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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Amici Curiee New London Landmarks, Inc., the
‘Coalition to Save the Fort Trumbull Neighborhood, and New
England Legal Foundation adopt the question presented by
Petitioners Susette Kelo et al.: :

~ What protection does the Fifth Amendment’s
public use requirement provide for individuals
whose property is being condemned, not to
eliminate slums or blight, but for the sole
purpose of “economic development” that will
perhaps increase tax revenues and improve the
local economy?
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INTEREST OF AMICI CURLE

Amzcz seek to bring to the Court’s attention their views, h
and the views of their supporters, concerning the i importance of
the public use requirement of the Fifth Amendment’s Takings :

-Clause, as applied to the states pursuant to the Fourteenth
Amendments to the United States Constltutlon 1 '

1 ~ Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 37.6, counsel for amici states that




Amicus Curiz New London Landmarks, Inc. (“NLL,
- Inc”) is a non-profit, membership-based Connecticut

corporation that promotes the preservation and development -

of the entire urban environment of New London, Connecticut,
including significant individual structures, streetscapes,
neighborhoods, and open spaces. NLL, Inc. was formed. in
1976, as a merger of two separate groups: the Union Railroad

Station Trust, Inc., organized in 1973 to protest the impending -
demolition of New London’s 1885 Henry Hobson Richardson-

designed Union Station, ahd New London Landmarks, formed
in 1975 to protest the New London Redevelopment Agency’s
plan to demolish eight buildings on Bank Street. NLL, Inc. is
run by a volunteer Board of Directors along with a small
professional staff. It actively promotes preservation through
educational progams, publications, tours, and a historic plaque
program. NLL, Inc. was the responsible agent in nominating
eleven New London N elghborhoods to the National Register of
Historic Places. ' : :

Amicus Curiz the Coalition to Save the Fort Trumbull
Neighborhood (the “Coalition”) is a voluntary association
made up of members of NLL, Inc., the New London Historical
Society, the Fort Trumbull Neighborhood Association, college
professors, and independent residents of the Fort Trumbull
Neighborhood and greater New London generally. The
Coalition was formed to oppose the taking by eminent domain
and proposed demolition of the residences in the Fort Trumbull

' no counsel for any party authored this brief in whole or in part and that no
- person, other than amici, their members, and their counsel madea monetary

contribution to the preparation of the brief. All parties have consented tothe -

filing of this brief, and copies of the consents have been filed with the Clerk
* pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 37.3 (a).’

2 .

J O,




neighborhood of New London that are at issue in this case. The
primarily residential Fort Trumbull. ne1ghborhood may not
consist of pre-Revolutionary buildings, buildings designed by
famous architects, or homes of wealthy merchants, which are
 typically the subjects of historic. de31gnat10ns Dan Pearson,
Board asks Fort Trumbull homes be saved, The [New London] Day,
Feb. 28, 2000.2 N evertheless, the vernacular architecture of the
area is esthetically pleasing and preserves important aspects of
'New London’s cultural and social history, from the Italian
immigrants who originally built the bulk of the nelghborhood'
' homes to the close-knit group of current residents. Id.- ~

The Coalition sponsored an alternative development
plan that would have achieved all of the benefits of Defendant-
Respondent New London Development Corporation’s
(“NLDC”) Municipal Development Plan for the Fort Trumbull
area, while preserving the homes. See Dan Pearson, Alternative

‘plan would save Fort Neck homes, The [New London] Day, Dec.
23, 1999, at B1;? Dan Pearson, Group opposing Fort Trumbull
demolition approves new plan, The [New London] Day, Dec. 27,
1999.¢ The Coalition’s plan, designed by John Ames Steffian,
architect, urban designer, and former dean at the Rhode Island
School of Design, would have replaced the NLDC’s planned -
high-end townhouse development with mixed-income housing
that would have allowed for preservation and renovation of the
existing Fort Trumbull housing stock. Id. NLDC cursorily
rejected the Coalition’s alternative plan. Dan Pearson,
~ Alternative Fort Trumbull plan is re]ected The [New London] Day, :

2 Included in the Appendix to this Brief at Amici Appendix 2.

3 -Included in the Appendix to this Brief at Amici Appendix 3.
4 Included in the Appendlx to this Bnef at Amici Appendlx 5.
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Dec. 28, 1999.5

_ NLDC’s immediate rejection of the Coaltion’s
.alternative plan (several days after its submission), NLDC’s
rejection of several alternative plans by its own consultants that
would have allowed for preservation of existing homes, and
NLDC'’s commencement of voluntary purchases in the Fort
Trumbull area before approval of its own plan demonstrate
that NLDC did not intend to consider senously any alternatives
that would allow for the preservation of existing Fort Trumbull
homes. Kelo v. City of New London, 268 Conn. 1, In.6, 843 A.2d
500, 510, cert. granted, 125S. Ct. 27 (2004); John Ames Steffian,
NLDC could save homes; it just doesn’t want to, The [New London]
Day, Jan. 16, 2000;5 Pearson, Group opposing Fort Trumbull
demolition approves new plan, Amici Appendix 5; Pearson,
Alternative Fort Trumbull plan is rejected, Amici Appendix 6. The
Coalition’s well thought-out alternative design plan relates to
whether the specific condemnation was, in fact, reasohably
necessary, which Amici and Petitioners contest. See Kelo, 268
Conn. at 168n.26, 843 A.2d at 600 (Zarella, J. dissenting). But see
Kelo, 268 Conn. at 82-92, 111-21, 843 A.2d at 552-58, 568-74 -
(majority decision) (condemnations reasonably necessary under

highly deferential standard).

Amicus Curiz. New England Legal Foundation
(“NELF”) is a non-profit, public interest law firm, incorporated
in Massachusetts in 1977. It is headquartered in Boston. Its
membership consists of corporations, law firms, individuals,

“and’ others who believe in NELF's ‘mission of promoting
‘balanced economiic growth for the United States and the New
England region, protecting the free enterprise system, and

5 Included in the Appendix to this Brief at Amici Appendix 6.
. 6 Included in the Appendix to this Brief at Amici Appendix 7.




defending economic rights. NELF’s more than 130 members
and supporters include a cross-section of large and small
- corporatlons from all parts of New England and the United
States. NELF's members are affected by the security of their
real estate investments, which depend, in part, upon the extent
to which public agencies and private entities endowed by state
' law with the power of eminent domain exercise that power
with restraint, respecting property owners’ long-term
expectations. Furthermore, some .of NELF's ‘members are
‘directly interested in the constitutional protections for owners -
of real estate because they own, finance, develop, and manage
real estate. For those reasons, NELF’s members are concemed '
about the issues presented this case. - . '

'NELF has regularly appeared in state: and federal
courts, as party or counsel, in cases raising issues of general
economic significance to the New England and national
business communities. See, e.g., Nike, Inc. v. Kasky, 539 U.S. 654
(2003); Green Tree Fin. Corp. v. Bazzle, 539 U.S. 444 (2003); EEOC
0. Waffle House, Inc., 534 U.S. 279 (2002); Crosby v. National
. Foreign Trade Council, 530 U.S. 363 (2000); UNUM LifeIns. Co.v.
Ward, 526 U.S. 358 (1999); Smedley v. Department of Mental
Retardutzon, 270 Conn. 32, 850 A.2d 1007 (2004); Vacco v.
Microsoft Corp., 260 Conn. 59, 793 A.2d 1048 (2002). NELF has
submitted briefs, as party or counsel, in state and federal
courts, in several cases involving the Fifth Amendment’s
'Takmgs Clause. See, e.g., Palazzolo v. Rhode Island, 533 U.S. 606 ,
(2001); Preseault v. United States, 100 F.3d 1525 (Fed. Cir. 1996);
Preseault v. United States, 66 F.3d 1190 (Fed. Cir. 1995).

Amici believe that the Connecticut Supreme Court’s
divided decision unduly expands the circumstances in which a
governmental or private entity with eminent domain powers

may dispossess an owner of his or her property In this
‘ 5




case, the eminent domain taking by NLDC of property in the
Fort Trumbull neighborhood threatens to disrupt a vibrant

~‘community with a long history and architectural value for

dubious and potentially ephemeral g gains. Amici Curiz therefore

Dbelieve that this brief will provide an additional perspective to
aid the Court in determining the extent to which the public use
requirement of the Fifth Amendment’s Takings Clause protects
pnvate property from 1ll-conce1ved sc:hemes '

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

‘'The decision below in this case violates basic
constitutional principles protecting property rights through the
Fifth Amendment’s public use requirement for eminent domain
takings. While the attempted taking in this case should fail
under any level of scrutiny at all, Amici argue that, in this case,

‘heightened judicial scrutiny is consistent with this Court's
- precedents and is warranted. Here the evidence demonstrates

. that a taking is for a private benefit, for general, undefined

~ economic benefits, and for an uncertain or unduly vague
intended use. Amici further contend that the decision below is
unduly deferential to agency determinations of the reasonable
necessity of the condemnation to achieve that public benefit
and that the takings were not reasonably necessary because
plausible alternative development scenarios obv1ated theneed
for any takmg




ARGUMENT _
 'I. Courts s_hould apply heightened scrutiny to takings
-+ foraprivate benefit, for general, undefined economic

benefits, or for an uncertam or. undu.ly vague
intended use. ' :

As of the time of the trial in this case, NLDC had not
determined how it would develop the property that it desired
©. to take. Kelo 268 Conn. at 9, 843 A.2d at 510. Nevertheless,
NLDC intended to give at least a substantial portion of its
" interest in the property to a private developer. At the time of

the trial, NLDC was negotiating to grant for-profit real estate

developer Corcoran Jennison a 99-year lease on three major
parcels in the project area (including the homes of several of
the Petitioners) for nominal consideration of $1 per year. Id.
This case clearly raises significant concerns about private
‘benefits from the taking. :

Moreover, while NLDC projected an increase in ]obs
and local tax revenue for its entire development plan area, it
did not attribute a specific portion of those alleged benefits to
the destruction of the existing residential neighborhood. Id.
The dissent below concluded convincingly that there was no
evidence of the need for the takings:

The record . . . fails to establish that there was
any momentum in the project from a
development standpoint or any reasonable
development prospects for parcels [that
included the Petitioners’ properties] at the time = -
of the takings. Evidence to the contrary consists

of vague predictions of future demand.

, Kelo, 268 Conn. at 167, 843 A.2d 599 (Zarella, ]. dlssentmg)

7




Amici’ support the Petitioners’ contention that takings for
private economic development plans, especially those based on
‘vague and uncertain projections such as these, contravene the
Fifth Amendment’s public use requirement. See Petition for
Certiorari at 7-8. See Kelo, 268 Conn. at 121-22, 843 A.2d 574-75
(Zare]la, J. dJsse:ntmg)

Commentators suggest that d1scouragement and
cynicism are often bred by takings that benefit private parties,
even when full compensation is paid and when there is no
evidence of favoritism. “In governmental condemnations for
private use, the disruption of the sanctity of private property
and the reductions in investment and productivity as a result of
‘unsafe’ [i.e,, insecure] title may outwelgh the benefits obtained
from the property’s alternative use prompted by the transfer.””
Cynicism about government motives in takings for private
beneficiaries encourages cynicism abott government generally
and therefore decreases cooperation with legltlmate
government programs.®

7 Donald J. Kochan, “Public Use” and the Independent Judiciary:
Condemnation in an Interest-Group Perspective, 3 TEX. REV. L. & POL. 49, 87-88
(1998). See James Geoffrey Durham, Efficient Just Compensation as a Limit on
Eminent Domain, 69 MINN. L. Rev. 1277, 1307 (1985); Richard A. Epstein,
Takings, in 3 THE NEW PALGRAVE DICTIONARY OF ECONOMICS AND THE LAW 561,
564 (Peter Newman ed., 1998); William B. Stoebuck, A General Theory of
Eminent Domain, 47 W AsH. L. REv. 553, 559 (1972) (“[T]ransfers [by eminent
domain to private parties] tend more than transfers to the government to be
for non-public purposes and so more or less tend to be suspect.”); Dale F.
Rubin, The Public Pays, the Corporation Profits: The Emasculation of the Public
Purpose Doctrine and a Not-for-Profit Solutidn, 28 U. RicH. L. REv. 1311, 1318
(1994) (public perception of rife corruption and fraud associated with
goverrunent involvement in railroad development -led to anti-aid
amendments to state constitutions).

8 See Susan Rose—Ackerman, Corruption, in 1 THE NEW PALGRAVE
8




Some concrete examples of adverse effects from takings
for private beneficiaries include those resulting from the

- demolition of Boston’s West End neighborhood (clearance of

residents completed by 1960) and the creation of the Cross-
‘Bronx Expressway in New York City (clearance of residents
.completed by 1954). See Nicole Stelle Garnett, The Public Use
Question as a Takings Problem, 71 GEO. WASH. L. REV. 934, 953—
55.(2003) -(detailing urban redevelopment failures); Derek -
' ”"-Wernér, Note, The Public Use Clause, Commion Sense and Takings,
- 10B.U. PuB.INT. L. 335, 355-56 (2001) (citing examples of use
of eminent domain to take property from the politically

disadvantaged to give to the politically connected). Even -

proponents of urban renewal subsequently widely derided
- Boston’s West End project, “because it bulldozed the homes of
poor people and replaced them with an enclave for the
* wealthy.” LAWRENCE W. KENNEDY, PLANNING THE CITY UPON A
HILL 162-63 (1992). The luxury housing that largely replaced
the vibrant mixed-ethnic neighborhood is-now considered

dated and unattractive. Id. at 165. A well respected sociological |
study of the West End concluded that the large-scale clearance

occurred because the redevelopment agency valued the
interests of the redeveloper and his luxury rental tenants over
those of the community as a whole; in other words, the
development was primarily for private use. HERBERT J. GANS,
. THE URBAN VILLAGERS 328 (1962). The cynicism about
~government motives fomented by the West End clearance
continues to this day. KENNEDY at 164; THOMAS H. O’CONNOR,
BUILDING A NEW BOSTON 134, 284 (1993). '

- The Cross-Bronx Expressway provides another
illustration of the public costs of judicially unchecked

* DICTIONARY OF ECONOMICS AND THE Law. 517, 519 (Peter Newmari ed., 1998). )

9
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government power. James Geoffrey Durham, Efficient Just
- Compensation as a Limit on Eminent Domain, 69 MINN. L. REV.
- 1277, 1298-1300 (1985). The Expressway dislocated 1,530 East
Tremont neighborhood families when an alternate route was
available that was shorter and would have dislocated only 19
familiés and a private bus terminal facility, with a saving of $10
‘million in land acquisition costs. Id. Speculation as to the
- reasons for this choice by politically powerful New York City
Planning Commissioner Robeit Moses, the principal planner of
the route, include “political corruption and whim exacerbated
by stubbornness.” Id. at'1299. In this case, NLDC gave short
shrift to the Coalition’s alternative development plan to save
existing housing. Pearson, Alternative Fort Trumbull plan is
 rejected, Amici Appendix at 6. Similarly, Moses and leading
New York politicians summarily dismissed the efforts of East
Tremont residents to advocate for the cheaper, less disruptive
alternative. Durham, 69 MINN. L. REv. at 1299. Another
 similarity is that the taking agencies in both cases were in a
~ rush to move residents out despite the lack of any immediate
- need for the property. Kelo, 268 Conn. at 167, 843 A.2d 599 I
(Zarella, J. dissenting) (takings based on predictions of future P
demand); Durham, 69 MINN. L. REV. at 1299 n. 149 (East 1.
Tremont residents removed in 1954, highway construction not o
completed until 1960). '

Adverse public policy effects inevitably flow from
property takings that disrupt lives without providing a clear
public advantage and that benefit powerful individuals or

- corporations. In this case, the eminent domain takings are for a

-private benefit, for an uncertain and vague intended use, and

“promise to provide, at best, a general, undefined economic

' b‘er_\eﬁt. Each of these circumstances, standing alone, would

- warrant heightened judicial scrutiny of the taking. See, e.g.,
10




- Garnett, 71 GEO. WASH. L. REV. at 964 (courts should review
public use challenges under the standards applicable to
o regulatory exactions to .determine whether government can -

demonstrate that the taking is reasonably necessary for the .

taking agency’s stated public purpose); Thomas W. Merrill,
The Economics of Public Use, 72 CORNELL L. REV. 61, 87-88, 90
(1986) (heightened scrutiny warranted in takings with potential
for secondary rent seeking, which includes those that benefit
one or a few private partles) Stephen J. Jones, Note, Trumping
" Eminent Domain Law: An Argument for Strict Scrutiny Analysis
under the Public Use Requirement of the Fifth Amendment, 50
~SYRACUSE L. Rev. 285, 306 (2000) (urging strict scrutiny of
takings for private parties); Jennifer Maude Klemetsrud, Note,
The Use of Eminent Domain for Economic Development, 75.N.D. L.
- REv. 783, 799-802 (1999) (heightened scrutiny to defermine
whether condemnation will be used for the proffered public
purpose); Jennifer J. Kruckeberg, Note, Can Goverriment Buy
' Everythzng? The Takings Clause and the Erosion of the “Public Use”
Requirement, 87 MINN. L. REV. 543, 570 (2002) (calling for
heightened scrutiny of public use when private parties receive
the primary benefit of a taking); Peter J. Kulick, Comment,
Rolling the Dice: Determining Public Use in Order to Effectuate a
“Public-Private Taking”—A Proposal to Redefine “Public Use”,
2000 L. REV. MICH. ST. U. DET. C.L. 639, 680 (strict scrutiny
warranted for economic development takings)? Laura

9 Amici encourage courts to consxder all relevant factors, mdudmg the
following, when evaluating a taking agency’s stated public purpose:
(1) the amount of deference courts are to give to the _
_municipality's proposed legislative action; (2) the .
economic.costs of the takings; (3) the economic benefits
~of the proposed development; and, finally (4) the
. private market alternatives that are ava.llable to acquire

E the necessary realty
: 11




Mansnerus, Note, Public Use, Private Use, and Judicial Review in .
Eminent Domain, 58 N.Y.U. L. REv. 409, 44445 (1983)

' (suggesting de novo review and “actual rationality” standard);
 Elizabeth ‘A. Taylor, Note, The Dudley Street Neighborhood
*Initiative and the Power of Eminent Domain, 36 B.C. L. REV. 1061,

1083-85 (1995) (urging courts to review closely takmgs |

’ benefmng pnvate parties).1®

- These suggestlons for helghtened scrutmy in cases that

benefit a small group of private beneficiaries are consistent
~ with this Court’s decision involving a significant and direct
 positive impact on a broad public class in Hawaii Housing Auth.

v. Midkiff, 467 U.S. 229, 241 (1984) (upholding “the exercise of

the eminent domain power [when it] is rationally related to a

conceivable pubhc purpose”). Midkiff concerned the unusual
circumstance, brought about by Hawaii's unique history, of a
high degree of concentration in land ownership and a huge
statewide population of long-term tenants. Id. at 232-33. This

Courtexplicitly distinguished that situation from this case and

others where the potential private benefits are clear and the
public benefits obscure: Id. at 245. Because takings for a private
benefit, for general, undefined economic benefits, and for an
uncertain or unduly vague intended use, often cause public
cynicism, long-term resentment, undue expense, and -
deterioration of secure property rights, courts should apply

_ heightened scrutiny in such takings.

Kulick, 2000 L. Rev. MIcH. ST. U. DET. C.L. at 679.
10 The majority decision below indeed acknowledged “that many
commentators within the academic community . . . have addressed the issue

“of whether economic development satisfies the constitutional public use

requirement. . .. [M]ost f[commentators) . . . tend to exptess alarm at what they
consider to be a situationi rife for abuse of the eminent domain power.” Kelo, 268

- Conn. at 53, 843 A.2d at 535 (emphasxs added).
12
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IL. Appropriate review of the condemnation of the Fort
- Trumbull residential neighborhood demonstrates that
it was not reasonably necessary to effectuate NLDC’s -
overall redevelopment plan and fails to comply with
'_the pubhc use reqmrement.

, " Wlth its long-term rent of a s1gm'ﬁc‘ant. portion of the
development area to a for-profit entity for nominal
consideration and its vague plans for much of the remainder,
NLDC’s proffered purpose fails to meet the public use
_ requirement under any reasonable standard of scrutiny, even if
‘the standard is lower than the heightened scrutiny that Amici
argue should apply. The NLDC plan fails the public use
requirement test under ordinary rational-relation scrutiny. It is
only because the Connecticut Supreme Court applied a test of
‘extreme deference that NLDC's proposed condemnation met
with that court’s approval.l! = - ’

, The Petitioners cha]lenged below the reasonable

necessity of the condemnation of their properties, in part
‘because of the availability of reasonable alternative plans that
would not have required the taking and demolition of their

11 - In a case of first impression in Connecticut, the court below allowed
the property owners only extremely limited options to contest the publicuse
of an economic development plan that includes property takings: “/[Tlhe
plaintiff Thas] the burden of establishing that the taking ... was
unreasonable, in bad faith or an abuse of power.” Kelo, 268 Conn. at 88, 843
A.2d at 556 (quoting Hall v. Weston, 167 Conn. 49, 66, 355 A.2d 79, 87 (1974)).
The court, further, effectively confined unreasonableness to a determination
that the reason given by the taking agency was pretext. Kelo, 268 Conn. at
119, 843 A.2d at 573. The court utilized the same unduly deferential standard
- In ijts. review of the components of the taking agency’s determination,
including the reasonable necessity for condemning the specific properties
and reasonable foreseeability of an eventual public use for condemned
'property Kelo, 268 Conn. at 90, 95, 98, 119, 843 A.2d at 557, 560-61, 573.
: 13




homes. Kelo, 268 Conn. at 82_—.92,'111—21, 843 A.2d at 552-58,
- 568-74 (majority decision), at 168 n.26,843 A.2d at 600 (Zarella,

J. dissenting) (agreeing with Petitioners that taking of
residences on Parcel 4A was not reasonably necessary). The
Connecticut Supreme Court’s analyzed the reasonableness of
“and necessity for the condemnations solely on the basis of state
statutory interpretation, however, disregarding similar federal
constitutional norms under the F1fth Amendment’ s pubhc use
'reqmrement _ S

Amici contend that courts must mdependently
determine that eminent domain takings are reasonably
necessary in order to satisfy the public use requirement. A
proposed taking would violate the public use requirement if,
for example, reasonable alternative-development scenarios
would permit the public project to go forward without the
protested condemnations. At least one author has suggested
that the seventeenth and eighteenth century civil law jurists
(Grotius (Huigh de Groot), Samuel Pufendorf, Emerich de
‘Vattel, and Cornelius van Bynkershoek), whose work was
familiar to the Founding Fathers, intended “that the exercise of
eminent domain power should be restricted to somewhat more
necessitous situations than should other governmental
powers.” Stoebuck, at 595. See Kulick, 2000 L. REV. MICH. ST. U.
DET. C.L. at 645. See also Garnett, 71 GEO. WASH. L. REV. at 964
* (suggesting judicial review of reasonable necessity of taking).
Inless “necessitous” situations, the government should be able
. to purchase land for pubhc purposes hke pnvate partles

In this case, the Coalition and NLDC’s own consultants
- proposed a number of plausible alternative development
scenarios that would have allowed the entire NLDC project to
- go forward successfully without condemning the Petitioners’

propertles Kelo, 268 Conn at9 1.6, 843 A. 2d at 510 Stefﬁan
14 :




* NLDC could save homes; it Just doesn’t want to, Amici Appendix 7.
Therefore, the takings in this case were not reasonably
necessary and violated the F1ﬂ:h Amendment’s public use

vreunrement

- CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, this Court should reverse
the decision of the Connecticut Supreme Court below and
grant such additional relief as requested by Petitioners Susette

Kelo etal

Respectfully submitted,

NEwW LONDON LANDMARKS, INC.,
THE COALITION TO SAVE THE FORT

TRUMBULL NEIGHBORHOOD,
and
NEW ENGLAND LEGAL FOUNDATION

Counsel of Record for Amici Curize
Andrew R. Grainger

Martin]. Newhouse

New England Legal Foundation
150 Lincoln Street

Boston, MA 02111

Telephone: (617) 695-3660
Facsimile: (617) 695-3656

" Dated: December 3, 2004
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THE DAY, THURSDAY, n:cmw_

| Alternate -
plan would
save Fort

i Neck homes
Plan lncluds hotel, offices

with Fort Trumbull houses . -

the
lnldmlopmantphnlbrtham
the NLDC and its consuitants have said
| thatall the homes in the area must be
demolished to make the developm.nt

ing. But if (Goebel) said they were going
-mon.thenrob-uvmmdw-'
 Steffian said. 'umwmuhmm
‘there s and another

. 'plan that integrates the existing com- .
. Dumite®. A .




Proposal?savas'hom
in Fort 'lhlmbul[ area

FromBL - - ¥ W5t
stﬁlan proposea eon.strncung
* three- and fourrbedroom hoimes with,
-apartments over the garages: The,
aparhments would ‘cpen up the
neighborhnodtormtahﬁ:rthose N

rooin in this plan for everyone,” he
said. “There is a waiy to do'this that
won'tdestoythasodalfnh'lcofthe

Steffian.also proposés’ high-ehd

three-bedroom homes, as well as
two-bedmamdnplex&lmal’m'
.ments’ with first-floor garages.
- Where' there ‘are vacant lots, he
gzmtqeonsggmhmq@ﬂar”
: se:h‘adlﬂonany""w :
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Alternative
Fort Trumbull =
plan Is re]ected

NLDC says no

to the proposal -

for saving homes
Ll

No- l.nndon—TheNewIandon
will not

Corp.
aphnt.hatwnmdsavehousush:ed

for demolition of homes in the Fort. -

Trumbuil neighborhood because it
does not satisfy envimnmenm!

tie requirements.
_ But the designer of thealterna-

" housing and creating a mixed-in-
comemmmunltxlssﬂ.llavlahleop-
tion.

On Thursday, David Goebel, chief
opemungomcerofﬂ:em.bc.sa!d

- that and urban d
John Steffian’s plan for- the Fort
Neck neighborhood would not work
because it violates a restriction
placed on the NLDC byJhe state De-
pameuxafﬂnmnmentalmmc-

* tion.

The NLDC, in its M

and urban desxgnar whoservedas
chief project designer for the Gov-
ernment Center project in Boston
and is a former dean of the Rhode
Island School of: Design, completed

. plan that would retain homes and
the hotel and other developments.
Instead of using the “pod” style

- -housing envisioned by the NLDC,

- Steffian has woerking with

the original design of Fort Trum-

bull to create a mixed incoms “vil-. .

lage” with upscale homes, moder-
ate-incorne homes and apartments.
Steffian made a compact design by
pum'ng apartments and duplexes

garages.
But in proposing a mixed income
“lots and blocks” style of residential

‘sign of the fort area. If the NLDC
weretousesuzm;nsp.\an, Goebel

people trayeling through Fort
'n'umbunwnumree.luknthaywm
appmar.hlngaMotelG instead of a

the DEP hnusmg cap, but said he

velopment Plan, has proposed devel-

edesign the plan to comply

oping an com-

munity, hotel, fitness and confer-
ence center, and biotech officés in
the Fort Trumbull neighborhood.
The DEP, said Goebel, has limited
the townhouse community to 80
umls for environmental impact rea-

Goebel also said that Steffian’s
plan would not create the “vistas”
needed to make the redeveloped fort -
area and hotel economically viable
orarractive toa

The development of the commu-’

niry, said Goebel, will require thede- :
motition of the existing houses in
Fore Trumbull, aous

been working for the last month to
prevent the demolition and to pre-
sent the state and city with an aner\-

native plan.
l.asx week, Stefflan, an architect -

Steffian is 2 member of the Coalt:.
tion to Save Fort Trumbull that has -

volve demoljtion could be used

- while the development of the hotel
and other developments could be
carried thro

Steffian disagreed with Goebel
that the coalition plan was not aes-
thetically appropriate as-an en-
tranceway to the hotel and confer-
ence center He envisions a village
-community, with village green and
shops that, he said, would serve as
an attractive and welcnmng en-

to the hotel.

“(With my plan) you ‘would have
views of the whole place. It w;;lg

Ste!ﬂanﬂidhewﬂlmﬂneus .

plan before it goes to a public hear-
inxhtermJanuan. . X
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