. PLANNING
COMMISSION
EXHIBIT #12

,iConnecticut Fund for the Environment

Tor ~ . 0Oid Saybrook Planmng Commissron

From: Connectrcut Fund for fhig Envnonment
Datei - :January 10, 2005 | o
‘Re: . - - Rrver Sound Development LLC apphcatron - CFE Interventron Petttron

Attached you W1H find several GIS maps that illustrate the natulal resource '_ h
| ce 1rnpacts of several dlfferent development layouts on the property known as “the
- Preserve To determme the relatlve scale of the-ecological 1mpacts of the drffermg
.- proposals the srte 1n its undeveloped natur al state was assi gned a. relatrve ecologlcal
L _ .'mventory score of 100% The ecolog1ca1 1mpact of vanous development desrgns was '
 then evaiuated wrth respect to three natural resource cuterra drawn ﬁom Old Saybrook S "
~Open Space Regulatrons and Connectlcut statutes Forest and Habltat Fragmentatron '
E Water Resources and Vemal Pools and Vernal Pool Habrtat Bach proposal is scored for.
. one or more of these natur al resource values The hi gher the 1esult1ng score, the better -
' --the ‘proposal from an envrromnental perspectrve = " . |
T Ass evrdent from the attached materrals the apphcant 8 development proposal ;
w111 have a far greater negatrve 1mpact on these natural resources than the alternatlve ' o
o _des1gn proposed by the mtervenmg party, Connectrcut Fund for the Envrronment Thrs )
) v:-.-alternatrve was des1gned with two. key concepts beyond reducrng natural resource -
| 'unpacts m ‘mind.! F:rst we used the applicant’s own numhers regardmg the number of’
- Tumts to be srted on- the property (roughly 250) .While we agree with the town of Old
" - Saybrook’s consultants that the number of uults proposed by the apphcant is
- ,__unreahstlcally hlgh we. wanted to demonstratc that even in the worst case. scanano ie..
usmg the- apphcant’s proposed numbers a prudent and feasﬂ)le alternative that is more

. :' ecologrcally sensrtrve responsrble exrsts Second we demgned the alternatrve bearmg in.

! In'-designing'the alte'rnative, we also had‘ luput from George Logan of Rema Ecoiogical Services.
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mind the town’s requirements for multiple roadway access points and cul-de-sac
limitations. - |

We anticipate that the applicent‘WiH complain ebout the removal of the golf
course from the pfep'osed alternat.ive. design. Speciﬁealiy, we have heard several times

durin g the course of these prooeedmgs that the applicant believes that removing the golf ‘ N

course component would dummsh it return on the project. The Commission should be
“aware,, however that neither your own zomng regulatlons nor the state Envir onmentaI

. P1 otection Act are desi gned to guarantee arl apphcant the greatest possible economlc -

: y1eid Indeed, at its most ﬁmdamental level, zomng law recognizes that GCOHOIHIC |
niaximization is 1ncon31stent with. respons1ble development and planning, BVGL_Y
regulation necessarily limits the scope of what ani applicant nught otherwise choose to do.A
if gmided solely by self—mterest and proﬁt 1nax1mlzatzon It may be that the apphcant has

"made a bad investment decision; it is certamly not the obhgat:on of this Comnussmn to
protect the appheant from the effects of lts own foHy ' '_

In sum these materials demonstrate that the application before you is reasonably
likely to umeasona‘oly pollute, 1mpa1r or-destroy the public trust in the natural,_reseurces
of the state and that there is ‘_a pfﬁdent and feasibfe alternative consisfent Wi_th the

reasonable requirements of the public health, safety and Weif_are.2

2 For farther mformaﬁon, 1 refer you-to the letter of Carolyn Longstreth dated January 5, 2005, and the
reports subnutted by, inter alia, George Logan of Rema Ecological Servmes :



How valuable is the forest

c :‘qm m 3 m n ﬂ m n “ o ‘m m* remaining after development?

{The area of the forest welghtad by how remote It s from human activity {(roadw, homes, #te.))

More Ecological Integrity Less Ecological Integrity
Less Environmental Impact More Environmental Impact

AR G

Existing
Site

Proposed
Development

Praeserving the existing
site would retain
significant unfragmented
forast areas

The proposed
development would
significantly fragment the

existing forest and
habitats
o O\
100% 42%
A
Alternative Conventional
Development Subdivision

EHminating the golf course
and reconfiguring the i
developed areas would

result in a forest that Is
less fragmented

66%

A conventional subdivision
wotld also significantly
fragment the existing
forest and habiltats

33%




How well are the wetlands, watercourses, and
associated buffer areas being avoided?

Water Resources

(The ares of the wetiand, watercourss, or buffer sras welghted by how close [t 18 to the watsr resource)

More Ecelogical Integrity
Less Environmental Impact

Existing
Site

Preserving the existing
site would preserve
significant wetlands,
watercourses, and buffer
areas

100%

Alternative
Development

Eliminating the goif course
and roeconflguring the
developed areas would
result In less Impacts on
water resources

97%

Less Ecological Integrity
More Environmental Impact

Proposed
Development

The proposed
development would affect

j wetlands, watercourses

83%

Conventional
Subdivision

A conventional subdivision
(with no goif course)

would have less impact on
the water resources

90%



How well are the vernal pools and associated upland

l - - -
Vernal Pool Habitats . . rmostacassongavoidess

More Ecological Integrity Less Ecological Integrity
Less Environmental Impact More Environmental Impact

Existing Proposed
Site Development
Proserving the existing The proposed

site would retain
significant vernal pools
and associated upland
habltats

100%

Alternative
Development

development would affect
existing vernal pools and
associated upland habitat
areas

76%

Conventional
Subdivision

Eliminating the golf course
and reconfiguring the
developed areas would
result In less Impacts on
vernal poois and habitat
areas

A conventionai subdivision
would also affect existing
vernal pools and
associated upland habitat
areas

70%




How much of the parcel is

c : n mm” : ‘cmn P‘om undisturbed by development?

More Ecological Integrity Less Ecological Integrity
Less Environmental Impact More Environmental Impact

R R R

Existing
Site

Proposed
Development

Praserving the existing
site would retain
significant undisturbed
areas

100%

Alternative
Development

The proposaed
development would
disturb approximately 27%
of the site

73%

Conventional
Subdivision

Eliminating the golf course
and reconfiguring the
daveloped areas would
result in loss disturbance
of the site

87%

A conventional subdivision
would disturb 33% of the
site



EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

Water Resources Scored 0 to 5
Vernal Pool Habitats Scored 0 to 5

These two resources are laid over each other and “score” summed to provide a consolidated score
on a 10 point scale

The legend is as follows

1and2 light blue
Jand 4 darker biue
Sand 6 lightest green
7and 8 medium green
9and 10 darkest green

Darkest green areas are highest score




Proposed Development relative fo resource scores

Conventional Subdivision Development velative to resource scores




Proposed Development {without golf) relafive to resource scores




Unfragmented Forest Water Resources

Measures how much of the parcel remains as forest and weights it by how Measures how much of the wetlands, watercourses, and buffer areas are not
remote the forest areas are from human activity (roads, homes, etc.) impacted by development (homes, roads, lawns, cleared areas) and weights it
by proximity to the water resource

Area Weighted
Value Description Measured Score Area Weighted
m Forest areas 400 + foet from human activity ﬂm B. w .ﬂﬂc Value Uﬂmh..m-v.nmcﬂ Measured Score
7 1 d "
4 Forest areas 300 - 400 fest from human activity mm 224 5 ¢ - hd .— NA Qcm
nw Forest areas 200 to 300 feat from human activity mﬂ .n q,— h. WH”MMMMH Tand within 0 to 5O fest of 4 wetland or A Nh. hwm
2 Forest areas 100 to 200 fest from human activity 57 114 3 c_..n!”_ouaa 1and within 50 to 106 feot of 3 wetland 117 351
or watarcourse
Fy t 0 to 100 feet f hi vl Undavelopud [and within 100 to 150 fest of a2
.— orest areas 9t from husnan activity mw mw N wetland or watercourse ‘— oq N.—h
Undeveloped land within 150 to 200 feet of a
0 Developed area 0 0 1 waetland or watercourse 93 93
@ ww h.u uw@ O Developed land i..ﬁ..n.nae __ﬂen of a wetland or h.NA 0
water OF areas 200 + feat from
wotland / watercourse
Score = 4,338 - o— o OO\ 983 1 ...ﬂmw
Base Case 4,338 pad

Score y 1,759 - o
Base Case 1,759 100%




Vernal Pool Habitat

Measures how much of the veral pools and surrounding habitat areas are not
impacted by development (homes, roads, lawns, cleared areas) and weights it
by proximity to the vernal pool

Area Weighted

Value Description Measured Score
m..lv Vemal pool »— m qm

_&. Mo..on_o<e_oveu land within 0 to 150 feet from a vemal ‘— om hﬁ- N
m .n\_..._h“‘_..ﬂ_oﬂv_on land within 150 to 300 feet from a -— mm h.ﬂ h_
N ﬂ%..ﬂ”ﬂ.”hen land within 300 to 450 faet from a ‘ .— 8 w“m

A ”....ﬂh“”%.on tand within 450 to 750 foet from o .— mo \— mo

O Developed land within 730 feet of % vernal pool or uﬂ@ O

areas located 200 + feat from a vemat poel

983 1,457

Score = 1,572 - o
Base Case 1,572 ‘— oo \a




Unfragmented Forest

Measures how much of the parcel remains as forest and weights it by how
remote the forest areas are from human activity (roads, homes, etc.)

h
Area Weighted
Value Description Measured Score
m Forast areas 400 + feet from luman acthvity how Nuo _h.m
h. Foroxt areas 300 - 400 feot from human activity 79 w‘_ 6
uw Forett areas 200 to 300 feet from haman activity w h_ N WN
N Farest areas 100 to 200 feet from human activity .— .— m N“N
1 Forest areas © to 100 foot from human activity ..— m“ ‘— mw
0 Developed area 122 qu.ﬂm
983

Score - 2,876 -
Base Gase 4,338 -

66%

Water Resources

Measures how much of the wetlands, watercourses, and buffer areas are not
impacted by development (homes, roads, lawns, cleared areas) and weights it
by proximity to the water resource

Area Weighted
Value Description Measured Score
5 Undeveloped wotiand or water 120 600
Undeveleped land within 0 to 50 feet of a wetland or
4 watercourse .m NN L.mm
“w Undevaloped land within 50 to 100 feet of a4 wetland ‘— ;— N uwwm
or watercourse
Undevelepoed fand within 100 to 150 feot of & :
N watland or watercourse @w .__ @m
Undeveloped land within 150 to 200 feot of 2
‘— waotland or watercourse ww mw
Doveloped land within 200 faet of a3 wetiand or
O watercourse or areas located 200 + foet from tq c
d / wator
983 1,705
Score 1,705
Base Gase = 1,759 = 97%

Base Case 620




Vernal Pool Habitat

Measures how much of the vernal pools and surrounding habitat areas are not
tmpacted by development (homes, roads, lawns, cleared areas) and weights it
by proximity to the vernal pool

Area Weighted

Value Description Measured Score
m Vemnal pool .u m .N m

h. .”..“oce_ounn land within 0 to 150 feet from 2 vernal @m wmn
w “_”h“._\ﬂ“”_un Iand within 150 to 300 feot from a A hm gm
2 wﬂh“ﬂ“”ﬁ-n iand within 300 to 430 feet trom a 146 292

1 w”“”..ﬂhh-n 1and within 450 to 750 foet from 2 253 253

o Devaloped land within 750 feet of a veamal pool or wnm °

areas located 200 + faet from a vomal pool

983 1,447

Score - 1,447 = o
Base Case 1,572 wN }




Unfragmented Forest

Measures how much of the parcel remains as forest and weights it by how
remote the forest areas are from human activity (roads, homes, etc.)

h
Area Weighted
Value Description Measured Score
m Forest areas 400 » feot from human activity .— mﬂ -_N_mm
4 Forest areas 300 . 400 foet from human activity 56 224
u Forest nroas 200 to 300 feot froms: human activity g Na h.
N Forest aroas 100 to 200 feat from human activity A mN uo h.
4 Forast aross 0 to 100 fest from human activity NN‘— Nﬂ:—
0 Developed area 265 0
983 1818

Score - 1.818 _
Base Case 4,338

42%

Water Resources

Measures how much of the wetlands, watercourses, and buffer areas are not
impacted by development (homes, roads, lawns, cleared areas) and weights it
by proximity to the water resource

Area Weighted
Vatue Description Measured Score
5 Undevaloped wettand or 114 . 570
Undeveloped land within 0 to 50 fest of 2 wetland or
h. watercourse ‘— Qw h.— N
w Undevoloped land within 50 to 100 feet of a wetland @w - th
or watercourse ’ :
2 Undeveloped land within 100 to 150 feet of 2 : 4&. : A L.m
wetland or watercourse
Undoveloped land within 150 to 200 feot of a
‘_ wotland or wat urse § mu mw
Developed land within 200 fest of a wetland or
c watercourse or areas located 200 + feet from mh-— Q
watland | watercourse
983 1,457
Score 1,457
Bage Case = 1,759 = munxu
Base Case 620




Vernal Pool Habitat

Measures how much of the vernal poois and surrounding habitat areas are not
impacted by development (homes, roads, lawns, cleared areas) and weights it
by proximity to the vernal pool

Area Weighted

Value Description Measured Score
§  Vomaipool 15 75
4 ”._.“Hoﬁ_ov& land within 0 to 15¢ feet from & vernal 87 348
3 ﬂ”..”ﬂﬂ_“”_an land within 150 to 300 feet from a .— ‘— 4 W&.N
2 wwhn__.w_whﬂ tand within 300 to 450 feot from a . 121 242

1 “,.a E d land within 450 to 750 teet from a 207 207
° Devoloped Jand within 750 feet of a vernal pool or L.“@ c

areas locatod 200 + feot from a vamal pool

983 1,214

Score - 1,214 - o,
Base Case 1,572 N.N_ }




Unfragmented Forest Water Resources

Measures how much of the parcel remains as forest and weights it by how Measures how much of the wetlands, watercourses, and buffer areas are not
remote the forest areas are from human activity (roads, homes, etc.) impacted by development (homes, roads, lawns, cleared areas) and weights it
by proximity to the water resource

h
Area Weighted
Value Description Measured Score Area Weighted
Value Description Measured Score
m Forest areas 400 + feot from luman activity mmm \_ uﬂg — - —
A. Forest areaz 300 - 400 feat from human activity mw w“N m v hd -— N-— mom
“w Forast areas 200 to 30 feet from human activity @_m 288 L. “”ﬂ“,‘““w“_ land within @ to 30 faat of 2 wettand or | - 1 NN hmm
F, 14 100 i Undaveloped land within 50 to 100 feet of a wotland X
2 orast areas 100 to 200 feet from human activity 119 238 3 Ondaveloped a 112 336
Forast areas 0 to 100 feot from human activi Undevaloped land within 100 to 150 fest of a
-— i -— m‘— v— md N wotland or watercourse wm ‘— wm
Undevaloped land within 150 to 200 feet of a :
0 Developed area 136 0 1 watland or watercourse 83 83
Davelopad land within 200 fast of a wetland or
wmw quqw ° wat: 28 or areas | d 200 + feot from tﬂ_ Q

watland / watercourse

Score 2879

983 1,708
Base Case = 4,338 = 66% .

Score - 1,708 = o
Base Gase 1,759 @-N ku




Vernal Pool Habitat

Measures how much of the vernai pools and surrcunding habitat areas are not
impacted by development (homes, roads, lawns, cleared areas) and weights it
by proximity to the vernal pool

Area Weighted
Value Description Measured Score
5 Vernal pool ‘— m ﬂm
Undeveloped [and within 0 to 150 feet from a veamal
4 v 100 400
Undovaloped [and within 150 to 300 faot from a h h
w vernsl pool .— th
Undeveloped (and within 300 to 450 feet from a h h
N varnal pool .— Nmm
Undsveloped fand within 450 to 750 feet from a
1 Undeveien 248 248
Davelopad land within 750 feet of a vernal pool or
o aroas located 200 +feet from a vornal pool me o
983 1,443

Score - 1,443 = o
Base Case 1,572 wN %u




he Preserve

PUBLIC HEARING

January 12, 2005




Overview

@ An Open Space Subdivision must
~conserve natural resources
- m The site is ecologically unique

~ m The applicant’s proposal would damage
~ the ecology of the site and diminish its

natural diversity

m A teasible, prudent and ecologically-
sensitive alternative exists




Measuring _B_OQO to Natural
_ _u_<ma:< mﬁ 5@ _.m:o_momcm _.o<m_

George T. Logan, MS, PWS, CE
Rema Ecological Services, LLC




~ Landscape Ecology

~ m [s the study of how landscape structure
~ affects the abundance and distribution
- of organisms. It looks at:
72 “Composition” (e.g. habitat types and size,
length of forest mn._mm density of houses and
roads)
72 “Configuration” (e.g. juxtoposition of
habitat types, measures of habitat
fragmentation)




'Habitat Fragmentation

m “Habitat fragmentation is the most
- serious threat to biological diversity
- and is the primary cause of the present

7 7

~ extinction crisis’.” (Wilcox and Murphy 1985)

m Biological Diversity or Biodiversity
- includes genetic diversity, species
- diversity and ecological diversity.




Forest Fragmentation

~ mIsresponsible in our region for adverse
 changes in natural diversity and for
~ declines and local extinctions of

- 72 Birds vulnerable to nest predation and
parasitism

‘72 Small forest wildlife and invertebrates (e.g.
moths and butterflies with poor dispersal
abilities)

7 Uncommon forest understory plants




‘Landscape-scale Metrics

m Metrics can be used to evaluate and compare
- 1mpacts to natural diversity using Geographic
~ Informations Systems (GIS):

72 Unfragmented, Undisturbed Habitat remaining
72 Water Resource Impacts

7 Natural Diversity or “Listed Species” Impacts

7 Vernal Pool Habitat Impacts




The Natural Resources Index

m Scale of 1-100
- m Score of 100 represents
~ land in undeveloped
- state
m Score is a relative
composite of
72 Ecological integrity
72 Environmental impact

Elgsnor

Qﬁ_mms-@w#m_mmgoﬁnga
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Forest Resources

m Area-sensitive species: worm-eating warbler,
- hooded warbler, scarlet tanager, bobcat

Hooded warbler Bobcat




Water Resources

@ Pequot Swamp
Pond

Class A Streams and
headwater seeps

Headwaters of
Oyster River

Riparian / natural
butfers

Natural resource
index: 100

Dark green=wetlands;

Buffer shown in 50’ increments to 200’




~ Vernal Pools

31 vernal pools
Interconnected

750-foot upland areas
critical habitat

Natural Resource
Index: 100

Dark Green=vernal pool
Buffers in increments up to 750’




~ Amphibian Populations

~m14 amphibian
= species
Productive breeding
habitats
Amphibians inhabit
750" surrounding

upland forest, or more.
Red-spotted newt




~ ® Animals: Box turtle, red
bat, ribbon snake

= Plants: Prickly pear
(Opuntia humifosa), false
hop sedge (Carex
lupuliformis) and marsh
milkwort (Polygala
cruciata)

© 2003 FaetNovak

Polygala cruciata




Impacts of the Applicant’s Proposal

 m Resource
| impairment
7 Forest fragmentation
7 Negative Edge effects
7 Loss of wetlands
connectivity
Habitat degradation
Water Quality

Impairment




" Fo rest Fragmentation

Edge effects can
extend 400’ ,or
more

Six small core
patches remain

Natural

Resource index:
42

Dark green = quality forest core




~ Impact on Water Resources

Sedimentation and
siltation Impacts

Nutrient Enrichment
and degradation

Impacts from Toxic
Pesticides used in
golf course and
landscaped areas

Hydrologic impacts
B Natural resource
~ index: 83

Dark gree

n=wetlands; Lighter green= 100" buffers




Impact on Vernal Pool Habitat

‘Many vernal pools and
adjacent upland areas
are impacted by the
proposed development

Natural Resource Index:
76 o




Applicant’s Integrated Pest
Management Plan

-m Lists 9 of 12 toxic pesticides
- identified as high risk by the
'EPA

‘m Allows application within 25
feet from a water feature

‘m Fails to apply IPM principle of
“spot treatment only”

2 Allows treatment of 20% of
the entire course at one time

Zm&urw@ m&mgmsamw




A Better Alternative: A Real Open
- Space Subdivision

Golf course and spine
road eliminated

2 Same density, more
- clustered
‘Larger forest blocks
preserved

Less habitat
fragmentation

Lower density, more
clustering would
allow even better
alternative













It's All About the Future

- = Old Saybrook is the
~ shepherd of our
- natural resources
= Does the
~ applicant’s
proposal qualify

for approval?

Haw York

¥

Bob Lorens, of Lora

The estuary where the Qyster River meets Long Island Sound in Old Saybrook.
An edge of The Preserve Property is in the upper left hand comer of the photo-
graph. The Connecticut River is in the upper portion of the photograph.




- Requirements for Approval of an
Open Space Subdivision

- Quality Open Space—50% or more

© m Preservation of natural, scenic and cultural
resources
Number of units no greater than conventional
subdivision

Protection of health, safety and property values

Are you satisfied?




It's All About the Future

m Old Saybrook is the
shepherd of our
- natural resources
= Does the
~ applicant’s
proposal qualify
for approval?

Bob Loremz, of Lo

The estuary where the Oyster River meets Lony Island Sound in Old Saybrock.
An edge of The Preserve Property is in the upper left hand comer of the photo-
graph. The Connecticut River is in the upper portion of the photograph.




Do the Right Thing

~ m Deny the application
~ and require the
applicant to redesign
the project
7 The proposal does not

measure up under the
regulations

72 It will impair natural
resources

2 Better alternatives exist

Scarlet tanager




