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This is a report of the open space steering committee, which worked from the fall of 2006 
to the fall of 2007 at which time its Charter expired.  At this time the groundwork had been laid 
for this final report.  Between then and now Arthur Carlson and the Director of Planning, Meg 
Parulis worked together to complete the report.  In order to get maximum public participation the 
findings were presented to the following boards and commissions for their information and 
comments:  Conservation, Planning, Parks & Recreation, Water & Sewer, Harbor Management, 
Inland Wetlands and Board of Selectmen.  In addition, five open sessions were offered to the 
public, plus several presentations to civic groups.  Approximately 300 citizens have heard this 
plan.  Their inputs were solicited and were overwhelmingly positive. 
 

This report sets out the role of open space in general and in particular ways for our 
community.  If this plan is followed we should expect a positive return in the form of 
permanently protected new lands, which will measurably enhance this town and if not followed 
could negatively impact this town.  The body of this report will address these points in detail. 
 

To start we will define open space using the Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection’s definition of open space: “any land whose preservation or restricted use would 
maintain and enhance the conservation of natural and scenic resources, protects natural streams 
or water supplies, promote the conservation of soils, wetlands, beaches or tidal marshes, 
enhances the value to the public of abutting or neighboring parks, forest, wildlife preserve, 
natural reservations or sanctuaries or other open spaces enhance our public recreation 
opportunities, preserve historic sites or promote orderly, urban or suburban development”. 
 

How Much Open Space Do We Have? 

 
It’s key to understand and define how much open space we actually have, and what functions it 
performs as just outlined in the open space definition above.  To start our study we developed 
Map 1.  Plotted in green are all the lands greater than ten acres that have no buildings or several 
buildings on them, i.e. its essentially open space and undeveloped.  This map we call “perceived 
open space” as it’s what one sees as one drives or walks through the town.  We make no 
determination of ownership or if there is public access, or if the town has some control over its 
use, say through Zoning or Planning Regulations.  These questions will be answered in the next 
two maps.   
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Map 1 depicts a significant amount of green that translates to the casual eye as a lot of 
open space and to many, a lot of accessible and preserved open space.  In fact, sixty-percent 
(60%) of the total land in East Lyme may be perceived as open space.  This, for example may 
explain why we often hear a statement from persons challenging a new subdivision with the 
phrase, “I have been walking on that land for years, and we have trails on it”.  Truth be known, 
that person was most likely using private property.  Hence, our title for Map 1, of “Perceived 
Open Space.”  It’s probably also why some believe we have too much open space. 
 
 Map 2 “Open Space with Institutional Lands,” shows the open space that is not privately 
owned, but may or may not be open to the public, or owned by the public and may or may not be 
subject to Zoning or Planning Regulations.  Some of these lands referred to as dedicated open 
spaces are shown in dark green and represent 17% of the total land of East Lyme.  The four 
largest parcels include Nehantic State Forest, Bobrow property, Rocky Neck State Park and 
Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve.  The small green tracts for the most part are parts of 
subdivisions.  In principle these tracts are too small and too scattered to function, as we need.  
This will become apparent later in this report.  It is important to note the Yale property is private 
and closed to the public and we have, as far as we can tell, no definitive status on its future.  
Stones Ranch, Camp Rell and Bride Lake are closed to the public.   We presume they will stay as 
permanent open space based on their current use, although we are not guaranteed their 
preservation in perpetuity.   
 
 Map 3 “Actual Open Space”, depicts open spaces owned by the public, not necessarily 
the Town, and that anyone can walk on when they choose.  Of these lands the State properties 
are not subject to Town Zoning or Planning Regulations. 
 
 What one can see from Maps 1, 2 and 3 then, is we perceive approximately 60% open 
space and actually have approximately 17%, as shown on Map 3, readily open to the public. 
 
 Having described the state of our open space we next determined what functions open 
space should have.   The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection definition of open 
space gives us insight regarding this matter.  We postulate eight functions of open space that 
have clear benefits to the citizen.  In addition we also assigned a subjective numerical value to 
each attribute, based on what we judged as relative importance.  This aided us to objectively 
evaluate each open space, although the subjective nature is obviously not an absolute. 
 
 There may in fact be other lands that initially do not rate very high or perhaps not at all 
but could provide the final piece in a puzzle, a keystone function if you will.  For example, 
suppose we have two forest blocks separated by a small connecting parcel.  It may be that 
although the small parcel may have little virtue in and of itself, it is large as a connector or a 
keystone.  We may also find trade-offs are necessary; say between active recreation and 
agricultural land.  Our advice here would be to see if you could have both functions on the same 
land and if not a choice would have to be made.  But whichever way one goes, it may be possible 
to have the same land revert back to a previous function. 
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The eight functions of open space are described and rank ordered in Table 1.  Note that 
water quality and quantity are what we consider the single most significant attribute of open 
space.  See Appendix A for a discussion of points rating system and biodiversity. 

 

TABLE 1

Number Characteristics Rating (Points) 

1 

Drinking water quality and quantity protection.  The 
land does this by slowly releasing precipitation run off 
and filtering the precipitation through dry soil and 
wetlands. 

5 

2 

Access to water usage.  Provide public access to fresh 
and salt water for recreation, e.g. small boat access, 
shellfish harvesting site. 

4 

3 

Farmland.  To preserve farmland for its highest and best 
use which is agricultural usage.  We define farmland as 
either based on soil type “prime farmland” locally 
important soils, the historical fact that farming has or 
still does take place. 

4 

4 

Active and passive recreation.  Ball fields, footpaths and 
passive uses, just observing the woods, waters and 
wildlife. 

3 

5 

Forest block/greenway.  A 100-acre parcel is worth far 
more than 100 one-acre lots ecologically speaking, also 
we can connect big parcels via a green way for travel 
between parcels, perhaps from one end of town to the 
other. 

3 

6 

Unique geological features.  This can include rock 
ledges, outcroppings and other results of glacial travel 
for beauty, teaching and study. 

2 

7 

Cultural/historical.  Preserve the land, buildings, fields, 
etc of earlier times, which show in a living way our 
history as a people. 

2 

8 

Biodiversity.  Keep enough land open and minimize 
stress on it so that a natural growing situation may exist 
which can be a precursor to alerting us to changes for 
better or worse. 

2 
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As one looks at the eight characteristics we delineate for open space it appears reasonable 
to suggest that the common denominator of them is that they provide at their most fundamental 
level both physical and mental health aspects to the individual.  For example, clean drinking 
water is fundamentally a health issue, as is active recreation in the form of walking or sport, and 
the mental gains range from learning, observing, to the contemplative.  The latter three are more 
subjective, but we offer a quote from William Chapman White from his 1954 book “Adirondack 
Country” on the importance of the forest “As a man tramps the woods to the lake, he knows he 
will find pines and lilies, blue heron and golden shiners, shadows on the rocks and the glint of 
light on the wavelets, just as they were in the summer of 1354, as they will be in 2054 and 
beyond.  He can stand on a rock by the shore and be in a past he could not have known, in a 
future he will never see.  He can be part of time that was and time yet to come.”  Hence, the 
mental aspect. 
 

Having set out our open space attributes and having the geology, topography, soils, 
water, wetlands, aquifer, watershed, biodiversity and historical data we can now determine what 
open space should be saved if at all possible.  All of this data is based on appropriate science and 
is reasonably accurate.   
 
 Because we have identified protection of our water sources in general and our drinking 
water in particular as most important, we look at this first and see if we can join the other 
characteristics into the same land.  Map 4 depicts our four main watersheds and their respective 
aquifers, two of which supply our public Town drinking water and two that may be still 
developed as drinking water supplies.  The two we currently use are the Pattagansett and Bride 
Lake aquifers.  These two are wholly in East Lyme while the Four Mile River watershed is about 
98% in East Lyme and the Latimer Brook watershed has more area of its watershed outside of 
Town than in.  The majority of the Latimer Brook watershed is in Montville, Connecticut.  By 
considering the entire watershed rather than the part of it that is the aquifer we are considering 
the entire area of influence on our drinking water.  This is a holistic approach and we think a 
more complete and correct approach.  So-called Level A and Level B aquifer protection does not 
cover the entire watershed, and is more directed to protection around well sites. 
 

We have defined the terms aquifer and watershed as follows:  Aquifer means saturated 
stratified sand and gravel or bedrock volumes that act to store rainwater.  Our aquifers of interest 
are saturated stratified drift aquifers and the area in which we locate our wells.  Ground water 
moves within these aquifers on the order of inches to feet per day.  Watershed lands encompass 
the aquifer upon which practically all the precipitation that falls within them ultimately flows 
into the aquifer.  In general, the saturated sand and gravel aquifer has less absorptive and 
pollutant capturing capability than the upland till area of the watershed.  Hence the saturated 
sand and gravel aquifer is the most vulnerable to pollutants. 
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The remaining watersheds in town are small or have other limitations such as possible 
salt-water intrusion.  Therefore we preclude their inclusion as a public source of drinking water 
although they may still be adequate for private uses.  Note within the four watersheds the aquifer 
areas are shown within tan boundaries and represents a thickness of a few feet to approximately 
80 feet deep (see Map 4).  Currently all well pumping stations except one are located south of I-
95 and are located within the Pattagansett and Bride Lake watersheds.  In discussion with the 
Municipal Utility Engineer we note that of the two unused aquifers for public water, the Four 
Mile River aquifer has more drinking water volume potential than the Latimer Brook aquifer but 
the Latimer Brook aquifer is very important as it empties into the Niantic River, thus being a 
water quality issue for the Niantic River and Long Island Sound. 
 
 There are two major threats to our aquifers.  First, contamination, which we have some 
control over.  Secondly, a depletion caused by a shortage of rain and/or increased consumption.  
Contamination is quite easy to envision if a tanker truck has an accident on I-95 directly in the 
Bride Lake or Pattagansett watershed or worse directly over the aquifer.  We might be able to 
mitigate this with a catch basin system, but this solution is beyond the scope of this report.  Also 
travel along route 161 would carry the same dangers as I-95 travel.  Secondly and more subtle is 
the effect of creating impervious surfaces such as paved driveways and parking lots, or the 
footprint of a house which by its very nature removes that piece of soil from carrying out its 
filtering function of chemicals and solid particles and reducing the water runoff rate, hence 
reducing the time-dependant storage capacity of the aquifer.  In short, we decrease the natural 
filtering by the soil and increase the rate of run off.  Recent research, cited in the Niantic River 
Basin study, points out that when the impervious surface in a watershed approaches 10% both 
the quality and quantity of the drinkable water becomes degraded.  See Appendix E for a 
discussion of impermeable surfaces.  Map 5 “Land Cover” depicts the percent of impermeable 
surface in each watershed. Note that we are currently close to 10% impervious surface in the 
Pattagansett watershed.  This calls for close further study in order to maintain the quantity and 
quality of this water resource.  This is predominantly a Planning and Zoning task. 
 
 As previously noted, the I-95 corridor has the potential for accidental spillage of toxic 
substances, e.g. fuel oil.  Spillage of course is also possible from an accident on the Boston Post 
Road, but the lesser traffic there would imply less chance of such a problem.  Hence we can see 
as we move north of I-95 and then north of Boston Post Road the potential for accidental 
discharge is less.  Of course we can’t move the aquifers but we can do our reasonable best to 
protect the watershed and its aquifers from over building and spillage of toxic chemicals. 
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 With these water quality problems in mind, and with the other eight attributes of open 
space as determined in Table 1, we then looked at the entire town and asked the following 
questions: 

• What open lands exist in public and private hands that would be very useful to have 
protected in perpetuity in their natural or near natural state?  The operative phrase is “in 
perpetuity.”   

• What steps could be recommended to accomplish this?  Looking first at Map 2 we see 
three large State Government and Private space properties, Stones Ranch, Bride Lake 
and Yale.  Each of these properties provides significant water quality and quantity 
protection to the Four Mile River, Pattagansett and Bride Brook aquifers.  Nehantic State 
Forest also provides watershed protection but we assume its status as State Forest more 
or less guarantees its protection.  Our recommendation for these three big parcels is that 
the Town hold discussion with these entities to make clear how important their lands are 
to our public drinking water supply.  In our estimation Bride Brook and Stones Ranch 
are secure as far as resale is concerned.  The Yale property is more of an unknown.  We 
should meet with the Yale people and make clear how important their land is to the well 
being of East Lyme.  Our hope is that Yale has already decided to maintain their land in 
its natural state in perpetuity.  If the Yale property could be secured as an open space in 
perpetuity, we would have a superlative forest block including the Niantic State Forest, 
Yale, Stones Ranch and our Bobrow property. 

 
 Using the open space attributes of Table 1, we then selected relatively large non-public 
properties that would be important to secure in their existing more or less natural states.  These 
open spaces are depicted on Map 6 and detailed in Table 2 where we list the attributes of each 
and how they rank.  Map 6A replicates Map 6 but with the aquifer added and illustrates how we 
attempted to include the most sensitive areas as open space, i.e. those over or close to the aquifer. 
 
 The 65 open spaces on Map 6 represent some open space under the Public Act 490 
program (Appendix F), the Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve and the Route 11 Greenway, all 
of which proceeded the additional selections by the Open Space Steering Committee.  After the 
year charter of the Open Space Steering Committee expired, the Director of Planning and Arthur 
Carlson developed the maps, checked the data for accuracy and commenced writing the Steering 
Committee report.  Before the report was finished the Director of Planning resigned employment 
with the Town and Arthur Carlson completed the report.  The lands the Committee selected were 
based on the eight natural resource elements developed by the committee to characterize open 
space, as well as the numerical rating scale to assist in quantifying the lands.  The lands 
previously designated under P.A. 490, Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve and the Route 11 
Greenway, were also rated. 
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 Map 6 and Table 2 provide an inventory of various open spaces, none of which other than 
the Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve, the Bobrow Property (Plants Dam) and property number 
14 are permanently protected as open spaces.  Property 14 recently had its development right 
deeded to the State of Connecticut.  Lands under P.A. 490 are not guaranteed permanently open 
as they can be sold or developed at any time. 
 

It should be noted that the identification of important open spaces in this study does not 
affect the ownership, as it is private land, but if we could secure it as it currently exists, it would 
be extremely beneficial for the Town.  If the current owners choose not to discuss their lands, 
that is their right.  On the other hand if property owners express interest, there are three ways the 
Town could secure protection of the attributes outlined in Table 1.  The first is outright purchase 
if such lands come on the market.  The second is to have the Town buy the development rights 
with stipulated Town uses such as footpath creation or water access; however the owner would 
still own the property and it could be sold but with Town-agreed upon stipulations.  Thirdly, the 
Town could accept the land as a gift, a rare but not unheard of deed.  In all cases the Town 
should make known its interest in the right of first refusal on all the properties listed in Table 2.  
Getting the right of first refusal would give the Town time to consider its options.  
 
 In Table 2 most of the lands selected to date have multiple uses.  This opens up the 
possibility of agricultural use and active and passive recreation along with watershed or aquifer 
protection on the same parcel.  The Hathaway property is a good example of this, where we 
would gain approximately ¼ mile of lakefront, about ten acres of ball fields, some agricultural 
space and could construct footpaths.  These activities are possible while having it filtering 
rainwater and slowly discharging it into the aquifer it’s over.  See Appendix A regarding the 
recreational potential of this land, which is in addition to its obvious water quality attributes. 
 
 Regarding the potential for footpaths we can envision approximately fifty-miles of 
footpaths in Town.  This could be accomplished by securing the land or by purchasing easements 
on the private property segments of the system.  Footpaths are depicted on Map 6B and Map 7.  
Note should be taken that adjoining towns also have footpaths and it’s therefore logical to 
consider how we might connect to their system.  The issue of private landowner liability 
concerning footpaths on their property has been addressed by the Connecticut General 
Assembly.  Reading from the Connecticut Forest and Park literature we find:  “The Landowner 
Liability Law (Connecticut General Statutes Section 52-557) provides substantial limited 
protection from liability to individual landowners who allow their land to be used by the public 
for recreation without charge.”  See Appendix H for a more complete discussion. 
 
 Having identified the attributes open space may have (shown in Table 1) we believe it is 
not a stretch to conclude that open spaces bring to our Town characteristics and attributes that are 
as important to our overall well-being (physical and mental health) as public education, libraries, 
police and fire protection, road maintenance and other Town services and functions.  We need 
not rank order these functions, as they change with circumstances, but should recognize that 
open space preservation provides, over the long-term, attributes the Town needs.  The 
importance of open space preservation should therefore not be an afterthought as it has been in 
the past but a fore thought as this plan suggests.   
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 A legitimate question to ask is what affect will removing lands we either buy outright, 
purchase the development rights for, or accept as a gift, have on our taxes?  The answer is multi-
faceted:  For example, if the Town received land as a gift it is no longer taxed, and the tax burden 
would shift to the remaining tax payers to maintain the same level of tax revenue.  This tax 
increase is quite small.  For example, a parcel that currently pays $10,000.00 in taxes if given, as 
a gift, would cost each tax payer approximately one dollar per year. 
 
 A conservation easement would reduce the taxes on the land as it is still privately owned 
and the Town would have to pay off the cost of purchasing the development rights; however we 
would secure in perpetuity a desired use we determined to be needed.  The landowner would pay 
reduced taxes.  The last case would be outright purchase, we now own it, there is no tax income 
and we have to pay off the purchase price. In all these cases, considering the uses of the lands we 
have prescribed, we expect lesser maintenance costs as the land has primarily a passive use 
unlike a Town building, library building or a school. 
 

A “Cost of Community Services” study performed in eight Connecticut towns similar to 
East Lyme compared the dollar cost to provide town services per dollar of revenue raised which 
showed that “for each dollar of property tax revenue generated by working and open lands, on 
average only 31 cents is required in municipal services, versus $1.11 cents for a residential 
property.  Hence an open space in effect subsidizes a residential property.”  See Appendix H for 
more details. 
 
 Finally, if the town were to adopt our open space plan, a process which will most likely 
be measured in years, the town would look like Map 7, our “Open Space Vision”.  This thought 
brings me to an observation I developed during the course of this study.  Simply put: I cannot 
think of a single piece of open space that was secured for the public, usually after a 
disagreement, that has been regretted by the next generation.  To test this observation, ask if you 
regret McCook Point, the Niantic Bay Overlook, Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve, Sam Peretz 
Park, Rocky Neck State Park, Nehantic State Forest or Yellowstone National Park or the White 
Mountains of New Hampshire.   
 

SUMMARY FINDINGS 

 
1. The protection of our drinking water supply both in quality and quantity is a most 

important function, and we can aid and abet this by minimizing human influences on the 
watersheds and their aquifers we depend on for our drinking water.  The majority of the 
lands the Open Space Committee selected have this virtue. 

2. Open spaces can have multiple uses as defined in Table 1 without degrading any one use. 

3. We can add approximately fifty miles of footpaths for use by the public.  Also the 
possibility is there to connect to footpath systems in adjoining towns.   

4. Agriculturally viable lands exist in East Lyme, which could in fact increase agricultural 
activity within Town.  There is a nascent agricultural movement in East Lyme, which will 
be covered in depth in the “Plan for Conservation and Development” prepared by the 
Planning Commission. 
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5. The Town has limited access to recreational water resources.  Some of the open spaces 
the Steering Committee selected provide for more active recreation and increased fresh 
water and salt-water access.  These are on Lake Pattagansett and Smith Cove.  See 
Appendix A and D. 

6. Most of the lands selected form relatively large contiguous blocks, thereby increasing 
their ecological importance.   

7. We introduced the idea that open space lands should not be an after thought, but rather 
realized as an important Town resource.  They perform functions on par with such other 
public services such as education, libraries, police and fire protection and Town Hall 
services.  In short, open space lands are an integral part of the fabric of the Town.  We 
have not paid much attention in the past to this resource’s role, as most in East Lyme 
have never thought of not having publicly accessible -open space.  Now that we have 
shown the difference between what we perceive as open space and what’s actual open 
space, only aggressive actions will work as the pressures are high to build on these lands 
and the time is short.  The open spaces we have selected if built out could support 
approximately 2,000 houses.  This is approximately a one third increase in housing, with 
the associated increase in taxes, traffic, school and other town services.  The Town may 
choose this route, but should do so knowing the advantages and disadvantages thereof.  

8. Open spaces and farmlands actually subsidize residential costs as shown by the economic 
analysis in Appendix H. 

9. There are State and Federal monies available to secure the type of land recommended to 
be preserved as open space, e.g. watershed, aquifers and farmland. 

10. The Town should write to all land owners listed in Table 2 explaining the intrinsic value 
of their land to the town, asking that if they anticipate changes in ownership the Town be 
given notice, or better still, the right of first refusal regarding outright purchase or buying 
the development rights.  This is a critical initiative. 

11. Because some of our watersheds, Four Mile River and Latimer Brook in particular, 
extend beyond our town boundaries, it is necessary to interact with these towns over the 
use of their lands within their watersheds which affect our drinking water. 

12. Map 7 entitled “Open Space Vision” shows the final product.  We have watershed 
protection, large forest blocks reasonably connected, and a footpath system of serious 
size that results in permanently protected open spaces with public access.  These new 
accessibilities would be accomplished by obtaining conservation easements, outright 
purchase or gifts.  Map 7 shows 30% protected open space controlled by the Town, i.e. 
open to citizen use. 

13. Map 3 is actual current open space.  If the Town does not act seriously now most of these 
parcels would most likely be gone, essentially forever.  The expression:  Once it’s gone, 
it’s gone, is most likely true. 

14. Public Act 490, which provides tax relief for lands that can be qualified as farm, forest or 
open space is an extremely important piece of legislation.  However land under P.A. 490 
is not protected as forest, open space or farmland in perpetuity.  It can be developed at 
any time.  Some towns make more use of this vehicle than others.  East Lyme seems to be 
utilizing this Public Act well and should continue to encourage its use. 
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15. If and when, or perhaps before the widening of I-95 takes place, the Town/State should 
seriously consider the possibility of constructing a catch basin system to capture 
accidental chemical spills before they run off into our watershed and/or aquifers.  It may 
be possible to extend this idea to other key roads in town. 

16. The lands that have been identified as important open spaces are based on this initial 
study.  There will most likely be additional properties that would provide useful open 
space functions as we think and develop this plan over the years to come.  Therefore no 
new lands should be ruled out simply because we have not identified them today. 

17. Although it was not discussed explicitly in the text, any deed or covenant that goes with a 
new open space acquisition should be written clearly, outlining what can, and can not be 
done with the open space. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 
 There is a large difference between perceived open space and actual open spaces, i.e., 
lands permanently protected from development and in some measure open to the public.  All 
other open spaces, perceived and private are open to building and other uses provided for in our 
Zoning and Planning Regulations.  This dichotomy means that our building density could 
increase significantly along with a resultant loss of perceived and private open space.  This loss 
would in general raise Town expenses and reduce the protection of our drinking water supply 
and open space uses such as farming, recreation and the other open space attributes discussed in 
Table 1. 
 
 I diverge here to make a point by using a thought from a Robert Frost poem entitled, “A 
Road Not Taken.”  The last lines seem appropriate for our Town at this point in time:  “Some 
where ages hence:  Two roads diverged in a wood, and I – I took the one less traveled by, and 
that has made all the difference.”  We are at the divergence in the road.  If the Town does 
nothing regarding the proposed Open Space Plan, we would get, we believe, a set of negative 
consequences.  If we carry out the proposed plan we will conserve important town natural 
resources, beauty and well-being. 
 
 And finally I want to state again an observation that occurred to me during this study:  “I 
cannot think of a single piece of open space that was secured for the public, usually after some 
disagreement, that has been regretted by the next generation.” 
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APPENDICIES: A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J 

 
A. Biodiversity, open space rating system and public access to our Town’s fresh and salt 

water. 
 
B. During the course of this study a letter from the Director of the Parks & Recreation 

department was received regarding their needs for open space.  This is shown in appendix 
B.  It points to some needs which this proposed plan can for the most part meet, i.e., the 
additional active areas and a park/forest setting on Pattagansett Lake which the Hathaway 
property does extremely well. 

 
C. A United States Department of Agriculture study dated April 2008, which discusses the 

expected impact of climate changes on watersheds. 
 
D. An article by William R Bentley regarding Carbon Storage and Connecticut’s forests.  

This is an issue coming to the forefront and we should be at least aware of what the 
thinking is regarding the forest impact on global warming.  We may in a small way be 
able to help with our forest open space. 

 
E. In appendix D is a map of Smith Cove.  Marked by an X is a potential small boat 

launching area.  The parcel in question borders Pine Grove Road and its ownership based 
on a cursory examination of the assessor’s records is not clear.  This will obviously 
require some investigation.  We have discussed the potential of this site with the Harbor 
Management Commission and they are in agreement with the launching site idea. 

 
F. In appendix E we show and discuss the nature of an impermeable surface in a watershed 

and how it affects the quality and quantity of water within the watershed.  This 
information is from the Niantic River Watershed Protection Plan dated September 2006. 

 
G Appendix F provides up to date information on Public Act 490.  It provides a 

“Declaration of Policy” of the Act and copies of the procedures for classifying lands 
under this Act. 

 
H. Appendix G provides a cost analyses of open space and farmlands tax revenue versus 

residential tax revenues, versus the cost to provide municipal services. 
 
I. Appendix H is literature regarding private landowner liability and the Connecticut Forest 

and Parks Association experience with establishing and maintaining their roughly 825 
mile blue trail hiking path system which they developed over the last 80 years. 

 
J. Appendix I is the history of the Open Space Steering Committee. 
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APPENDIX A 

 
Appendix A covers three topics:  first, how we considered biodiversity, second how we 
developed and tested the subjective open space rating scale used in Table 2 and third a discussion 
of public access to our Town’s fresh and salt waters. 
 

• Biodiversity 
 
We looked at biodiversity from two points of view. 
 
First that habitat destruction is the greatest threat to biodiversity and therefore if we could protect 
habitat we by definition protected biodiversity.  To quote professor and naturalist Edward O. 
Wilson, “invasive species are the second greatest threat to global biodiversity; the first is habitat 
destruction.”  In this study we address habitat destruction.  Also it is generally accepted that the 
larger the open space the more diversity that can be protected, which is the reason we tried to 
connect individual parcels to form greenways.  A good example of this is the grouping of the 
Girl Scout camp, White Gate Farm and the Cedar Ridge Golf course.  Approximately one half of 
the open spaces chosen had forest block/greenway potential. 
 

• The second way to protect biodiversity is using data, which actually calls out explicit 
biodiverse spaces to be protected.  This data is from the “State and Federal listed Species 
and Significant Natural Communities” located in distinct areas in East Lyme.  The Town 
gets updated maps every six months identifying (in a relatively vague way) where these 
significant natural communities exist.  The information is also listed in Table 2 under the 
heading of biodiversity, which are identified in the NDDB.  The following paragraph 
explains the NDDB> 

 
• NDDB information “Locations of species and natural communities are based on data 

collected by the CT Geological and Natural History Survey, other units of DEP, private 
conservation groups and the scientific community and compiled by the NDDB.  The 
information is not necessarily the result of comprehensive or site-specific field 
investigations; in some cases locations have been derived from literature or museum 
searches or historic records.  Exact locations have been buffered to produce the 
generalized locations.  The exact species or community locations fall somewhere within 
the shaded area and not necessarily in the center.  Information on this map does not 
include Natural Area Preserves, designated wetland areas or wildlife concentration 
areas.” 

 
If land development is to occur within an identified sensitive area and State or Federal money in 
involved a mitigation plan must be made to protect to some degree what is in the sensitive area.  
IF private money is used there is generally no required demand for mitigation.  Hence, this is a 
good reason for purchasing these properties. 
 

• Natural Resource Elements 
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To assist in focusing the discussion of the relative values of proposed open space land, we 
developed a quantative scale, which gives us a way to measure the total attribute level if you 
will, of a particular open space.  We gave the function of highest importance a value of 5 and 
those of lesser value 4, 3 or 2.  To rate each of the Natural Resourced Elements of Table 2 we 
asked the question:  What characteristics could we least afford to lose, at least in a potential 
sense.  That is, we still have the characteristic, but perhaps we now have less of it.  For example 
we considered clean drinking water as the most important attribute open space can provide to 
East Lyme, particularly since approximately 80% of the Town gets Town supplied water and we 
live, travel and build over our water supply.  We then compared each resource element to 
another, again asking the question which attribute could we best afford to give up, not- not have 
but what could we afford to lose part of most easily.  For some natural elements we could not 
separate out a distinct value, which is why we have one resource element worth 5 points, i.e., 
drinking water and 2 at 4 points and 2 at 3 points and 3 at 2 points.  We also experimented with 
different relative value rating but the end results stayed about the same.  This we assumed 
reflected a reasonable quantitive system. 
 
It should be noted also that the Steering Committee started on day one considering passive and 
active recreation as valid open spaces and that ball field and woods both have their place in such 
a plan. 
 

• Water Access 
 
This resource element was aimed at increasing public access to our fresh water lakes, ponds and 
streams as well as the salt water.  Regarding fresh waters, there is very little public access 
outside of boat launching areas on Powers Lake, Pattagansett Lake, Gorton Pond and Dodge 
Pond.  There is little access to streams.  Access would provide for fishing and other recreational 
needs.  Because there is such limited access and then usually limited to boat launching only, the 
resource element was highly rated to indicate its importance.  The same reasoning regarding salt-
water access was followed. 
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APPENDIX B 

 
Parks & Recreation Department Correspondence regarding recreational needs. 
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APPENDIX C 

 
Climate change impact on watersheds. 
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APPENDIX D 

 
Climate Carbon Storage and Connecticut’s forests. Verbal permission was given by the 

Connecticut Forest and Park Association to include this article. 
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APPENDIX E 

 

Potential small boat launch site. 
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APPENDIX F 

 
Two landmark studies, the Eight Mile River Watershed Management Plan and the Niantic River 
Watershed protection plan were consulted during this study.  Meg Parulis, former Director of 
Planning was involved in the Niantic River Watershed protection plan and provided invaluable 
insights for us.  It is from the Niantic River Watershed Protection Plan that the quantification of 
impermeable surface affects on water quality was used.  Section 4.5 of the Niantic River 
Watershed Protection Plan describes the impervious surface problem.  Map 5 of the Open Space 
Plan shows the percent of impermeable surface in East Lyme. 
 
Map 4.5-10 shows the Niantic River Watershed use areas.  Map 1B shows the Eight Mile River 
Watershed Management Plan areas, part of which is also in East Lyme. 
 
Figure E-1 is from a Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection brochure entitled, 
“Rainfall as a Resource.”  The four scenarios show how on a percentage basis, that as the natural 
ground cover is removed, and replaced with an impervious surface, the rainwater distribution 
changes. 
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APPENDIX G 

 
Public Act 490 

 
The “Declaration of Policy” statement from the Act outlines the intent of Public Act 490. 
Declaration of Policy:  It is hereby declared that it is in the public interest to encourage the 
preservation of farm land, forest land and open space land in order to maintain a readily available 
source of food and farm products close to the metropolitan areas of the state, to conserve the 
state’s natural resources and to provide for the welfare and happiness of the inhabitants of the 
state [and] that it is in the public interest to prevent the forced conversion of farm land, forest 
land and open space land to more intensive uses as the result of economic pressures caused by 
the assessment thereof for purposes of property taxation at values incompatible with their 
preservation as such farm land, forest land and open space land. 
 
Samples of the required applications are shown for farmland, open space and forestland. 
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APPENDIX H 

 
The study results presented in this appendix are referenced from “Planning for Agriculture:  A 
Guide to Connecticut Municipalities,” a Publication of American Farmland Trust and 
Connecticut Conference of Municipalities.  The data is from page 3 of the “Guide.” 
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APPENDIX I 

 
Information regarding hiking footpaths and private landowner liability issues are discussed in the 

following literature from the Connecticut Forest and Park Association. 
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APPENDIX J 

 

History of the Open Space Steering Committee 

 
 The Board of Selectmen under the leadership of Beth Hogan established the Open Space 
Steering Committee as the initial effort to update the 1999 Plan of Conservation and 
Development.  The idea was to build on the recommendations in the 1999 Plan of Conservation 
and Development as former Director of Planning Meg Parulis stated, “with the benefit of the 
Town’s Geographic Information System (GIS) implemented over the last six years, we now have 
the tools to create a more strategic plan that will guide future land use decisions, direct public 
investments, aid open space preservation and guide protection of cultural resources that define 
community character.”  This open space plan recommendation will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission. 
 
 Members of the public who were appointed by the selectman and who worked on the 
open space plan were:  Charlie Fenick, Cheryl Lozanov, Charles Reluga, Barbara McGrath, 
Francine Schwartz, Greg Ellis, Joe Mingo, Kathryn Burton and Marvin Schutt.  Dave Putnam, 
Director of Parks and Recreation provided staff support as did Meg Parulis.  Arthur Carlson was 
elected Chairman. 
 
 The Open Space Steering Committee appointment was for one year, from September 1, 
2006 to September 1, 2007.  By this time the basic findings and outline of the report had been 
established.  As former chairman I continued to work with the Director of Planning, Meg Parulis 
to write the report.  In May of 2008 the Director left for other employment and I finished the 
report in its present form. 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
 As Chairman I would like to convey my appreciation and thanks to the committee 
members who worked over the course of a year to gather our thoughts and assemble the outline, 
which resulted in this product.  I would also note that Meg Parulis, while she was Director of 
Planning, constantly provided needed information and I believe this report reflects her 
involvement, keen insights and an open mindedness to discuss new ideas. 
 
 Because of circumstances this report was written without the benefit of as much review 
by the committee and Director of Planning as I would have wanted.  I believe though it reflects 
for the most part their consensus opinion. 
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TABLE 1

Number Characteristic Rating (Points)

1
Drinking water quality and quantity protection.           

The land does this by slowly releasing precipitation run off and 
filtering the precipitation through dry soil and wetlands.

5

2
Acces to water usage.                                

Provide public access to fresh and salt water for recreation, 
eg small boat access, shell fish harvesting site.

4

3
Farmland.                                          

To preserve farmland for its highest and best use which is 
agricultural usage.

4

4
Active and passive recreation.                         

Ball fields, foot paths and passive uses, just observing the 
woods, waters and wildlife.

3

5

Forest block/greenway.                               
A 100 acre parcel is worth far more than 100 one acre lots 

ecologically speaking, also we can connect big parcels via a 
green way for travel between parcels, perhaps from one end 

of town to the other.

3

6
Unique geological features.                           

This can include rock ledges, outcroppings and other results 
of glacial travel for beauty, teaching and study.

2

7
Cultural/Historical.                                   

Preserve the land, buildings, fields, etc of earlier times which 
show in a living way our history as a people.

2

8

Biodiversity.                                        
Keep enough land open and minimize stress on it so that a 

natural growing situation may exist which can be a precursor 
to alleviating us to changes for better or worse.

2
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D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8
R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 4 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 4 ,  2 0 0 9



TABLE 2
PROPOSED OPEN SPACE NATURAL RESOURCE ELEMENTS
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ID MAP/LOT ADDRESS ACRES A B C D E F G H TOTAL NOTES
1 35.0 23 HATHAWAY RD 152.25 X X X X X X 21 Hathaway Farms/Pattagansett Lake
2 14.0 45 SPRING ROCK RD 87.90 X X X X X 16 Smith Ledges
3 32.0 1 23 CALKINS RD 113.50 X X X X X X 15 Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve
4 27.0 14 QUARRY DOCK RD 29.00 X X X X X X 15 Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve
5 36.1 11 DRABIK RD 77.20 X X X X 15 Cedar Ridge Golf Course
6 35.2 1 U PATT RD 7.50 X X X X 15 White Gate Farm
7 23.0 1 56 STONE RANCH RD 104.00 X X X X X 14 Morton Freeman Plant Hunting Lodge 
8 41.0 1 QUAILCREST RD 130.94 X X X X 14 Rte. 11 Greenway
9 35.0 44 121 U PATT RD 77.35 X X X X 14 Girl Scout Camp

10 31.0 2 91 BOSTON POST RD 11.36 X X X X X 13 Rte. 11 Greenway
11 31.0 2-1 89 BOSTON POST RD 11.33 X X X X X 13 Rte. 11 Greenway
12 30.1 66 20 ISLANDA CT 2.14 X X X 12 Pattagansett Lake (beach)
13 30.1 66-1 22 ISLANDA CT 1.92 X X X 12 Pattagansett Lake (beach)
14 46.0 30-1&30-2 15 BEAVERBROOK 200.00 X X X X 11 Nehantic State Forest
15 19.0 49 223 N BRIDEBROOK RD 83.17 X X X 11 Nazarko
16 19.0 52 199 N BRIDEBROOK RD 35.16 X X X 11 Daniels
17 24.0 76 N BRIDEBROOK RD 21.73 X X X 11 Scott
18 19.0 54 N BRIDEBROOK RD 69.67 X X X 11 Niantic Sportsmens Club
19 19.0 55 67 PLANTS DAM RD 98.00 X X X 10 Niantic Sportsmens Club
20 19.0 58 PLANTS DAM RD 71.20 X X X 10 Niantic Sportsmens Club
21 35.2 6 83-89 U PATT RD 53.80 X X X 10 White Gate Farm
22 11.3 8 93 BLACK POINT RD 5.59 X X 10 Scotti
23 31.0 4 BOSTON POST RD 86.95 X X X X 9 Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve
24 36.0 34 ROUTE I-95 198.56 X X X X 9 Rte. 11 Greenway
25 22.0 1 QUARRY DOCK RD 41.34 X X X X 9 Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve
26 42.0 6-1 179 WHISTLETOWN RD 79.50 X X X 9 Jezierski
27 46.0 35 191 GRASSY HILL RD 25.00 X X X 9 Wilder
28 35.4 43 U PATT RD 4.52 X X 7 White Gate Farm
29 51.0 15 98 GRASSY HILL RD 33.40 X X 7 Mattison
30 51.0 20 132 GRASSY HILL RD 87.56 X X 7 Stefanski
31 51.0 24 119 GRASSY HILL RD 102.25 X X 7 Hatt
32 52.0 1 41 GRASSY HILL RD 70.11 X X 7 Hudyma
33 52.0 2 31 GRASSY HILL RD 20.82 X X 7 Poweleny
34 54.0 1 6 UP WALNUT HILL RD 14.67 X X 7 Butterfield
35 54.0 2 14 UP WALNUT HILL RD 55.90 X X 7 Brooks
36 44.0 19-14 29 ROCCO DR 57.94 X X 6 Rte. 11 Greenway
37 41.0 6 GROUSE CIR 23.43 X X 6 Rte. 11 Greenway
38 45.0 2 CHESTERFIELD RD 22.25 X X 6 Rte. 11 Greenway
39 45.0 3 CHESTERFIELD RD 26.27 X X 6 Rte. 11 Greenway
40 26.4 17 28B DAMON HEIGHTS RD 16.62 X X 6 Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve
41 31.0 9 KING ARTHUR DR 34.08 X X 6 Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve
42 34.0 8 SCOTT RD 36.01 X X 6 Polley
43 19.0 36 82 PLANTS DAM RD 3.11 X X 6 Huber
44 08.3 133 OLD BLACK POINT ROAD 25.90 X X 5 Old Black Point Associates
45 19.0 35 PLANTS DAM RD 14.50 X 4 Huber
46 19.0 52-1 205 N BRIDEBROOK RD 3.37 X 4 Daniels
47 19.0 78 15 PLANTS DAM RD 9.50 X 4 Benson Jayne
48 24.0 30 415 BOSTON POST RD 35.45 X 4 Smith
49 24.0 134 BOSTON POST RD 17.90 X 4 Scott 
50 24.0 95 291 N BRIDEBROOK RD 53.49 X 4 Scott
51 08.3 39 ATTAWAN RD 25.00 X X 5 Geissler
52 RESERVED FOR FUTURE ADDITIONS
53 29.0 8 22A SCOTT RD 13.54 X 4 Foster
54 29.0 12 32-32B SCOTT RD 34.73 X 4 Scott
55 29.0 31 405 BOSTON POST RD 39.66 X 4 Adams
56 RESERVED FOR FUTURE ADDITIONS
57 36.1 9 10 DRABIK RD 11.00 X 4 Drabik 
58 RESERVED FOR FUTURE ADDITIONS
59 51.0 9 80 GRASSY HILL RD 22.56 X 4 Kalal
60 51.0 12 88 GRASSY HILL RD 6.83 X 4 Gear
61 51.0 18 118 GRASSY HILL RD 19.50 X 4 Firgeleski
62 52.0 115 GRASSY HILL RD 43.43 X 4 Hudyma
63 54.0 3-1 UP WALNUT HILL RD 46.88 X 4 Eslinger
64 57.0 1 66 HOLMES RD 58.34 X 4 Smith
65 42.0 2 GRASSY HILL RD 41.51 X 3 Hilles
66 46.0 15 GRASSY HILL RD 85.36 X 3 Hilles
67 46.0 32 GRASSY HILL RD 40.00 X 3 Johnson
68 51.0 15-1 GRASSY HILL RD (REAR) 47.51 X 3 Mattison
69 51.0 22 127 GRASSY HILL RD 83.19 X 3 Tomasik

TOTAL 3264.15



§̈¦95

§̈¦95

Powers
Lake

Niantic
Bay

N
iantic R

iver

LY
M

E

SALEM

M
O

N
TV

ILLE

W
A

T
E

R
F

O
R

D

O
L

D
 L

Y
M

E

Long
Island
Sound

tu1

tu1

!(156

!(161

!(161

Bride
Lake

Darrow
Pond

Pattagansett
Lake

Legend

Precieved Open Space - 13,200 acres (60%)

8

M
A

P
  1

Scale

1 0 1 20.5
Miles

To w n  o f  E a s t  L y m eTo w n  o f  E a s t  L y m e
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  
D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8
R e v i s e d :  J u n e  1 0 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  J u n e  1 0 ,  2 0 0 9

PERCIEVED OPEN SPACE



§̈¦95

§̈¦95

Powers
Lake

Niantic
Bay

N
iantic R

iver

LY
M

E
SALEM

M
O

N
T

V
ILLE

W
A

T
E

R
F

O
R

D

O
L

D
 L

Y
M

E

Long
Island
Sound

tu1

tu1

!(156

!(161

!(161

Bride
Lake

Darrow
Pond

Pattagansett
Lake

8

EXISTING OPEN SPACE AND 
INSTITUTIONAL LANDS

Legend

Dedicated Open Space - (17%)

Watershed Boundary

Waterbody

Stream

Railroad

Roads

Yale Property - (8%)

Government Institution - (9%)

M
A

P
 2

Scale

1 0 1 20.5
Miles

To w n  o f  E a s t  L y m eTo w n  o f  E a s t  L y m e
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  
D a t e :  N o v e m b e r  1 3 ,  2 0 0 7D a t e :  N o v e m b e r  1 3 ,  2 0 0 7
R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 3 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 3 ,  2 0 0 9



§̈¦95

§̈¦95

Powers
Lake

Niantic
Bay

N
iantic R

iver

LY
M

E

SALEM

M
O

N
T

V
ILLE

W
A

T
E

R
F

O
R

D

O
LD

 L
Y

M
E

Long
Island
Sound

tu1

tu1

!(156

!(161

!(161

Bride
Lake

Darrow
Pond

Pattagansett
Lake

8

Legend
Dedicated Open Space - (17%)

Waterbody

Stream

Railroad

Roads

M
A

P
 3

Scale To w n  o f  E a s t  L y m eTo w n  o f  E a s t  L y m e
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  
D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8
R e v i s e d :  A p r i l  1 4 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  A p r i l  1 4 ,  2 0 0 90 0.6 1.2

Miles

EXISTING OPEN SPACE 
WITH PUBLIC ACCESS



§̈¦95

§̈¦95

Powers
Lake

Niantic
Bay

N
iantic R

iver

LY
M

E

SALEM

M
O

N
T

V
ILLE

W
A

T
E

R
F

O
R

D

O
L

D
 L

Y
M

E

Long
Island
Sound

tu1

tu1

!(156

!(161

!(161

Bride
Lake

Darrow
Pond

Pattagansett
Lake

Latimer Brook

Niantic River

Pattagansett River

Fourmile River

Bride Brook
8

Scale

1 0 1 20.5
Miles

M
A

P
 4

Legend

Stratified Drift Aquifer

Latimer's Brook

Pattagansett River

Bride Brook

Fourmile River

Major Watersheds

Bride Brook (3,191 acres)

Fourmile River (4,198 acres)

Latimer Brook (11,353 acres) 

Pattagansett River (5,663 acres)

Niantic River (4,666 acres)

Watersheds of  Secondary Intrest

MAJOR WATERSHEDS
AND AQUIFERS

To w n  o f  E a s t  L y m eTo w n  o f  E a s t  L y m e
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  
D a t e :  A p r i l  7 ,  2 0 0 8D a t e :  A p r i l  7 ,  2 0 0 8
R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 3 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 3 ,  2 0 0 9



8
M

A
P

 5

Legend

2002 Land Cover

Barren

Coniferous forest

Deciduous forest

Developed

Forested wetland

Non-forested wetland

Other grasses and agriculture

Tidal wetland

Turf  and grass

Utility right of  way

Water

TownsCT

Map Reference: 
Long Island Sound Region Impervious Surfaces Study
UCONN Center for Land Use Education and Research (CLEAR)

WATERSHED ACRES*  %IS
Bride Brook 3,191 6.23
Four Mile River 4,198 3.32
Latimer Brook 11,353 3.33
Niantic River 4,666 9.81
Pattagansett River 5,663 8.65

      * total watershed

2002 LAND COVER WITH
PERCENTAGE OF IMPERVIOUS 

SURFACE BY MAJOR WATERSHED

0.6 0 0.6 1.20.3
Miles

Scale
To w n  o f  E a s t  L y m eTo w n  o f  E a s t  L y m e
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  
D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8
R e v i s e d :  J u l e  1 0 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  J u l e  1 0 ,  2 0 0 9



§̈¦95

§̈¦95

Powers
Lake

Niantic
Bay

N
iantic R

iver
LY

M
E

SALEM

M
O

N
T

V
ILLE

W
A

T
E

R
F

O
R

D

O
L

D
 L

Y
M

E

Long
Island
Sound

tu1

tu1

!(156

!(161

!(161

Bride
Lake

Darrow
Pond

Pattagansett
Lake

(

(
(

(

(
(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(
(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

((

((

8

Legend

Existing Open Space - 3,871 acres (17%)

Proposed Open Space - 3,239 acres (13%)

Developer Rights Sold

Yale Property - 1,758 acres (8%)

Govt. Institution - 2000 acres (9%)

Watershed Boundary

Waterbody

Stream

Railroad

M
A

P
 6 0 0.5 1 1.5 20.25

Miles

Scale

OPEN SPACE PLAN

To w n  o f  E a s t  L y m eTo w n  o f  E a s t  L y m e
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  
D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8
R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 3 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 3 ,  2 0 0 9



§̈¦95

§̈¦95

Powers
Lake

Niantic
Bay

N
iantic R

iver

LY
M

E
SALEM

M
O

N
T

V
ILLE

W
A

T
E

R
F

O
R

D

O
LD

 L
Y

M
E

Long
Island
Sound

tu1

tu1

!(156

!(161

!(161

Bride
Lake

Darrow
Pond

Pattagansett
Lake

(14

(24

(1

(8

(3
(7

(2

(31

(66

(30

(26

(19

(23

(69

(15

(5
(9

(32

(18

(36

(64

(50

(68

(65

(41

(16

(20

(35

(21

(63

(62

(67

(25

(48

(42

(54

(29

(55

(4

(44

(39

(51

(37

(27

(59

(38

(17

(33

(61

(34

(40

(49

(45

(53

(11

(57

(10

(47

(6

(60

(22

(28

(46(43

(13
(12

8

Legend

Existing Open Space - 3,871 acres (17%)

Developer Rights Sold

Proposed Open Space - 3,239 acres ( 13%)

Yale Property - 1,758 acres (8%)

Govt. Institution - 2000 acres (9%)

Stratified Drift Aquifer

Waterbody

Stream

Roads

Railroad

Scale

M
A

P
 6A 1 0 1 20.5

Miles
To w n  o f  E a s t  L y m eTo w n  o f  E a s t  L y m e
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  
D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8
R e v i s e d :  M a y  2 2 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  M a y  2 2 ,  2 0 0 9

OPEN SPACE PLAN AND
STRATIFIED DRIFT AQUIFERS



§̈¦95

§̈¦95

Powers
Lake

Niantic
Bay

N
iantic R

iver

LY
M

E

SALEM

M
O

N
T

V
ILLE

W
A

T
E

R
F

O
R

D

O
L

D
 L

Y
M

E

Long
Island
Sound

tu1

tu1

!(156

!(161

!(161

Bride
Lake

Darrow
Pond

Pattagansett
Lake

(14

(24

(1

(8

(3
(7

(2

(31

(66

(30

(26

(19

(23

(69

(15

(5
(9

(32

(18

(36

(64

(50

(68

(65

(41

(16

(20

(35

(21

(63

(62

(67

(25

(48

(42

(54

(29

(55

(4

(44

(39

(51

(37

(27

(59

(38

(17

(33

(61

(34

(40

(49

(45

(53

(11

(57

(10

(47

(6

(60

(22

(28

(46(43

(13
(12

8

0.7 0 0.7 1.40.35
Miles

Legend

Existing Open Space - 3,871 acres (17%)

Developer Rights Sold

Proposed Open Space - 3,044 acres ( 13%)

Stratified Drift Aquifer

Yale Property - 1,758 acres (8%)

Govt. Institution - 2000 acres (9%)

Waterbody

Proposed Footpath - 50 miles +/-

Stream

Roads

Railroad

Scale

M
A

P
 6B To w n  o f  E a s t  L y m eTo w n  o f  E a s t  L y m e

D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  
D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8
R e v i s e d :  M a y  2 2 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  M a y  2 2 ,  2 0 0 9

OPEN SPACE PLAN &
PROPOSED FOOT PATHS



§̈¦95

§̈¦95

Powers
Lake

Niantic
Bay

N
iantic R

iver

LY
M

E
SALEM

M
O

N
T

V
ILLE

W
A

T
E

R
F

O
R

D

O
LD

 L
Y

M
E

Long
Island
Sound

tu1

tu1

!(156

!(161

!(161

Bride
Lake

Darrow
Pond

Pattagansett
Lake

8

M
A

P
 7

Legend

Proposed Footpath - 50 miles +/-

Roads

Railroad

Stream

Watershed Boundary

Waterbody

Open Space - 30%

Yale Property

Government Institutional Land

1 0 1 20.5
Miles

Scale

OPEN SPACE VISION

To w n  o f  E a s t  L y m eTo w n  o f  E a s t  L y m e
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P l a n n i n g  
D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8D a t e :  A p r i l  1 5 ,  2 0 0 8
R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 0 ,  2 0 0 9R e v i s e d :  J u l y  1 0 ,  2 0 0 9


	Open-Space-Plan_5-19-2009_Text_600dpi
	Open-Space-Plan_5-19-2009_TablesMaps_600dpi



