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WOLF JULIE D. KOHLER
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

PLEASE REPLY TO: BfICIQ2p01~

WRITER's ~~RECT o~A~: (203) 337-4157
E-Mail Address: jkohler@cohenandwolf.com

February 16, 2016

VIA ELECTRONIC AND OVERNIGHT MAIL

Chairman Robert Stein
Connecticut Siting Council
Ten Franklin Square
New Britain, CT 06051

Re: Docket No. 461 - Eversource Energy application for a Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need for the construction, maintenance, and operation
of a 115-kilovolt (kV) bulk substation located at 290 Railroad Avenue, Greenwich,
Connecticut, and two 175-kV underground transmission circuits extending
approximately 2.3 miles between the proposed substation and the existing Cos
Cob Substation, Greenwich, Connecticut, and related substation improvements.

Dear Chairman Stein:

Enclosed please find one original and fifteen copies of the Town of Greenwich's
Responses to the Council's Interrogatories and the Town's Pre-Hearing Submission, both
dated February 16, 2016.

certify that a copy has been sent on this date to all participants of record as reflected
on the Council's service list dated February 1, 2016.
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Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding this filing.

Very truly yours,

l ,
Juli D. Kohler

J DK/Icc

cc: Service List (Via Electronic Mail)
Honorable Peter J. Tesei, Town of Greenwich (Via Electronic Main

John Wayne Fox, Esq., Town of Greenwich (Via Electronic Mail)

John Wetmore, Esq., Town of Greenwich (Via Electronic Mail)

Katie Deluca, Town of Greenwich (Via Electronic Mail)



TOWN OF GREENWICH PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DOCKET NO. 461 DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016

Q-1
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WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

The Town's Intervenor request form filed with the Council on January 11, 2016 states that more

viable alternatives exist including improvements to the current substation located at Cos Cob. In

light of Kenneth Bowes Third Supplemental Direct Testimony, dated January 5, 2016, which

rejects the feasibility and reliability benefits of such improvements, please provide technical and

cost back-up information to justify the Town's position.

RESPONSE:

In his Third Supplemental Direct Testimony dated January 5, 2016, Mr. Bowes testified that

laxger capacity transformers could not be installed due to space limitations at the Cos Cob

substation. However, on December 15, 2015 the Town of Greenwich e-mailed multiple

transformer manufacturers inquiring as to whether larger capacity transformers (two 80 MVA

transformers) could be added within the dimensions of the existing Cos Cob substation. The

Town provided the transformer manufacturers a copy of the drawings of the Cos Cob substation

prepared by Eversource in response to OCC-062. In response, two manufacturers responded

with the attached plans demonstrating that larger capacity transformers can fit within the

dimensions of the existing Cos Cob Substation. The transformer plans from the two companies

are attached as Exhibit A.

In light of the fact that it appears that larger capacity transformers with a total capacity of 160

MVA (two 80 MVA transformers) can be physically added within the existing Cos Cob

Substation, and any such upgrades would cost substantially less than the Applicant's proposal,

there may be cheaper and less intrusive alternatives to the construction of the proposed

Greenwich Substation and new 115kV transmission line.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-1
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REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

The Town believes that alternative options to address the potential for distribution feeder

overloads into the Prospect Substation, and the risk of transformer overloads at the Prospect

Substation should be fully investigated by the Applicant, including whether the risk of such

overloads is based only on 2013 system peak load,. rather than updated actual peak load data

from 2014 and 2015.
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TOWN OF GREENWICH PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DOCKET NO. 461 DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016

Q-2
PAGE 1 OF 1

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Referring to the First Selectman's 2013-2014 Annual Report, is it still the Town's position that a

new substation is necessary for reliable energy to serve the residents and businesses of

Greenwich? What other capital improvements are proposed by the Town to ensure reliable

electricity to the Town?

RESPONSE:

At the time of the 2013-2014 Annual Report, the Town was working with Eversource (then

CL&P) in good faith regarding the utility's forecasts regarding electrical infrastructure needs in

the Town of Greenwich. Eversaurce did not provide details or backup data at that time, and the

Town relied on Eversource's position that a new substation was necessary. The Town made it

clear that it would need to see backup data at some point to verify Eversource's assertions,

Based on the information provided to the Town from transformer manufacturers (see Response

to CSC-01), and the actual updated load data for 2014 and 2015, and the fact that the Town has

not experienced significant population. change over the last twenty years, there is a real question

as to whether cheaper and less intrusive alternatives to meet the Town's energy needs have been

adequately explored by the Applicant. The Town believes that the Applicant should propose

capital improvements to provide reliable electricity to the Town, while minimizing

environmental impacts and reducing cost to ratepayers. See the Connecticut Economic Resource

Center Data Sheet for the Town of Greenwich dated October 2014 attached hereto as E~ibit B.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461 EXHIBIT B

Greenwich, Connecticut
CERC Town Profile 2014

Town Hal] Belongs to

P.O. Box 2540 Fairfield County

Greenwich, CT 06830 LMA Bridgeport -Stamford

(203) 622-7710 Southwestern Economic. Dev. Region

South Western Planning Area

Demographics

Population (2012) Town County ~~e Race/Ethnicity (2012) Town County State

2000 61,101 882,567 3,405,565 
ate 52,746 699,870 2,802,217

Black 1,145 .99,871 355,660
2010 60,809 905,342 3,545,837 

Asian Pacific 4,451 43,203 139,827
2012 61,428 918,892 3,572,213 

Native American 90 1,439 8,531
2020 59,375 940,616 3,690,997 

p~er/Multi-Race 2,996 74,509 265,978
'12-'20 Growth / Yr -0.4% 0.3% 0.4%

Hispanic (any race) 6,375 155,557 480,185

Land Area (sq. miles) 48 626 4,845 Poi>erg~ Rate (2012) 3.8% 8.8% 10.0%

Pop./ Sq. Mile (2012) 1,283 1,468 737 Educational Attainment (2012)
Median Age (2012) 43 40 40 Persons Age 25 or Older Town % State
Households (2012) 22,209 332,968 1,360,184 High School Graduate 6,838 16% 677,253 28%
Med HH Inc. (2012) $129,588 $82,614 $69,519 Associates Degree 1,846 4% 177,531 7%

Bachelors or Higher 27,002 64% 879,0&9 36%
Age Distribution (2012)

0-4 S-17 18-24 ZS-49 50-64 65+ Total

Male 2,217 4% 6,395 10% 1,468 2% 9,670 16% 6,099 10% 4,165 7% 30,014

Female 1,826 3% 5,845 10% 1,540 3% 10,025 16% 6,499 11% 5,679 9% 31,414

County Total 56,435 6% 169,978 18% 73,098 8% 314,538 34% 179,794 20% 125,049 14% 918,892

State Total 200,031 6% 612,181 17% 328,661 9% 1,194,793 33% 726,725 20% 509,822 14% 3,572,213

FnnNnr»irc

O,r
Business P~rofzle (2013) Tap Five Grand List (2013) Amount Net

Sector U~tifs Entplo~~ment Greenwich Plaza Inc $185,990,140 0.6%

Total -All Industries 4,015 34,719 
Pickwick Properties LLC $145,204,010 0.5%

Greenwich American Inc $122,500,000 0.4%
23 Construction 212 913 property Connecticut OBJLW One Corp $97,744,360 0.3%

3l Manufacturing 27 632 GRCRealty Corp $96,453,700 03%

44 Retail Trade 361 3,801 Net Grand List (2013) $29,583,885,305

52 Finance and Insurance 563 7,581 Major Employers (2014)

62 Health Caze and Social Assistance 226 4,052 ~eci Brothers Inc Bimbo Bakezies USA

Total Government 20 3,304 ~eenwich Hospital Interactive Brokers Group Inc

Local/Municipal Government Ib 3,171 NTC Group

Fdurnfina

2010-2011 School Year Town State

Total Town School Enrollment 8,712 548,313

Most public school students in Greenwich attend Greenwich School
District, which has 8,842 students.

For more education data see: Students per Compater Town State

htlp://sdeportalct.gor/Cedar/ Elementary: 3.1 4.1

WEB/ResearchandReports/SS Middle: 2.4 2.7

PReports.aspx Secondary: 2.7 2.9

DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
CSC INTERROGATORY Q-2

PAGE 1 OF 2

Connecticut Mastery Test PercentAbove Goal

Grade 4 Grade 6 G~~ade 8

Town State Town State Town State

Reading 81 63 87 76 86 75

Math 81 67 82 72 84 67

Writing 80 67 77 65 78 65

Average SRT Score
Arerage Class Sipe Town Sfnte

Grade K 17.8 Grade 2 19.6 Reading 578 502

Grade 5 21.4 Grade 7 21.2 Writing 562 506

High School 19.4 Math 581 506

Town Profiles October, 2014. Page 1 iV1VlV.C2YCC0li1 
No r~epresenta~ion or irarranlies, expressed or implied, are

gii~en regarding the accuracy of this i~afarmation



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461 EXHIBIT B

Greenwich
Connecticut

Government

DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
CSC INTERROGATORY Q-2

PAGE20F2

C ~ \\~ fQrtQherQe'
Connectrcrd EcnnomicRerourceCerrter, lrrc

Annual Debt Service (2072) $23,785,196
Government Form: Selectman -Representative Town Meet 

/~ % ofExpenditures 6.7%
Total Revenue (2012) $360,897,505 Totai Expenditures (2012) $344,600,243 

Eq. Net Grand List (2010) $43,381,228,410
Ta~c Revenue $306,616,555 Education $152,486,555 

per Capita $706,213
Non-taY Revenue $54,280,950 Other $192,113,688 ,~ oho of State Average 487%
Intergovernmental $27,425,341 Total Indebfiess (2012) $93,158,943

Per Capita Taac (2012) $4,991 As % of Expenditures 2~ p% 
Moody's Bond Rating (2012) Aaa

As % of State Average 193.3% Per Capita $1,517 
Actual Mill Rate (2012) 10.11

As % of State Average 67.2% 
Equalized Mill Rate (2012) 7.06

of Grand List Com/Ind (2010) 13.7%

Housing/Real Estate

Housing Stock (2012) Town County

Total Units 24,174 360,692

Single Unit 70.4% 64.4%

New PermitsAuth.(2012) 62 2,138

As%ExisringUnits 0.26% 0.59%

Demolitions (2012) 66 386

House Sales (2011) 524 4,485

Median Price $1,550,000 $570,000

Built Pre 1950 share (2012) 37.9% 29.7%

Labor Force

Place of Residence (2013)

Labor Force

Employed

Unemployed

Unemployment Rate

Place of Wmk (2013)

Units

Total Employment

2000-'13 AAGR

4,669 Distribution of House Sales (2011 f
0.31% Number of Sales
955 Less than $100,000

13,847 $100,000-$199,499

$291,000 $200,000-$299,999

30.2% $300,000-$399,999

$400,000 or More

Town Cou~aiy State

29,421 471,992 1,859,934

27,806 438,621 1,715,398

1,615 33,371 144,536

5.5% 7.1% 7.8%

4,015 33,728

34,719 413,404

632 35,961

113,697

1,640,223

0.2%

163,828

Greenwich 6,876

Stamford 5,500

Norwallc 2,174

Bridgeport 839

Fairfield 539

Darien 518

Danbury 472

Stratford 421

New Canaan 399

Town County State

0 57 392

0 338 3,205

0 511 3,494

7 564 2,086

517 3,015 4,670

Town Residents Commuting to:

Greenwich 6,876

Stamford 2,954

Norwalk 785

Westport 301

Danbury 257

Darien 228

Bridgeport 215

Fairfield 206

New Haven 194

Other Information
Crime Rate (2012) Toivn

Per 100,000 Residents 607

Libra~yy (2013)

Public Web Computers 116

Circulation per Capita 27

Families Receiving (2014)

Temporary Assistance 119

Population Receivi~~g (2014)

Food Stamps 1,403

Con»ecticut Commuters (2011)

Commuters into Town from:

State Distance to Major Cities

2,433 Hartford

Boston

New York City

Providence

Miles Residential UtiFilies

69 Electric Provider

Connecticut Light &Power
161 (800)286-2000

31 Gas Provider

126 
CNG Corp

(860)727-3000

Water Provider

Aquarion Water Company

(800)732-9678

Cable Provider

Cablevision of Connecticut, LP

State Owner Occupied Dwellings (2012) 15,801 232,128 929,560

1,485,445 As °fo Total Dwellings 65% 64% 63%

64.6% Subsidized Housing (2012) 1,314 31,049 161,379

Town Profiles October, 2014. Page 2 www, cerc.com No representation or irarranties, expressed or implied, are
giren regarding the acctmac~+ of this i~ fo»nalio~v



TOWN OF GREENWICH PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DOCKET NO. 461 DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016

Q-3
PAGE 1 OF 1

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Has the Town conducted any studies to document the Town's future electrical load growth? If so,

please provide.

RESPONSE:

No, however the record demonstrates that the system peak load on the Cos Cob transformers has

declined by 17.5°fo from 2013 (130.5 MVA) to 2014 (107.7 MVA), and by 12%from 2013

(130.5 MVA) to 2015 (114.8 MVA). See Eversource Response to OCC-22.

Furthermore, the Town has not experienced significant population change over the last twenty

years. The population of Greenwich is in fact projected by the Connecticut Economic Resource

Center to slightly decrease by 2020. See Exhibit B in response to CSC — 02.

Any studies conducted by Eversource as to the Town's future electrical load growth should take

all of this information into account..



TOWN OF GREENWICH PRE-HEARING INTERROUATORIES

DOCKET NO. 461 DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-4
PAGE 1 OF 1

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

What would the Town project as expected electrical load growth on an annual basis to the year

2023? Please include forecast materials. How would the Town expect to meet future electrical

demand?

RESPONSE:

In light of the updated actual load data now available, it appears that the existing Cos Cob

transformers would not reach capacity before 2030.

Table E-1 of the application projects the 2015 "Summer Peak Load Level" as 133.1 MVA.

Table E-1 projects that over the next 8 years, the Summer Peak Load Level will increase by 11.1

MVA, to a 2023 projection of 144.2 MVA.

At the time Table E-1 was prepared by Eversource, the actual data for the Summer Peak Load for

2015 was unavailable. Now, however, it is clear that the actual Summer Peak Load Level in

2015 was 114.8 MVA. Therefore, assuming the same 8-year growth of 11.1 MVA, the Summer

Peak Load Level in 2023 projects to be 124.9 MVA.

Accepting this growth rate, the 135 MVA capacity for the existing Cos Cob Substation's

transformers would not be reached before 2030.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO.461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-5
PAGE 1 OF 1

REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

On page 2 of the Town's letter dated November 23, 2015, Point One states the project "would in

no way improve the restoration of electricity owing to a storm event...". Please explain. Does the

Town have any suggestions to address this issue? How would the Town's proposed solutions

affect traffic patterns, tree clearing, Town utilities and private property?

RESPONSE:

It does not appear that the Applicant has addressed the issue of "storm hardening." Options such

as additional reclosers, more effective circuit sectionalizing, and the burying of existing 13.2 and

4 kv conductors are the types of "reliability" improvements that should be examined by the

Applicant and would be welcomed by the Town. Even if the Applicant's $140 million proposal

is approved by the Siting Council, the project will not address the fact that older overhead

distribution lines remain susceptible to storm damage, and the Town will continue to be

vulnerable to outages as a result of storm events.

The Town would welcome the opportunity to work with the Applicant to identify remedies to

address the restoration of electricity owing to a storm event in ways that would minimize traffic

disruption, environmental impact and impact to public and private property.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016

Q-6
PAGE 1 OF 2

REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:
Would the Town be amenable to a GIS Substation building design that mimics the existing Pet

Pantry building to the greatest extent possible? Would such a facade design retain the existing

streetscape view?

RESPONSE:

No, the Town does not support a GIS substation building design that mimics the existing Pet

Pantry building. As with any development in the Town, Town agencies seek to improve design

elements of new structures.

Specifically, the Greenwich Planning and Zoning Commission amended the charge of the

Architectural Review Committee in 1988 with evaluating the design of all proposals through the

consideration of the following for the purpose of addressing building design, architectural

features and landscaping:

• Relationship of Structures and Open Spaces: To ensure that the relationships of built

up areas and open spaces have been designed so that they are harmonious to the existing

structures, terrain and streetscape.

• Protection of Neighbors: To protect neighboring owners and property users by making

sure that reasonable provision has been made for such matters as sight and sound buffers,

control of trespass lighting, the preservation of views, light and air, and those aspects of

design not adequately covered by other regulations which may have substantial effects on

neighboring land uses.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-6
PAGE 2 OF 2

REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

• Streetscape and Predominant Architecture: To ensure that new designs are consistent

and harmonious in relationship to existing streetscapes and the predominant architecture

of the design area.

• Relevant Standard: The Architectural Review Committee may also review relevant

standards of Sec. 6-15 and, when applicable, Sec. 6-17 of the Town of Greenwich

Building Zone Regulations in making recommendations to the Town of Greenwich

Planning and Zoning Commission.

The Town does support the GIS substation design filed by Richard Granoff, AIA on August 26,

2015. The Town would also like fencing similar to that of the adjacent property (330 Railroad

Avenue) to be included in this design to provide continuity in this heavily traveled and important

section of Greenwich. That proposed fence design is attached as Exhibit C. The Town would like

the walls of the transformers to be faced with a material to match the facade of the building. It

would also like the Council to require the Applicant to incorporate significant landscaping at the

site, which it understands will most likely be in planters so as to avoid the moisture issue cited by

the Applicant. This could be coordinated with the Applicant during the D&M Plan stage.
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CSC INTERROGATORY Q-6

PAGE 1 OF 1



TOWN OF GREENWICH PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DOCKET NO. 461 DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016

Q-7
PAGE 1 OF 3

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Referring to the Town's Apri16, ZO151etter to the Council, page 4, no. 12 states the Town has

projects planned for many of the areas of the proposed routes. What specific Town projects are

planned to occur along the proposed Preferred Route? Are such Tawn projects anticipated to

disrupt existing traffic patterns? Is it possible to coordinate such projects with the installation of

Eversource's underground cables?

RESPONSE:

Consistent with the Town's statement in its April 6, 2015 letter to the Siting Council (page 5,

recommendation 2.c.) the Tawn has many projects occurring in the area between the Cos Cob

Substation and the Railroad Avenue property. Such projects include:

• Adaptive Signal Control Project in the Railroad, Steamboat, Arch St. Signal Corridor -

CMAQ -Construction Winter 2016/Spring 2017 - 1 year minimum

• Bruce Park internal bridge (not Davis) -Design 2016 -Construction 2017

• Davis Ave Bridge -Design 17/18 -Construction 19/20: This bridge is currently posted as

accepting a 35 ton load, but one of the Town's inspection reports recommends downgrading

it to 24 tons.

• Oneida Road Bridge -will close road, detour will be Steamboat/Museum Dr. -Construction

2018.

• Island Beach Parking Lot Improvements - Stormwater Silva Cells —Will be proposed for FY

17/18.

• Skate Park at Roger Sherman Baldwin Park -Construction 2017

• Steamboat Pier improvements —proposed for SL~mmer 2017.

• Cos Cob Train Station -Parking Lot Repaving -Funding from CTDOT —Planned for

Summer 2016



TOWN OF GREENWICH PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES

DOCKET NO. 461 DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-7
PAGE 2 OF 3

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

• Bruce Paxk Museum has mentioned a possible significant expansion in near future depending

on fundraising.

• Old Greenwich Common Force Main: Replacement of the segments along the MetroNorth

Railroad (south side) from Indian Field to Bruce Park, as well as through Bruce Park to

Davis Avenue planned for 2017-2018, ideally completing the project by January 2019. This

project is being implemented in accordance with a federal consent decree. Eversource was

made aware of the project throughout its discussions with the Town over the last several

years.

It should be noted that the Davis Avenue portion of the route through the Park is part of the

State's Interstate 95 diversion route in the event of a highway closure.

Disruption to traffic patterns will vary with the project. If the Siting Council concludes that the

Applicant has proven the need for this project, in light of Eversource's testimony that the hybrid

overhead/underground route along the MetroNorth railroad ("MNRR") corridor can be

constructed, and at a significantly lower cost to ratepayers than the initial Preferred Route, the

Town is hopeful that the Siting Council will focus on siting the transmission line along that

route.

If the Siting Council approves the project along the MNRR corridor the Town has concerns as to

the coordination of the transmission line construction with existing and future plans for the sewer

main located in that proximity. Of course, the Town would expect to work collaboratively with

Eversource to construct the transmission line in a manner that does not interfere with the Town's

current and future plans for its sewer mains in this axea.



TOWN OF GREENWICH PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DOCKET NO. 461 DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016

Q-7
PAGE 3 OF 3

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

The Town is vehemently opposed to any transmission line route that traverses Bruce Park. The

ability of the Town to coordinate with Eversource's project is impossible to forecast at this time,

given that Eversource has not yet provided sufficient detail regarding just how it would be

conducting its work and where.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-8
PAGE 1 OF 1

REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Referring to the Town's November 23, 2015 Report, page 13, how many new Solarize CT

residential installations occurred in Greenwich over the six month period referenced?

RESPONSE:

The Town participated in the Solarize CT program. The program was launched on October 2,

2013 and all contracts for the Solarize program had to be signed by February 18, 2014 (a 20

week program). During this time 40 residents signed up for the program and of those, 36 have

been installed with one (1) pending. The Town is proud of this accomplishment given two

challenges: 1) December 2013-February 2014 was one of the snowiest on record for the greater

NY metro area including southwest CT with over 55" of snow; and 2) the solar installer assigned

to Greenwich by CT Green Bank went bankrupt during the process resulting in delayed response

to customers and the need to switch to a new installer.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-9
PAGE 1 OF 1

REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Referring to the Town's November 23, 2015 Report, page 13, how many commercial properties

participate in the C-Pace Program in Greenwich? What are the estimated annual energy savings

from these installations?

RESPONSE:

The Town became a C-Pace Community in 2013 and held akick-off reception September 13,

2013 to introduce the community to the program. The Town continues to promote the C-Pace

program with flyers prominently displayed in the land use office and by working cooperatively

with CT Green Bank. All signups for C-Pace are handled through the CT Green Bank.

At this time no C-Pace installations have taken place in Greenwich. The C-Pace program was

established by the Connecticut legislature in 2012. Since that time, 42 projects have been

contracted statewide involving 26 municipalities with most projects in large urban centers. Only

7 have been contracted in Fairfield County as follows: Westport (1), Danbury (1), Stratford (1),

and Bridgeport (4).

CT Green Bank is currently working on a Fairfield County application that involves a private

school in Greenwich. If this is successful, Greenwich will have its first C-Pace participant.
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QUESTION:

Please describe the Clean Energy Community Bronze level designation.

RESPONSE:

Greenwich became a Clean Energy Community ("CEC") in Apri12007 and renewed that

commitment in July 2013. The Town was awarded the Bronze level for CEC in 2015 and is

working on attaining its Silver level standing. One key component is benchmarking all

municipal buildings. The Town has been working with the Institute for Sustainable Energy

("ISE") at ECSU on this effort. Initial work began prior to the new EPA benchmarking software.

ISE had agreed to transfer this information into the new benchmarking program and we are

currently working with them to get this done.

To participate in the CEC program, municipal leaders pledged to reduce energy consumption by

20 percent, and support renewable energy by 20 percent by 2018. Through community-wide

residential and business participation in energy-saving and renewable energy programs, the

community receives points toward rewaxds. For every 100 points earned through participation in

energy efficiency programs, a community is eligible to receive a Bright Idea Grant, ranging from

$5,000 to $15,000, to be used on acommunity-selected energy efficiency project. Similarly, for

every 100 points earned through participation in renewable initiatives, a community can receive

a reward of $4,500, to be used on any project involving energy efficiency, renewable energy or

alternative fuel vehicles.

The CEC has defined the Bronze, Silver and Gold level designations as follows:

Bronze -These municipalities have pledged to the Clean Energy Community

Program. There were 89 bronze award recipients in 2015.
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Silver -These municipalities completed the requirements of bronze level and

established an energy task force, engaged in community awareness of energy

programs, earned a Bright Idea Grant and completed one full year of benchmarking

municipal energy usage. 10 percent of the households and businesses have

participated in energy saving programs and have completed 17 percent of their

renewable energy commitment. There were 53 silver award recipients in 2015.

Gald —These municipalities fulfilled all the requirements for Bronze and Silver and

completed 100 percent benchmarking of Municipal and Board of Education buildings

in EPA portfolio manager, redeemed their first Bright Idea Grant for an energy saving

project, completed an outreach campaign for the residential and/or business

community, have achieved 20 percent residential program participation and achieved

15 percent commercial/ Small Business Energy Advantage (SBEA) participation.

There were 5 gold award recipients in 2015.
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QUESTION:

Referring to the Town's November 23, 2015 Report, page 18, please provide the following:

a) Please list the environmentally sensitive areas that would be directly impacted by

the proposed underground and pipe trench routes.

b) What environmental function do these areas serve (e.g. habitat, watershed

protection)?

RESPONSE:

Bruce Park is Greenwich's oldest public park, established in 1908 through a bequest of Robert

Moffat Bruce. Located on 60 acres along the south side of Interstate 95, the park stretches for

about 3/4 mile between Steamboat Road to the west and Indian Field Road to the east. Indian

Harbor Drive and its extension, Davis Avenue, form its southern boundary. Historic mill ponds,

now functioning as tidal ponds, bisect the 60 acres, providing a prominent water feature that

serves as the centerpiece of the Bruce Park landscape. It should be noted the park was originally

100 acres and that 40 acres were lost with the construction of I-95.

The park serves the community as a multiple use park with a combination of passive and active

recreational areas. Over 50% of the park has a tree canopy and over 1/3 of the park is in mature

forest. This urban forest landscape also includes ornamental trees, lawns and gardens, a bowling

green, tennis courts, picnic area, and a softball field. The smaller western section of the park also

houses the Bruce Museum in the original estate building and a playscape. The large amount of

tree coverage, together with the shrubby habitat and water features, provides excellent habitat for

migrating birds and other fauna that visit the park. Please see a GIS mapping and photos of

Bruce Park attached hereto as Exhibit D.

Urban forests also provide for storm water management, dust and noise pollution control

(especially along I-95), and air quality. Until recently, the value of urban forests has been
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overlooked but this is changing. Urban forests not only provide habitat but have social and

economic values. Urban parks, such as Bruce Park, are important to the health and well being of

a community. Benefits of urban forests include: opportunities for experiential education,

recreational opportunities, creating a sense of history and place, proving for aesthetics, providing

restorative experiences, stress reduction, improved medical recovery and convalescence, reduced

domestic conflicts, and less school aggression. Please see a relevant article from the Center of

Urban Horticulture attached as Exhibit E.

Bruce Park is a coastal park with several key features including the tidal ponds that lead to

Indian Harbor and out to Long Island Sound (Sound). The tidal ponds and adjoining Indian

Harbor are part of an estuarine environment, where fresh water meets salt water. In ecological

terms, this area is called an "edge" where two different habitat types meet. As such, estuaries are

regarded as some of the most important habits in the world. This constantly changing

environment provides feeding, breeding, nesting and nursery areas for many animals. Over 170

fish species and 1,200 invertebrate species live year round or seasonally in the Sound. The Town

has not conducted a species inventory specifically for this area but would expect many of the

same species to thrive here in this estuary. Long Island Sound is the 2"d largest estuary in the

United States and has been designated by US EPA as an estuary of national significance. Indeed,

in additional to its ecological significance, the Sound's economic value to the local economy is

estimated at $8.91 billion (2011 dollars).

Several species of interest in the park include river herring, a species of special concern as

designated by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration ("NOAA"), that migrate

from salt water to fresh water to spawn. A NOAA river herring "Species of Concern"

distribution is attached as Exhibit F. Blue crabs, which maybe increasing in numbers in Long

Island Sound due to climate change, migrate to less saline waters in the summer to breed. The

tidal ponds and Indian Harbor are also used by numerous bird species. Its location adjacent to

Long Island Sound and part of the Atlantic fly way makes it an important stop for migrating
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shore birds and migrating neo-tropical song birds. It is an important wintering area for

waterfowl and a summer foraging area for great egrets (threatened status in CT), snowy egrets

(threated status in CT), and osprey. Indeed 120 species have been recorded in Bruce Park as part

of Cornell University's eBird program. A listing of these birds can be found in Exhibit G,

Shellfish are found in all of the Greenwich harbor areas including Indian Harbor. The haxbor

itself, like almost all inner harbors in CT, has been mapped as prohibited from harvesting of

shellfish for human consumption. However, the shellfish are still an important part of this

ecosystem removing nutrients and other pollutants from the water column and providing food for

other species. This small harbor leads also directly into productive commercial shellfish beds.

Greenwich waters support one of the most productive shellfisheries in Long Island Sound.

Indeed, under the direction of the Shellfish Commission, hard shell clams are being harvested

from Crreenwich waters to be used in restoration projects such as the Nature Conservancy project

in the Great South Bay off of Long Island. A State of Connecticut Shellfish Classification and

Bed Delineation is attached hereto as Exhibit H.

Bruce Park is recognized by the State of Connecticut as a salt marsh migration area. These areas

are low, undeveloped areas adjacent to Long Island Sound that will eventually be flooded daily

as sea level rises creating new salt marsh areas. Because much of Connecticut's shoreline is

already developed, areas recognized as having the potential for salt marsh restoration are very

limited, significantly increasing the ecological value of this area.

The soils and geology of the park have created an interesting landscape with much of the park

fairly flat with less than 5%slope. Interspersed, however, there are steep slopes formed by

bedrock outcroppings that lead to dramatic vistas such as at the edge of the tidal pond. Natural

soils within the park are mostly glacial till associated with bedrock but also include some hydric

soils. As often seen in urban landscapes, much of the soil is classified as Udorthent. This soil

type is considered made or altered soil. Looking at the park landscape today, it is not always
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obvious what existed previously. The tidal ponds and estuary (Indian Harbor), in close

proximity to bedrock outcroppings, is typical of the drowned landscape features associated with

the retreat of the glaciers and the subsequent extensive sedimentation of river valleys followed

by abrupt sea level rise and the drowning of the Connecticut shoreline. Soils associated with

tidal wetlands west of the Connecticut River, where sea level rise took place faster, are often

over 16 ft in depth with some measuring over 30 ft. As such, it cannot be assumed that the soils

where the drilling would take place are uniform. Indeed, it is likely that the soils will include a

combination of bedrock and deep sediments. The Town is very concerned about potential

impact of the drilling and long term installation of HPFF because of the connectivity between the

soils, tidal ponds and Long Island Sound.

The flat landscape of the park is subject to both riverine and coastal flooding. As a mostly

undeveloped landscape, it serves as a floodplain mitigation area for the Town, spreading out

flood waters, trapping sediments, slowing down velocities, and buffering infrastructure from

storm events including I-95 and the railroad. With sea level rising, the area is expected to

develop into salt marsh and will continue to provide attenuate wave velocities associated with

extreme storm events.

As stated earlier, Bruce Park was established in 1908 but its history is much earlier and includes

the establishment during colonial times of a tide mill for grinding grain on Chimney Creek as it

empties into Indian Harbor. Europeans often followed land use patterns established earlier by

Native Americans and with the understanding that food sources such as river herring, blue crabs,

and shellfish still populate the area, it is feasible that Native Americans also frequented the area.

There is substantial documentation ofpre-contact indigenous peoples in the surrounding area

shown on the Town's historic place name map as Indian Field. The Town is in the process of

conducting both historical and archaeological inventories and has recently completed a historical

survey of Old Greenwich. It is presently conducting an archaeological survey at Greenwich

Point. With limited resources for such work, the Town does not have an accurate survey of the
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cultural resources present on this site. Any proposed work should be required to conduct both a

historic and archaeological survey of the site to ensure that no significant cultural resources will

be impacted.

Given the ecological significance of the area, including its proximity to the Long Island Sound

estuary and the use of the park for migrating species, including species of special concern and

threatened in CT, and the known cultural resources on or within close proximity to the site, the

Town urges the Siting Council to explore all other alternatives to this proposal, in order to

preserve the precious natural and cultural resources of Bruce Park. This should include re-

examination of the need for this project and/or the relocation of the transmission route outside of

the park.



D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,
 2
0
1
6

T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H
 

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-1
1

D
O
C
K
E
T
 N
0
.
 4
6
1
 

E
X
H
I
B
I
T
 D
 

P
a
g
e
 1
 o
f 
11

N
 

1 
in

 =
 2
00

 ft
Ea
st
er
n 
Se
ct
io
n 
of
 B
r
u
c
e
 P
a
r
k

zo
o 

0
 F
ee

t 
P
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 f
or
 T
ra
ns
mi
ss
io
n 
R
o
u
t
e



T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H

D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,

 2
D
1
6

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-1
1

N
 

1 
in

 =
 4
0
o
 ft

B
r
u
c
e
 P
a
r
k

zo
o 

0
 F
ee
t 

G
r
e
e
n
w
i
c
h
,
 C
T



D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,
 2
0
1
6

T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H
 

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-
1
1

D
O
C
K
E
T
 N
O
.
 4
6
1
 

E
X
H
I
B
I
T
 D
 

P
a
g
e
 3
 o
f 
11

Br
uc

e 
Pa
rk

G
 r
e e
 n 
w~

 c
 h,

 C
T



D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,
 2
0
1
6

T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H
 

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-
1
1

D
O
C
K
E
T
 N
O
.
 4
6
1
 

E
X
H
I
B
I
T
 D
 

P
a
g
e
 4
 o
f 
11

.
.
 +
~
 

s
 
-
 
=
~
~
~

r

--
.l

..
t i.
_-
- 
~
 

s
:

ba
ll
 f
ie

ld
 —
B
r
u
c
e
 P
ar
l<
 2
0
1
6

--
 ~
.
~
-
~
,
~
—
s

Fo
re
st
ed
 a
re

a 
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 F
or

tr
an
sm
is
si
on
 l
in
es
 a
s 
s
e
e
n
 f
r
o
m



Vii
`,;

 
,~
 

.,►
 • 

,;~
!' 

'~
~~

, 
x~

~
'

~~~
`'

~
•
 

•
~
-
 

'
~

~
 

j~
 
'
 ~.
 

t
• 

..
 ~
'
~

j
,
 

F 
.`

~}
s,

'.
~~

' 
~
r
 

`
 

1e
1~
 

~ 
t

.,
 

~..

.~
'.
 

- 
F 

r

•
 
.
~

..
 

~
 
d

~
 
~
 

.
~

..
 

A
~
 

r 
/ 

y

~
 

•
M 

~ 
~ 

~
 ~
~

to
 

is
 
IC

~
~
"
~
 

`•
.~
'•
••
•^
•~
-"
~.
 
:
 ,►~

 
Ti

da
l 
P
o
n
d
 a
dj
ac
en
t 
to

 B
al
l

-!
"'
 "
"
"
"
"
'T
 
~
`
 ~
"
~
~
 

M 
Fi
el
d 
—
B
r
u
c
e
 P
a 

rl
< 
2
0
1
6



D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,

 2
0
1
6

T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H
 

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-
1
1

D
O
C
K
E
T
 N
O
.
 4
6
1
 

E
X
H
I
B
I
T
 D
 

P
a
g
e
 6
 o
f 
11

~~
 •.

u
.

~
~
 

~~.,~
f(
 

'~
"

~
~

:
~

l
;••

 
/,

.,y
_ 

i 
~ 

+
 

;`
ya
m

l~
 !
 

2
 

`I
.
i
t
 

1
1~
~~̀
 

..
 '

.i

.~
h!

~-
 ,

~
'h'

 ;
 . 

--
 

ti 
4~

.

—,
t ~
 
,i
 
q

~
~
~
"
;
 

`~

.
 
f
 

~.

`
~
 

f
i
.

•
 
.
 r
 r
 

~
/
 

~ 
~
 .
.
 /
.
 yi

r 
rf
 ~
 _ 
,+

~ 
i
 wa

~
~

r 
, ~

~
,(



D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,
 2
0
1
6

T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H
 

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-
1
1

D
O
C
K
E
T
 N
O
.
 4
6
1
 

E
X
H
I
B
I
T
 D
 

P
a
g
e
 7
 o
f 
11



D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,
 2
0
1
6

T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H
 

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-
1
1

D
O
C
K
E
T
 N
O
.
 4
6
1
 

E
X
H
I
B
I
T
 D
 

P
a
g
e
 8
 o
f 
11



D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,

 2
0
1
6

T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H
 

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-
1
1

D
O
C
K
E
T
 N
O
.
 4
6
1
 

E
X
H
I
B
I
T
 D
 

P
a
g
e
 9
 o
f 
11



D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,
 2
0
1
6

T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H
 

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-
1
1

D
O
C
K
E
T
 N
O
.
 4
6
1
 

E
X
H
I
B
I
T
 D
 

P
a
g
e
 1
0
 o
f 
11

;:
 f~
'.

Y
F
 

v
i

~~
 

~ 
i

I~
 

,~
.~

 
~

~
 

~
~
 

~,
 

_
~

~.
.

..
.
~
~
 E

.,
w.
 '
~`
'~
/'
~`
 '

~S
~"

ro
l~

 '
gyp

, ~
 
`
 
~
 

~
 .
]
~
 .

~' 
, 

. i
~ri

 
.
.
 

~ ~
 
-.



D
A
T
E
D
:
 F
E
B
R
U
A
R
Y
 1
6,
 2
0
1
6

T
O
W
N
 O
F
 G
R
E
E
N
W
I
C
H
 

C
S
C
 I
N
T
E
R
R
O
G
A
T
O
R
Y
 Q
-
1
1

D
O
C
K
E
T
 N
O
.
 4
6
1
 

E
X
H
I
B
I
T
 D
 

P
a
g
e
 1
1 
of

 1
1

~
~

~
-

~
 

~
;

K
i
s
t
~
~
r
c
a
[
 
F
(
u
r
c
 
/
G
n
n
~
 
/7
(.
~p
 

'
~
~
 ~
y

,r
~ 

y
_ 

- 
• ~
 
'
~

\
~
 ~
~

\
~
~
.

P

b~
/

~,
.

se
~t

ec
 c

_.
 

• 
3t
~

o~
' 

~;
 

er
,~
i,
:9
 
w
 ~~
~'
 ~ c

ed
e

y
 
u 

l
 

Q~
~\
 
~
~
~

_ 
~
1
 

~
 

`.

~,
~,

1~
 

~
 

/
 

~'
 

}N
ar

5i
w

el
m 

~
 
~
~
 
~
~

5
 O

.
~
~
~
~
 ~ 

~ 
~

.
 7
 

0
.'
?
 \
~
 
~,

k'
T 

..
.e

ra
 

~
~
 

J
w

~ 
~~
~ 

~
"
~
 

ao
 

x'
M.

 
h

~~
ri
s

4~ ~.
, 

z~
~~

 
Pt
.

. 
.
~
 

~J

*'
.

rt

F~
.

~~
~

.~
~

FL
a.
U~
e.

—
 
1
 [
 C
oi
 l
i

y
~
 ~
 

~~
~

C~
" 

~'

~
O
~
w
 
~
~
'
k
,
 

~'O
W~
 
~

Q
 

} 
11
or
~f
¢~

fr
la

id
5

~ 
7e

~ 
Po

ix
c 

oi
ri

ry
 •4
 

~
 ,
 

.,
ze

 t~
,r

d
Qo

cK
b

Q

~
.
.
 
~
~

~
 9
k.

~o
~t
 ~
~

_..
._ 

,~,

Tl
i~

Q

~~
1a
q

{}n
~r

~.

~,
t ~



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461 EXHIBIT E

far URBAN HORTICULTURE

University of Washington, College of Forest Resources

DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
CSC INTERROGATORY Q-11

PAGE 1 OF 2

HUMAN DIMENSIONS OF THE URBAN FOREST

Urban Nature Benefits:
Psycho-Social Dimensions of People and Plants

America is a nation of cities and towns —more than 80 percent

of the U.S. population lives in urban areas. Plants, forests and

ecosystems are important in cities. People are working in many

cities to preserve existing natural areas and restore or create

new ones. Scientific research tells us that urban plants provide

many benefits. We know that plants improve the environment

by contributing to better air and water quality and helping to

reduce energy use.

Social scientists study another level of services that plants pro-

vide for urban residents. Parks, green spaces and trees are more

than the "lungs of the city" or "pollution scrubbers: ̀ They affect

our everyday moods, activities and emotional health. They

improve our quality of life in ways that are sometimes under-

stood, often underestimated. Whether we are active in urban nature (planting trees, growing gar-

dens) or passively encounter city green (such as a stroll through a park), we experience personal

benefits that affect how we feel and function. Proof of psychological and social benefits gives us

more reasons to grow more green in cities! Below are examples from many studies.

Individual Benefits

Urban life can be demanding —juggling schedules, work,

meeting daily needs and commuting. Our urban open

spaces and parks can provide welcome relief, in surpris-

ing ways. Everyday nature in cities can help us to calm

and cope, to recharge our ability to carry on.

shown that brief encounters with nature can aid cogni-

tive fatigue recovery, improving one's capacity to concen-

trate. Psychologists Rachel and Stephen Kaplan define

the characteristics of natural places that are restorative -

being away, extent, fascination and compatibility.

RESTORATIVE EXPERIENCES —Many of the tasks
of work and study demand directed attention for long

periods of time. As we psychologically filter out extrane-

ous information and distractions our minds can become

cognitively fatigued. "Directed attention fatigue" can

result in feelings of anxiety or stress, irritability with

others and an inability to concentrate. Research has

WORKER ATTITUDES AND WELL-BEING — Dr.

Rachel Kaplan surveyed deskworkers about their rate of

illness and level of job satisfaction, Some study partici-

pants could view nature from their desks, others could

not. Those without, when asked about 11 different

ailments, claimed 23%more times of illness in the prior

six months. Desk workers with a view claimed the
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following satisfactions more often than their non-view

colleagues: l) found their job more challenging, 2) were

less frustrated about tasks and generally more patient,

3) felt greater enthusiasm for the job, 4) reported

feelings of higher life satisfaction, and 5) reported better

overall health.

STRESS REDUCTION —Stress is often talked about

but little understood. We do know that constant stress

can impact our immune system as well as diminish the

ability to cope with challenging situations. Roger Ulrich

DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
CSC INTERROGATORY Q-11

PAGE20F2

has done studies that measure the physiological re-

sponses of our bodies (such as blood pressure and heart

rate) brought on by stress. He has found that people

who view nature after stressful situations show reduced

physiological stress response, as well as better interest

and attention and decreased feelings of fear and anger or

aggression. An interesting effect found in recent studies

on driving and road stress is called the "immunization

effect" —the degree of negative response to a stressful

experience is less if a view of nature preceded the

stressful situation.

Families, Children and Youth

Our families and young people are the foundation and

future of our society. Many factors, including adequate

education and health care, are essential for their strength

and success. In addition, children and families need

supportive environments that encourage positive

behaviors and provide a respite from the challenges of

urban living. Recent research reveals the subtle advan-

tages of urban green spaces.

REDUCED DOMESTIC CONFLICT —Surveys of

households in Chicago's public housing have explored

the role of trees on household interpersonal dynamics.

The housing projects' apartment buildings are nearly

identical, differing only in the amount of trees and grass

growing around them. Drs. BiII Sullivan and Francis Kuo

report that residents living in buildings with trees use

more constructive, less violent methods to deal with

conflict. Residents with green views report using

reasoning more often in conflicts with their children and

significantly less use of seuere violence. They also report

less use of physical violence in conflicts with partners

compared to those living in buildings without trees.

LESS SCHOOLAGGRESSION AND VIOLENCE

— School violence programs help students to control

aggressive behavior with training in conflict resolution

and peer intervention. Physical environments around a

school also appear to play a role. Education scientists at

the University of Michigan have found that scenes of

neighborhoods with blighted streetscapes are perceived

as dangerous and threatening. Those that are more

cared for, including tended landscapes, contribute to

reduced feelings of fear and violence.

Dwyer, l.F., H.W. Schroeder, & P. H. Lobster. 1994. The Deep Significance of Urban Trees and Forests. In R.H. Platt, R.A. RownVee, P.C. Muick

(editors), The Ecological City: Preserving &Restoring Urban 6iodiversity. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press.

Kaplan, R. & S. Kaplan. 1989. The Experience of Nature: A Psychological Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge Unive~siTy Press.

Lewis, C.A. 1996. Green Nature/Human Nature: The Meaning of Plants in our Lives. Chicago: University of Illinois Press.

Relf, D. (editor). 1992. The Role of Horticulture in Human Well-Being and Social Development. Portland, OR: Timber Press.

For more information, contact...
Kathy Wolf, Ph.D. at the

Center for Urban Horticulture, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195-4115

Phone: (ZO6) 616-5758; Fax: (206) 685-2692;

E-mail: kwolfC~u.washington.edu; Web site: www.cfr.washington.edu/enviro-mind

KL WOLF -NOVEMBER 1998
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Alewife. Photo credit: Jim Nagus, TN Wildlife Resources.
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Blueback herring. Photo credii: Jim Nagus, TN
Wildlife Resources.

Areas of Concern
Anadromous stocks distributed from Maine
through Florida.

Yesr ii~encifi~~ ~s "S~36CIB5 Ui GGilCet~t~"
2006

Factors for Decline
. Dams and other impediments
• Habitat degradation
• Fishing
• Bycatch
• Striped bass predation

IUCN: Not Evaluated

This is a relatively deep bodied and laterally
compressed fish that is grayish green above, darkest on
the dorsal surface, and silvery on the ventral surface
and sides (Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002). There is
often a dusky spot on adult fish that is located at eye
level on either side behind the margin of the gill cover
(Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002).

Alewife are distinguished from Atlantic herring by differences in body depth, origin of the dorsal fin,
coloration patterns, and serrations on the midline of the ventral surface (Collette and Klein-MacPhee
2002). They also appear similar to young American shad, although there are differences in jaw length
and projection, body shape, and numbers of gill rakers (Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002),

Brief Species Description:
Alewife and blueback herring are collectively referred to
as "river herring." Due to difficulties in distinguishing
between the two species, they are often harvested and
managed together. They are thus both considered
Species of Concern. Descriptions of each species
follow.

Alewife
Alewife are currently distributed from

Newfoundland through North Carolina. Historically,
they were found as far south as South Carolina (Figure
1), but they have not been documented that far south in
recent years (ASMFC 2005). They may live up to 10
years and reach lengths of between 94 and 15 inches
(36-38 cm) (Hildebrand and Schroeder 1928 and Kocik
1998a cited in Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002).

Alewife are anadromous and ascend coastal rivers in
the spring to spawn. Spawning migrations begin in the
southern portion of the range and move progressively
northward and are initiated when water temperatures
reach approximately 41to 50°F (5-10°C) (Loesch 1987
cited in Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002). Alewife
spawn over a wide range of substrates such as gravel,
sand, detritus, and submerged aquatic vegetation,
which are found in large rivers, small streams, ponds,
and large lakes. Spawning generally takes place when
water temperatures are between 61 and 66°F (16-19°C)
(Kocik 2000). Most adults reach sexual maturity by age
four, and females are capable of producing between
60,000 and 300,000 eggs annually throughout their
range (Kocik 2000).

5119!2009
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Alewife feed predominantly on zooplankton (Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002). While at sea, they
also prey on small fishes, such as Atlantic herring, eel, sand lance, Gunner and other alewife as well
as eating the eggs and larvae of other fish species (Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002). White at sea,
alewife are a highly migratory, ela ic, schooling species, and they undertake seasonal migrations,
most likely in response to changing water temperatures (Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002).
According to Colette and Klein-MacPhee (2002), they are also light sensitive and are usually found in
deeper water during the day. Diel migrations by adults may also be associated with the distribution of
zooplankton in the water column (Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002).

Blueback herring
Blueback herring have a more southerly distribution than alewife (Figure 2) and are distributed

from Cape Breton, Nova Scotia to the St. John's River in Florida (Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences
2003; Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002). They reach a maximum size of approximately 16 inches
(40 cm) and are believed to live up to 8 years (Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences 2003).

Blueback herring form schools and are believed to migrate offshore to overwinter near the bottom.
Like alewife, they are also anadromous, and in the late spring, adults return to shore, arriving in
coastal waters approximately a month later than A. pseudoharengus (Virginia Institute of Marine
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Sciences 2003). Blueback herring spawn from fate March through mid-May, depending on latitude.
They use a greater variety of habitats in areas where They co-occur with A. pseudoharengus, and
spawning sites include areas with submerged aquatic vegetation, rice fields, swampy areas, and small
tributaries upstream from the tidal zone (Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences 2003). Females usually
mafure by age five and produce between 60,000 and 103,000 eggs. Males generally mature earlier at
between 3 and 4 years of age and at a smaller size than the females. According to Collette and Klein-
MacPhee (2002), eggs are pelagic orsemi-demersal. Young-of-the-year are found in fresh and
brackish rivers, and juveniles remain in these nursery areas unfil they reach about 2 inches (5 cm).
For both species, adults migrate quickly downstream after spawning and little is known about their life
history while in the marine environment; however, they are believed to be capable of migrating long
distances (over 1200 miles or 1930 km) (Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences 2003).

Blueback herring are similar in appearance to alewife. However, they can be distinguished by
differences in eye diameter, body depth, and the color of the peritoneum —the abdominal cavity
membrane (Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002). Like alewife, biueback herring are planktivores,
preying primarily on ctenophores, calanoid copepods, amphipods, mysids, and other pelagic shrimp
and small fish while at sea (Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002). They too are a pelagic, schooling
species and undertake seasonal migrations in the sea response to changing water temperatures and
diet vertical migrations in response to prey movement and availability (Collette and Klein-MacPhee
2002).

Rationale for "Species of Concern" Listing:

Demographic and Genetic Diversity Concerns:
River herring populations have exhibited drastic

declines throughout much of their range (Figure 3). In
Connecticut, river herring populations have been declining
since approximately 1990 (Marteka 2D04). Dramatic
declines have been documented at the fishway at the
Holyoke Dam on the Connecticut River, with numbers of
river herring dwindling from approximately 600,000 in 1985
to only 1300 in 2003 (Marteka 2004). This declining trend
has also been observed in Rhode Island, Massachusetts,
and North Carolina. According to representatives of the
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management,
runs in the state are rapidly declining, and 2005 had some of
the lowest counts ever recorded in the state (Save the Bay —
www.savebay.org). According fo Save the Bay, the Gilbert
Stuart run, which has historically been the state's largest,
declined from 290,000 fish in 2000 to 17,000 in 2004, which
represents a 95°/o decline in abundance. According to the
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, the herring
populations in the lower Cape Fear River are particularly
low. In a year-long study conducted by the University of
North Carolina at Wilmington's Center far Marine
Sciences, researchers sampled nine tributary creeks in
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Figure 3. Global Alewife Landings (source:
http://www.fao.org/fig islservlet/static?dom=root&x
ml=tseries/index.xm I)
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"We have had a total closure on the taking of blueback herring and alewife in Connecticut for
the last couple of years (CT Department of Environmental Protection order). The recorded
numbers of these forage fish entering the rivers seem to be crashing here..."

"We in North Carolina have seen them decrease by 90% over the last decade or so, probably
due to overfishing, based on NC Division of

Marine Fisheries statistics...."

"There has been an enormous decline in the Delaware River in the past ten years. I normally
fish above the tidal flow. Last year, i caught no herring and about 5 American shad. The past
three years have been very poor. In the past seven years, I had two seasons of fair fishing (60
shad per season)."

The Ocean Biogeographic Information System (OBIS) website provides fishery independent data for
river herring from a variety of sources. These data also indicate a significant declining trend in river
herring populations throughout their range (Figure 5).

A tagging study conducted on the 30000
Saint John River in New Brunswick,
Canada indicated that river herring

zsnn000

return with accuracy not only to their
home rivers but also to natal areas
within those rivers (Jessop 1994). '°°°°°°
According to Jessop (1994), results of
this tagging study indicate that river ~ ,600ao,
herring are best managed on a
population-specific basis rather than

iaaouoo
on a mixed stock basis. Due to
concern over interactions of
smallmouth bass and anadromous s°°°°°
alewife in the St. Croix River, Maine
Rivers has initiated a study entitled "A
study toward the co-management of ~~ ~" ,°~ ~`,~' ~,~°,~ ~' ~' ~',9 9 ~ ~y ~ ~^ ~ ~~'~~ 18'~.~ .~ti~"
alewife and smallmouth bass in the St. ,""'
Croix River, Maine/New Brunswick." Figure 4. Spawning escapement in the St. Croix River 1981 — 2005.

One aspect of this study is to assess the genetic diversity and relationships of St. Croix alewife
populations and to develop methods to differentiate between anadromous and landlocked alewife

5/1912009

the lower river and only collected 18 river herring. In the St. Croix River, alewife runs declined from a
high of 2,624,700 fish in 1987 to a low of 1299 fish in 2004 (Figure 4, St. Croix International Waterway
Commission and Fisheries and Oceans Canada 2005). In 2005, spawning escapement increased
slightly to 11,632 fish, which is the highest count since 1999. On the ASMFC's river herring message
board, there are anecdotal reports of declines of river herring in Connecticut, North Carolina, and the
Delaware River (www.asfmc.org).
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populations. Bentzen and Paterson (2005) found that anadromous and landlocked populations from
the St. Croix are genetically divergent and that there is significant genetic differentiation between
anadromous alewife from the St. Croix and anadromous populations in the LaHave and Gaspereau
Rivers (Bentzen and Paterson 2005). They also found some genetic differences between two
different tributaries to the St. Croix —Dennis Stream and Milltown. These results indicate that alewife
do home to their natal streams, and that there is at least partial reproductive isolation between
spawning runs, even at the level of tributaries within the St. Croix River (Benfzen and Paterson 2005).
The degree of genetic differentiation befinreen the two tributaries to the St. Croix, while significant, was
relatively small, and thus, further research needs to be conducted before any definitive conclusions
can be drawn regarding whether distinct population segments of alewife exist.

Factors for Decline: `°°
There are several threats to ~$o

both species that have most likely
contributed to their decline. These ,op
threats include: loss of habitat due
to decreased access to spawning =50
areas from the construction of E
dams and other impediments to ~ Z°°
migration; habitat degradation;
fishing; and increased predation '$°
due to recovering striped bass
populations. '~~

~~ ~e
bhahackheMm~

The river herring fishery is one of
the oldest documented fisheries in a ~~.,~

North America, dating back over ~ ~~~ti~ ~ ~^°~ ~" 19~ 9
1~ g1~ 916 g'~ ~B~ g9~ ̂ QP ̂ 9~'~yP~ y~~y¢~' ~` ~ Qb ~9 .9~,~_ T

350 years in some areas. Until the "`°'
late 1960s, it was exclusively a U.S. Figure 5. River herring abundance. OBIS.

inshore fishery. However, in the late
1960s, distant-water fleets began fishing for river herring off the Mid-Atlantic coast (Kocik 2D00).
According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations' other countries such as
Cuba, Bulgaria, Germany, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain, and the former Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics reported landings of river herring from 1966 through about 1977 and again from 1984
through 1989.

Commercial alewife landings in the U.S. peaked in the late 1950s and mid 1970s at over 34,500 mt
before declining to minimal levels in the late 1970s (Figure 6) with implementation of the Fisheries
Conservation and Management Act (Kocik 2000). Blueback herring landings are only available from
200-2004, and ranged from a high of 37.2 mt in 2000 to a low of 1.5 mt in 2001. Intensification of the
river herring fishery was associated with declining abundance in U.S, river systems (Kocik 2000).
According to Kocik (2000), the principal fishing gears used in the river herring fisheries are fish weirs,
pound nets, and gill nets. River herring are taken as bvcatch in other ocean fisheries in various gear
types including gilinets, bottom otter trawls, and menhaden purse seines (ASMFC 1999), Along the
East Coast, there are extensive recreational fisheries for river herring in many rivers (ASMFC 1999).
According to the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC 1999), some are hook and

i
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line fisheries (i.e., Delaware River)
while in several states various types of
dip nets and seines are permitted.
According to NMFS's Marine
Recreational Fisheries Statistics
Surrey, recreational harvest of river
herring in 2004 was 378,540 fish, which
is a slight increase from 2003 (360,350
fish) (ASMFC 2005). While specific
data on the nature of the recreational
fishery for river herring are limited,
catch and release recreational fisheries
have been reported to take place in
many states (ASMFC 2005). The total
quantity of fish landed by these
recreational netters for personal use
(i.e., bait and consumption) may be
quite large. AI[ of these landings are
unreported and thus, represent a
large potential bias in recorded
recreational river herring harvests.
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Figure 6. Commercial river herring landings 1950-2004 (source:
http://wwwst.nmfs.aov/st1 /commercial/Iandings/annual Iandings.htmll

The dramatic decline in landings since the mid-1960s reflects substantial decreases in resource
abundance since that lime, and several populations are still being exploited at higher than optimum
levels. In addition, a great deal of historic spawning habitat remains unavailable. In response to the
decline in landings and apparent resource conditions, the ASMFC has prepared a comprehensive
coastwide management plan for shad and river herring to facilitate cooperative management and
restoration efforts between the states. At present, there is limited information available on which to
base regulations, but additional data collected under provisions of the Plan should provide a better
basis for understanding resource status and for regulatory actions.

Status Reviews/Research Underway:

Data Deficiencies:
Accurate population estimates for most river systems in which river herring are present are not
available. River herring populations are declining throughout their range and yet, no single factor can
be identified as being responsible for this decline. As such, it is necessary to determine the extent to
which habitat loss/destruction, alterations inflow and other important habitat characteristics, increased
predation by recovering species such as striped bass, bycatch in ocean fisheries such as the Atlantic
herring fishery, and climactic changes are affecting these species. Additional genetic analyses are
also needed in order to determine if distinct populations exist.

Existing Protections and Conservation Actions:
In response to the declining trend for river herring, the states of Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, and North Carolina have instituted moratoriums on taking and possessing river herring.
The North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries developed a River Herring Fisheries Management
Plan that details the steps that are necessary to recover North Carolina's river herring populations.

5/19/2009
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Videos:
History of Alewife fish ladder in Damariscotta, ME (9:43)
http://www.voutu be.com/watch?v=zGRc4YZBYkA
Cast netting for alewives (0:51) http://www.voutube.com/watch?v=bvrYwndRnQM
Alewife migration 3:26 http://www.voutube.com/watch?v=vFZaSLOeDcM
Blueback herring catching with a scap net (9:23) http:Nwww.voutube.com/watch?v=V6-x6JkgqWq
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Points) of contact for questions or further information:
For further information on this Species of Concern, or on the Species of Concern Program in general, please
contact NMFS, Once of Protected Resources, 1315 East West Highway, Silver Spring, MD 2091 D, (301) 713-
1401, soc.listCcr~noaa.gov; htto://wv✓w.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr(soecies/concern/, or Kimberly Damon-Randall, NMFS,
Northeast Region, One Blackburn Drive, Gloucester, MA 01930-2295, (978) 281-9328, x6535, Kimberlv.Damon-
Randall(a~noaa.gov.
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Save the Bay. 2006. DEM today files emergency regulations banning the taking of river herring —Save the Bay
E-News.
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Bruce Park (Greenwich)
Fai~eld County, Connecticut, US—Get Directions
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Data

Overview Recent Visits
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F.vcry bird counts.

Lasi Seen First Seen High Counts Bar Charts Show All Details Cj L~BAL

'' BIG DAY C~
MAYS 2015

SPECIES NAME COUNT DATE BY

Canada Goose X 6 Feb 2016 Anonymous
eBirder

Gadwall X 6 Feb 2016 Anonymous
eBirder Recent Visits Checklists

submitled
American Black X 6 Feb 2016 Anonymous wilhln the last
Duck eBirder hour arz not

snows_

Mallard X 6 Feb 2016 Anonymous OBSERVER DATE SPECIES

eBirder 
Cynthia E 29 Jan 2016 7

BufFlehead X 6 Feb 2016 Anonymous 
hlinger

e6irder maggie pe 28 Jan 2016 2
retto

Hooded X 6 Feb 2016 Anonymous

Merganser eBirder stefan mar 25 Jan 2016 1
tin

Fish Crow X 6 Feb 2016 Anonymous Annette C 25 Jan 2016 2
eBirder unniffe

Belted 1 29 Jan 2016 Cynthia Ehli Sean Murt 22 Jan 2016 12

Kingfisher nger ha

Joe Zeran 20 Jan 2016 3
Song Sparrow 2 28 Jan 2016 maggie peret ski

to
Tait Johan 12 Jan 2016 15

Eastern Towhee T 28 Jan 2016 maggie peret sson

to Michael A 10 Jan 2016 9
urelia

Great Egret 1 25 Jan 2016 Stefan martin
Cynthia E 9 Jan 2016 20

Merlin 1 25 Jan 2016 Annette Cun hlinger

niffe Michael A 6 Jan 2016 15
urelia

Dark-eyed 6 25 Jan 2016 Annette Cun

Junco niffe
More Recent Visits...

http://eUird.org/ebird/hotspot/L747673 2/16/2016
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Mute Swan X 22 Jan 2016 Sean Murtha 
Top eBirders

American X 22 Jan 2016 Sean Murtha Updated 5 secBY SPECIES ~ BY
Wigeon CHECKLISTS 

ago.

Ring-billed Gull X 22 Jan 2016 Sean Murtha 
1 Sean Murt

ha
Herring Gull X 22 Jan 2016 Sean Murtha

2 Michael Au

gull sp. 20 20 Jan 2016 Joe Zeranski relic

3 Cynthia Eh
Red-breasted 8 12 Jan 2016 Tait Johanss linger
Merganser on

4 Allan Welb

American Coot 1 12 Jan 2016 Tait Johanss Y
on 5 Twan Leen -

ders
Northern Flicker 7 12 Jan 2016 Tait Johanss

on 6 Brendan M -
urtha

Bfue Jay X 12 Jan 2016 Tait Johanss 7 Mike Warn
on

er

American Robin X 12 Jan 2016 Tait Johanss 8 Annette Cu
on nniffe

European X 12 Jan 2016 Tait Johanss 9 Scott came

Starling o~ ron

10 Paul Swiga
Great Black- 1 10 Jan 2016 Michael Aure ~{

backed Gull lia

House Finch 1 10 Jan 2016 Michael Aure
lia

Eurasian 1 9 Jan 2016 Cynthia Ehli

Wigeon nger

American Crow 2 9 Jan 2016 Cynthia Ehli
nger

White-throated 1 9 Jan 2016 Cynthia Ehli

Sparrow nger

House Sparrow 3 9 Jan 2016 Cynthia Ehli
nger

Mourning Dove 5 6 Jan 2016 Michael Aure
lia

Red-bellied 1 6 Jan 2016 Michael Aure

Woodpecker ~~a

Northern 1 6 Jan 2016 Michael Aure

Mockingbird lia

Cedar Waxwing 1 6 Jan 2016 Michael Aure

lia

http:Uebitd.org/ebudlhotspot/L747673 2/16/2016
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Ring-necked 1 21 Dec 2015 Michael Aure

Duck lia

Downy 3 28 Nov 2015 Nick Dorian

Woodpecker

Black-capped 4 28 Nov 2015 Nick Dorian

Chickadee

American 1 28 Nov 2015 Nick Dorian

Goldfinch

Double-crested 2 27 Oct 2015 Michael Aure

Cormorant lia

Great Blue 2 27 Oct 2015 Michael Aure

Heron lia

Laughing Gull 4 27 Oct 2015 Michael Aure
lia

Hairy 1 27 Oct 2015 Michael Aure

Woodpecker lia

Tufted 2 27 Oct 2015 Michael Aure

Titmouse lia

Yellow-rumped 5 27 Oct 2015 Michael Aure

Warbler lia

Swamp 2 27 Oct 2015 Michael Aure

Sparrow lia

Snowy Egret X 23 Oct 2015 Sean Murtha

Chipping 35 21 Oct 2015 Cynthia Ehli

Sparrow nger

Brown-headed 180 21 Oct 2015 Cynthia Ehli

Cowbird nger

Eastern Phoebe 1 16 Oct 2015 Stefan martin

Wood Thrush 1 16 Ocf 2015 stefan martin

Red-winged 1 16 Ocf 2015 Stefan martin

Blackbird

Eastern 1 27 May 2015 John Miller

Kingbird

Common 2 24 May 2015 Michael Aure

Grackle lia

Black-crowned 1 23 May 2015 Jesse Farnh

Night-Heron am

1 13 May 2015

http://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L747673 2/16/2016
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Spotted Cynthia Ehli

Sandpiper nger

Northern 1 9 May 2015 Peter Bengts

Cardinal on

Wild Turkey 1 6 May 2015 Allan Welby

Red-tailed Hawk 1 6 May 2015 Allan Welby

Chimney Swift 1 6 May 2015 Allan Welby

Great Crested 1 6 May 2015 Allan Welby

Flycatcher

Warbling Vireo 1 6 May 2015 Allan Welby

House Wren 1 6 May 2015 Allan Welby

Common 1 6 May 2015 Allan Welby

Yellowthroat

Yellow Warbler 3 6 May 2015 Allan Welhy

Pine Warbler 1 6 May 2015 Allan Welby

Indigo Bunting 1 6 May 2015 Allan Welby

Ruby-throated 1 5 May 2015 Allan Welby

Hummingbird

Black-throated 1 5 May 2015 Allan Welby

Blue Warbler

Osprey X 1 May 2015 Sean Murtha

Barn Swallow X 1 May 2015 Sean Murtha

Black-and-white X 1 May 2015 Sean Murtha

Warbler

Northern 2 23 Apr 2015 Cynthia Ehli

Rough-winged nger

Swallow

Tree Swallow 4 23 Apr 2015 Cynthia Ehli
nger

Ruby-crowned 1 23 Apr 2015 Cynthia Ehli

Kinglet nger

Brown Creeper 1 4 Apr 2015 Cynthia Ehli
nger

Great Horned 1 7 Mar 2015 Brendan Mur

Owl tha

1 26 Feb 2015 Sean Murtha

http://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L747673 2/16/2016
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Ro[agh-legged
Hawk

Rock Pigeon 5 25 Jan 2015 Brendan Mur
tha

Carolina Wren 1 1 Jan 2015 Annette Cun
niffe

American Tree 1 1 Jan 2015 Annette Cun

Sparrow niffe

Fox Sparrow 5 1 Jan 2015 Annette Cun
niffe

White-breasted 1 11 Oct 2014 Cynthia Ehli

Nuthatch nger

Palm Warbler 1 11 Oct 2014 Cynthia Ehii
nger

Yellow-crowned 3 5 Oct 2014 kaitlyn packe

Night-Heron ~

Cooper's Hawk 1 5 Oct 2014 kaitlyn packe
r

Gray Catbird 1 22 Jul 2014 Michael Aure
lia

Veery 1 28 May 2014 Allan Welby

Chestnut-sided 1 28 May 2014 Allan Welby

Warbler

Baltimore 1 28 May 2014 Allan Welby

Oriole

Eastern Wood- 1 13 May 2014 Allan Welby

Pewee

Red-eyed Vireo 2 13 May 2014 Allan Welby

Swainson's 2 13 May 2014 Allan Welby

Thrush

Ovenbird 3 13 May 2014 Allan Welby

Northern Parula 3 13 May 2014 Allan Welby

Magnolia 4 13 May 2014 Allan Welby

Warbler

Blackpoll 2 13 May 2014 Allan Welby

Warbler

Black-throated 3 13 May 2014 Allan Welby

Green Warbler

http://eUird.org/ebud/hotspoUL747673 2/16/2016
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Scarlet Tanager 1 13 May 2014 Allan Welby

Yellow-bellied 1 25 Mar 2014 Mike Warner

Sapsucker

Mallard 6 9 Nov 2013 Cynthia Ehli

(Domestic type) nger

Common 5 30 Sep 2013 Cynthia Ehli

Nighthawk nger

Wood Duck 1 18 Aug 2013 Michael Aure
lia

American 1 16 May 2013 Sean Murtha

Redstart

Orchard Oriole 1 16 May 2013 Sean Murtha

Brant 12 19 Apr 2013 Mike O'Leary

Golden- 4 9 Nov 2012 Sean Murtha

crowned
Kinglet

Hermit Thrush 1 9 Nov 2012 Sean Murtha

81ue-headed 1 11 Oct 2012 Sean Murtha

Vireo

Red-breasted 1 3 Oct 2012 Sean Murtha

Nuthatch

Northern 1 14 May 2012 Sean Murtha

Waterthrush

Canada Warbler 1 11 May 2D12 Sean Murtha

Peregrine 1 9 May 2012 Michael Aure

Falcon lia

Nashville 1 4 May 2012 Michael Aure

Warbler lia

Prairie Warbler 1 4 May 2012 Michael Aure
lia

Blue-winged 2 4 May 2012 Brendan Mur

Warbler tha

Mourning 1 4 May 2012 Brendan Mur

Warbler tha

Wilson's 1 4 May 2012 Brendan Mur

Warbler tha

Blackburnian 1 3 May 2012 Mike Warner

Warbler

http://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L747673 2/16/2016
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Worm-eating 2 2 May 2012 Sean Murtha

Warbler

Turkey Vulture 1 28 Oct 2011 Sean Murtha

duck sp, 2 21 Aug 2011 Michael Aure
lia

crow sp. 1 13 Feb 2011 Michael Aure
lia

sparrow sp. 10 26 Dec 2010 Michael Aure
lia

Field Sparrow 3 6 Oct 2010 Michael Aure
Iia

Black Vulture 1 26 Mar 2010 Cynthia Ehli
nger

Monk Parakeet X 1 Mar 1997 Anonymous
eBirder

Cliff Swallow X 22 May 1948 Andrew Starr
ett

O Cornell Lab of Ornithology Contact FAQ

http://ebud.org/ebird/hotspot/L747673 2/16/2016
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TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-12
PAGE 1 OF 3

REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Does the Town restrict the use of salt, sand or chemical deicer on the roads through Bruce Park?

Does the Town apply fertilizers, pesticides or other substances to any areas of Bruce Park? How

are. these substances prevented from reaching the tidal ponds in Bruce Park during runoff events?

Are commercial vehicles prevented from traversing the roads in Bruce Park?

RESPONSE:

The Greenwich Department of Public Works utilizes 100% salt mixture on all Town roads

including Bruce Park for deicing. It does not use any sand in this mix to reduce sedimentation to

waterbodies. The road system in Bruce Park does not have cuxbs, allowing storm water from the

roads to runoff onto the park land, where it can infiltrate into the ground before discharging to

water resources. The tidal ponds in Bruce Park are already saline with tidal flushing twice per

day. While the impact of road salts on the freshwater environment is reason for concern, those

same concerns do not related to coastal waters.

In 2005, the Town established an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) policy in effect for all

Town properties managed by the Parks and Recreation Department, including Bruce Park. The

Town employs alternatives to chemical use such as mechanical and/or cultural practices where

possible. The IPM Policy provides: "The purpose of this (IPM) policy is to develop management

strategies that assure non-essential use of pesticides on parklands and other facility properties

under the jurisdiction of the Parks and Trees Division of the Greenwich Department of Parks &

Recreation. The Parks and Trees Division will take into account all available non-pesticide

alternatives when considering pest control on Town properties. Pest control under the Parks and

Trees Division jurisdiction (including municipal contractors) will be conducted through an

Integrated Pest Management approach."
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REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

In addition, the Board of Selectmen has mandated that no pesticides be applied to Town athletic

fields. As such, our Athletic Field Management program has developed a certified organic

program for all town fields. This includes the softball field in Bruce Park.

Upon research of our annual reports there has been no registered pesticides used in Bruce Park

except for a I/4 acre bowling green which is managed similar to a golf green. Again, all

pesticides are used following our IPM policy guidelines. Since the bowling green is very flat,

runoff is infiltrated into the ground or travels over vegetated area before entering the tidal ponds.

Within Bruce Park, immediately to the east of where Kinsman Lane meets Bruce Park Drive, the

Town recently planted a "Zen Garden," a form of rain garden. This multi thousand square foot

area is less than twenty feet off the edge of the paved travel lane. It features deciduous and

evergreen specimens not often seen in Fairfield County. The garden's placement and success

speaks to the Town's management of harmful chemicals.

The Town has demonstrated its commitment to best practices for stormwater management

through the adoption of drainage standards that require low impact development (LID)

techniques be used when developing land within the Town. LID seeks to take advantage of the

natural environment's ability to handle stormwater as much as possible during site

development. The Zen Garden in Bruce Park is an important example of a project designed to

demonstrate these principles and to encourage others to adopt them on their properties. The

drainage standards and projects such as this help manage stormwater quantity and quality, both

important Town goals.

The Town must also manage stormwater quantity and quality as a requirement of the federal

Clean Water Act, and is subject to regulation under the State's Phase 2 Municipal Separate Storm

Sewer System (MS4) program. This program requires the Town to implement a range of best
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management practices that regulate everything from how development is managed to how

roadways and stormwater system infrastructure are maintained, all to protect water quality.

While the Town does not know the full extent of the impacts to Bruce Park from Eversource's

proposal, in addition to severely altering a mature urban forest, stormwater quality could be

affected by the project. Mature landscapes have a higher potential to absorb rain, as compared to

a clear cut area. Given the Town's commitment to managing its stormwater, as well as

regulatory requirements to do so, it is concerned that the project could cause adverse effects.

The nature of the roads throughout Bruce Park, narrow, curvy with numerous pedestrian

crosswalks, discourages commercial traffic. Abridge on Bruce Park Drive that crosses the

Indian Harbor estuary is over limited dimension and weight capacity so as to be known to be

avoided by heavily laden vehicles.



TOWN OF GREENWICH PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIrS

DOCKET NO.461 DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-13
PAGE 1 OF 2

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Is Indian Harbor in Bruce Park classified as an impaired waterway? If so, please list current

water pollution sources.

RESPONSE:

The 2014 State of Connecticut Integrated Water Quality Report —Final dated October 1, 2014

("2014 Water Quality Report") designates Indian Haxbor as an impaired waterway under

Sections 305 (b) and 303 (d) of the Federal Clean Water Act. The Town has filed for

administrative notice of the 2014 Water Quality Report, however the specific pages of the Report

that are responsive to this interrogatory are attached hereto as Exhibit I.

As with most inner harbors in southwestern Connecticut, the Indian Harbor Estuary was cited as

impaired designated use for Habitat for Maxine Fish, Other Aquatic Life and Wildlife with the

cause as dissolved oxygen saturation and nutrient/eutrophication biobgical indicators. Potential

sources of pollution include industrial point source discharges, municipal discharges, illicit

discharge, remediation sites, and groundwater contamination. The Inner Indian Harbor (CT-W 1-

020) was not assessed for Direct Consumption of shellfish. The outer Indian Harbor area (CT-

W2-023) indicates it would not support Direct Consumption of shellfish. This is primarily

associated with the moorings fields at the opening of the harbor.

It should be noted that the Town is not aware of any sampling conducted by DEEP in Indian

Harbor or any harbors in Greenwich. The 2014 Water Quality Report assessment is based on

DEEP's Long Island Sound monitoring being conducted as part of the US EPA Long Island

Sound Study and extrapolation of data from this monitoring. See the 2014 Water Quality Report

for details. Additionally, the Town of Greenwich Shellfish and Conservation Commissions have

been working with the NOAA doing detailed water quality sampling in Greenwich waters.

Findings are showing that near shore waters around Greenwich do not have the same dissolved
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oxygen problems as is being reflected in the DEEP sampling and indeed NOAA is reporting

better water quality than is generally reported for western Long Island Sound. Possible reasons

for this difference may include: 1) wave action along the shoreline that helps to mix oxygen into

the water; and 2) the productive shellfish beds in Greenwich waters. Shellfish take out nutrients,

a primary cause of hypoxia in LIS and recent studies are showing that a vibrant shellfishery

significantly improves local waters. These findings are not unique to Greenwich waters and are

beginning to be more fully explored by state and federal agencies.
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TOWN OF GREENWICH PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DOCKET NO. 461 DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016

Q-14
PAGE 1 OF 1

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Referring to the Town's November 23, 2015 Report, page 19, estimate the number of trees

exceeding 36 inches caliper that would be removed to construct each of the proposed routes

through Bruce Park.

RESPONSE:

Until specificity is provided as to the precise location of construction activities of the proposed

routes that would traverse Bruce Park, whether overhead or underground, and the location of the

staging sites that would cause considerable impact to the areas in and around Bruce Park, it is

difficult for the Town to estimate with any precision the number of trees with a diameter of 36

inches that would need to be removed.

Included in the Siting Council Application are several proposed underground feeder routes

through a heavily wooded area, south of I-95 and north of Kinsman Lane. At present, this area is

heavily treed and would likely require "clear cutting" in order for it to support the proposed

directional drilling operation.

Many trees within the Park are configured with a network of low hanging limbs that would

interfere with trucks hauling manholes, cable reels, cranes, and other specialty equipment. There

a number of trees whose size is such that the roadway curves around them. Several of these

curves make Kinsman Lane inaccessible to tractor trailer traffic.

It is estimated that 8 trees greater than or equal to 36 inches in diameter may be removed or

seriously damaged by proposed construction activities. However, many more trees in Bruce

Park will be lost in diameters ranging from 2 inches to 36 inches.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-15
PAGE 1 OF 1

REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

For trees lost to construction within Bruce Park, are replacement trees of the same species

acceptable to the Town?

RESPONSE:

It is difficult to determine the exact impact to trees and the urban forest in Bruce Park without

more detailed information relating to the exact route and the disturbance relating to any HDD

operation. As indicated in response to CSC-14, there are many more trees that will be removed

than just 36" caliper trees. Indeed any construction within Bruce Paxk would severely impact an

urban forest which includes trees and shrubs of various sizes. Therefore, it is critical that any

consideration of replacement of trees must not focus solely on individual tree species, but on the

prospect of replacing this urban forest and all of the ecological functions of this forested area.

The Town urges the Siting Council to avoid the siting of any transmission line in Bruce Park, in

order to preserve its precious natural resources.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Q-16
PAGE 1 OF 1

REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

How many residential properties are directly impacted (i.e. through private residential properties)

by the installation of the Bruce Park routes? Please list by address all residential properties for

each variation.

RESPONSE:

At least 114 residential properties would be directly impacted by the installation of the Bruce

Park routes, including those on Kinsman Lane, Bruce Park Drive, Indian Field Road, and Davis

Avenue because of the magnitude of the proposed construction project. There are residential

dwellings on Bruce Park Drive between Kinsman Lane and Indian Field Road and a substantial

number of residences south of Davis Avenue on the peninsula formed by Indian Harbor and Cos

Cob Harbor, for whom access to their homes is through Bruce Park and will be impacted.

It appears that at least 114 properties would be impacted by the installation of the Bruce Park

routes.

The map and list of residential property owners is provided in Exhibit J.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
CSC INTERROGATORY Q-16

EXHIBIT J Page 1 of 4

`... '~ry ~,~ -. rat _ ^a'- l~! r ~C .! "f ~, -.
s '

r ~ f B ~':, ti ~`~' ̀ A
~. 

1 ~ ,r ~.►~, ~ ,

i _,tip j~ ~ (' ~ y~ .~~ 0. ~ ~, ~'i+r~ -. - .~

~ ~' ~'' I,~ ,. ~

# i - ~ 1; -' _ •+mss 1 1'S.~~N

~; A:r

,t~

i - ~ , c, ~`~f.

~ J i ~ Y

•~ :~~ 
. r

~ w .~ ~ _

r+r i

~.

,r b" Y'
Fl

x if ~ J '-

L ~a• • F

`, ~~, e
~' r `'''

.~~ ~ ~~

~ y R ~ 

~.

~k t`
~` y

j ~~y ~ y

~f~.~ ~ '.
. x t~

,' ,

E



DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016

TOWN OF GREENWICH CSC INTERROGATORY Q-16

DOCKET NO. 461 EXHIBIT J Page 2 of 4

----- -- -
PRdPER1YAU0RE55 OWNERl OWNER2 OWNEp AUD0.ES5 OWNER CIiY OWNEFSfq OWN Z1P TAI( ACCT APES GIS

C09B ISlJ~NO URNE 0009 UPFIAER MICHAEII 9CABB lSNNU GftEEEtJWICH R 06930 DL3596 5.83539380

INDIAN FlEIDflOA00g99 fANSEMA770N IN51RUTE LLC PO BOK]]36 WESTON R Ob983 02-1183 25978g3059

UAV~SAVENIIEU4][I SfANTON N~flMAJ 410 ~AVIS AVENUE GREENWICH R 06030 02-3393 1.~Sig2G32

COBB BIAND URNE 0000 COB9151ANO DR PARK R 06305 02A001 436LV1B4

C00B ISWiD URNE0010 OETRUS[IO DIANNE 10 COBB BlAN00RNE GREENWICH R 06830 02-1]2] 1109p4211

pN5MAN 1ANE 00D5 T1695 ADAM CBGgpp 1AUMJWS SpNSMAN LANE 6RkENWICH cr o5a3o 02-SbJ9 092941819

CAe8151ANU DRNE 0026 BIRK MATTHEW&MRLINNA 26 COBB ISlANU UftNE GREENWICH R 06830 02-1]3~ 1]26g9fi~9

COBB ISIAND DftNE W2] lEVY9REffM 2]COBB 6IAN~DR GflEENWICN R Ofi930 02-STi1 124]83923

fA8B I5lAN00PNE W23 23 C0686IAN~LL[%IVEY BRNNUM EfAL 1]O MASON Si11EEf GNEFNWICH R 06830 02-17]5 1.1]308533

M~IAN FlEtU POA~OLVI SALVO CNNSfOPNEftA& SRLYO CYtRMIAP 1101N~IAN FlEID RO GREENWICH R 06Si~ 02-]376 0.]5436175

COBB ISIANU UPNE 0025 WHgTULL[ 35 00001S1AND DRNE GREENWICH R 06630 02-1]26 127]73700

COB6lSWlU DPNE 0035 TPYLOR PICNARU LEE&DIANEK W(S 15 C00861AND DR GPEENWI[H Lf O6B30 @1123 0992V5]9

C09B ISLAND ogNE 00ll PIPP PETE0.&BAROAPA llCOee l51AN~~NIVE GftEENWICM R Ofi630 02-1]13 1.10993]99

IUNSMAN IANEOW6 SFSSA MHIIIANNE 6gN5MAN LANE GREENWICH R 06830 02-I59H 0.]6]09302

KINSMEN LANE002 PAPEI(AipINA MAflIAVRPGllANO EfAL W/5 2pN5MAN LANE GREENWICH R 06630 D2-14]5 0522]]e96

IN~IFN FlElUR0AD 0108 NIIBBARO BIIRNKEF SO8INONNf1E1➢RD GREENWICH R X6830 oz-ssv. 0.]5963004

IN~IFN fIElD ROAD 0300 TOWN OF GpEENW1~1 If11 FlE1D P01NTflU GNEENWICH LT O6B30 D2-055] 435931]30

8pt1[E PARK ONVE 0052 OOIIGIAS ANDREA 52 BRUCE PARK~RNE GREENWICH R O6B3U 02-1507 O.Bi2776]B

[006151AN~UpNE 0020 MCGIIINN WNNAJ 2t1 [068l5tAND OR GPEENWICH R O6B30 02-P29 14902502fi

COBB 6IANO DgNE 0019 MUNEPA GEMRDE&PAULAATR 19 [OBB LSIAND ~RWE GREENWICH R 06830 UZ-Dlb 10431]139

C006151AN00PNE Wlfi MM[IANO OANIELFO VIPGINIAK I6 W96ISLFNO ~R GflEENWICN R 0683D-7204 @-1]IB 15610.5132

C08615UWD~ANE 000] FERIIG NANCYGIR&WIWHM Diq 7C088151AN0➢R GREENWICH R Ofi830 U2-1586 4.2Gll31]9

Bft110E PARK URNE0054 YOVNGIOHN &SARYNR W/5 5<9RIlLE Pl1PR DRIVE GREENWICH R 06830 02-1590 10H)ll199

INDIAN FlEID ftOA90][IS IN~IpN FlE1D5CN IO1IN~NN FlELD R~ GREENWICH R W830 02-0003 288865250

INDIAN FIflDP0AU 0066 GRUNOW JOHN E0111& NOYES EMILY W(5 66 BPU[E PAflK DRIVE GREENWICH R 06830 02-1506 0.]SOIg965

BRUCE PARK ORNE W04 BNOUERI[KMIPgNDAM&DANIEL]W/5 940RU[E PPRK ORNE GftEENWIaI R 06830 02-3600 05]295]01

LOB8ISIAN~URIVE 0003 FER7IG NANLY GTR&WIWHM UIR 7WBH lSWND DRIVE GREENWICH R 06830 Dbl]][I 5.9WS95ll1

BpU[E PApK OftIVE0098 )ON6 [Hfl6TOPHERP& NUHN PAMEIAD W/5 4B BNUCEPMK~R GIiEENWKH C! 060 @-1599 05204I2C6

KINSMr1N lANE0000 STROIEA~ftIAN&MAlGOIVATA W/S 6KINSMAN LANE GNEENWICH R D6630 OZ-142/ 0.63699792

Co9B BLWD URIVE W01 FNNUMWTAVINCEMP&OEBRAAMN W/5 1CD6B ISIANU ONVE GPEENWICN R 06930 02-1]09 2.00093614

C06BISIANO ERNE 00 0 [OBBISIAN~DRNEPMK CT O61R5 Db9000 323]]2029

9RUCE PARK ~RNEOD46 GESTHL105ER&IAUAA FlIKA W/5 i6 BRUCE PAPK UPWE GgEENWICH R U6030 Ob1601 0.]6199065

141NSMFN LANE 000.3 MO0.GAN CEOW Hilt 3gN5MAN UNE GREENWICH R 0683 02-Sg80 O.S6585B91

9ftI1~PMKDPNE0D42 SOIIEFFEIiNTIMOTHYP&SUSANU 92 BRIlLE PARK ERNE GPEENWI[H ~T WB30 02-103] ii]3935fi3

BRUCE PARKDPNE 0032 AlBftQIO ROPENCF 6T 4~~~H+IEUALBRIZIO EfAL SA COWMBUS AVENUE GREENWICH R 06H30 02-1938 0.8350209

Bg11~PpPKONVE003B NNE MARYANNE 38 BPUCEPMKORIVE GPEENWI[H R O6B30 D2-153] iD04]03231

BRACE PARK OpIVE WiO OUBOISSERENA~ 409NU[E PARK UR GREENWICH R O6fl10 02-152] 0.750W227

INUUIN FlEID AOg00~D0 TOWN OFGREENWI[H C/O FlNANCE DEPT 101FlEID POINT RO GHEENWI[H R 06930 02-0517 p.Ofi9]5120

DAMS AVENUE 04ID CAHILLTHOMASJ &SIlSANE W/5 420 DAMS AVE GREENWICH R 06B30 02-f24] 11529595!

INDIAN OIASE DRIVE 0005 IIMPE57EPHEHTBTRACY TANG SINDIAN CHASE ERNE GREENWICH R 06H30 Ob1391 1360538]6

KWSMAN IANEOWl STALY PARI(F.p 1KINSMAN IA GREENWICH C! 06830 @-1418 OST3B9]IS

INDIAN FlEID ROAD 0502 GOPOON ROBER!&IIN~A W/5 SD2INOWN f1Ef➢R~FD GREENWICH R 0 30 02-340] 2.05699<]6

INUIRN [H/SEUPNE 0022 RINDWN CHg5E OPINE LL[ %HENRYW PASURELLA 6/S SfFAMeOAT ftOAU GPECNWICN R 06830 02-1005 1.16055098

INUIFN FIElD ROAD U509 FEDAIFIOMAS &LAURA W/5 5041N~IAN FIELD ROFD GPEENWICH R ~G630 02-1909 2]093U909

INUIPN CH/SEOpIVE 001 TPA6MMl NELLr &YUNI W/5 11NOVW CHASEDftNE GPEENWICN R ObB30 02-]361 LBBSSU390

MEAD POINTOpNE W01 M[NULIY MICHAELF&S~MFIS W/5 ONE MFARS POINTAOAD GPEENWICH R a6Bi0 Obi461 0999903]6

IN~WI REI➢RDA~0531 UFUVLLC ~ iGlENo1NNING PLACE WFSfPORT R O68B0 D2-1182 955]]5332

MElD P01NTORNE0~08 MAZER HANS-HENNING TR& MFIER-MOEIDERS FELICR0.5TIt W/5 BMEAO POIM DPIVE GNEENWICN R 06030 x"61402 1.00D5396]

MFA~POINTDRNEO~LLS COOK RFNWIPH&MAGOH(ENEK W/5 iMEAD POINTURNE G1IEFNWICH CT D6B30 02-]356 S.W19~509

INDIAN CHASE DRIVE 0009 IOHNS~N HERBERTMIR&GEORGE fTR C/O GEORGEJJOMNS~N Tft PO BOX ]9019 [HAPIDTIE NC 282]3 Ob1434 099993281

INDIpN FIELD ROA00595 MGG~EEVEft MICHAFIF&VALEAIEW W/5 5951N~IAN FlEID RD GREENWICH R D6830-]218 02-ll93 3.4609115

INDIAN FlELD ROAD OWO 6001N~IAN FlEID ROAD LIt 6W INDIAN FIELD RONO GAEENWI[H R ~fi030.WW 02-15]9 392320951

INOIgN flEID ftOA00561 GIIGEIMANNl11NE &IEANNETTEA Sfi11N01PN FIELD ROAD GREENWICH Cf 0633P-0OW 02-]333 S.110U19]3



DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
TOWN OF GREENWICH CSC INTERROGATORY Q-16
DOCKET NO.461 EXHIBIT J Page 3 of 4

INDIAN FIFJD POA00000 NIPOWIN IN PPNATEM GREENWICH R O6B30 @-9U~3 0.9308632

INDIRN FIELD ftOAO p569 SPERLING IAWHEN~O&JANEA WAS 569INDIAN FIELD flOAO GgEENWICH R 06830 @-]281 U.8766]OBO

WDIAN FIELD ROA~0549 MOSSMAN 1/ME5 5991NDIAN FEID flOgD GPEENWICH R O6B30 02-1385 19550006]

INDIAN FlELD ROAD OSll PETµiCI(lESLIEANOEgSON& MICH~EL10NN lA Sll INONN FIELD FORD GREENWICH R O6B30 Ob14W 6.]75658]8

INUUW [NASEDRNE 001(1 SHAW JUSTIN &IENNIFEft W/S IOIN~UVl CHASEOflIVE GREENWICH R 06030 02-1451 0.99993319

IN~UW FIELD ROA00505 LEftCY LHRISNPMER~&IFASON W/5 Sa51NOVW FlEtD ROAD GPEENWICH R WB30 Ob1003 14J339B96

INDIAN FlELO ftDA00596 5961NOWI FlEfD pOAD LIC C/O ROBEATP MCGIfAW P060X 100D SLEEPY HOLLOW NY 30591 0~157B3:12]8904]

~AV6 AVENUE U~uO TOWN OF GR@lWltli C/O FlNANCF DEPT SIII FlEI.D POINTRU GREENWICH R 06830 U2-05]9/5 0.1133]413

DAVISAVENIIE X909 ~40RIO MICHAEIL&MAPIANAG 409OAVIS AVE GREENWICH R Ofi830 @-1605 0.98180216

INDIAN CNFSEDRIVE 0018 BROTHERS BPOOK II LL[ %GEOFFGRTEP P090X 3104 NEW CANAAN R O68A0-0OW 02-L166 100J76/39

MFAO POIN~~RNE0003 NESS PHIf1P WJP 9MEA~POItir DR GREENWICH R 06610 02-3209 0.999890J6

INOIgN CMASEOANE 0025 IDUBEK 61API6 L&MARTIMN L'INUTAN CHASE ORNE GREENWICH R 0683 02-1551 1]ell9991

MELD POINTDftNE0W6 lANESHW P&EIRABETH RYAN W/5 6MEAD POINTUNVE GNEENWICH R Ofifl30 021136 0.9999]OU3

WINORQSE WAY 0002 FRFNKELFEl116TR 1]FAST 99lH 5T-iWl]A NEW YORK NY ]0128 02-1632 20~06f208

INDIAN FIELD R~AO056 GESTAL ~EMlP&JANETSW/5 S651NUTAN FIEI➢pOAD GNEENWICH R 06&30 02-1074 O.B9235116

INDIAN FIFID ROAD OSLLS PEfRICK MICHgELTR SllINUTAN FIEI➢NOgD GREENWICH R O6B30 02-1622 396255063

INUIgN [H/SE ~NNEOrt21 ~AWSaN MFPION MRftGERY 211NOIAN 4fASE ~R GPEEMWICN R 06630 02-106/ 1~3060]H3

WIN~ROSE WAY WU6 DpRNIEft DANIELSEftGEY& AIIOREY WON W/5 6WINDPOSE WAY GREENWICH R O6B30 02-1634 2019]4912

INDIAN FlEIDROg005]3 TIMASHEV PATMIR S/31NDIAN FIEL~POAD GREE?IWICH R O6B30 Ob134] 213388025

WIN~ROSE WAY 0036 SON VIVA LtC 445GMND BqY DpIVE KEY BISfAYNE R 33149 02-163fi ]99]92105

INDIAN CHASE OPNE00~6 ROA[HJDHN L&IENNIfER W/5 61NUIgN CHASE OIWE GPEENWIUI R 06830 Ob101B _201]I20]3

INDIAN CHASE OPNEOWO INDIAN CH0.5E O0. PPNATE RORU GIiEFNWIaI R 06030 02-90L1 0]b232]3]

IN~IFN CHlSE ~PNE Wil IFJR &SSE REALiY PPTNRSNPS (DE)IPS %PPNETGIPRAL LLL 5557HE~UOPE FAEMO AVE q[-20J RYE NY 10590 Ob1339 1923T79]5

INOWN FlEfD POA00599 GftOS5MkN5fEVEN 5991NDIRN FlEID ROAD GPEENWI[H R 06030 02-152U U.]93Z555]

INDIAN RELD ROq~00W BqP-WILASSOCIATION U~WIWRME INDIAN FIE1D ft~ GflEENWIQI R Ofi830 02AOU2 US0000816

INDIAN flEID ftOA~052] BAUM STEPHEN HTN 1NIPOWIN PANE 6flEENWICH R 06830 02-1555 19729611]

INDIAN flELU ROAD 056/ U56RNI[NAT~NAL AS50[TI flMACTflIlSf SERIE520]2-0T 60 LNINGSfON AVE Sf PAUL MN 5510] 02-1U8B 0.092]38]3

INDIAN F1EID gOpU06i6 JEPSEN PETERG&Bfl00KE5 W/5 6]61NOIAN FlELD ROAD GPEENWICH R 0683p 02-Sfi39 2~22T1960

WIN~ROSE WAV 021 MFAOPOIM LLL ]]2 FIFM AVENUE NEW V~pK MY 1W09 02-1629 199]506!5

WINDftOSE WAY O@2 BURKE NANCfB 22 WINDROSE WAY GPEENWICH R OfiB3~ 02-163] ]928388fi2

WIN~ROSE WAY 0025 IAYAWEEAA EAICP &NADYA PODOLSKY W(5 25 WINDftOSE WAY GREENWICH R 06830 02-]b30 208625]66

WOIAN FIEtD ROAD 0585 OMAIIEYTHOMA50TR EfAI HaR5EISIANO MEAD POINT GPEFNWICN R ~fiB3~ 02-1935 33fi5L1003

INOVW FIEIDROA~¢541 NIPOWIN LIt UO1GlENDINNING PLACE WESIPORT R 06880 02-]063 13105]062

INUIHN FlEIDRDA~0622 CUNNIFFEUWE MTN EST %MHIIPICEJ CUNNIFFE 6221N~IAN FlEL~POAD GREENWICH R 06830 OL3633 3.764HS6B0

IN~IrW FIELD ROAD 0606 6061NDIAN FIELD ftOAU 11L CJO POBERTP MCGpAW PO BOX][IW SLEEPY HALLOW NY 10591 02-]500 22]491991

WINDpOSE WAY 00I4 NMPKEAlVAN GTR& WIOLJlA 24 WINON0.SE WAY GPEEiJWIO/ R 06830 OL]638 2.03162916

WINDflOSE WAY 0028 GEPEN DANIEL KENNETH &KAIiY W/5 28 WINOROSE WAY GR@lWICH R X68300000 02-1611 269]34821

INDIAN FlELD ft~A~O55i GUNUERS FAMItY I![ 5531NUTAN FIELD ROAD GNEENWIOI R UbB3~ 02-1651 200LS1065

WDIAN HELD ROA~Ofi01 BgftNEff5lApN fINUEMANNTR 'h BARNEff FAMIlY OFFlCE SELLER&CO 31AGDON ~pNE STE400 RE9WOOD CITY CA 94065 D2-1164 9575]9621

INONN flELO ROAD055/ DAIGlE ~A410A&EIIZABEfNLW/5 55/INOIAN FIFID RU GPEENWICH R O6B3U D2-1418 ]]03]IY136

WIN~ROSE WqY W04 MANNHEIM REALIYLLC ATfN ANDpEABEgItOW11Z 112 FlFTH AVE32N~FL NEW YOgK NY SW19 DL1633 198ll503]

WINOROSE WAY 0000 WIN00.0SE PAPKPMK WINOROSE WAY GpEENWICH R Q6H30 U2-900.5 4.6/032602

INDIAN FlEL➢ftOAD 05]9 OOYIE FtY51AFNN 5791NOWN FIElD R~AO GREENWICH Cf 06830 M-1459 2]2011331

WIN~ROSE WAYWW OMAttEYTt1MlS UJR&l1WANMW/5 9WIN~POSE WAY GREENWICH R 06830 D2-1192 ]99751496

WINOPOSE WAY 0001 KELLYI~SEPHJ&KELLYJILLT ENE WINOROSE WAY GPEENWI[H R 06830 DL]627 ]94814232

INUUW FIELD ROAD ILMANUOPIO LIL C/O 9NIX&PATELLLP ll90 A~E0FINEAMERICA5301HR NEW YONK NY ]0104 D2-]612 19.49]15096

WINOROSE WRY 0035 HOIHIS LLC 712 FlFTH AVE32 FlA NEW YOPK NY l0[I]9 Db1628 Z~04]0.Sl4

IN~IRN FlFN R~FD059] SCHI191N MYNA FfALiR 59]WOIAN FIEIU ROM GREENWICH R 06830 02-]521 10]3]5021

INDIAN FIFIO ROAD 040 SMFVELSIEiFNI1TP&lEONARO BTR 5301NOIHN FlE(D RO GREFNWI~1 R 0693D0000 ozaun 430083138

INDIAN CH/SEOpNE W14 141NDIAN CHASE LLL %GEOFF CARTER PO BOX ll04 NEW CgNqAN R 068400000 02-]239 LUO]H3]2B

MFAO POINTURIVE0012 NOLBROOK[HRI.STOPHpt CAMERON& Al10E0115CH W/5 ]Z MEAD POINTER GREENWICH Gf O6B30 Ob1936 100071302

INOWN FlELO NOAD 0529 UFIN LL[ 161ENOINNING PLACE WESfP01(~ R 06880 02-]B]3 2018]3494

INDIFN FIELD POA~ ~FfN LLC ONE GIEDINNING PIA[E WFSTPORT R 06980 02!017 102505019

INOIgN FlFl➢NOA00519 AOAMEOMARR6f&MARGgREfL 5341N~WN FELU PU GRFENWIQi R 06830 0.'~341D 285645883

MEAD POINT DPIVE OOLI GEiFSTOLM1WN F&IAI/MHW(5 111 MFAU POINTOPIYE GREENWICH Cf 06830 U2-1144 1WIOS60D



DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016

TOWN OF GREENWICH CSC INTERROGATORY Q-16

DOCKET N0. 461 EXHIBIT J Page 4 of 4

IND4W [NACF PPNE0012 NAPMAN SPENCER REED& KMENI~NMDW 33291FE[NEq STPEET N32 NRN YORK NY IDOl< @-ll51 0.99983820

MUWN FlEID ROAD 05]D GAYOlA GEOPGEM BEI¢ABE7HI W/5 SZOINONN FlEIDRMU GOEwW1Oi R 06H30 o2-]tu] 2.6D69]375

INDIAN FlElD ROAD 00ro SLIINDIFN FlElD POAD FSSOCNl1ON 2159NIDWIX ST WFSTSPRINGFlEID MA OIfR9 @A015 23299]105

INDIRN FlELD ROAD o51B PIAUTEDWRNDW S181N01lW FIEID pOAD GAEENWKN R 0~o D21411 219023]14

INDIAN FIELD ROAD 0526 SEN ANIK KUMAR&ROSEMARY PAiNCIp W/5 SL6INOIAN fIE1D RD 6PEENWI[H R 06830 02-1790 244992532

DNVlS AVENl1E0616 ItVgIRKOS NICNOVSP 62 MASON ST GREENWICH R 06630 02-1382 0.98068419



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NO. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 201.6
Q-17
PAGE 1 OF 1

REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Of the four proposed routes through Bruce Park (P HDD, P Open Trench, BPV 1 HDD, BPV2

HDD), which route would the Town prefer?

RESPONSE:

The Town vehemently opposes all of the four proposed routes through Bruce Park. Any such

construction would have a devastating environmental impact to the Park, with excessive costs

being charged to Connecticut ratepayers. Based on the record, it is impossible for the Town to

determine which of the four proposed routes through Bruce Paxk would have the least impact,

but it is clear that all four routes would have significant adverse impacts to the Park and its

neighboring residences. In light of the statutory requirement that the approval of any

transmission line must take into account environmental impacts and costs, and in light of the fact

that the Applicant has conceded that the hybrid overhead /underground MNRR route is capable

of being constructed in a timely fashion, and at far less cost, the Town believes that all four

proposed routes through Bruce Park should not be considered by the Siting Council.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
DOCKET NU. 461

WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROUATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
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REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

What is the Town's position regarding the new proposed hybrid overhead/underground route?

(referenced in Eversource's Late File Exhibit LF003 submitted on November 25, 2015, and

described in the January 12, 2016 Transcript beginning on page 82)

RESPONSE:

As described above, the Town questions the need for the new Greenwich Substation and 115-kV

transmission line, and believes that less intrusive and cheaper alternatives should be adopted to

meet the electrical needs of the Town, including adding larger capacity transformers at the Cos

Cob substation. To the extent the Siting Council concludes that the Applicant has met its burden

of proving the need for the project, the Town supports the proposed hybrid overhead /

underground route identified in LFE-03. This route is the only transmission line route presented

which avoids a potentially devastating impact to Bruce Park. If the hybrid route is approved, the

Town believes that the eastern most portion of the underground line in Segment 4 should be

extended to meet the penultimate overhead pole in Segment 3, or alternatively the last pole in

Segment 3 should be offset so that it is not as visible from the four corners of Greenwich

Avenue, Bruce Park, Steamboat Road, and Railroad Avenue, which is a prominent area of the

downtown. (See Eversource Response to CSC-03 dated December 14, 2015, Photo No. 1)

Further, to the extent the Siting Council approves siting of an overhead line in Segment 2B (on

the south side of the railroad tracks), the Town is concerned that actual construction must be

undertaken with consideration to the location of existing sewer mains. Any construction of the

transmission line must also take into account future Town needs with respect to the sewer mains.



TOWN OF GREENWICH
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WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL

PRE-HEARING INTERROGATORIES
DATED: FEBRUARY 16, 2016
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REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

QUESTION:

Referring to the Town's November 23, 2015 Report pages 24-25 (Town's proposed route behind

residential backyards), please clarify the following:

a) Does Town parcel mapping show the subject right-of way inside or outside of

these residential lots? If not, please submit parcel mapping that demonstrates

property ownership along the subject right-of-way.

b) How many residential properties does the existing right-of-way traverse along

Circle Drive, Circle Drive Extension, and Woodside Drive?

c) How much space would be required to construct the underground route in the

right of way?

d) How would construction vehicles access the right-of-way in residential

backyards?

e) Has the Town approached any of the adjacent property owners of the Town's

suggested alternative? What was their response?

~ Approximately how many trees would need to be removed along the right-of-way

at Circle Drive, Circle Drive Extension, and Woodside Drive to accommodate

construction and operation of the Town's suggested alternative?

In regards to replacing trees that are removed on private residential property to

construct the Town's suggested alternative; what tree height at planting is the

Town proposing? Would this tree height be sufficient to replace lost trees that

serve as a vegetative visual and noise barrier to I-95 and MNRR?

h) Would rock blasting and/or chipping be expected to install the suggested

underground line in the residential backyards?

i) Why would construction of the Bruce Park route be "..noisier, dirtier..." than the

Town's suggested underground route through residential backyards?
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WITNESS: WITNESS PANEL
REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

j) What route and installation method is the Town proposing from 147 Woodside

Drive to the proposed substation? Please characterize land use along the

suggested route.

RESPONSE:

The Town initially proposed an examination of this alternative route in an effort to identify an

alternative to the Applicant's Preferred Route which would have devastating impacts to Bruce

Park with excessive costs to Connecticut ratepayers. The Town believes that less intrusive and

cheaper alternatives to meet the electrical needs of the Town should be fully examined, including

adding larger capacity transformers at the existing Cos Cob substation. The suggested route

described above was merely an attempt to identify another route worthy of study, if the Siting

Council was willing to examine alternatives to the Applicant's proposal. While the Town

appreciates the Siting Council's questioning as to the viability of this route, the Town does not

purport to have the engineering expertise to be able to perform the detailed study and analysis

necessary to be able to answer the interrogatories posed. Rather, the Town suggested the route

precisely so that Eversource would perform the analysis necessary to consider alternative options

to traversing through Bruce Park.

At the January 12, 2016 hearing, the Applicant testified that it could construct the proposed

transmission line along the MNRR corridor in accordance with LFE-03. To the extent that the

Siting Council believes that the Applicant has met its burden of proving a need for this project,

and based on the Applicant's testimony regarding constructability and reduced costs, the Town

supports the siting of the transmission line along the MNRR corridor as depicted in LFE-03. See

Town's Response to Interrogatory CSC-18. In light of the viability of the siting of the line along
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REQUEST FROM: CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

the MNRR corridor as depicted in LFE-03, the Town understands that the alternative route it

suggested on pages 24-25 of the November 23, 2015 submission may now be moot.
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