednesday, August 16, 2023 at 6:00 p.m.

in the Community Room
Norwalk City Hall
125 East Avenue,
Norwalk CT 06851

The Environmental Assessment/ Environmental Impact Evaluation is available for inspection at:

Connecticut Department of Transportation
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131

FHWA Connecticut Division Office
450 Main Street, Suite 612

Hartford, CT 06103

Connecticut State Library
231 Capitol Avenue
Hartford, CT 06106

Norwalk City Hall
125 East Ave

Norwalk, CT 06851

Norwalk Public Library- Main Branch
1 Belden Ave

Norwalk, CT 06850

Norwalk Public Library- South Norwalk Branch
10 Washington St

Norwalk, CT 06854

Western Connecticut Council of Governments (WestCOG)
1 Riverside Rd

Sandy Hook, CT 06482

The document is also available online at:
www.ct.gov/environmentaldocuments

http://7-15norwalk.com/

Written comments may be submitted either at the public
hearing or may be mailed or emailed to comments@7-15norwalk.com

on or before August 31, 2023 to the attention of:

Mr. Kevin Carifa,
Transportation Planning Director

Connecticut Department of Transportation
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131

ACCESSIBILITY

Language assistance may be requested by contacting CTDOT’s Language Assistance Call Line (860) 594-2109.
Requests should be made at least five business days prior to the meeting. Language assistance is provided at no

cost to the public and efforts will be made to respond to timely requests for assistance.

Notice of Public Sale

Notice is hereby given that the following individuals are indebted to Secure
Self Storage 4 Willard Road, Norwalk CT 06851; for past due rent and other
charges.
Auction will be conducted online at iBid4Storage.com on August 10th,
2023 at 11:00AM.
The Contents of the units will be sold online to the highest bidder. This is a
cash sale and all sales are final.
Nicholas Cimino Unit #3237 Furniture, tools, Bags.

WESTY SELF STORAGE
50 Keeler Ave

Norwalk, CT 06854

Notice is hereby given that Westy Self Storage has a self-storage lien
against the property and owned by

Space # Name
03Y23 Fitzgerald Francois
02A06 Lauren Roach
04A24 Luz Sanchez

All such properties will be sold unless the lien is satisfied. Such liens are
claimed for occupancy charges, processing fees, cleaning and
miscellaneous services of the total reasonable value agreed upon price
now due and owing and that a detailed statement of such charges,
services and storage with a statement of dates have been previously
mailed to the said accounts by certified letters, the said accounts are
further notified that if said balance is not paid the personal property above
described will be sold by Absolute Auction & Realty on August 17, 2023 at
11:15 am; all as provided for by Chapter 743 of the Lien Law of the State of
Connecticut.

LEGAL NOTICE

A certified list of Democratic party-endorsed candidates for the City of Norwalk

for election as :
Mayor

City Treasurer

City Sheriff

Town Clerk

Selectmen

Constables

Board of Education A,B,C,D,E

Councilmen at Large

Councilmen

1st. Taxing District Commissioner

1st. Taxing District Treasurer

2nd. Taxing District Commissioner

2nd. Taxing District Treasurer

3rd. Taxing District Commissioner

3rd. Taxing District Treasurer

6th. Taxing District Commissioner

6th. Taxing District Treasurer

is on file in my office at City Hall Room 102, 125 East Avenue Norwalk, Ct., and copies thereof are available for pub-
lic distribution.

The certified list as received includes fewer names of party-endorsed candidates than the party is entitled to nomi-
nate for the following offices:

Office Number of Names Certified Number Entitled to be Nominated

1st.Taxing District
Commissioner 0 1

3rd. Taxing District 0 1
Treasurer

6th. Taxing District 0 1
Treasurer

A Primary will be held September 12, 2023, if, for a particular office, the number of party-endorsed candidates plus
the number of candidates filing petitions pursuant to Sections 9-382 to 9-450 of the Connecticut General Statutes
exceeds the maximum number which the party is entitled to nominate for that office. Petitions must be filed not lat-
er than 4:00 p.m. of August 9, 2023. Petition forms, instructions and information concerning the procedure for filing
of opposing candidacies, including schedules, may be obtained from:

Stuart Wells III Democrat Registrar of Voters at City Hall Room 103, 125 East Avenue Norwalk Connecticut 06851

Richard A. McQuaid
Municipal Clerk of Norwalk
Dated August 31, 2023

LEGAL NOTICE

A certified list of Republican party-endorsed candidates for the City of Norwalk

For election as;
Mayor

City Treasurer

City Sheriff

Town Clerk

Selectmen

Constables

Board of Education District A,B,C,D,E

Councilmen at Large

Councilmen

1st. Taxing District Commissioner

1st. Taxing District Treasurer

2nd. Taxing District Commissioner

2nd. Taxing District Treasurer

3rd. Taxing District Commissioner

3rd. Taxing District Treasurer

6th. District Commissioner

6th. Taxing District Treasurer

is on file in my office at City Hall 125 Room 102, East Avenue Norwalk, Ct., and copies thereof are available for pub-
lic distribution.

The certified list as received includes fewer names of party – endorsed candidates than the party is entitled to nom-
inate for the following offices:

Office Number of Names Certified Number Entitled to be Nominated
Councilman 1 2
(District A)
Councilman 1 2
(District B)
Councilman 1 2
(District C)
Board of Education 3 5
2ND. Taxing District 1 2
Commissioner
2nd. Taxing District 0 1
Treasurer
6th. Taxing District 0 1
Commissioner

A Primary will be held September 9,2023, if, for a particular office, the number of party-endorsed candidates plus
the number of candidates filing petitions pursuant to Sections 9-382 to 9-450 of the Connecticut General Statutes
exceeds the maximum number which the party is entitled to nominate for that office. Petitions must be filed not lat-
er than 4:00 p.m. of August 9, 2023. Petition forms, instructions and information concerning the procedure for filing
of opposing candidacies, including schedules, may be obtained from:

Brian J. Smith, Republican Registrar of Voters at City Hall Room 122, 125 East Avenue Norwalk Connecticut 06851

Richard A. McQuaid
Municipal Clerk of Norwalk
Dated July 31, 2023

PUBLIC NOTICES

PUBLIC NOTICESPUBLIC NOTICESPUBLIC NOTICES

PUBLIC NOTICESMERCHANDISE FOR SALE

MASONRY / PAVING

Outdoor remodels and
landscaping projects can
add valuable curb appeal
to homes. The National
Association of Realtors and
the National Association
of Landscape Professionals
agree that certain projects
offer significant returns when
selling a home. The NAR
says these are the 10 most
appealing outdoor features to
buyers.

· Standard lawn care

· Overall landscape upgrade

· New patio

· New wood deck

· Softscaping

· Sod lawn

· Seed lawn

· Outdoor firepit

· Outdoor fireplace

· New pool203-849-8767
Licensed & Insured

We provide QUALITY workmanship!

We provide all types of Masonry Work & Repairs

Westport, Norwalk, Fairfield, Darien, New Canaan, Wilton, Ridgefield,
Weston, Stamford, Greenwich, Rowayton, Easton, Georgetown

Stonewall • Terraces • Patios • Retaining Walls • Sidewalks • Belgium Blocks • Concrete

Veneer Stone & Stucco • Flagstone • Brick Work • Chimneys & Fireplaces • Excavating &

Foundation Work • Pool Decks & Fire Pits • Walkways & Steps • Driveway Aprons

Concrete • Border Pavers • Sea Walls & Custom Waterfalls

Power Washing

TONY’S MASONRY &
LANDSCAPING CONTRACTOR

SERVING ALL OF FAIRFIELD COUNTY AREA
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norma@lavozhispanact.com
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SE NECESITA
MECÁNICO

203-410-4364Llame
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Kevin Carifa, Transportation Planning Director
Connecticut Department of Transportation
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, Connecticut 06131

RE: Route 7/15 Interchange Improvements
State Project No. 102-358
Norwalk, Connecticut

Dear Mr. Carifa:

This will present the position of the Friends of the Norwalk River Valley Trail with respect to 
the proposed Alternative 26 revision of the 7/15 interchange.

It is our view that Alternative 26 as presented fails to provide adequate (any) accommodation 
for the NRVT through this interchange.  As the major regional trail in Fairfield County and as a 
critical alternative transportation link, this is a major disappointment and a meaningful missed 
planning opportunity.  In particular, Alternative 26 (and all of the alternatives) severs the NRVT 
and the dense residential and commercial centers that lie on both sides of the interchange in 
Norwalk along the Route 7/Main Ave. corridor.  

We realize the roots of this project reach back 20 or so years to a time when the NRVT was not 
a reality.  But obviously times have changed.  Millions of dollars of public and private 
investment have gone into the NRVT and now about 15 miles of trail are completed along the 
route from Norwalk to Danbury… and millions more have been committed to continue 
construction.  Obviously times have changed and so should the scope of this project.



We recognize that other important constituencies must also be served by this project.  In an 
effort of collaboration and to live within the proposed Alternative 26, the NRVT has, at our 
expense, hired a consultant to review the feasibility of a route through the interchange, some 
of which are more economically feasible than others.    While not necessarily an EA/EIE 
concern, during the design phase we would ask the DOT to consider and fund the most 
prudent alternative and are willing to assist in the development of that solution.  A viable 
route for the NRVT through this fatal choke point must be found given our State and National 
goals of environmentally responsible alternative transportation.   

The community support for the vital economic and transportation engine that the NRVT 
represents for this area was reflected in the grassroot showing at the recent public hearing.  
This was truly reflective of the community at large and was not a product of any NRVT effort.   

We, the Friends of the NRVT, have been and continue to look forward to being partners with 
Stantec and CTDOT in the realization of our trail.  Revising 7/15 is a once in a lifetime 
opportunity, it should be a stimulus for, not an impediment to, safe alternative transportation 
that drives smart economic growth.  We all must work together to realize this vision and 
suggest that we schedule a meeting with the NRVT, our consultant and DOT to review the 
options the NRVT has developed.   

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit these comments. Should you have any 
questions concerning any issues or topics discussed herein, please feel free to contact me at 
(860) 424-4110 or at kate@elsllc.net . 
 
 
Respectfully yours, 

 
Kate Throckmorton 
Interim President, Board of Directors 
Friends of the NRVT, Inc. 
 

cc:  
Congressman Jim Himes 
CT State Senator Bob Duff 
Harry Rilling, Mayor, City of Norwalk,   
Jim Travers, City of Norwalk 
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August 25, 2023

Kevin F. Carifa, Transportation Planning Director
Connecticut Department of Transportation
Bureau of Policy and Planning
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT, 06131
comments@7-15norwalk.com

Re: State Project No. 102-358, Route 7 / Route 15 Interchange

Dear Mr. Carifa,

The Council on Environmental Quality (Council) offers the following comments regarding the 
Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) for the Route 7 / Route 15 Interchange project in 
Norwalk.

Wetlands
The Department of Transportation’s (DOT) EIE notes that alternative 21D could permanently 
impact approximately 3 acres of wetlands, approximately 120 linear feet (LF) of intermittent 
streams, and approximately 650 LF of perennial streams, while the preferred alternative 26 could 
permanently impact approximately 1.4 acres of wetlands, approximately 40 LF of intermittent 
streams, and approximately 410 LF of perennial streams. As noted in the Council’s annual report, 
Environmental Quality in Connecticut,1 "wetlands serve many functions, one of them being their 
unique ability to store and sequester carbon”, and wetlands “should be recognized as important 
to greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation strategies and incorporated into inland wetland protection 
efforts in Connecticut.” The Council notes that the potential permanent impacts to wetlands in 
the proposed project area could impact the values and functions of wetlands identified within the 
proposed project area. The Council questions whether the EIE should also include a review and 
analysis of the potential impacts to 1) carbon sequestration and storage for the potential 
permanent impacts to wetlands, and 2) values and functions for the remaining nearby wetlands 
resulting from the potential permanent impacts to wetlands within the proposed project area.

The EIE notes that “impacts to wetlands would be mitigated per state and federal requirements” 
and that “any mitigation needs following those avoidance measures would be identified and 
agreed upon in conjunction with the appropriate regulatory agencies”. The Regulations of 
Connecticut State Agencies, Section 22a-1a-8 (f)(6)(E) states that a discussion of the potential 
environmental impact of the action should include “mitigation measures to the action including: 
limiting the degree or magnitude of the action; rectifying the effects of such action by repairing, 
rehabilitating or restoring the impacted environment; reducing or eliminating the impact over 
time by preservation and maintenance operations; and compensating for the impact by replacing 
or providing substitute resources or environments.” Consequently, the Council recommends that 
the DOT prioritize  avoidance during the project design for reducing potential permanent impacts
to wetlands. If permanent impacts to wetlands are unavoidable, the Council recommends that the 
DOT explore restoration and enhancement of impaired wetlands within the proposed project area 
or along the Route 7 and Route 15 corridor as mitigation before exploring compensatory creation 



of wetlands. In all circumstances, the Council recommends that the permanent loss of wetlands be addressed 
by restorative or compensatory measures at a ratio greater than 1:1 for the proposed mitigation to have a net 
benefit to the wetland system. Additionally, the Council questions if the potential permanent impacts to 
wetlands within the project area should be included in the review and analysis of “Irreversible and 
Irretrievable Commitments of Resources”. 
 
Noise 
The Council received a complaint from a resident of Westport in May 2022 regarding noise generated by 
traffic travelling along Route 15 over bridge expansion joints in the Westport area. The EIE notes that 
because the noise level would exceed the noise abatement criteria (NAC) within the project area, evaluation 
of abatement strategies is required. In sections 3.4.3 and 7 it states that “CTDOT’s final recommendation 
regarding noise abatement would be made during the project’s final design and public involvement process”. 
However, in Tables 2.4.2 and E1.1.1, for both alternative 21D and the preferred alternative 26, the EIE states 
that “although the NAC is approached/exceeded in 1 location, initial analysis shows noise abatement is not 
considered reasonable.” Consequently, the Council questions how noise generated by traffic within the 
project area, including noise potentially generated by vehicles travelling over the expansion joints for the 
four new bridges and two existing historic bridges for the preferred alternative 262, would be mitigated in 
the final design for nearby receptors.  
 
Stormwater 
The EIE states in sections 3.8.3 and 7 that “the Project design would be in accordance with the General 
Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from CTDOT Separate Stormwater Discharge Systems (TS4) to the 
maximum extent practicable to mitigate any potential increases to current impairments 
(sedimentation/siltation) identified on the 303(d) list for the segment of the Norwalk River that traverses the 
Project area (ID CT7300-00_01)”. The EIE also states that the DOT will “identify specific stormwater 
management and monitoring practices during Project design, including practices to mitigate sedimentation 
or siltation to the Norwalk River”. The Council questions under what circumstances the DOT would not be 
able to meet the requirements of the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater, what potential impacts 
could result from failing to meet the General Permit requirements, and how could the project design 
eliminate and not just mitigate sedimentation or siltation of the Norwalk River, potentially resulting from 
the proposed project. 
 

Thank you for your consideration of the Council’s comments.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Paul Aresta 
Executive Director 
 

 
1 Connecticut Council on Environmental Quality, Environmental Quality in Connecticut, May 4, 2023; https://portal.ct.gov/CEQ/AR-22-
Gold/2022-CEQ-Annual-Report-eBook/Land---Preserved-Land/Wetlands 
2 The same question would apply for alternative 21D that would require the construction of eleven new bridges and the reconstruction of three 
existing bridges. 
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31 August 2023 
 
Kevin Carifa 
Transportation Director 
Connecticut Department of Transportation 
2800 Berlin Turnpike 
Newington, Connecticut  06131 
Via email, comments@7-15norwalk.com  
 
Subject: Joint Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Evaluation, Merritt 
Parkway/Route 7 interchange, Norwalk, Connecticut  
 
Dear Mr Carifa:  
 
On behalf of the Trustees, members, and staff of Preservation Connecticut, I am 
pleased to offer these comments on the draft Joint Environmental Assessment and 
Environmental Impact Evaluation (EZ/EIE) for the Merritt Parkway-Route 7 interchange 
in Norwalk.  
 
As the statewide nonprofit dedicated to the preservation, protection and promotion of 
Connecticut’s historic places, Preservation Connecticut (formerly the Connecticut Trust 
for Historic Preservation) has been an advocate for the Merritt Parkway for more than 
three decades, starting with writing the National Register nomination for the Parkway in 
1991.  
 
Preservation Connecticut has followed the development of this project for many years. 
While we still are not entirely convinced that all new construction elements of the 
project are truly necessary, we applaud the care with which the Department of 
Transportation has carried out the planning for this most recent version of the 
interchange.  
 
The department’s preferred alternative, Alternative 26, is a vast improvement over 
previous schemes for the interchange. It represents a reasonable and realistic plan for 
improving connections between the Parkway, Route 7, and Main Avenue. It promises 
needed safety improvements for automobiles, bicycles, and pedestrians. And, it offers 
an opportunity to improve the Parkway landscape in the work area by blending new 
work into the historic landscape as well as healing the damage done to the Parkway in 
the construction of Route 7. Preservation Connecticut supports the selection of 
Alternative 26.  
 
The draft EA/EIE document for the most part lays out clearly the reasons for selecting 
Alternative 26, its probable effects on historic resources, and the Department’s plans to 
minimize or mitigate harmful effects. Its discussion of the Parkway’s landscape 
character—perhaps the most crucial element of its historic character—faithfully follows 
discussions with knowledgeable participants in the project advisory committee. For 
instance, the draft document: 



 recognizes the crucial distinction between the experience of driving through a 
park-like landscape and that of driving past one (page 3.36);  

 notes that “Major areas of alteration and past construction, visible today, 
present opportunities for landscape rehabilitation” (page 3.54); and  

 rightly concludes that “Alternative 26’s compact nature provides the greatest 
opportunity to preserve and enhance natural features and systems, integrate 
the roadway into a park-like setting with appropriate topography and planting 
clusters, reduce maintenance, and design access and egress ramps as 
Parkway amenities” (page 3.60).  

 
The only serious shortcoming of the draft document is a lack of clarity in 
identifying historic resources in some places. This results from the decision to split 
the discussion of historic resources among three different categories:  

 historic and archaeological resources, which deals primarily with built resources 
such as houses and bridges;  

 visual impacts, which focuses on overall character and roadway configuration; 
and  

 scenic byway, focusing on the Parkway landscape.  
 
For instance, the chart that summarizes impacts of the project (Table 1.3.1) lists 
removal and replacement of historic/scenic roadway elements and reconfiguring of 
existing roadway geometry under Visual Impact Assessment; similarly, removal and 
replacement of scenic landscape elements is listed under Merritt Parkway Landscape 
(Scenic Byway). In both cases, impacts are categorized as visual or scenic, and not 
historic elements. These omissions are repeated in Table 2.4.2, a summary of potential 
benefits and impacts of the build and no-build alternatives.  
 
Two things get lost, or at least downplayed, in this divided approach:  

 Discussing elements such as roadway configuration and the designed 
landscape under visual impact or scenic byway (a designation that can include 
natural, as well as cultural scenery) downplays their historic, as opposed to 
merely visual or scenic, significance.  

 The sense of the Merritt Parkway as a unified design comprising roadways, 
bridges and other resources within an encompassing designed landscape also 
is lost. This totality is in fact what accounts for the Parkway’s historic 
significance.  

 
Admittedly, the historic character of these features is a bit more explicitly stated in the 
chapters on visual impacts and scenic byways that follow, but even there it is easily 
lost. See, for instance, the visual impact chapter, where a single sentence (pages 3.42-
3.43) says that the Parkway’s visual character contributes to its listing on the National 
Register. Unfortunately, the use of abbreviations, the placement of the sentence over a 
page break and just above an illustration, and the lack of further discussion all 
minimize the impact of this statement.  
 
Preservation Connecticut recommends that the EA/EIE document be revised to 
clarify the potential impacts and benefits of the pro ject on the Parkway’s historic 
character. This will not be a major revision; rather it requires adding some more 
explicit and substantive references to the historic nature of roadway and landscape 
resources to the tables and chapters cited above, and providing an introductory section 
that forcefully makes the point of the Parkway’s significance as a unified historic 
design.  
 



As the draft document notes, the preferred alternative is of course only a schematic 
plan. The degree to which its goals of protecting and enhancing the historic character 
of the Merritt Parkway are met will be determined as an actual design for the project is 
worked out. The Department must remain steadfast in its pursuit of the goals and 
commitments laid out in the EA/EIE document.  
 
Preservation Connecticut is proud to play a role in the preservation of the Merritt 
Parkway and we remain committed to continuing to advocate for and assist in the 
Parkway’s preservation.  
 
Very truly yours, 
 

 
Christopher Wigren 
Deputy Director 
 
cc: 
Jonathan Kinney, State Historic Preservation Officer 
Wes Haynes, Merritt Parkway Conservancy 
Peter Viteretto, Connecticut ASLA 
 



State Historic Preservation Office
Department of Economic and Community Development

450 Columbus Blvd., Suite 5    I    Hartford, CT 06103    I    P: 860.500.2300    I    ct.gov/historic-preservation

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer; An Equal Opportunity Lender

September 18, 2023

Mr. Kevin Carifa 
Transportation Planning Director
Connecticut Department of Transportation
2800 Berlin Turnpike
Newington, CT 06131
(via email only to Kevin.Carifa@ct.gov)

Subject: Route 7/15 Interchange Improvement Project Environmental Documentation
Norwalk, Connecticut
State Project No. 102-358, Federal Project No. 0015(133)

Dear Mr. Carifa, 

The Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office (CT SHPO) has reviewed the environmental 
documentation prepared for the referenced project and titled Environmental Assessment/Draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluation; CEPA Environmental Impact Evaluation (EA/EIE). We understand that the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) has integrated its responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act 
with Section 106, the implementing regulations of the National Historic Preservation Act, to streamline 
the compliance process. The project will be implemented by the Connecticut Department of 
Transportation (CT DOT) and the completed Environmental Assessment is recognized as meeting the 
reporting requirements of the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act. CT DOT and FHWA initiated 
consultation with CT SHPO during late 2017. Since that time, CT SHPO has engaged in multiple 
consultation meetings with CT DOT, FHWA, its consultants, and other interested parties. 

CT SHPO understands the purpose and need for improving the linkages, mobility, and safety of the Route 
7 and Route 15 interchange, as described in the EA/EIE. Our office also understands that the No Build 
Alternative cannot meet the purpose and need of the project. During the evaluation of a range of build 
alternatives, Alternatives 21D and 26 emerged as the best options, with Alternative 26 performing slightly 
better for meeting the project’s purpose and need, but both would impact significant cultural resources. In 
evaluating the totality of environmental harm, Alternative 26 had fewer impacts to wetlands and wildlife 
habitats. In addition, the costs of constructing Alternative 26 were substantially less than Alternative 21D. 

CT SHPO reviewed both the Visual Impact Assessment report and the Phase I and II Cultural Resources 
Survey Report prepared for Stantec by Archaeological and Historical Services, Inc. as part of the ongoing 
consultation process. These reports are summarized in the EA/EIE and SHPO has concurred with their 
findings. 

A total of three archaeological sites (Sites 103-57, 103-58/60, and 103-61/62) were identified and 
evaluated as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D as a 
result of the cultural resources survey. These sites date from the Middle Archaic through Woodland 
periods and contained artifacts typically associated with repeated short-term occupations. All three sites 
would be preserved in place as part of Alternative 21D, but two sites (Sites 103-57 and 103-58/60) would 
be at least partially lost as part of Alternative 26. 

The Merritt Parkway Historic District was listed on the NRHP in 1991 under Criteria A and C. In addition 
to the roadway and landscape features that contribute to the historic district, three contributing bridges 
(Metro-North Railroad Bridge, Norwalk River Bridge, and Main Avenue Bridge) would be impacted by 
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either build alternative. While most of the impacts consist of indirect effects, the Main Avenue Bridge 
would be replaced. In addition, the Glover Avenue Bridge, determined eligible for listing on the NRHP, 
also would be replaced as part of Alternatives 21D and 26. The difference between the alternatives is in a 
magnitude of effect. While both result in the loss of historic resources, Alternative 26 retains a greater 
integrity of setting and feeling for the Merritt Parkway and provides less of an interruption to the
parkway’s landscape characteristics.

The cornerstone of the Section 106 process is consultation to either avoid, minimize, or mitigate historic 
loss. For this project, no suitable solutions could be identified to meet the project needs while avoiding an 
adverse effect to historic properties. Both build alternatives have direct and indirect effects on historic 
properties listed and eligible for listing in the NRHP. Although Alternative 26 would result in the loss of 
two archaeological sites, its visual impact on the Merritt Parkway is significantly less and is in keeping 
with the character of this historic property. While CT SHPO regrets the loss of the two archaeological 
sites, we offer no objection to identifying Alternative 26 as the Preferred Alternative. Our office is 
hopeful that as construction plans emerge, portions of these sites may be further avoided by construction.

To resolve the adverse effects to historic properties related to the construction of Alternative 26, CT 
SHPO requested the preparation of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with stipulations to compensate 
for both the direct loss and indirect effects. After several meetings with consulting and interested parties, 
an acceptable collection of stipulations were codified into a MOA signed by CT SHPO earlier this year 
titled Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal Highway Administration, and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, and the Connecticut State Historic Preservation Officer, and the 
Connecticut Department of Transportation Regarding the Route 7/Route 15 (Merritt Parkway) 
Interchange Project Norwalk, Connecticut. The stipulations include, but are not limited to project design 
review opportunities, written and photo-documentation, and an archaeological data recovery and 
treatment plan that would preserve the research potential of the impacted sites. It is SHPO’s opinion that 
this document resolves all adverse effects. 

This office appreciates the opportunity to review and comment upon this project and we look forward to 
additional consultation as the stipulations of the MOA are implemented. These comments are provided in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy, the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act, and 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended. For any questions or additional 
information, please contact me at information, please contact Catherine Labadia, Environmental Reviewer
and Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, at (860) 500-2329 or catherine.labadia@ct.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Jonathan Kinney
State Historic Preservation Officer 

Sincerely, 
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August 31, 2023 
 
Kevin Carifa 
Transportation Planning Director 
Connecticut Department of Transportation 
2800 Berlin Turnpike 
Newington, CT 06131 
 
RE:  Environmental Assessment for the Route 7/15 Interchange Project in Norwalk, Connecticut 
 
Dear Mr. Carifa: 
 
We are writing in response to the July 18, 2023 Connecticut Department of Transportation 
(CTDOT)/Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) publication of the draft Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the Route 7/15 Interchange Project in Norwalk, Connecticut. We submit 
the following response to the EA in accordance with our responsibilities under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.  
 
The project includes proposed improvements at the Route 7 and Merritt Parkway (Route 15) 
interchange and improvements to connections with local roads in Norwalk, Connecticut. 
According to the EA, “[t]he principal elements of the Project are designed to provide a full 
directional interchange with direct access between Route 7 and the Merritt Parkway and to 
improve traffic operations and safety at the Merritt Parkway and Main Avenue interchange as 
well as along Main Avenue and Glover Avenue in the vicinity of the interchange.”   
 
We reviewed the EA and provide the following comments related to environmental justice, 
wetland impacts, and stormwater management.  
 
Environmental Justice 
 
Section 3.16 and Appendix M of the Environmental Assessment adequately assess the potential 
environmental justice impacts of the proposed project in accordance with relevant Executive 
Orders and guidance. 
 
Building on CTDOT’s commitment to providing timely project updates to neighborhoods and 
businesses within the study area to help residents and business owners prepare for short and 
long-term impacts, EPA recommends that CTDOT and FHWA consider the following additional 
activities and practices: 
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 Strive to create community outreach products are written in plain language that can be 
understood by all affected community members. Readability should not exceed 7th to 8th 
grade level, which is considered the lower end of the estimated average reading level of 
the U.S. population.  

 Continue to offer technical assistance to help community members better understand the 
proposed action and its impacts. 

 Continue to provide appropriate translation and interpretive services to linguistically 
isolated populations who live and work in the study area to ensure meaningful 
engagement. Future public meetings should be accessible to all and scheduled at times 
that accommodate the greatest number of participants. 

 Provide continuous outreach to residents and businesses impacted by temporary 
construction activities, potential changes in traffic patterns and access, and short-term 
nuisance dust and noise. Providing updates through local media, social media, the project 
website, the City of Norwalk, and neighborhood associations will help ensure that 
information reaches the greatest number of stakeholders. 

 
Wetland Impacts 
 
We support the identification of Alternative 26 as the preferred alternative due to reduced 
potential for impacts to wetland resources. In addition, Alternative 26 provides opportunities for 
further avoidance and minimization of impacts through careful design of infrastructure at the 
wetland and watercourse crossings. CTDOT should take this opportunity to develop project 
designs that minimize direct and secondary impacts to aquatic resources, improve hydraulic 
conditions, reduce stormwater impacts, and provide long-term resiliency in light of projected 
climate conditions and the potential for more frequent storms and associated stormwater flows. 
Final project designs will need to satisfy requirements of the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines. 
 
Wetland Mitigation 
 
Development of a suitable compensatory mitigation plan will be required for either of the two 
build alternatives, but the mitigation obligation will be greatly reduced for Alternative 26. The 
compensatory mitigation plan will need to satisfy federal mitigation requirements as 
promulgated in the 2008 Mitigation Rule (40 CFR Part 230). The federal preference for 
compensatory mitigation begins with credits from mitigation banks, followed by in-lieu fee 
programs, and finally with permittee responsible mitigation. If permittee responsible mitigation 
is planned to meet state requirements, activity credits that meet the requirements of the 2008 
Mitigation Rule will be recognized in calculation of any remaining federal mitigation obligation. 
 
Stormwater 
 
Both Alternative 26 (the preferred alternative) and 21D include the creation of new impervious 
surfaces. Increased impervious surfaces lead to increased stormwater discharges and increased 
discharges of pollutants (total phosphorus, total nitrogen, sediment, bacteria, and others) to 
wetland areas and waterbodies. CTDOT is subject to the General Permit for the Discharge of 
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Stormwater from Department of Transportation Separate Storm Sewer Systems (TS4 General 
Permit) and the proposed project discharges to waterbodies designated as impaired on 
the Connecticut Integrated Water Quality Report. Because the project will result in an increased 
discharge, we note that CTDOT must demonstrate a no net increase in pollutant loading by the 
DOT MS4 of the pollutant(s) for which the waterbody is impaired, consistent with Section 
3(b)(7) of the TS4 General Permit. 
 
EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the EA for the proposed interchange improvements. 
We look forward to the opportunity to review responses to our comments in the final EA. Please 
contact me if you have any questions at 617-918-1025 or timmermann.timothy@epa.gov.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Timothy Timmermann  
Director, Office of Environmental Review  
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 1                  MR. PATEL:  Good evening.  My name

 2 is Neil Patel.  I'm with the Department of

 3 Transportation's highway design, major highways unit.

 4 Welcome to the public hearing for state project

 5 102-358, the Route 7 and 15 interchange improvement.

 6 This hearing is being held as a result of the document

 7 that was recently published by the Department and

 8 Federal Highway Administration.  That document is the

 9 environmental assessment, environmental impact

10 evaluation and draft Section 4F evaluation.  The

11 wording, we'll get into exactly what that means in a

12 little bit.

13                  Before I get started, I just want to

14 kind of recognize some of the folks on our team here

15 and, I'll just kind of do a very quick general

16 overview.  From the department, we've got folks from

17 our highway design unit over here.  Our division chief

18 is also here in the back.  From the Bureau of Policy

19 and Planning, our bureau chief is here.  And we've got

20 Kevin and Mike McMillan also here from environmental

21 planning.  Like I said, I'm going to keep it general

22 here.  We also have from FHWA Connecticut division

23 folks from that office over here also.  Our consultant

24 is -- our primary consultant is Stantec, and they'll be

25 doing the presentation today.  FHI Studios is also here
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 1 and is responsible for some of the public outreach and

 2 public involvement.

 3                  I do want to just welcome and thank

 4 some of the PAC members that we see here.  They've been

 5 pretty key in the response for the process, so thank

 6 you for coming and thank you for all the help

 7 throughout the years and up to this point.

 8                  So just a little bit on the agenda.

 9 I'm going to turn it over here to Amy Stula.  She's

10 going to be the moderator for the hearing.  She'll go

11 through the format and then we'll get into a little bit

12 of the overview of the document in terms of what the

13 document is, why are we here and why did we do it.

14 We'll talk about the project overview, a little bit

15 about the purpose and need of the project and get into

16 how we screened the alternatives and then really get

17 into the meat of what was that environmental review in

18 terms of what resources did we look at to come to the

19 conclusions that we did in the document.  And then

20 we'll open it up for formal commentary.  I just want to

21 remind everyone that we'll also be here afterwards to

22 answer any questions.  With that, I'm going to turn it

23 over to Amy.

24                  MS. STULA:  Thank you.  Good

25 evening, ladies and gentlemen.  My name is Amy Stula.
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 1 I'm the Connecticut Department of Transportation, and I

 2 will serve as the moderator for tonight's public

 3 hearing.  We are meeting with you this evening in order

 4 to discuss the environmental assessment, environmental

 5 impact evaluation for project 102-358, the Route 7/15

 6 Norwalk project.

 7                  Our goal tonight for this public

 8 hearing is for sole opportunity for public

 9 participation in the environmental impact evaluation

10 that was prepared for this project.  The environmental

11 assessment, environmental impact evaluation is part of

12 the environmental documentation process required by the

13 National Environmental Policy Act, which is also known

14 NEPA, and Connecticut Environmental Policy Act, CEPA.

15                  We encourage open discussions of any

16 views and comments you, the community, may have with

17 regards to this project.

18                  I'd like to introduce the various

19 individuals who are here this evening and will be

20 presenting; Mr. John Erbele and Mr. Gary Sorge.

21                  This public hearing is being held in

22 accordance with the Connecticut Department of

23 Transportations policy on public involvement, public

24 hearings and in accordance to the latest version of the

25 Public Environmental Guidance Manual.  Documents
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 1 related to this project are available for public

 2 inspection and copying at the Connecticut Department of

 3 Transportation, Norwalk Public Library, the Connecticut

 4 State Library, Norwalk City Hall, FHWA Connecticut

 5 office, and the Westcott offices.

 6                  I will now discuss the format for

 7 tonight's hearing, and then I will turn the podium over

 8 to our presenters.  I will then moderate the hearing as

 9 we listen to your comments and questions.  For your

10 information, our presentation should take approximately

11 30 to 40 minutes to complete.  My intent is to conduct

12 a fair and orderly hearing tonight by following a

13 particular format.  We would appreciate your patience

14 during my remarks, as well as the presentation to

15 follow.  Sorry.  They have slides for me.  Thank you.

16                  I'll jump right back in.  We would

17 appreciate your patience during my remarks, as well as

18 the presentation to follow by holding your remarks and

19 comments until this portion of the hearing has been

20 completed.  We will be happy to remain here this

21 evening until everyone has had a reasonable opportunity

22 to speak.  Experience has shown that audible recordings

23 can only be made if the person making the statement

24 uses the microphone connected to the recording

25 equipment.  The microphone has been set up, and if you
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 1 wish to make a statement, please come to the microphone

 2 after I read your name from the signup sheet that was

 3 at the table when you all walked in.  Please introduce

 4 yourself, and if you're representing an organization,

 5 please give its name as well.  If you didn't sign up to

 6 speak, but a question comes to mind, feel free to raise

 7 your hand and I'll be happy to recognize you after I go

 8 through the speaker signup sheet.  For those

 9 individuals who have prepared a statement, you may read

10 it into the recording if you so desire.  However, if

11 the statement is lengthy, you are asked to offer a

12 written copy of the statement for the record and give a

13 brief summary of its contents.  Such attachments to the

14 record can carry as much weight as a transcribed verbal

15 testimony we receive here tonight when the transcript

16 is reviewed.  If you wish to speak this evening, we

17 have a signup sheet at the entrance to the room.  There

18 is a 3-minute limit on all first time speakers.  There

19 will be no yielding your time to other speakers.  Your

20 time is for your comments.  If after all the first time

21 speakers have finished, anyone who would like the

22 opportunity to speak again, a reasonable amount of time

23 will be allotted for this purpose.  Anyone who wishes

24 to present written comments for the public hearing

25 records should give them to me before the end of
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 1 tonight's meeting.  As a result of information that you

 2 might learn at tonight's hearing, you may wish to make

 3 additional comments on the project.  Written statements

 4 or exhibits may be mailed or delivered to the attention

 5 of Mr. Kevin Carifa.  I believe it was also in your

 6 handouts.  The deadline for receipt of comments on this

 7 proposal is August 31st.  Written statements or

 8 exhibits must be postmarked by this date and must be

 9 reproducable in black and white and not larger than 8

10 and a half by 11-inch paper.  This information will be

11 made part of the public hearing record and will be

12 considered in the same regard as oral statements.

13                  Your civil rights.  No person shall

14 on the basis of race, color, or national origin be

15 excluded from participation or subject to

16 discrimination in the development of this project.  The

17 notice to public is presented here in front of you in

18 English and in Spanish.  For more information, you may

19 reach out to the e-mail addresses, the phone numbers,

20 and addresses listed for the Connecticut DOT civil

21 rights program, Federal Transit Authority, and the

22 Federal Highway Administration.  There is also a QR

23 link to our surveyor.

24                  At this point, I will now turn the

25 podium over to Mr. John Eberle, project manager.
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 1                  MR. EBERLE:  Good evening.  Good

 2 turnout.  It looks good to me.  So, as Amy indicated,

 3 I'm going to talk a little bit about the core of this

 4 project, the EA/EIE, and I'll go through those in a

 5 minute but, before I do, I want to kind of step back

 6 and talk a little bit about what Neil said, why we're

 7 here.  I think you have to understand the process that

 8 we fall under.

 9                  So this project falls under actually

10 two acts, the NEPA, the National Environmental Policy

11 Act, and the CEPA, Connecticut Environmental Policy

12 Act, and you'll hear NEPA and CEPA used a lot tonight,

13 so this kind of gives you the definition.

14                  NEPA is used where projects require

15 a federal action.  Okay?  We fall under that.  We

16 absolutely need federal action on this, and that is the

17 environmental assessment portion of what the document

18 is.  Okay?  For Connecticut and for state projects,

19 it's an environmental impact evaluation.  So this

20 actually falls under both and so it's a joint document;

21 EA/EIE, so that's what you're seeing here.  It's one

22 document that addresses both requirements; okay?

23                  So that kind of steps back to why

24 we're here.  So what is the environmental assessment,

25 what is an EA/EIE have to show, have to look at?  Well,
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 1 the first thing is to find purpose and need.  Okay?

 2 You'll see that in the documents if you go on-line or

 3 take a look at the hard copy.  Description of affected

 4 area is in the document.  Existing proposed conditions

 5 and analysis of alternatives.  I'm going to talk a

 6 little bit about those coming up in a few minutes.

 7 Ultimately, it leads to the preferred alternative,

 8 recommendation for the preferred alternative.  We

 9 assess the impacts of both alternatives on

10 environmental resources, and I'm going to talk a little

11 bit about that.  Mitigation is important because there

12 are impacts that have to be mitigates as part of this

13 project, so we discuss those in the document, and last,

14 but not least, Section 4F of the Department of

15 Transportation 1966, which is a wonky way of talking

16 about that.  So because we have historic properties, 4F

17 comes into play if you have public parks, recreational

18 areas, wildlife refuges, and historic properties.  We

19 don't have the first three, so we don't have to worry

20 about that, but we do have historic property, and I'm

21 going to show you and talk to you about what those are

22 and what is going to be done with those and then,

23 obviously, there will be mitigation.

24                  Now, an action is only allowed if no

25 feasible and prudent alternative exists, and this
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 1 includes all possible means to minimize impact.  That's

 2 the mitigation that I'll reference a little bit later,

 3 or the use will have a de minimis impact on the

 4 resource.

 5                  So I'll talk a little bit about

 6 that.  We have identified the Section 4F impacts, and

 7 that is in the document as well.  So everyone should be

 8 looking at that.  And I already said kind of mitigation

 9 and minimization of impact is an important part of the

10 document itself.

11                  Project Advisory Committee, and we

12 have a few here and we thank them, again, for their

13 long, long service.  But I thought it was important

14 before I go on to have you understand what the PAC is

15 and what their role is.  We did not just do the

16 environmental reviews and alternative screening in a

17 vacuum.  We had a PAC.  That PAC, Project Advisory

18 Committee is made up, and I'll show you the makeup in a

19 minute.  They basically help the project team go

20 through the project development phase.  They serve as

21 advisory to us.  We don't know the local roadways like

22 local people do, so that is invaluable to us to

23 understand.  They provide that local insight, they talk

24 to their neighbors, they get other input from folks in

25 the neighborhood.  They serve us at length to the
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 1 community.  That's very important for a project like

 2 this.  They provide input and they have provided input

 3 on the key issues.  Public need statement, they did a

 4 great job with that; the alternative screening -- and

 5 the alternative screening, and I'll talk about that, as

 6 well.  This PAC has been meeting since 2016, so it's

 7 been a long time.  They've stayed with us all the way.

 8 Unfortunately, we did have something called Covid, so a

 9 little pandemic kind of interrupted some of the flow,

10 but they stood with us, and they did a great job in

11 helping us get to the point where we are today.  Don't

12 worry, I'm not going to go through every member here.

13                  Suffice it to say that the

14 membership of the PAC is made up of a really diverse

15 group; business owners, environmentalists, bike and

16 folks like that, so we really go a wealth of different

17 opinions as we kind of marched on.  Again, a very

18 diverse group.

19                  So the NEPA CEPA process, and I

20 promise I'm going to get to a point where I'm actually

21 talking about the project.  We think it's also

22 important to know where we've been.  This may have been

23 one of the first slides we ever showed the PAC, just so

24 they could try to understand what the process was.

25                  So six years ago, five years ago, we
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 1 started the NEPA CEPA reviews and process.  That

 2 started with developing the purpose and need, and the

 3 project initiation went into a project scoping meeting,

 4 which, hopefully, many of you have attended and that

 5 was, again, years ago.  That kind of set the sail of

 6 where we were heading.  We refined the project purpose

 7 and need.

 8                  Ultimately, we went through

 9 alternatives, and I'll show you a number of those, and

10 we find ourselves here after developing those

11 alternatives and starting the impact analysis of

12 preparing the document that we published and on-line

13 and at the library.

14                  So tonight is actually the public

15 hearing.  And that really is really specifically on the

16 environmental documentation that has been published,

17 and that's what you'll hear a lot tonight and the

18 questions that we get.

19                  So someone asked me earlier where do

20 we go from here.  Where we go from here is we get

21 comments.  That's really the most important thing about

22 tonight, the commentary.  I think it ends on the 31st.

23 It's going to be really important that we get all your

24 comments, and then we look at them.  We look at the

25 documents and we try to understand what your insights



Hearing 

Page: 13

 1 are, what your questions are and look at that.

 2 Ultimately, we hope this year that we'll go toward the

 3 record of a decision so we have the findings and we

 4 know whether we can go forward with what we've got here

 5 for an alternative.  Once that is done, then we

 6 actually turn our attention to final design and,

 7 ultimately, construction and that's out a few years.

 8 It's going to take a couple of years of design and

 9 things like that.

10                  The one thing that I want people to

11 leave this with, because I had some conversations on

12 this.  Tonight is not the last time you'll have a

13 chance to comment on this project.  This project

14 doesn't go underground and then it pops up when it's

15 being constructed.  There's a lot of design work that

16 has to happen, there's a lot of input that we still

17 need from stakeholders.  Even the PAC, although I'd

18 like to dismiss you and tell you you're all done, but

19 you're not all done.  There's still years to go.  But

20 at various stages, as the design progresses, we're

21 going to be looking for input to the actual design.  So

22 keep that in mind, this is not your final bite at the

23 apple, as it were.

24                  Project overview.  You saw the

25 purpose and need is in the back, it's in the document.
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 1 I just want to run through it so everyone understands,

 2 again, what the projects purpose need is.  No. 1, it's

 3 improving the roadway system linkage between Route 7

 4 and Route 15 at interchange 39.  That's a key element.

 5 Improving mobility for vehicles at both Route 15

 6 intersections and the Main Avenue intersection, so both

 7 39 and 40.

 8                  This next one is very important.

 9 This is where the PAC is very helpful to us, because

10 there was the consensus in the PAC that mobility for

11 all users had to be part of the purpose and need.  And

12 that's where we came up with No. 3, improving the

13 mobility for motorists, pedestrians, and cyclists along

14 the immediate adjacent local roadway network; Main

15 Avenue, Creeping Hemlock, Glover Avenue, and you'll

16 see, we'll talk a little bit about that, and then,

17 obviously, improving safety at the interchanges is one

18 of the key purposes of the project.

19                  So the needs of the project

20 basically broke down into three main categories; the

21 roadway system linkage that I talked about, safety,

22 addressing the substandard acceleration deceleration,

23 the sight lines, the geometry of those interchanges.

24 That's one of the -- and, again, the mobility,

25 providing local roadway improvements and bicycle path
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 1 improvements in the area.  Obviously, as we go forward

 2 in the design, we'll be addressing the ADA issues that

 3 are currently out there.

 4                  So this is kind of it in a nutshell.

 5 This is a graphic that we've shared for a long time,

 6 many times.  Some of the PAC members are probably tired

 7 of seeing it.  This kind of gets to the connections and

 8 that need very clearly.  What you're seeing in green

 9 are the current connections between the Merritt

10 Parkway, and the Merritt Parkway runs this way, Route 7

11 here, Main Avenue here.  40 and 39.

12                  So what you see in green are the

13 current connections that you can make today.  So if

14 you're on Main Avenue, you can make the connection to

15 Main Avenue, Main Avenue can make the full connection

16 going northbound, southbound on the Merritt Parkway.

17                  The issue comes in on what you see

18 in red because those are the connections that you do

19 not -- you cannot make today.  So if you're going

20 southbound on the Merritt Parkway and you try to get

21 onto Route 7, you're not getting that direct

22 connections.  You're getting off at Main Avenue, you're

23 taking local roads to make your way over to Route 7.

24 So that's really kind of the critical thing that we're

25 trying to resolve with this project.
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 1                  The other thing, and I had a number

 2 of conversations with folks, crashes.  This should not

 3 come as a surprise to a lot of folks who know this

 4 area.  The sheer volume of crash history in these two

 5 interchanges is pretty startling.  What you see in

 6 purple, that's our area.  Over 300 crashes in a half

 7 mile segment.  Nothing else is maybe a little over 200,

 8 240.  So this speaks volumes about why we're trying to

 9 do this project.

10                  Project alternatives.  So this is,

11 again, the very key aspect of this project.  We know

12 why we're here, we know what the purpose and needs of

13 the project is.  Well, how are we going to try to fix

14 it, what are the alternatives that we're going to come

15 up with.  This is a big view of how we proceeded with

16 alternatives, and I'm going to talk a little more about

17 the number of alternatives.

18                  So at the beginning we have a lot of

19 alternatives; maybe some of them work, maybe some of

20 them don't.  We don't know.  But we develop them with

21 the hope that it will fix certain aspects of purpose

22 and need.  Ultimately, over time, and this is where the

23 PAC came in.  We actually had two levels of screening,

24 as it were, so we screened the first number down to a

25 reasonable number.  Ultimately, we ended up with the
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 1 final alternatives that you see now in the back and in

 2 the document itself.  So we went from -- I'll steal my

 3 own thunder.  We started with 20 plus, and that 20 plus

 4 is actually 28, so I think we gipped ourselves on this

 5 a little bit.  Of those 28 -- it's important to note

 6 that this project has been around for a long time.  You

 7 know, it's decades.  So we're just the new kids on the

 8 block trying to do this.  When this phase of the

 9 project in 2016 started up, there was thought that we

10 could just go forward with the consensus pick

11 alternatives that we developed years ago, maybe come up

12 some with other alternatives and go forward, but the

13 Department made the decision that we really wanted to

14 be transparent here.  So what our charge was was to go

15 back, go back to 2000, late 1990s when there were

16 alternates on maps.  We took everything and we put it

17 into the mix and screened it so that we didn't --

18 heaven forbid we left an alternative off the table that

19 would have worked, and we just didn't look at it.

20                  So we started at 28.  That became

21 21D and 26.  The other important part of this is that

22 the two alternatives there are build alternatives.  We

23 are required to look at no build and no actions

24 alternatives.  We have to compare it against that at a

25 benchmark to measure the environmental impact of the
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 1 build alternative.  So when you look at the document,

 2 when you read the document, I may talk about two

 3 alternatives.  Any time I say two alternatives just put

 4 in build there.  There's really three.  We're looking

 5 at what happens if we don't do anything.  You'll see

 6 some of the ramifications of that.

 7                  So just real quickly wanted to kind

 8 of look at this.  In the back, we have these up there.

 9 I want to quickly go through what are the alternatives

10 that we're actually looking at.  So this is the no

11 build alternative.  I'll define the no build

12 alternative a little bit more in a minute.  You have

13 Route 7 here, Merritt Parkway, Main Avenue, this way

14 there's a Stop & Shop, there's the railroad station

15 there.

16                  So the no build is basically doing

17 no major improvements to this and just letting it go.

18 Sure, maintenance, and things like that, but no basic

19 improvements.

20                  Alternate 21D.  I'm going to show

21 you a movement on each of these so that you can kind of

22 get a sense.  I'm not going to go through every

23 movement, because we'd be here for an awful long time.

24 What the takeaway on this is it's a fairly normal

25 interchange, normal free flow ramp interchange, that
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 1 you see on a lot of interchanges up through America.

 2 I'm just going to, just to orientate you, same thing,

 3 Route 7, Merritt Parkway, Main Avenue.  Okay?  So you

 4 have that.  Now, so I talked earlier about

 5 southbound -- a vehicle traveling southbound on the

 6 Merritt Parkway cannot get onto Route 7 directly

 7 without going off road.  In this alternative, what

 8 would happen is, everything you see here is new

 9 construction.  The southbound vehicles would get off

10 the new interchange, be on this ramp, cross over Route

11 7, continue on, cross under the Merritt Parkway, and

12 then would join up heading south to downtown Norwalk.

13 That's that one movement.  There's other movements that

14 also make these connections.  The takeaway from this

15 free flow lanes, because the next alternative does the

16 exact same connections, so it makes those connections,

17 but it does it in an extremely -- a very different way.

18 And what we do here is we're adding signals -- we're

19 proposing signals on Route 7 just north of the Merritt

20 Parkway and just south of the Merritt Parkway.  I'll do

21 the same movements, the same persons in the vehicle

22 heading southbound, they want to get to Route 7.

23 They'll still, essentially, get off the new interchange

24 that will be developed.  So travel this roadway, now

25 they'll come to a light.  Okay?  Travel signal.  At
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 1 this point, they can turn right and head north, they

 2 can turn left to head south.  So that's the connection.

 3 Same connection, gets them to Route 7, just does it in

 4 a very different way.  Okay?

 5                  Two things I want to point out on

 6 there that it's important that folks take away.  The

 7 area of the Main Avenue in here, what you'll notice, is

 8 the same.  So there really is no difference between 21D

 9 and 26 when it comes to what would be proposed in this

10 area.  There will be new signals.  Glover Avenue and

11 Creeping Hemlock would be realigned.  Right now they

12 have that ugly offset and the nice police officer

13 that's out there doing traffic.  There will no longer

14 be need for the nice police officer directing traffic.

15 We'll realign that and -- so with both alternatives

16 treat this the same way.  It doesn't matter which

17 alternative we select.

18                  The other takeaway that's important

19 to understand, because, you know, I talked to a bunch

20 of people out here, and Route 7 -- you know,

21 essentially we're putting signals here, which in a way

22 is kind of moving the turn now from Grist Mill down to

23 a mile.  But what's going to have to happen is in

24 design we have to re-characterize this roadway here.

25 It can't be a an expressway coming into a signal at 60
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 1 miles an hour.  That's going to be one of the key

 2 things that we have to look at in design.  How do we do

 3 that.  How do we calm traffic, how do we reduce

 4 footprints, whether it's road side plantings, signage,

 5 it's all going to be a part of the answer, and you're

 6 going to see a lot of graphics once we get into the

 7 design.  This is very much a key point of this.  So

 8 those are the alternatives.

 9                  We're now to the environmental

10 review.  What we wanted to do is this is the basic

11 resource analysis that you'll see in the document.

12 There may be a few others that are here.  What you see

13 in green -- the purpose of tonight is not necessarily

14 to go through every resource and impact and compare.

15 That would be a 3-hour meeting.  What you see in green,

16 though, are the topics that, working with stakeholders,

17 working with the PAC, seem to rise to the top as far as

18 sensitivity.  So it's not that people didn't care out

19 wetlands, but they wanted to make sure that bike and

20 ped -- Merritt Parkway landscape is -- Gary is going to

21 talk to you about that.

22                  We're going to go through these

23 basic things, we're going to give you a high level, did

24 we find in EA/EIE.  So we'll start with traffic.  The

25 traffic analysis summary and, again, when you look at
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 1 the document, I think there's 13,000 pages on traffic

 2 alone in the appendix.  Good luck if you want to get in

 3 there and look at it.  There's a lot of different ways

 4 you can look at traffic.  What we try to do, and this

 5 is just to kind of pull it out, is look at the number

 6 of intersections that failed.  We have a number today.

 7 So what you're seeing is existing conditions.  We have

 8 ten locations throughout the project area that failed.

 9 They're not acceptable.

10                  The no build alternative, not doing

11 anything out there, creates -- traffic operations

12 worsen, obviously.  More traffic, but you haven't made

13 any improvement.  Safety is not addressed.  Those ramps

14 stay the way they are with the sight line issues and

15 geometry and the connections and mobility we're talking

16 about are not addressed.  No improvement is made.

17                  Both build alternatives improve

18 traffic operation and address safety issues at the

19 Route 15/Main Avenue interchange.  Traffic, turns out,

20 is not a differentiator, and we kind of see that here.

21 This is existing conditions.  I'm just going to use the

22 morning peak hour traffic.  So it's morning, we have

23 ten locations that fail.  If we don't do anything, the

24 no build, that rises up to, I think it's 23, don't

25 quote me on that, but I think it's 23 locations.  So
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 1 you see a doubling of locations that fail.

 2                  The one thing that I want to define

 3 in the no build for you is, the no build is not just

 4 simply looking at today's traffic on an interchange, or

 5 whatever, that progresses in 30 years.  We're actually

 6 looking at 2045 he.  We projected the traffic, we've

 7 looked at development, we've looked at the road, and we

 8 projected the traffic, so we're looking at 2045.  So

 9 whenever I say no build, that's the year that we're

10 actually looking at, so it's out there.

11                  What you see here build alternative

12 21D, build alternative 26.  That's no real difference

13 between the two.  We'd like to say 26 or 21D is the

14 answer if you want to fix the traffic.  It doesn't

15 really matter.  They both do the same job out there, so

16 there's not -- again, it's not a differentiator on this

17 project.

18                  Bike and ped.  We have a bunch of --

19 we have a number of bike and ped.  I can see folks

20 here.  They were on the PAC.  What we found is that

21 both alternatives have the same benefits to biking and

22 pedestrian movements through this area, and you can

23 imagine that, not only because, as I indicated, Main

24 Avenue is the same, regardless of what you do, and

25 that's where we're focusing a lot of the bike ped



Hearing 

Page: 24

 1 improvements.  It doesn't matter, 21D or 26, they're

 2 both going to get improvements to bike ped facilities

 3 out there.  And those are improvements you can see from

 4 here.  Signal improvement for pedestrians, which you

 5 don't have now.  Wider sidewalks, you'll have that.

 6 Enhanced ADA sidewalks, so that will be fixed.  Right

 7 now, I think when you walk on Main Avenue, you take

 8 your life in your hands.  That won't be the case with

 9 either alternative that was selected.  You'll have

10 buffered bike lanes, bicycle treatments, various things

11 that will come out in design.

12                  The other point in this that I want

13 to -- I'm trying to get you to visualize what these

14 bike improvements are.  You don't have to necessarily

15 visualize it now.  As we proceed into the design, this

16 is going to be one of the key things that we have to

17 come out to you with, and you're going to see an awful

18 lot of graphic rendering of what this will look like.

19 But for the sake of environmental review it's what

20 we're addressing and what it impacts, so keep that in

21 mind.

22                  Noise assessment.  So noise

23 assessment, again, was highlighted as a possible

24 concern for the folks, not knowing which alternative

25 would do what to the noise, ambient noise out there.
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 1 We had our specialist look at the various land uses,

 2 residential, obviously, places of worship and office

 3 buildings out there.  What they found is that both

 4 build alternatives decreased noise one to two decibels

 5 at any given -- they remained the same, or they

 6 increase no more than 1 decibel.  And to put that in

 7 context, the CONN DOT noise program guidelines

 8 essentially say that anything less than a 3 decibel

 9 increase is not detectable by the human ear.  So the

10 takeaway on this again is that noise is not a

11 differentiator.  It's just not an issue out there.

12                  What you see there on the right,

13 this is the project area, every blue dot is a receptor

14 area, so that's a point where we took the existing

15 conditions, modeled future traffic, and came up with

16 the analysis that you'll see in the document.  So it

17 ended up, while it was raised as a potential concern,

18 it was not ultimately a big differentiator between the

19 two alternatives.

20                  Historic and cultural.  I mentioned

21 4F as a resource.  So here's where you'll see the 4F

22 resources.  What you see, and we have a number out

23 here, Perry Avenue Bridge, Verneur Pratt Historic

24 District.  What you see in highlights in red, those are

25 the 4F -- the bridges that will be impacted in this
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 1 project.  In the case of Main Avenue Bridge and Glover

 2 Avenue Bridge, those will actually be replaced.  Again,

 3 it doesn't matter which alternative is selected.  They

 4 both will be replaced.  And, obviously, part of

 5 mitigation is to understand what's going back, and

 6 that's going to be a key part of design in the

 7 mitigation process.

 8                  So you basically have four of the 4F

 9 properties that get impacted, thus triggering the 4F.

10 The other thing to keep in mind is the Merritt Parkway

11 itself, we're operating on that, that is a historic

12 district itself.  So that is a 4F property.

13                  Just real quickly, the MetroNorth

14 Bridge and the Norwalk River Bridge that you see there,

15 those are not replacements, but they are historic

16 bridges and will have some impact to them, so keep that

17 in mind as we move forward.

18                  I'm going to show you, this kind of

19 supports what I just said, so it's a good slide.  So

20 you see the historic properties that we're dealing

21 with.  Alternate 21D and Alternate 26 have the adverse

22 impact, so it does not matter which alternative is

23 chosen.  And, again, you're comparing it against the no

24 build, the no build has no impact, we're not doing

25 anything.  That makes logical sense.
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 1                  So those were the aboveground

 2 resources that we're dealing with.  There are also

 3 below ground, the archeological sites, and you'll see

 4 that depicted in the document itself.  And in this case

 5 alternate 26 would actually have impact to two of the

 6 sites; maybe not the huge impact, but they definitely

 7 will have an impact.  Alternate 21D does not have any

 8 impact to any archeological site and no build, again,

 9 no impact to the sites.

10                  What we take away from this is that

11 we recognize that there are impacts, and we've been

12 working with the PAC, the Section 106 subcommittee

13 consulting parties to understand what the mitigation

14 is, what it should be, and how we go forward with it,

15 whether it be archeological logical treatment plans.

16 That is a continuing process.  So that doesn't end

17 tonight either or the 31st when our comments are

18 closed.  That will be an ongoing process that we have

19 to deal with, because there may be things out there

20 that we just don't know, so as we go forward we have to

21 have a plan to be ready to go if we do hit something.

22 Keep that in mind.  It's important to recognize what

23 the impacts are.

24                  So with that, I'm going to turn it

25 over to Gary Sorge who is going to talk a little bit
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 1 about the landscape assessment because that's really

 2 key.

 3                  MR. SORGE:  Good evening, everyone.

 4 It's good to see everyone again.  I maybe should have

 5 just let John keep going because he was on such a roll

 6 in covering the topics so well.

 7                  We can't talk about the Merritt

 8 Parkway without talking about it's landscape and how

 9 this project could impact it's footprint.  So the

10 landscape of the Merritt Parkway is very significant.

11 It's historically documented, and there are a number of

12 criteria that we have here.  The geometry of the

13 roadway, cuts and hills were designed to open up view

14 sheds, views out to pastures and farmlands in the days

15 when the parkway was constructed.  Trees and plantings

16 were maintained and added to blend in and enhance the

17 natural surroundings.  So when the parkway was

18 constructed the landscape was designed to transition

19 into its surroundings, so you had a natural transition.

20 It gave it a very nice pastoral sort of experience.

21                  Over the years, as you've seen,

22 development has encroached on its right of way, so

23 today you see much more buildings and larger buildings

24 than you would have when the parkway was first

25 constructed, so we take that into account as we're
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 1 moving forward.  The landscape, when the parkway was

 2 originally constructed, was incorporated to heal the

 3 man-made intrusions, the excavations to actually

 4 created the roadway, the bridges that were constructed,

 5 but it was done masterfully with a rolling landscape

 6 with nodes and such that accentuate the bridges and

 7 provide these views off into the distance.

 8                  And then there were associate

 9 elements with the landscape design.  There was a unique

10 vocabulary, whether it was signage or guide rails and

11 even the plant materials that were selected.  That

12 vocabulary was a signature of the parkway.  The project

13 that John explained to you, and it's visible on the

14 boards behind you, much of the project reaches the

15 Route 7 corridor.  So as we're approaching the Merritt

16 Parkway, on the approach to the views of the Merritt

17 Parkway, the bridges, we like to consider that

18 landscape.  So it's not only the view from the parkway

19 but the view of the parkway and the experience you have

20 on the ramps and the connections to the parkway, so

21 that there is a sense of place that you consider that

22 was historic and was always recognized within the Route

23 15 Merritt Parkway corridor.

24                  So the landscape assessment drivers

25 and purpose of the assessment in the documents that you
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 1 will see on-line, as John has pointed out the Section

 2 106 of the National Preservation Historic Act of 1966.

 3 "Assess the effects of project undertakings on

 4 properties listed and eligible for listing on the

 5 National Register of Historic Places" and -- such as

 6 the Merritt Parkway.  It's a historic amenity that we

 7 need to consider in every aspect of the design and then

 8 defining and providing mitigation for indirect effects

 9 arising from project activities that could impact the

10 integrity of the setting.  So that's not only what you

11 experience while you're on the parkway but what you

12 might see from the neighboring road, be it Main Avenue

13 or Perry Avenue or the interchange with Route 7.

14                  So we'll have mitigation through

15 landscape design.  Much of this will be worked out in

16 subsequent phases of design well after this evening --

17 the impacts to the scenic landscape were being

18 addressed in a draft Memorandum of Agreement, MOA,

19 between DOT, Federal Highway Administration, and the

20 Connecticut State Historic Preservation office in

21 consultation with concurring parties who have been

22 participating, some during the public outreach process

23 dating back to, as John pointed out, 2016.  Those

24 groups include the Merritt Parkway Conservancy, the

25 Connecticut chapter of the American Society of



Hearing 

Page: 31

 1 Landscape Architects -- advocates so they've been

 2 consulted and these concurrent parties are consulted as

 3 part of that agreement.

 4                  So as we're moving forward, we need

 5 to consider the enhancement of view corridors and the

 6 landscapes surrounds both potentially disturbed areas

 7 of the right of way.  So being consistent and sensitive

 8 to the original design where new ramps and roadways and

 9 the main line or the connections to Route 7 are being

10 constructed, what is the experience along those

11 corridors and how was the landscape then transitioning

12 into the areas that will remain, whether they're wooded

13 areas or rock outcroppings or water courses or other

14 elements that are historic or have some archeological

15 significance, how are they all connecting.

16                  So, as John had mentioned, as we

17 look at the alternative assessment, alternative 26 is

18 more advantageous and why.  We have a few points here.

19 It has a more compact footprint, as you see in the

20 comparative between the top, alternative 26, and in the

21 lower illustration, which is alternative 21D.  You can

22 actually see those illustrations on the back, you might

23 have seem then prior, or you can actually walk up to

24 them after the meeting and ask some questions, if you'd

25 like.  But looking at the footprint, the amount of
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 1 pavement, the number of bridges is dramatically greater

 2 in alternative 21D, as opposed to alternative 26.

 3                  You have enhanced natural features

 4 in alternative 26.  Much of the woodland if you look at

 5 the southeast quadrant in the upper image, look at the

 6 extent of the woodlands that are preserved and some of

 7 which will be restored when some of the existing ramps

 8 are removed, so you can argue that there would be added

 9 buffer and woodlands around the roadway corridor to the

10 surrounding neighborhoods, advantageous in alternative

11 26, as opposed to 21D.

12                  26 is creating a more park like

13 setting.  There's reduced maintenance because you'll

14 have reduced roadways and bridges and you'll have fewer

15 structures.  That is clear on the illustrations that

16 you'll see in the back and the illustrations that John

17 shared with you earlier.

18                  Again, a comparative between the

19 two.  Closest to us in the lower portion, lower right

20 portion of the image, you can see the existing ramps on

21 the existing parkway and super 7 interchange, but you

22 can also see the proposed ramps that are shown on 21D

23 that complete the complete intersection.  On the

24 illustration on the right, immediately looking, again,

25 to our immediate foreground, you can see the ramps that



Hearing 

Page: 33

 1 are no longer needed creating a direct connection

 2 between Route 7 and the Merritt Parkway, which allows

 3 more woodlands to be restored, more pastoral areas to

 4 be created and allow for greater buffers between the

 5 roadway and cars in the surrounding community.

 6                  I'm going to pass it back to John.

 7 Thank you.

 8                  MR. SORGE:  So Gary mentioned fewer

 9 structures, more compact, less infrastructure as part

10 of the visuals.  Well, logic dictates that that smaller

11 footprint and less infrastructure leads to cost

12 differences between the two.  In the document itself,

13 you're going to see a very robust section on cost

14 benefit analysis, fairly detailed.  Tonight we're just

15 really talking about the cost analysis.  I think at a

16 gut level, this states a story in itself.

17                  As Gary indicated, 21D has double

18 the amount of bridges than 26 does, 14 to 7.  If you

19 look at a total ramp length, about double, between 26

20 and 21D.  Ultimately all of the lesser in

21 infrastructures that have to be constructed, the

22 initial construction costs and, keep in mind, this is

23 order of magnitude.  We don't have a design.  Our first

24 real construction costs will come in during early

25 design when we really have gotten in there.  But for an
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 1 order of magnitude, you're seeing 21D on the order of

 2 240 to $260 million to construct as compared to 26, 140

 3 to 160.  So it's significant savings going with

 4 alternate 26.  Keep in mind, there is an order of

 5 magnitude, but it's reasonable, based on what we're

 6 kind of talking about tonight.  So we're almost there,

 7 so hang in.

 8                  EA/EIE conclusions.  If you haven't

 9 guessed at this point, the document is recommending

10 that alternate 26 move forward into design as the

11 preferred alternate, and for all the reasons that we

12 kind of already talked about, the less impacts to

13 natural resources, and if you look at the document, and

14 I'm not going to discuss wetlands but, again, wetlands

15 is one where alternate 21D is doubled the amount of

16 impacts to wetlands.  Less visual impacts, as Gary

17 talked about.  Very important for what we're going.

18                  The lower capital and ongoing

19 maintenance.  I'm glad we put ongoing maintenance on

20 here because what I just talked about was the initial

21 cost.  That's not talking about less maintenance for 7

22 bridges versus 14, for all that roadway land.  So

23 that's an important part to understand.

24                  And the ease of construction.  If

25 you just look at the complexity of the two
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 1 alternatives, it's going to be easier to construct 26.

 2 I won't say it's painless.  Construction is

 3 construction.  But it will be easier moving forward.

 4 With that, I'm going to turn it back to Amy.

 5                  MS. STULA:  We will now be starting

 6 the public states and comment portion of the hearing,

 7 so that all attending have the opportunity to

 8 participate.  We ask that you please limit your

 9 statements to the allotted 3 minutes.  I will interrupt

10 you after 3 minutes.  If you still have additional

11 questions, we will be happy to remain here tonight to

12 speak with you one-on-one regarding any other

13 individual questions you might have.  You may also use

14 the comment sheet to submit your comments and I do have

15 them, if you want.  Just raise your hand and I will

16 bring you one.

17                  Since the City of Norwalk is the

18 host town this evening, I would like to extend the

19 courtesy of allowing the mayor to speak, if they are

20 here.  And, if not, any elected public officials who

21 would like to speak.  All right.  Let's start with the

22 speaker list that people signed up.  Anthony Costanzo.

23                  MR. COSTANZO:  Hello.  Okay.  So

24 good evening, everyone.  I am Anthony Costanzo from

25 Stamford here representing myself as a member of the
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 1 public.  I am glad that we have the crash specific

 2 slide here, because this really supports my point.

 3 Currently, Exit 40 has over 300 crashes in the 2015 to

 4 2018 timeframe.  It is statistically the most dangerous

 5 interchange on the parkway.  Right next door, Exit 39,

 6 only had 65 in the same time period, which is rather

 7 impressive considering the volume of traffic that moves

 8 through that interchange, so it's really one of the

 9 safest interchanges on the parkway.  But that's not as

10 in jeopardy with the preferred alternative, because

11 there is a proposal to add two traffic signals which

12 means conflict points where vehicles will be crossing

13 each other's paths which creates opportunities for more

14 crashes.  Now, in the statement of purposes and need

15 talks about improving safety, so why are we doing this

16 change to Exit 39 that going to make it less sage.

17 Yes, it will create connections, but it's not worth it.

18 You're going -- you're playing with peoples' lives

19 here.  So I would say that the alternative that I

20 haven't seen considered, but I really think should be

21 considered is that Exit 40 should be fixed, it needs to

22 be fixed, it's old and dangerous, but if we can't come

23 up with an alternative to do something to Exit 39 to

24 create the missing connections in a free flowing matter

25 that preserves the safety that's already there, just
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 1 leave it alone.  Fix 40, leave 39 alone.  Thank you.

 2                  MS. STULA:  The next speaker is Ben

 3 Hanpeter.

 4                  MR. HANPETER:  Hi everyone.  Thank

 5 you offering us the option to speak tonight.  My name

 6 is Ben Hanpeter.  I live at 14 Haviland Street in South

 7 Norwalk, Connecticut, and I work in Wilton and I ride

 8 my bike to work every day.  I'm well-acquainted with

 9 how the current state of the project area is an

10 impediment to people trying to walk or bike between

11 Norwalk and Wilton.  My main feedback for the project

12 team tonight is I think that there's a need for

13 additional planning for a fully separated route through

14 the NRVT project area.  I think that, as probably most

15 people in this room know, the NRVT will one day make up

16 the whole backbone of the whole region's bike network.

17 But a change is only as strong as it's weakest link.

18 The current proposed route on Perry Ave will put trail

19 users in with mixed traffic, and I think that will make

20 it a much less attractive option for a lot of people

21 who don't feel comfortable riding in mixed traffic and

22 you'll see a lot less usage of the trail if that is the

23 route that is ultimately chosen.

24                  I think this project provides a once

25 in a generation opportunity to provide a safe, great



Hearing 

Page: 38

 1 separated route through the project area that all users

 2 will feel comfortable using.  I think this is better

 3 for regional connectivity, reducing congestion and

 4 putting in air quality, all of which are stated project

 5 goals.  So I think that a separated path is really key

 6 for making sure that the project, in its entirety, all

 7 users can meet its goals.  Looking through the EIE, I

 8 haven't seen a lot of evidence that the project is

 9 considering this.  It does show the baseline routing on

10 Perry, but it doesn't really give much priority to

11 alternative routings, especially ones that are fully

12 separated.  I think that this is the best change that

13 we have to do this and planning for the NRVT needs to

14 be fully integrated with planning for the project as a

15 whole.  I hope that you're working closely with the

16 NRVT organization, and whatever other relevant

17 stakeholders are involved, to make sure that we do this

18 right, because this is our best chance and it also

19 would be really cheap.  You know, as the cost was just

20 shown, over $100 million for the cheap option.  No

21 matter how crazy you want to get with bridges or

22 tunnels for bikes, it's going to be on the order of a

23 few percent of the total project cost.  So I think it's

24 very feasible to do, and I think we should do this the

25 right way because the region deserves a quality bike
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 1 path in this area.  Thank you.

 2                  MS. STULA:  Thank you.  Tanner

 3 Thompson.

 4                  MR. THOMPSON:  Thank you.  I have

 5 notes on my phone, and my phone just died.  So do you

 6 mind if I go after the next person?

 7                  MS. STULA:  Sure.  Diane Keefe.

 8                  MR. KEEFE:  I'm Diane Keefe, and I

 9 fully agree with the previous speaker on every element.

10 Norwalk River Valley Trail is what he was talking

11 about, and I think it's vital that, given even with 365

12 crashes, we're talking about something like, if I'm

13 doing the math right, 300,000 per crash, the cost of

14 this project.  So I really think we need to give more

15 attention to cyclists and pedestrians in what is

16 becoming a very dense urban area and will be even more

17 dense by 2045, and I hope that there's more density in

18 Norwalk near the Metro-North and that there's more

19 investment in the Metro-North, and this doesn't really

20 contemplate that, except in a very small way.  And the

21 other piece I note from the super highway that was

22 created only up until Grist Mill Road is that it went

23 right through a big body of water and that there's

24 development right encroaching on the other side of that

25 body of water, and there are birds are in there and
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 1 everything, and I just want to be careful before doing

 2 a whole bunch more.

 3                  And the other piece is that I happen

 4 to live really close to the Merritt Parkway in Norwalk,

 5 and I never realized that all of the trees were going

 6 to be denuded.  There is an member of our planning and

 7 zoning department, who is a good friend, and he

 8 explained to me that they were native trees that are

 9 going to be replanted and that a lot of the trees that

10 were cut were diseased.  All of that is well and good,

11 but it has really taken a way a large carbon sink for

12 us for the next 20 years before those replanted trees

13 get mature, and also the views have changed for,

14 especially a lot of my neighbors who live really right

15 on the Merritt, and they didn't get compensated for

16 that.  That super highway part is a lot wider, so the

17 risk to cars, which was the whole justification of

18 cutting down all the trees, from increased climate

19 changes is much lower from the midsize, so I hope that

20 the plans in response to this public hearing will

21 consider that more seriously.  We need more urban

22 reforestation, and that goes throughout the state.  So

23 thank very much, and I live on Chestnut Hill Road in

24 Norwalk.

25                  MS. STULA:  Thank you very much.
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 1 Tanner.

 2                  MR. THOMPSON:  I really appreciate

 3 the flexibility.  I know there weren't any elected

 4 officials.  I'm an appointed official.  I'm the chair

 5 of the Bike/Walk Commission here in Norwalk and I'm

 6 also speaking as a resident and representative of an

 7 advocacy group called Sustainable Streets, which is

 8 somewhat new.  Some of our members are here.

 9                  I do want to put the request for the

10 NRVT in context, first by acknowledging all the things

11 that the project is doing well.  The lower cost of the

12 preferred alternative over 21 is great.  The fact that

13 connection are being made is going to make peoples'

14 lives easier.  I think that re-characterizing Route 7

15 is the right move.  It will enable traffic calming and

16 opening the door for maybe re-imagining all that land

17 that's north of the interchange.  I think the point

18 that was made about stoplights is a valid one, and I

19 would love to see whether, in the past or in the

20 future, roundabouts have been or could be considered in

21 place of those stoplights because they have a much

22 better safety record, but still move a comparable

23 amount of traffic in a lot of cases.  The fact that the

24 project is going to alleviate some of the traffic and

25 the pressure on Main Avenue is a huge win for
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 1 pedestrian and bike safety, because that's a very

 2 unsafe corridor right now.  I have biked it and I have

 3 walked it, and I know firsthand.  I really appreciate

 4 the stated commitment to mobility for all users,

 5 especially on the Main Avenue corridor, especially

 6 going under the Merritt bridge.  I don't want that to

 7 be lost in all the requests for accommodations for

 8 NRVT, because that's going to a game changer for that

 9 area, but the requests for that sort of mobility

10 accommodation and the request for the accommodations

11 for the actual route of the NRVT serve two different

12 purposes; one's local, one's regional.  One serves more

13 commuters and adults, frankly, and the other serves

14 people of all abilities and all ages.

15                  But I want to provide a little

16 context for why we should care about the NRVT.  The

17 interest in the NRVT and walking and biking generally

18 has grown dramatically since this project started.

19 During the pandemic, the usage of the trail has spiked

20 like three times and it has stayed stable like over two

21 times the baseline right before the pandemic.

22                  Norwalk just opened a new section of

23 trail, the Federal Department of Transportation just

24 awarded a one half a million dollar grant for planning

25 and design for the entire rest of the trail, so it's a
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 1 much bigger deal than it was in 2016 when I understand

 2 this project started and it started before that even;

 3 right?

 4                  Additionally, Norwalk is investing

 5 in a citywide complete streets project; a plan, a

 6 commitment.  There's ambitious goals in our

 7 transportation master plan about access for walking and

 8 biking.  There's a transit oriented focus of our draft

 9 zoning code that's being reviewed right now.  There's a

10 new train station at Merritt 7, which is right next to

11 the project area, and then we've got this increasing

12 job density along Route 7 in Wilton, which is outside

13 the project scope, but the fact that we're putting more

14 jobs on a road that is pretty narrow and is already

15 pretty congested, it just speaks to the need for a

16 greater vision for non-car and for structure for

17 walking and biking and public transportation.  That's

18 why we're all talking about the NRVT today.

19                  The NRVT board has done a lot of

20 work and they've spent a lot money of that they had to

21 fundraise for to look for alternatives as to how to get

22 the main route of the NRVT through the project area and

23 what they found is that, by their standards, they have

24 to spend a ton of money to do it.  This is a group,

25 again, that is fundraising their own money and they're
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 1 getting money from grants to do their stuff.

 2                  Like Ben mentioned, in the context

 3 of this project, we're talking like peanuts.  So we

 4 could get like a top quality connection for the NRVT

 5 through the project area on the order of 1 percent or

 6 maybe 2 percent of the total project cost.  So that's

 7 what I'm asking for.  I understand that the official

 8 scope of the project doesn't include the NRVT, but I

 9 guess I'm asking for the to be officially expanded to

10 include that, because it is critical regional

11 connectivity and will make the project more holistic

12 and not just about moving more cars.  Thank you.

13                  MS. STULA:  Thank you so much.  Our

14 next speaker is Eric Honck.

15                  MR. HONCK:  My name is Eric Honck.

16 I'm a resident of Haviland Street in South Norwalk.  I

17 just want to thank everyone for the work they've done

18 on this project.  I'm also in favor of alternative 26,

19 the cheaper one.  I think I would like to see some of

20 the money that the state of Connecticut and the federal

21 government was willing to fork over for alternative 21D

22 potentially be repurposed into adding the NRVT, as a

23 couple of people already mentioned, through the project

24 area.  Yeah.  That's it.

25                  MS. STULA:  Thank you so much.
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 1 Daniela Posada.

 2                  MS. POSADA:  Hi everyone.  I just

 3 want to say the alternative that will had additional

 4 traffic lights if it's being considers like to make

 5 them kind of like smart lights not add additional

 6 driving time for the people in the project.  So I

 7 didn't really see how much information on how much

 8 travel time would be impacted, so it's important to be

 9 included maybe for future.  That's all.

10                  MS. STULA:  Thank you so much.

11 Harrison Knowles.  We'll come back if he comes back.

12 Jo-Anne Horvath.

13                  MS. HORVATH:  I'm going to read my

14 speech.  My name is Jo-Ann Horvath, and I live at 1

15 Commerce Lane in Norwalk near Exit 40B of the Merritt

16 Parkway.  Also, I am a member of the Merritt Parkway

17 Advisory Committee for the 7/15 project.  I have been

18 working on this project since 1990 and have had many

19 conversations with numerous DOT engineers about this.

20 Currently, the state DOT has put forward alternate 26

21 as a preferred choice for the 7/15 project.  This

22 alternate would convert Route 7 to a full -- currently

23 the state DOT has put forward alternate 26 as a

24 preferred choice for this project.  This alternate

25 would convert Route 7 to a 4-lane boulevard by changing
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 1 the character of the roadway using intersections and

 2 introducing traffic signals on Route 7.  It may be the

 3 state's preferred plan, but it is not mine.  The

 4 following is my opinion on alternate 26:

 5                  A, by adding traffic signals on the

 6 Route 7 expressway, I think that too many rear-end

 7 collisions would results since motorists are extremely

 8 inpatient, especially in densely populated Fairfield

 9 county.

10                  B, if you add traffic signals, the

11 road becomes like the existing Main Avenue, state road

12 719.  The purpose of the expressway is to avoid the

13 traffic signals.  Traffic signals will create further

14 backups, which already exist at the a.m. and p.m. rush

15 hours.

16                  C, there are many Norwalk projects

17 in the pipeline that will impact the Main Avenue

18 corridor, mainly new apartments and a hotel on the I

19 part property on Main Avenue, BJs or another big box

20 store being proposed on a 5-acre property on Main

21 Avenue.  In Wilton, on Danbury Road, there is a huge

22 apartment building under construction right now.  When

23 the Walmart closes on Connecticut Avenue in Norwalk

24 soon, the existing Walmart on Main Avenue will

25 definitely have more shoppers using this store, which
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 1 is across the street from Hyde Park.  Consequently,

 2 there will be much more traffic in this area.  Is

 3 alternate 26 really the answer to this increased

 4 traffic?

 5                  Some questions that I have

 6 concerning the alternate 26 are:

 7                  1.  How will CONN DOT prevent

 8 drivers from blocking the box at the traffic signal.

 9                  2.  Will CONN DOT install lighting

10 at the traffic light.

11                  3.  How will traffic lights be timed

12 to ensure smooth flow of traffic on the expressway.

13                  4.  Does CONN DOT plan to implement

14 methods to slow traffic on the busy expressway heading

15 up to the traffic lights.

16                  MS. STULA:  Excuse me.  Time is up.

17 Did you want a comment form and submit the rest of that

18 for the record?

19                  MS. HORVATH:  Well, I have submitted

20 it, but I only have this much more to go.  It's not a

21 lot.

22                  MS. STULA:  Go ahead.

23                  MS. HORVATH:  It took me two days to

24 put this together.

25                  MS. STULA:  I can come back to you.
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 1                  MS. HORVATH:  It will break up

 2 the -- I'm going to keep going.

 3                  MS. STULA:  That's fine.  Keep

 4 going.

 5                  MS. HORVATH:  No. 5.  Has this type

 6 of boulevard plan been instituted in other parts of

 7 Connecticut.

 8                  6.  What about a power outage during

 9 an Nor-easter or hurricane or emergency evacuation,

10 what will happen then.

11                  Think about the future.

12 Implementing alternate 21D is very shortsighted since

13 the expressway should be completed all the way to Route

14 33 near Orem's Diner in Wilton as proposed many years

15 ago.  I support alternate 21D with free flow traffic

16 with direct on and off-ramps.  In my opinion 21 --

17 alternate 26 is going to be a traffic nightmare with

18 its traffics lights resulting in heavy congestion and

19 long delays.  Lets do it right the first time.  Thank

20 you.

21                  MS. STULA:  Thank you very much.

22 Our next speaker is Heather Dunn.

23                  MS. DUNN:  Hi.  My name is Heather

24 Dunn.  I'm the president of the Norwalk Association of

25 Silvermine Homeowners.  That you very much.  You guys
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 1 have been great, very transparent and collaborative

 2 with us as part of the PAC.  Thank you very much.  It's

 3 great to see.

 4                  My biggest concern is that we're

 5 getting slammed in Norwalk and, you know, we talk about

 6 timing and stuff like that, and I just want to make

 7 sure that, as much as it can be, 95 is done being

 8 constructed, I know there's another project for Grist

 9 Mill to be continued on, which is a separate DOT

10 project group, and it doesn't seem like there's a lot

11 of coordination in timing.  We have the Rock Bridge

12 being constructed.  Norwalk really needs help with

13 coordinating so that it's not happening all at once for

14 us.

15                  And my second comment is on a

16 personal level as someone -- I do ride my bike to work

17 across town down Main Avenue, and the lights are almost

18 never really coordinated really well, so as part of the

19 project if we can make sure that if there are lights

20 added to the expressway, that there is a real look at

21 how lights are coordinated for safety.  Thank you.

22                  MS. STULA:  Thank you very much.

23 The next is Paul Cheverd.

24                  MR. CHEVERD:  My name is Paul

25 Cheverd, I live 36 Windsor, Norwalk, and I'm here to
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 1 speak about the lack of connectivity incorporated in

 2 the project for NRVT.  The NRVT is originally -- it's a

 3 regional spine in regards to the bicycle network.  I

 4 ride it quite often and, as we all know, it's

 5 disconjointed because it's going -- it's being built in

 6 piecemeal fashion, but it really lends itself to being

 7 a good corridor that people can go to jobs and

 8 businesses on the north side.  It's great for

 9 recreation, not just for cycles, but for pedestrians

10 and all walkers.  It provides a lot of economic

11 activity.  By not having it fully connect through this

12 project could possibly jeopardize that economic

13 activity it provides, because we all know that

14 businesses and property values go up when there's an

15 off road bike path of this sort there including in NRVT

16 in it and have a really robust right of way

17 incorporated in the project.  I would also like to see

18 if we go with the alternative 26, those signals be

19 turned into roundabouts.  With more traffic they've

20 been shown to be better for safety and also reduce some

21 articulate matter and ozone gasses.  So thank you.

22                  MS. STULA:  Thank you.  Wes Haynes.

23                  MR. HAYNES:  My name is Wes Haynes.

24 I'm the executive director of the Merritt Parkway

25 Conservancy.  I have a longer statement, but I'll kind
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 1 of condense it right now.  The Conservancy, as many of

 2 you probably know, is a private nonprofit organization

 3 that was established by the governor about 20 years

 4 ago.  We have a 3-prong mission.  Our first is to --

 5 we're committed to ensure the Merritt Parkway's beauty

 6 is kept and revitalized in construction and maintenance

 7 projects and changes necessitated to upgrade safety are

 8 done with the spirit of it's delightful original

 9 design, and we also strive to keep the public informed

10 about the history and value of this really unusual

11 resource.

12                  Our mission was stress tested by

13 this interchange soon after we were organized 20 years

14 ago when demolition of the historic Main Avenue bridge

15 began for the interchange designed with a large network

16 or flyover bridges and ramps that was not parklike by

17 any means.  We successfully litigated to stop the

18 construction, and we're here tonight and very pleased

19 to say that for the first time, out of all the

20 alternatives that have been discussed, we strongly

21 support alternative 26.

22                  The compact interchange between

23 Route 7 and the Merritt is clearly preferable to the

24 much larger one in 21D in terms of conserving natural

25 features, wetlands, wildlife habitat and minimizing
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 1 impervious cover with the watershed.

 2                  At least half the size of all

 3 previous proposals with significant cost saving to the

 4 taxpayers are an important benefit.  We do represent

 5 the public aspect of the Merritt Parkway.  It

 6 substantially reduces both construction costs, as well

 7 as ongoing maintenance costs in the future.

 8                  So, in closing, I just want to say

 9 that I really appreciate on behalf of the Conservancy,

10 and I speak for the board, Stantec and CONN DOT and

11 NHWA for their thoroughness in this alternative

12 analysis and in hearing our concerns over the scale

13 compatibility and costs and incorporating them all in

14 alternative 26.  Thank you.

15                  MS. STULA:  Thank you very much.

16 Are there any other first time speakers?  Please come

17 up an give your name and address for the record.

18                  MR. REESE:  Thank you for this

19 opportunity to make a few comments.  I'm Fred Reese.

20 I'm with the Department of Energy and Environmental

21 Protection, and I will be submitting comments in that

22 capacity later on.

23                  Two or three short things.  One, I

24 had a note in the EIE/EA, page 31, it talks about

25 looking at traffic volumes for the low impact and for
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 1 the no build and the two builds for the year 2045,

 2 which would be 20 years after the completion of the

 3 project in 2025.  I don't think anybody here really

 4 believes that the project is completed in 2025, so I

 5 think that number may be left over from some previous

 6 iteration of this project.

 7                  Second comment, I appreciated

 8 Anthony's opening remarks and some of the other remarks

 9 about changing the character of Route 7 from the

10 expressway to signalized, I'm just wondering if,

11 looking at the traffic, the accident rates for Route 9

12 going through Middletown, which has signalized

13 intersections with full expressways through north and

14 south, if that might provide any guidance as to how to

15 successfully bring about what you're trying to bring

16 about.

17                  The other comment that I had -- I

18 spent this afternoon, it was a much warmer day than I

19 anticipated, walking much of the alignments and the

20 neighborhoods and side streets and working up with

21 pretty good sweat.  The point I wanted to bring up is

22 both of the build alternative show a new 2-lane on the

23 northern side or westbound side of Route 15 between

24 Main Avenue and Route 7 and going between the existing

25 highway and the 1 Glover apartment building and having
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 1 walked behind the 1 Glover apartment building, there is

 2 a very, very small width between the bottom of the

 3 embankment of the highway and the back of the apartment

 4 building.  So I'm hoping the EA -- the final EA can

 5 maybe address that, and a couple of things I would

 6 think might be helpful.  One is if the new lane can

 7 encroach into the existing embankment, maybe with

 8 retaining walls, or something, to give you a little

 9 more width to work with, and the other would be some

10 kind of noise barrier/light barrier could be

11 incorporated those new lanes and the 1 Glover apartment

12 building, because it really seems like additional lanes

13 there are going to be almost like in the windows of

14 those apartments.  It's a really narrow corridor, so I

15 wanted make those comments.  Thank you very much.

16                  MS. STULA:  Thank you so much.

17 There was another hand up.

18                  MR. KEI:  Phil Kei (phonetic), here

19 in Norwalk.  I like the alternative 26.  It has less

20 permeable services, less of that water runoff coming

21 from all those vehicles contaminating the soil,

22 contaminating the water, ultimately going back into our

23 drinking water, which we're having a problem with now,

24 and I also concur with a lot of NRVT.  I mean, that

25 should be a priority.  Everything should be built
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 1 around that, to be totally honest with you, in my

 2 perspective.  I was actually hit by a car on Main

 3 Avenue right after that bridge, because it's really

 4 that unsafe for your bicycle.  Crossed over two lanes,

 5 a lady I hit me head on.  Luckily, I'm fine, but still

 6 I'm glad that it's being taken into consideration how

 7 important that is, not just for recreational cyclists

 8 but other micro mobility.  That's it.

 9                  MS. STULA:  Thank you so much.

10                  MR. FOX:  Hello.  My name is Paul

11 Fox.  I live at 26 Belden Avenue in central Norwalk.  I

12 want to echo earlier comments about the importance of

13 the NRVT.  I really think that if we're looking at

14 providing better connections, we need to not just

15 consider cars, we need to consider pedestrians and

16 bicyclists and right now the Merritt Parkway kind of

17 cuts off pedestrian and bicyclists, and the proposal to

18 run through Perry Avenue, that's a very narrow bridge.

19 It's probably not sage for a protected bike path on

20 that, so it would be mixed traffic.  I don't think that

21 would be very safe.  It's not a pedestrian friendly

22 road.  So finding a path for the NRVT where it can be

23 fully protected, I think is crucial.

24                  The other comment that I had was

25 just also to echo concerns about putting traffic lights
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 1 on Route 7.  There's obviously a lot of risk there.

 2 I'd like to ask that alternatives, like roundabouts, be

 3 studied for that as well.  That's all.

 4                  MS. STULA:  Thank you so much.  Sir?

 5                  MR. FORNARO:  Hi folks.  My name is

 6 Frank Fornaro (phonetic).  I live in the southwest

 7 quadrant of that intersection we've been talking about.

 8 I appreciate the transparency of this process.  I think

 9 this is my first meeting in Norwalk with the people in

10 the city, so I'd like to take the opportunity to make

11 some noise about the noise.  I notice that the noise is

12 one of the very top things people are concerned about.

13 But paraphrase what I've heard, noise is really

14 important, but out alternative doesn't change or abate

15 the noise in any way.  I have no expertise on how you

16 do this, but I want to tell you that, as I sit on my

17 back deck amongst the lovely trees around the

18 Riverside, River View Drive, I occasionally end up with

19 lemonade on my lap because a motorcycle has gone racing

20 by, and this is a real impact on the quality of life.

21 I don't know how many of the rest of you feel this, but

22 for me to hear bird songs punctuated by people racing

23 in cars that are made to be as loud as they can

24 possibly be or to have motorcycles racing to show off

25 their gear shifting skills while I'm trying to enjoy
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 1 myself is a problem for me and I wonder if it is for

 2 you.  So physical solutions to that, I don't know.

 3 Maybe let's talk about roundabouts.  I'm trying to

 4 picture a motorcycle trying to show off on a roundabout

 5 a flipping up in the air and ending somewhere on the

 6 curbing, which would probably please me.  In any event,

 7 there may and must be some ways to abate sound.  Thank

 8 you.

 9                  MS. STULA:  Thank you very much.

10                  MR. LEVIN:  Hi.  My name is John

11 Levin.  I live at 249 Chestnut Hill Road in Norwalk.

12 I'm really quite impressed with this process, and I do

13 want to share my thoughts on this project and

14 transportation in Connecticut, in general.

15                  I would like to draw our attention

16 to the future.  I think that much of this project is

17 focused on solving the problems that we had in the past

18 with that intersection and accessibility.  But this is

19 an exciting time for transportation.  Technology is

20 changing.  Things are going to be different in the

21 future, and I think we should look forward to some of

22 these important changes.

23                  Cars, in particular, in the future,

24 actually the present, but certainly more in the future,

25 cars are going to be electric.  Cars will be shared,
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 1 cars will also be autonomous, and they will be smart,

 2 and they're actually going to be much, much safer than

 3 they are now.

 4                  Besides cars, roads are going to be

 5 different.  Roads are actually going to be smarter and

 6 things like traffic enforcement and safety and traffic

 7 monitoring is all going to be more accessible, cheaper,

 8 and better.

 9                  Besides roads and cars, I actually

10 think people are going to be different.  I think that

11 the residents are going to be much less interested in

12 spending much time commuting, and we will see job and

13 lifestyle choices by people that live in Connecticut

14 that will cause them to be commuting much, much less.

15                  I think also the residents of the

16 future, actually the present but certainly more so in

17 the future, resident are going to crave lifestyle

18 oriented recreational resources, which will enhance

19 things like bike ability and walkability.

20                  Also, I think that public

21 transportation will finally and, rightly, enjoy a much

22 greater share of public transportation funding relative

23 to private transportation.  That's long overdue, and I

24 think we'll be getting that.

25                  So this all circles back to an
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 1 extraordinary resource that's just been developed over

 2 the last couple of years, although long planned, and

 3 that's the NRVT trail.  It is an amazing resource, not

 4 just for the people that live in Norwalk and

 5 surrounding communities now but especially for the ones

 6 that are moving to this area, who are going to look at

 7 this resource as being a transportation network for

 8 them for things like recreation and commuting and work.

 9 It is already, but certainly for more in the future.

10 Further in the future, that amazing resource, the NRVT,

11 is going to be enhanced even further because

12 eventually, I'm quite confident, we'll have a green way

13 along the length of the Merritt Parkway, as we should

14 have.  And that's going to even further enhance the

15 value of the Norwalk River Valley Trail as a recreation

16 and transportation resource.

17                  So I just want to say, please make

18 sure that you look to the future and recognize that the

19 NRVT is an absolute gem of a resource that will be

20 growing in value for the residents of the future.

21                  MS. STULA:  Thank you.  Are there

22 any other first time speakers?  Come on up.

23                  MS. MOLINARI:  Hi, I'm Lucia

24 Molinari (phonetic), and I live on Grey Hollow Road in

25 Silvermine and thank you for having us, you know,
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 1 having this presentation, I really appreciate it, to

 2 become more aware of what has been going on.  Given

 3 these different alternatives, one, I've been watching

 4 this go on for -- since 1972.  So I've seen the changes

 5 when this road was going to start and nothing happened.

 6 Then we got it started and then they tore down all the

 7 trees and made a mess and the road was stopped.  It

 8 only goes to Grist Mill Road.  I go on those roads

 9 every other day or so.  It's horrendous.  No one knows

10 how to stop at the traffic light, they don't know which

11 lane to be in.  We're very unintelligent on using all

12 these facilities and we -- you know, the alternative

13 may be a good thing, but I don't know with putting more

14 traffic lights.  I mean, I see all the people stopping

15 and I worry about the pollution, and I don't know who's

16 measuring that, and now we're going to put in a couple

17 more traffic lights.  What are we doing?  This is all

18 happening to Norwalk, and I don't think it's right.  I

19 mean, it's almost leave it alone, unless you can come

20 up with something better.  Fix the roads the way they

21 are.

22                  We talk about the number of

23 accidents, and I don't know number wise.  I go on the

24 Merritt Parkway a great deal.  I'm really surprised

25 that there's been that many in that area versus a lot
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 1 further south more towards Stamford.  It's very

 2 surprising to me.  Because I move in that traffic, I'm

 3 always aware of it.  My children have grown up here,

 4 one of them lives in Trumbull.  We're always worried

 5 about the traffic coming the other way, so I'm very

 6 aware of what goes on.  I don't know if they're that

 7 dangerous or how bad the accidents have been or if

 8 they've been minor, but I haven't seen that much of it

 9 here.

10                  I mean, I appreciate it all, but I

11 don't -- you know, maybe doing something without the

12 traffic lights, doing a roundabout may be a way of

13 going.  But I think before we do anything, this road

14 should have gone -- I never wanted the road, but if it

15 was going, then it should have gone through Wilton,

16 through Ridgefield and finished the road.  I have a

17 husband who leaves at 6 o'clock in the morning just to

18 go to Danbury, because the traffic is so horrendous,

19 and the pollution, and I don't know who's studying

20 that, because I haven heard anything, going up Belden

21 Hill Road, there are stoplights.  There's only a

22 stoplight because the road goes for a mile, then

23 there's a stoplight and then the next one, until you

24 get all the way up about five miles into Wilton.

25 Anyway, that's what I had to say.  Thank you.
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 1                  MS. STULA:  Are there any other

 2 first time speakers that would like to come up?  How

 3 about any second time speakers that wanted another

 4 chance to speak?

 5                  MS. KEEFE:  So I'm Diane from

 6 Norwalk again, and I didn't say which one of the

 7 alternatives, because I clearly wanted the cheaper one

 8 of the two we were given, but the -- I was an air

 9 quality transportation planner in Middletown for the

10 state regional planning earlier in my career, and so I

11 studied the air pollution that comes from traffic

12 signals, and it's not good.  Carbon monoxide is

13 generated every time a car is idling, and that is bad

14 for people with lung conditions and heart conditions

15 and for children and for pregnant women.  So it's

16 really not a great idea.  And there was a great article

17 in the New York Times about traffic circles, and I

18 happened to have traveled to Sedona, Arizona where

19 there's a million traffic circles and it actually

20 cultivates courtesy among people and it slows traffic

21 down.  So I think that that would be a much preferable

22 design, so I'm wondering whether DOT actually

23 considered that in the 20-plus original ideas and, if

24 not, can we go back to the drawing board and look at

25 that.  Thank you.  And I do appreciate the whole
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 1 process.  It's been delightful.

 2                  MS. STULA:  Thank you very much.  Do

 3 we have any other second time speakers?  I'll advise

 4 when you've reached a reasonable amount of time.

 5                  MR. LEVIN:  Just like that previous

 6 lady, I also forgot to say which of the alternatives I

 7 thought was the one that I liked.  Also 26.  You know,

 8 I say people are like, I guess, quite concerned that

 9 there would be traffic lights on Route 7.  It's not

10 going to be a concern.  I'm telling you, in the future

11 cars are going to be safe and they're not going to be

12 jumping into each other and not going to be running

13 over kids and bicycles.  Traffic lights will be fine.

14 The lights are going to be so much more efficient and

15 wait time there is going to be so reduced at all of

16 these intersections, just because it's going to be a

17 smarter transportation device.  So -- and also the cars

18 are going to be electric.  So the Norwalk problems are

19 going to go away, which is a good thing, and the cars

20 are going to be electric so the air pollution problems

21 are going to be -- not entirely go away, they're just

22 going to be moved to the location where the electricity

23 is produced and, hopefully, that will be green

24 electricity in Connecticut.

25                  I think it's going to be -- is going



Hearing 

Page: 64

 1 to work out just fine and there's really good

 2 technological solutions coming down the pike.  People

 3 are going to look back and say traffic lights are no

 4 big deal.

 5                  MS. STULA:  Thank you.

 6                  MS. HORVATH:  It's Joanne again.  I

 7 totally agree with Mrs. Molinari, the person that spoke

 8 before this gentleman.  She told it like it was and

 9 she's absolutely correct on every count, as far as I'm

10 concerned.  She knows Norwalk, she's lived here, she's

11 seen what has happened.  Nothing really has happened to

12 Norwalk in a long, long time, in my estimation.  The

13 marker dates back to 1992.  We in Fairfield county,

14 especially in Norwalk, it's a growing city day by day

15 and traffic is going to get worse.  Believe me.  I live

16 right next to the Merritt Parkway.  I see it morning

17 and night.  I hear the sirens.  I hear the sirens on

18 Route 7, so good luck.  If you try 26, you're going to

19 have a lot of honking horns.  Thank you.

20                  MS. STULA:  Thank you very much.

21 Any other second time speakers?

22                  MR. HANPETER:  Yeah, I just had a up

23 couple of other followup questions about something that

24 I read in EIE.  The first one is about projected

25 traffic.  I did read over the numbers and I was pretty
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 1 interested to find that the projected traffic over the

 2 no build alternate is about negligible and actually

 3 went down a little bit.  I'd be curious to hear some

 4 more followups from the parties about how those numbers

 5 were generated because I think that the typical line of

 6 thought is if you build -- I'm sure you're all very

 7 familiar with the concept.  So I didn't know how that

 8 was generated.  I saw that there was like a framework

 9 provided, I'm not an expert in this field, by any

10 means, so I'm not like familiar with exactly how those

11 numbers are come up with, but I didn't know if maybe

12 the analysis looked at changes in land use spurred by

13 additional highway development, and I know you see this

14 a lot, especially in the sunbelt, a build out, a new

15 highway, and then you start seeing a bunch of

16 developments cropping up where you wouldn't have seen

17 them previously, and with this added productivity in

18 the project, you can say that it's now easier maybe to

19 live in some areas and commute to others because you're

20 not needing to take this detour off the highway anymore

21 and will that generate any difference in land use over

22 the following decades after the project is completed.

23                  Am I going to completely forget my

24 second question?  It's possible.  I'll give someone

25 else a second chance to speak, because I lost my train
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 1 of thought.  Thank you, though.

 2                  MS. STULA:  Any other second time

 3 speakers or first time if something has come to mind

 4 that you want to say?

 5                  MR. THOMPSON:  So following up on

 6 Ben's point about the VMT numbers.  I actually read

 7 them with Ben, and we took a look at the travel times

 8 and the average speed through there, as well.  I want

 9 to call attention to them, not because I suspect that

10 they're wrong, I think actually that they're probably

11 right, and that is the travel times through the

12 intersection projected into 2045.  I don't have them in

13 front of me, but if my memory serves me right, in 2045

14 the travel time through the interchange, I want to say

15 it was on the Merritt, currently -- I'm sorry, it's not

16 the travel time, but the current average speed.  The

17 current average speed is something that we would all

18 expect like around the speed limit, it was right on the

19 order of 45 to 50 miles an hour, but in 2045, with the

20 know build option, it's like a 20 mile an hour figure,

21 and with either of the alternatives, the number was

22 even lower than it.  It was 17 or 18 in one case and

23 like 13 in other case.  We're talking average speed in

24 miles per hour through the corridor.  I think that it

25 is interesting, in this particular case, that the
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 1 building of the interchange makes the traffic move even

 2 slower, but what I also want to call attention to is

 3 the fact that in the next 20 years the traffic is,

 4 regardless of whether we do it or not or which

 5 alternative we pick, is going to get a lot slower, and

 6 I think that really speaks to the need for us to invest

 7 in other forms of transportation.  We could continue

 8 widening the Merritt, but we would have to keep doing

 9 it every few years, because that how it works.  That's

10 what the data bears out.  Right?  If you widen it,

11 you've got to widen it again five years later.  That's

12 the only way to keep the traffic flowing, whereas there

13 are a lot of other forms of transportation that are

14 much more space efficient.  Right?  We could be

15 investing, like John mentioned, in more robust public

16 transportation.  On the east/west corridor that

17 probably looks like investing in MetroNorth; right?

18 Which if we're going something, we can do more of that.

19 Right?  And $100 million, which is a difference between

20 the two alternatives, that goes a long way and it goes

21 an even longer way when it comes to walking and biking

22 transportation, as I've already pointed out, but I

23 wanted to bring up that data point, because I think it

24 speaks volumes.  Thank you.

25                  MS. STULA:  Thank you very much.
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 1 Any other second time speakers or first time speakers?

 2                  MR. HANPETER:  My other question.  I

 3 know a lot of speakers have talked about the potential

 4 safety issues of the traffic lights and the potential

 5 for roundabouts.  For people who haven't spent an

 6 entire evening gazing through the appendices of the

 7 EIE, EIE there was actually an alternative looked,

 8 which is alternative 7A, which is a high speed

 9 roundabout, and I know that the reason that was axed is

10 because it introduced weaving into the traffic pattern

11 and traffic design, but I'm curious if the, if it's

12 better practice to have traffic lights on a high speed

13 road, such as Route 7, versus introducing weaving, if

14 weaving is worse.  You know, anecdotally, I find

15 weaving to be kind of annoying but, you know, I guess I

16 don't know, in industry standards, how bad that really

17 is.  So, yeah, I would just be curious to hear a little

18 bit more justification for why that's considered to be

19 a deal breaker on this project.  Thanks.

20                  MS. STULA:  Thank you so much.  Any

21 other firsts or second time speakers or third time

22 speakers?  If there are no further comments, I will now

23 close tonight's hearing.  On behalf of the commissioner

24 I would like to thank you for coming and expressing

25 your thoughts tonight.  You have until August 31st to
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 1 submit your comments to the Connecticut Department of

 2 Transportation.  Thank you for coming and have a good

 3 evening, and if you have any comments to submit, please

 4 bring them to me.

 5                  (Whereupon, the public hearing

 6 concluded at 8:42 p.m.)
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 2
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