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May 22, 2013

Mr. Colin Clark
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Burean of Water Protection and Land Reuse
Inland Water Resources Division
79 Elm Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106-5127

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

Dear Mr. Clark:

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

Described in the Notice, the proposed activities include: "construction of new headquarters building, parldng
garage, driveways, public accessways, utilities, grading, landscaping, and appurtenant site improvements." In
addition, the Notice declares that the "activities include placement of appr6ximately 100,600 cy of fill and
substantial structures within the Coastal Special Flood Hazard ka’ea of Long Island Sound."

The site of the proposed activities adjoins the west branch of Stamford Harbor. It is the responsibility of the
HMC to review proposals affecting Stamford Harbor and to determine the consistency of those proposals with
the Stamford Harbor Management Plan (the Plan). Pursuant to Section 22a-l 13n of the Connecticut General
Statutes, a recomlnendation of the HMC pursuant to the Plan shall be binding on any official of the State of
Com~ecticut when making a regulatory decision affecting Stamford Harbor, nnless such official shows cause why
a different action should be taken.

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

Initial Comments:

1.     The HMC is concerned about the potential adverse impacts of the proposal on: a) flood conditions on the
property of the Ponus Yacht Club, an existing and viable water-dependent use of the Stamford waterfi’ont; and b)
on-land access to the Ponus Yacht Club.
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2.     The HMC is conccrned about the potential adverse impacts of the proposal on future water-dependent
development opportunities on the site of the proposed activities.

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

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

Sincerely,

Dr. Damian Ortelli

Secretary, Stamford Harbor Management Commission

Ms. Kristen Bellantuono, DEEP Office of Long Island Sound Programs
Mr. Jack Condlin, HMC Application Review Committee
Mr. Frank Fedeli, Stmnford Office of Operations
Mr. Michael J. Lettieri, Dcpartment of Economic and Community Development
Mr. Brian Thompson, DEEP Office of Long Island Sound Programs
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June 19,2013

To:
DEEP Commissioner Mr. Daniel Esty
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106

From:
Kevin Dailey
18 Oaklawn Ave.
Stamford, CT 06905

Dear Mr. Esty,

Below is an approximate transcript of my verbal comments made to your department during
the public hearing on Application number: FM-201300017

I am here tonight to speak out against the intent to grant a special exemption to the
Connecticut General Statues on Flood Management.

Long ago in Stamford’s history the hurricane of 1938 caused tremendous damage to the area.
It had a tidal surge similar to hurricane Sandy and was one of the main reasons that the
hurricane barrier was built to protect Stamford. In recent years the World and our region have
experienced weather phenomena like the October storm that dumped nearly a foot of snow
on the region and super storms that wiped out Moore, Oklahoma. Hurricane Sandy was just
shy of a full hurricane when it struck, yet it did untold physical and economic damage to the

region.

Why now are we considering building a project with an approximate worth in excess of ONE
BILLION DOLLARS outside of the hurricane barrier which was built to protect just such
businesses and costly investments? Have we not learned our lesson? Nature is an unforgiving
teacher and a recent report initiated by New York Mayor Michael Bloomberg suggests that
tidal levels are continuing to increase and storm water levels may be several feet above what
was once thought of as the highest levels anticipated. The fact is that no one expected levels
which occurred in hurricane Sandy and we saw mass destruction from that. Had the storm
been more focused toward Stamford, it is likely that the water heights in that storm would

have been even higher.I urge the DEEP not to grant any special exemption to allow this type of building to be placed
same thir

outside of the hurricane barrier. Albert Einstein definition of insanity is doing the
over and over again and expecting different results. It is insanity to place a valuable asset on
the "danger" side of the hurricane barrier. In medieval times the kings did not place their



valuables and women outside the castle walls on 14’ tall mounds of dirt and think they were
safe from Pestilence and Marauders. Why would your department be so arrogant as to put
history, and lessons learned aside, for the whims of a Governor and overzealous developer?

In response to the request for "intense use" exemption I also urge the DEEP not to grant any
special exemption. The applicant is proposing putting 3000 parking spaces on this land. That
is nearly 40 acres of parked cars, of which 1/3rd of them may be at or below normal tidal levels.
This amount of cars when lined up will stretch nearly 12.5 miles when trying to get into the
building. With only several entrances into the building, we can expect nearly full streets from
the site back up to the three entrances off of 1-95. The traffic from this building alone will add
1 hour of traffic at each of the three exit ramps off of 1-95 during each commuting cycle.

I don’t know if it matters to your department or not, but the builder is seeking to put a
building that is twice the height of any allowable building in this area. They are also seeking a
FAR (floor area ratio) ofthreetimes the allowable limit. This is gross over development on a
piece of property that was stripped of all development rights other than a boat yard. It is
criminal what your department, the DECD, the Governor and this developer are trying to do.

FEMA should not grant any flood insurance for this project and should mandate that this
project be self insured. I for one do not endorse my tax dollars to go toward protecting such a
foolhardy endeavor as to put a 1 Billion Dollar building in harm’s way. The Governor claims
Bridgewater to be a "must keep in Connecticut company", then why risk the ability of the
company to operate every time a moderate to significant storm comes our way. This is the
largest hedge fund in the world. Do you want to shut it down and evacuate the building every
time a storm comes along? Not only might we have to bail out the building, this kind of
occurrence could cause the government to have to financially bail out Bridgewater due to
interrupted operations.

This project is like putting the hens outside of the hen house at night for the fox to come and
eat them. I urge you to reject the exemption.

Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Dailey



Remarks by Maureen Boylan
June :19, 20:13 Public Hearing

DECD/Bridgewater FMC Exemption Application

My name is Maureen Boylan and I am one of the founders of a grass
roots organization called Save the Boatyard. Our mission is to ensure
that a full-service worldng boatyard and marina services are restored on
the 14-acre parcel that is the subject of this application.

We oppose the proposed exemptions to the flood management
certification requirements for two fundamental reasons: 1) Strand/BRC,
the owner of the property, is in violation of state and local environmental
and land use laws and 2) Strand/BRC, cannot legally build the proposed
facility.

Violation of CCMA: Boatyard demolition

In January 2012, the Strand/BRC illegally demolished an entire boatyard

facility on the property - not only diminishin~l, but eliminating, a viable

water dependent use. That demolition violated local zoning laws ...

Strand’s zoning certificate ... and the Coastal Management Act.

In response to Strand/BRC’s blatant disregard for the law, Stamford’s
zoning board issued a Cease and Desist last year, which I am submitting

into evidence. Item #5 in the Cease and Desist Order addresses the
specific requirements under Stamford’s Zoning Regulations and the
Coastal Management Act that were violated.

As part of its flood management application, the DECD is required to
demonstrate consistency with the Coastal Management Act ... but, as

the Cease and Desist indicates, it cannot.

The Cease and Desist also points out, in item 14, that Strand/BRC
purchased the 14-acre boatyard with knowledge of the City’s zoning



regulations and Condition #7 of the general development plan for the
site (which I also am submitting into the record).

Condition # 7 states that the final plans "shall include conceptual plans

to improve and insure the continued operation of the 14-acre boatyard

as a working boatyard and full-service marina."

It goes on to say that "...there will be no reduction in any current

capadty, facilities, uses or services, insuring the continued operation

this important water dependent use" and that any reduction must be

approved by local, state and federal officials.

Ironically, this condition and similar language in Stamford’s zoning
regulations were created specifically in response to DEP input- and
warnings.

Five years ago when local land use boards were reviewing development

plans for the site, the DEP, now the DEEP, issued not one but seven

letters to local officials reminding them of their legal obligation to

ensure that the boatyard operations were not diminished- let alone

obliterated!

In August 2006, Brian Thompson (who issued the CMA review that’s in
the DECD application package) wrote a letter to John Freeman (who was
then in-house counsel for Antares and is now corporation counsel for

Strand/BRC) that said:

"We [the DEP] must firmly reiterate our view that

replacing all or portions of the existing boat yard with
non-water-dependent uses is clearly inconsistent with the

water-dependent use policies and standards of the

Connecticut Coastal Management Act."

He went on to say:



[The DEP’s Office of Long Island Sound Programs] cannot

grant authorization for activities that are inconsistent with
the policies of the CCIVIA.

For some mysterious reason - could it be political pressure

exerted by superiors?- Mr. Thompson seems to have done an

about face in his interpretation of CCMA consistency. He,

obviously, is compromised.

In August 2007, Betsey Wingfield, chief of the Water Protection

and Land Use Bureau, warned the City that the DEP would take

legal action, if necessary, to ensure that development on the site

remained consistent with CCMA.

Why has Ms. Wingfield now gone silent?

Back to claims made when, the City approved development plans for the

14-acre parcel ... Attorney William Hennessey, who represented the

property owners at the time responded to DEEP’s concerns about the

boatyard by assuring local officials that the developer’s plans did not

involve eliminating "any water dependent uses ... including the

boatyard". I am submitting into the record two letters from Attorney

Hennessey to Stamford’s land use officials. Note that his May 2007 letter

was also copied to attorney Freeman.

Clearly, the intent, the purpose, and the understanding of the DEEP and

City officials was that the boatyard operations would be retained on the

property -- and that any such diminishment would be a violation of the

CCMA.

Or, were the property owners and its attorneys providing false and
misleading information to the City’s boards and DEP to simply advance
the approval of its plans for its adjacent property?



Proposed building cannot legally be built

Mr. Clark and Mr. Tereso, or more appropriately the DEEP and DECD,
have glossed over another fundamental fact with regard to the proposed
Bridgewater headquarters building:

It cannot legally be built.

The property owners gave up their right to build a commercial office
building on the parcel. Item #13 in the Cease and Desist and a June 13,
20:~3 email from Norman Cole that I am submitting into the record state
that all of the development rights from the :~4-acre property were
transferred and used north of the hurricane barrier, leaving the 14-acre
site approved only as a boatyard/marina.

Funding:

Why is the state bending over backwards in wanting to give Bridgewater
Assoc. S:140,000 million dollars of tax payer tax incentives and bonds to
the world’s richest hedge fund? There has been no formal application
presented by BW themselves that there is even an interest in moving
here to Stamford and no direct claim that they were even moving out of
state, only secret meetings in Switzerland have transpired. It’s only
fabricated heresay by the Gov., the DEEP, BLT, and others and yet they all
are trying manipulate the public with fabricated and inflated numbers in
permitting fees and providing no transparency to the general public in
the details. Ray Dalio is worth 10 Billion dollars does he really need our
tax payer dollars for a move?

Maritime Support Services:

Maritime support services create jobs and boost the economy. Maritime

companies hire people to design and build boats, to clean and polish

them, to fuel them, to service and repair them, and to store them during

the winter months. And to do that, access to navigable water and

adequate space for shoreline facilities is important.



Show NMMA Study!

I, respectfully, request that the grant and exemption to the DECD be
denied because the construction activity proposed by the DECD is
inconsistent with the Coastal Management Act and the DECD’s client has
no right to construct an office building on the 14-acre former boatyard
parcel.

Clearly, the DEEP has no jurisdiction to even consider the proposed grant
to Bridgewater or the requested exemption.



Maureen Boylan
Supporting evidence submitted:

Notice of Zoning Violation - Order to Cease and Desist (Vol. 10482, pg 349 Stamford
Land Records)

2. Zoning Board Certificate approving General Development Plans (Vol. 9102, page
183)

3. DEP letters regarding requirements to maintain the boatyard and CCMA
consistency

a. Brian P. Thompson Letter to Stamford Planning Board-Aug. 3, 2006

b. Brian P. Thompson Letter to John Freeman-Aug. 29, 2006

c. Brian P. Thompson Letter to Robin Stein-Sept. 5, 2006

d. Kristal Kallenberg Letter to Norman Cole - May 3, 2007

e. B. Thompson Letter to Norman Cole- May 21, 2007

f. Kristal Kallenberg Letter to Norman Cole-June 25, 2007

g. Betsey Wingfield Letter to Norman Cole -Aug. 10, 2007

4. Attorney William Hennessey letters to City of Stamford assuring maintenance of
boatyard:

a. May 21, 2007

b. June 18, 2007

5. Email stating development rights for 14-acre parcel were transferred to adjacent
property (N. Cole to L. Gilden, June 10, 2013)
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IN RE: StrandfBRC Group LLC .
100 Washington Blvd, Suite 200
STAMFORD, CT 06902

: CITY OF STAMFORD
: OFFICE OF ZONING ENFORCEMENT
¯ July 16, 2012

NOTICE OF ZONING VIOLATION - ORDER.TO CEASE A~

TO: SIraad/BRC Group LLC ,
100 Washington Bird, Suite 200
STAMFORD, CT 06902

AS ZONING ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THE CITY OF STAMFORD I HEREBY
NOTIFY YOU, AS FOLLOWS:

1. Section 6-40-19 of the City of Stamford Charter (1987) concerns zoning enforcement
and provides that the Zoning Enforcement Officer shaft enforce all planning and zoning
ordinances and regulations.

2. Ariicle V, Section 16A of the Zoning Regulations of the City of Stamford concerns
"Admm~strat on and Enforcement. It provides:

It shall be the duty of the Zoning Enforcement Officer, as authorized in
Seotion 558 of the City charter (1977) to enforce the provisions of these
Regulations and make such orders and decisione as may be necessary to
carry out the intent thereof.

3. ArticleV, Section 16B of the Zoning Regulations concerns "Enforcement and
Penalties". It provides:

The Zoning Enforcement Officer, as authorized, may institute any
appropriate action or proceedings to prevent the anlawful erection,
construction, reconstruction, alteration, repair o(conversion of any building
or struc|ure, or the unlawful use of land, to restrain, correct or abate such
violations, to prevent occupancy of said building, structure or land, or to
prevent any illegal act, conduct, business or use ir~ or about the premises.
Whenever such acts shall be in contradiction to the provisions of these
Regulations, penalties shal! be as provided by the General Statutes.

4 e. ~, 8o12 of the Connecticut General Statutes ¢oncer’ns the procedure to be
foltowad in the event of a zonin9 violation, it provides:

Elook 104821Pag~g349                             Page 1 of ! 0



If any buitding or structure has been erected, constructed,~lte-r~-d~~Snve-rted
or maintained or any building, structure or land has been used, in violation
of any provision of this chapter or of any bylaw, ordinance, rule or regulation
made under the authority conferred hereby, any official having jurisdiction, in
addition to other remedies, may institute an action or proceeding to prevent
such unlawful erection, construction, alteration, conversion, maintenance or
use or to restrain, correct or abate such violation or to prevent the
occupancy of such building, structure or land or to prevent any illegal
conduct, business or use in or about such premises.

5.Section 9-J-4-d of the St.aE~f_.o.rd Z_oD~g R~gulations states that if a site contains a viable
water dependent use that su_c.c.£~._u~s.e_s_.ha~l!_~.r_e=t_a~ed. This ordinance mirrors similar
language~ in_ the Conne{;ticut~oastal M.anagement Ac;I.

6. Section 22a-!08 of the Connecticut General Statutes concerns the procedure to be
followed in the event of a violation of the Coastal Management Act. It provides in part:

Violations. Any activity within the coastal boundary not exempt from coastal
site plan review pursuant to subsection (b) of section 22a-109, which occurs
without having received a lawful approval ... or which violates the terms or
conditions of such approval, shall be deemed a public nuisance.
Municipalities shall have the authority to exercise all enforcement remedies
legally available to them for the abatement of such nuisances including, but
not limited to, those under Section 8-12.

7. Strand/BRC Group LLC is the record owner of the premises located at Dyke Lane and
at the foot of Washington Bird as described in Ex. A (deed recorded June 25, 2005 in the
Stamford Land Records atVol 8t21 pages 39-47), and also referred to as the 14 acre
boatyard, in Stamford, Connecticut, and hereinafter referred to as the "premises". The
premises are in a flood plain and were occupied by a boatyard known as Brewer’s Yacht
Haven Boatyard and Marina. The boatyard was the last in Stamford and likely the largest -
~ and one of only a few remaining -- in the Northeast. It had lifts for hauling boats, full
repair service and winter storage.
8. ]’he aforesaid premises are located within the municipal coastal area boundary, which
requires approval of a Coastal Site Plan review by the Stamford Zoning Board, as well as
the South End Redevelopmen~ District-South (SRD=S). EIoth require an application for
Coastal Site Plan Review before any alterations to the property, including the disturbance,
removal or deposition of any soils is undertaken.

9 Strand/BRC Group LLC does business w th an adare.~s at I00 Washington Bird,
Sui’e 200, Stamford, CT 06902.
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10, The Stamford Zoning Board approved an applicatior~ by a predecessor in title to
StrandtBRC Group LLC for a Gcner~[ D~veJopment Plan (GDP) which was recorded on
the Stamford Lead Records (Vo!. 14! 18 Page 0001; Map No. 141 I8). Condition #7 of
appr~wed GDP states as follows:

!>base I Final plan submittal shatl inctude conoeptual plans to #~prove and
~nsure the continued @oration of the 14 acre boatyard as a working
boatyetd end full se~ice marina. Unless sped~,ally approved by the Zoniag
Board and any ~quired state and federal authorities, there will be no
~du~tion itt any current capac#y, Facilities. uses or so.ices, insuring the
con#nued operation of this i~po~fant water dependent use for so lang as the
balance of the SRD*£ Zoning Tract derives any benefit~ of the General
Development Plan approval, as may be amendS.

11, The premises are located in the South End Redevelopment 8outh Districl: (SRD~S).
This design district seeks to give highest priority and preference to waterodepender~t uses
and to the protection and encouragement of existing and new wateFdepeadent uses, It
was enacted to protect the Brewer’a Yacht Haven Boatyard and Marina and to promote
new public access opportunities..

I2. The General Development Plan for Harbor Point, initially approved on June 25, 2007
(Appl. 206-57) and amended on June 2, 2008 (Appl. 208-05), authorizes a total
development of 3,000 residential units and 512,000 square feet of commercial use on
each of nineteen numbered development blocks (C1 - C8, 81 ~ 84and P1 - P6). The
boatyard property is shown as an unnumbered parcel and labeled "Maintain Existing Boat
Storage Operations".

t3. The 14 acre boatyard property was included within the SRD-S zone to establish
additional development value of 700 +!- residential units coupled w~ith the re~]ulrement that
all of this devel#pEn.e.Dt value be transferred to other non-flo£~j~..ron~ ~ W’ii’~in ~e
Har68i"P~n-t~pme~n~i~-~e~’~~e~a6~t[~nt[~ ~’~t~prese~e the

14. Stra/i3.¢LE&O_.~ou# LLC puEq~._ha.sed the 14 acre boatyard with knowledge of zon
re~g.u at on 9-J-4-d ~i~d (~onditi0e #~~{{~ GDP that requ res tl~
boatyard

15. Btrand/BRC Group LLC in mid December 2011 secured a demolition permit and
proceeded to remove all ten (10) buildings from the boatyard property, substantially
completing demolition by January 23, 2012.

16. Strand/BRC Group LLC has terminated the boatyard use and dismantled the physical
infrastructurs necessary to conduct such use, without notice to the Zoning Beard.of the
intent to re-establish the boatyard.

3
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17. The Zouing Board by resolt~tion dated January 23, 2012, ordered StrandtBRC Group
LLC to cease all censtruction activities on th~ boetyard property and to per[otto no
alterations to the proper~y, including removal or depesition of any soils, until the Zoning
Board has rec~eived and approved an application pursuant to Section 9-J4~d of tl~e 8RDo
S regulations and an application fer Coastal Site Plan Review, and to submit a plan I~
"reestablish a workir~g boatyar~tmarina", as required by the Harbor Point zoning approval.

’i8. Or~ March 5, 2012 8trand/BRC ¢. .... - o ._2.1cLip LLC stated that it would submit a
eomprrehensive site plan to re--establish a working boatyard/marina within one huodred
twenty (120) days (July 3, 2012),

!9. On Mard~ 9, 2012 8trand/BRC Group LLC submitted a Coastal 8its Plan Review
application (CSPRog09) te establish an interim boaiyard facility for a 2.2 acre podion of
the ~riginal boai.yard properly to be maintained and operated until such time as plans are
approved for a cornprehensive full service boatyard/marina on the property. CSPR-909
was subsequently approved by the Zoning Board on April 2, 2012 pursuant to a public
hearing.

20. OR May 21, 2012, the Zoning Board by resolution again restated the same preambles
as in January 23, 2012 and ~tated that the Harbor Point development,..a_a~_seat art
approved cc~:~#~h~n~sj~’v~e~ ~s!~ pJ._a.~n t0[e~ab~sh ~ ma~d ~m~t~b~#8~ fu!! 8e~ice
boatyard/~e[[0e, ~ontinues to be #~f_g~p~ance A&b 4_b# ~roved Genre
De~ei0p&eot Plafi~H~[t~ #~ and stated {~ Z£#j~ .~u[~ request a
C~~ ~ Desist Order be issued to ensure compli~ ~ith the approved General
Development Pla~ (Condition #7), if a comprehensive site plan for a full sewice
boatyard/marina is not filed with the Zoning Board by June_28 2012.

21. At its meeting on July 3, 2012, the Zoning Board noted that no comprehensive site
plan for a full service boatyardlmarina was filed with 1he Zoning Board by June 28 ~0t~’.

22. The violations of Section 8-12, Zoning Regulation Section 9-J-4~d of the 8RD-8
regulation, the Coastal Management Act, and Condition #7 of the GDP approved on J~ne
25, 2007 and amended on June 2, 2008 (Appl. 208°05, which required that the 14 acre
boatyard would be continued as a working boatyard and full-sized marina) are as follows:

Termination of the lease of the boatyard operator, Yacht Haven West by October
31,2011

Demolition and removal of all ten (10) buildings from the boatyard property,
removing tt~e boatyard and its facilities by January 23, 2012

Conducting the demolition and removal of these structures without a Coastal Site
Plan Review application or permit.

Failure to submit a comprehensive site plan to re-establish a working
boatyard/marina within the time limit of June 29, 2012.

4
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23. You, Strand/BRC Group LLC, are there-.fore ordered and directed by me ae Zoning
Enforcement Officer of the City of Stamford, pursuant to the powers vested in my office by
the statutes of the State of Connecticut and the charier, laws and ordinances d the City
Stamford, TO O~ASE AND DESIST WHOL~.Y ~N ~HESE V~OLATION8 ~Y SUBmiSSiON

BOATfARD/~AR~NA WtTN~N 10 DAYS OF RECEIPT OF THIS NOT~CE~ HOWEVBR

24. Your failure or refusal to comply immediately with the aforesaid order will render you
liable for’ the fines, penalties and sanctions set forth in Section 8-I2 of the Connecticut
General Statutes which iaclude but are not limited to:

a. A court issued injunction prohibiting you from continuing the aforesaid
violation.

b. A fine of $250 per day for your willful violation hereof.
c. A civil penalty of $2,500 should your violation contil~ue for more than 10

days from the date of this order.
d. Attorney’s fees and costs incurred in bringing an action agair~st you for willful

violation of the law and this order, You may also be liable for other damages available
under Connecticut taw,

25. Your failure or refusal to comply immediately with the aforesaid order will render you
liable for the fines, penalties and sanctions set forth in Coastal Area Management Act,
and in particular, Section 22ao108 and 22a-106a of the Conneoticut General Statutes,
which include but are not limited to:

a. A court issued injunction prohibiting you from continuing the aforesaid
violation.

b.    A fine of $1000 per each offense, and each day’s continuance thereof shall
be deemed to be a separate and distinct offense.

e.    Attorney’s fees and costs incurred in bringing an action against you for
violation of the law and this order. You may also be liable for other damages available
under Connecticut law.

26. You are put on notice that a copy of this Cease end Desist order will be placed on the
Stamford Land Records and sent to applicable federat and state agencies that are
involved in pending applications concerning the premises.

Dated this 16th day of July, 2012.

THE CITY OF STAMFORD

iFORCEM~NT OFFICER
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TO HAVE AND TO I~IOLD tile same unto lhe said C, tantee a~d its sueaessel~ and
assigns forave~.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, ~ CONb~C~flCUT LIGHT Abed POWER
COMPANY, WES’fILRN MASSACHUS]~TI’S ELEC1TdC COMPANY, sad
HOLYOKE WATER POWER COMPANY, acting herein by Roger C. Zakluktewicz,
their Vice President o Transmission Technical Support, hereunto duly authorized, have
caused their names be sigr~d this 2Oth day of June, 2005.

Signed and delivered in the
presence of:

~ CONNE, CTICUT LIGI-IT AND
POWBR COMPANY

Roger C, Zakluklewiez           ~
Its Vice President - Transmission
Technical Support

WESTERN MASSACHUSETTS
ELECTRIC COMPANY

Its Vice Ptestdem o Transmission
Teehntcal ~ upp.v~
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HOLYOI"&~ WA’.(Ntt POWER COMPMq Y

By

Technical Support

STATE OF CONNECTtCDT)

COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

T~h~i¢01 Sup~ of ’r~ CON~CWtC~F LIG~ A~ ~ COMPANY, si~r

said eo~mtion, ~d his fre~ ~t and d~d ~ suvh Vice President ~ "transmission
T~hnieal Sup~, ~fore m~,

STATE OF CONNECTICUT)
) ~: Bgr[in

COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

Personnlly appeat~ed Roger C2. Zaklukiewiez as Vice President - Transmission
Tochnic~] Support of ~S’~RN ~SSAC~8~S E~l~ COMPANY, si~r
& ~o forgoing in~tmment, and acknowledged the same to ~ ~he f~e ~l nnd d~d of
said co.ration, and his f~ act and do~d ~s such Vice P~ident - Tmn~mission
T=chni~nl Sup~O, ~fore m~.

Commissioner of the Sup¢rior Court
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Teehsical Suppor~ of HOLYO~ WAq~R FOWER ~ANY, zi~er of t~e fo~goir, g

~3
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fc4~ow~:

t~t~i~ with ~h~ ea~te;rly ~iffa of th~ ~wen~y-flv~ (25) foot Right-~-Way

si~ of Oyk~ Lane with tt~¢ northerly side of [and now or fancy,fly of ~ City
and ¢mnmonly known as "Ba~man Way;"

rnnning along said City of Stamford S 59° 28’ 56" W a dislance of t6,55 f~t;

S 79~ 3T ~i" W a distaece of 48,0~ feet;

S 59* 28’ 56" W a distance of 164,

S 69’ ’~9’ 0~" W a distance of 33.43 feet;

S 20* 33’ 54" E a distane~ of 82.9~ feet to the northerly side of land now or
formerly of l~onu~ Yacht Club, lnc,;

running thene~ along said Peons Y~ht Club, Inc. S 69* 26’ 06" W a distance of 218,09
f~t to the aforesaid easterly sid~ of the tweaty4iv* (25) foot Rlght-ofoWay;

running thence along said Right-of-Way S 190 34’ 54" ~ a distance of 99,57 feet to the
Point of Beginning;

nmnir~g I;henee along said southorly side of Ponu8 Yacht Club, Inc, and eloag wat~r~ of
$lamfurd Itarbor-Long Island ~ouad, e~h in pa~, N 69a 10’ 48" E a dis~ee of 118.54

and S 20° 48’ 47" ~ a di~anc¢ of 2.27 f~t and N 69~ 28’ 7~" ~ a ~tanc~ of 5~,585
~o the northeasterly earner of a bulkhead;

running tlmnae along ~aid bulkhead the following six (6) ~earscs:

$14° 11’ 03" E a distance, of 74,686 feet;

S 04~’ 57’ 51" W s distaoce- of 76,(K]6 feet:

S 01~ 29’ 36" W a distance of 66,654 feet;
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8tare, of 6onneeti~;~t
8,9: 8{gn~~ord July !6, 20!2

goanty of Fairfield

That1 and there, by vtr[,ue herod, the Origina{,
N{~l:ice of Zonir)g Violation o~ Order to Oease al~d De~lst

made service on the with named
8traad ~ 8RC Group, LLO

On July i6, 2012, ~ made sere, ice on Strand ! BR¢ Groep, LL¢ by leaving
true and a~est~ copy of the Original Notice d Zoning Violation - Order to
Cease and Desist, with r~y doings ~hemon endorsed,

In the hands of,
David Water~, Slrand ! ~RC Gro~ip, LLC, 100 Waehington Bird,, Suite 200,
Stamford, CT

One such Copy for each of the within named.
The within and foregoing is the Odgina! Notice of Zoning Violation - Order to
Ceaae and Desist, with my doings thereon endorsed.

Process 30.00
Travel 4.00
Copies 14.00
Endors ,BO
Serv. 0.20
Sac, 0,00
Post 0,00
Total 49.00

Fairfield County

Book10482/Page358 Page 10 of 10





Block # 25 87. gg, 95 & 96 BO~A ~ LOGLISCI

I, Phyllis Kapiloff, Chairmar~ of the ZON~’.!O BO!~’2 D of file CITY OF STA3¢IFORD, in
compli,’u~ee with Srdeeial Act. No. 619 of the 1953 General Assembly~ hereby eerti~, fl~at on April
30, 2007, continued to May 21, 2007, June 4, 2007~ June 11, 2007, a~d June ~ 8, 2007, a Public
Hearing was held by the ZON1NO BOARD on the appIiealion of:

APPL. 206-57 & CSPR 790 - ANTARES STAMFORI]_ WATERFRONT MANAGER LLC,
ANTARES WALTER WHEELER DIt3VE SPE LLC AND TI~E STP~ND[t~RC GRO[~
L__L 

Reqnesling approval of t) Oeneral Development Pimps to construct a mixed-use development wirh
nmltiple buildings containing approximately 5 t 2,000 sqn~e feet of non-resideatial Floor Area,
appro~mately 3,000 residential housing units, as well as associated pro’king, landscaping, open
space, m~d drainage, roadway and utility improvemetats; mad 2) Coastal Site Plan Review

The properties that are fl~e subject of the applications are comprised of several parcels sho~’m as
shaded on the tbllowJag map, all oFwhich are rezoned to South End Redevelopment D~sh’mt, ~outh:
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The snbjent pr,.~pertie~ itlus*a’aled above include all or part of @e fcl|oe, dng pereels:

No. i: 69 Wal~er Wheeler Dfiw~ (in¢Indes the fbrmer 717 Pacific Street and 25 WasMngtan
Baulev,~rd), Blocks 89 a~d (~0, Assossw Parcel 00g-3322, ~d fn~her described as fol!ows:

Proper~y fi’oatiag o~ Washingte~_ Boulevard, A tlar~tic Street Walter %’%eeler Drive a~d Pacifies
Street, tetali~;g 14.3’4. acres, as depicted on "ProI~erty & Topographic Survey depictb~g Existing
Conditions, Prepared for Antares Walter Wbeelcr D~ive SPE, LLC, S~amford, C~I’’, prepa~x~d IV
Redness & Mead, Inc. being generally bunnded Easterly 374± feet by Pacitic Street, Southerly
feet by Pacific Street, Westerly 1009!: feet by Wasfiington Boulevard m~d Atlantic Street and
Not@erly 953± f~et by Watte~, Wheeler Drive

N~. ~.~ Block 87, Assessor Parcels 00 l~8176, 0@-8182, 000-7238, and fut~ti~er described as
fi?llows:

Property fronting on Wa~ler Wfieeler Drive and Pacific Street, totaling 2,93 acres~ as depicted on
"Pr~perty & Topographic Sua"~,ey depicting Existing Co~rditions, Prepared for ~zmtm-cs Walter
Wheeier D:rive SPE, LLC, Steanford, CT% pt’epared by Redniss & Mead, Iae. heh~g generally
bounded Easlerly 233± feet by Pacific Streeh Sontherly 697± i%et by Waiter Wheeler Dr~ve,
Weste4qy 340_+ l~et by land now or formerly of Holy Name A~rletie Club inc, a~d Northerly 56’4_+
feet by land now or fonne~ty of YR Associates Patqmership

No. 3; Assessor Pro’eels 001-8172, 001-8173, 001-8180, 001-2048, 0(10d 296, and further
described as follows:

Property fi’ooting o~ Belden Slreet. Remington Street aud Pacific Street, totalh~g 1.53 acres, as
depicted on "Property & Topographic Survey depieth~g Existing Cat,dillon% Prepared for Antares
Waiter Wheeler Drive SPE, LLC, Stamfnrd, CT", prel~ared by Redniss & Mend, h~c. being
ge~erally bounded Easterly 206-+ feet by land now or formerly of AntoN Godlewski and dorge
Abed, Soufherly 350+ feet by Belden Street, Westerly 190_+ ti~el by Pacific Street and Northerly
326+_ i~et by Rerni,~gton Sweet

No. 4: Block 96, Assessor Parcels 001-8168~ 001-8171, arid further described as fi~llows:

Property fronting on Wahmt Street, Re~Nngton Street m~d Pacific Street, totalhrg 0.70 acres, as
depicted on "Properly & Topographic Survey depicting Existing Couditions, Prepared for Antares
Waltcr Wheeler Drkve SPE, LLC, Stamford, CT’, prepared by Redniss & Mead, Inc. being
generally bnunded Easterly 206-+ feet by land now or tbrmerly of Marian E, Pore’sea and Ahna R.
Pincince, Southerly 149_+ feet by Remington Street, Westerly 216± t’eet by Pacific Streci, and
Northerly 165_+ fe~d by Walnut Street

No, g: Block 25, Assesso~ No~ 001 o8181, and ff~rlher described as follows:

Properly fro~ting on Washington Boulevard and Atlnutic Street tetalh~g 2.17 acres, as depietcd
~’Prope~y & Topog~aphic Sun,ey depicf~g Existing Conditions, Prepared tbr Antare~s Waiter
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\Vhceler Drive SPE~ LI,C, Smrnford, CT", Wepared by IKedniss & Mead, toe. being generally
bounded Easterly 425~ feet by Waslfingt~ Boulcw~rd, 8Otl~ler~y 108~ feet by Atlantic Street,
Westerly m~d ~’;o~h~ly 305~ fi>et b3 hind *my� m’ l:om~erly ~f C!earwater Associates LbC, Westerly
32! ~ feet by Im~d nuw or formerly of Spragne LucrE3’ Co*]~. mid T~mmas G. Radesky, and
Nonhotly 254± ~et bg laud now or formerly el: aay Dee Associates Inc.

No. 67 A&~fiml’s Wharf Nmlb & South, Blocl{ 25~ Assessor Pro’eel 000o4269, and fnrthe~" described
as follows:

Prope~%’ oR, Dyke Lm~e, toIalbrg t3.89 acres, as depicted tm ’;Prepect3, & Topographic Su~,ey
depicting Eni,~.h~g Condkioos, Prepared h~r 1Ira St;and!BRC Group, ELC, gtamford, C’I-", pr@ared
by F~edniss & Mead, Inc., beh’,g generally buunded Easterly, Southerly a~d Westerly 3259± feet I,y
waters of Stamford Harbor - Lung Island Sound, Nor~t~erly 548± feet by lm~d now or formerly of
Ponus YacI~t Club

Na. ?; Assessor Parcels 000-9776, 000=9783, m~d £urtl~er described as fallows:

Property f?oming on Atlantic Street, Washington Boulevard and Dyke La~e, totalling 24.29 acres, as
depicted on "Property & TopograpNe Sr~t’~,c3, depicting Exisling Cuuditkn~s, Prepared ~r q~he
StrandiBRC Group, LLC, Stamtbrd, CT", prepared by Redoiss & Mead, Inc. being generally
bounded Easterly 1663± feet by Washingtan Boulevard and Dyke Lm~e, Southerly 1006± feet by
land now or fom~erly of The CRy of Stamford (Batemaus Way) and Pouua Yadrt Club. Westerly
1565± feet by waters of Slam ford Harbor, and Northerly 579_+ feet by Atlm’ttic Street

and (hat the following is a statement of its findings: Uq"qANIMOUSLY APPROVED AS
MODIFIED at it,~ meeting held cm June 25, 2007, subject to tire following eo~dilions:

1. The plans entitled "Site Plan" ("GDP") by Sasaki Associates, Inc. dated June 18, 2007, are
approved as the General Development Plan, subject to the conditions contained hereiu~ and slmll be
deemed to desiga~ate the location of publicly accessible areas, streets, sidewalks, open spaces, and to
generally define the location, bulk and use of buildings to guide the subsequent review and approval
of ileal plans. The lines identified as "Build-To Line T’~’P" on the GDP are intended to establish
the general bounds to which a building may extend; provided, however, the Zoning Board, iu
connection wit~l a Fiual Plan approval, reserves the right to modify., thin line to require additional
building setback required to meet Section 9.J.5.d o~the Zoning Regulations and the Design
Gttidelines staudards, prepared by Cooper Robertson & Partners, Inc. dated June 11, 2007= to
provide landscaping, architectural ardctdafion (i.e. stoops, bays, bows cornices, etc.) and to
accommodate and address pedestrian mrd vehicular tra£t’ic circulation mad operations plans wit/~in
~he area. The following notes to be added to the Gm~et’al Development Plmr: 1. Block C8 - "The
Shaded area depicted l~emor~ is subject to easement rights to he granted to ’&e City, as necessary, for
the wide,ring of Atl~mtic Street. Tire required easement shall be granted to the City as a condition to
Final Silo Plan Approval fi~r Block C82’ 2. To be placed on Block C1 -- "The proposed realignmertt
of Walter Wheeler Drive as shown hereon is subject to additional approvals by the City as reqaired
by the City Cimrter2’ The Zoning Board may also exempt arehitee{ttral articulation features from
the Build-to line.
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2. Ttic sea!e, height m~d ma~s_ir~g of buildings shall he generally c.’ansist~nl witl~ the ilius/mtivc
areI~iteehu’a} massing pla~s s~d design guid~iinea provided by khe applicant m~titled, ~’i{arbor Point,
Desi[m Guideli~es’~ 1)tapered by Caopei; Robertson & P~ziners, [rt¢, a~M dated anne I 1, 2007.
suk{ieet ~o Zeai~g Board @provaI of fin~,l Site and ~’ebitectural Pla~s & Requested Uses.

3. No building permit shall be issued until ihe Zoning Board approves a Final Plan in aceontauce
witt’~ Se{;tic,n O.J.g.b of tlaa City o f Start fbrd Zouir~g Regulations. Aay api~lication thr Fi~ml Plat~
apweval sha!l inchx!e:

a. final Site and Ard~it~,ctural plans including detailed exterior at’ehiteetural design,s,
malxarNts specifications, color renderings and ~chi~ectura[ models of principal buildings,
landscapi*tg plans, grading and erosion control plans fur all {he proposed partioa~s of the site
ned for buildings proposed [br development as requi~ed by Section 9.J.8.b m~d Section 7.2(:
oC the City of Slarm~brd Zortit~g Regniations. Such pkan~, shall be consistent with Sectio~
o.z6,foflhe City of Stmnford Zoning Regu!~tlons m~d gm~erally consistent with tile "Design
Guidelines", dated hlne ! 1, 2007, and the GDP (DrawNgs A-01 through A-42) rea, ised
llu’ongh June 6, 2007.

b. a draf~"BdowMarket Ratetlousing"AffordabilityPlan detailing howthe application
contbrms to Section 9.J,5o of the Cit7 of Stamford Zonhlg Regolations.

submission of a coustruction sequence and timetable l~ar development of Phase L Any
con~’tt’uetion sequence plan shall require completion of the "V" Pm-k mM die eastern pol~iO~l
of TeaMrop Park and, to the extent that so other approvals are required, a substantial
of the public access improvements associated with the waterfrom esplanade prior to issum~ce
of a Certificate ot’Occul~ancy for any Phase I improvement&

d. a design for the traffic improvements as shown on tire drawings entitled, %turbot Point
General De’veiopment Pimp, Conceptual Site Layout Plea~, Dravimgs #20.01, #20.02, and
g20.03," prefmred by Langaa Engineering, dated April i6, 2007. Said design plan ghall he
revised to reflect the additional right-of-way to widen Atlantic Street between Washington
Blvd. and Walter W-heeler Drive, in ac<m*lance with the writ~utt recommendations of the City
Traffic Engineer; dated June I 8, 2007, and snhmitled for revimv and approval by the City
Traffic Engineer a~d Trgmsporta~ion Planner arm shall include a co~slruction timetable and
an’angcment det~dllng tl~e methed ot l~uancing said improvements. I1 should be noted tha* Ne
proposed realignmenl of a pardon of Walter Wheeler Drive has not received necessary
approvals of Ihe Cib’ nf Stamford and the removal of th~ "dog leg" on Washiagto~ Boulevard
requires action by the City. If for m~y mason such approvals are not obtained the applicant
slmll revise the layout mad submit said revisian for review and approval by Zoning Bo~d
staff.

e. a design for the slam,water and smtitary sewer improvements as show~ o~t the drmvings
prepm’ed I:~y Langan Engineering= dated April 16, 2007, entitled: "Harbor Point (funeral
Development Plat~, Conceptual Grading & Drai~age Plan, Drawings #21.01, #21.02, aud
#21.03;" and "Harbor Point General Development Plan, Conceptua! Utility Plan, Drawings
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#23 ~0 i, #23.02, and #23.032~ 8~id plans sh~)I be, modified to in�lade sa~f~m y s~w~rs to ~,;e
~ boalymq, Such pla~ shall b~ modified to ear~om~ same to the QI)P. ~aid design! plm~
shall b* st~.br~diled for ;evigw by the City E~gil~eer and shall h~clade a cond.ruotim~ timetable
and proi)osed arrangeme~ det~ili~lg the ~geib~og of financing said imprm,eme~ts.

a i~lan strmvirtg n~w sidewalks, stre~x_ ire’as and cu,’bing as generally shown ca) tI~e drawings
entitled, *’Iz!o~bor Poh~t General Developme~t Plm~, Co~meptuN Site Layout P/an, Drawings
~]20.01, ~]20.02, and g20.03,~’ l~;epared by La~gan Engineering, dated April ! 6, 2007,
conforming to the design contained ia fl~e ’~Public Realm Plans" ~d submitted hy the
appIica~l and consisti~g of ti~e [h!lowing drawings: An05, A-09, A-23, A~24, A-25, A-29,
30, A-31, A-35~ A-36. A-37, A.-2 ~I, as contained i~ ~Harbor Paisa
dated April 26, 2007 and revised da~ough .rnne 6, 2007. Sn~N plans shall be modified to
conform same to the ODP.

4. The first phase ofcIavelopment shall con~}rm ~-o paragraph 3 c above and include the
improvements cmttained o~t ~"Drawing A-13 Phasing Plm~ - Phase i," dated June 6, 2007 and
submitted by the applicant. Imping,amours plamted incl’ade 6.61 acres of park |and, including the
"V" Park, the Waterfront rqsplanade (.consh-uct[on of which shall be subject to obtaining all
~_ecesssry approvals as set forth in pm’ag~ph 3 helmet) and a western segmeut of the ’*Teardrop
Park’. The tirst phase nmy als~ include approximately 890 dwelling units, al}proxims.tely 58,000
square fe~t of ~eighborhood retail and convenience seruioe d.eveloprunm, a 150 room h.otel, and a
!00,000 square foot once bailding. The Applicant shall have two years from the appro’~,al of this
(~�,~eral Development Plan to submit a Phase ! Fiual Site Plan application, au~ect to one-year
extensions by the Zoning Board, and shall have two years after Final Plan appro,~at for an3’ phase w
obtain a building permit, subject to one-year extensions by tl~e Zoning Board. hr,.tiding permits for
all st~x~ctnres and improveare~ts shown on the GDP approval shall be obtained within fifteen years
of said apl_~roval.

5. Parking amounts ~portad in the GDP by block (aka "parcel", ’;sub-lsarcel") mad parkh~g layouls
and tandem spaces shown for i~dividna! buildings in tl~e 1Design Guideliaes are not approved, and
will req~lire separate application and approval of the Zoning Boar;~ pursuant to Section 9.J,5.g of t.be
Zoning Regulations.

6, Phase [ Final Plan submittal shall include a Pro’king M,’magement Plan detailing the amount,
design, layout, operation and management ofalI proposed pro’king m~d loading areas~ and a re~tnest
far approval of any required parking redue/io~s, shared parking, or use of tandem or valet parkh~g.
Adequate public parking shall be provided at each phase of conslractioa, in general proportiol~ to
tbe amoant of total project floor area cot~structed.

7. Phase [ Final plm~ submittal shaIl include conceptual plans to improve and ~nsurc the coutinund
operation at" the 14 acre bostysM as a workir~g boatyard ~md fi~!l service marina. Unless specifically
approved by the Zoning Board and a~y required state and federal authorities, ~erc will be no
reduntinu in any cur,’eat capacity, fa_Ncilifies, uses or services, instu’iug fl~e cont~naod operation of this
~mPortam water dependent use ~or so long ~ the balance at the SRD~S Zoning Tract derives at~y
benefits of the General Develo-pmont Plan approval, as may be amended.
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9. Phase ! Final Plans shall ineiudes ~?timhmry plan for a system ofinte*ptclive sig~age placed
various pNnts along d~e public access ~rea chrouie!~g the coastal m~d natma[ lmbimts, uamra!
resource& geologic a~d gydrologie processes, marii~n¢ hismD, m~d development impacis aFeeti~g
the Stanford Hmbor.

10. All public aeeess areas as sbmvn on the GDP drawing et~titlad "Public Access Plan" prepared
by gasaM Assoc., dated April 25, 2007, shall be subject ~o the tet~ns era p~blie access easement
granting ~he gestural public the ~ght to access same fbr ~e intended uses. A publio access easemem
govor~fing all of {hose areas sMI1 be gra~led and l~eorded prior ~o issuagee era building permit tbr
~y N~ase I improvements aud shall be consistent with tiae te~s a~d pwvisions of existing public
access easements astonished fur other similar waterfronI projects (i.e. Smnffm~t L~ding, Vi!lage at
SiamlbN Landing, mtd Avalon Hmbm9. S~bmission of Phase ~ Final Plans shNl also include an
overall plan for the o~aaership, operation and maintcn~ce ofdl proposed punic access ~aciIities
and areas.

11, Final plans for arty in-water improvements shall be accompanied by evidence of required
pem~ita from the Com~, D.E.P, and U.S. Am~y Corps or written staffre’dew eommenls indicating
am likelllmod thai required permits xvill be issued. S~ructural improvemeuts providing meaningful
public access immediately adjacent to tke waterfeon{ sbal~ be expanded and extended Mrere feasible
tn maximize the public experience atrd enjoymeut of the waterfmnl.

12. Submission of Phase I Final Plans and subsequent const~amtion phases shall be accompmaied by
evidence of the ~’eqaired "remedial action plan" permit approval l~om tire Cram, D,E,P.
Rmnediation measures shall inctnde plmrs for interim landscaping necessary to make ’al! areas
reserved tbr fi~ture development attractive m~d safe. it is anticipated daat these plans may include
selective placement of f:enchag and temporary landscapit~g, grading and seeding measures.

13. Phase I Final Piarls slmll innlude plans to impIement a jitney transit system, as anti[ned ha the
record of the GDP application ~VIemo to Zoning BeaN, from Josh Lecar, T~ansportaion Pia~mer,
dated April 2t~, 2007), to be operational prior to the issuance of any certificate of oecupmrcy for
Phase I development. Plans shall include a mechm~sm to fund and insure the aontint~i~g operation
of the jitney transit service after devdopment of the SRD-S Tract is cmnp[ete.

hi. Phase I development shall participate in the LEED ’lqD" pilot program institnted by the U.S.
Oreen Building Council to develop goals, standards m~d objectives for sustainable developmenL and
shall be designed to comply wilh the LEED ND Silver standards of the Leadership in Energy and
Envh’onmental Desil,m program established by the United States Greet~ Bnitdiug Cmmeil, Prior to
the issuance ofa ceriifieate of occupancy, applicant’s architect shall certify to the Zoui~g Board that
the project satisfies fhe requiremm~ts for LEED ND "Silver" certification.

Book9102/Page188 Page 6 of 7



I5. Prior to issuance of’the initial Buildi~ig Permit, payment of the sum of $50,000 to a constrlta~t
selected by th~ City of S~amford to perform a Master Pim~ sin@ oflhe Stanfm’d ’F~an~po~tafion
Cemer, This contribution is to b~ rcqaired as a ~’~air share" ¢o~m’[budon whJ,sl~ shall be impos~d
ap0n oiqlar ma:ior deveiopme~at projects expeotcd to have h’npact ot~ the Stam~_~rd Tran~pora~tion
Cent~vr.

t6. TralBe calmii~g measures, wban developed and tinatized in the City’s Traflie C.ah~iag Maste~
Ptan fbr *he South End, shall be inco~ porated mad implemented witbin Ne banudmqes of tl~e Zooming
Tract and abutting neighborhood streets.

17, T~is appr~va~ d~a~ be e~2eati~e ’ap~n ree~rdjng ~[~ the ~ppr~ved Ger~era~ D~ve~op~rmut P~a~ and
Design Guidelines on lhe City of Stamfo~’d Land Records. Any material modii%ations of the
General Developraeat Plan, approved By the Z~Nng Board, shall also be effeeBve upoa recordiog
on the gtam~brd Land Records.

Ig. Prior to conveyance ofauy Block, tim Applicant shall file a ~s~ilteu certilScatio~ with the Land
Use Bureml, executed by the Applicant, llmt the Block to be conveyed, as well as all remaining
Blocks in the Zoning Tract. will remaLu in eomplim~ce witt~ the GDP approval and conditions a~:~d
these Regulations. Further, the Applicant shall identify the party respoosiNe for pro~qding all
required public se~wiees and completing eonsmlction of all public improvemeuts and neeessaw
infrastruetare as shown o~ plans prepared by Langan E~gh~eerh~g, submitted by the spplicm~t ~rad
ide~tified in paragraphs 3 d, 3 e, and 3 f above. This obligation shall cease to apply for a~y Block
which l’~as received final site plan approval,

Effective date of t!:tis decision: July 10, 2007

PHYLLIS KAPILOFF, CHAIRMAN

ZONING !ggOARD, cr~lg O~T/~-~4 FOltD~CT

Filed in the Town Clerk’s Ofl~ue of the City of St’mn*brd, (!T oa Aug0st 7, 2007,
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STATE
DEPARTMENT

Stamford Planning Board
c/o Mr. Robin Stein
Land Use Bureau Chief

OF CONNECTICUT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

August 3, 2006

888 Washington Boulevard
P.O. Box 10152
Stamford, Connecticut 06904-2152

RE: Proposed Amendment to Stamford Master Plan, MP-390

Finding: Inconsistent

Dear Board Members:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above-referenced proposal. We
have reviewed the application materials prepared by Antares Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC
including Exhibit 1 dated June 8, 2006 and the Stamford Waterfront Illustrative Plans dated June
15, 2006 regarding the proposal’s co~nsistency with the applicable policies of the Connecticut
Coastal Management Act (CCMA) [CGS Sections 22a-90 through 22a-l 12, inclusive].

Project and Site Description
The proposed site Block 25 known as Admiral’s Wharf is located on the east side of the West
branch channel of Stamford Harbor and encompasses approximately 31.6 acres. Coastal
resomves on this parcel include coastal hazard areas and a developed shorefront with deep water
that has already received approval for a high-speed ferry facility plus significant public access
and related uses. "Developed Shorefront" refers to those harbor areas, which have been highly
engineered and developed resulting in the functional impairment or substantial alteration of their
natural physiographic features or systems [CGS section 22a-93(7)(I)J.

Proposal
This sit~ is cun’ently designated as Stamford Master Plan Category 13 (Mixed Use-Shorefront).
The propose of this category is to provide for appropriate mixed-use developmeot of the
waterfront in a manner that: (1) p~tects existing _water-dependent uses and encoura~_ges new
waterfront uses (2) preserves and enhances I~ublic access to waterfront areas and
waterfront vistas; and (3) encourages a mix of compatible uses so designed and integrated
as to achieve these objectives within the capacity of the infrastructure and complementary
in scale to the general character of the area.
The proposed Master Plan amendment would change the zoning of Block 25 to Category 12
(Mixed Use Overlay). The purpose of this category is to provide for the joint development of
large sites and areas (including substantially rehabilitated industrial facilities) in combination
with retail, housing, limited low-density offices or other approved uses, which by nature of the
type of activity, design and layout are compatible with each other and their surroundings. This
category makes no reference to water dependent uses or public waterfront access.
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Conclusion
Waterfront properties are an extremely limited resource with the unique capacity to
accommodate water-dependent uses, which by statutory definition require waterfront
sites. However waterfront properties are also in great demand for many non water-
dependent uses such as residential and retail development, which can be located inland.
Please see the enclosed fact sheet for relevant CCMA policies regarding water-
dependency. We are coucemed that the prg~d plan amendment would allow for an
overall diminishm~nt of wa~dependent uses, which would represent an unacce

u~c~upmcnt opponunrtles as described in the factsheet. Under the cu~ent Master Plan designation, development of the site was recently
approved for a mix of water dependent and non water dependent uses. Clearly, the site is
well suited for such uses for which there is a reasonable demand.

filummary/Recornmendations
The existing Category 13 classification in the Stamford Master Plan appropriately
reinforces the water dependent policies of the CCMA. The subject parcel has already
been approved for development that included water dependent uses such as significant
public access and amenities and a high-speed ferry terminal, and the parcel’s Category 13
status (mixed-use shorefront) should be retained in order to pro~mote and prgtecl future
water-det~endent devel~t. Therefore, we recommend tha~l~e B~ar~l~£ny the
proposed amendment without prejudice,

We hope that our comments have been helpful to the Board. If you have any questions
regarding this or any other coastal management concerns, please feel free to contact
Kristal Kallenberg of my staff at (860) 424-3034 or at Kristal.Kallenberg@po.state.ct.us.

Sincerely,

Brian P. Thompson
Director
Office of Long Island Sound Programs

BPT/KK
Enclosure: Water Dependent Use Fact sheet



RE: }’]ede\elopn-~erlt in Sotllb Stamfold

Thank you for the oppol’lur~lt_v {o ]eai]~ lnt,re abokK .~nt;J]~s" p]aus IO r~dcve!op
approximately 80 acres in soutl] Stamford at our meeting on ?kug/ls{ 23. 200(n 7Vc agree
lhat the mixed-use proposal offers many opportunities to improve lhe alea inclading
polentially addling a school, adding affordable and od~er housing units, and remcdi~ting
and reusing undemtilized or x acam brox~nfields. Of pa, ticular mleresl to the Office of
Long Island Sound Programs (OLISP? is the oppu]mnity Io significantly increase public
access and view corridors to Stamford Ha:hot from the wateflYont sue located behind the
hurricane ban{er.

While most of the development, al least at the conceptual e\e}, appears consislent ’,\ ith
coastal management )olicies, we must [im~]yseiterate our view that replacing all or
pomons ol the existing boat yard x~’~*l? non-water de~enden{ Uses ~s ~learly ~c~is ste ~l
with lhe ivaie~epen~en~use policies an~ standards o~ lhe.~onn~c!~t Co~t~
R~emenl Ac~ {CCMA ~ [CGS g&iK~2 22a-90 throu~ 22a- 112. inclusi~ el. The boat
$’ard is not only, a water-dependent use localed at a site with deep-water access, i~
services are in high demand, pa~lv as a resu}l of eai lier replacement of othei Stamford
ll]ai]ilab" " X v~{on-~            ’~ ate~ "-depcndenl- uscs,’~

As you actmowle@.ed during the meetinb \\ e ha\ e consistenth’ stated, going back to
1980s when interest in the "~Helco"~ pa]cel First materialized, that pallia] or complete
replacement of the marina with non-~ ater-dependent uses repre~d~ts fin unacceptable
adverse-lmpact on x~ a~er;ddpendem dei;el~b~eni op~b~{~ni{ie} ~nd activities. R "--
the~:~ have be~n i~o changds 1o {hg U~.~r Office policy that alter our interpretation of
the issue. Therefore. we<~i~jJ.fo~t~ge to~!~m~gnd.tt~ a!?)" pg~!25;a!{:~f ~n-)~ ~r-
dependent use of~he boatvard parce! be denied, and that res dential uses be !ocalgd
andward ot t)e ~umca~oamer m accordance x~i~l? CCMA policies to minimize hazards

to life and prope~y and wi~h sound land-use planning principles.

I-in:d]). the state has jurisdiction ovcr most acti\’ilies conducted at ~,r below tile high dde
line. \Vork necessary "~o develop the waterfront parcels within £1~e project area may
therefore require authorization frnm this Office. We Iook forward to \~orking with
Antares to coordinate the reviea process for proposed activities such as dredging.
rebuilding or modilying bulkheads, constructing new docks, or establishing new



discharge pipes. However, you should be aware that this Office cannot grant
authorization for activities that are inconsistent with the policies of the CCMA.

We look forward to working with you to address other coastal management related issues
such as managing stormwater runoff and providing meaningful public access waikways
and amenities into the development design. As always, we are available to meet with you
as necessary to move the project forward. Please contact Graham Stevens at 860-424-
4166 or via email at graham.stevens@po.state.ct.us with the Department’s Remediation
Section to coordinate any follow-up meetings with the staff team assigned to your
proj ect.

Sincerely,

Brian P. Thompson
Director
Office of Long Island Sound Programs

BPT/KK/JG

cc: Graham Stevens, DEP Remediation
Arthur Christian, IWRD
Elizabeth Appel, DECD
Robin Stein, Stamford Land-Use Bureau Chief



STATE OF ONNECTICUI"C
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Stamford Planning Board
c/o Robin Stein
Land Use Bureau Chief
888 Washington Boulevard
P.O. Box 10152
Stamford, Connecticut 06904-2152

September 5, 2006

Re: Proposed Text Amendment to Stamford Master Plan

Finding: Consistent with Modification:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above-referenced
proposal. We have reviewed the application prepared by Antares Stamford Waterfront
Manager, LLC dated August 28, 2006 for consistency with the applicable policies of the
Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA) [CGS Sections 22a-90 through 22a-112,
inclusive].

On August 3, 2006 the Office of Long Island Sound Programs (OLISP)
detelrnined that the applicant’s earlier proposed amendment to Stamford Master Plan,
MP-390 was inconsistent with the CCMA and Stamford Master Plan. The proposed
amendment would have changed the existing desig-nation of the Admiral’s Wharf site
from a Master Plan Category 13 (Mixed Use-Shorefront) to a Master Plan Category 12
(Mixed Use-Overlay), potentially opening the door for development that would be
inconsistent with the existing policies of the Stamford Master Plan and CCMA regarding
present and future water dependent uses, and public access .to waterfront areas.

The current proposal would amend the text of Category 12 to include an
additional provision (11), "for parcels located on the shorefront, determination that the
three purposes of Category 13 (Mixed Use-Shorefront), as set forth in the first sentence
of that Category description, are satisfied." While it may be advisable to allow some
waterfront parcels to comprise part of a large-scale development project that is
appropriately handled under Category 12, all the water-dependent use policies explained
in Category 13 should be applicable, not just those described in the first sentence.

Accordingly, in order to protect, preserve and enhance existing and future water
dependent uses, and public access to waterfront areas and vistas for increasingly scarce
waterfront parcels such as Admiral’s Wharf and the peninsula, OLISP suggests the
Planning Board recommend that the applicant revise the text by omitting the underlined
of the proposed text to read as follows; "for parcels located on the shorefront,
determination that the purposes of Category 13 (Mixed Use-Shorefront), are satisfied."

We hope that our comments have been helpful to the Board. If you have any
questions regarding this or any other coastal management concerns, please feel free to

(Printed on Recycled Paper)
79 Elm Street ¯ Hartford, CT 06106-5127
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contact Ms. Kfistal Kallenberg of my staff at (860) 424-3034 or by email at
Kristal,Kallenberg @ po.state.ct.us-

Sincerely,

Brian P. Thompson
Director

Office of Long Island Sound Programs

BPT/KK

2



RE Z~llJ~a Bnm’d IRefm’rals 206°56, 211(i-57,206-58,206=59, 2t!fio6tt, 2~6o61o 206-62
CSPRs 790. 791

Dear Mr. t" ~]e.

applicalion relen’a] lrt?l?7 the (’it\ of ~l~tt3]lOl’d regLti’ding ml} <f Ihe qulrellt revi~ed
proposals, l’hi, Office received an uppl{cmion pacl, a{~c diiec.l!} l],m~ ihe ,il~iOtic’anl thi<
altell/ftOll. }el the al~plican! expect, these alnpiicalion~ Io hc rePcricd to [he Planllillg ,uld
ZotliBg BoaI’d the ex enin~ of Ap] il 24, 2!)O7. lip tlnlli locl~i,< tRtr ik2x it~xt has been Iinliteu

dcvctopn~cnt plans, "Fhi~ is eq~eciall3 l?lIobJenlutic ccmsicle<in7 iho ~,c’{~pe and h-nportunce

rt, iider its decision on Zonhlg Map or Regulalion (Thanges.

The inatcrilllb re[ ie\xecl b\ this Office prior t~ lhe writing of thi,~ let[e! are inc~mnplete and
im~dequalc l’Ol proper 1"<2\ IO\\ b\ this Office. Dlle Io lhe llllllll)ttl" of appli~’aliolls tllldOl"

l’oilsideraiion for this (le’~ elopiiielll proposal aiill [he stop[, of ibis pro.iet’i ~\e are
ret’oillli]eildilrig Ihe Planilillg and Zoniilg Board res~’hedule Ihe pllhlie hearing for
these appli¢alions 11o1 less [hail 3~ days from loday, April 24, 20tl7, lhe day of ~ltil"
reeeipl oflhe revised lllaliS and app!icalion inalerials l)aekrile..-\n} Iultlro pioposal:,



Sincerely.

Encqosul~s : (’([IS Soctio!~ 22"<l-105, Coasl~ll Site Plnn Revio~ s
(~GS SectJoil 22a-10g Coaslal Silo Plans. Review

._ltc Plan Rexiex~ (’hecklis~



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Stamford Zoning Board
c/o Norman Cole
Principal Planner
888 Washington Boulevard
P.O. Box 10152
Stamford, Connecticut 06904-2152

May 21, 2007

Re: Application 206-59 Amendment to Zoning Regulations
Antares Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC-SRD-S South End
Redevelopment District, SOUTH

Finding: Consistent In Part, Inconsistent in Part

Dear Board Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above-referenced text
change proposal. We have reviewed the application materials prepared by Antares
Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC for consistency with the applicable policies of the
Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA)[CGS Sections 22a-90 through 22a-112,
inclusive]. We offer the following comments for your consideration.

The proposed zoning district would apply to two waterfront parcels; the former Admiral’s
Wharf site and the boat yard located on the peninsula south of the hurricane barrier. As
we have stated before, the boat yard parcel is unique to the area in that it abuts deeR
water, has a large, flat upland area~ can service large vessels, and st0i~s boats .d0cked at.
other local marinas because nearly all of Stamford’s upland boat sto.rag~ has been
replaced with non-water-dependent uses. This Office has always worked closely with the
City to ensure that the water-dependent use requirements of the CCMA have been
applied appropriately and consistently. Primarily, this. has meant protecting the existing
water-dependent uses from being adversely impacted (i.e. replaced or diminished) in any
way in accordance with CGS Section 22a-93(17) I.

We are concerned that changing the underlying zone of the boat yard parcel, and
allowing numerous non-water-dependent uses as of right, may present an unacceptable
adverse impact on water-dependent uses. We understand that language has been placed
in section 4.d of the proposal that would require an applicant to demonstrate that an
existing water-dependent use is not economically viable before such a use can be

I. Which states that adverse impacts on future water-dependent development opportunities and adverse impacts on
future water-dependent development activities include but are not limited to: (A) locating a non-water-dependent use
at a site that (i) is physically suited for a water-dependent use for which there is a reasonable demand or (ii) has been
identified for a water-dependent use in the plan of development of the municipality or the zoning regulations; (B)
replacement of a water-dependent use with a non-water-dependant use, and (C) siting of a non-water-dependent use
which would substantially reduce or inhibit existing public access to marine or tidal waters (CGS Sec.22a-93(17)).

(Printed on Recycled Paper )
79 Elm Streel ¯ Hartford. CT 06106-5127

ht~p:l/www.et.gov/dep
An Equal Opportunity Employer



replaced or diminished. While we applaud the effort to include this language, we feel it
is insufficient to ensure compliance with CCMA policies. The very purpose of the
district appears to be at odds with protecting water-dependent uses, since it states that the
SRD-S is "intended to provide for and. encore’age the land use planning and coordinated
developmelrt of large-scale mixed-use developments." To accomplish this, the zone
hieludes over 150 uses, only a handful of which are bana-fide water-dependent uses.
Tl~’ough the combination of allowing high-density non-water-dependent uses of the site
while allowing elimination of an existing water-dependent use through demonstration of
economic hardship, the proposed language in section 4.d could encourage an owner to
allow the boat yard (or other water-dependent uses) to fall into disrepair in order to
justify replacement and significant economic gain by developing the parce! with other
uses with higher profit margins.

Additionally, by allowing the zorfing district of the boat yard to include high-density
residential housing in a flood hazard area waterward of the hun-icane bmrier, the city
would be promoting an increase in hazards to life and property, inconsistent with CGS
Section 22a-92(b)(2)(F)’ 2.

We understand that Antares is requesting that the Boat Yard and Admirals Wharf parcels
be combined to allow unused FAR ficom the boat yard parcel to be applied to the
Admirals Wharf site, similar to what was pen~aitted for the Admirals Wharf development.
However, that arrangement was offered in exchange for a deed restriction preserving the
boat yard use in perpetuity, which Antares is apparently unwilling to undertake. The
added density was also necessary to offset the cost of remediating a contaminated parcel.
We supported this approach, as it was fully consistent with CCMA policies. In this
instance, combining the parcels should not be necessary since the new zone allows for
significantly more FAR than the D-WD zone allows, and by which the Admirals Wharf
development was constrained. For example, the new zone allows for a residential FAR
of nearly 1.5. The FAR for the D-WD zone was 1.0. From a planning perspective, we
are puzzled that alter a new zoning district is created specifically in support era major
development plan, the developer seeks a corresponding special arrangement outside of
the zoning standards they are proposing.

As we have seen with the Admiral’s Wharf project, market forces and conditions change
over time. It would be surprising if the Antares project, which is projected to be
implemented over a 10-year period (+/-), does not undergo changes in reaction to market
conditions. Therefore, while changing the zone of the boat yard to SRD-S might appear
now to include the necessary mechanisms to adequately protect water-dependent uses, the
inclusion of non-water-dependent uses as permitted uses along with the stated purpose of
the district may well place the water-dependency of the parcel at increasing risk over
time. Even though Antares may intend to maintain the boatyard use at this time,~ if the

2. To manage coastal hazard areas so as to insure that development proceeds in such a manner that hazards
to life and property are minimized and to promote nonstmctural solutions to flood and erosion problems
except in these instances where smactttral alternatives prove unavoidable and necessary to protect existing
inhabited s~ruetures, infraalructurat facilities or water dependent uses.



city desires to effectively and pelxnanently preserve this unique parcel for a water-
dependent use consistent with CCMA polices, the zoning of |he parcel must reflect this
desire. Accordingly, we strongly recommend that the proposal t~ change the zoning
district nf the boat yard parcel be denied. To better protect the water-dependency
of the site, we also recommend that the Board seek to change tbe underlying zone
from (D-WD) De.signed Waterfront District to (C-WD) Coastal WateroDependent
District. Additionally, we recommend that the City seek to change the parcel to
Master Plan Category 14 Industrial-Water Dependent, which more clearly
delineates the limits of the site to true water-dependent uses.

While we have no objection to proposing the SRD-S zone change to the Admiral’s Wharf
site, we recommend that the Zoning Board include the following conditions to any
approval of this zone regulation change:o Building setbacks for non-water dependent uses be defined as a minimum of 30’

from the inland base of the huJ.~cane barrier (where applicable) as opposed to 30’
from Mean High Water.
Design of this area should seek to separate the residential use fiom the public
access component of the project in an attempt to reduce any potential conflicts
between the uses. Such design options include spatial separation, landscape
buffering, signage, elevation changes, lighting, and public amenities.

We hope that our comments have been helpful to the Board. If you have any questions
regarding this or any other coastal management concerns, please feel free to contact Ms.
Kristal Kallenberg of my staff at (860) 424-3034 or by email at
Kristal.Kallen berg @ po.state.ct.us.

Si~ly,

" fi~an P.~t~mp~£ o~

Director
Office of Long Island Sound Programs

Enclosures: Fact sheet for Adverse Impacts
Fact Sheet for Water-Dependent Uses
Fact sheet for Coastal Flood Hazards

KK/J(3/BPT



In a letter duled Ma~ 21, 2007 {see enclosure} the Director of ()LISP Mr. Brkm P.
Thompson. c’xpres~cd c{mcerns ~ ith pending Application 206 50. Itle texl chm~ge
proposal thai ~ ould lCZOnO nloM {)l’ the Alllafe~ det elOplllent area in SuLIlllcq’ll Sl[HllfOlcl.
includh]7 [hc I~o~it yard i)uic¢l !o u i~et~ I)pr{~posed Sou/h End Rod0xol{>pm0ni Di~hk’t
{SER[)-S}. SER[)-S includo~ more th[ln 1Dr) l[>es, u handful of ~t hick are t~alof
depende]~t /iSc:S.

\L’}plication 2 1(7-’:,$ prol)o<~es a z~)l/c nlap change fo] 60 ucres of prope~’l

{D}V D) svslcmalic0liv coincide t~itD co111111ei11s i11~10e i’eTardmg Api)licali{ln
AhhoLig]~ lhc bout)ard parcel is contiguous Il! Ihe 6 ] dex elopable acres that ~t,~uld
polentia!l} comprise the nex~ SERD-S zone. il !}ltl>t Ix~ {ic’~,llOXX lodged that ihi,; 14+I- acie
] dlC~_] is m11qu{7 lll ItS location, chui’acterlslics and dxisthl~ Uses allcl Iherel’oro

l]~]’einost. !he site is approl)rictlel) ~ll!d enlirel3 elm; riled to an existing ~ ~ite~ del}ei~clv.ll/ tlsC
/h{ll h;ls {.)pel’glted for decades.. Addhiona]]). the sile i~ ~ LttOl-l’!’onl. hi u c-,~usful hHz:lrd
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mullii~D ~<.go~ B7 ~t ~it~/.~7~ed for ~ ;ller-dependent ~ses co~lJ~ rep!’?~e~)[

Ailtares. x~ hils/i’e:lS%~l]’hl~ t!s thai non ~ a[er depende]ll uses will lllil
boutvurd, parcel. C{}lllhltle ( ~                               [)leS~..: for I’eZollhlg this sIR~ for BOll {t die]"

In ;i letler daled Aulusl 3, 2|1116 {see ench)stlre) ,Xh’. Th{~mpsol~ ur{iculated concorn.;
;.lt}{}tlt Anlares propos<_’d alllenchnont XIP-_~ )11 /o die St;.tnll:old X’lti${c:l-Pl;in x\ hich sought
Io chmi,ge tile boaIyurd parmel fron-i il_s exisiin.~ Xlasler Plan MP! Calegol) J.~ tMixcd-



Use Shorefi’ont) to a Category 12 (Mixed-Use Overlay). OLiSP recommended that the
Category 13 designation be retained in order to promote and protect existing and future
water-dependent opportunities. OLISP met with Antares on August 23, 2006 and
reiterated that replacing all or portions of the existing boatyard with non-water dependent
uses is clearly inconsistent with the water dependent use policies and standards of the
CCMA. We followed the meeting up with a letter dated August 29, 2006 (see enclosure)
to reinforce this. Antares then sought to amend the text of MP Category 12 to include
some language from the MP Category 13 in order to apply it to the boatyard parcel. In a
letter dated September 5, 2006 (see enclosure) OLISP contended that the proposed text
would undemaine the protection of water dependent uses clearly delineated in the then-
existing MP Category 13 and reconunended a modification of the proposed text so the
language regarding water dependent uses would be more clearly stated.

We are reiterating our recommendation that the Board deny without prejudice the
proposal to amend the existing zoning and zone map of the boat yard parcel from a D-
WD district to a SERD-S district. We are also recommending that the boatyard pamel be
rezoned instead fi’orn a D-WD district to a CW-D district. OLISP contends that the
stronger emphasis on water-dependent uses present in the language of the CW-D district
will be necessary to protecting this site, which has been and is continuously threatened by
non water-dependent development. Prior to any approvals of zone changes the Board
should carefully consider the justification for rezoning the boatyard parcel to a zone that
includes a multitude of non water-dependent uses, given that Antares intends to maintain
the existing water-dependent uses.

We hope that our comments have been helpful to the Board. If you have any questions
regarding this or any other coastal management concerns, please feel free to contact me at
(860) 424-3034 or at KristaI.Kallenberg@po.state.ct.us.

Sincerely,

Kristal Kallenberg
Environmental Analyst
Office of Long Island Sound Programs

Enclosures: Letter dated August 3, 2006
Letter dated August 29, 2006
Letter dated September 5, 2006
Letter dated May 21, 2007
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LLP

Mr, ]’4ormm3 Cole
Principal Plmmer
Cib, of Stamford
888 Washington Boulevard
Stmilford, CT 06901

June i8, 2007

Application 206+59
SRD-Sonth - Respm~se to OLISP Let+et’

I)ear Mr. Cole:

The pro’pose of this letter is to respond to concerns raised by the Office of Long island
Sound Progrmns (OLISP) in its letter from Brian P. Thompson dated May 21, 2007.

s yAb.._~_l~mw, m~ client is qaite aware of the desire of the city and state to maintain the
boatyard, in fact, ~&ata.~._s Wit~-f~e Z~Bo_ard i0~iii3~at~ aw w~ter
de~pen~&Ment uses including the boat~mrd_~ This has been m part due to several early dtscusslons
w~qem~4ers of the Land Use Bureau. Mr, Thompson s statement that lus depmtment ~s
concerned in pint by the number of"as of right" uses eoutained in the proposed Sl~-South
regulation indicates a misunderstanding of the zoning teclmique and presem uses allowed. It
umst be pointed out that all uses are subject to Zoning Board approval. More importantly, his
letter fails to note that the boalyat~, unlike all of the other Antares holdings, remains in Master
Plau Categou 13 (Mixed Use - Shorefront.) This too is in rec@~~ng
Board’s and the Zonin~ Board’s o~nion t~?~%~~.nature of the boatya[~.Qn ~h~
l~._agr¢ P~]!~gglg *~ ~-9~[*~a Moreover, OLISP s concern about the mclumon ~]e
te~N~T0g~mination or reduction of a wa*er dependent use seems misplaced
insofar as the i@~[~}" .in~k@~g ~gse standm’ds was offered by you in order 1o proWct the water
dep2ndent u~ and airea~12 e~J}i~} t[ae DW~, wtfi@ i~ ~1~ curt:cut zone for the Mm.iha.

Ivh-. Thompson is correct in that OLISP did support the Admirals Wharf project. His
suggestion that Antares deed restrict tl~e property is dearly misplaced because under Comaectlcut
law, deed restrictions cmmot be imposed in cormection with zoning approvals. In Bartsch v.
Plamaing & ZoningCommission of the Town of Trumbull Conn. App. 686 (1986), the court
fonnd the imposition of a deed restriction by a plmming & zoni~g commission was a violation of
Connecticut General Statute CGS 8-2 and a violation of public policy. In Bartsch, the deed
restriction was declared void.



2. Scdbacks fbr i~,sidential uses fi’c,m lhe !op of the l lurric;ino Flail’tier exceed/hc, se
l’eCOlnniel)ded by ] IISP.

()LISP. Anlares believe:> Ihat Ihe residenlial neiuhlx~rh,~d ~lHd l~uhlic accens
t?OlllpOllClllS sh~>tlld be lilll) illtcTrab.’c!.

\VJHtjmc

[)evelt)pnlenl ream
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]qomm~ S. Cote
May 21,2007
Page 2

2. Aeot~rate ~ske plans and eoneeptv.al architec*-m’al elevations, building tTl~*or plans and
parking layou;s should be provided~ tied {o an acmwate base map at a scale ot’~o{ less
i~-t¢l~ = 50 feet~ with !argm’ scale plans mid elevations of key pnblio access fhcilitiea a*ld
wa*orfro~tt improveme~qts.
Ag plan,s, have been provided at U~e requesz~d scale wi~h ~he exception qf the Cooper
Robertson Illustrative Master Phuz, which is o~; available af a smaller .vcale.

3. The feasibility of all parcels should be demonstrated with conceptual floor p!at~s antt
garage layovers co,~firming that parking cmmts and I~oor areas can be achieved within the
proposed bt~ilding envelopes, with no exposed parking garage floors.
Detailed plans’ hove been submitted./br the Phase 1 parcels t/’~a~ i/luso’ate lhe likely building
.fl¢~or plans, f~/itT~ respect ~o parking garuge flaors, Antares is able ~o demonstram thai ma~o~
garage fi’ontages can be lined wilh other uses. However, o# leveL; at~d all ames U every
garage cannot be wrapped with other uses and in d~ose cases, archimcgut’al screening will be
provided lo mask tl?e appearance q/’any above-~rade gorc<w levels. 771# is consistent a,ith
documents and discussions mode hF Antares and ())oper Robertson and Parlners dz#qng
recent meelings with stqff’on May i O a~?d 18. The spee~fied parking counts can be achieved
t¢tTdet" these designs. Cooi~er RobetTson wiH ptvsent more i~,[brmation related to lhis matter
U?is evening~

4. Site plan sections provided in the Hm’bor Point submission dated March 13, 2007 do sot
con’espond to the current site plan or to the previous submission defining building heights
and uses. In some instances, portions of the sections have no diurensions. To convey useful
infom~ation, the ’°materials strip" associated with the sections should be labeled. An inset
detail at lm’ger scale should be provided of pedestrian streetscapes showing typical paving,
curbing and landscape details.
Updated site plans and sections prepared by Sasaki Associates hm,e been inco~7~orated into
the most recent submia’sion set and o&h’esses all concerns stored above.

SITE PLAN ISSUES

1. The public open space linkage from the Teardrop Park through Harbor Square out to the
Harbor should be strenglheued. The office buitdi~tg footprim for Parcel $2 curremly
encroaches on this open space connection and should be set back fm-ther.
Antares agrees that this is critical design area as it serves as the entrance into the Harbor
Point Square development area. Architects working on the designs for this’ portion of the
proposal, including Pelli Cho’ke Pelli Architects and Perkins ~aslman, have ea’tensir,ely
considered this area. At the design team’s meeting with the Stcmford Land Us’e stc~]~stoled
tbat the PelB design for the $2 building had answered his q~mstions about this issue and that
modification of the des’ign on this point was not necessaW.

2. A conceptual architectural plan for Parcel SI should be provided. This building delines
the northerly boundary of the pnblic squm’e and the southerly frontage on Atlantic Slreet, mrd



Norn-ml~ ,’-’Z Cole
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also adjoins al~ important portion of the v,~aterfi’oJ.~l. Active ttse ~hould be provided alot~g
A*lantic Slxeet at g~’ouud level a~d ~ao parking garage floo~’s should be exposed to view. The
~ermitms ofA*lantic Stmc:l at the Hurricm~e Barrier (City propm~y) shoutd be inco~t~orated
i~to the pr~}ect i*~ a mem~ingfi~l way with, at a minimum, a pedestrian connec*ion provided to
fl~e waterfi:ont and to *!~e pt~blic plaza area.
De,ailed p*’elim#~aw ~lans for Parcel ,91, prepa~’ed t~1, Pelli Cla~’ke Pelli A~’chitects and
.Perki~s Eastman, have bee~ prepared grad sz~bmi~tedjbr review by s~q~’a~u! the Zoning
Board. SnsaM Associates has a#o prepared a plan that r#monstrates a proposed desiy~u for
~he Atlcmgic ,qtree* terminus. Fins[pianos will not be complete for some time as Angares is
seeking General Development Plan approvtd bqfore finalizing all design issues ~’elaled m
Phase 1 buildingw and l¢o,outs.

3. Stre~gthen the arrival point at Washi~gton Bird, and Atlantic St. and the emmection i~Io
tI~e public plaza area.
As n, ith Ihe items above, Antares agrees that this’ i~’ an important desig~ area. Revised plans
that address this issue hca,e been submitted.

4. Pacific, Manor and Harbor Streets slrould all connect tln:ough to the waterfront, and
provide parallel public parking along both sides. By relocating garage access to these streets,
it may be feasible to eliminate the roadway along the west side of Triangle Park.
Each qf these streets in fact provides pedestrian access" to the wat@’o~t. Although Antares
understands the goal of this comment, it believes float d~e pedestrian-fi’iend~v w~a and the
extensive park reah~ would be adverse{!,~ c~[[~cted ~V the addition qfivehicular tnq{~c ~long
lhese sO’errs as well as lhe elbnination of the roadway along the O’iangle park

5. All parldng garage floors should be located behind active uses of a building and
completely screened fi’om view fi’om all streets and pedestrian areas.
All issues relcaed to parking garage,floors are addressed it~ re,~ponse to Item 3 of the Current
Submission section above.

PUBLIC ACCESS CONSIDERATIONS

1. All of the roadway and pedestrian watkways pm’aIlel to the hun’icane battier st~ould be at
or above the elevation of the bea’rier to provide open vistas of the waterfront and harbor,
gevised plam’, designed as the result qf design team meeting;~ between land use st~)~and
Sasak~ have been fih, d and included #~ the presentation to lhe Zoning Board. Antares
believes that this current design satisfies ~he earliest concerns with respect to the road and
waltm~qp elevatians.

2. Public parking spaces should be provided on both sides of the hurricane bm~’ier roadway,
throughout its entire length.
This item has been incorpo~’ated into @e revised plans,



Robert M. Stein, Jr.
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3. Waterfi’of~t public access facilities ueed fi.~rlher inwrovement, hacoi-porating opportunity
¢br more types of public activities and uses, ai~d points of interest on the waterfi’ont. The
general developme~.t pla*~ shonld co~m:t~it to providing p~b!ic facilities (restrooms, driNd~g
fkmntaius, picnic tables, grills, shade structures) and o*hcr facilities and services to activate
tim pubtie access space (kayak rental, fishing piers, bait/tackle kiosk: inteq)retive signage,
transient dock space, public cruise boat dock).
Antares kas incowora~>d these 07~e,s’ qI~mblic,fi:mi[ities i~o i~s plans. The inclusion qf lhe,re
imm,9 is sn~ieet go review ond approval by tke Army Crops qflEngineers and althougk
Antm’zs is opamistic about their inch~sion, .fins[ rasoh~tion cannot be res’oh,ed a~ ~hiv Ib~e.

4. Ino’wa~er docks and walkways warrant further improvement~ with evidence of ~oasibility
provided from OLISP and ACOE. Transien* dock space and Iimited marina anpport facilities
should be considered (pnmp-out, water, power). Po*entia! cruise boat and/or ferry operations
should be addressed. Bom’dwalk facilities invnediately adjacem to the water’s edge should
be et~m’ged and placed at the lowest possible elevation, and equipped with kiosks and
facilities to provide imerest and support larger public gatherings. The design intent of the
bo~dwalk extension north of the plaza should be clarified.
Several of these items related to marina uses are currently in place at the Yacht Haven
marina and n’#l renzain in place under the Xntares ’prol~osa[. The eurrent plan does prw,ide
O’ansient marOm spaces and the revised Sasaki plans dated April 2 Z 2007 address the other

5. Consideration should be given to sloping or stepping the plaza elevation from 20 feet to
! 7 feet toward the water, to maximize water views.
This item is’ addressed in respo,se to Item l q~his sectio~.

6. Tire end of the public plaza and boardwalk connection to the water’s edge is a m~jor focal
poiut warranting f-arther study to articulate a clear function and purpose. Extending the
alignment of the plaza to the water’s edge shonld be considered. The rip rapped face of the
hm’ricane barrier should be filled and landscaped.
Tkis item is addressed in response to Item 1 qi’this section.

~OAT YARD. ~

1. What development activities, alterations and/or new uses are proposed fo~ the Boat Yard
propm~y? What is the meaning of"B~ewers Point" {location #7 shown on 3II 3107
submission)2

~ ~~ a~d ~.~ari~*~j~ti~!vfll t’e~,~t~* lace t ’    ’ ’r sal,
without the addition or elimination of any operations. The notation about Brewers Point has
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iNFOR_MATI ON DEFICIENCIES

l. Aeenrai.cly cielixleate any stx~ets, oper~ spaces, public aocess arcs::: or other ea{;ements or
[ar~d righls to be eo~weyed to the City.
Phms prepared by 5?~saki and submilted to your ~(,~ce as jhll ,s’i~ed pl(ms on ~’~2o’ 7, 2007
~*ow delineate these area.q.

2. Identify proposed non-residential uses with more specific categories (office, hote!,
restaurant, ground floor retai!, neighborhood retail!conveitience uses) and locate on building
floor plans showiag the amoum and caiegory of uses.
Much qf this i~formation is located i~ the in#ial submission ma~erials prepared by Cooper
Robert~on N Partners a~d remains unchanged..4dditio~al detail for the I~T site,
spec{~ca[6, a.proposed merchandising plan, t~ cm’ren@ being prepared.

3. Provide accnrate perspective drawings, renderings and/or photoorealistic simulated views
taken from pedestrian eye level, showing the scale and relationship of huildings, principa!
streetscapes, open spaces and off-site private development.
These materials have been prepared by Pelti Clarke Pelli, Perkins Eastman, and Sasaki
Associates ond were presented at the public hearing. Additional renderings depicting the
I~& Tproposal are in the submitted materials and are currenlly being developedjbr
presentalion at the public hearing continuation ~4fier tonight.

4.. Locate buildings taller than eight (8) stories on the site plan.
A height diagram ix included in the Cooper Robertson materials submitted with the
apptieation paekage. Detailed plans are currently being prepared ~o illusO’ate one of several
options that could be built under the proposed zoning regulations and design guidelines.

5. Define the scope of improvements to be perfomaed outside the Anta’es property. A simple
plan illustrating these improvements will be prepared and submitted shortly.

6. Document the requirements/resMctions of the Army Corps of Engineers regarding
alterations to the Hurricane Barrier and required maintenalaee access, with current contact
staff at tim ACOE.
The desi~ team has been working with representatives q/’the Army Co~7)s to document ~hese
issues, A meeting was hem in early M~ that was attended by Army Coups staf/~
representatives of Antares and CiO’ land use ,s’lgff to discuss the current proposM and the
work associated with llzat plan, AtTIO~ ColTps ~vpresenlatives indicated their approval qJtl~e
plan, subject ~o final application review.

7. Document the approved remediation plan, with cun’ent contact staff at the Com~ecticut
D epm~ment o f E nv i rom~enta I P rotect i on.
The portion qf the devel~pment area encompassed by the earlier "Admirals ~Vha~2/~’ plan has’
an approved Remedial Action Plan in place. Attached for your review are letters f!’om
Louriero Environmental Associates regarding the status of the remediation activities on the



ope~ Slilces ~ ilhin ll~e Cil> of Slam I~rd.

I trus! thai Ibis lcilel, a]on,.._, ~xilh file revised artd updated pl~n. icspond/o your c~mce)ns.

\Villiam ,I. I lenncssey. ,h’.



April 10, 2007

Aitn: Jo/m Freeman, Vice Preside~t and General Counsel

Brownfieid Redevelnpraen{ Status
Narbor Point
StamNrd, Connecticnt

Dear Mr. Freeman:

This letter provides a stats~s update to our correspoMence of November 20, 2006 related to the
ongoing Brownfield redevelopment activities for the Antares Admirals ~xiq~aff and the ~amtmes
Walter Wheeler Drive properties located in Stamford, Comaecticut (referred to collectively as
Harbor Point).

As previnusly summarized, a Reraedial Actiou Plan (RAP) was approved by the Depatment of
Envim~m~ental Protection (DEP) on April 27, 2005 for the Antares Admirals Wharf site.
Additional investigations have been completed and an amendment to the approved RAP wilI be
prepared and submitted to the DEP within the next month. We are confident that the RAP
amendment will be approved by the DEP by June 2007.

The DEP ddcgated th~ fi~vesfigafion and remediation of the Antares Walter Wbeeier Drive site
to a Licensed Enviromnental Prol~ssiotml (LEP). As such, the DEP does no* fomaally approve
the investigation or remediation for this parcel. Additional investigations and remediation bare
been ongoing on this site since acquisition. The RAP is currently ~mderway and wil! be
completed by June 2007.

Should you have any questio~.s regarding the infbnnation provided in this lel-ter report, please
contact me at 860.410.2960.

Sincerely,
LOUREIRO ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC,

George F. Andrews, P.E., L.E.P.
Senior Project Manager



:2007

A~tares VMe & Towne SPE, LLC
?40 Pacific Slreet
Stamlbrd, Cor~necdcut 06902

Ally.: Jotm Freemai~, \rice Prv~sident sad Gea~eral Counsel

Dear Mr. Freeman:

This letter provides a status update to our cmrespondenee of Novernber 20, 2006 related to the
ongoing Brownfield redevelopment activities for the Antares Yale and Towne property located
in Stamford, Com~ecticnt (hereinafter refm*ed to as the "Site"). The DEP delega{ed ~he
investigation and remediation of the Site to a Licensed Enviromnental Professional (LEP). As
such, *l~e DEP does not fore, ally approve the investigation or remediation for this parcel.
Additional investigations and remediation have been ongoing on the Site since August 2006.
The em~ceptaal Remedial Action Plan (ILAP) has been reviewed with the DEP and the final RAP
is cm’rently underway and will be completed by June 2007.

Should you have any questions regarding the infolmation provided in this letter report, please
contact me at 860.410.2960.

Sincerely,
LOUREIRO ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

George F. Anch-ews, P.E., L.E.P.
Senior Prqiect Manager



S~bje¢~ RE: Request for Densi~, Bonus ]:nformation- South End development

zonihg (~f t:he ValiOH,, Hal’~:els Inakil]B Hp Hal hru’ PoiI-H. The 14 acre boatyard was in, Iuded iH ille

of t~le deve~opmel][ righis from [!~e 14 acre property ~o be i:ral]sferred and used north
h urri~ane barrier, Jeavin~ the ~4 acre site_ approved ~ a boaWard/rnarina. The h.nus
I)enefit of pfaci~l~l:t~e ]4 acre boatyard ~~ ~f~eased developmeot
the remail~ing portians of Halbor Poll}t. SRI.)-S permits 50 residential unit per adre al~d O.2(J FAR of
¢ommeraial use. The ~alue of zoning the 14 acres SRD~S cal~ be calculated as follows:
deosit~ = 50 x K4 = 700 trail.g; ~:ommercial floor area = 1~ )¢ 43,560 ~ 0.20 = :12~,968 square feet.

From; Gilden, Lorraine C
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 9:07 AM
T~); Judge, Mary
Co= Cole, Norman
Subject= Request for Density Bonus Information- South End development

Board of Finance Chairman Tim Abbazia is looking for the ’density bonus’
calculation related to BLT’s south end development. I have asked Laure
Aubuchon, Norman Cole & Michael Handler- no one seems to have this
calculation, but Michael Handler indicates below it is the responsibility of the
Zoning Board. Can you shed some light on this ?

Thank you,

4



ECONOMIC SIGNIFICANCE
OF RI:CRI:ATIONAL BOATING IN

CONNFCTICUT

TOTALANNUAL

~
I:CONOMIC IMPACT
OF RFCRI:ATIONAL BOATING:

$1.84 BILLION

Number of Recreational Boats*
Recreational Boating Industry Businesses

Total Jobs
Annual Recreational Boating-Related Spending

108,263
537

RECREATIONAL BOATS IN CONNECTICUT

TOTAL BOATS* 108,263
REGISTERED BOATS108,203           ~-- ,

Powerboats 91,497 ~     ~" ¢
PWCs 10,276
Sailboats 6,431 POWER BOAIS PWCs SAILBOATS OTHER BOATS
01her Boats 59 85o 9HOUSEHOLDS PER BOAT 12.7

RECREATIONAL BOATING
CREATES JOBS I[

TOTAL BOATING JOBS 4,327
Boat Building 358
Motor/Engine Mfgr. 61
Accessory / Supplies Mfgr.1,047
Dealers / WholesaleFs819
Boat SeFvices 2,042

(:~J BOAT BUILDING
¯ NOIOR/ENG. MFGR.

ACC./SUPPLIES MFGR.

~ DLRS/WHOLESALERS
¯ BOAT SERV{CFR

RECREATIONAL BOATING-RELATED
BUSINESSES IN CONNECTICUT

531
18
3

56
100
360

’,i ) BOAT BUILDING
¯ MOTOR/ENG. MFGR.
~ ) ACC./SUPPLIES NFGR.

¯DLRS/WHOLESALERS
¯BOATSERVICES

ESTIMATED JOBS IMPACT OF RECREATIONAL
BOATING-RELATED SPENDING IN CONNECTICUT

3,517
EST. TOTAL JOBS 10,830INDUCED JOBS

ESI. TOTAL tABOR INCOME$447,1 1,956
EsL bired Income $184.9 INDIRECT JOBS
EsL Indirect Income $108.2
Est. Induced Income $154.0

5,357
DIRECT JOBS

RECREATIONAL BOATING
INDUSTRY SALES IN CONNECTICUT

Boal Building $92,4
Nolor/Engine M[gr. $35.9
Accessory / Supplies Mfgr,$606,1 $35.9 MILLION

TOTAL MFGR. SALES S734.4
Dealers / Wholesalers $319.1 $BOB, 1 MILLION
Boat Services $533.0

TOTAL RETAIL & SERVICES SALES $848,1 ~ $315.1
Mc) BOATOUgDING    0 RLRS/WHOLESALERS

MOTOR/ENG. NFGR. ¯ BOATSERVICESI $533.0 MILLION
( > ACC./SUPPLIES MFGR.

$92.4 HILLION



TOTAL ANNUAL

ti;;~(.] OF RECREATIONAL BOATING:

*178.5~,...[ MILLION

ECONOMIC SIGNIFICANCE
OF RECREATIONAL BOATING IN

CONNECTICUT

Number of Recreational Boats*
RecreatioDal Boating Industry Businesses

Total Jobs
Annual Recreational Boating-Related Spending

16,760
48

RECREATIONAL BOATS IN CT-1

TOTAL BOATS* 16,760
REGISEERED BOATS16,760 : ,

Power boats 14,250 . ’ .
PWCs 1,B82 !’ ~
Sailboats 615 POWER BOATS PWCsOther Boats 13 85.,0 I I°~HOUSEHOLDS PER BOAI 16,9

’ Iotal boats am feaisleted boats as leporle{l bV states to tlm USCG.

RECREATIONAL BOATING
CREATES JOBS IN CTq

TOTAL BOATING JOBS 373
Boat Building 16
Motor/Engine Nfgr. 53
Accessory / SuppBes Mfgr, nB
Dealers / Wbolesalers 73
Boat Services 115

¢ ’ BOATBUILDING

¯ BQIOR/ENG, MFGR.
ACC./SUPPUES FIFGR.

Q BLRS/WHOLESALERS
¯ BOAT SERVICES

SAILBOATS OTHERBOATS

4~ 0~

RECREATIONAL BOATING-RELATED
BUSINESSES IN CT-1

48
2
2
6
11

27

( ) BOAT BUILDING
¯ MOTOR/ENG, MFGR.
~ ; AEC,/SUPPLIESNFGR.

(~DLRS/WHOLESALERS
¯BOATSERVlCES

ESTIMATED JOBS IMPACT OF RECREATIONAL
BOATING-RELATED SPENDING IN CTq

4B~
EST. TOTAL JOBS 1,426 INDUCED JOBS

EST. TOTAL LABOR INCOME$58,9 260
Est. Dimd Income $24.1 INDIRECT JOBS
EsI. Indirect Income $14.5
Est. Induced Income $20.3

’/08
DIRECT JOBS

RECREATIONAL BOATING
INDUSTRY SALES IN CT-1

Boat Building
Motor / Engine Mfgr.
Accessory / Supplies Mfgr.

TOTAL MFGR. SALES
Dealers ] Wholesalers
Boat Services

TOTAL RETAIL & SERVICES SALES $65.7
(~ BOAT BUILDING    ~ DLRS/WHOLESALERS
¯ NOIOR/ENG. MEGR. ¯ BOAt SERVICES

$4.1 $4.1 MILLION
$3L2
$28,4 L.2 MILLION

$63.7
$$5.4 $28.4 MILLION
$303 i, I

MILLION



TOTALANNUAL
FCONOMIC IMPACT

i OF !~ECI~EATIONAL BOATING:I() .~ ~,

8420.8 MILLION

ECONOMIC SIGNIFICANCE
OF RECREATIONAL BOATING IN

CONNECTICUT

Number of Recreational Boats* 36,539
Recreational Boating Industry Businesses 216

Total Jobs 3,397
Annual Recreational Boating-Related Spending $176.6 ~4,LUON

RECREATIONAL BOATS IN CT-2
TOTAL BOATS* 36,539
REGISTERED BOATS 36,539 -

Power boats 31,621
PWCs 2,752
Sailboats 2,146 POWER BOATS PWCs
Other Boats 20 87% 7%HOUSEHOLDS PER BOAT73

l}oats are regi~ielea boals BS reported by states to the USC&

RECREATIONAL BOATING
CI~EATES JOBS IN CT-2

TOTAL BOATING JOBS 1,802
Boat Building 262
Motor/Engine Mfgr, B
Accessorv/ Supp$ies Mfgr. 224
Dealers / Wholesalers 439
Boat Services 869

(~BOAIBUILDING
O MOTOR/ERG.NFGR.
, ACC./SUPPUESMFGR.

O OLRS/WHOLESA[ERS
O BOATSERVICES

SAILBOATS OTHER BOATS

RECREATIONAL BOATING-!~ ELATED
BUSINESSES IN CT-2

216
9
I

16
37

53

(~ BOATBUJLDING
~NOTOR/ENG.MFGR.
< :A((./SUPPLIBMFGR.

~DLRS/WHOLESALERS
~BOAfSERVIBES

ESTIMATED JOBS IMPACT OF RECREATIONAL
BOATING-RELATED SPENDING IN CT-2

1,101
EST. TOTAL JOBS 3,39? INDUCED JOBS

EST. TOTAL LABOR INCOME$B9.9 614
Est. Direct Income $573 INDIRECT JOBS
Est. Indirect Income $34.0
BI. Induced Income $48.2

1,682
DIRECT JOBS

I~ECREATIONAL BOATING
INDUSTRY SALES IN CT-’~

Boat Building $67.6
Motor / Engine Mfgr. $4,1
Accessory / Supplies Flfgr. $430,5

TOTAL MFGR. SALES $502.8
Dealers I Wholesalers $13/,G
Boat Services $216.9

TOTALRETAIL&SERVICESSALES $354.5
() BOAT BUILDING     0 DLRS/INHOLESALERS

~ MOtOR/ENG. MFGR. ¯ BOAt SERVICES
£ ACC./SUPPLIES MFGR.

$67.4 MILLION

$4.7 MILLION

8430.~ MILLION

$137.6 MILLION

$216.9 MILLION



TOTAL ANNUAL
ECONOMIC IMPACT

$202.4 MILLION

ECONOMIC SIGNIFICANCE
OF R’,:CRFATIONAL BOATING IN

CONNECTICUT

Number of Recreational Boats*
Recreational Boating Industry Businesses

Total Jobs

Annual Recreational Boating-Related Spending

15,996
70

RECREATIONAL BOATS IN CT-3

TOTAL BOATS* 15,g96
BEGISTEBED BOATS 15,996

Powerboats 13,166
PWCs 1,797
Sailboats 1,027 POWER BOATS
OtherBoaB 6 82%HOUSEHOLDSPERBOAT t7.5

RECREATIONAL BOATING
CREATES JOBS IN CT-3

TOTAL BOATING JOBS 605
Bool Buildiog 65
Motor / Engine MfOn
Accessory / Supplies Mfgr. 226
Dealers / Wholesalers 32
Boat Services 282

PWCs SAILBOATS OTHER BOATS

RECREATIONAL BOATING-RELATED
BUSINESSES IN CT-3

TOTAL BUSINESSES 70
Boat Building 5
Motor/EngineMfg~
Accessory/Supplies Mfgn 9
Dealers/Wholesalers 8
Boa/Services 48

< ) BONBUILDING 0 OLRS/WHOLESALERS
¯ MOIOR/EN6, MFGN.’ ¯BOAI SERV]CES

~ ACC./SUPPLIES I,IFGR, ~ 0%

< ) BOATBUILDING     0 DLRS/WHOLESALERS

¯ NOTOR/ENG.NFGR,~ ¯ 80ATSERVIGES
c AEC/SUPPUESMFGR. 10%

ESTIMATED JOBS IMPACT OF RECREATIONAL
BOATING-RELATED SPENDING IN CT-3

EST. TOTAL .lOBS 1,640 INDUCED JOBS

EST. TOTAL [ABOB INCOME$67.7 295
Est. Direct Income $28.1 INDIRECT JOBS
Est, Indirect INcome $16.3
Est. Ioduced Income $23.3

812
DIRE~ JOBS

RECREATIONAL BOATING
INDUSTRY SALES IN CT-3

MILLIONS
Boat 8uilUing $16.8
Motor / Engine Mfge $0,0
Accessory / Supplies Mfgn $45.6

TOTAL MFGfl. SALES $62.4
Dealers I Wholesalers $15,1
Boa~ Services $92,7

TOTAL RETAIL & SERVICES SALES $107.8
:i) 80ATBUILOING    O OLRS/WHOLESALERS

¯ MOTOR/ENG. MFGR. ¯ BOAT SERVICES
ACC,/SUPPLIES MFGR,

$16.8 MILLION

$0.0 MILLION

$45.6 MILLION

$15.1 FIILLION

$92.7 MILLION



TOTAL ANNUAL

OF RECREATIONAL BOATING:

, 25.2

ECONOMIC SIGNIFICANCE
OF RECREATIONAL BOATING IN

CONNECTICUT

Number of Recreational Boats*
RecreatioDal Boating IMduslrv Businesses

Total Jobs

Annual Recreational Boating-Related SpeMding

19,420
148

2,665
$134.7 Mo_uo.

RECREATIONAL BOATS IN CT-.4

TOTAL BOATS* 19,420
REGISEREO BOATS 19,420

Power boats 15,971
PWCs 1,474
Sailboals 1,972 POWER BOATS
0thor Boals .~ 82./oHOUSEHOLDS PER BOAT B.S

’ Total l)oals are registered boals as renoned bv slates to the USCG,

RECREATIONAL BOATING
CREATES JOBS IN CT-4

TOTAL BOATING JOBS 1,187
Boa Building IS
Motor / Engine Mfgr.
Accessory / Supplies M1gr. 345
Dealers / Wholesalers 222
Boat Services 605

PWCs
%

SAILBOATS OTHER BOATS

RECREATIONAL BOATING-RELATI:D
BUSINESSES IN CT-4

TOTAL BUSINESSES 148
Boat Building 2
Motor / Engine Nfgr.
Accessory / Supplies Hfgr. 21
Dealers / Wholesale[s 33
Boal Services 92

%

,~ BOATBUILDING    O DLRSIWHOLESALEBS

¯ nOIOR/ENG, HFGR,~ ¯ BOATSEBVKES
", AEC./SUPPIIEBMFGR.               tO~

<J’ BOATBUILDING     O DLRS/WHOLESALERS
¯ ROIOR/ERG. MFGR.~ ¯BOATSERVK~$~

i,...~" ’ Aff./SUPPLIESHFGR. ~0%

ESTIMATED JOBS IMPACT OF RECREATIONAL
BOATING-RELATED SPENDING IN CT-4

867
EST. TOTAL JOBS 2,665 INDUCED JOBS

EST. TOTAL LABOR INCOME$110.3475
BI. Direcl Income $46,2 INDIRECT JOBS

Est. Indirect Income $26,1
EsL Induced Income $38.0

1,323
DIRECT JOBS

RECREATIONAL BOATING
INDUSTRY SALES IN CT-4

Boat Building $3,9 $&9 MILLION
Molor / Engine Nigr. $0.0 ,
Accessory / Supplies Nfgr, $72,0 $0.0 MILLION

TOTAL MFGR. SALES $75.9 ~
Dealers / Wholesalers $]02,1 :! $72,0 MILLION

’ Boat Services $55.6 I,~
TOTAL RETAIL & SERVICES SALES $257.7
r~) BOAT BUILOJNG    0 DLRS/WHOLESALERS ~

¯ MOIOR/ENG.MFGR. ¯ BOAT SERVIff$ $11~5,6 MILLION
, } ACC./SUPPLIESNF~R.



Comments by Cynthia Reeder
DECD FMC Exemption Application -Bridgewater HQ

June 19, 2013 Public Hearing

My name is Cynthia Reeder. I am a resident of Stamford and am speaking on my own behalf;
however, I wholeheartedly support the efforts of Save our Boatyard to ensure that a full-service
working boatyard, comparable to or better than the previous Brewer’s Yacht Haven West

Marina, is restored on the 14-acre peninsula in Stamford’s harbor.

For decades, DEP and Stamford’s ~and use officials have battled attempts by Strand/BRC and
other large developers to overbuild on this portion of Stamford’s floodplain and, in the process,
destroy Stamford’s last working boatyard.

There is no shortage of evidence of this in the media and public records. In Stamford’s land

records alone there is a large volume of comments and opinions from former DEP and local
officials in response to various development proposals for the boatyard site.

(Representatives samples are being submitted into the record.)

In 1985, former DEP commissioner Arthur Rocque, Jr., who also authored the 2000

Connecticut Coastal Management Manual, warned Stamford Zoning official of potential
adverse impacts as defined in the Ct. Coastal Management Acts. These include:

Locating a non-water depend use at a site that is physically suited for water
dependent uses ... or that has been identified for a water dependent use in a

municipality’s plan of development or zoning regulations

And .,.

Replacing a water dependent use with a non-water dependent use

in 2002, DEP analyst John Gaucher told the City that non-water dependent uses on the 14-
acre boatyard site would be inconsistent with CCMA policies.

in a series of letters in 2006 and 2007 DEP reiterated the requirements under the Coastal
Management Act to preserve the boatyard and Strand/BRC and its attorneys assured

officials the boatyard would be preserved.

In 2007, Stamford’s Harbor Management Commission told the Zoning Board that

continuation of the boatyard facility was a high priority among all public objectives for the
waterfront and even went so far as to suggest that local zoning laws should specify that

"existing water dependent uses may not be replaced by non-water-dependent uses even if
said replacement uses provide public access to marine and tidal waters."
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¯ In 2008, Attorney Hennessey, on behalf of Strand/BRC, said that plans for improvin8 the
boatyard were in development.

¯ Eventually, Strand/BRC sought and received permission to transfer all development rights
for the ~.4-acre parcel to other parcels it owns in the South End ... in exchange for preserving
the boatyard.

So how did we get here? Quite simply, government officials and the public were duped - we

were deceived from the inception.

In 2012, the boatyard that had cemented Stamford’s reputation as a major Long Island Sound
maritime service center was decimated. Not because Strand/BRC received the requisite

permission from the DEP. Not because the demolition was permitted under local laws or as part
of Strand/BRC’s zoning permit." But, illegally.

What were the consequences to Strand/BRC of breaking the law, of blatantly violating both
state and local laws? Not a penalty. Not a fine. Not even a strongly worded letter from the

DEEP.

Local authorities issued a Cease and Desist. But, the State ... the DEEP, that is... did nothing. It

has totally neglected its duties to enforce the Coast Management Act. DEEP officials have

intentionally and deliberately failed to enforce the Coastal Management Act requirements,
demonstrating discriminatory enforcement of the Act and reckless conduct.

Talk about reckless conduct ... the DEEP, as part of this application, issued an arbitrary and
capricious CAM-consistency opinion. It is using its authority to help direct tens of millions of our

tax dollars to Strand/BRC and Bridgewater to remediate private property and underwrite the
construction of an 850,000 -square-foot private office building.

The Bridgewater project, Mr. Clark just told us, does not conform to Connecticut’s flood

management statutes, which require that proposed activities promote long-term non-intensive
flood plain use.

However, he says, the DEEP is willing to permit this exception to the flood management laws

because the DECD claims that underwriting Bridgewater’s headquarters is "in the public
interest".

But neither the DECD nor DEEP has validated its public interest claims.

Let’s take a look at them:
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1- It will bring jobs and other economic benefits to Stamford. DEEP’s staff, according to Mr.
Clark’s testimony, cannot and did not validate this claim.

Neither did the DECD. It has provided absolutely no economic analysis to demonstrate how

taxpayers will benefit from their gift to Bridgewater. It has not presented one shred of
analysis or definitive evidence that jobs will be created. Nor has it provided a shred of

evidence that the fully loaded costs to the public of this project will generate a net positive
economic benefit.

The DECD won’t even reveal the details of its promises to Bridgewater. When I asked for a

copy of DECD’s August 20:12 letter of commitment to Bridgewater - the one that is
mentioned several times - the one that is the whole reason we are here - the one that

outlines how specifically our tax dollars will be diverted -- I was denied. Because releasing it
is not in the public’s interest, I was told. The whole DECD application is predicated on the
terms of this letter, but not even the DEEP has seen it. I wonder if Ray Dalio, Bridgewater’s

CEO, would agree to direct his funds or his clients’ to a project if he didn’t know how they
would be used and without proper financial analyses.

Even more concerning, there is nothing in DEEP statutes or regulations that state a permit,

or exemption to it, can be issued based on economic promises or benefits.

Proposed activities incorporate remediation of an environmentally impacted property.
The remediation, for which we, the State’s taxpayers, are kicking in $16 million according to
Mr. Tereso’s testimony, was under way before last August when the DECD struck its well-

publicized deal with Bridgewater.

There are references to remediating the site in a 2005 property line agreement among

Northeast Utilities, Strand/BRC and Ponus Yacht Club. (Stamford Land Records Book 8:128,
Page 48.)

A COP for the bulkhead repairs was issued in 2010.

Even the recent permit related to remediating contaminated soil was issued last September,

months before the DECD submitted its Bridgewater application to the DEEP.

Around that time, the City’s Zoning Board authorized commencement of remediation

activities when Strand/BRC said the site would need to be remediated regardless of what
kind of development the Board approved for the site.

Aside from the fact that the remediation has already commenced, it is not subject to CGS

Section 22a-~.3k. This statute applies to remediation of "environmental pollution at
hazardous waste disposal sites and other properties which have been subject to a spill."
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Rather, Strand/BRC assumed the obligation to remediate the property under the transfer
act when it purchased the property in 2008.

Therefore, DECD claims that the Bridgewater project is in the public’s interest because it is
subiect to environmental remediation regulations adopted pursuant to Section 22a-:~33k

also are invalid.

The project will include public access.
DEEP’s finding that a narrow pathway around a private non-water-dependent commercial
building is consistent with the Coastal Management Act defies the spirit and intent of the

Act. Mr. Thompson’s assertions that the walkway, a secondary component of the project,
appears to mitigate and compensate for the loss of the primary water-dependent use is

unreasonable and arbitrary and an abuse of his and the agency’s discretion.

The DEEP has bought into "public access" gimmicks that are age-old tricks of developers. In
!985 - more than 25 years ago -- former Stamford Mayor Julius Wilensky pointed this out
in a letter to Stamford’s Zoning Board. He said:

"The pattern used by speculators and developers to rape our waterfront is well-

established. They persuade you that their condos and office buildings are water-related by
throwing in a few boat slips ... puttinl~ a "public access boardwalk" along the waterfront,

and a restaurant or two. This has become a joke....a gateman and other security ... keep
the public out unless they have business there."

To his last point, the applicant has not even defined how it would establish public access,
whether, for example, the land will be transferred to the City or be subject to conservation

easements. It also provides no parking for the public.

I am asking the hearing officer to consider the overwhelming evidence and prior DEEP

opinions to determine that the proposed project is *not* consistent with the Coastal
Management Act.

4 The project will maintain a waterfront marina.
This project actually facilitates the diminishment of the waterfront marina facilities that
were illegally demolished by Stand/BRC.

Prior to the demolition, the property housed a full-service marina, with a complete range

of services -- plus some 360 boat slips. The Bridgewater proposal eliminates all of the slips
that were on the south end and in the East Creek - not to mention the boat lift, fueling
dock and all of the rigging, boat and engine repair, yacht sales and other maintenance and

repairs services provided at the site.
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5 The proposed activities incorporate various low-impact development methodologies.
The truth is that the drawings in the application overall are still conceptual and have not

been reviewed by local authorities to determine if they meet local flood and stormwater

management regulations.

Rather, the DECD is willing to issue a permit now and get the details later.

When public dollars are at stake I think the public deserves to be assured that all details
have been finalized before exemptions are approved.

6 The project includes an estuary.
This proposed public benefit was not even evaluated as part of this application, nor has its
conceptual design been approved by any other agency.

I am certain there are lingering questions about how impacts on the estuary will be
mitigated when the adjacent stormwater pumping station forcefully spews water into the

estuary. Therefore, it is premature to assert the actual benefits of this purported public

interest.

Connecticut’s taxpayers, as Mr. Tereso just told us, have already kicked in $:16 million dollars for
environmental remediation on this privately-owned piece of property. These are monies that

Gov. Mallo¥ helped direct to the project as Chairman of the State’s bond commission.

Now, we the taxpayers are being asked to open our pocketbooks and provide an additional ~;115
million in corporate welfare to one of the largest and wealthiest hedge funds in the world so

that it can be exempt from the State’s flood management requirements.

All in the name of public interest. A public interest that has not been demonstrated. And on a
property whose owners have blatantly violated environmental and zoning laws.

I am asking you to fulfill your duties and obligations to the residents of the state and

recommend a denial of these exceptions.
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Supporting evidence submitted by Cynthia Reeder

Letters and opinions addressing CCMA and local zoning requirement that boatyard be
preserved

a. Arthur C. Rocque, Jr. (DEP) to Arthur Collins (6/21/1985)

b. Arthur C. Rocque, Jr. to Stamford Zoning Board (8/15/1985)
c. Julius M. Wilensky (former Stamford Mayor) to Stamford Zoning Board

(8/26/1985)
d. Robert M. Stein memo to The Strand/BRC Groups (12/13/2001)

e. William Hennessey to Neighboring Property Owners (6/13/2002)

f. John Gaucher (DEP) to Stamford Zoning Board (6/20/2002)
g. Brian P. Thompson (DEP) to Stamford Planning Board (8/3/2006)

h. Brian P. Thompson to Antares Development LLC (John Freeman) (8/29/2006)

i. Brian P. Thompson to Stamford Planning Board (9/5/2006)
j. Kristal Kallenberg (DEP) to Stamford Planning and Zoning (5/3/2007)

k. Brian P. Thompson to Stamford Zoning Board (5/21/2007)

I. William Hennesseyto Robert M. Stein (5/21/2007P

m. Stamford Harbor Management Commission (Roger Fox) to Stamford Zoning
Board (Phyllis Kapiloff) (6/8/2007)

n. William Hennessey to Norman Cole (6/18/2007)

o. Kristal Kallenberg to Norman Cole (6/25/2007)

p. Betsey Wingfield (DEP) to Stamford Zoning Board (8/10/2007)

q. William Hennessey to Norman Cole (March 3, 2008)

2

3

FOIA Request for 8/13/2012 DECD Letter of Commitment to Bridgewater

Documents confirming that remediation work has commenced and is subject to the
Transfer Act

a. Nelson Tereso email to Cynthia Reeder (6/18/2013)
b. Fuss and O’Neill letter to William Buckley (9/19/2012)

c. 2010 COP: Kristen Beltantuono to The Strand/BRC Group (6/11/2010)

d. Michael J. Lettieri to Cheryl Chase (11/29/2012)
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PI~OTECTION

COASTAL AREA /vtANAGEMENT l,l~,OGP, A/vl

hlr. Arthur Collins
Collins Development Corporation
43 Lindstrom Road
Stamford, Connecticut 06902

Dear Arthur:

June 21,

Having been misquoted in the press many times over the
course of my career, I am certainly not naive about the accuracy
o£ press articles. However, recent articles regarding your
development proposals for the HELCO site in Stam£ord do cause a
measure of concern. I am referring o£ course to allegations,
un£ortunately attributed to you, that "the State" has no problems
with the development proposal.

As you may know, my office in general, and I in particular,
have been following the variety o£ development schemes for tile
Northeast Utilities/Yach~ Haven West property for the last couple
of years. I have had initially, and do now have, serious reser-
vations about the proposal as currently presented, In my opinion
the relocation of the marina and the placement of dwelling units
outside the hurricane barrier is in direct and clear conflict
with a number o£ statutory policies in the Connecticut Coastal
Management Act.

I have not been silent regarding these concerns. Two years
ago I met with Andy Brecker of Northeast Utilities and 8am Pine
of RPPW to discuss conceptual aspects concerning the relocation
of the marina and redevelopment of the marina’s site. I ex-
pressed, I believe quite clearly, very serious potential con-
£1icts at that time. During the course o£ the following year
(1984) this o~fice had correspondence with ~tam£ord officials and
meetings with several of Stam£ord’s officials expressing a simi-
lar sentiment. As recently as June o£ last year, I met with
Mayor ~errani and again expressed serious reservations and of-
£ered to work with the city, any of their advisory committees,
and ultimately any developer that was contacted regarding this
opportunity.

In spite of the accuracy,or lack thereof, in the press
coverage, I feel that my message is not reaching those that it
must. Accordingly I recommend that before we find ourselves in



Arthur Collins

June 21, 1935

seriou’s, lleedless and avoidable conflict over any proposals you
may be develop±rig £or tile HELCO property, that we meet and dis-
cuss these issues in some detail. In tile past I have always
found you to be reasonable and candid; hopefully you have found
me to be the Same. Anticipating your willingness to meet with
me, I will have Denise RodOsevich of this office contact you to
arrange a mutually agreeable time and location.
should you have In the meantime

,call
any questions or commT,~’?pleas~

~Irthur J. ROCque,
Director

A JR/mic

cc }Jayor Tom Serran].
hudy Brecker
Jon Smith



S’I’AI"E OF CON NE(’]’ CUT

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEN]AL

Zoning Board
c/o Mr. Norman Cole
Municipal Office Building
429 Atl~l]tio Street
Stamford, Connecticut 06904

August 15, 1985

RE: Appl<cations 85-027 Coastal Water D~pendent District, 85-028
I~;{pping of C-I’/D District, and 85-029 Designed ~V&terfront
Developlm~n t District

Dear Board Hornbeams:

Thank you for transmitting the zoning regulation and zoning
map amendments noted above. In accordance with Section 22a-
lOS(b), we have reviewed the amendments for consistency with
Stamford’s recently adopted ~unicipa]. Coastal Progr~m blaster Plan
revisions and the criteria of subsections (a) and (b) of Section
22a-102 of the ConnecticutCoastal ManagementAct (CC~,IA).

At the outset, let me cong~’atulate you and your staff for
developing zoning amendments sensitive to Stamfo~’d’s waterf~’ont
envi~’onment and responsive to the City’s ~ttinicipal Coastal
Pl’ogram Master Plan ~evisions.    I ~ul]y appreci~tte the time and
effort that went into the study and analysis necessary to develop
these proposed amendments. In general, the amerldments reflect
the intent, of the CCMA anti peovide sound direction for the use
and development of Stamfol°d’s waterfront.

The proposed C-I~D, Coastal Water Dependent District, and its
proposed mapping which corresponds tothe IO-D Shoreft-ont
Development and 12-f[ Industrial ~atePDepe~]dent Master Plan
Categories, defiuately advance one of the primary policies of the
CCMA regarding w~_terfront property: "To give highest priority
and preference to uses and facilities which are dependent upon
proximity to the watei~...’’ in areas suitable for supporting such
uses. In addition, this regulation and map amendmen~ provide
greater predictability for developers and regulators alike by
eliminating potential conflicts between the master plan, the
zoning regulations, and t~e statutory standards in the CCMA for
coastal site plan reviews.    In so doing, a major objjective for
preparing a },{unicipa] Coastal Program is accomplished.

In balancing the water dependent use po].ieies with other
land use policies contained within the City’s ~.lastel" Plan, your
Boal’d has accomplished tt most difficu].t task: the development of
a zoning distPict which respends to the City’s waterfl’ont



revitalization goals without compromising Stamford’s or the
CCMA’s policies concerning water dependent uses. We acknowledge
the tremendous effort that went into developing this D-WD,
Designed Waterfront District. In addition to a few technical
corrections and suggestions which we have noted in an attached
mark-up of the D-WD regulations, we would like to offer two other
points for your consideration.

First, among the uses allowed by special permit within the
D-WD district are all uses permitted within the C-S District as-
of-right, excluding several specified uses. Because the areas
eligible D-WD designation include areas prone to coastal flooding
and velocity waves, it may be prudent to also add hospitals and
nursing homes to the list of exclusions.

Second, we would suggest the inclusion of a phrase
specifically acknowledging the City’s Master Plan identification
of sites suitable for water dependent uses, in order to more
completely address the CCMA’s standards concerning adverse
impacts on future water dependent development opportunities and
activities. As you are aware, the CCMA defines such adverse
impacts to include but not be limited to:

locating a non-water dependent use at a site that
(i) is physically suited for a water dependent use for
which there is a reasonable demand or (it) has
been identified for a water dependent use in the
plan of development of the municipality or zoning
regulations;

(B) replacement of a water dependent use with a non-
water dependent use, and

(C) Siting of a non-water dependent use which would
substantially reduce or inhibit existing public
access to marine or tidal waters.

The proposed D-WD regulation aptly address all of these
standards except for (A)(ii) with respect to the City’s Master
Plan (plan of development) identification of water dependent use
sites. To address this apparent deficiency, and provide for a
regulation which comprehensively addresses the CCMA’s adverse
impact to future water dependent use standards, we would
encourage incorporation of appropriate language into the D-WD
regulation. The attached mark-up offers proposed language and
placement within the regulation.

Again, we commend your Board and staff for reaching this
important MCP milestone. We look forward to working with the
City as the last few remaining MCP tasks are completed. If there



ar~ any question or if we can provide additional clarification on
the points raised in this letter or the attached ~ark-up, pl~asecontact Denise Rodosevich-Rollman o] ~. Thank you,

e, Jr.
Director



August 26, 1985

Ms. Margaret Ann Ross, Chairman
Stamford Zoning Board
429 Atlantic Street
Stamford, CT 06901

Dear Ms. Ross:

Your board is to be conm~ended for having taken one small step
to prevent the use of our waterfront for non-waterfront related uses.
However, you have not gone far enough and you’ve left a large loophole
that could eliminate Stamford Harbor.

First, I hope you’ll agree with a logical definition of waterfront
uses. Obviously public access is desirable, as are beaches, fishing
piers, launching ramps, public and commercial marinas, sailing schools,
yacht clubs, public restaurants, and parks and recreational facilities.
Long Island Sound is Stamford’s greatest recreational asset, and our
citizens must be able to enjoy it.

I can’t blame Mr. Collins for wiping out five full service boat
yards in the east branch. I blame our city fathers for letting him
do it, while we had the means to stop it. Enabling legislation was
passed nationally and at the state level long ago, a Coastal Zone
Management Act. Study money was provided to enable Connecticut’s
shorefront towns to decide what they wanted on their shores. I have
called this to the attention of the present and previous Stamford
Mayors and urged action. Stamford has been studying this for four
years! We have yet to adopt a CAM plan. This is disgraceful. The
job could be done in four months by anyone who knows our waterfront.
While they were studying, condos and monstrous office buildings were
replacing the East Branch’s five boat yards, desecrating our shore.
You can’t even buy gas there now, let alone service, haul, repair a
boat, buy marine supplies, engine or hull work, rigging, sails--
the boating capital of Long Island Sound has been wiped out!
Muzzio’s in Wescott Cove fared no better. Condos and an out-of-scale
office building! Yacht Haven East was one of the largest marinas and
boat yards in Long Island Sound. Scofield’s and Muzzio’s were known
for their capabilities, and hauled many famous ocean racers. Doane’s,
Lindstrom’s and Gacher’s were used by hundreds of Stamford boatmen.

I have no objection to commercial use of some waterfront, but let
it be enterprises which need the waterfront, such as building supplies,
scrap yards, fuel oil terminals, or a powerhouse which needs cooling
water (if we need one in the future). Except for the pwerhouse,
these uses are all in place now. Stamford receives oil, sand, gravel,
building materials by barge in the east and west branches, and ships
out scrap iron including compressed automobiles. Before Rubino



Brothers bought their equipment to squeeze cars, abandoned autos
were a constant problem on Stamford’s streets. If we wipe out shorefront
facilities to receive oil, sand, gravel and building materials, fuel
and building materials will cost more in Stamford. Movement of bulk
materials by barge is far less expensive than truck or rail. You
must protect these waterfront uses. Anyone who preaches condos and
office buildings in their place doesn’t know how Stamford works.
Don’t wipe out Stamford Harbor!

The pattern used by speculators ~ ~evelopers to rape our
waterfront i~w--~l~~h~.-~ ~_~~ ~U ~h~ their condos
and ~[~i-c~e’-~i~IHings a[~[:[9~a~ed by throwing in a few boat
slips, which "~-I’~{~°~po~y 0~ ~ at all maintained, putting a
"public access boardwalk" along_~he__waterfron~, and a rest~gant or
two. Thi~--h~-b~m--~°-’a joke. There’s a gateman and ohh~ security to
k6~ the public out unless they have business %h~re.

Mixed use is a dangerous euphemism. This would be fine downtown,
but let’s save our precious waterfront for waterfront-related uses.
Condos and office buildings block our waterfront. They should go
inland. It fries me that our Mayor and his committee are seeking out
a developer to do this to us. He’ll put all the condos and office
buildings you’ll let him, and so would any other developer.

Y~cht Haven West is Stamford’s only full service boat_y_@rd, with
space an~mp=~i~ca°~--pa~9~tT~a~!~n~-s.toz~’,~s~a~e °~6~~

now. I’ve had to go to Greenwich and No~alk in recent years to get
prompt service on my boat. The newest Collins proposal would wipe out
this last yard, moving it north to an area bisected by the hurricane
barrier. He either doesn’t know or doesn’t care that Yacht Haven West
needs all the space it has to remain viable. You take away some
important service capability by making them smaller, and how do they
move boats over the hurricane barrier?

The Designed Waterfront Development District is a dangerous
loophole. Specualtors and developers will make offers they can’t
refuse, to owners of building~pply yards, oil terminals, and
scrap yards. We can look ahead to replacement of these vital facilities
with condos and office buildings, the same as was done to six boat
yards. Mr. Collins and his hired hands say you have gone too far in
restricting his plans. I say you haven’t gone far enough!

Thi~k also of the effect of further crowding an already crowded
South End. Washington Boulevard, Canal Street, and Atlantic Street
are the only roads that go under the railroad bridge and Turnpike.
They are jammed now. The South End already has mixed use including
thousands of industrial jobs and well-kept single family homes, and
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not so well kept apartments, as well as a few stores. It can and
should be developed for these uses;and traffic flow improved by
street widening. If you allow condos and office buildings on the
shore, they’ll spread all over the South End, wiping out the jobs
and homes. Is this what the people living or working there want?
Is it what Stanford needs? Look ahead to the predictable consequences
of your actions. Protect our waterfront!

Very truly yours,

Julius M. Wilensky

CC : Mayor Serrani
Jon Smith
Chairman PLanning Board
Mort Lowenthal
Stamford Mail
Advocate
Bridgeport Post
WSTC



TO’

b’KOM

RE.

DATE

/.ONIN~ BC ~,,RD

ROBERT M STE~A~ USE B J~AU CHIEF

FIN,M. P, EPORT, PRE-APPLICATIT)N ~’DVvT)-01-0I, THI STIL4241.)%RC
GROUP, I.LC, "AI)NURALS WIIAI .F ~ WASI-rI.NGI ON BLVD / DYKE I,N

December 13. 200~.

This ~eport serves to conclude the prr~-applJcav, on review of the above captioned
Desilaned WmeNront Development Distrlct proposal, as originally filed ~m April ~0, 2001
by fhe 5;trand/HRC Group, LLC Tiffs review ha~ been conducted in accordance wi~h the
procedures nfgection V1I A of the DWD regl lations Tins report: represents the
culmination of seven months of discussions wiQa the applicant involving mbstantia[
partlcipafion from affected City agencies, staff and the public including *he Slate
D.E P.0t~Sce of Long Island Sound Programs ~nd the Conneclk.ut D.E.P. Rcmcdiati~m
Divismn During the course of the pro-application review the Stamt’clrd Zoning Board
approved re-zonhtg of the northerl’.,, 14 acres f’om M-G to CW~D. a~d approved an
amendment oF the DWD regulations, thereby validating the proposed DWD designation
and Brim development of two physicaUy separated parcels For complete documentation
of’the p~e-application review process, includi~ g meeting mmutes and all written
¢onlntelltS received, interested partit:s arc dire xed to the flail pre4tpplication record on
file in the Land Use Bureau offices The pro-: pplication materials cop, sidered ii: this
review are compiled in book form: entitled "kdmira[s Whart; Pro-Application Review,
Designed Waterfront Development ’)istrict "Ihe .qtrand,fBg(" Group, LLC" dated ANti
30, 200 [

I. St/MNIARY OF PROPOSAL

The proposed DWD demgnation area consisl: ot’a primary 24 acre developmcnt site that
{s currently vacant and a secondary ’.4 acre p~ reel currently occupied by Vachl Haven
West The primary developmetll site. which iqrmerly supported a coal gasification plant,
elcct~m power generation :acility and a storag,e/d~stribution terminal for liquid natural gas
and l:,etroleum, is generally level and protccted from ~looding h,’. the Hurricane Barrier,
bore, led by the PonuS Yacht Club property to tJ~e south, by the West Brand; of the
Harbar to the west, and by Atlantic Street an,~ Washi~gmn B(Mevard//)yke Lane to the
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north and east respectively. The secondary dev~.lopment site is bounded on thrcc sides by
the Stamford Harbor and to the north by Ponua Yacht Club This peninsula is comprised
of filled, bulkheaded land located seaward of th~ Hurricane Bamer within a designated
flood hazard area (elevation 12-13), b 3untied to the west and ~outh by riparian areas
previouslY’ dredged and improved i’br ~oat slips ~nd boatyard operations. The riparian.
area east of the site, adjacent to Kosciu.~,zko Park, has not been dredged and includes a
small intertidal habitat area at its northerly end, adjacent to the City ~pnmp station.
Associated development activities are also proposed on tlu’ee easements or’other
separately owned properties - Ponus Yacht Clu’~ (public access walkway), City of
Stamford Hurricane Barrier (public access waik~way; ferry terminal)~ West Branch of
Stamford Harbor (ferry terminal).

The principa! development ac’tivitie~ proposed for the prtmar,¢ 24 acre development site
~ue as follows:

1. Passenger Ferry Dock and Terminal - ticket sales, waiting area and parking will
be provided within the Conference Centcr/~orporate Training Facility building and
garage.

2. Housing in four principal stm~ures - a ~otal of 500 dwelling units in four story
buildings, with parking for 825 cars A mirdmum orS0 below market rate units
will be included.

3. Commercial Building - a 250,000 squar: foot office building, six stories in height,
w~th stlaactured parking tbr 750 car~.

4. Conference Cow,tot/Corporate Training .l?acility - a 200,000 square foot facility,
four stories in height, with 200 guest room~, meeting rooms, and training facilities,
and :;tructured parking for 430 cars.

5. I~ublic Access _Facilities - waterfront promenade extending from Atlantic Street to
the southerly property llne, with ~xpauded iplazas at street ends .and c!ock tower with
observation deck.

The principal development activities proposed for the secondary 14 acre development site
are as follows:

1 Public Access Boardwalk - waterfront promenade extending from Hurricane
Barrier along the easterly and southerly edi~e cffboatyard

2. Restaurant/l~isb-Market - a 10,000 sq. fl- one-story restaurant & fish market
building with parking for 70 cars.

3 Marina Clubhouse - a 6,000 ~q. a, one-:~tory clubhouse fi~cility with pool.
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4 Boatyard Iinprovements - construction era new access drive along the eastm’ly side
or" tt~e boatyard, removal of two metal clad buildings in poor condilion and
con,qruction of a 4.800 sq ft addition to a) existing building.

II. CON,FOILMANCE WITR DWD DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

The proposed project plans appear capable of ratisfylng the majority ofDWD slandards
with the following exceptions, where conform :iy has either not been clearly demonstrated
or where Zoning Board approval of alternate s~:andards may be required:

1. Parking:

A total of 2,476 parking spaces are proposed t9 satis~ the parking demand of this mixed-
use project. Sources of parking demand enumerated in the application include: 500
dwelling units, 250,000 sq. fl, of office use, a passenger ferry of undefined capacity,
200,000 sq. ff ofconferenceJtraining center. 20,000 sq,fl of retail, 222 boat slips, 10,000
sq. tt, of’restaurant/fis, h market. Conceptual si’;e and architectural plans indicate the
location of 1,923 parking spaces on Ihe northe]’ly site, and 105 +/- spaces on the boatyard
site fhe apparent discrepancy of 448 spaces r~eeds to be reconciled~ The tabulation or
proje~ parking shonld include parking for general public access, retailing and boatyard
operations, accompanied by a parking demand study/shared parking ~alysis justifying
proposed parking for the passenger ferry termi aal and conference/training center

Setback:

Residential Building "D" may require a waiver of the waterfront setback standard of 1.5
times building height.

" Buildint~ Hei~4ht:

The height of the Clock Yower/Obse~ation Deck exceeds the DWD height standard and
requi~e~ a waiver of the DWD height limit of 73 feet.

4. ~FI.goL Area Ratio:

The projecl total floor area (1,062,400 sq. It.)/,atislies the DWD FAR standard of 0.60
plus a bonus of 0.10 ~AR for providing BMR housing. Tabulation of floor area should
carefully itemize any buildings listed as "water 4ependent - exempt". To support the
assumption that all proposed struc"tured parking is exempt from FAR calculations, design
details should be provided demonstrating how exposed garage floors will be enclosed and
landscaped. DWD regulations require parking structures to be "suitably enclosed and
landscaped".

WI. ATTAINMENT OF DWD Olt~C’rlvJzs AND GOALS
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~
Water DependentU~

Historically, the secondary development site hals been used as a boatyard/marina with dry
winter boat storage and a variety &marine r~l~ted reL~l ~d service uses (boat store,
brokerages, marine die~el, marine ~ " ~ "ele~tromes, rigging shop, m~ne police, etc...). The
a~licant’s stated imention is 1o ~lly prese~e ~nd improve upon a)l ~isting
boa~yarc(~r~ services, although th~ ~hture s~:atus of’the ~nent bombard operator
(B~wer’s Yacht Hav~est) is uncles. Prop~osed improv~nen~s to the boatyard
prope~y, summarized above, include a pubfio ~ecess bo~dw~k and new access road
le~ding Io a new restaura~fish market and 100+ space parking Iol, a new ~’ina
clubhuu~ie, and re-org~ization and reduction 5fboalyard buildings. The
"improvements" to the boatyard prope~ proposed by the applicant would in
substitute general public access and non-water dependent uses for potions of the cun’enl
water dependem boa~ar~m~fin~ operation, T~e Connecticut Depn~ment of
Environment~ Protection and lhe S~a~ord E~vironmental .Protection Board staff
provided comments in opposition to :he addition of ~y new uses that would reduce the
amount ofl~d available Ior ~oatyara o~eranons an~ wmler boat storage. The ins~io~
8engral public access facilities into a hea~ industrial working boatyard also raises
compatibility issues with respect to aesthmics ~d public safety. Compatibility and
feasibility of the proposed restaur~fffish m~b:t is also in question - year round
operatmn of a restaurant and its aRend~t parkm8 requirements would signifie~tly
impact upIand winter boat storage operations.

Fimling.~.. Proposed modifications to the h.o.at!ard property have not been demonstrated
to compl~iment, support and improve the operaqon of th urr nt boatv~rd/marina and
may r~su, lt in displacement and dhuia.shment o:’a wat~ dependent use, ~AIvI
p01i¢ie~ and t~standards and ohiect~,tes of the~ DWD feaulations. As an aJternattve,
consideration_&h..ould be/jiven to rel~ocafi~j2~.n~~o
coflq~.]iment the ferry ternfinal and" ae’~hborho~ ~w_a,~ on
~h~ co~erenc~!~~ the intaces: of improving water dependency of the
prop~nd ~xtendin~ nubli~ in~~ff~~ould be
given to establishin~ a s/ron~ ~edestfian lin~’~
~’~"""~ ~eb~e ~cce~. ,mprn~ p~V o.t~.n,,~ ~nd~~~thin the
P~L in lieu of providing public access on the t oatyard site, Finally, ~d
consideration for transfe~ng develo~nt fig~t~ ~rom the hoaty~rd pro~
applic~should guarantee that use of this property will be resetwed only for water
d~endant purposes and~su~e t~at toe stte ~s ~;old 9r ]eased o£ ~j0_~-~e~ bas~ t~

2. P.p_~li¢ AccesS; and $it~ Design Isst~es

This 38 acre proposed DW[) project is the largest waterfront development ~ite in the City
of Stamford, strategically locatcd within three blocks of the Transportation Center and
Central Business District. As noted by the app;icant, the project’s waterfi’ont public
acces~ will make a major contribution to the goal &linking downtown Stamford with the
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waterfront and to connecting Mill River Park ~nd Kosciuszko Park (Applicant’s Exhibit
J). ]’he site will be activated during the workd.ay by the proposed conferenctng, office
and passeuger ferry uses, end on evenings and’weekends by r~sidents of the site and
adjoihing neighbm’hood and the general publicl Unlike many smaller waterfront
development proposals where token public berefits are offered, this DWD project with
its extensive waterfront promenade, has the o~portunity (and obligation) to create a major
public space with a combination of active retaii/restaurant uses and passive recreational
facililies on the water.                   ~

Unfortunately, application materials provide only a general conceptual plan for the retail
uses au6 public access components of the project, and the pre-application review process
d~¢2_~ e_x!_Le!.atively little attention to this important issue..~:~2ke=~~~
inf+lr~nation provid~e~cL~_lt tO review and iuc]oe the merit~ of the cur~’en~
~~3nal design review meetings should be conducted to re~ch agreement
on the optimal massing and orientation of principal buildings and location of retail uses
that will create significant public open spaces ~nd provide for a meaningfitl public access
experien re.

The following general comments and observat.ion are offered on the current public access
plan:

- The proposed location and footprint of the commercial building and associated
parking structure appears to limit the opportunity to create a significant public
plaza!open space. Consideratior. should be given to expanding the public open space
area by increasing the setback of the building from the waterfront, compressing the
p~rk’]ng footprint, and possibly r~..’questing ~ modification of height standards.

- Public spa¢~ zppear fragmented and should be reorganized to emphasize a primary
point of public arri’-,’al and activity. The pt~rpose and value of the expanded
turnaround at the extension of Manor Stre’~t is unclear.

-Puhlic gpacas should be designed and or~,anized to support a variety of functions
and activities. The
gateway, with concentration of pubfic parldng, retail shops, restaurants, and ferry
terminal. T he w a t er fro nt ~timling_to-t h~-sougg~shouldaC:unc..fi o~a.v.a
land~capcd linear park
in~~::es~r~ the waterfront.

-’rhe waterfront multi-use pathway should incorporate and make use of the "~-)
signi~cant amount of land available from t~e base of the hurricane barrier to
water s edge.                ’                             /

_ &r&.u}.t!:_u_s~tz.athw~ay ,Mdth.grma.tm-_th~n ~2_.I’eet .c~a~_. b.e_a_e.c_o_nmaodated and should be
considered.
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- Public access areas should be designed and illuminated to provide for public use
affe~ dark.

- The observation tower is commendable. ,interpretive signage, historical exhibits,
stmlpture, water features, and a variety of ~eating opportunities sh0uId be
incorporated into the public access area.

Fimling~: Additional design review meetings should be conducted between the applicant
and City staffto reach agreement on the most desirable configuration of public open
spaces s.nd massing of principal buildings, end’.the general design, location and
configu~ orion of principal components of tl~e "h]eighborhood retail", and principal design
elements of the public plaza and waterfront pa(k.

3. P~r_~ki_ng and Loading Standards

Discrepancies i~’on of at_ ’ dew.land n.e~xt t.o be reconciled, as already noted
~sk will be simplified i_f_no n_ew t~es of the b~?]~r_lLa~ pr0_PO~se.d.
A ba:~ic ;~6hni-~p~itvtGn-~-should be gtlar~n]-ee~-,, ~referably surface parkqKg
conveniently located adjacent to the retail/puNic landing. Parking deffuand studies should
be provided to justify proposed parldng amounts for the fer~ terminal and
conference/training center. Shared parking a~:angements should be analyzed using the
gene~.’al methodology entitled, "Shared Parking", published by the Urban Land Institute in
1983, as amended, witl~ proper consideration even to established local and regional
patterns of use of comparable developments. Loading requirements should_~add~
aS the sit~ge=N!d.~arx;hj~.e~c~tural planning proceed_s, providing for tuck deliveries and trash
~n-dgdment with minirn-a.I~6n-Nh~’i~-l;-e~c;.rian and vehicular circulation and
aesthetic considerations,

4, .l.n_-Water Stractur~ and Activities

Proposed structures and activities below the l’igh tide line or affecting tidal wetlands.
wkilc technically outside the direct jurisdictiot~ of the Zoning Board, are closely
interrelated to upland activities and to the par~poses nnd objectives of the DWD
regulations and CAM Act. Three areas of the site appear to involve activities regulated
by the Cormecticut D.E.P. and/or the Army Corps of Engineers: construction of the ferry
landing, filling of a small tidal wetland ~ea (1.923 square feet) in the northwest corner of
the s~te, inside lhe Hurricane Barrier wall, anq construction of the public access walkway
on tl~e boatyard property. Connecticut D.E.P. (Gradante, J’uly 9, 200i) l’~as issued
preliminary review comments on a draft permit application ~0r the ferry tending (30’ × 90’
spudded barge).

Findings: Approval of in.water structures and uses and alteration and/or elimination of
tidal wetlands are key to the feasibility and wtater dependency of the entire project.
Public hearings on a formal application for DWD designation should not be scheduled
until |h~ Corm. D.F.,.P. and Army Corps of Engineers have indicated that approval of any
required permits can be exposed.
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With ~he exception of improvements proposed on the boatyard property, the t’~rry
landing, and p b] c access lacdmes seaward of’&e hurricane barrier, all components of
the project are appropriately located on uplands free of flood hazard.

6, Col~r~_~/~ral Resour&~

The Majority of the site has been highly disturbed, with bulkheads and hurricane barrier
along the entire waterfront. The terry landing sill] be constructed in a portion of the
waterfront previously ¢uginee’red for oft-loading barges. A small tidal wetland will be
eliminated in the northwest corner of the site, arid a somewhat larger freshwater wetland
will be eliminated in the southern portion of the primary development site, just north of
the hurricane barrier.

7. Public Infrastructure Capacity

The applicant’s "~raffic impact analysis (URS Co~p., March 20, 2001) concludes that site
generated traffic can be accommodated with im ~lementafion of a number of off-site
remedial intersection and roadway m~asures (UP, S Corp., pp 20-21 ). City
(Bruccoleri. Nov. 27, 2001) accepts tats conclufion and offers two additional
recommendations: (1) intprove Washington Bonlevard, between Atlantic Street and
Station Place to meet the vision of the Harbor Plan, and (2) consideration oFpotential
transit and transportation demand management alternatives for the site. The applicant
reports that all other infrastn~cture systems are ,adequate to service the requirements of
the project. The Stamford Engineering Bureau should confirm in writing that existing
stormwater and sewer lines are adequate. Mor~ specific intbrmation, by the applicant, on
how stormwater mnoffwill be treated to mitiga:e potential adverse impacts to water
quality will be required

8. Oth~r__.Gv~.nk~nSAg, e~c¥ A~

Significaut portions of this proposed DWD project are within the jurisdiction of other
regulator3~ agencies. Major approvals are sum~rarized below - failure to secure any of
these approvals could halt or significantly modify the project.

I. ])ept, of Public Utility Control. The DPI.,C regulates the sale orleasing of utility
comp~my property and must approve the proposed sale of each of the two land
parcels. The applicant reported in the pro-application review meeting that DPUC has
approved the land sale.                 ~

2. Connecticut D E.P. The Pernfitting~ Enforcement and Remediatin~a Division
(Graham Stevens, Nov. 14, 2001 and December 6, 2001) has reviewed the applicant’s
Remedial Action Ptan (RAP) proposing to rcmediate existing contaminated soils
present on the site by installation clan engiv’eered "cap" to sat’ely cover the material.
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Final approval of the RAP is subject to issu~mce of an engineere~d control variance by
the f3.E.P. Commissioner_ Corm. DE.P, must also approve plans for the ferry
Im~ding, as d[~cuased above. Approval of tt,,e ferry landing by the Army Corps of
Eugineers may also be required given its proximity to a regulated navigational
channel and turning basin witl’fin the West Branch of the Stamford Harbor. As
previously noted, the filling of the tidal wct’,ands will re~luire a permit fi-om the
Cormecticut DE.P.

3. Stamford Environmental Protection Board. The proposed filling of a small
freshwater wetland at the southerly edge of the primary development site is subject to
approval by 1he Stamford EPB.

Findings: The applicant should fully report or. the status of each of these required permit
applications. Indication of preliminary approval or a favorable staffrecommendation
should be received fi-om the Conn. DEP and Army Corps before a public hearing is
scheduled on an application for DWD designation. The applicant reports that the EPB
wetlands permit will be secured after.approval of DWD designation.

9. Cqnstmction, Operation and Maint.enanc___._~e

Due to the complexity and ~cale of tlcis projeCt a complete project construction schedule
and phasing plan should be submittee. An organizational description should also be
provided regarding the long-term operation, m~nagement and maintenance of~he various
project components. Specifically it must be understood how the public access areas,
public amenities, passenger ferry terminal and :etail uses will be managed and
maintained, since some of these uses may operate at subsidized levels. The applicant
should declare any intended division of the pro0erty tbr financing and/or ownership
purposes, and the intended creation of any con~lominium or other legal thrm of ownership
with exclusive control of portions of’.’he propelrty.

The Zoning Board, in considering-a grant of DWD zone change, may also wish to
stipulate e maximum permitted time period within which final site plan approval must be
secured.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In general, this pro-application appears to offer an attractive mix of residential,
commercial, water-borne transportation, marlt’me village and general public access uses,
together with the retention of Stamford’s last c petering boat service t’;acillty Anticipated
requests for DWD alternate standards (shared parking; waterfront setback; building
height) while requiring further analysis and review, on a preliminary basis appear
warranted and consistent with DWD goals. Public access features of the site plan have
the potential to create a dynamic waterfront p~blic park, with a combination of active
retail an,] ferry terminal uses and passive recreational facilities along the harbor, that will
advance the City’s goal of linking dmvntown Stamford with the waterfront and
connecting Mill River Park and Kos,:iuszko P*.zk. As noted in both the Cormeeticut
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D.E.P. (1)ecember 10, 2001) and Stam~’ord E.P.B. Staff(November 29, 21301) review of
the .Pre-Application, the Admiral Wharf’project compares favorably to previous
development proposals for the site.

?ending resolution of’the issues identified in the body of’this report, the applicant is
hereby authorized to proceed to file a formal application to the Zoning Board requesting
establisMnent ofa DWD District and !ssaance (fin special permit and approval of
General Development Plans, All of the specific information requirements detailed within
the body of this report should be addressed or s~abmitted along with the normal
application requirements defined under Section V!II B of the DWD reg~lations, .~ailure
to satisfy any information deficiency findings cited in this report may serve as grounds
for rejection of the formal application as incoml:.lete.

- cc: Zoning Board



SANDAK HENNESSEY GRECO

Jay tl Sandak

Jeffre5" M. KnickerN~cker

Dear Neighbotq.ng Property Owners:

June 13, 2002

970 Summer Sueet
Statnl/+,rd, Connecticul 06905-5568

Tdephone
(203) 425-4200

Facsin’dle
(2031 .3 ’.5-8608

Re: Admirals Wharf Zoning Board Applicatiou Nos. 202-04 and 202-05

1 am writing to you on behalf of the..Strand BRC Grnt~o, LLC and Collins Bedford Oak,
LLC. My clients have filed Applications with the Stamford Zoning Board to develop two
properties. One parcel is approximately 24 acres in size and is bordered by Atlantic Street to the
north, Washington Boulevard and Dyke Lane to the east, the West branch of Stamford flarbor to
the west and to the south by the drive leading into the Yacht Haven Marina aud tile Hurricane
Barrier. The other property consists of approximately 14 acres and is the southerly portiou of the
peninsula located to the south of the parcel described above. This 14 acre parcel is presently
used as Yacht Haven Marina.

The Applications filed by my client consist of an Application to rezone both parcels fi’om
the Coastal Water Dependent District (C WD) to the Design Waterfront Development District
(DW-D); an Application for Approval of a Special Permit and General Development Plan in
accordance with the DW-D regulations and an Application for Site Plan Review under the
Coastal Area Management Act. Copies of all the above applications, as well as a conceptual site
plao of the proposed development are enclosed in this package for your convenient reference.
You should also be aware of the fact that the Applicant has submitted a variety of other studies,
maps, plans and reports with the Zoning Board. These are available for inspection at the Board’s
office during normal office hours.

Tl~lat on the 14 acre parcel~ the Marina/Boatyard be prcservcdd~ud
~ With respect to tbe 24 acre parcel, which is currently substantially unused, the
Applicant proposes that it be improved with approximately 580 housing units, a Mixed Use
Building (containing a Fen’y Terminal, Catering Hall, Neighborhood Retail, a Restaurant and 21
live!work loft units) and an Office Building. Parking for all the uses will be provided onsite and
an extensive system of Pnblic Access Promenades is plmmed for various po~tions of the site
including the waterfront edge of the 24 acre parcel.



Because you own property in close proximity to the site, the Zoning Regulations require
that you be notified of the pendency of the Applications and of the fact that a public hearing will
be held in connection with the Applications by the Zoning Board on Monday, June 24, 2002 at
7:00 p.m. in the Cafeteria located on the 4’~ floor of the Government Center Building, 888
Washington Boulevard, Stamford, Connecticut.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact the undersigned or the
Applicant’s land use consultant, Richard Redniss at (203) 327-0500. If you prefer, the complete
set of Application materials may be revised at the Zoning Board Office during normal business
hours.

WJH/jc
Enc.

Zoning Board
Arthur Collins, Sr.
Jack Thomas
John McClutchy, Jr.
Michael Cacace, Esq.
Richard Redniss
John Tesei, Esq.



SCHEDULE A

APPLICATION FOR COASTAL SITE PLAN REVIEW

FILED BY THE STRAND/BRC GROUP, LLC AND COLLINS BEDFORD OAK, LLC

What possible adverse or beneficial impacts may occur as a result of the project?

Due to the limited nature of onsite and nearby coastal resources (i.e. vegetation, shellfish
beds, etc), adverse impacts associated with the project are expected to be minimal.

Possible adverse impacts include erosion and sedimentation of coastal resources during
construction and increases in offsite runoff of"suspended solids" during and after
construction. However, these potential impacts can be effectively mitigated through the
use of proper sediment and control measures.

Beneficial impacts include value o~’impl~mentation of Remedial Action Plan affecting
soils imrnediately adjacent to the coastline, construction of elaborate public access
including Waterfront Promenade along coastline, significant construction and dedication
of significant amounts of public access furthering the goal of linking downtown Stamford
to the Waterfront via pedestrian passage ways; planned Ferry Dock and Terminal will
expend water dependent usage of the site. Rehabilitation of currently underutilized
derelict property (the norther parcel).

How is the proposal consistent with all applicable goals and policies of the CAM Act?

The goals of the CAM Act are advanced in the following manner:

Protects and encourages existing and new water-dependent uses

Conserves significant resources

Promotes uses which maximize public access and enjoyment of shorefront

Encourages Harbor revitalization that emphasizes public pedestrian district connecting
shorefi’ont with adjacent neighborhood and Central Business District

Protects key public vistas and develops public visual access to coastal landscapes

Provides new uses compatible with seasonal cycle of water activities and environmental
hazards unique to the coastal area

Promotes architectural and site development of design and merit that utilizes natural
features, that harmonizes with patterns and scale of coastline, and which remains



compatible with surrounding architecture, and preserves significant structures
representing the historic pattern and scale of Stamford’s waterfront heritage

Type and intensity of development project insures positive impact upon adjacent
neighborhoods, encourages development of employment opportunities associated with
water-dependent uses and prevents adverse impact on municipal service and
infrastructure capacities/capabilities.

The Applicant’s proposal is consistent with the policies of the CAM Act for the following

Water dependant uses - St~,f~kp.oJi.cJ~Ar.~ a~dvanqed in that_.h.hi~gh priofi.ty in preference
i,~g~_.e~n, to.ApA~e~_s~13!.ati,o~oLM~i~_.o,~.t.t~_~d and provision of Ferry Terminal and Ferry
Service, all of which facilities are dependent upon proximity to the Water.

Ports and Harbors - Stated policies are advanced in that the protection and maintenance
of the Mariana,q3oatyard gives highest ptiority and preference to commercial and
recreational fishing and boating uses. Provision for Ferry Terminal and Dock gives
highest priority and preference to commercial use.

Coastal Structures and Filings - Stated policies are advanced in that all structures in
tidal wetlands and coastal waters will be designed, constructed and maintained to
minimize adverse impacts on coastal resources, circulation and sedimentation patterns,
water quality and flooding and erosion all while respecting and reducing conflicts with
ripatian tights of adjacent land owners.

Dredging and Navigation - Stated policies will be advanced by minimizing dredging to
the area of the proposed Ferry Dock which is the site of an abandoned docking facility
used by the prior industrial users.

Transportation - Stated policies are advanced in that the provision of the Ferry Dock
and Ferry Terminal upgrade and improve existing transportation facilities in the coastal
area.

General Development - Stated policies are advanced in that the proposal is consistent
the general planning and zoning principles adopted by the City of Stamford and provides
meaningful public access, water dependant uses (Marina/Boatyard provisions for Ferry)
and remediation of existing contaminated soils.



What measures are being taken to mitigate adverse impacts and eliminate consistencies
with the CAM Act?

State of the art soil, erosion and sediment controls will be employed during all phases of
construction.

All catch basins will contain sumps and "hood" devices to mitigate the Ixansfer of
suspended solids offsite.





Jnne 20, 2002

Stamtk~rd Zoning Board
Norman Cole
Principal Planner
Stalnfbrd Gove~lment Centel-
888 Washington Blvd.
P, O. Box 10152
Stamford. C’I" 60904

RE: Admirals Wharf Coastal Site Plan Application and Zone Chnn~ge
Washington Boulevard
Tl~Strand/BRC Group [,I~C and Collins Bedford Oak LLC, Applicant

Dear Board Members:

Thank you for the opportunity Io comment on tile above-referenced coastal site plan Ie;riew
application and zone change. We have reviewed the application mate~qals prepared by Sandak
Friedman Hennessey & Greco, LLP dated April 5, 2002 and offer the/~llowing comments
regarding the proposal’s consislency with the applicable policies of the Connecticut Coastal
Management Act (CCMA)[CGS Sections 22a-90 through 22a-[ 12, inclusive]. These c’omments are
made in response to the review requirements contained within Section 22a-104(e) o~’ the C’(?MA
which requires that all zoning regulation changes affecting the area wilhin the coastal boundary be
relEi-red to Otli office 35 days prior to the commencement of a hearing thereon.

The proposed pl-oject compal’es favorably to pl-evious conceptual development proposals I’o~ tills
site in that all of tile pt’oposcd rcsidcntial development has been located landward of the hul’r~cane
bai’~ier outside the coastal [’lood haza~d area. This mixed use proposal includes both waler-
dependent and non-wate~" dependent uses.

We tmderstand rilat tile review process ~’or tills uppllcation will con~-~a ul’~cvc~,t iterations, x, hich
explains xvhy most of the information ill the application at this stage is general in natul’c. To this
end, our comments reflect llqe level of detail included in tile application.

Zotte Chattge Reqttesl
The applicant proposes to change the zoning district of the pr~iect area flom CW-D (Co~stal Water
Dependent District) to DW-D (Designed Waterfront Development District), Due to the constraints
of the hurricane bmrier that exists along a significant portion of the x~ atevl’ront ahmg tile 24-acre
prope~y and proximity of the federal channel, this piece is not ideally suited to st~ppot’l
con~mevcial/industvial water-dependent uses over the entire site. The[el-ore. a mixed-use
development consisting of both water-dependent uses and i~on-water-dependent uses appears
rcaso~lab[e.
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However, it is ta,uc.le.a~i-n~.applic~ioA~La_s to why the distfict of the 14-acre mafina must be
changed, particularly since neither i~pro~eTfi~Tn-t~-fi~iz-’a-cT~n-g-e-i-h-~-~~-~e-~7-0pz~7-T[3~_~_, th__e.!~eed
for the zone change on the marina parcel should be more clearly demonstrated. If development
rights are somehow transferred from one parcel to the 03all..e.r~or if
developed as one parcel, an y-15.R!a_rc r~e~de~vel~)~n_~t.of~th.~e m__aj2!n_~p~ortion of the parcel should be
subject to a land us~e.._re._st_si.c~tion or similar mechanism recorded in the land records. A land-use
restriction should ensure that this parce ’cmains availab e for corn nerc a / ndustriai~vT~.-t~:r-
dependenL~ks as it is well sm~ted for such uses and is-i~i~-t’edfh 5 g0d6 fiST, ar~t ~i’~:a\-0i~: t~pes of
uses would th~.ei’~)~Je ~]-~nsi~i~~~t~’~7l~,~~)-~i~i~

Water-Dependent Uses
The snbject property is a large waterfront parcel. As such, sig~ " " ¯ ....~e
given~es..g~p~e. The site presently contains an operational marina!boat yard
on the southernmost 14 acre parcel. The proposal includes the addition of a passenger ferry
terminal located at the northern portion of the site and a public access boardwalk that connects the
conference center to Kosciuszco Park. Providing a pedestrian connection between the adjacent City
Park and the waterfront along the West Branch channel should enhance and increase the use of both
sites.

The passenger ferry is a water-depm~dent use and should be allowed as of fight in this zoning
district. This use will also act to enhance the public access components of the project, as it will
provide in-water activity that adds public interest. In addition to the ferry activity, other project
components such as the observation tower, retail, and the restam’aot could act to draw the public to
the waterfront. It is important that the project is phased such that the Maritime Building, which
includes that fen’y operation, is constructed in phase I as the ferry is the sole commercial water-
dependent use proposed and demand for ferry service appears to be growing.

However, due to the orientation of the federal channel and the existing in-water structures, it may be
difficult to operate a ferry at this location without modifying the in-water and waterside structures.
While we have met with the applicant to discuss various aspects of the project in general, there is
not presently a permit application pending regarding the ferry. We strongly encourage the applicant
to schedule a meeting with the department’s Permitting and Enforcement staff as soon as possible to
ensure that any site constraints cao be addressed early in the design phase of this development.
Accordingly, we recommend that the Board reqoire significantly more details regarding the ferry
operation to ensure that design of this significant water-dependent use can be accm’nmodated at this
site in its proposed location and layout.

With regard to the public access walkway along the west branch channel, the proposal includes a
12-foot wide boardwalk atop the hurricane barrier. Additional amenities include seating, lighting,
and public parking. Our Office has reviewed and/or participated in the design of numerous public
access areas through Connecticut’s coastline since the inception of the CCMA. The most successfnl
areas in tmrns of frequency of use are by far areas that are associated with uses that draw the general
public. Such uses typically include commercial uses such as restaurants and retail shops and areas
that are adjacent to areas that support public events and activities. As mentioned, this proposal
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includes some retail, a restaurant, and a ferry that could draw the public to the waterfront.
Additionally, activity from the commercial office building could add significant foot traffic to the
waterfront walk on weekdays.

However, our experience has been that projects comprising upscale residential developments often
attract few visitors outside the immediate area. Further, if not designed correctly, placing public
access amenities in these situations can lead to conflicts between the residents of a development and
the general public. The waterfront path, in its conceptual format, is ronted extremely close to
residential buildings B, C, and D. The path comes to within 5 feet of buildings at some points.
Further, the residential units will have balconies that project the personal space of the residents out
further beyond the structural limits of the buildings. In order to minimize conflicts between the two
uses, more separation and additional landscape buffering should be added. Commercial uses, such
as additional restaurants or coffee shops could also provide a beneficial buffer between the public
and private residential spaces. Such establishments also draw the public and generate a more
comfortable, inviting atmosphere while dampening the potential conflicts between the public and
fl~ture residents.

In addition, the road layout may discoura e,~.~pubtic access. The gated e!atr249~ce and guard boo!h,
which appear to be in place to ensure the public does not enter the residential area, will add to the
conflict between the two uses. Will pedestrians be restricted from accessing the waterfront walk via
the drive located across from Harbor Street that bisects the residential buildings? ~Fbis may be
another area that has the potential to create a conflict between the residents and neighbors on
Pacific, Manor, and Harbor Streets who wish to access the waterfi’ont through the most convenient
con’idor. Finally, it appears that public traffic will be routed to and along a portion of the waterfront
prior to being routed past the entrance to the commercial building and a guard booth. This access
road will provide a buffer between the public access areas and the development, but not in the area
where it is most needed; between the residential and public access components.

Finally, there is a strip of land (25-50’ wide by over 700’ long) between the htnvicane barrier and
the West Branch Channel that is part of the development parcel. This area has great potential for
providing additional general punic access and should be included in the proposal as this area is
directly a~acent to the water and is physically separated from the proposed development of the site
in distance as well as elevation. Landscape improvements to this area could also help soften the
impact of the view of the hnrricane ban’ier fi’om and across the channel. This area may be large
enough to host small scale events such as concerts, picnics, award ceremonies and waterside
festivals. It could also be used in conjunction with the proposed catering hall.

Stortnwater Management
The proposed development disturbs more than 5 acres of land and therefore is subject to the DEP
General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters Associated with
Construction Activities ("Stormwater Permit"). The Stormwater Permit requires the retention of the
first inch of runoff when stormwater is proposed to be discharged within 500’ of non~fi’eshwater
tidal wetlands. The discharge of all runoff is proposed through the Dyke Street pump station, which
is within 500’ of non-freshwater tidal wetlands. As stated in the application, retention will probably
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not he feasible due to the contamination of the onsite soil. However, non-freshwater tidal wetlands
are adversely impacted by freshwater discharges. We recommend that the applicant relocate a
significant portion of the discharge directly to the West Branch channel where distances to tidal
wetlands are greater and where increased tidal flushing and dilution will better mitigate potential
impacts to tidal wetland vegetation. If snch an alternative is not technically feasible, thc applicant
should demonstrate why it is not.

As mentioned, we understand that the remediation of the site may limit the stonnwater management
measures, such as retention and infiltration into the soil, that can be incorporated into this project.
However, the application material does not contain specific information regarding how stormwater
runoff will be treated to mitigate potential adverse impacts to water quality. The material does
mention that catch basins will be equipped with sumps and hood traps and that oil/g~Jt separators
are anticipated to improve runoff" quality from parking areas and streets. While these measures are
effective in collecting and trapping medium to coarse sediment and floating debris, they are not
effective in mitigating adverse impacts from dissolved pollutants or pathogens.

Without more specific information, we cannot comment on the project’s potential benefits or
adverse impacts to water quality or coastal resources from stormwater discharges to the channel.
Additional stormwater treatment measures that could be inco~]poratcd into a stormwatcr
management include separating roof and parking lot runoff and discharging the stormwater through
filters with media chosen to remove specific storn~water constituents that are expected to be
contained in the runoff from the two sources. A stormwater management plan should be developed
that includes source reduction to prevent pollutants from entering stonnwater and maintenance
measures that ensure that any proposed stormwater BMPs will be maintained to ensm’e long-term
efficiency. We are available to discuss possible stormwater treatment approaches that may offer
improved treatment of stormwater runoff generated onsite.

Summary and Recommendations
The proposal includes both active and passive water-dependent uses and non-water-dependent uses
that could attract the general public to the site. Considering that the hurricane bah’let and the
proximity of the federal channel aIong the waterfront of limit the snitability of the site for
significant commercial/industrial water-dependent uses, the proposed mix of uses appears consistent
with CCMA policies.

As the development proposal moves through this application process, more detailed information
will be necessary to evaluate the potential adverse and beneficial impacts to coastal resources and
the project’s consistency with coastal management policies. There is sufficient detail included in
the application to raise concerns regarding how the public access component of the site is designed
and integrated into the project as a whole and how stormwater will be managed to protect coastal
resoumes. To address the concerns raised in this letter, we recommend the following information
and modifications be incorporated into the revisions to be submitted in the next phases of this
review process. The applicant should:

1) Demonstrate the need to change the zoning district of the marina parcel to DW-D;
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2) Revise site plans to include existing versus proposed grading details;
3) Include schematic drawing level detail of the public access walk including all pvblic access

amenities;
4) Clarify th~.t:e.,l~t.ll~121a~_vc.J.i.!.-be-alla.w..e,~o_a~c~ess the site (i.e. a public access

easements or land area dedicated to the city, etc.) and outline the areas on the site plans;
5) Explain how and by whom the public access areas are to be maintained and how maintenance

will be enforced;
6) Modify the site plans to separate the residential uses from the public access area;
7) Specify the number and location of all dedicated public access parking spaces;
8) Connect the upper walkway to the lower open space ar~a adjacent to the channel; and
9) Explore alternative access road layouts that minimize the potential conflicts between public

vehicular and pedestrian traffic flow and the proposed residential uses.
10) Devetop a stormwater management plan which includes source prevention, treatment of

dissolved stonnwater contaminants and pathogens, long-tmxn maintenance, and monitoring of
proposed structural stormwater BMPs;

1 1) Show the locations of all drainage features and stormwater BMPs on the plans; and
12) Include drainage calculations related to all drainage infrastructure.

We hope these comments m’e helpful to the Board and the applicant. We look forward to working
with both the applicant and the city to refine the proposal to further protect coastal resources and
enhance the existing and proposed water-dependent uses of this significant waterfront parcel. We
are available to attend meetings, make additional site visits as necessary, and review updated plans
as they become available. Please feel free to contact me to discuss these comments.

Sincerel’

Environmental Analyst I1
Office of Long Island Sotlnd Programs

JG/g

John Anderson, Redniss & Mead
Kristen Cavanaugh, DEP OLISP
David Emerson, Stamford Environmental Protection Board
William Hennessey, Sandak Friedman Hennessey & Greco, LLP
Graham Stevens, DEP PERD



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Stamford Planning Board
c/o Mr, Robin Stein

August 3, 2006

Land Use Bureau Chief
888 Washington Boulevard
P.O. Box 10152
Stamford, Connecticut 06904-2152

RE: Proposed Amendment to Stamford Master Plan, MP-390

Finding: I.nconsiste~.t

Dear Board Members:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above-referenced proposal. We
have reviewed the application materials prepared by Antares Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC
including Exhibit 1 dated June 8, 2006 and the Stamford Waterfront Illustrative Plans dated June
15, 2006 regarding the proposal’s consisten.c~ with the applicable policies of the Connecticut
Coa.~_t.al Map~}gement Act (CCMA) [C’~S--~;’~c~i~m-~~2~-90

Project and Site Description
The proposed site Block 25 known as Admiral’s Wharf is located on the east side of the West
branch channel of Stamford Harbor and encompasses approximately 31.6 acres. Coastal
resources on this parcel include coastal hazard areas and a developt~d shorefront with deep water
that has already received approval for a high-speed ferry facility plus significant public access
and related uses. "Developed Shorefront" refers to those harbor areas, which have been highly
engineered and developed resulting in the functional impairment or substantial alteration of their
natural physiographic features or systems [CGS section 22a-93(7)(I)].

Proposal
This sit~ is currently designated as Stamford Master Plan Category 13 (Mixed Use-Shorefront).
The purpose of this category is to provide for appropriate mixed-use development of the
waterfront in a manner that: (1) pro.otects_ _ existing~, water-dependent~_~=_~ uses and encourages::    ~-. new
waterfront uses (2) preserve_ s_a__nd enhances~u-~c access t9 watey.front at_.     eas=and
waterfront vistas; and (3) encourages a mix of compatible uses so designed and integrated
as to achieve these objectives within the capacity of the infrastructure and complementary
in scale to the general character of the area.
The proposed Master Plan amendment would change the zoning of Block 25 to Category 12
(Mixed Use Overlay). The purpose of this category is to provide for the .joint development of
large sites and areas (including substantially rehabilitated industrial facilities) in combination
with retail, housing, limited low-density offices or other approved t~ses, which by nature of the
type of activity, design and layout are compatible with each other and their surroundings. This
category makes no reference to water dependent uses or public waterfront access.
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Conclusion
Waterfront properties are an extremely limited resource with the ~r~j.~ caEacity to
accom~.~odate water2a-~fi-di56t~ ~i~g,._~f~Sh ~y ~ii~i.l)~o£~: ~i’~ion r~guire waterfront
sites, ff6f~r-@~{~fr~t ~r~p~ie~ are also in great deman~ ~r
dependent uses such as residential and retail development, which can be located inland.
Please see the enclosed fact sheet for relevant CCMA policies regarding water-
dependency. W~are concemed&93 the Orooosed plan amendment would allow for
overall diminishm~W~e~~~- ........... ~ ...... ~ mr an
.~ ..... . - ......... r~,~e~ ~s2~wn~c~ would-~,~c ,mpact on water dependent development oppoaunities as described in t~
sheet. Under the cu~ent Master Plan designation, development of the site was recently
approved for a mix of water dependent and non-water dependent uses. Clearly, the site is
well suited for such uses for which there is a reasonable demand.

Summary/Recommendations
The existing Category 13 classification in the Stamford Master Plan appropriately
reinforces the water dependent policies of the CCMA. The subject parcel has already
been approved for development that included water dependent uses such as significant
public access and amenities and a high-speed ferry terminal, and the parcel’s Category 13
status (mixed-use shoreffont) should be retained in order to Pr~re
water-dependent develop~e0t Therefore, we recommend that the Board deny the
proposed amendment without prejudice.

We hope that our comments have been helpful to the Board. If you have any questions
regarding this or any other coastal management concerns, please feel free to contact
Kristal Kallenberg of my staff at (860) 424-3034 or at Kristal.Kallenberg@po.state.ct.us.

Sincerely,

Brian P. Thompson
Director
Office of Long Island Sound Programs

BPT/KK
Enclosure: Water Dependent Use Fact sheet



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Antares Development LLC
c/o !xff. John Freeman, PrRiect Manager
P.O. Box 110237
Stamford, CT 06911-0237

August 29, 2006

RE: Redevelopment in South Stamford

Dear Mr. Freeman,

Thank you for the opportunity to learn more about Antares’ plans to redevelop
approximately 80 acres in south Stamford at our meeting on Angust 23, 2006, We agree
that the mixed-use proposal offers many opportunities to improve the area including
potentially adding a school, adding affordable and other housing units, and remediating
and reusing underutilized or vacant brownfields. Of particular interest to the Office of
Loug Island Sound Programs (OLISP) is the oppo~tunity to significantly increase public
access and view CO~Tidors to Stamford Harbor from the waterfront site located behind the
hurricaue barrier.

While ~nost of the development, at least at the conceptual level, appears consistent with
coastal management policies, we. must firmlv reiterate our view that replaciug all or
p,ortions of the existing boat yard-with non-water-dependent uses is clearly iocons~s!.ent
w~th the water-c~ependent use policies and standards of the Connecticut Coastal
?V’lan’agement__ Ac~ (CCMA) [CGS Sections 22a-90 through 22a-112, inclusiveJ, The b,.._._oat
yard is not only, a,water-dependent use located at a sit.e with deep-~ arm access, its
seduces are in high demand, partl,v as a result of earlier replacement of othe~ Stamford
mannas with non-water-dependent uses,

As you acknowledged during the meeting, we have consistently stated, going back to the
1980s when interest in the "Helco" parcel first materialized, that p:~ial or complete
replacement of the marina with non-water-dependent uses represents an unacceptable
advers-~&~d~i~t- development opportunities and act~\qtms. Since then,
there have been no changes to tbe72CMA or Office policy that alter our interpretation of
the issue. Therefore, we will continue to recommend that an}, proposals of non-water-
dependent use of the boatyard parcel be denied~ and that residential uses be located
landward of the humcane barrier iu accordance ~ith CCMA policies to minimize hazards
to life and property and with sound land-use planning principles.

Finally, the state has jurisdiction over most activities conducted at or below the high tide
line. Work necessary to develop the waterfront parcels within the project area may
lherefore require authorization fi’o|n this Office. We look forward to working with
Anlares to coordinate the review process for proposed activities such as dredging.
rebuilding or modifying bulkheads, constructing new docks, or establishing new

( Prlnled on Recycled P~pcr )
79 Elm Street ¯ Hartford, CT 06106-5127



discharge pipes. However, you should be aware that this Office can0o~ grant
authorization for activities that are inconsistent with t~ j~6]i~i~ bf the CCMA.

We look forward to working with you to address other coastal management related issues
such as managing stormwater runoff and providing meaningful public access walkways
and amenities into the development design. As always, we are available to meet with you
as necessary to move the project forward. Please contact Graham Stevens at 860-424-
4166 or via email at graham.stevens@po.state.ct.us with the Department’s Remediation
Section to coordinate any follow-up meetings with the staff team assigned to your
project.

Brian P. Thompson
Director
Office of Long Island Sound Programs

BPT/KK/JG

cc: Graham Stevens, DEP Remediation
Arthur Christian, IWRD
Elizabeth Appel, DECD
Robin Stein, Stmnford Land-Use Bureau Chief



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Stamford Planning Board
c/o Robin Stein
Land Use Bureau Chief
888 Washington Boulevard
P.O. Box 10152
Stamford, Connecticut 06904 2152

September 5, 2006

Re: Proposed Text Amendment to Starrfford Master Plan

Finding: Consistent with Modification:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above-referenced
proposal. We have reviewed the application prepared by Antares Stamford Waterfront
Manager, LLC dated August 28, 2006 for consistency with the applicable policies of the
Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA) [CGS Sections 22a-90 through 22a-112,
inclusive].

On August 3, 2006 the Office of Long Island Sound Programs (OLISP)
determined that the applicant’s earlier proposed amendment to Stamford Master Plan,
MP-390 was inconsistent with the CCMA and Stamford Master Plan. The proposed
amendment would have changed the existing designation of the Admiral’s Wharf site
from a Master Plan Category 13 (Mixed Use-Shorefront) to a Master Plan Category 12
(Mixed Use-Overlay), potentially opening the door for development that would be
inconsistent with the existing policies of the Stamford Master Plan and CCMA regarding
pres__e.n~t a_~n~d~fu_~tu..~rg,~aL~l;.~e4:Xe~t~.uses, and public access to waterfront areas.

The current proposal would amend the text of Category 12 to include an
additional provision (11), "for parcels located on the shorefront, determination that the
three purposes of Category 13 (Mixed Use-Shorefront), as set forth in the first sentence
of that Category description, are satisfied." While it may be advisable to allow some
waterfront parcels to comprise part of a large-scale development project that is
appropriately bandied under Category 12, all the water-dependent use policies explained
in Category 13 should be applicable, not just those described in the first sentence.

Accordingly, in order to protect, preserve and enhance existing and future water
dependent uses, and public access to waterfront areas and vistas for increasingly scarce
waterfront parcels such as Admiral’s Wharf and the peninsula, OLISP suggests the
Planning Board recommend that the applicant revise the text by omitting the underlined
of the proposed text to read as follows; "for parcels located on the shorefront,
determination that the purposes of Category 13 (Mixed Use-Shorefront), are satisfied."

We hope that our comments have been helpful to the Board. If you have any
questions regarding this or any other coastal management concerns, please feel free to

(Printed on Recycled Paper )
79 Elm Street * Hartford, CT 06106-5127
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contact Ms. Kristal Kallenberg of my staff at (860) 424-3034 or by email at
Kristal.Kallenberg@po.state.ct.us-

Sincerely,

Brian P. Thompson
Director

Office of Long Island Sound Programs

BPT/KK

2



¯
’ Stamf{~rd Pl~mning and Zoning Board
c/o Norman Uole
Principal Planner
Stamford Zoning Board mid Lmld Use Bureau
888 Washington Boulevard
P.O, Box 10152
Siamford. Conneclicut 06904-2152

STATE OF <+. ()NNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF F+NVIRONMENTAI~ PROTECTION

RE: Zoning Board Referrals 206-56. 206-57. 206-58, 206-59, 206-60, 206-61,206-62
CSPRs 790,791

Dear Mr. Cole.

I~hallk you for Ihe opportunity to ;’eview and comment on tile ahov~.qeferenccd
proposals. This Office has not completed i~s rev~ex~ and would like to remind the
applicant ttlld lhe Stan~ford Phmmng ~ltltl Zoning Board of the reqtmenlents I’or Ihe
submission and review of coastal site l)lan applications under Com3ec6cu/Ger~eral
Stalulcs (C(;S) Section 22a-105 {see enclosures). The Commissmner ~1" Ibe DEP is
aulomdlic~lly ;~ part3 to every municipa! coastal ~ile phm *e~ ~e~ and has ll3c righl to
appeal a mmlic~pal decision.

lhis OI t’;cc k, st received ttpplica~tmns including co~tst:.tl site p!~u, ~e\’ie\~ s. zone map
chamEes ;rod zone regt~lalion changes from Antares ~/tlllllol’tl W,dc~ll’ont Mtmttger LLU
dated Nc,emh,Pr 2E 2~06. OI..ISP did nol commem rm the applications hec:t~se we were
informed (ilat the proposals ~ere to I~e revised and resubmitled. Apl)~U’cntl3 there Imv,:
been several meelings since hetween Antares alld fl,e Uil> ol Nt;ll/lt’Old ~tlld subsequent
revisitms hglve heen made accordingly. However. OLISP has vel to recetxe an actual
applicatmn refecral from the City of Sla131fol’d regarding ~my cf the currem Fevised
proposals. Fhis Office received m~ applicgttion package d~rcctl3, I~om the ,tpp@ant this
aftcn~oon. 3el the applicm3t expects these applicutions ~o be ~cferred ~o the Planning and
Zoning Boitrd lhe evening of April 24. 2007. Up tulti[ Iodil.~ otlr rcvie~ has heen lim~ietJ
to informalion laketl fFo~n Legal Notmes published ill It~e Adx ocatc and some conceplual
dexelopme~t phms. This is especinlly p~’ob!em~tic considerin~ the sc{~pc m~d importance
of this 80+ acre prqjecl Pursuant to Section 22a-105(d) olthe CGS. the hoard must
allow lhe commissioner of DEP 35 days for review and comment beli~rc it nmy
render its decision on Zoning Map or Regulation Changes,

Tile mnteriuls reviewed by this Off’ice p~ior to tile writing of this letter a~’c incomplete
inadequate for properrc~iex~ by this Office. Duelolhenun]herofapplieationsunder
eonsideration for this developmenl prolmsal and lhe scope of Ibis project we are
recommending lhe Plmming and Zoning Board resehedule Ihe public hearing for
these applicalions not less lhan 35 days from today, April 24, 2007, the day of our
receipt of the eevised plans and applicalion materials package. An3 I’uturc proposals



sl’~ouh_l be submitted as soon as possible to a’, old further delay in the re’, iew process.
Again, please refer to the enclosures outlmin+ requirements I’o~" a complete coastal site
plan lIeviex\ application and the co~.~stal site plan review process.

Thanks a.~ain iY)r tile opportunity to commenl on lhis pl-qiecl, which holds such ~rmlt
iml)ortnnce for the City of~tamlord, tile sttlte ecoI!Olll), aild tile preservalioll of
significant water dependent uses such as the Yachl Haven West boatvard, one of thp_lT~
full-service marinas remainin~ in this part of the state. We hope that our comments have
be~n helpful to lhe Board. If you have any questions regarding this or any other coastal
n~anagement concerns, pleuse feel five to conlacl me at (860) a24-3034 or hy email at
KristaI.Kallenberg@po.state.ct,us,

Sincerely,

Kristal Kallenberg
Envh’onmenlal Analyst
Office of Long Island Sound Programs

Enclosures : CGS Section 22a-105, Coastal Site Plan Reviex~ s
CGS Section 22a-100 Coaslal Site Plans. Revic~
Coastal Site Plan Review Checklist



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Stamford Zoning Board
c/o Norman Cole
Principal Planner
888 Washington Boulevard
P.O. Box 10152
Stamford, Connecticut 06904-2152

May 21, 2007

Application 206-59"Amendment to Zoning Regulations
Antares Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC-SRD-S South End
Redevelopment District, SOUTH

Finding: Consistent In Part, Inconsistent in Part

Dear Board Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above-referenced text
change proposal. We have reviewed the application materials prepared by Antares
Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC for consistency with the applicable policies of the
Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA)[CGS Sections 22a-90 through 22a-112,
inclusive]. We offer the following comments for your consideration.

The proposed zoning district would apply to two waterfront parcels; the fo~rner Admiral’s
Wharf site and the boat yard located on the peninsula south of the hurricane barrier..As
we have stated arcel i.s un_i ue to the area in that it abuts dee~p_

othe~r local mannas because
replaced with non-water-dependent uses. This Office has always worked closely with the
c t n- rure  ’ i iNNN e requirements of the CCMA have been
applied appropriately and consistently. Primarily, this~tecting the exis~ng
water-dependent uses from being adversely impacted (i.e. replaced or diminished) in any
way’~d’~l~-de~i’th CGS S~t~on22a-93(

We are concerned that changing the underlying zone of the boat yard parcel, and
allowing numerous non-water-dependent uses as of right, may present an unacceptable
adverse impact on water-dependent uses. We understand that language has been placed
in section 4.d of the proposal that would require an applicant to demonstrate that an
existing water-dependent use is not economically viable before such a use can be

1. Which states that adverse impacts on future water-dependent development opportunities mad adverse impacts on
future water-dependent development activities include but are not limited to: (A) locating a non-water-dependant use
at a site that (i) is physically suited for a water-dependent use for which there is a reasonable demand or (ii) has been
identified for a water-dependent use in the plan of development of the municipality or the zoning regulations; (B)
replacement of a water-dependent use with a non water-depandent use, and (C) siting of a non-water-dependant use
which would substantially reduce or inhibit existing public access to marine or tidal waters (CGS Sec.22a-93(17)).

(Printed on Recycled Paper )
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replaced or diminished. While we applaud the effort to include this language, we feel it
is insufficient to ensure compliance with CCMA policies. The very purpose of the
district appears to be at odds with protecting water-dependent uses, since it states that the
SRD-S is "intended to provide for and encourage the land use planning and coordinated
development of large-scale mixed-use developments." To accomplish this, the zone
includes over 150 uses, only a handful of which are bona-fide water-dependent uses.
Through the combination of allowing ~g~t2~-densi~ non-water-de.pe~nd.ent u~es~L~o£the site

llow t~ff~at ~ (6r other water-depe~n~en_t u~ses_.~__f~lAgt~in~.qrd~er~ t~.qo~

Additionally, by allowing the zoning district of the boat yard to include high-density
residential housing in a flood hazard area waterward of the hurricane barrier, the city
would be promoting an i~rease in hazards to life mad property, inconsistent with CGS
Section 22a-92(b)(2)(F)~2

We understand that Antares is r~ uestin that the Boat Yar.~d~ and Adm~i.raLs Wharfp~r~eels
be co~d ARffom the at ard        b~to the
Adl~als Wharf site, similar to what was permitted for the Admirals Wharf development.
However, that arrangement was offered in exchange for a deed restriction preserving the
boat yard use in perpetuity, which Antares is apparently unwilling to undertake. T.~h.e
added density was also necessary to offset the cost of remediating a contamin~q~d.parcel.
We supported this ap~’~¢"~, as ~t was~"tl~conslstent with CCMA pohc~es. In this
instance, combining the parcels should not be necessary since the new zone allows for
significantly more FAR than the D-WD zone alIows, and by which the Admirals Wharf
development was constrained. For example, the new zone allows for a residential FAR
of nearly 1.5. The FAR for the D-WD zone was 1.0. From a planning perspective, ~
are puz~eLl~ t~h_.at affe_Lr a new zoning district is created spec!f!g~!~ i_n" su~p~pg_rt_o__f.~.~ajor

the zoni_ng standards they are proposing.

As we have seen with the Admiral’s Wharf project, market forces and conditions change

~’Y
over time. It would be surprising if the Antares project, which is projected to be
implemented over a 10-year period (+/-), does not undergo changes in reaction to market
conditions. Therefore, while changing the zone of the boat yard to SRD-S might appear
now to include the necessary mechanisms to adequately protect water-dependent uses, the
inclusion of non-water-dependent uses as permitted uses along with the stated purpose of
the district may well place the water-dependency of the parcel at increasing risk over
time. Even though Antares may intend to maintain the boatyard use at this time,.i(the

~o manage coastal hazard areas so as to insure that development proceeds in such a manner that hazards
to life and property ~e minimized and to promote nonstruc~tur. _a_l_s.o_[~utions to flood and erosion problems
except in those instances where structural alternatives prove unavoidable and necessary to protect existing
inhabited stxuctures, infrastructural facilities or water dependent uses.



ci~ desires to e~fectively and permanently preserve this unique parcel for a water-
dependent use cons stent~.w~_ith CCMA polices, the zoning of the pm’cel must reflect this
desire. Accordingly, we st¥o-~)}"~omn~’end that the proposal to change the zoning
district of the boat yard parcel be denied. To bet_t.e~r.~p_rgt~g~t [he -/voter-dependency
of the site, we also recommend that the Board seek to change the underlying zone
fror~(D:WD) l$~;i~gn~l’W~terfr°nt District to (C-WD) Coastal Water-Dependent
District. Additionally, we recommend that the City seek to change the parcel to
Master Plan Category 14 Industrial-Water Dependent, which more clearly
delineates the limits of the site to true water-dependent uses.

While we have no objection to proposing the SRD-S zone change to the Admiral’s Wharf
site, we recommend that the Zoning Board include the following conditions to any
approval of this zone regulation change:

¯ Building setbacks for non-water dependent uses be defined as a minimum of 30’
from the inland base of the hurricane barrier (where applicable) as opposed to 30’
from Mean High Water.

¯ Design of this area should seek to separate the residential use from the public
access component of the project in an attempt to reduce any potential conflicts
between the uses. Such design options include spatial separation, landscape
buffering, signage, elevation changes, lighting, and public amenities.

We hope that our comments have been helpful to the Board. If you have any questions
regarding this or any other coastal management concerns, please feel free to contact Ms.
Kristal Kallenberg of my staff at (860) 424-3034 or by email at
Kristal.Kallenberg @ po.state.ct.us.

Si~ly,

n~an P.~mp~ c~

Director
Office of Long Island Sound Programs

Enclosures: Fact sheet for Adverse Impacts
Fact Sheet for Water-Dependent Uses
Fact sheet for Coastal Flood Hazards

KK/JG/BPT



SANDAK HENNESSEY & GRECO,,,,

Tek,ph~,nc {2t)]) 425 4200 Fac,lmilc 120~1 {25-8608

May21. 2007

M,m J Kur:man

Robert M, Stein. Jr,. Land Use Bnreau Chief
Norman Cole. Principal Planner
City of Stamford
888 Washington Blvd.
StamfOrd, CT 06901

Application of Antares Stamlbrd Waterfl’ont Manager LI.C, Antares Waller
Wheeler Drive SPE L,I,C and The Strandq~RC (il’~ttl~ ]l (~ lbr Zoning Text
Amendmenls, Zoning Map C ~ange, Coastal Site Plan Apl~rm’al and Site Plan
Al)proval

Dear Mr. Stein & Mr. Cole:

In response to your letter dated April 2. 2007 rcgarding outstanding issues on the various
applicatiol~s submitted by Antares Stamford \Valerfi’ont Manager LLC and ils related entities
(collectively "Antares") as well as comments raised by the Zoning Board members during the
April 30 hearing, below is Antares’ response to these items. Your comment is noted in plain
text, with our response in italics.

Additionally, we have reviewed and provided revisions to the draft of the zoning
regulations you l’orwarded to Antares. We look forward to ongoing discussions on the language
of these regulations, As noted at the April 30 hearing. Antares will incorporate the revisions
recommended by tile Planning Board into its tcxt anlen,:.hllell[ language.

STATUS OF THE C-’URRENT St ;BMISSION

1. Thc various plan submissions are inconsistent, and need to be updated and reconciled with
each other. What documents are still valid and considered 1o be par{ of the application?
A~ ~q~dated o~d imermd6" com’i.s’tenl sel q#all phms was/ih’d on ..lpril 18 at*d di.ylrihuted IO
Zoning Board members’. Based ~q~on the M~O’ 10 meeli~g between sta/!)#ul ru)resenlalivev
O/the ~q)l)lican!,v, withi~ o~e week we expect to ,st~hmil a [it/I set o/re./inemenls to the
developmenl at }’~, T.
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2. Accurate site plans and conceptual architectural elevations, building floor plans and
parking layouts should be provided, tied to an aecnrate base map at a scale of not less than 1
inch = 50 feet, with larger scale plans and elevations of key public access facilities and
waterfront improvements.
All plans have been provided at the requested scale wilh the exception of the Cooper
Robertson Illustrative Master Plan, which is only available at a smaller scale.

3. The feasibility of all parcels should be demonstrated with conceptual floor plans and
garage layouts confirming that parking counts and floor areas can be achieved within the
proposed building envelopes, with no exposed parking garage floors.
Detailedphms have been submittedJbr the Phase 1 parcels that illustrate the likely building
floor plans. With respect to parking garage floors; Antares is able to demonstrate that many
garage f’ontages can be lined with other uses. [towever, all levels and all sides of every
garage cannot be wrapped with other uses and in those cases, architectural screening will be
provided to mask the appearance of any above-grade garage levels’. This is consistent with
documents and discussions made by Antares and Cooper Robertson and Partners dzoqng
recent meetings with stuff on May 10 co?d 18. The spec!fied parking counts can be achieved
under these designs. Cooper Robertson will pt’esent more inf!)rmation related to this matter
this evening.

4. Site plan sections provided in the Harbor Point submission dated March 13, 2007 do not
correspond to the current site plan or to the previous submission defining building heights
and uses. In some instances, portions of the sections have no dimensions. To convey useful
information, the "materials strip" associated with the sections should be labeled. An inset
detail at larger scale should be provided of pedestrian streetscapes showing typical paving,
curbing aud landscape details,
Updated site plans and sections prepared by Sasaki Associates hm,e been incorporated into
the most recent submission set and addresses all concerns stated above.

SITE PLAN ISSUES

1. The public open space linkage from the Teardrop Park through Hm’bor Sqnare out to the
Harbor should be strengthened. The office building footprint for Parcel $2 currently
encroaches on this open space co~mection and should be set back fi~rther.
Antares agrees that this is critical design area as it serves as the entrance into the Harbor
Point Square development area. Architects working on the designs fi~r this portion of the
proposal, including Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects and Perkins Eastman, have extensively
considered this area. At the design team’s meeting with the Stanford Land Use staff stated
that the Pelli design for the $2 building had answered his’ questions about this issue and that
modification of the design on this point was not necesswy.

2. A conceptual architectural plan for Parcel S l should be provided. This building defines
the northerly boundary of the public sqnare and the southerly frontage ou Atlamtic Street, and
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also adjoins an important portion of the waterfront. Active use shonld be provided along
Atlantic Street at ground level and no parking garage floors should be exposed to view. The
temfinus of Atlantic Street at the Hurricane Ban’ier (City property) should be incorporated
into the project in a meaningful way with, at a minimum, a pedestrian connection provided to
the waterfront and to the public plaza area.
Detailed preliminary plans for Parcel S1, prepared by Pelli Clarke Pelli Architects and
Perkins Eastman, hm,e been prepared and submitted for review by stqyf and the Zoning
Board. Sasaki Associates has’ also prepared a plan that demonstrates a proposed design for
the Atlontic Street terminus. Final pluns will not be complete fi)r some time as Antares is
seeking General Development Plan approval bgfore finalizing all design issues related to
Phase l buildings and layouts.

3. Sta’engthen the alzival point at Washington Blvd. and Atlantic St. mad tbe connection into
the public plaza area.
As with the items above, Antares agrees that this is an important design area. Revisedplans
that address this issue hm,e been submitted.

4. Pacific, Manor and Harbor Streets should all connect through to the waterfront, and
provide parallel public parking along both sides. By relocating garage access to these streets,
it may be feasible to eliminate the roadway along the west side of Triangle Park.
Each of these streets in fact provides pedestrian access to the watetfi’ont. Although Antares
understands the goal of this comment, it believes that the pedestrian-friendly area and the
extensive park realm would be adversely qifected by the addition qi’vehicular trqffic along
these streets as well as the elimination O,~’the roadway along the triangle park

5. All parking garage floors should be located behind active uses of a building and
completely screened from view from all streets m~d pedestrian areas.
All issues related to parking garage floors are addressed in response to Item 3 of the Current
Submission section above.

PUBLIC ACCESS CONSIDERATIONS

1, All of the roadway and pedesla’ian walkways parallel to the hurricane barrier should be at
or above the elevation of the barrier to provide open vistas of the waterfront and harbor.
Revised plans, designed as the result qf design team meetings between land use staff and
Sasaki, have been filed and included in the presentation to the Zoning Board. Antares
believes that this current design sati,~fies the earlier concerns with respect to the road and
walkway elevations.

2. Public parkiug spaces should be provided on both sides of the hurricane ba~a’ier roadway,
throughout its entire length.
Thi~" item has been incorl)orated into t!w revised plans.
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3. Waterfront public access facilities need further improvement, incorporating opportunity
for more types of public activities and uses, and points of interest on the waterfront. The
general development plan should commit to providing public facilities (restmoms, drinking
fountains, picnic tables, grills, shade structures) and other facilities mad services to activate
the punic access space (kayak rental, fishing piers, bait/tackle kiosk, interpretive signage,
transient dock space, public cruise boat dock).
Antares has incorporated these O~pes of public facilities into its plans. The inclusion of these
items is subject to review and approval by the Army Corps of Engineers and although
Antares is optimistic about their inclusion, final resoh¢tion cannot be resolved at this time.

4. l~-water docks and walkways wma’ant further improvement, with evidence of feasibility
provided fi’om OLISP and ACOE. Transient dock space and limited marina support facilities
should be considered (pmnp-out, water, power). Poteutial cruise buat and/or ferry operations
should be addressed. Boardwalk facilities irmnediately ac[iacent to the water’s edge should
be enlarged and placed at the lowest possible elevation, and equipped with kiosks and
facilities to provide interest and support larger public gatherings. The design intent of the
boardwalk extension nortb of the plaza should be clarified.
Several of these items related to marina uses are currently in place at the I~acht Haven
marina and will remain in place under the Antores ’proposaL The current plan does provide
transient marina spaces and the revised Sasaki plans dated April 27, 2007 address the other
issues.

5. Consideration should be given to sloping or stepping the plaza elevation from 20 feet to
17 feet toward the water, to maximize water views.
This item is addressed in response to 1tern l of this section.

6. The end of the public plaza and boardwalk connection to the water’s edge is a major focal
point warranting further study to articulate a clear function and purpose. Extending the
alignment of the plaza to the water’s edge should be considered. The rip rapped face of the
hurricane barrier should be filled and landscaped.
This item is" addressed in resi~onse to Item 1 qf this section.

BOAT YARD ~)

1. What development activities, alterations and/or new nses are proposed for the Boat Yard
property? What is the meaning of"Brewe s Point’ (location #7 shown on 3/13/07
submission)?

~ 41_l existing boat},ard and marina operations will_ retnain in place und~r th~ curr~U _n~’~posal,

without the addition or elih-i[nation ~/any operations. The notation about Brewers Point has
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INFORMATION DEFICIENCIES

1. Accurately delineate any streets, open spaces, public access areas or other easements or
land rights to be conveyed to the City.
Plans prepared by Sasaki and submitted to your office as full sized plans on May 7, 2007
now delineate these areas.

2. Identify proposed non-residential uses with more specific categories (office, hotel,
restaurant, ground floor retail, neighborhood retail!convenience uses) and locate on building
floor plans showing the amount and category of uses.
Much ql’this information is located in the initial submission materials prepared by Cooper
Robertson & Partners and remains unchanged. Additional detail for the Y&Tsite,
specifically a proposed merchandising plan, is currently being prepared.

3. Provide accurate perspective drawings, renderings and/or photo-realistic simulated views
taken from pedestrian eye level, showing the scale and relationship of buildings, principal
streetscapes, open spaces and off-site private development.
These materials have been prepared by Pelli Clarke Pelli, Perkins Eastman, and Sasaki
Associates and were presented at the public hearing. Additional renderings depicting the
Y&Tproposal are in the submitted materials and are currently being developed for
presentation at the public hearing continuation after tonight.

4. Locate buildings taller than eight (8) stories on the site plan.
A height diagram is included in the Cooper Robertson materials submitted with the
application paekage. Detailed plans are cw’rently being prepared to illustrate one of several
options that could be built under the proposed zoning regulations and design guidelines.

5. Define the scope of improvements to be performed outside the Antares property. A simple
plan illustrating these improvements" will be prepared and submitted shortly.

6, Document the requirements/restrictions of the Army Corps of Engineers regarding
alterations to the Hurricane Barrier and required maintenance access, with enrrent contact
staff at the ACOE.
The design team has been working with representatives of the Army Corps to document these
issues. A meeting was held in early May that was attended by Army Corps staff,
representatives of Antares and CiO, land use staff to discuss the current proposal and the
work associated with that plan. Army Corps representatives indicated their approval qflthe
plan. subject to final application review.

7. Document the approved remediation plan, with current contact staff at the Connecticut
Department of Environmental Protection.
The portion of the development area encompassed by the earlier "Admirals WhaU~’plan has’
an approved Remedial Action Plan in place, dttached fi~r your review are letters.fi’om
Louriero Environmental Associates regar~#ng the status of the remediation activities on the
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8. [dentil:v any requesled divisions of the site intended fiw coax eyance and separate
ownership, where conveyances will occur prior to the apprm’al of final site and architectura!
plans.
7he site wilt be tt Planm’d L’ni/Development u’il]l d condomi~fium ow~wrshi1) .S’ll’ltdllll’d.
Antares is not reque.s’li~g (l~{I divi.riott o[’lhe site.

9. Provide a phasing plan and development timetable that encompasses Ihe full build-out.
Phave I qf the Harbor l)oit71 tlllg[ }-c~ 7" developmettts is Idlllalivt,@ .~’c/Iddll[ed I0 be,gin i~* this
./2tll. /l!wroximate6, 890 res’i&qffi~d traits will he constructed at tho’hor l)oi~tt, with am~ther
175 t#~ils at I!tt’ }’&7"site itz the renovated Aiill Building. [Vil]t re.sl~eCl Io mm-reside~ti~d u.re.s
i*~ Phu.w L *tei~hborhood retail qf 65,000 square jbet wil/ be g#ve]ol)ed al Ikg-7’. 77te larMe
/brmat retail m~(v be con.strttcled in PImxe 1 ~/ lemmls are located At lIarhor Point. qffTce
(100, OOO squttre./~’eO, retail 0,5’, 000 sqmtrc /eel) and hotel ¢ 15O rm)m.v) tlvex arc !~roposed
liar ~#ve/opme~tt i~ Phase 1.

h~ a(Mili(m, Phase I will inchuh’ the wateUi’o,t! imprm’emettl.r (su!?/ect Io ccrtain Army (’orp,~’
q/’Enginee~w permils), the "I’" park, and the ,s’o*Mm,e.~’lern l)ortioll O/lhe "’ 7>ar~h’op "park.
The "green" al F& T will aLvo be part q/Phase I improvetmmls, a~ wilt mo.sl q/the public
il?fraxlrltcl ltre.

Later pha.w.v o/holh residenlial aml mm-residenlial developme~l will proceed as the mat’kct
allows.

10. It would be usel’tfi to compare the proposed public square and open spaces to existing
open spaces within the Cily o1" Stamlbrd.
Dm’i~g the April 30 /mhlic heari~g. Richard Red~fis.v im’huled thi.~ coml~ari.vm~ i,~ hi.v
presenlatiu~. [fyt~u or t/w hoard members would like a~hlitiomt/ details. A~tares wouh/ hc
hapl{V lo provide them.

1 trust that this letter, along with the revised and updated plan. respond to your concerns.
W’e look Ibrward to continuing discussion of the process.

Sincerely.

William ,l. I lelmessey. ,It,

co: J. Ft’eeman



Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc.

Apfill0,2007

Antares Yale & Towne SPE, LLC
740 Pacific Street
Stamford, Comaecticut 06902

At’m: Jotm Freeman, Vice President and General Counsel

RE: Brownfield Redevelopment Status
Antares Yale and Towne Site
Stamford, Connecticut

Dear Mr. Freeman:

This letter provides a status update to our correspondence of November 20, 2006 related to the
ongoing Brownfield redevelopment activities for the Antares Yale and Towne property located
in Stamford, Connecticut (hereinafter referred to as the "Site"). The DEP delegated the
investigation and remediation of the Site to a Licensed Environmental Professional (LEP). As
such, the DEP does not fomaally approve the investigation or remediation for this parcel.
Additional investigations and remediation have been ongoing on the Site since August 2006.
The conceptual Remedial Action Plan (RAP) has been reviewed with the DEP and the final RAP
is currently underway and will be completed by June 2007.

Should you have any questions regarding the information provided in this letter report, please
contact me at 860.410.2960.

Sincerely,
LOUREIRO ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

George F. Andrews, P.E., L.E.P.
Senior Project Manager



Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc,

April i0, 2007

Antares Adnfirals Wharf SPE~ LLC
Antares Walter Wheeler Drive SPE, LLC
740 Pacific Street
Stamford, Cotmecticut 06902

Arm: John Freeman, Vice President and General Counsel

RE: Brownfield Redevelopment Status
Harbor Point
Stamford, Connecticnt

Dear Mr. Freeman:

This letter provides a status update to our con’espondence of November 20, 2006 related to the
ongoing Brownfield redevelopment activities for the Antares Admirals Wharf and the Antares
Walter Wheeler Drive properties located in Stamford, Co~mecticnt (referred to collectively as
Harbor Point).

As previously summarized, a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) was approved by the Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) on April 27, 2005 for the Antares Admirals Wharf site.
Additional investigations have been completed m~d an amendment to the approved RAP will be
prepared and submitted to the DEP within the next month. We are confident that the RAP
amendment will be approved by the DEP by June 2007.

The DEP delegated the investigation and remediation of the Antares Walter Wheeler Drive site
to a Licensed Environmental Professional (LEP). As such, the DEP does not formally approve
the investigation or remediation for this parcel. Additional investigations and remediation have
been ongoing on this site since acquisition. The RAP is currently underway and will be
completed by June 2007.

Should you have any questions regarding the information provided in this letter repox% please
contact me at 860.410.2960.

Sincerely,
LOUREIRO ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

George F. Andrews, P.E., L.E.P.
Senior Project Manager



June 8, 2007

Ms. Phyllis Kapiloff
Chair, Stamford Zoning Board
888 Washington Blvd.
Stamford, Connecticut 06904-2152

Subject: Application by Antares Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC and its related
companies to amend and apply the Stamford Zoning Regulations concerning the
South End Redevelopment District, South.

Dear Ms. Kapiloff:

The Harbor Management Commission has reviewed the application to the Zoning Board by Antares
Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC and its related companies (Antares) to amend the Stamford
Zoning Regulations concerning the South End Redevelopment District, South (SRD-S) and to apply
that district to several properties in the South End, inelndlr~g two prominent wate,~f!.ont parcels: I) the
property known as the "]:IELCO" or Admiral’s Wharf site adjoining the west branch of Stan~ford
Harbor; and 2) the boatyard located on the peninsula south of the Stamford hurricane barrier
(boatyard).

The proposed zoning amendments were described to the Commission by the applicant during the
Commission’s meeting of May i 9, 2007 and were the subject of a special meeting of the Commission
on June 6, 2007.

The applicant is aware that the Commission is preparing a Harbor Management Plan for the City of
Stamford as authorized by Section 22a-113m of the Cormeeticut General Statutes and Stamford
Ordinance No. 1021. Following approval and adoption of the plan by the State of Comaecticut and
Board of Representatives, respectively, it will be the responsibility of the Commission to review and
make recommendations, consistent with the plan, on any proposal affecting the real property on, in,
or contiguous to Stamford Harbor, including proposals received by the Zoning Board and any other
City, state, or federal agency.

At this time, prior to approval and adoption of the plan, the Commission wishes to transmit the
following comments to the Zoning Board regarding the Antares proposal for amending the Zoning
Regulations. Our comments are directedorimarily toward the effect of the proposed zoning
amendments on~e~s-t~n,qu~~~lSendent uses for wtfich
ttie’~ are c ea~. j~c~a_nLd.~.~nO~.~~’’~Eccess-~-~ the harbor from the HELCO s~te ,s a~~~ ~’~-r" -r"~fected b’~y~t"he
presence of the humcane bamer. As a resnlt, coastal management ~ssues concerning f!~tnre water-
dependent land uses are less pressing with regard to the HELCO site than they are lbr the boatyard at
the present time.



COMMENTS:

1. Due to the size and location of the HELCO and boatyard sites, the disposition of these
properties should be expected to have a profound and lasting impact on the future of not only
the South End but also the enth’e Stamford Harbor and its waterfront,

wl,~ ~,"at,,ard haW ex~’~-~i,,e f!.ontaoe on and direct access to the Federal navigation channel in

the2W~ gi:anc~ =0"Ugf~r~f_0.?-a Harbor. The site was created by landfill for use by boaUng
industri~md-hgs~befii~ c6fihmiously used for such purposes. It was occupied for many years by
the Luders Marine Construction Company and in more recent years by one of the largest
boatyard and marina facilities on Long Island Sound. A 1983 study prepared for the Stamford
Planning Board found, based on cumulative consideration of the number of berthing slips
provided, winter storage capacity, and the a~mual number of boat services and repairs cnn’ied
out~ that the facility at that time was perhaps the largest privately-operated boatyard~marina for
th~ service of pleasure b0a!s on the enttre East Coast. ,

3. The facilities currently provided on the boatyard ~ite, includ!ng facilities for the service, repair,
and storage of vess~!~ of al! si~es; ~i~st!nguish ~he ~_xi~ting b~siness on thispr0periy-from all
other water-dependent businesses in Stam.f, ord. In fact, the current water-dependent bus~nesg’b
the site is n~th-~ d~l-~) b0aiya~l ;l~e~nlra Stamford. The o.~th.ej boaWards that once existed in
the City have long si,~nce.~b~la~ced~b N!:~ll~12c,~l~fi.¢e~. wato~erfront condominiums now
providing oniy marina facilities for the do2.k)~?~a2f bo~a~ts. Many of those docked boats rely on
the service~ repair, ~’~ storage facilities provided at the boatyard. It i_~s.~fa_i[~t~o ._s~.y~.that
Stamford s reputataon as a boating cemer an western Long Is~anu ~ound ~s ~ue p~m~ar,y ~o th~
manne serv~c’es-~’l~stonc~ly ~t~c~en~]y pmvtded on t~ bo~rd s~te.          ~ -~

4. The Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA) and St~ford’s Municipal Coastal Proem
(MCP) establish strong policies whereby land use plans, regulations, and decisions must give
priori~, ~d preference to water-dependent uses that require direct access to, or location in,
m~ine or tidal waters.

The boatyard site has been the subject of considerable attention by City plamring and zoning
officials dating back to the early 1980’s when Stamford developed its MCP. The City’s previous
coasta! management studies and planning documents identify continuation of a boat~fard facility~,~l~
on the ooatvard s~te as a h~h prio±~~~, atert~"2n~.
Public comments heard by the Commassmn m the course ofats work on the Harbor Management
Plan have also emphasized the need for retaining the boatyard services on the site.

6. The pending Harbor Management Plan prepared by the Commission mad now in draft form
contains a number of provisious applicable to the boatyard, including the following provision
supporting continuation of the existing level ofboatyard services on the site.

The authority and provisions of the Harbor Management Plan, Master Plan, Zoning
Regulations, and Connecticut Coastal Management Act should be applied to." a)
encourage and support the continued operation and enhancement of existing water-
de’pende~ u~es’, , ,yb ’ encoura-eg and su,.pp--ort the developn ent of appropriate new water-
dependent uses," and c) review any plans and proposals for new uses. Future
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development pro[ects that may affect established water-dependent uses should not result
in significant reduction of available recreational boating services, including marine
trades, on wate~front properties ad/oining the West Branch. [emphasis added.]

The proposed amendments to the SRD-S zone as it would affect the YHW site include
amendments to Section 4 concerning permitted uses. A number of nonwater-dependent uses
would be allowed on the site and Section 4.d would allow the Zoning Board to authorize the
modification of an existing water-dependent use provided that certain conditions are met,
including but not limited to submittal by ~he applicnnt of a market study and analysis conce~qg
the site’s potential to suppol~ a water-dependent use under the existing zoning.

Given the importance of the existing ’boatyard setwices to the local recreational boating
community and regional boating industry, the Commission recommends that Section 4.d of the
proposed zoning amendments be strengthene~t t-=~e~ila~ ~ny
wat~-e’~de=p’e~ade~n~hs~ ~ o~~ tt-{~ ~l~a~!)a~d" ~ii~ d~ n0~ ~res~ff~y S~[~ti~~ ~f
a~ra~[e’~�}~tional boating se~ices, includioN but not limited to boat storage, se~wice~

wat~rL@_~g~5~N¢8=~ ~O~t~[a~¢ g~y o£~r-d~pep@~t uses even if said replaceme~
u~p~gyid~pp)~ access to m~ine and tidal water~ .......................... ’

Thank you for the opportunity to couuneut on this important matter. We look forward to continuing
to work with the Zoning Board to ensure that Master Plan, Zoning Regulations, and Harbor
Management Plan are implemented in the most effective manner to achieve the City’s goals for use
and conservation of the Stamford waterfront.

If you have any qnestions or require any additional information, please call me at (203) 356-8742

Sincerely,

Chairman



SANDAK HENNESSEY GRECO
COU NS~LORS AT    LAW

707 Summer Streel Stamford, CT06901-1026
Telephone (203) 425-4200 Facsimile (Z03! 325-8608

Mr. Norman Cole
Principal Planner
City of Stamford
888 Washington Boulevard
Stmnford, CT 06901

June 18, 2007

blare J, Kuraman*

Re: Application 206-59
SRD-South - Response to OLISP Letler

Dear Mr. Cole:

The purpose of this letter is to respond to concerns raised by the Office of Long Island
Sound Programs (OLISP) in its letter from Brian P. Thompson dated May 21, 2007.

~ m_~z_c_l!ent is quite aware of the desire of the city and state to maintain the
boatyard. In lhct, ao t~lan fil¢~] hv_&ntares with the Zoning~o~rd invo vqV~-~lhninating any water
de~gnd~fft uses i~cludin[~ the boatyard~. This has been in part due to several early discussions
w~i n~Em~fi~rs of the Land Use Bureat]. Mr. Thompson’s statement that his department is
concerned in par~ by the number of"as of right" uses contained in the proposed SRD-Sonth
regulation indicates a misonderstanding of the zoning technique and present uses allowed. It
must be pointed out that all uses are subject to Zoning Board approval. More i~nportantly, his
letter fails to note that the boatyard, unlike all of the other Antares holdings, remains in Master
Plan Category 13 (Mixed Use - Shorefront.) This too is i,n recognition of b~th the Plamfing
Board’s and the Zoning Board’s opinion that the Wat4r-dep~fidhnt natu.,r,e of the boatyard ~n the
14 acre pemnsula ~s lmnortant. Moreover, OLISP s concmn about the inclusion m the S ~
t~gs an ar s or the e~ination or reduction of a water dependent use seems misplaced
insofar as the ide~a .f_of in~c_l_u£!i~g _~!m.~e standards was offered by you in order to_pt:o_t_ec~_Lhe water
dep~nd~en_t uses m~O..alrea_dy_e?@sts i_n the DWp, w!och i~]i~durren~ zbn~ for the Marina.

Mr. Thompson is correct in that OLISP did support the Admirals Wharf project. His
suggestion that Antares deed restrict the property is clearly misplaced because nnder Connecticut
law, deed restrictions cannot be imposed in connection with zoning approvals. In Bartsch v.
Planning & Zoning Commission of the Town of Trumbull Conn. App. 686 (1986), the court
found the imposition of a deed restriction by a plmming & zoning commission was a violation of
Connecticut General Statute CGS 8-2 and a violatinn of public policy. In Bartsch, the deed
restriction was declared void.



P, egarding Nit’, Tbompson’s concern regarding the location o[’the setbacks of buildings
fi’om the 1 lun’icm~c Barrier on the Helco property. 1 note that the Antares plan contains setbacks
which exceed the 30 l~mt setback fi’om the Hurricane Barrier be suggested and, i~] I~qcL in recent
design mcelings my client has been encouraged by yoar staff 1o move the buildings closer 1o the
Hurricane Barrier,

Ills lhlal cornmeal that there shoukl be a separation of use between tile public access
component and private componcnl is unacceptable to m3 client as we believe there should be a
]~llly integrated "neighborhood" and thin tile public and private realms should bc as seamless as
reasom~bly possible. While certainly cnmmces to residential buiklings will be reserved lbr those
residents, Antares beliex es there shoukl be a minhnal iltlmber o[’ barriers separating the public
access fiom residential uses.

The proposal lbr both Text Change and General Site Plan approval pending belbre tile
board for tile Harbor Point project t,~oses t0 maintain the boat)’ard in its entir~t’2~ on tile
1.4�acre parcel and utilizes all non-wnter delNndent developLncnt rights on other ~rtions
of the l~roDertv, tl’~erebv aden. uatelv ~rotectin,a tile boatvard i)’om the develo 311leLll.
l-,un~rmore, he t-ext is purposely written to give iI~e Zon" lg Boa dft 11 co ~t ol a ld set
stnndards for any fiu’tber modification of the boatyard ~{nd’ water dependent uses in
general. The proposed text is tile same as tile exisffng DWD text that currently go\eros
the use of the Marina. Any application to modify the boatyard operation would be b3
way of a modil~cation of a General Development Plan giving the zoning authorities the
highest level ofdiscretkmary control. Furthermore, any change to the boatyard would
require a nexx coastal site plan application wbich woukl, of course, be referred to OLISP.

2. Netbacks for resLdentml uses from the top of the lltLrricane Barrier exceed those
recommended by OLIS1.

S believes that tile residential neighborhood and public access3, Unlike OL1, P. Antares
components shouM bc fully integrated.

Sincerely.

WJH/jmc II

cc: Developmenl Team



Principal Hmmer
888 Washington Boulevard
P.O. Box 10152

OF CONNECTICUT
EN\:IRONMENTA L

June 25, 2

Stamford. Connecticut 06904-2152

Re: Appl, 206-58, Zone Map Change-Antares Stamford Walerfroni Manager LLC

Dear Mr. Cole,

Thank you for lhe oppcqlunit) to review and comn~ellt on Ihe aboxe-refeienced p;oposal
at such short notice. We have re\,iev,’ed Ihe application materials prepared by Anlares
Stamford Waterfront rnanager LLC I% consistency with the applicable policies of the
Connecticut Ooaslal Management Act (C.’CIVIA I[CGS Sections 22a-90 through 22a-112.
inclusi\e] and offer Ihe following, comn-ients for yotir consideration.

In a letter dated May 21, 2007 (see enclosure I the Director of OLISP MI’. [~l’iall P.

Thompson, expressed concerns with pending App!icaiion 206-59, tile texl change
proposal that would rezone most of lhe Anlares development area in southern Slalll[Ol-cl.
including the boal yard paivel !o a newly proposed Soulh End Rede\elopmenl Dislrict
(SERD-S). SERD-S includes more than 150 tt~,es, tt handful of which are \\aler-
dependent uses,

Applicalion 206-58 proposes a zone map change for 60 acres of propml) in southern
Stamford curi-enlly zoned as Designed Walcrfront Dislrict (DW-D),
(M-G), Multiple Family Residence Design IR-MFI and Coastal Watel l)epei’ident
WDL OLISP’s coilcCills with this proposed zoning map change of the boalyard parcel
(DW-D) systematically coincide wilh COllMllelltS made regarding Applicalion 206-59.
Allhougl~ the hoalyard pai’cel is contiguous to the 60 dexelopable acres that ~t ould
potentially comprise the new SERD-S zone. it i~tisl be acknm~ledged lhal this 1~+/- acre
parcel is unique in its location, characteristics and existin~ uses and Iherel’~e is xa~tlv
olHeicnt~ ~7~ ~,itcd fcl the, ~pnc/,. ont,     . map ai
foremost, the site is appropriately and entireN, devoted to an exis~x~3 el" dependent tlsc
lha~lT~k52~es})N~J’qiL0gp~g~ AddifionilllyL {h~ Site is waterfront, in a coastal hazard
zone and waterward of a htnTicane barrier, rendering il iimppropriate for residcntial
development. As stated m the Ma3 _1 ,007 letter we are concerned that applying Ihfs
II]tlilI )~ one to a site zo le~ ’or ~ [ltCl’-C ependenl uses could represent all ~el’se
impact to exisiin~ and future
Antares, w nlst reassuring us lhal non-x~ ater c ep~ent uses wil not be developed on the
boalyald par~colllhlue 1o ~l’ess for I’eZol3h~ this site for non x~ ater-depen~.

In a letter dated Aullusl 3, 2006 (see enclosure) Mr. Thompson articulaled concerns
abol.iI /\il[ai’es’ proposed aillendmont N,IP-390 to tile Slal/~ford ,’vlaster Plail \\hicl~ sotighl
Io change the hoatyard parcel 0onl ils existing Masler Plan (MP) Catcgor) 13 (blixed



Use Shorefront) to a Category 12 (Mixed-Use Overlay). ~J~.~fy~t? ~mn)~nde~d ~)a_[th.e
Category 13 designation be retained n order to promote and protect existing and future
water-d-e-lJ~-n~t~iit-~pportu.ni~ies. OLISP met with Antares on August 23, 2006 and

uses is clearl~ inconsistent with the water dependent use policies and standards of the
CC~-We followed the meeting up with a letter dated Au~st 29, 20~6 (see enclosure)
to reinforce this. Antares then sought to amend the text of MP Category 12 to include
some language from the MP Category 13 in order to apply it to the boatyard parcel. In a
letter dated September 5, 2006 (see enclosure) OLISP contended that the proposed text
would undermine the protection of water dependent uses clearly delineated in the then-
existing MP Category 13 and recommended a modification of the proposed text so the
language regarding water dependent uses would be more clearly stated.

We are reiterating our recommendation that the Board deny without prejudice the
proposal to amend the existing zoning and zone map of the boat yard parcel from a D-
WD district to a SERD-S district. We are also recommending that the boatyard parcel be
rezoned instead from a D-WD district to a CW-D district. OLISP contends that the
stronger emphasis on water-dependent uses present in the language of the CW D district
will be necessary to protecting this site, which has been and is continuously threatened by
non water-dependent development. Prior to any approvals of zone changes t~.gard
should carefu y consider the j_t~stification for rezoniu_g the b~,t~ard~.parcel.toa zone that
includes a mt~!!!tu~!_e of n_o~r} ~tq~’-depen~te_~t. u~es, given !_hat Ap!ares inte~nds t° maintain
the existing water-dependent uses.

We hope that our comments have been helpful to the Board. If you have any questions
regarding this or any other coastal management concerns, please feel free to contact me at
(860) 424-3034 or at Kristal.Kallenberg@po.state.ct.us.

Sincerely,

Kristal Kallenberg
Environmental Analyst
Office of Long Island Sound Programs

Enclosures: Letter dated August 3, 2006
Letter dated August 29, 2006
Letter dated September 5, 2006
Letter dated May 21, 2007



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
I)EPAI’UI’MI’~NT O1" EN\rlR()NMENTAI, I’I/OTE(’TION

Au~us~ Ill, 2007

Slal’tlfold Zoning Board
c/o IVh-. borma. Cole
Principal Planner
888 Washington Boklle’~ ard
P.O. Box 10152
Stamford. Connecticul 06904 2152

RE: Stanfford Zoning Decision- ,June 25, 21)117, Application 206-59

Dear Board Members

I am \;riling to express the Depallnlent’s concerl/s regal’ding Ihe fulu!’e o[ waler.
dependenl uses o! lhe site lhat is presemly Brewer’s Yacht Ha~ en Xk:est Ma,’m,,. On
25, 2007 a proposal to rezone 60 acres of StamRn’d’s south end ~o ,t m:,, South
Rcdevclopmenl DistrlcI-South (SERD S) zone was al)pro~ed b} the Sminiord
Board. Tills acreage inckided the Admilal’s Wharf and Ihc Biex~ei~ hacht Da~e.
Marina parceN Ihat x~ ele prex iousl3 zoned as Designed Waterlronl Districts ~ D- WD)

So,,nO Pl~wram< ~l}! ISP) has dili~enH,’ ~ oiked ~ith the C,Ix ~ p~,:.’.’r’. ~ Hi,:’ 1~,,.,~
propeN x a,, :t water-,lel,,mdent u.ae lol I]liql3 } e;ll’S.

depender,{ uses. We lxh,r~e t!~e gomd mi,sed an opporttmH} ~,~ pe~m;wem!2 ,?r;:scr c
the boat }al’d lOalVC{ I’of a water-dependent use b) not xxorking to cJlang¢ its zoning
designation to (’oa~ml Water Dependent {C-WD) as reconamended by Ol .ISP gx
doing, the ~x aler-.dependency of the parcel k~ ould hake been ]llofe etlecn~d} ~)r,)t,.:c ted
~ hile uses that shou]d m~t be allowed x~atem ard of the hurricane barrier in u Coastal
fk...)d hazard urea v.oe[d :1ol be pem~hted

Accordingl.~. we strongly considered appcalin.g the Board"~, decision becm~se x~ e
I ehcxc tlus change opcl]S Ihe door Io alIoxx in~ lumre diminishment
dependency of the site. We dcc~dcd not t~ moxe forwacd ~ ilh an appeal, hoxtexel.
because we I?~liex e the illlCnl od" l]]~omd x~ as to.presctx c ~ ater-clependent u’g~’ ol" line
Jne. Additiomdly. we did not want Io tmpcdc the I11ZII13 beneficial aspcct£ o7 ~c oxerall

Anhu~cs ~lexelupment project from mo~ ing for~ard, goxxconcumcd thai chan~ine~_~he zoning des~gnulion of the pro’col
din~nl 0f {x ;tier dcpcnder~{-uses of {he~0at yard
because of file clause Ihat o[]]Cl less ~ atcr-dependent uses max he pl’opoqed if tile
boatvard is deemed ttllx iable. A patient hmdox~ net could crcalc a clmmle ~ here
uncertainty of IU[Lil’e plans xx ould J’es~dt in I[HIe Qtpila] inxestmenl i]~ing boar x [It’d



Stamfo~d Zoni ng Bom-d

"dT~erel*,y pavin~av Io ~dtemate uses. Ore col/cel’ll regardine this is heightened by
Antares declining to take ~tctiot~ 1o aSStlle tlS algd the city that the> do not intend to
eventually develop the site with non-warm+ dependent uses, such as granting 0~e hoatvard
a long-term lease or placing a deed resh%tion on the boatymd pro’eel restricting it to
water dependent uses.

As always we wilI c;u’efully l"cvJew any futul’e p~oposal to diminish the water
dependency of this tmique pro’eel usine all legal and pe~’mittinu tools available to ensure
development proceeds in a n~mmer consistent ~i{h the Connecticut (~oastal Mann~ement
Act (UCMA)[CGD Sections 22a-90 through 22a-112. inclusive]. In addition, x~e stand
ready 1o appeal a decision that results in diminishment of a water dependent use.

We appreciate the Boald’s continued el forts to implement the water-dependent
use policies m~d standards of the C(’MA and look Io~xx a~d Io coordinatin~ with you in the
future to ensure that the policies conlinae to be implemm~ted ~s intended. I1" you have
any queslions ~egarding this or any olhm’ coaslal management related issue, please
contact Ms. Kristal K~illenbelg of my staff with the Department’s Office of Long Island
Sotmd Plograms al (860)424-3034.

Sincerely.

Be yC. Wingfietd
Chief. Bul’e;lu o1 Water Pl’otectlon
;11!(1 L~md P, eusc

K K/JG/BCW

Jotm Freeman, Antares Slamford Waterfronl Manager LLC
Roger Fox Chail’man. Harbor Management Commission
Brian P. Thcm~psoa. Director, DEP-OLISP
Kristal Kallenberg, DEP-OLISP
Johll Gaucher, DEP-OLISP
Graham Stevens, DEP-Remediafion



SANDAK HENNESSEY & GRECO
COUNSELORS AT LAW

707 Summer Street Stamford, CT 06901-1026
Telephone (203) 425-4200 Facsimile (203) 325-8608

Stephen J. C~nover
Kevin M. Greco

William J. Hetmessev, Jr.

Marc J. Kurzman*
Stephanie A. McLaugh[in*

Mar~ Sommer Sandak
Michael P. Sweeney

Norman Cole
Principal Planner
City of Stamford
888 Washington Bivd.
Stamford, CT 06901

March 3, 2008
Arm/E. Souchuns

Jacqueline N, Olschan*
Joanna M, Czekajewskl

St~an R. Briggs*
Brian A, Dale’�*

Patrick J. Hanna*

Re: Application of Antares Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC, Antares Walter
Wheeler Drive SPE LLC and The StrandJBRC Group LLC for Amendment to the
General Development Plan, Coastal Site Plan Approval and Final Site Plan
Approval for "Harbor Point"

Dear Mr. Cole:

Enclosed please find applications to the Zoning Board submitted on behalf of Antares
Stamford Waterfront Manager LLC, Antares Walter Wheeler Drive SPE LLC and The
Strand/BRC Group LLC (collectively "Antares"). These applications relate to the mixed use
development known as Harbor Point approved by the Zoning Board on June 25, 2007.

As you will recall, Antares received several approvals in connection with Harbor Point,
including adoption of and zone change to South End Redevelopment District - South ("SRD-S"),
coastal area plan approval and General Site and Architectural Plan ("GDP") approval. Since the
time of these approvals, Antares has further developed and refmed the portions of Harbor Point
designated for construction in Phase I. Given the breadth of the development plan, the Zoning
Board sought the opportunity to review and approve numerous design and use elements that had
not been resolved at the GDP stage.

Antares now seeks Zoning Board approval of its revisions to the GDP as well as Final
Site and Architectural Plan approval for the areas of Harbor Point identified as Blocks S1 to $5
(Harbor Point Square), Block C7 (Harbor Point Commons), the Waterfront Esplanade/Harbor
Walk, the Commons Park and related public improvements. Antares submits a pIan for Coastal
Area Management approval as well as General Site and Architectural Plan Approval for Phase I
of Harbor Point as amended. A detailed description of the plan and requested amendment is
provided in Schedule C of the application materials.

We enclose t5 application binders with the following materials for submission to the
Zoning Board with reference to the aforementioned applications, as well as full-size copies of the
relevant architectural and enghaeering plans.



Mr, Norman Cole
March 3, 2008
Page 2

- Original Applications, submitted in duplicate:

¯ Application for Amendment to the GDP;
¯ Application for Final Site and Architectural Plan approval; and
¯ Application for Coastal Site Plan Review.

For clarity purposes, one set of Schedules that apply to each of the items indicated on the
appropriate form is included in the application materials. These Schedules, lettered A through D,
include ownership krfformation, location information, intended uses, and titles of site and
architectural plans.

- Three (3) checks representing the application fees as follows:

¯ $200.00 for the Site and Architectural Plans filing fee;
¯ $200.00 for the Coastal Site Plan review filing fee; and
¯ $500.00 for the Public Hearing filing fee.

- The following site, landscaping and architectural plans:

Architectural Plans and Renderings, prepared by Perkins Eastman, dated March 3, 2008

Block Sl
¯ A-100
¯ A-101
¯ A-102
¯ A-103
¯ A-104
¯ A-105
¯ A-106
¯ A-200
¯ A-201
¯ A-202
¯ A-220
¯ A-221

Cover Sheet
Aerial View from West
Hotel View at Dusk from Harbor
Harbor Square at Dusk
Harbor Walk Aerial View

Basement Parking
Ground Floor Plan
Mezzanine - 2nd Level Parking
Second Floor - 3rd Level Parking
Third Floor - 4th Level Parking
Fourth Floor - Roof Terrace
Fifth through Eighth Floor (Typ.)
East and West Elevations
North and South Elevations
Exterior Wall Types
Building Sections
Building Sections



Mr. Norman Cole
March 3, 2008
Page 3

Block $2
¯ A-100 Ground Floor Plan
¯ A-101 Mezzanine
¯ A-102 Second Floor
¯ A-103 Third Floor
¯ A-104 Fourth Floor - Roof Terrace
¯ A-105 Fifth and Six Floor (Typ.)
¯ A-106 Mechanical Floor
¯ A- 107 Roof Floor Plan
¯ A-200 Exterior Elevations
¯ A-201 Exterior Elevations
¯ A-220 Building Sections
Block $3
¯ A- t 00 Parking Level
¯ A- 100A Overall Parking Level
¯ A-101 Orotmd Floor
¯ A-102 Second Floor
¯ A-103 Third Floor
¯ A-104 Fourth through Sixth Floor
¯ A-105 Seventh Floor
¯ A-106 Eighth Floor
¯ A-107 Ninth through Eleventh Floor
¯ A- 108 Twelfth Floor
¯ A-109 Thirteenth floor
¯ A-110 Roof Plan
¯ A-200 Exterior Elevations
¯ A-201 Exterior Elevations
¯ A-202 Exterior Wall Types
¯ A-220 Building Sections
¯ A-221 Building Sections
Block $4
¯ A-100 Ground Floor and Roof Plan
¯ A-101 Ground Lvl Roof Deck & Floor Plan
¯ A-200 Building Elevations

Architectural Plans and Renderings, prepared by EDI Architecture,dated March 3, 2008

O ¯ A000 Cover Sheet, Sheet Index
¯ A002 Perspective Rendering



Mr. Norman Cole
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A003 Perspective Rendering
A004 Perspective Rendering
A100 Site Plan
A101 Ground Floor Plan
A102 2nd Floor Plan
A103 3rd Floor Plan
A104 4th Floor Plan
AI05 5th Floor Plan
A106 6th Floor Plan
A107 7th-13th Floor Plan
A108 14th-15th Floor Plan
A401 North Building Elevation
A402 West Building Elevation
A403 East Building Elevation
A404 South Building Elevation
A411 Building Section

Landscaping and Public Access Plans, prepared by Sasaki Associates, dated March 3, 2008

IP101 Illustrative Plan
MP101 Materials Plan
MP102 Materials Plan
MP103 Materials Plan
PP 101 Planting Plan
PP102 Planting Plan
PP103 Planting Plan
DT101 Site Details
DT102 Site Details
DT103 Site Details

Site Engineering and Utility Plans, prepared by Milone and MacBroom, Inc., dated March 3,
2008, entitled."

C-O1
C-02
C-03
C-04
C-05
C-06

Site Plan - Existing Conditions
Site Plan - Existing Conditions
Si~e Plan - Layout
Site Plan - Layout
Site Plan - Grading & Drainage
Site Plan - Grading & Drainage
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C-07
C-08
C-09
C-10
C-I1
C-12
C-13
C-14
C-15
C-16
C-17
C-18

Site Plan - Sediment & Erosion Control
Site Plan - Utilities- 1
Site Plan - Utilities-2
Pacific Street Plan and Profile (Southern)
Pacific Street Plan and Profile (Northern)
Plaza Drive Plan and Profile
North Commons Road Plan & Profile
North Commons Road Plan & Profile
Site Details
City of Stamford Site Details
City of Stamford Site Details
Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Details

Consultant Reports."

¯ Parking Management Plan, dated March 2, 2008 prepared by Walker Associates, Inc.
¯ Traffic Impact Study, prepared by EarthTech, dated February 2008
¯ Traffic Calming implementation Plan, prepared by EarthTech, dated March 2008
¯ TOD Transit Management Plan, prepared by EarthTech, dated March 2008
¯ Below Market Rate Housing Plan, dated February 28, 2008
¯ Documentation of RemediaI Action Plan approval
¯ Narrative descriptions of compliance with zoning conditi°ns

We look forward to presenting this project to the Zoning Board. In order to confirm the
availability of the development team, I look forward to advice as to when the public hearing will
be scheduled. If you have any questions about this application or require additional information,
please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

William J. Hermessey, Jr.

WJHJek
Enclosures

Honorable Darmel P. Malloy
Development Team
Robin Stein



HARBOR POINT
INTRODUCTION

Harbor Point, the mixed use development proposed by Antares Stamford Waterfront
Manager LLC, The Strand/BRC Group, LLC and Antares Walter Wheeler Drive SPE, LLC,
received General Development Plan ("GDP") approval by the Zoning Board on June 25, 2007.
Since the time of these approvals, Antares has further developed and refined the portions of
Harbor Point designated for construction in Phase I. Given the breadth of the development plan,
the Zoning Board reserved the right to review and approve numerous design and use elements
that had not been resolved at the GDP stage. In doing so, it imposed several conditions on the
plan that mandated the submission of various documents in connection with a final plan
application.

In order to demonstrate compliance with these conditions and creme an orderly final plan
submission, the application materials are organized by the GDP Condition to which they relate,
Below is a chart that provides a brief description of each condition and the corresponding
application book tab at which the relevant materials are located.

~:: : l~inal Plan S~bnussmn ~:
Condition l: General Development Plan ("GDP") to Satisfied
Control Design
Condition 2: Buildings to substantially comply with Satisfied
"Design Guidelines"
Condition 3a: Submission of final site and architectural See Tab A (architecture for Harbor
plans including landscaping plans, grading and erosionPoint Square), Tab B (architecture
control plans for all the proposed portions of the site and forfor Block C7), Tab C (landscaping),
buildings proposed for development and Tab D (civil drawings, including

grading and erosion control).
Condition 3b: Draft "Below Market Rate Housing" See Tab E.
Affordability Plan
Condition 3c: Construction sequence and timetable for See Tab F.
development of Phase 1
Condition 3d: Design for the traffic improvements outlinedSee Tab D (plans) and G (funding).
in GDP submission and source of funding for same
Condition 3e: Design for the stormwater and sanitary See Tab D (plans) and G (funding).
sewer improvements outlined in GDP submission and
source of funding for same
Condition 3f: Plan showing new sidewalks, street trees andSee Tabs C & D.
curbing outlined in GDP submission
Condition 4: Phase 1 submission to include "V" Park, An amendment to Phase I
Waterfront Esplanade, and western segment of "Teardropimprovements is proposed. See
Park" Application Schedule C.
Condition 5: Parking amounts and parking layouts by See Tab D.
Block



Condition 6: Parking Management Plan See Tab H.
Condition 7: Co._nc_e~.tu_j plans~m~ILrpye=.~_~j~,~Xr~.theSee Tab I.
continued 9~eration of the 14.~c_re~bo~ard as a wp~
boaqcard and full service marina
Cond]~{0n 8: Construction of necessary sewer, stoma waterSee Tab D.
street and traffic improvements to provide adequate
capacity of service the requirements of the project
Condition 9: Preliminary plan for a system of interpretiveSee Tab C.
signage placed at various points along the public access
area chronicling the coastal and natural habitats, natural
resources, geologic and hydrologic processes, maritime
history and development impacts affecting the Stamford
Harbor
Condition 10: Overall plan for the ownership, operationSee Tab K.
and maintenance of all proposed public access facilities and
areas

Condition 11: In-water improvements shall be A meeting is scheduled for March 6,
accompanied by evidence of required permits from the 2008 with D.E.P. and Army Corps of
Conn. D.E.P. and U.S. Army Corps Engineers with respect to these

issues.
Condition 12: Evidence of the required "remedial actionSee Tab L.
plan" permit approval from the Conn. D.E.P.
Condition 13: Phase 1 Final Plan shall include plans toSee Tab M.
implement a jitney transit system
Condition 14: Participate in LEED ND Pilot and Submission for LEED certification
applicant’s architect shall certify to the ZB that the projectwill be made during construction.
satisfies the requirements for LEED ND "Silver"
Certification
Condition 15: Payment of $50,000 for Master Plan study ofIn accordance with the condition
the Stamford Transportation Center requirements, payment will be made

~fior to the issuance of any building
~ermits.

Condition 16: Integrate City’s Traffic Calming Master PlanSee Tab N.
Condition 17: Record approved GDP and Design GDP and Design Guidelines have
Guidelines on Stamford Land Records been reviewed by staff and will be

recorded on the land records prior to
the start of the public hearing.

Condition 18: Applicant shall file a written certification All property remains under Antares’
with the Land Use Bureau, executed by the Applicant, thatownership.
the Block to be conveyed, as well as all remaining Blocks
in the Zoning Tract, will remain in compliance with the
GDP approval and conditions and these Regulations



Boatyard Plan

Since the approval of the General Development Plan (GDP), aM in accordance with
Condition 7 of the GDP the a licant has engaged Sasaki Associates to produce a Conceptual
S~t.e plan fo~: ~.~mp~rov_ement 9f the 14-acre boa~t~i~d p~o.pe~-ty. ,~asak~ has coordinated w~th the
cu~Tent lessee to understand the boatyard operation requirements and desires as well as with the
Depa~ment of Environmental Protection (DEP) to ensure that the conceptual site plan
accommodates necessary activities to remediate contmninated soils on site.

Also, Antares has secured from the DEP a Certificate of Permission to repair bulkheads
in need of immediate repair and plans to undertake that work im~rfinently, Antares, together with
the current lessee, continues to work on securing permits from the DEP that would allow the site
plan dated August 2, 2007, prepared by Sasaki Associates (attached) to be constructed.



Depa~tmeat of Economic and
Community D evelop*1~.ent Connectict 

still revolutionary

June 5, 2013

VIA EMAIL
Cynthia Reeder

Re: Freedom of h~fonuation Request -Bridgewater FM - 201300017

Dear Ms. Reedar:

I received your email referenced above, Please uote that although many records and files of a state agency are
available to the poblie for ~view or copyhlg, there ~u’e a nnmber of categories of documents that the pnblic canuot
requh’e all agency to disclose. Court. Gen. Slat. § 1-210(b) begins with the introductoly pln’ase ’2qothing in the
Freedom of Information Act shall be eoastrued to require disclosure of." h~ particular, Conn. Gen. Star § I-210(b)
(24) provides that disclosure office followh~g cannot be compelled:

Responses to any request for proposals or bid solicitation issued by a public agency or any record
or file made by a public agency in com*eetiou with the coalraet award process, tmtU such contract
is executed or negofiatioas for the award of such contract have ended, whichever occurs earlier,
provided the chief executive officer of such public agency certifies that the public interest iu the
disclosure of sneh responses, record or file is out~veighed by the public interest in the
coufideatiality of such responses, recm’d or file.

Please note that tile contract award process has not concluded. The letter of 8112/2012 refel~nces finaueial
assistance contemplated by the stale, bnt the terms have not yet been negotiated and no contracts for such fiuaucial
assistance have been drafted by or on behalf of the agency, It tins been fl~e long-established policy of the agency,
consistent wifll the Freedom of Information Act, not to disclose any saeh information unti the earlier of the
completion of the contract award process or negotiatious for the awmxl have concluded.

Accordingly, this will provide DECD’s certification, in accordance with Conn. Gen. Slat. §1-210(b)(2~, that the
public interest in the disclosure of the document that you t~qnested is outweighed by file public interest in
maintaining their confidentiality at this time.

Ho~vever, please see the attached document, which is a copy of a press release issued by Governor Daunel P.
Malloy on August 15, 2012. Ill reviewing lhe letter dated 8/12/2012 and the press release, we have determined that
much of the information in tile letter is contained in the press release and have included it here in the hopes that the
information contained therein is helpful to you. Should you have any questious on this matter, please contact Amy
Filotto, DECD’s Legal Counsel and FOI Officer, at amy.filotto@ct~ov or (860) 270-8062 or me.

Paralegal Specialist
Legal Division
P (860) 270-8225
F (860) 270-8016
crystal.k u i~bt(~,cl.gov

505 Hudson Street [ Hadford, CT 061061 Phone: 860-270-8000
An 4[flrmaave dction/l£qual Opportnnity Employer ~ln Equal Opportu.ay Lender



Cynthia Reeder

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Tereso, Nelson G < Nelson.G.Tereso@ct.gov>
Tuesday, June 18, 2013 9:11 AM
’Cynthia Reeder’
Clark, Colin
RE: Strand/BRC
Application to DEEP 6-29-12.pdf; RAP Amendment Approval.pall

Cynthia ] have attached our application dated 7/2/12 to DEEP to renew ore’ General Pe~vnit for the FMC. For this
General Pe~xnit, a certification or permit is uot issued like it would be issued for an ludividual Permit Submission for
Flood Management.

Under this" General Permit, DECD will review the application package to ensure that required general certification
conditions are satisfied. DECD will then sign the Professional Certification Fo~ra and send a copy of the general permit
package to DEEP for their records. The project ~eceives flood management pennit/celtification on the date that DEEP
receives the signed copy of the general permit package from DECD (stamped date of receipt).

For this project, an individnalpenaait was initially submitted in lieu ofa general pennit package. Aflerit was discussed
between DEEP and DECD staff that ceriain activities were eligible to fall under this General Permit, a letter to DEEP was
submitted indicating such.

In regards to the documents that outline the remediation work, the most recent propea’ty transfer to The SIa’and/BRC in
~8 was subject to Connecticut’s prope~W ’~ransfer law, and site investigation m~d clean-up oversight has been
delegated to a Co~mecticut LEP. The Strand!BRC is conductin~ envh’onmental remediation activities in acco~lance with
th~n~b~er 19 2012 R~tion Plan,(RAP) Amendment prepared by Fuss & O~e~~itted to
DEEP. 0_ D_E._E  a..le_ff e[ i nfl i£a_f! n ~ .t h_ a5 t h e___~A~ .m. n_.eg _  mpn . t .was acceptable.

I have also attached the RAP amendment and letter issued by DEEP. The reason it’s say draft was because this was
included as part of the &’aft individual pe~rnit that was discussed with DEEP at oar" pre-applicafion meeting before the
determination was made that the remediation and bulkhead replacement work could fal! under the FMC General Permit.

Nelson Tereso
Project Manager
Office of Financial & Technical Review
State of Connecticut
Department of Economic & Community Development
505 Hudson Street
Hartford, CT 06106-7106

Telephone - (860) 270-8213
Fax - (860) 270-8157
nelson.,q.tereso(~,ct.clov

ConnecticuL



From: Cynthia Reeder [mailto:ckreeder@mindspring.com]
Seat: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 12:21 AM
To: Tereso, Nelson G
Cc: Clark, Colin
Subject: RE: Strand/BRC

Nelson,
Thank you for the documents that you provided. However, they don’t appear to include the information that I
requested, which was the certification or permit issued for the remediation work now being done on the 14-acre site of
the proposed Bridgewater HO. building.

The July 24 letter from Denise Ruzicka to Maya Loewenberg that you provided references "certification submitted on
July 2, 2012". I would like to receive this July 2, 2012 document and the actual certification or permit document that
outlines the remediation work that was approved by the DEEP on the 14-acre parcel.

Thank you,
Cynthia Reeder

From: Tereso, Nelson G [mailto:Nelson.G.Tereso@ct.gov]
Seat: Monday, June 17, 2013 11:46 AM
1"o: ’Cynthia Reeder’
(::c-’ Lettieri, Michael J
Subject: RE: Strand/BRC

Asrequested.

Nelson Tereso
Project Manager
Office of Financial & Technical Review
State of Connecticut
Department of Economic & Community Development
505 Hudson Street
Hartford, CT 06106-7106

Telephone - (860) 270-8213
Fax - (860) 270-8157
nelson.q.tereso@,,ct.qov

Connecticut

Follow DECD on ~,1~ ~ .~

From: Cynthia Reeder [mailto:ckreeder(~mJndsprinq.com]
Sent; Monday, June ]7, 2013 11:02 AM
To." Tereso, Nelson G
Subject; Strand/BRC

Per our conversation, please forward a copy of the current general permit for the Strand/BRC site.

Thanks,
Cynthia Reeder



DRAFT

FUSS & O’NEILL
D~ciplin~mDe~v~’

September 3,9, 2012

Mr. Willi~n Buckley~ Jr.,

Harbor Point Development LLC
100 \Vaal~igton Boulevard, Suite 200
Stamford, CT 06099’

Remedial Acdon Plan Amendment
A&niral’s Wla~rE 14-Acre Percel
Stamford~ Connecticut
Remed~afion Number: 9147

(860) 646-2469
(800) 286.2469
(860) 53.L 51 ’~3

Mr, Bucldey:

Fuss & O~NeiR has prepazed this letter on behalf of the Strartd/BRC Group, LLC to describe
modi[’tcadons to the existing Remedial Acdon Plao 0LAP) for the above-referenced Site (shown on
Fi.g#r~ 1). The Site was most recently transferred to Harbor Point Holding Company LLC in August

2008. The property transfer was subject to Connecticut’s property trensfe, e law, ~md site
investigation and clean-up oversight has been delegated to a Connecticut Licensed Envkonmental
Professional (LEP) by the Connecticut Depatuoent of Energy and Environmental Protection
(DI~EP). The original and proposed strategies for meeting objectives in Connecticut’s Remediadon
Standard Regulations (RSRa) are presented in the following sections.

Original RAP Strategy

The DEEP has i~sued the following approvals associated with the RAP for the Admk,’d’s \Vh~f
14-Acre Parcel (approvals included in~ttacbm~nt./O:

Approval Date

June, 2010 (DEEP)
Modified July 26, 2010



DRAFT

FUSS&O’NEILL

Mr. ’W/llism BucFdey
September 1_9, 2012
Page 2

Approval Dale

December 30, 2011 (DEEP)

Nature of Approval

Engineered Control ~z Rtmtdial.4¢tion Pla/~ .dm~ndm~n/ (Fuss &
O’Neill, 2011)

S~pphmt~ffal [.~n,~/afion, En~n¢¢r~ ~tro! ~ ~tnedial~ellan Plan
~mtdm~nt ~uss & O~N~, 2011)

ReanediaI actions proposed ha the 2001 and 2007 RAP included the construction of an impermeable
eng’meered control over the "MGPqmpacted Area" and the excavation of up to 6,000 cubic yards
of soil from the "Impacted Fill Area" that did nut meet either the residential direct exposure cxiteria
(DEC) or GB pollutant mobility criteria (PMC) (see F~/o* 2 for the referenced "Impacted Areas’3.
Existing site grades xvere to be m~fintained in both areas,

The 2011 modifications to the RAP included raising site ~ades above elevation 14 with soil from
off-aite. An impermeable engineered control would still have been constructed over the MGP..
Impacted Area; however, the "Impacted Fill Area" would have been renderad inaccessible by the
additional fill and no fnrther active remediation would have been necessary. An ELUR was to be
filed to prohibit unauthorized distuthsnce of the engineered control andlnaccessible ~oi].

Proposed RAP Modification

At both the MGP-Impaeted Area and Impacted Fill Area, the revised remedial strateg3t is
anticipated to eliminate the need for art engineered control and address soil exceeding RSR criteria
though a combination of excavation and rendering soil inaccessible, In addition, soft/material
generated during construction activities in adjacent areas (e.g, bulkhead oversheeting, estuary
restoration, and other waterfront-related activities) ,,viii be properly characterized and managed.
Figttr~ 2 depicts a conceptual plan for remediating soil.

MGP-Impacted Area

Historical data indicates that soil throughout the MGPqmpacted Area exceeds the GB PM(~,
residential DEC, and industrial/commercial DEC. Soil above the seasonal high water table in the
MGP-Impacted Area will be excavated to address the GB P!VIC. The residential DEC will he
addressed by tenderhag the remalr~ng soil inaccessible by one of the following methods:

¯ Constructing a building(s) over the impacted soil

¯ Excavating at least two feet of soil and covering the remaining ~oil with a minimum of two
feet of fill that meets RSR criteria and a minimum of three Jixches of bituminous pavement

¯ Excavating at least four feet of soil and covering the remaining soil with a nth~imum of
£onr feet of fill that meets RSR criteria.
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Mr. William Bueldey
September 19, 2012
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Redevelopment plans ~:e still in progress; therefore, the configuration of huftdlngs, pavement, and
landscaping will be further defined when eonstruedon plans are completed, Excavated soil will be
sampled and disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations based on the analytical
results, Following remediation, an envieonmental land use restriction (ELUR) will be recorded on
the City of Stamford land records to prohibit the disturbance of the inaccessible soft,

interim Boat Yard

Remediadon will be sequenced to facilitate the continued operation of an intern boat yard on the
northwest portion of the Site. The Impacted F~ Area and southern and eastern pordons of the
MGP-Impacted Area w~ be excavated l’test. Once excavation has been completed in those areas,
the ht terim boat yard facJ!ides will be removed/relocated and rentcdiation will commence on the
northwestern pordon of the Site.

Impac|ed Fill Area

Site investigations have hdicated that soft and fill materials in the Impacted Fill Area exceed the
residential DEC but not the GB PMC. "II~e residential DEC will be addreosed by tendering the
remaining soft inaccessible by one of the methods described above (building(s) construction,
pavement and two feet of fdi, and/or four feet of fill).

Excavated soil will be sampled and disposed of or reused h~ accordance with state and federal
regulations based on the analytical results. If soil meet~ applicable RSR criteria, it may be reused on-
site. Following remediation, an envJxot,mental laud use restriction (ELUR) prohibiting the
disturbance of the inaccessible soll at the Site will be submitted to the DEEP for approval.
Following approval, it will be recorded on the City of Stamford land records.

Permlftlng

Harbor Point has ohtaiued or is in the process of obtaining the following permits and approvals
necessary to in~plement the proposed RAP modifications. Such permits include (’out are not
limited to) the following:

1. Cerdilcate ofPermiasion - Approved 6/11/2010

2, USACE General Permit-Approved 1/18/2012

3, Genera! Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water and Dewatering Wastewaters Associated
with Construction Activities - Submitted to the DEEP on August 30, 2012
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4. General Pemfit for Contamlnated Soil and/or Scdinlent Management (Staglng and
Transfer) - Submitted September 14, 2012

5, General Permit for the Discharge of Remedladon Waste~vater Directly to Sur~ce Water -
In progress

Soll Management Plan

A Soil Management Plan is being prepared under separate cover to provides guidelines for soil
management during site redevelopment and remediation.

Summary

Fuss & O~Nei[l has modified the existing RAP for the Site to be compatible with planned site
redevelopment by eliminating the engineered contzol at the MGP-Impacted Area and excavating
soil exceeding the GB pollutant mobility chteria. The remaining soil throughout the Site will he
rendered inaccessible to meet the residential dkect exposure criteria through the construction of
buildings, the placement of at least two feet of clean fill beneath pavement, or the pIacement of at
least four feet of clean fdi in landscaped a~eas. It is anticipated that remediation activities at the Site
vail be hritiated during the Fa/l of 2012.

if you have any questions regarding the request for approval to modify the engineered control or
the proposed modifications to the RAP, please contact the undersigned,

Sincerely,

Kevfil L Vandervees

Senior Hydrogcologlst
Robert M. Danielson, LEP, CPG
Vice President

Attachments: .Fid~tr~ 1 ~ Site Locadon Map
F~ur¢ 2 -Remediation Plan
Attachment_A- Previous DEEP Apprcsvals

Jeff Wilcox - DEEP
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Mr. John Freeman
Harbor Point Development
100 Washington Bird, Suite 200
Stataford, CT 06902

Dear Mr. Freeman:

October 26, 2012

This letter is tn response to your request for the Depatlment of Energy and
Environmental Protection’s ("DEEP") position concerning the proposal by the
Strand/BRC Group, LLC (the "Strand") to conduct bulkhead repah’ and remediation of
contamination at tlte 14 acre prope~ty located on Bateman Way (the "Propel~y"), as
described in your letter to the Stamford Zoning Board dated October 9, 2012.

The Strand currently has a valid Certificate of Permission from DEEP to perform
bulldmad repairs mid may co~iduct sucll repairs in accordmme with all terms and
conditions of that authorizatinn. The Strand has provided DEEP with a Remedial Action
Plan ("RAP") for the Propet~ty and, while formal approval is not required, DEEP staff
have reviewed the RAP and find it acceptable. As with all sites, DEEP eneonrages
shol~eline stabilization and cleanup of contamination in accordance with all applicable
standards md criteria.

If you would like to discuss this matter further, please contact Brian Thompson,
Director, Office of Long Island Sound Programs at (860) 424-3650.

Yours llally,

Macky MeCteary
Deputy Commissioner

lVlM]BT



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

10

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

The Strand/BRC Group
e/o John Freeman
Harbor Point Development, LLC
901 Main Aveuue
Norwalk, CT 06851

Subject: Certificate of Permission #201001317-KB, Brewers Yacht Haven West Marina
City of Stamford

Dear Mr, Freeman:

Enclosed please find a copy of the certificate of permission which is being issued pursuam to
your application of March 15, 2010. Your attention is directed to the couditions of the enclosed
certificate. All work must conform to that which is specifically authorized by ~his certificate.
Any work in tidal wetlands or waterward of the high tide line in tidal, navigable and coastal
waters of the State which has not been authorized by a valid permit or cel~ificate of permission is
a violation of state law and subject to enforcement action by this Department and the Office of
the Attorney General.

Your initiation of authorized activities will be relied upon as your agreemeut to comply with the
terms and conditions of the certificate of permission.

If you have not already done so, you should contact your local Planning mad Zoning Office to
determine local permit requirements for your prqiect. Also, your activity may be eligible for
General Permit anthorization fi’om the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("Corps"). Most
maintenance and reconstruction activities require no further authorization from the Corps. Other
activities, generally involving work in tidal wetlands or other special aquatic sites, mad in or near
a federal Navigation Project or involving filling, must receive written authorization from the
Corps prior to beginning work. The State of Connecticut will automatically forward this COP
authorization to the Corps for its determination of General Permit eligibility. You do not need to
apply directly to the Corps unless they notify you. For more infomaation regarding this federal
process, you may write to the Corps New England Division, Regnlatmy Branch, 696 Virginia
Road, Concord, Massachusetts, 02254 or call (978) 318-8335 or (800) 343-4789.



Mr. John Freeman

Sincerely,

"~r~is~ten’~E!~£’~nmental Analyst II

Office of Long Island Sound Programs
Bureau of Water Protection & Land Reuse

June 11, 2010

Enclosttre - COP #201001317-KB

File #201001317-KB
Bill Heiple, Triton Environmental, Inc.
Stam~’ord CEO
Stamford HMC
Diane Ray, Army Corps of Engineers



Certificate No:

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

CERTIFICATE OF PE1LMISSION

201001317-KB

Municipali ,ty:

Site of Activity,:

Cerfificate Holder:

Stamford

Brewers Yacht Haven West, Foot of Washington Boulevard
along East Creek and the West Branch of StamfoM Harbor

The Straud/BRC Group
e/o John Freeman
Harbor Point Development, LLC
901 Main Avenue
Norwalk, CT 06851

Pursuant to section 22a-363b of the Connecticut General Statutes ("CGS") mad section 22a-98 of the
General Statures, and sections 22a-359 to 22a-363f and the Connecticut Water Quality Standards
dated December 2002, a certificate of permission ("certificate") is hereby granted to oversheet an
existing bulkhead and timber cribbing and to install a wave baffle system for flood and erosion
control as is more specifically described below in the SCOPE OF AUTHORIZATION. The work
performed shall conform to the terms mad conditions of this certificate.

**’***NOTICE TO CERTIFICATE HOLDERS AND CONTRACTORS*****

UPON INITIATION OF ANY WORK AUTHORIZED HEREIN, THE CERTIFICATE
HOLDER ACCEPTS AND AGREES TO COMPLY WITH ALL TERMS AND
CONDITIONS OF THIS CERTIFICATE. FAILURE TO CONFORM TO THE TERMS
AND CONDITIONS OF THIS CERTIFICATE MAY SUBJECT TItE CERTIFICATE
HOLDER AND ANY CONTRACTOR TO ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS, INCLUDING
INJUNCTIONS AS PROVIDED BY LAW AND PENALTIES UP TO $1,000.00 PER DAY
PURSUANT TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE CIVIL PENALTY POLICY DESCRIBED IN
SECTIONS 22a-6b-1 THROUGH 22a-6b-15 OF THE REGULATIONS OF CONNECTICUT
STATE AGENCIES ("RCSA").

SCOPE OF AUTHORIZATION

The Certificate Holder is hereby authorized to conduct the following work as described in
application number 201001317-KB, including 8 sheets ofplans attached hereto as follows: Figure 1,
Site Locations Map; Figure 2, Tax Assessor Map; Figure S1 through 86 dated May 18, 2010
submitted by the Certificate Holder to the Commissioner:

1. retain and oversheet with steel sheetpile and tiebacks approximately 410 linear feet of timber
cribbing located along East Creek;

2. oversheet approximately 2,120 linear feet ofbulkhead with steel sheetpile and tiebacks along
(Printed ,an Recycled Paper)

79 Ehn Street ¯Hartford, CT 06106-5127
www.et,gov/dgp

An Equal OpportuaiP] E,~ployer



Certificate of Permission # 201001317-KB Page 2 of 6

the west branch of Stamford Harbor;

oversheet approximately 440 linear feet of bulkhead with steel sheetpile and tiebaeks along
the southern portion of the site;

install a wave baffle system consisting of 4" x 12" timber or composite boards configured
two layers deep, with one layer placed horizontally and one layer placed vertically along the
entire face of the steel sheetpile authorized in paragraph 3., of the SCOPE OF
AUTHORIZATION, above, as follows:

SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

All work associated with pile driving along the western and southern portions of the site
shall occur between April 1st and June 30u~, Such pile driving shall only occur during a
continuous 12-hottr period each 24-hour period. No pile driving shall be allowed during this
remaining 12-hour period in order to protect migrating river herring..

The Certificate Holder shall temporarily relocate within *he Yacht Haven basin the existing
docks and gangways and upon completion of work, shall replace the docks and gangways in
their previously permitted locations.

The Certificate Holder shall install the steel sheetpile bulkhead authorized herein no more
than 18" waterward of the existing bulkhead and timber cribbing on-site.

The Certificate Holder shall install the sheetpile bulkheads along the western and sonthern
portions of the site as authorized in paragraphs 2. and 3. of the SCOPE OF
AUTHORIZATION, above, such that the top elevation of the bulkhead is no higher than 10’
NGVD and includes a steel cap.

The Certificate Holder shall install the sheetpile bullchead along East Creek portion of the site as
authorized in paragraph 1. of the SCOPE OF AUTHORIZATION, above, such that the top
elevation of the bulkhead is no higher than 8.5’ NGVD and includes a steel cap.

The Certificate Holder shall fill the space between the old bulkhead aM new bulkhead and in
the area of the timber cribbing with free draining granular fill.as shown Sheets $3, $4, $5 and
86 of the project plans attached hereto unless specifically authorized in writing by the
Commissioner.

Within the two travel lift wells, the Certificate Holder shall remove the bulkhead and drive new
steel sheet pile in its place as shovm on Sheet $6 of the project plans attached hereto. The
Certificate Holder shall close off the mouth of the wells with a temporary sheet pile cofferdam
or similar. The landward side of the bulkhead will be excavated to the sediment level. Upon
completion of bulkhead work, the area will then be baekfiled with the excavated soils.

The work authorized herein shall conform to the Remedial Action Plan approved by DEP’s
Remediation Division. Specifically, all soil management work related to the bulkhead
installation shall be conducted in accordance with the approved Remedial Action Plan.
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9, The Certificate Holder shall install the wave baffle system as shown on Sheet $4 of the projeet
plans attached hereto such that the baffle will extend from the top of the bulkhead to
approximately -11.0’ MLW.

10. The Certificate Holder shall ensure that any work authorized herein in which a water-based
barge may be used, shall be conducted during periods of high water only in order to ensure that
the barge does not rest on or come in contact with bottom substrates. Any such barge must
move to deeper waters during periods of low water. It shall not be a defense to this provision
for the Certificate Holder to assert that they have no control over the operation of the barge.

11. All work equipment shall be stored on the upland or on water-borne barges.

12. All waste material general by the performance of work anthorized herien shall be disposed ofby
the Certificate Holder at an upland site landward of the high tide line and outside of tidal
wetlands.

13. Not Iater than 2 weeks prior to the Commencement of any work authorized herein, the
Certificate Holder shall submit to the Commissioner, on the form attached hereto as Appendix
A, the nmne(s) and address(es) of any contractor(s) employed to conduct such work and the
expected date for commencement and completion of such work.

14. Except as specifically authorized by this certificate, no equipment or material including, but not
limited to, fill, construction materials, excavated material or debris, shall be deposited, placed or
stored in any wetland or watercourse on or off-site, nor shall any wetland or watercourse be
used as a staging area or accessway other than as provided herein.

15. On or before (a) ninety (90) days after completion of the work anthorized herein, or (b) upon
expiration of the work completion date or any authorized ane year extension thereof,
whichever is earlier, the Certificate Holder shall submit to the Commissioner "as-built" plans
prepared and sealed by a licensed engineer, licensed smweyor or licensed architect, as
applicable, of the work area showing all tidal datums and structures.

GENERAL TERMS AND CONI)ITIO~iS

1. All work authorized by this certificate shalI be completed within five (5) years fi’om date of
issuance of this certificate ("work completion date") in accordance with all conditions of this
permit and any other applicable law.

The Certificate Holder may request a one-yem" extension of the work completion date.
Such request shall be in writing and shall be submitted to the Commissioner at least thirty
(30) days prior to said work completion date, Such request shall describe the work done to
date, which work still needs to be completed and the reason for such extension. The
Commissioner shall grant or deny such request at her sole discretion.

b. Any work authorized herein conducted after said work completion date or any authorized
one- year extension thereof is a violation of this certificate and may subject the Certificate
Holder to enforcement action, inclnding penalties, as provided by law.

2. In conducting the work authorized herein, the Certificate Holder shall not deviate from the
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attached plans, as may be modified by this certificate. The Certificate Holder shall not make de
minimis changes from said plans without prior written approval of the Commissioner.

The Certificate Holder shall maintain all structures or other work auflaofized herein in good
condition. Any such maintenance shall be conducted in accordance with applicable law
including, but not limited to, CGS sections 22a-28 through 22a-35 and CGS sections 22a-359
through 22a-363f.

Prior to the commencement of any work authorized hereunder, the Certificate Holder shall
cause a copy of this certificate to be given to any contractor(s) employed to conduct such work.
At the certificate site the Certificate Holder shall, whenever work is being performed, make
available for inspection a copy of this Certificate and the final plans for the work attthorized
herein.

The Certificate Holder shall notify the Commissioner in writing of the commencement of any
work and completion of all work authorized herein no later than three (3) days prior to the
commencement of such work and no later than seven (7) days after the completion of such

¯ work.

In undertaking the work anthorized hereunder, the Certificate Holder shall uot cause or allow
pollution of wetlands or watercourses, including pollution resulting fi’om sedimentation and
erosion. For purposes of this certificate, "pollution" means "pollution" as that term is defined
by CGS section 22a-423.

Upon completion of any work authorized herein, the Certificate Holder shall restore all areas
impacted by construction, or used as a staging area or accessway in connectionwith such work,
to their condition prior to the commencement of such wm’k.

Any document req~fired to be submitted to the Commissioner under this certificate or any
contact required to be made with the Commissioner shall, unless otherwise specified in writing
by the Commissioner, be directed to:

Permit Section
Office of Long Island Sound Programs
Department of Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, Co~mecticut 06106-5127
(860) 424-3034
Fax # (860) 424-4054

The date of submission to the Commissioner of any document required by this certificate shall
be the date such document is received by the Commissioner. The date of any notice by the
Commissioner under this certificate, including but not limited to notice of approval or
disapproval of any document or other action, shall be the date such notice is personally
delivered 0r the date three (3) days after it is mailed by the Commissioner, whichever is earlier.
Except as otherwise specified in this certificate, the word "day" as used in this certificate means
calendar day. Any document or action which is required by this certificate to be submitted or
perforated by a date which falls on a Saturday, Sunday or a Connecticut or federal holiday shall
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be submitted or performed on or before the next day which is not a Saturday, Sunday, or a
Conr~ecticut or federal holiday.

10. The work specified in the SCOPE OF AUTHORIZATION is authorized solely for the purpose
set forth in this certificate. No chaaage in purpose or use of the authorized work or facilities as
set forth in this certificate may occur without tl~e prior written anthorization of the
Commissioner. The Certificate Holder shall, prior to undertaking or allowing any change in use
or purpose from that which is authorized by. this certificate, request authorization from the
Comllfissioner for such change. Said request shall be in writing and shali describe the proposed
change and the reason for the ohange.

11. This certificate may be revoked, suspended, or modified in accurdance with applicable law.

12. This certificate is not transferable without prior written authorization of the Commissioner. A
request to transfer a certificate shall be submitted in writing and shall describe the proposed
transfer aM the reason for such transfer. The Certificate Holder’s obligations under this
certificate shall not be affected by the passage of title to the certificate site to any other person
or municipality until such time as a transfer is authorized by the Commissioner.

13. ~-lqae Certificate Holder shall allow any representative of the Commissioner to inspect the work
authorized hereunder at reasonable times to ensure that it is being or has been accomplished in
accordance with the terms and conditions of this certificate.

14. in granting this certificate, the Commissioner has relied on all representations ofthe Certificate
Holder, including information and data provided in support of the Certificate Holder’s
application. Neither the Certificate Holder’s representations northe issuance of this certificate
shall constitute an assurance by the Commissioner as to the structural integrity, the engineering
feasibility or the efficacy of such design.

15. In the eyelet that ihe Certificate Holder becomes aware that he did not or may not comply, or did
not or may not comply on time, with any provision of this certificate or of any document
required herennder, the Certificate Holder shall immediately notify the Cormnissioner mad shall
take all reasonable steps to ensure that any noncompliance or delay is avoided or, if
unavoidable, is minimized to the greatest extent possible. In so notifying the Commissioner,
the Certificate Holder shall state in writing the reasons for the noncompliance or delay mad
propose, for the review and written approval of the Commissioner, dates by which compliance
will be achieved, and the .Certificate Holder shall comply with any dates which may be
approved in writing by the Commissioner. Notification by the Certificate Holder shall not
excuse noncompliance or delay mad the Commissioner’s approval of any compliance dates
proposed shall not excuse noncompliance or delay unless specifically stated by the
Commissioner in writing.

16. In evaluating the application for this certificate the Commissioner has relied on inf°rmati°n and
data provided by the Certificate Holder and on the Cel~ificate Holder’s representations
concerning site conditions, design specifications and the proposed work authorized herein,
including but not limited to representations concerning the commercial, public or private nature
of the work or structures authorized herein, the water-dependency of said work or stxuctures, its
availability for access by the general punic, and the ownership of regulated structures or filled
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areas. If such information proves to be false, deceptive, incomplete or inaccm’ate, flais
certificate may be modified, suspended or revoked, and any unauthorized activities may be
subject to enforcement action.

17. The Certificate Holder may not conduct work water,yard of the high tide line or in tidal
wetlands at this certificate site other than the work authorized herein, unless otherwise
authorized by the Commissioner pursuant to CGS section 22a-359 et. seq. and/or CGS sectiori
22a-28 et. seq.

18. The issuance of this certificate does not relieve the Certificate Holder of his obligations to
obtain any other approvals required by applicable federal, state and local law.

19. Any docunrent, including but not limited to any notice, which is required to be submitted to the
Commissioner under this certificate shall be signed by Certificate Holder and by the individual
or individuals responoible for actually preparing such document, each of whom shall certify in
writing as follows: "I have personally examined and am familiar with the information
submitted in this document and all attachmants and certify that based on reasonable
investigation, including my inquiry of those individuals responsible for obtailfing the
information, the submitted information is true, accmate and complete to the best of my
knowledge and belief, mad I understand that any false statement made in this document or its
attachments may be pmtishable as a criminal offense."

20. This certificate is subject to and does not derogate any present or fnture property rights or
powers of the State of Cormecticnt, and conveys no property rights in real estate or material nor
any exclusive privileges, and is further subject to any and all public and private rights and to
any federal, state or local laws or regulations pertinent to the property or activity affected
hereby.

Issued on ~ %,~.~_~ I [ ,2010.

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

~ian P. Thompson, Director
Office of Long Island Sound Programs
Bureau of Water Protection & Land Reuse

Certificate of Permission No, 201001317-KB, Stamford
Strand BRC Group
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OFFICE OF LONG ISLAND SOUND PROGRAMS

APPENDIX A

Permit Section
Department of Environmental Protection
Office of Long Island Sound Programs
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Certificate Holder: Tiae Strand/BRC Group
c/o John Freeman
Harbor Point Development, LLC
901 Main Avenue
Norwalk, CT 06851

Certificate No:    201001317-KB, Stmnford

CONTRACTOR 1:

Address:

Telephone #:

CONTRACTOR 2:

Address:

Telephone #:

CONTRACTOR 3:

Address:

Telephone #:

EXPECTED DATE OF COMMENCEMENT OF WORK:

EXPECTED DATE OF COMPLETION OF WORK:

CERTIFICATE HOLDER:

(signature) (date)



Burnett Reply to DECD application June 19, 2013 re
Bridl ewater

Good evening. My name is Penney Burnett and I am a resident of Stamford. I am not a boater,

but I would like to thank Save our Boatyard for their continued effort to preserve Stamford’s

unique asset and greatest resource, a boatyard on our deep water harbor. As I understand it,

the purpose of this hearing is to consider a request by the state Department of Economic and
Community Development to exempt Bridgewater Hedge Funds from the state’s coastal flood

management regulations so that they can build an office complex on a boatyard in the coastal

flood zone. The DECD claims that the construction of this office complex -- on low-lying

waterfront property outside Stamford’s hurricane barrier and in violation of the coastal flood
regulations-- is in the public interest. I am here to tell you that the DECD’s proposal does not

benefit the public interest, and I ask you to deny this exemption.

I don’t need to tell you about the extensive property damage to waterfront properties in

Stamford during the last two hurricane seasons, and how it is NOT in the public interest to build
an office complex in the flood zone now.

What I will tell you is that DECD is wrong in claiming that the Bridgewater proposal will benefit

the public interest because of purported "job retention/creation, taxes, and other economic
benefits". As the state’s economic development agency, DECD should know that Stamford

already has a preponderance of banks and financial service firms - RBS, UBS, GE Capital, General
Reinsurance to name a few - most of which have received economic development incentives in

recent years. The DECD should also know that, notwithstanding promises to build a strong and

vibrant local workforce, most of these firms have been steadily downsizing globally and locally.

UBS, which was once touted as the anchor for our financial sector, no longer ovgns its Stamford

property and has moved what is left of its upper manal~ement back to New York. RBS has
undergone several rounds of massive layoffs, and rumors are that GE Capital is downsizing and

may move its operations to Fairfield.

Given the nature of this industry, it doesn’t make economic sense to spend state taxpayer
dollars and sacrifice a critical waterfront property for this project. The core of the deal is to

simply relocate Bridgewater’s current employees from Westport to Stamford. This is not job

creation. Though the promise is to create more jobs over time, hedge funds are one of the least

stable sectors in the financial services industry. Most are shortqived operations built around the

personalities of their founders, not their products. [Exhibit :i] Bridl~ewater is built around the

persona of its 64-year-old founder, Ray Dalio. Given Mr. Dalio’s age, the inherent risks in the



hedge fund business, and the declining financial sector globally, it is against the odds that
Bridgewater will expand or even exist as an economic force in Stamford in ten years time. By
the way, boatyards are not transient and a working boatyard has been at this location for over a
100 years.

I can also tell you that the proposed office complex will not create anywhere near the expected

property tax revenues for Stamford. The Bridgewater proposal has been estimated to cost 5750

million for an 850,000 s,f. office complex. [Exhibit 2] In theory, that should create a 5750 million

property tax value for the city, but that is not the case. For example:

The 53,5 billion Harbor Point development, which according to Mr. Freeman is 50%

complete, should have a fair market value (FMV) of approximately 51.7 billion, but

according to the recent Revaluation, Harbor Point has a FMV of less than 5600 million.

After incentives, the City will receive only $4.3 million in property taxes for the entire

Harbor Point project in fiscal year 2014, not enough to pay for the education of 300

students, let alone road repair, police, fire and other operating costs. The Harbor Point
incentives could go on for 40 years.[Exhibit 3 and 4]

Not surprisingly, BLT and others are planning for the Bridgewater Project to have the

same incentives as Harbor Point. [Exhibit 5]

The 400,000 s.f. RBS building (excluding land), built in 2007 at an estimated cost of 5400

million, had a FMV according to the City’s assessor of less than 5100 million as of

October 2012. In other words, in 5 years the RBS building lost 75% of it FMV. The state

provided 5100 million in tax breaks for RBS building. As part of the incentive package,

the city agreed as well to forego part of the property tax revenue for the building’s first
five years. [Exhibits 6 and 7]

Similar to Bridgewater, this deal involved the transfer of jobs from Greenwich to

Stamford.

The 600,000 s.f. General Re building, built in 1984, is vacant. This is what happens after

20-30 years and now what? Strangely, the Assessor’s Office does not show what BLT

paid for this property in 2012. (Exhibit 8 and 9]

The major 400,000 s.f. UBS office building, built in 1996, has a FMV of only 545.7 million
as of October 2012, and the real estate taxes on this building (5763,000) are not

enough to pay for the education of 50 students. [Exhibit 10]



Further Stamford has an approximately 30% commercial vacancy rate, and the property values

of existing major office complexes have been declining precipitously. Adding another office

building will only further depress the property values of Stamford’s other office buildings, which

benefits no one.

Given these trends, a 5750 million real estate investment will be worth a tiny fraction of that
from a property tax standpoint 5 and 10 years from now.. When the coastal flood risk is

factored into the equation, one serious hurricane could wipe out Bridgewater’s property tax
value to the City of Stamford.

State taxpayers fare no better in the deal. A number of recent reports demonstrate that

taxpayer subsidies to major corporations are a waste of state and local resources. The New York

Times ran an important 3-part series on this issue in December 20:12. These articles have been

summarized by Richard Florida, Director of the Martin Prosperity Institute at the University of
Toronto’s Rotman School of Management, the world’s leading think-tank on the role of

location, place and city in global economic prosperity. According to Mr. Florida, "Incentives do

little to alter the locational calculus of most companies...Rather, companies typically select

locations based on factors such as workforce, proximity to markets, and access to qualified
suppliers and then pit jurisdictions against one another to extract tax benefits and other

incentives." [Exhibit 11] In other words, tax subsidies don’t drive the deal - they are just gravy.

Please note that Stamford residential property taxes have risen between 300%-400% on

average since Stamford started pursuing tax subsidy driven economic development,

significantly higher than our neighboring towns which have not pursued this flawed policy.
Also, our property values have declined more than those in neighboring towns. These tax

subsidies are not in the public interest.

In conclusion, Bridgewater is welcome to relocate to Stamford, and we invite them to shop

around our many vacant or soon-to-be vacant commercial properties that are well protected

from the coastal flood plain. As far as I know, the 960,000 s.f. UBS buildings and the 600,000 s.f.

former Gen Re building are both available and in more ideal locations. We also invite them to
consider developing the "hole-in-the-ground" on Tresser Boulevard that has blighted

downtown Stamford for years.

Both Stamford and the state of Connecticut are in deep trouble economically, and the DECD’s

model of throwing taxpayer subsidies at the biggest and so-called greatest financial industry
giants is not working. If you grant this exemption to the coastal flood management regulations,

you are facilitating a project that has no public benefit, and will inflict more economic harm on

the residents and taxpayers of Stamford.



We ask that you deny the exemption request, and that the DECD redirect its economic
development programs to support sustainable investments based on our local resources. Here

in Stamford, our deep water harbor and its access to Long Island Sound is one of our greatest

resources. If the DECD is truly committed to sustainable economic development, it will

withdraw this application and sit down with the citizens and residents of Stamford to discuss

our needs. Instead of giving precious taxpayer subsidies to one of the richest hedge funds in the

world with no economic benefit, let’s explore using those subsidies to redevelop a first class,

full service marina and boatyard and reclaim 5tamford’s place as a center of water-related uses

that attracts residents, boaters and tourists, and increases all property owners’ property
values. That would be in the public interest.
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Bloomberg

Hedge Funds Facing Succession Challenge as Kovner Hands Off Caxton to
Law

Ih’uce Kovner is betting he can pull offwhat eluded SIanley Dmekenmiller and ,I uliat~ Rohertson: Keeping his hedge fund alive aRer
reth’ing from trading client money.

Kovncr yesterday named chief investment officer Andi~w Law, 45, to run his $1o billion Caxton Associates LP. Kovner, 66, who statted the

New York-based than in 1983, told clients in a letter that he will retipz by the end of the year to pursue personal interests. Peter D’Angelo,

64, the fi~ra’s president and co-founder, will also step aside.

Caxton is confronting a difficult challenge for a growing number of hedge funds: managing succession in a business where success is built

on the founders’ trading s]dll and reputation. Unlikc private-eqdity firms such as glad<~tonc th~ap LP (BX), wifich transformed
themselves fl’om prix-ate investment partnerships into public, d~versified asset managers, top hedge funds from Robertson’s Tiger

Management LLC to Druckenmiller’s Duquesne Capital Management LLC returned investor money after the fuunde~ stepped back.

"Hedge funds haven’t done a great job at succession planding," said Myron Kaplan, a partner at New York law firm Kleinberg, Kaplan,
Wolff& Cohen PC who advises hedge funds. ’~rhe key is to insfitutionalizc the firm and change investors’ perceptions of the fund as a
sthgle gunfs shop."

Hedge-Fund Legends

In the past year, at least three top hedge-fund managers ceased investing client money. George Solos, the 81-year-old billionaire, told
investors in JulythathewouldtumNcwYod~ basedSoros Fund Management LLCinto a fantilyoffice. ChrisShumway, 45, founder of

Shumway Capital Partners LLC in Greenwich, Connecticut, said in February that he would return capital to clients. Dmekenmiller, 58,
shuttered his New York hedge fund in August 2o~o.

Hedge-fund legends including Robertson, 79, and Michael Stcinhardt, 70, ~ttu’ned client money in 2000 and 1995 respectively.

"it’s a shame that franchise value is being dissipated and not realized by all the people involved, be it the founde~’, his employees and

investors," said Kaplan.

In contrast, the founders of the largest private-equity firms, man), of whom arc in their sixties, have diversified their businesses and sold
shares to the public as part of their efforts to ensure the long-term stua~ival of their companies.

KKR’s Future

Blackstonc, the biggest prlvate-equity firm, and Fortress Invesh-nent Group LLC went public in zoo7. KKR & Co. gained a Nc~ Sod< listing
last year, and Apollo Global Management LLC did the same in March. Carlyle Group this month filed for an initial publle offering.

At KKR in New Yoiq¢, co-chairmen I lemy Kravis and George Roberts set up a management committee where they share oversight of the

firm with younger executives who may" one day run the business. Kravis, 67, said at the ffi’m’s investor day in Mal~eh that succession is on

his and Roberts’ minds.

’~ou have to be assured that George and I think about this cve~3, day," he said. "We talk about what will be the future at KKR and you can’t
run any company, in our ~4ew, unless you build a very deep bench of people."

Blackstone said in its ~oo71~O filing that President Tony .I0mes, 60, would succeed 64-year-old Chief Executive Officer Stephen

Sehwarzman if he steps down. Schwarzman started New York-based Blackstone in 1985 with I’~r ter C. I’ctl!~ son, 85, who retired at the end

of ~oo8.

’Ahead of Hedge Ftmds’

Pri-vate-equity firms raise money from investu~ to take over companies, financing the purchases mostly with debt, with the intention of
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selling them later for a profit. Hedge funds are mostly private pools of capital whose managers participate substantially in the profits ft’om
ffieir speculation on whether the price of assets will rise or fall.

"Succession is one of the things where private equity is ahead of hedge funds," said Daniel Celeghin, a partner at Cascy, Quirk & Associates
LLG in Darien, Connecticut, which advises asset-management firms. ’~rhcy have an advantage because the nature of their businesses is
more collaborative, decision- maldng is shared among teams."

Buyout ftrms are also at an advantage, according to Celeghin, because the capital in their funds is locked up for longer periods, usually lo
yeal$, compared wiflt the common quarterly withdi’awal notices for hedge-fund im,estors.

Preparing investors

For succession to work at hedge funds, the founders must delegate responsibilities, communicate that to investors and cnsm’e those with

added responsibilities mx mote visible as well as recognized for their contributions, according to Eric Wcfustein, who runs the $4 billion
fund-of-hedge-funds business at Neuberger Berrnan Group LLC in New York.

’~his must happen incrementally over a period of years or investors will take their money out following a change of control that can be

viewed as sudden," he said.

At Caxton, one of the first hedge funds that sought to profit from macroeconomic trends, Kovner started preparing clients for the change

about th~c years ago when he promoted Law, who joined the firm in 2oo3, to the new role of CI0. Law manages about ao percent of the
assets, including leverage, of the main Caxton GIobal Investment fund, or about $3.5 billion, and has been the main contact for inve~sto~.

The fund has ~turned an average of 21 percent a year since inception, compared xvith an average gain of ~ percent including dividends by
the Standard & Poor’s 5o0 Index. The $7 billion fund had one losing year, in ~994, when it fell 2.5 percent. In Koxaael~s time at Caxton, the

S&P fell in five calendar years, including a 37 percent drop in 2oo8.

’Prove Myself

"I felt that I didn’t need to leave and start my own hedge fund because Bi-dce had a ~dsion for the firm that meant that I had the

opportunity to prove myself," Law, who is based in London and will continue to split his time between the U.IC capital and New York, said
in an interview in Caxton’s Park Avenue office. Kovner declined to be inter~dewed for this article.

Shumway found out the hard way j~st how quick investors are to p~fll their money when he named a new CIO in November and told
clients that he plans to step back fl’om managing money. Shumway had sold a stake in his titan to a buyout fund run by Goldman Sachs

Group Inc. eariy last year and said at that time that he planned to set up a partnership.

Within months of the November announcement, clients asked to redeem $3 billion, prompting Shumway to return all outside money by

the end of the first quarter. A Tiger Management alumnus whose firm oversaw more than $8 billion before shutting, he now runs a family

office and im,ests in new hedge ftmds.

’Lack of T~st’

"1 don’t recall staying with a hedge fund atter the main manager stepped away," said Peter Rup, CIO of New York-based ka’temis Wealth

Advisors LLC, which im,ests in hedge funds for clients. "It’s down to a lack of trust in the ability of the successors to step up, so as an

investor, why take the risk?"

Other funds have struggled to find and keep the right successor. Soros went through fore" inveslanent chiefs after the departure of
D~ckenmiller, his right-hand man from late 1988 until 2ooo. I(cith A~ldcl~lllb his CIO since ~oo8, left after Soros said he would retuni

all client money.

Louis g;tco~, the 55-year-old founder of Moore Capital Manage~nent LP in New York, in the past fln,ee years hired senior traders indudfug

Greg Coffey and Jean-Philippe Bloehet. Blochet quit after 17 months to pursue philanthropy. Bacon hasn’t publicly named a successor.

"Succession is not something that some managers want to think about," said Joel Press, founder of New York-based Pl~ss Management

LLC, who advises hedge funds on succession planning. "It takes a lot of time, effort and creates additional pressures to running their
businesses."

’Deep Bench’
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Tudor Investment Corp., the $11 billion hedge fired run by Paul q~udor Jones, hasn’t an nounced a succession plan, according to l~vo people

familiar with the matter. Jones, 57, who started his main fund in 1986, told AR Magazine last year that he had no intention to cease
trading or retire in the following five yearn. Tudor is based in Greenwich, Connecticut.

l.eoll Coopernla n, the 68-year-old founder of $6 billion hedge flmd Omega Advisors Inc. in New Yorh, said he doesn’t lose much sleep over
succession planning. The hedge fund, which employs 35 people, has a "deep bench of talent," he said in a telephone interview, referring to
Vice Cbai~a~aan Steven Einhorn, 62, who has been with Omega since 1999, and co-directors of red, earth Sam Martini, 36, and don Aborn,

39, who joined in January.

"Succession is not on my mind," Coopelanan said. "i want to be able to match someone like GeoIge Sores" who is investing past the age of

80, he said.

Guing Public

Among the fun&~ that have managed to reduce the dependence on their founders, many fuIIow strategies that distdbuta investment

derisions among groups of traders or use computer models, rather than relying on a single trader. Och-Zi/l C:*piull Ma iI~igemenl !~roup

I.I .C (OZM), the $30 billion New Yod~ company that went public in 2oo7, is a multistrategy firm that invests in a broad range of assets
from stocks to real estate.

James Simons, the 73-yem’-old fotmder of Renaissance Technologies Corp. in East Setauket, New York, last year turned over responsibiliiy

for his firm, which uses computer models to invest the firm’s $20 billion in assets, to fol~ner co-presidents Bob Mercer, 65, and Peter
Brown, 56.

D~xid ~ ha% founder of D.E. Shaw & Co., in 2002 handed running of his $~ billion hedge fund to a six-person committee. Shaw, 60, sold

a stake in his fi~an to Lehlnan Brothers Holdings Lqc. in 2oo7 and spen&s most of his time as chief scientist at D.E. Shaw Rest ~l~ch, which

conducts research in computational biochemisB%

’Real Transition’

"For some thans, we have to ask whether it’s a real transition," said Kaplan, whose firm is counsel to hedge fund Elliott Management Coi~.
"Are the founders still running their firnm f~om the shadows, did they share a fair amount of equity and have an appropriate profit-shating

arrangement in place?"

Israel Englander, 62, founder of Millennium Management LLC, has held tallcs about selling a minority stake in his firm, according to a
person briefed on the matter. Englander, who told a conference in November that he plans to be in the business until he’s about 8o yem~
old, started New York-based Millennium in 1989 and stepped away fl’om directly trading money five years later. The firm has more than
11o portfolio managers who oversee $1o.8 billion in assets.

’Mentor’ Dalio

At Bridgewater Associates Inc., 62-year-old founder l,~z3 D:di(~ in the past year stmq.ed sharing his role as chief executive officer with Greg
Jensen, 37, David McCormick, 46, and Eileen Murray, 53, before relinquishing that position in July when he became "mentor." Duiio
retuined his CIO role, which he has shared with Bob Prince since 1986. Bridgewater oversees $~2 billion out of Westport, Connecticut.

Arrangements such as Dalio’s, where the founder gradually shares responsibility with co-executives rather than handing them over

entirely, have been popular with a number of other ftmds.

Paul Singer, the 67-year-old founder of Elliott Management, a $17.4 billion hedge fund in New York, last year promoted Jon Pollock, 47, to

co-CIO. Singer last year created a four-pemon board of directors that would take control of the hedge fmad if Singer were to no longer mn
the business.

Mark Kingdon, 6~, who started Kingdon Capital Management LLC in New York in 1983, told investors in 2009 of his plans to step down

by the age of 70 and last year set up a four-person committee, which includes CIO Richard Riege~ to help with the $4.6 billion firm’s
succession process.

Spreading Responsibility

At SAC Capital Advisors LP, fuunder St cvc~ A. Cob c~ manages less than lo percent of the filan’s capital, with the re~t allocated to about

125 portfolio managers, accol~ting to a person familiar with the fired. Last year Cohen, 55, picked fore" senior tradem to hclp select
im,estmenta for the $3 billion he pel~onally oversees. An eigbt-person team that includes the SAC Capital’s head trader ovcrsecs the
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running of the $14 billion hedge fund in Stamford, Connecticut.

"Management committees are not the most important part of the succession pl~c~ss," said Pi~ss. "Managel~ must also think about equity,
compensation and govel~aance."

Inve~stol~ in Paulson & Co., the $35 billion hedge fund run by .h~ht~ Pa~l~;* n ~, ~vere told at a Pads event in ,ltme that Andrew Hoine, 37,

director of research, wotdd become CIO if the 55- yem~old billionaire were to step away fi’om the business, according to a person with
knoxdedge of the matter. Paulson has told clients that age 70 would be a good time to retire, said two investors who asked not to be named

because the fund is private.

’One-Man Shows’

Paulson ovaas mot~ than 75 percent of his New York-based firm, while Hoine is one of fore" employees who each have a stake of less than 5
percent, according to a l~gulato~3z filing in March.

"Even with a lot of institutionalization, many hedge funds a~ to a large extent one-man shows," said Ronan Cosgrave, portfolio manager

at Pacific Alternative Asset Management Co., an Ir~4ne, Califu~afia-based fi~wa t~aat inve.sts in hedge funds on behalf of clients.

Officials for the hedge fimds declined to comment.

At Caxton, Law oversees a6 trading teams, which trade a range of assets from commodJtles to cun~ncies to profit fl’om economic trends.

Seven of those teams are based in London, where they manage more than half of the firm’s risk. Starting next year, Law, who will be
chairman and CEO, plans to institute an operating committee to run the day-tu-day business of the firm, which has ~o employees

worldwide.

Kovner and D’Angelo ~ll ~main investors in the fund and will retain "substantial minority stakes" in the firm, Law said. Law, who has no

plans to move to New York, said his trading style has always been similar to Kovner’s, and he’s learned some valuable lessons, such as
understanding markets and cutting risk when they seem to make no sense.

"Most transitions fail due to lack of p~ofitability and personalityissues," Law, a fo~aner head of Goldman Sachs’s proprietm3,-trading
business in London, said in the inte~adew. "When you don’t get the markets right, that’s when people fall out."

To contact the reporter on this story: Saijel Kishan in New York at

To contact fl~e editor lvsponsible for this story: Christian Baumgaer tel at Cbaun~!,~ac~ ~cl(,ohh~tm~be~gmet
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Bridgewater proposal calls for helipad, recreational barge

STAIVII,’ORD A plan to transform a gritty, industrial stretch of South End watel’fl’ont into a glassy headquarters lbr the workl’s largest hedge

The zoning applications snbmitted Monday include several renderings and site-plan drawings, providing the lirst public look at the Bridgewater

The heart of the ldan is a giant ot~ice complex designed by Cutler Andemon Architects. The Washington-bnsed firm previously designed Bill
Gates’ private home in Medina, Wash.

The building is significtmtly larger than originally proposed. Prim’ to the zoning applications, BLT described the office as 75o,ooo square

In another noteworthy detail, the al}plications state the bnitding will be able to ac(xlmmodate 3,5~m people and 3,ooo (}~1 l’S. It suggests the
company will have the potential to exlla nd well beyond u,ooo employees, one of the henehmarks Mallo) officials have set lbt’ Bridgewater to
receive as nluch as $115 million worth of state aid,

More controversially, however, BLT is proposing to replace the boai3’ard with a scaled had< pul}lit, mm’ina on the site that ol~b z’s slips but no
maintenance or storage facililies.

The developer is in talks with the city and state environmenBd officials to huild a boab,ard at a 3.5-acre property it O~VllS at 2o5 Magee Ave. in
Shippan.

But the plan, which has not been fl~rmally filed by BLT, appears wrought wilh colnplications. Boaters have taken issue with the significantly
smaller size of the site and a prol}osed dredging process they say may take years to complete. Additionally, the stretd~ of land fronting the water

On Monday night, Zoning Board members expressed dismay nt the developer f{)l" not addressing the hoot) ard issue prior to StLbmitting plans ior
Bridgewater. Prior to lira Bridgewater mmouncement, fl~e board had sl)ent months figm’ing out ways to pressm’e the developer into reveal plans
for the waterfi’ont site, which been reserved for a hoatyard used hy ho;acrs acrllss the region.

Board member Audrey Cosentini argued the hoard should not eXell consklm’the Bridgewater application until BLT suhm[Ited a plan t~31’
"adeqllate boat3 ard that would fulfill ore’ requirement the ww a 14-acre boatyard did.

"To me, that ~ould be the i~l’st step," she said.

http~//www~sta1nf~rdadv~cat~c~m/~ca~/a1~tic~e/Bridgewater-pr~p~sa~-ca~ls-f~r-he~ipad-3 9... 6115/2013
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LIMITED OFFERING MEMORANDUM ~ ,, I

NEW ISSUE - BOOK ENTRY ONLY NOT RATED

$145,000,000
HARBOR POINT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

(Harbor Point Project)

HARBOR POINT    $129,000,000
Speci~lObHga~on Revenue Bonds

Se~es 2010A
(Tax-Exempt)

$16,000,000
Special ObBgation Revenue Bonds

Series 2010B
(Federally Taxable - Issuer Subsidy -

Recovery Zone Economic Development Bonds)
Due: Aiu~l 1, as shown on h~side covet"

Tl~e $129,000,09{) HpeciN ObligaRon Revenue Bonds, Series 2010A (Tax-Exemp0 (the "2010A Bouds") mid the $16,{)00,000 Special Obligation Revenue
Bonds, Series 2010B (Federally Taxable Issuer S~lbsidy Recovery Zone Economic Development Bonds) (the ~2010B Bonds") m’e special ~bligatim~s of

qTIE PURCHASE OF THE BONDS IS AN INVESTMENT SUBJECT TO A [RGH DEGREE OF RISI~ INCLUDING THE RISK OF NONPAYA(ENT OF
PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST. SEE "RISK FACTORS" HEREIN FOR A DISCUSSION OF SUCH FACTORS TIIAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED, IN ADDITION
TO THE Oq~:IER MATTERS SET FORTH HEREIN, IN EVALUATING TIIE INVESTMENT QUALITY OF ’]~IE BONDS.

STONE &YOUNGBERG



Non-Incremental Tax Revenues and Tax Increment Revenues collected by the City in any
Fiscal Year in excess of the Tax Increment Payments due and transferred to the Trustee
pursuant to the Interlocal Agreement shall be retained by the City free and clear of any
lien of the Indenture.

"Administrative Expenses" means the followiog costs directly related to the administration of the
District for the purpose of financing the costs of the District Improvements: the actual costs of computing
the Special Assessments; the actual costs of collecting and enforcing the Special Assessments (whether by
the City or otherwise); the actual costs of remitting the Special Assessments to the Trustee; the actual
costs of the Administrator and Trustee (including legal counsel) in the discharge of their duties; the costs
of the District of complying with arbittage rebate requh’elnents; the costs of the District of complying
with securities disclosure requirements; premiums on sureties provided for the debt service reserve funds;
and any other costs of the District or the City related to the administration and operation of the District
for the purpose of financing the costs of the District hnprovements, including, the costs of official
meetings of the District.

"Annual Debt Service" shall mean the payments of principal and interest and any premium on
Refunding Bonds in each Fiscal Year.

"Debt Service Requirements" means the payment of Annual Debt Service and Administrative
Expenses under the Indenture, less earnings on the Debt Service Reserve Funds used to pay principal and
interest on the Bonds.

"Fiscal Year" shall mean July I ttu’ough June 30 of each year.

"Non-Incremental Tax Revenues" means an amount equal to $1,091,173 per Fiscal Year (which
is the value of all real property taxes levied against the owners of the District Property for the Fiscal Yem"
ended June 30, 2008). Such Non-Incremental Tax Revenues shall be retained by and allocated to the City
in two equal instalhnents of $545,586.50 for the September 15th and the March 15~’ Tax Increment
Payments for each Fiscal Year. Payments to be received pursuant to tax fixing agreements or agreements
provided for payments in lieu of taxes, penalties and interest are not part of the Non-Incremental Tax
Revenues and belong to the City.

"Tax Increment Payments" shall mean, for each six month period ending on December 31st and
June 30a’, the amount, if any, equal to the lesser of the Debt Service Requirements and fifty percent (50%)
of Tax Increment Revenues.

"Tax Increment Revenues" means, for each six month period ending December 31 ~t and June 30t~’

of each Fiscal Year, the portion of the real property tax revenues with respect to the District Property
which are collected during such six-month period, less Non-Incremental Tax Revenues of $545,586.50.
Payments to be received pursuant to tax fixing agreements or agreements providing for payments in lieu
of taxes, penalties and interest are not part of Tax Increment Revenues and belong to the City.

The payment of the Tax Increment Payments is subject to an annual appropriation by the City for
each Fiscal Year in which such Tax Increment Payments are due. The City covenants and agrees in the
lnterlocal Agreement to budget and appropriate in its general annual operating bndget the Tax Increment
Payments when due pursuant to the terms of the lnterlocal Agreement. The term of the lnterlocal
Agreelnent shall expire on the earlier of (i) the date that the Bonds are no longer outstanding under the
Indenture; or (ii) forty (40) years fi’om the date of the lnterlocal Agreement in accordance with the
lnterlocal Act (the "Term"). Any default under the lnterlocal Agreement that cannot be settled by the
parties shall be subject to mediation. In no event may either the City or the District terminate the
lnterlocal Agreement prior to the expiration of the Term. Except with respect to the District’s pledge of
the Tax Increment Payments and certain completion guaranties required pursuant to the lnterlocal

19



BLT, city assemble Bridgewater pieces - StamfordAdvocate ht~p://www.s~amfordadvocate.com!default!article/BLT-city-assemble...

BLT, city assemble Bridgewater pieces
Zoning Board: Will consirter BLT headquarters, boatyard
Elizabeth Kirn
Updated 10:10 pro, Tuesday, bkay 7, 2013

STAMFORD -- Despite rising criticisms about the approval process, the Pavia administration and Building and Land
Technology appear to be closer to assembling the pieces that would move along a zoning application to build a $75o

mifiion headqnarters for Bridgewater Associates on a centested South End waterftont site.

On Monday, the Zoning Board will be asked to decide whether to commence the Bridgewater project zoning approval
process. BLT is seeking to constroet an 85o,ooo squm~e-fuot office for the Westport hedge fund on a 14-acre property
that is zoned for a working boatyard.

Last week, in the first step toward making Bridgewater a reality, board zne~nbers agreed to initiate review of BLT’s
proposal for a Shippan boatyard after the adininistration submitted a letter of intent permitting use of city property in
the plans. BLT is pitching a 6-aerie boatyard at 2o5 Magee Ave. in hopes of satisfying the city’s requirement for a
boatyard in the South End.

The decision to add Bridgewater into the mix would enable city boards to weigh the two applications simultaneously,
and presumably, measm~e the benefits of Bridgewater against criticisms of the Shippan boatyard plan. Under the zoning
approval process, the Planning Board, Harbor Management Commission and the state Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection would be the first parties to evaluate the project.

Their com~nents and recouunending votes would be forwarded to the Zoning Board, wldch would then schedule a public
hearing.

One potential stieldng point preventing Bridgewater fl~om moving forward is the proposed license agreement that is yet

to be released by the city. The agreement, which must go to the Planning Board, Board of Finance and Board of
Representatives prior to being finalized by Mayor Michael Pavia and Carl Kuehner, the CEO of BLT, would grant BLT
the use of city laud to expand its boatyard site in return for $5 milliou worth of infrastructure improve~nents.

During a Zoning Board meeting Monday, Norman Cole, the city’s Land Use Bureau chief, told ~ne~nbers that he had
been told a summary of the agrcement’s terms might become available prior to the meeting that evening. However, as of
Tuesday, Cole said he had still not received such a doetLrnent.

Joseph Capalbo, the city’s director of legal affairs, could not be reached for comment.

John Freeman, the geueral counsel for BLT, said he expected the city to issue the agreement, or a surrm~ary of its tero~s,

by the end of this week. He dismissed the ongoing speculation that a dispute over the conditions of the license
agreement had resulted in a delay.

"It’s just a normal course of negotiations and conversations," he said.

Freeman expressed enthusiasm for the latest eom~e of events. Having the Bridgewater project p~esented along with the
boatyard plan, he said, would be "a great opportunity to have all the facts on the table all at once so everybody can see

what the benefits are for Stamford."

The adininistration has touted a host of potential benefits fl’om the Bridgewater project, including the prospect of more
than 2,ooo jobs, as well as $9.8 million worth of building permit revenue, $6.5 million of additional annual tax revenue

and $50 million in state funding for the widening of the Atlantic Street underpass.

Nevertheless, the deal is expected to face significant opposition. Sevecal city officials, including Board of Finance

member and Democratic mayoral hopeful David Martin, and City Rep. Mary Uva, a Republican representing Shippan,

have aceused Pavia of stntcturing the city’s land deal with BLT as a fieense agreement so as to illegally eh’eumveut the
city’s boards. After initially wavering on wbether he needed further legislative approval, Pavia has since said there would

I of 2 6/18/2013 8:55 PM
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be no deal without the consent of the three boards.

Yet another simmering question is whether a strip of waterh’ont land owned by the city can even be included in the BLT
plans because it was originally purchased to be pm~ of a public park.

The roughly 4,200-square-foot-parcel facing the eastern channel of Stamford Harbor is critical to the proposed boatyard
because tbe site would othep~ise be landlocked.

In an owed in The Advocate last month, Martin wrote: "Them are too many issues concerning navigability, boating

safety and traffic, difficulty of access, and "licensing" of parkland for an industrial boatyard." He said he intended to vote
against the Iicense agreement when it comes before the Board of Financa.

This past Sunday, an op-ed by Uva sharply criticized the mayor’s approach.

Among those on the Zoning Board, Audrey Cosentini, a longtime Republican who is to be replaced after this month, has
steadfastly challenged the administration’s handling of the matter. On Monday, she opposed allowing the Bridgewater
application to move forward.

"By even receiving it, we legitimize something that I think is totally illegitimate," she said.

She added: "That property has been put aside fro’ a boatyard or else we have to have another property for it."

Although BLT has said the latest boatyard proposal will be able to house 509 boats, boaters have continued to attack the
proposal as a less than fair replacement, citing the smaller size of the site and its location on a relatively narrow and
heavily trafficked channel.

"The 205 Magee application doesn’t even remotely compare to what was at the former site," said Maureen Boylan, an
organizer with Save Our Boatyard.

The group has vigorously protested the Bridgewater development, citing a violation of city zoning regulations, as well as
the state’s Coastal Management Act, which protects water-dependent uses.

In what could prove to be a pivotal document, the city is expected to release a second report fl’om a consultant who has
been hired to assess BLT’s boatyard. Earlier this year, the New York film of Be~mello, Ajamil & Partners Architects, Inc.

concluded the 3.5-acre boatyard proposed by BLT was significantly lacking in services and storage options compared to
the South End one, commonly refen~d to as Yacht Haven Marina.

In Tuesday interview, Zoning Board Chairman Thomas Mills said get[ing the license agreement approved by the boards
represented "the first step" in the zoning approval for Bridgewater.

He added any Zoning Board review should wait until the license agreement was approved by the three required city
boards.

In summing up the way he viewed the process as worldng, Mills said, "Bridgewater can’t happen if Magee doesn’t
happen and they know that. Tbere’s no way that Bridgewater gets built without a boatyard."

elizabeth.ldm@scni.com; 203-964-2265; http://twitter.com/lizkl~ntweets

2 of 2 6/18/2013 8:55 PM



~-~Vision Goverrm~ent Solutions

STAMFORD,CT    O VISION
0 0 V !: 1~ N M [ N T !; [,} L t ! T I (

Search (Search.aspx) Street Listia8 (Streets,aspx) Sales Search (Sates.aspx)

Back (http://8is.v~Isi.com/stamfordct/Search.aspx) Home (Defautt.aspx?to=T)

Feedback (Feedback.aspx)

600 WASHINGTON BOULEVARD Sales Print Map It

Location 600 WASHINGTON Assessment PID
BOULEVARD Building

Mblu 004/ 4048/// Count

Acct# 004-4048
Owner RBS AMERICAS

PROPERTY CORP

186250

Current Value

Assessment

NO Data for Current Valuation

Owner of Record

Owner RBS ANERICAS PROPERTY CORP Sale Price     $0
Co-Owner Book&Page 9672/ 303

Address 600 WASHINGTON BOULEVARD Sale Date     08/05/2009
STANFORD, CT06901

Ownership History

Ownership History

Owner Sale Price Book & Page Sale Date

Building Information

Building 1 : Section 1

http://gis,vgsi, com/stam fordct/Parcel,aspx?pid= 186250 6/15/20 ! 3



Year Built;

Building Area:

Field

397378

Building Attributes

Office Class A

Flat

T&G/Rubbel

Drywall/Haste

Carpet

Hardwood

Gas/LP

Forced Air DL~C

Central

Conqmerc~al HDL-94

Building Photo

(http://gis,vgsi.com/pho[os/S[am[ordCTPhotos//\O0\lO

\g2/O3.jpg)

Building Layout

lASt13900]

EaU/S, Plurr]b~ng Average Building Dub-Areas

Living

I000

0

Extra Features

Code Description Size Value Bldg #
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I EL3
i Escalator

~
4 UNITS $449,990

Land

Land Use Land Line Valuation

Use Code 200 Size (Acres)     4.25
Description Commercial MDL-94 Depth
Zone CCN Assessed Value $23,913,460
Neighborhood 1000
Air Land Appr No
Category

Outbuildings

Outbuildings

No Data for Outbuildings

Valuation History

Assessment

i Valuation Year Improvements Land Total

[2012 $64,682,480! $23,913,460i (~,0/)      $88,595,940

12010 $108,966,410] $35,425,850] $144,392,260

(c) 2013 Vision Government Solutions, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Home Forum C++ Certificate Ranklngs Tracker Resources Events

RBS to build a trading floor across from UBS in
Stamford, CT

Sign Up or Log In

RBS to Develop New Corporate Ofllce in Stamfol,d, COllll.
¯ $4o oM complex would also include a live t l’adillg floor ill
addition to office space

~tamford Advocate, The (Stalllfolxl, CT) (I~RT)

bank’s trading complex offWashington Boulevard.

"\\’e’re truly e~cfited to be bere," RIkq Greem~eh Cspital co-chief executi~
Ben Carpenter told a crowd of about lOO company executives, politicians
alld business leaders during a groundbreakh~g ceremony on the site of the
planned building.
A kilted bagpiper played as guesLs entered the tent, while i rouges of the
building played on ~fide-screen tele~Ssions inside.

l’fhe $4oo million colnplexis slated to bold a 95,o0o-square-foot tiadh]g
floor, and 30 o,ooo square feet of office space for 3,00 o employees of R[kq
Greem~ch Capital and R~q’ corporate banking operations. ~q GlXem~ich

Carpenter thanked Gov. M. dodi Rell and Mayor Dannel Mallo3, and their
economic devdopment chiefs for mo~ng tile project along quickly.
"\ou bare all shown a welcoming, cooperative and can-do spirit in btinglng
this project to fi’uifion in record time," he said.
The stateis pro~Sding $1oo milfion in tax breaks tbr file building. As part of
t e ~ce~t~epaekage, t~ecitybasagreedtoforegopartofthepropel~-tax
revenue tbr the building’s fit~t five 3"ears.

Malloy complMned last week ffiat consh’uction crew\ s ~ere ’)ust pusldng
di~" because the state government was holding up co~gttnaction over a
dispute supposedly solved years ago -- about right-of-~ ay sales and traffic
restrictions.

Yesterday Mallov thanked Rell.

I of 3 6/16/2013 I2:53 PM
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Malloy said the arrh’al of RBS estafilishes this dt3 of 12o,oo o as a maj or
financial center.
"What it realb means is that Stanfford’s place in the financialindusta-y in the
world, as a capital of financial semiees,is nmv secure," he said.

The nlove will put t~vo of tile world’s lm~gest financial firms
across tile street f~m each other. IIBN, wlfieh hy naarket
capitalization is the lvorhl’s sixth lal~geat, has tile world’s largest

RBS rmdcs eighth hylnal’ket capitalization. Though its ta.ading
floor is designed to be ahout 8,ooo square feet smaller than the
one at LrBS, and will initially hold about 8o0 traders, it could
eventually hold as many as ~,4oo by usiug built-in expansion
space, prqject director Nell Grassie told a conmumit3 grollp oil
Wednesday.

But RBS lnust stalnt construction quickly if it eN)ects to move into the
complexin late 2oo8. ~nd that cam’t happen untilit resolves the questions
over tile skate’s propelS- restrictions.

The state has maintailaed tfiat tile matLer is allissue of negotiating a
purchase price for cerLain propelS_ right.n, hut RBS, .qtamford o~cials and
others have arg~ed that fl~e previous ambers of tfie proper~- already paid
the state for the properb" fights in question.

Compmly offidals have called the issue a small one among many fll such a
complex project, hut consh’uetion can’t start untilit is resolved.
The company has eKcavation permits to dig south of Richmond Itill A~ enue,
so it can continue to do some prelimhm~3- work, fiut ~m’t stal~i major
eonsh’ucfion untilit gets the a traffic perlnit from the State Traffic

Grassie, an l~q executix e and architect who lno~ ed from Scotland to
super\@e the constructilm prqject, acknowledged Wednesday that a
pay~nent "could be" a solution Io the dispute, bat said it is not neeessarib
the onb way forward.

The state Department of Transportafion has receivedtwo independent
appraisats for the prosper tl. fights M question. One hwolves the tbrnler
Clinton Avenue Rsten~on, which the ci~ dosed when it sold the land to
Louis Dre31~s Proper~ Group, ~x hich later sold it to RBS; the other involves
fights of way ne\~ to tfie hlterstate 95 on-ramp froln ]Vashhlgtoll Boulevard,
where part of the huilding would go.

’q’he mhmte we have that price negotiated, file ,qt ate Traffic Commission is
ready to grant their approvals." [)epartmen[ of’l’ransporta lion spokesman
Chris Cooper said.
RelL who IX Yl’ officials said last week was not in voh’ed in negotiations, said
the ~Y[’ Ires passed the appraisals to Sheldon Gold farb. RK~ Greenwich
(’apitaPs Illallagillg dit-cctor and general counsel.

2 of 3 6/16/2013 12:53 PM
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Stamford

News Boards Events Businesses

News I Bt~i~ess

Harbor Point Developer Acquires Former Gen Re
Building
BLT is planning an extensive renovation of the downtown office building, which is now being
called the BLT Financial Centre.

Posted by Pab-ick Baroard, January 9, 2012 at 06:41 pm

Like 0 Tweet,,

, the developer behind the ambitious Harbor Point mixed-use redevelopment project in
Stamford, has reportedly purchased the 614,000-square-foot office building located at 695
East Main Street, formerly the North American headquarters for General Reinsurance Corp.

According to a press release, B/_T is planning an extensive renovation of the downtown office
building, which is now being called the BLT Financial Centre. The release did not disclose the
purchase price nor did it go into details about what the development firm plans to do with the
building, which was acquired from Lehman Brothers Holdings Inc. in a deal brokered by
Cushman & Wakefield.
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Popular
Stories

What Our Fathers Tattght Us

Baby Deer Abandoned by Morn Recovered in Stamford

On the Hunt for a Itouse or Condo hi Stamiord?

"The BLT Financial Centre acquisition is an extraordinary addition to our Stamford portfolio and
we are excited about this opportunity to continue to deepen our roots h] the city of Stamford,I’
stated Carl R. Kuehner [][I, CEO of Building and Land Technology, in the release.

"We anticipate this office complex, once revitalized, will draw businesses to the Central
Business District and, as with Harbor Point, will fuel Stamford’s evolution as a modern live,
woFk and play city," Kuehner added. "Mayor Pavia and Governor IV]alloy, and their offices, are
speaFheading terrific programs to attract businesses and improve our cities."

I’I am very glad to see the sale of 695 East Main Street to one of Stamford’s major
developers," Pavia said in the release. "BLT’s commitment to a significant renovation of the
facilitiy is a welcome first step in attracting l:he corporate tenants Stamford has so successfully
recruited in the past."

Last week Stamford Patch learned that BLT has submitted a zoning application for a 15-story,
382,455 square foot, 226-unit apartment building at Pacific and Henry streets as part of the
massive Harbor Point project, a multi-site plan encompassing more than 80 acres of prime
commerical real estate in Stamford’s South End, According to a report in the Stamford
Advocate, the proposed apartment complex also calls for 295 parking spaces,

Since the estimated $3.5 billion officially began in 2008, Building and Land Technology has
completed three major housing developments: The Lofts (225 units in the former Yale & Towne
building), which opened in summer 2010; 101 Park Place (336 units), which opened
September 2010; and Loci<Works (329 units), which opened in October 2011, as per the
Stamford Advocate report.

If approved, the proposed apartment complex would be one of several new buildings that will
be soon be added to the city skyline: Last month Stamford developer Thomas Rich introduced
a . The 226-apartment high rise, called "The Summer House," also includes 2,200 square feet
of ground floor retail, according to a Stamforrl Advocate report.

In November submitted revised plans to build a hotel consisting of twin 22-story towers at the
tip of Washington Boulevard and overlooking Stamford Harbor as part of the Harbor Point
redevelopment project. If approved the new hotel buildings would have between 130 and 140
rooms as well as 60 condominium units, according to the Stamford Advocate,

Related Stories

Wanted Man’s Car spotted on 1-95 ia Stamford, Darien Arrest

Jewish Home Marks 40 Years with New Name: Jewish Senior Serv,.,

htt~//stamf~rd~patch.c~m/gr~ups/business-news/p/harb~r~p~int-deve~per-acquires-~rmer.~. 6/15/2013
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Back (http:llgis.vgsi,comlstamfordctlSearch.aspx) Home (Defautt.aspx?lo=T)

Feedback (Feedback.aspx)

695 EAST MAIN STREET Sales Print Hap It

Location 695 EAST MAIN Assessment PID
STREET Building

Mblu 003/ 6794/// Count
Acct# 003-6794
Owner 695 EAST MAIN

STAMFORD LLC

188136
3

Current Value

Assessment

No Data for Current Valuation

Owner of Record

Owner 695 EAST MAIN STAMFORD LLC Sale Price $0
Co-Owner Book&Page 10309/ 014
Address 100 WASHINGTON BLVD STE 200 Sale Date 01/03/2012

STAMFORD, CT 06902-9302

Ownership History

Ownership History

Owner Sale Price Book & Page Sale Date

SIP OWNER LLC $0 9841/ 102 , 03/16/2010 I

STAMFORD ASSOCIATES LP i ] 60671 282 0Z/04/2002

Building Information

Building 1 : Section 1

http://gis.vgsi,com/stamfordct/Parcel.aspx?pid= 188136 6/15/2013
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Year Built: 1984

Building Area: 134112

Building Attributes

Description

STYLE Office C~ass A

Stories: 6

Occupancy

Exterior Wall ! Metal/Sandw

Interior Wall 2

lnterior Floor 1

Interior Floor 2

Average

Average

Forced Air-Due

Central

Commercial MDL-94

1st Floor Use:

Heat/AC

Frame Type

Heat/AC Pkgs

FireProof Steel

Baths/Plumbing Average

Ceiling/Wall , Typical

Rooms/Prtns Average

Wall Height 10

% Comn Wall

Building 2 : Section I

Building Photo

(http://gis.vgsl.com/photos/StamfordCTPhotos//\O0\13
\04/30,jpg)

Building Layout

gAS[22352]

PNTI19S41]

Building Sub-Areas

Code j       Description

FUS [ Upper Story, Finished

[BAS ! First Floor

Gross     Living

111760     111760

22352 22352

PNT    i Penthouse Storage 19641     0

153753     134112

Year Built: 1984
Building Area: 381159

Building Attributes : Bldg 2 of 3

Field Description

STYLE Office Ctass A

Stories: 6

Occupancy

ExLerior Wall 1 ! Metal/Sandw

Exterior Wall 2

RoofCover iT&G/Rubber

Building Photo

(http://gis,vgsi,com/photos/StamfordCrPhotos//\O0\12
\96/69.jpg)

Building Layout
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Interior Wall 1 Typical

Interior Wall 2

Interior Floor I Average

Interior Floor 2

Heating Fuel Average

Heatin0 Type Forced Air-Due

AC Type Central

Bldg Use Commercial NDL-94

Total Rooms 0

Total 8edrms 00

Total Baths 0

1st Floor Use;

Heat/AC PkgsHeat/AC

Frame Type

Baths/Plumbing

Rooms/Prtns

Wall Height

% Comn Wall

FireProofSteel

i Average

Typical

Average

Building 3 : Section

BASIB8839]

FUSE3123201

PNTI3442B]

Building Sub-Areas

Gross     Living
Code         Description

FUS Upper Story, Finished ; 312320 312320

, BAS First Floor ! 68839 68839

PNT Penthouse Storage i 34420 0

415579 381159

Year Built: 1984

Building Area: 21585

Building Attributes : Bldg 3 of 3

Field Description

STYLE Parking Garage

Stories: 3

Exterior Wall 1 Reinforc Concr

Exterior Wall 2

Roof Structure Flat

Roof Cover Average

Interior Wall I Typical

, Interior Wall 2

Interior Floor 1 Average

Interior Floor 2

Heating Fuel Average

Heating Type Forced Air-Due

AC Type Central

Bldg Use Commercial NDL 94

Total Rooms 0

Total Bedrms I 00

Total Baths J 00

Building Photo

Building Pholo ]

(http://gis,vgsi.com/photos/StamfordCrPhotos//\O0\12
\96/70.jpg)

Building Layout

BAS[71951

FUS[14390]

Building Sub-Areas

Code Description

FUS Upper Story, Finished

i BAS First Floor

Gross Living
Area Area

14390 14390

21585 !21585
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ist Floor Use;

Heat/AC ~ Heat/AC Pkgs

Frame Type [ Reinf, Concret

Baths/Plumbing Average
J

Ceiling/Wall Typical

Rooms/Prtns Average

Wall Height 10

% Comn Wall

Extra Features

Extra Features

EL2 Etev Pass

PGB I Parking Garage Below

PGA i Parking Garage Abov

RP4 i Porch Enclsd

EL2 ! Elev Pass

RP4 Porch Encisd

Size Value B!~g #    ;

158367 S.F !: $5,067,740 I

475100 S.Fl $14,728,100

8160 S.FI $294,740

12 STOPS [ $316,800

8160 S.Fi $294,740

1:

3

Land

Land Use Land Line Valuation

Use Code 200 Size (Acres)     0
Description CommercialNDL-94 Depth
Zone CG Assessed Value $0
Neighborhood 1000
Air Land Appr No
Category

Outbuildings

Outbuildings                                                    ~ i

! ~od~.L ~!~!~ ~ ~ I Sub Description ¯ Size ] Value I Bldg# i

iLP9      ’Pat o Brck         [           " i ......................................................~ ~899 S F[ ........ ! .......
~ ................................................................................................................ 1 ..................... I ........... : ....
~ I I . , $28,4901 21

Valuation History

(c) 2013 Vision Government Solutions, Inc. All rights reserved



¯ ~-V s on Government Solutions Page 1 of 3

Search (Search.aspx) Street Listing (Streets.aspx) Sales Search (Sales.aspx)

Back (http://gis.vgsi.com/stamfordctiSearch.aspx) Home (Default.aspx?[o=T}

Feedback(Feedback.aspx)

677 WASHINGTON BOULEVARD #B1
Sales Print Map It

Location 677 WASHINGTON Assessment $31,793,960 PID 18325
gOULEVARD #gl Building 1

Mblu 004/ 2237// B1/ Count
Acct# 004-2237
Owner UBS AG

Current Value

Year Land

2012 [ $31,793,960 $0 $31,793,960

Owner of Record

Owner USS AG Sale Price     $0
Co-Owner Book&Page 5576/ 155
Address 677 WASHINGTON 8OULEVARD                     Sale Date      08/24/2000

STANFORD, CT06g01-0000

Ownership History

Ownership History

Owner Sale Price I}ook & Page Sale Date

sw,ss BAN~ C;~o~.~o. ...............................................................*0 [ ..............~;~/~,6 03/;~)~;~6

Building Information

Building :~ : Section 1

Year Built: 1996

http ://gis.vgsi.com/stamfordct/Parcel.aspx?pid= 18325 6/15/2013



gision Government Solutions

Building Area: 402131

Building Attributes

Field Description

STYLE Prof Off Condo

Occupancy 2 I

’Interior Wall 1: i Drywall

Interior Wall 2:

Interior Floor 1 [ Carpet

Interior Floor 2 ! Vinyl/Asphalt

Heat Fuel: Gas/LP

Hea Type: Forced Air-Due

AC Type: Central

Ttl Bedrms: 00

Tt[ Bathrms: 0

Ttl Half Bths: 0

Xtra Fixtres

Total Rooms:

Stories:

Residential Units: 0

Exterior Walt 1: Glass Vitro.

Exterior Wall 2:

Roof Structure                      I Flat

Roof Cover ’ Rolled Compos

Cmrcl Units; 12

Res/Com Units:

Section #:

Parking Spaces

Section Style:

Foundation

Security:

Cmplx Cnd

i Super

Page 2 of 3

Building Photo

r j~ Building Photo I
(http://gis.vgsi,com/photos/StamfordCTPhotos//\O0\12

Building Layout

BA0139052]

FUSI3690791

UIIM[30741

i Building Sub-Areas ~

Code Description
GrossAreaLiving      Area

FUS I Upper Story, Finished 363079 363079

BAS I First Floor ~i 39052 39052

UBM ! Basement, Unfinished 3074 0

1405205    402131

Extra Features

Code Description
I

Size ! Value

EL2
/ E/ev Pass 56 STOPS [ $3,673,600 I 1 I

SPR1 ~;p;i~lers - Wet .............................................. [ ..................................~’;’~ "~ ~ ............................;996,~ ..................................
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Land

Land Use Land Line Valuation

Use Code 205 Size (Acres) 0
Description Comm Condo MDL-06 Depth
Zone CCN Assessed Value $0
Neighborhood 1000
AIt Land Appr No
Category

Outbuildings

Outbuildings

~ode ........................................................................................................................................................Description Sub Code Sub Description ! ..............................................Size Value

LP4 Pavng Asphlt i 63650 S.F $181 400 1

Valuation History

.............................Valuation Year ................................................Improvements [ ................................................Land Total

2012 $31,793,960 ( ~/~ ;~) $0 $31793980i

2011 .................................. ~6,1~0,740 [ $01 $86,140,740
010 $86 140 740 =$o $86,140,740

(c) 2013 Vision Government Solutions, Inc. All rights reserved.
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The Uselessness of Economic
Development Incentives

This week, the New York Titnes ran an important series of articles on state and local incentives to
business. The reporting was terrific, but even better is the data set the Times put togellrer on the scale
and scope of these incentives. The paper points out that its reporters spent some 10 ~nonths
compiling ~l;~la from states, cities, and counties.

All told, states, cities, and counties give away some !b~i0 I,ill h ~t~ to c~ ~a ~ ?a~i~.~. ~:a; I~ 5;,t~, including
both expenditures and tax abatements, according to the Times’ estinaates. There al~ 48 companies
which have ~;’; ei ,’ed ~o~ flaan !li lllil n~illi* q~ in incentives since 2007, led by General Motors, which
took in a whopping $1.77 billion in incentives. Other companies that are part of the $100 million
incentive club include: Ford, Chrysler, Daimler, General Electric, Shell, Dow, Amazon, Microsoft,
IBM, Google, Caterpillar; Procter & Gamble, Sears, Boeing, Airbus, Panasonic, and Electrolux. More
than 5,000 companies received one million dollars or more in Incentives, according to the Times"
estimates.

When it comes to states, Texas leads them all in these corporate giveaways, with $19.1 billion in

outlays per year, more than 2.5 times the next highest state, Michigan, with $6.6 billion in annual
giveaways. Pennsylvania is third with $4.8 billion, followed by California ($4.2 billion), New York
($4.1 billion), Florida ($3.98 billion), Ohio ($3.24), Washh~gton ($2.35 billion), Massachusetts ($2.26),
and Oklahoma ($2.19). All in all there are 21 states that grant more than one billion in incentives
each year and another 10 that give between $500 million and a billion.

1 of 5 6/10/2013 3:40 PM
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Map by MPI’s Zara Mathe~on

Even more interesting are the Times" figures on incentive dollars per capita. The map (above), by
the Ma rti~ Prosperity insfih~te’s Zara Matheson based on the Times data, shows economic

development incentives per capita across fire 50 states. Alaska leads, spending a whooping $991 on
incentive spending per person each year. West Virginia is second at $845 per person, Nebraska third
($763), Texas fourth ($759), Michigan fifth ($672), and Vemaont sixth ($650).

With the help of flae MPI’s Charlolta Mellande], 1 examined to what degree these economic
development incentives are related to state economic performance. Mellander ran correlations
between economic development incentives per capita and economic variables like wages, income,
poverty levels, education levels, knowledge workers, and so on. As usual, I note that correlation
does not mean causation.
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Incentives Per Capita Versus Average Wages
Alaska

West Virginia

Nebrask~exas

~leiCr~ n

Connecticut

District of Colurnbia

Average Wage 2011

Chart data Rno’ce: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; The New York Times

Our biggest takeaway: there is virtually no association between economic development incentives
and any measure of economic perfom~tance. We found no statistically significant association
between economic development incentives per capita and average wages or incomes; none

between h, centives and college ga’ads or knowledge workers; and none between incentives and the
state unemployment rate. The scatter-graph above illustrates the lack of any relationship between
incentives per capita and wages.

The only statistically significant association we find is between incentives and the poverty rate. This
is in lhae with ~tl,~ ~,>sea ~ch by Robert Greenbaum and Daniele Bondonio, which finds economic

development incentives to be more likely in poorer, more economically disadvantaged
communities, especially those that have faced recent economic decline.

Our findings are consistent witti the broad body of research on incentives. A detailed 2002 study,
published in the Journal of Regional Science [Iq )~] of more than 350 companies that received

incentives, found incentives had a negative effect on these companies’s ability to create jobs. Using
detailed statistical models to control for a wide variety of factors, the study found that companies
that received incentives expanded more slowly ttian others, and worse yet that overall effect of
incentives was a reduction of 10.5 jobs per establishment. Incentives had ttieir biggest effect by far
not on actual jobs, but on "announced growth," finding that the average business receiving
incentives overestimated its future employment by 28.5 jobs.

There is one study that suggests incentives can sometimes play a positive role. Conducted by
economists at MIT and the University of California, Berkeley, i l ~ xm~ i~wd the effects of "million
dollar" manufacturingplants on community economies, and found that such locational choices led
to small increases in wages, productivity, and property values compared with other similar
locations. These findings are not too surprising given the focus on large plants in mainly small
communities. The study suggests ttiat its results "undermine the popular view that the provision of
local subsides to attract large industrial plants reduces local residents’ welfare," but qualifies this
with several caveats:
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When counties are homogeneous and politicians solely nraximize residents" welfare, the
successful attraction of a plant will leave property values unchanged. This is because counties
raise their bids tmtil the costs equal the benefits and they are indifferent about winning or
losing. When counties are not homogenous or if states pay for part of the subsidy, the
successful altraction of a plant may result in increased property values. This is because the
county that has the most ath’active characteristics or the largest contribution from state
government can bid less than the second best county, and still win the plant. Finally when
local politicians derive private benefits from granting subsidies, they will overbid, and
property values may decrease.

The bigger issue is that incentives do little to alter the locational calculus of most companies. The

broad body of evidence on incentives, including the Times series, finds that incentives do not
actually cause companies to choose certain locations over others. Rather, companies typically select
locations based on factors such as workforce, proxhnity to markets, and access to qualified
suppliers, and then pit jul@dictions against one another to extract tax benefits and other incentives.

A2011 I i~w~,h~ in~l ihlt~’ ol ] ;i*ad P~]i* v ~.l~*dv found property tax incentives to be
counterproductive, being all too frequently given to companies that would have chosen the same
location anyway. So instead of creating new jobs or spurring employment, the main effect of
incentives is simply to deplete a community’s tax base. Since poorer states and communities are
more likely to use incentives in the ilrst place, the end result is to undermine the resources and
revenues of the places that can least afford it.

And, a )l)l 2 ~’elnwt by thv I’~.\v (~’~ k" r o~ !1 ~e Y~tate:~ found that most states that_offer ~3centjves do

not have effective m~echanisms in place to gauge and eval~te thegn, concluding that fully half of all
states do not have even the most basic provisions in place to know whether the incentives they give
are in any way effective.

Ttte Times should be commended for compiling such detailed data and shining a public light on this
incredible economic development boondoggle. We can only hope it helps put an end to this
long-standing waste of state and local resources.

Lede image: General Motors Headquarters in Detroit, Michigan on Nov. 3, 2009. (Rebecca CookJReuters)

Keywords: Maps, Incentives, Job Growth

Richard Florida is Co-Founder and Editor at Large at The Atlantic Cities. He’s also a Senior Editor at The

Allan tic, Director of the Martin Prosperity hlstitute at the University of Toronto’s Rotman School of
and Global Research Professor at New York University. He is a frequent speaker toManagement,

communities, business and professional organizations, and founder of the Creative Class Group, whose
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Departmen~ of Economic and
Communit~ Developmen~ Connectic 

still revolutionary

November 29, 2012

Cheryl A, Chase, Director
Inland Water Resources Division
Bureau of Water Protection & Land Reuse
Depa~’tment of Energy and Envirom~ental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106

Re: Harbor Point Stamford, CT - 14 Acre Pro’eel
Flood Management Certificstion for Minor Activities

Dear Ms, Chase:

On November 19~h, the DECD submitted a Flood Management Cedificatian application pursnant
to Section 25-68d of the Connecticut General Statutes. The certification was submiRed for the
purpose of Flood Cel’t’ffication for the Env#’onmentaI Remediation of the 14 Acre Harbor Point
Redevelopment Parcel. Fuss & O’Neill had prepm’ed the ce~’tification package on behalf of
DECD.

Based on follow-up discussions our Departments have had, it has been determined that the
proposed Euvironmental Remediation and Bnlld~ead Replacement have been designed in
compliance with the requirements of Section 25-68d(b) of the Connecticut General Statates and
Section 25-68h-] through 25-68h-3 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies,

DECD would like to presently withdraw its application, and is submitting the Environmental
Remediation and BuLkhead Replacement Project under Flood Management Certification for
Minor Activities Permit FM-201205426 as approved by the Department of Energy &
Environmeutal Protection on Jui~4~2~. DECD is certifying that the proposed project
activities fall under the two, Bulkhead Repah’ or In-kind Replacement & Environmental
Remediation, of the fonrteen types of approved activities covered under fills Genera1
Certification.

If you have any questions regarding this matter or need further assistance, please contact Nelson
Tereso of my staff at (860) 270-8213.

Sincerely,

Michael J. ]
Executive Director
Office of FinanciaI Review & Special Projects

Nelson Tereso, CivL! Engineer, DECD
John Freeman, H~bor Point Developmeut

505 IIudson Street [ H~rtford, CT 06103 [ Phone: 860-270-8010

Art Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunit?; Employer A~I Equal OppargtmiO~ Lender



My name is Carol Ann McClean, 
I am the district 3 Stamford republican representative which includes the boatyard. 
There is serious concern by property owners in the South End As to what will be the impact to 
Dyke lane and Elmcroft, which are streets leading to the boatyard and heavily populated with 
families and local businesses . how will their property be protected, With your flood plane 
research , and who will pay when they have flood damage from this plan, As well as the increase 
of traffic which is a true concern and is not in the true benefit to Stamford taxpayers. 
 
This project should not be going forward due to the cease and desist order currently against BLT 
and Harbor Point due to their action of destroying our boatyard , the Harbor point infrastructure 
district act, details, specifically section (n) 2, states that Harbor point is direct violation of 
Stamford ordinances of the demolition of our boatyard, with full knowledge that it would not be 
rebuilt. Just on this point alone Is a violation of the harbor point district act of 2007. 
 
http://www.cga.ct.gov/2007/ACT/SA/2007SA-00006-R00HB-07384-SA.htm,  
 
I am opposition of this project and so are my south end neighbors that have spoke to me about 
this concern. 
This is no economic development that is in the best interest of Stamford taxpayers. 
We are firm that our boat yard needs to be returned, full and working and Bridgewater should 
consider one of the many pristine properties available elsewhere in Stamford. 
This rush to build, is not safe and is not in the best interest of Stamford. 
One of the last speakers said the tax revenue would be great, he is so misguided, harbor point 
alone only pays 50% of what the rest of Stamford, so for every child that enters our school, is 
only paying 1/2 into our system as well as the police, fire, emergency. Stamford tax payers are 
getting the short end of the stick. 
 
Carol Ann McClean 
Stamford RTC 
Mcclean.district3@gmail.com 
 

http://www.cga.ct.gov/2007/ACT/SA/2007SA-00006-R00HB-07384-SA.htm
mailto:Mcclean.district3@gmail.com

