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Dedication

I am pleased to dedicate this seminal report to the honored memory of my late colleague,
Representacive Silvio Conce, who represented the First District of Massachusetts from 1959
to 1991. His tircless efforts to preserve the headwaters of the Farmington River, and his work
to protect the Connecticut River and the many other natural resources that bless New
England, leave us a legacy of which his family and friends can be proud.

The significance of this report and the underlying study cannot be diminished. Years of
effort have gone into this comprehensive endeavor, and the unique, multi-dimensional
strategy of protection that it prescribes for the West Branch and main stem of the
Farmington River in Connecticut should lead to the successful protection of many other
private land rivers. I am proud te have played a role in this project and commend it to you

with great satisfaction.

Nancy L. Johnson
Member of Congress:
Sixth District — Connecticuc
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Summary xiii *

a

This document presents the results of the Farmington Wild and Scenic River Study, authorized by Public Law 99-590 (October
30, 1986) and encompassing two segments of the upper Farmington River in Massachusetts and Connecticut.  The repors
summarizes the extensive information assembled during the project, the numerous actions taken to protect the river, and the
comprehensive management plan that was prepared to ensure the long-term protection of the Connecticur Study Segment. It also
presents findings on the eligibility and suitability of the two study segments for National Wild and Scenic River designation, along
with the final recommendations regarding designation of each of the segments made by the Farmingion River Study Commirtee,
a special advisory committee created by the aushorizing legislation.

Typically, the study report is prepared prior to a final decision by Congress and the President on whether the river area in question
should be designated into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. In these instances, the report serves as a tool to assist in the
decision-making process. In the case of the Farmington River Study, that normal progression did not occur. While this report was
being prepared, legislation to designate the Connecticut Study Segment was passed by Congress and, on August 26, 1994, was
signed into law by Presidens Clinton. This document, therefore, is intended primarily to provide a thorough record of the study
process, both for those who will be involved in managing the river post-designation and for those on other rivers who may be
interested in the Farmington River Study as a model for their own efforss.

DisTiNGUiISHING FEATURES OF THE
STUDY STRATEGY

communities, regional authorities, state agencies, and
private organizations — to take the actions needed to

ensure compatible management of lands along the river.
In response to the particular circumstances of the study area

and the history of limited success in applying the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act to rivers flowing through private lands,
a nontraditional grassroots strategy was employed for the Farm-
ington River Study. Key elements of that strategy

include the following:

The strong protection from adverse water resource projects
available only through Wild and Scenic River designation
was used as an incentive to motivate these interests to
provide comparably strong protection to the land resources
under their jurisdiction. This incentive-based approach
contrasts sharply with che chreat of potential federal land
condemnation that traditionaliy has been used to
motivate local communities along designated private land

* Bottom-up Planning Guided by a Representative
Advisory Committee: Rather than having federal repre-
sentatives dominate the study team and planning process,

rivers to provide compatible shorelands management.
the Farmington River Study Committee was given the lead

* Implementing Actions to Protect the River During the
Study: In past Wild and Scenic River studies, little effort
has been made to pursue implementation of actions to
strengthen river protection during the study period.
Instead, implementation typically has been left until after
designation, when che federal managing agency usually has
the authority to acquire land as a way of ensuring protec-

role. The Study Committee served as the primary
decision-maker, and spearheaded an extensive effort to
obtain the broadest possible public involvement through-
out the project. Staff from the National Park Service (NPS)
played a support role, providing technical and administra-
tive assistance and facilitation co the Study Committee.

* Federal Land Acquisition and Land Management Not an
Option: Because fears of a federal rakeover had derailed
so many previous efforts to protect private land rivers
through Wild and Scenic River designarion, federal land
acquisition and land management were eliminated from
consideration at the outset of the Farmington River Study.
Congressional sponsors of the project gave clear guidance
on this issue during initial legislative hearings, providing
critical reassurance to local residents that the study

tion if the local communities are unwilling or unable to do
so themselves. The Farmington River Study reversed that
pattern by encouraging the local communities, state agen-
cies, landowners and others to take actions to protect the

river during the study, prior to designation.

* Addressing Resource Allocation Controversies Through
Cooperative Scientific Analysis: In tesponse to a
long-standing controversy about the impacts of possible

would not result in an unwanted federal presence in the

Farmington Valley.

Relying on Local, Regional, State and Private Actions to
Protect the River Corridor: Instead of the traditional
dependence on federal land acquisition as a primary mecha-
nism to protect the river corridor, the Farmington
River Study focused on encouraging those who have had
fong-standing responsibility for management of the
corridor — namely, riverfront landowners, the local

future water supply withdrawals from the river, the
Farmington River Study Committee initiated a compre-
hensive scientific examination of the issue. The resulting
“instream flow study” was carried out through an open,
cooperative process, and was overseen by a working group
with representatives from all of the major interests. In
order to maximize objectivity, independent consultants thac
were agreed 10 by all members of the working group were
hired to perform the study.



A view of the upper Farmingion River and surrounding hillsides from the Route 318 bridge in Pleasant Valley, Connecticut.
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* Long-term Management Based on a Cooperative
Partnership: As on most private land rivers, authority
over the various aspects of river management on the

Farmington River is shared among many different

entities, with no singlc entity p|'.:_\'n'lg‘1 :ru]_\' dominant role.

This bcmg the case, the Study Commitree recognized that

effective long-term management of the river could only be

achieved through a cooperative partnership involving all
of the major parties with a stake in its furure — local and
state government, riverfront landowners, regional authori-
ties, private organizarions, recreationists, and others. The

Study Commirttee also acknmvtcdged that if the river

Ll|[imar€:|y’ was to be dcs:gnu[rd asa Wild and Scenic River,

the federal government would have important responsi-

bilities as a member of thart partnership. However, it was
agreed that the federal role could not, and should not, be
the dominant one of primary manager thar had typified
most designations over the history of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

* Preparing a River Management Plan During the Study:
In sharp contrast to previous Wild and Scenic River
Studies, the Farmington River Study concentrared on the
preparartion of a comprehensive management plan during
the study, prior to a final decision on whether to pursue
Wild and Scenic River designation. The number of
interests and jurisdictions involved and the firm opposi-
tion to a major federal presénce made it essential to define
up front whar the roles, responsibilities, and authorities of
the various interests — including the federal government
—would be if the river was ro be designated. The study
participants agreed that, without such an understanding,
it would be difficult, if not impossible, to reach consensus
on designation. The group also recognized that a compre-

ht’ﬂ.&l\'i’ ﬂ‘landg{ff“f[“ pluh Wwas ﬂL‘Cdt‘d r{'gllf(]]cﬁs (_'If-\\'ht‘ri'l er
the river was ever made part of the national system.

* Local Control in the Final Recommendation Regarding
Designation: One of the most frequent concerns among
riverfront communities is that a Wild and Scenic River
Study will lead inevitably to designation, even if the local
people oppose that outcome. To alleviate this concern, it
was made clear from the outset of the Farmington River
Study that each of the affected towns would be asked o
make a formal decision abour designation, and thar
designation would be recommended to Congress only if
the communities supported it.

These principal features of the study strategy are discussed in
greater detail in Sub-Section 1.3.1: Spccia] Considerations
for the Farmington River Study.

MAjorR ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Using the nontraditional grassroots strategy described above,
the Farmingron River Study Committee and the National Park
Service worked cooperatively to: (1) evaluate whether the study
segments met the requirements for inclusion in the Wild and
Scenic Rivers System; (2) develop a river management p]:m;
and (3) determine whether a consensus could be reached about
pursuing dcsigna[ion. Ower the course of those efforts,
remarkable progress was made in resolving controversial river
management issues and achieving tangible conservation results.
The most significant achievements include:

* Evaluation of Existing Protection: To determine what
additional actions, if any, might be necessary to ensure
compatible management of the river corridor, the Study
Committee and the NPS conducred a comprehensive
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analysis to determine how well the study segments were
protected by preexisting measures. Three primary
pretection mechanisms were evaluated: (1) the amount of
riverfront land protected through public or private
conservation ownership; (2) the strength of existing local,
state, and federal laws and regularions; and (3) physical
characteristics ¢hat limit potential development (sceep
slopes, wetlands, parallel roads, etc.).

The evaluation concluded that che segments were
generally well protected, in part because of the large traces
of adjacent public conservation land (particulatly along the
Connecticut Study Segment). Regulations covering
adjacent private lands were found to provide additional
strong protection, especially from water quality degrada-

tion; however, the natural integrity of the immediate |
shorelands was determined to be somewhar vulnerable to -

degradation from inappropriate development.

The complete report of this analysis, entitled the Draft
Evaluation of Existing Protection (June, 1990), is published

separately as a companion o this report.

Local Adoption of Strong Shorelands Zoning Ordinances:
Recognizing the need to provide additional protection o
the river’s immediate shotelands, all four towns abutting
the Connecticut Study Segment (Hartland, Barkhamsted,
New Hartford, and Canton)} and the Town of Tolland,
Massachusetts, each drafted and adopted a local “river pro-
tection overlay district.” The ordinances adopted by the
Connecticut towns prohibit new structures, new septic
systems, and sand and gravel extraction within 100 feet of
the river, and establish strict limits on vegetation removal
in that area. The Tolland bylaw prohibits new structures
and sand and gravel extraction within 200 feet of the river
or the 100-year floodplain. It also establishes a 50-foot
no-cut zone, limits vegetation cutting in the area from
50-200 feet from the river, and requires new septic
systems to be setback at least 150 feet.

State Land Acquisition: Both the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts and the State of Connecticuc acquired
critical pieces of riverfront land during the study. The
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management
purchased ewo parcels totalling 467 acres and approximately
8,600 feet of river frontage, for a combined cost of $1.1
million. The Connecticuc Department of Environmental
Protection also purchased two important parcels, encom-
passing 123 acres and roughly 3,000 feet of river frontage,
at a cost of $325,000.

Private Conservation Initiatives: In addition to local and
state actions, private organizations in the Farmington
Valley initiated a number of sngmf'cant effores to help
protect the river:

> The Farmington River Watershed Association (FRWA)
launched a diversified program to stimulate land
conservation throughout che Farmington Valley.
The program includes: (1) pursuing voluntary

conservation of private lands chrough conservation
easements and other options; (2) advocating for and
facilitating the public purchase of critical parcels; (3)
working with town governments to strengthen local
regulatory measures; and (4) participating in the
public review of development proposals that could
adversely affect the river.

> Several organizations, including the FRWA, the
Farmington River Anglers Association (FRAA), and
the Farmmgton River Club (a boating group), spon-
sored annual river cleanups as a way to stimulate
public participation and achieve on-the-ground
improvements to the quality of the river corridor. From
1991 to 1993, the FRWA alone drew a total of almost
1000 people to these events throughout the watershed,
about 300 of whom focused their efforts in the Wild
and Scenic River Study area.

> In cooperation with the U.S. Soil Conscrvation
Service and the Town of Barkhamsted, the FRAA
initiated a streambank stabilization effort that
emphasized revegetation as an alternative to structural
techniques.

Community Support for Wild and Scenic River
Designation: Given the commitment to local control in
the final recommendation about Wild and Scenic River
designation, each of the communities in the study area was
asked to make a formal decision on the issue. In the long-
standing tradition of small-town New England, these
decisions were made by the local townspeople at official
“town meetings.” All five of the Connecticut rowns voted
overwhelmingly in favor of designation. The three towns
bordering the Massachusetts Study Segment also vorted
to support designation initially, but later rescinded those
votes following a rancorous campaign by opponents of
designation.

Instream Flow Study: As mentioned previously, the Study
Committee initiated a cooperative “instream flow study”
in an attempt to resolve the historical controversy over the
potential impacts of furure water supply withdrawals on
the Connecticut portion of the river. The study was
designed to provide information on two fundamental
questions: (1) What flows are needed ro maintain the
Farmington River's fisheries, recreation, and scenic values?;
and (2) Is there sufficient water in the Farmington basin
under different rainfall conditions to allow for limited
withdrawals without adversely affecting those resources?
Answers to those questions were needed to determine
whether any withdrawal could be compatible with Wild
and Scenic River designation.

The Instream Flow Study incorporated a number of
important assumptions that must be considered when
analyzing its final results, Keeping these assumptions in
mind, the study’s overall conclusion was that there appears
to be sufficienc water on an annual basis to provide for all



resource needs and uses, including maincaining historical
levels of fisheries habitat and recreational opportunity in
conjunction with potential limited withdrawals for water
supply. This “win-win” scenario provided the foundation
for resolving the intense controversy over potential
withdrawals, and created an opportunity to achieve a
unanimous consensus of support for Wild and Scenic River
designation of cthe Connecticut Scudy Segment.

The final report of the Instream Flow Study, entitled
I Flow of t n
of the Farmington* River (June, 1992), is published

separately as a companion to this report.

» Completion and Adoption of the Upper Farmington Rjver
Management Plan: The capstone of the study process was
the completion and adoption of the Upper Farmington
River Management Plan. The Plan, which focuses prima-

rily on the Connecticut Study Segment,* was prepared by
the Study Committee with assistance from the National
Park Service. It presents a vision for the long-term protec-
ton of the river’s outstanding values through compatible
management of its land and water resources, and is founded
on the following principles:

> Resource conservation should be fully integraced
with traditional patcerns of use, ownership, and
jurisdiction.

River management should be accomplished through
cooperation among all public and privace
organizations with an interest in the river.

Long-term resource protection should rely on
existing programs and authorities rather than on new
layers of bureaucracy.

In the implementation of Wild and Scenic River
designation, the federal government should act as a
pattner in tiver management rather than the primary
manager.

The Management Plan established strong, detailed stan-
dards for resource protection, and identified a range of
actions — many of which have already been implemenced
— to achieve those standards. The Plan also established an
administrative framework to ensure its implementation,
and created the “Farmington River Coordinating
Committee” (FRCC) as a successor to the Study
Committee. The FRCC’s purpose will be to stimulate
continued cooperation and coordination among the
major players in river management, and to provide a

* The Upper Fapmington River Management Plan concentrated on the

Connecticut Study Segment because, at the time the Plan was prepared,
the Connecricur study rowns had demonstrated strong eupport for
both river protection and for Wild and Scenic River designation.
A comparable amount of time and energy was not expended to prepare
a comprehensive management plan for the Massachuserts Study
Segment because of the lack of local support in the Massachuserts cowns
at that time,

o
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forum for all river interests to discuss and reselve issues.

In addition, the Plan incorporated several specific provi-
sions designed to safeguard the interests of riverfront land-
owners and the adjacent communities and to make clear
that Wild and Scenic River designation will not result in
unwelcome federal control of the Farmington Valley. Those
provisions included the following;

> There will be no federal land acquisition {through
condemnation or otherwise) in conjunction with
designation.

There will be no federal management of non-federal
lands. Private lands along the river will continue to be
managed by their owners in accordance with local land
use regulations.

The river area will not become a national park and
will not be subject to the federal regulations chat
govern the national park system.

No new federal permics will be required as a result of
designation.

At its final meeting on April 29, 1993, the Study
Committee voted unanimously to “adopt the Upper
Farmington Rjver Manage lan as providing a bal-
anced approach to long-term protection and use of the
Farmington River.” Completion of the Plan marked the
first time in che history of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
System that a comprehensive management plan had been
prepared during the study period, prior to designation.
Together with the Instream Flow Study, the development
of the Management Plan provided the foundation for
achieving a unanimous consensus of support for Wild and
Scenic River designation.

The final version of the Upper Farmington River
Manpggement Plan is published separately as a companion

to this report.

PrinciraL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

MASSACHUSETTS STUDY SEGMENT

Elsgibilizy

The Massachusetts Study Segment was found to be cligible
for designation based on its free-flowing condition and its
outstanding resource values. These values include recreation

{regionally exemplary white water boating opportunities) and
wildlife (regionally exemplary peregrine falcon habitat).

Classification

The segment was determined to be appropriate for
“ * o . . .o

recreational” classification due to the level of human acriviey/
development in the river corridor and the accessibility to the
river from adjacent roads and bridge crossings.
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The Massachusetts Study Segment was found to be not
suitable for designation at this time for the following reasons:

> With the exceprion of Tolland, existing rcgulations‘ pro-
grams, and other measures do not fully protect the natural
integrity of the river’s immediate shorelands;

> The three communities (Otis, Sandisfield, and Tolland) that
directly abut the segment have not passed town meeting
votes supporting Wild and Scenic River designation; and

> No formal management framework currently exists that
would bring the major parties with an interest in the
Massachusetts segment together to work cooperatively for
ifS |l}I'Ig-tt.'rn‘1 prOI'CC(i()rl :1111_{ !'ll;ln;tgr_‘n‘lt‘rll.

The segment could become suitable if these inadequacies are
rectified at some point in the future.

At its final meeting on April 29, 1993, the Farmington River
Study Committee passed by unanimous vote a motion that
included the following passage: “...be it resolved...that, in the
absence of town votes supporting designation, no action be
taken regarding a recommendation for the designation of the
Massachusetts section of the river.”

The Connecticur Study Segment was found to be eligible for
designation based on its free-flowing condition and its

xvn ®

outstanding resource values. These values include recreation
(a regionally unique combination of recreation opportunities),
fish (regionally exemplary habitar for trour and Arlantic
salmon), wildlife (regionally unique bald eagle habitar), and
historic resources (regionally exemplary historic and archaco-
logical sites).

The segment was determined to be appropriate for
“recreational” classification due to the level of human activity/
development in the river corridor and the accessibility to the
river from adjacent roads and bridge crossings.

The Connecticut Study Segment was found to be suitable for

Wild and Scenic River designation, withour the need for any

federal land acquisition or land management. This finding is

based on the following:

> Protection: The segment is well protected through exist-
ing mechanisms, particularly the River Protection Overlay
Districts adopted by all four adjacent communities and
the high percentage of adjacent public conservation lands;

> Support: There is broad-based support for designation
among the many parties involved in river use and
management;

> Management: The Upper Farmington River Management
Plan provides a comprehensive framework for the long-

term protection and management of the segment; and

> Effects: Designation will provide a variety of important
benefits, will entail very modest costs relative to those
benefits, and will not have significant negatve effects.

Among its many values, the Farmington River affers opportunities for solitude, relaxation, and recreation away from the pressures of modern life.
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In addition to the overall suitability finding, the study
produced three other important findings related to protection
and management of the Connecticut Study Segment:

(1) The zoning ordinances — particulatly the River
Protection Overlay Districts — adopred by the four river-
front towns provide unusually strong and consistent pro-
tection for the river and its shorelands. Those ordinances,
therefore, sacisfy the standards and requirements of
Section 6{c} of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, which
precludes the potential for land condemnation by the
federal government in situations where the communities
involved have adequate zoning in place to protect the river.

This is the first time in the history of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System that the requirements of Section 6(c) have
been met through local zoning ordinances adopred prior
to designacion.

(2) The Upper Farmington River Management Plan satisfies
Section 3(d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, which

requires the preparation of a comprehensive management

plan.

This is the first time in the history of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System that the Section 3(d} requirement has been
met with a managemenc plan prepared during the study
period, prior to designacion.

(3) Because the Connecticur Study Segment was found
eligible for Wild and Scenic River designation based on
the existing flow regime downstream of the Colebrook
and Goodwin Dams and Hydroelectric Projects, the
continued operation of those facilities is compatible with
the protection of the river and with designartion.

Farmington River Study Committee Recommendation
on Designation

Au its final meeting on April 29, 1993, the Farmington River
Study Committee passed by unanimous vote a motion that

included the following passage:

Be it resolved that: The Farmington River Study
Committee recommend to the United Staces Congress that
the Farmingron River, from immediately below the
Goodwin Dam and Hydroelectric Project in Hartland,
Connecticut to the downstream end of the New Hartford/

Canton, Connecticut town line, be designated into the-

National Wild and Scenic Rivers System in accordance with
the spirit and provisions of the Upper Farmington River
Management Plan.

DESIGNATION OF THE CONNECTICUT SEGMENT

Following completion of the Upper Farmingron River

and the Study Committee’s vote recom-
mending designation of the Connecticut Study Segment,
Congresswoman Nancy Johnson and Senator Joseph

Farmington River Study

Lieberman of Connecticur introduced legislation in their
respective chambers of Congress to designate the river. After
hearings before the relevant subcommiteees, an amended
version of the bill was passed by both the House of Represen-
tatives and the Senate. On August 26, 1994, President Clinton
signed Public Law 103-313, designating the upper Farming-
ton River in Connecticur inro the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. The legislation cements the grassroots
principles upon which the scudy and the Management Plan
were founded, and ensures that the interests of the many
parties that share a stake in the future of the river will be fully
integrated in the implementation of designation.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

Chapter 1 provides background on the Wild and Scenic Riv-
ers Act and the Farmington River Study.

Chapter 2 contains a description of the character and resources
of the Farmington River study segments and the surrounding
area.

Chapter 3 presents the methodology and findings of the eligi-
bility and classification analyses, two of the formal require-
ments of the study process.

Chapter 4 summarizes the many laws, regulations, programs,
agreements, and physical characteristics chat currently affect
the management and protection of the two study segments.

Chapter 5 describes two important water resources studies that
were conducted: a review of the future water supply needs of
the greater Hartford, Connecticur area; and the comprehen-
sive “instream flow study” of the study segments.

Chapter 6 discusses the extent of support demonstrated dur-
ing the project for Wild and Scenic River designation of each
of the study segments.

Chapter 7 provides a summary of the Upper Farmington River
Management Plan, the comprehensive river management plan
for the Connecticut Study Segment that was prepared in the

latter stages of the study,

Chapter 8 presents the methodology and findings of the suit-
ability analysis, the other formal requirement of the study pro-
cess.

Chapter 9 recaps the study’s major findings, presents the final
recommendations of the Farmington River Study Commit-
tee, and provides general recommendations regarding furure
management of the river.

The “Postscript” summarizes the legislative process that cul-
minated with the designation of the Connecticut Study Seg-
ment into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

The report ends with a list of references, acknowledgments,
and appendices, which present background information
related to various aspects of the project.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Drawings and writings about the Farmington River shown on the chapter dividers throughout
this report are courtesy of the 1990-91 fifth grade class of the Barkhamsted Elementary School.
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This chapter provides an introduction to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Farmington River Study. It includes a review of
the project’s history, the study strategy and process, the principal participants, the magor issues identified at the project’s outset, and

the broad goals that were developed to guide the effort.

1.1 BACKGROUND ON THE WILD AND SCENIC
Rivers Act

1.1.1 History anp PoLicy

Enacted in 1968, the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
(PL. 90-542, as amended) was created to balance long-stand-
ing federal policies promoting construction of dams, levees,
and other river development projects with one that would per-
manently preserve selected rivers, or river segments, in their
free-flowing condition. Section 1(b) of the Act states:

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States
that certain selected rivers of the Nation which, with their
immediate environments, possess outstandingly remark-
able scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, his-
toric, cultural, or other similar values, shall be preserved in
frec-flowing condition, and that they and their immediate
environments shall be protected for the benefit and enjoy-
ment of present and future generations.

The original Act designated eight rivers into the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System, and specified two processes by which
other rivers could be added to the system. The more frequently
used of these involves a legislative designation through an Act
of Congress, often following a formal study process that is
also authorized by Congress. The second approach involves
an administrative designation by the Secretary of the Incerior,
following a formal application for designation from the gover-
nor of the state through which the river flows and provided
that the state has already included the river in its own pro-
tected rivers system. The study and designation process used
for the Farmington River is an example of the former — that
is, the legislative or “congressional” rouce.

As of December, 1994, one hundred fifty tivers or river seg-
ments totalling 10,734 miles had been included in the na-
tional system. Of che designated segments, only three in ad-
dition to the Farmington are located in New England: the
Allagash in Maine; the Wildcat in New Hampshire; and che
Westfield in Massachuserts.

Each river designated into the nacional system receives perma-
nent protection from federally licensed or assisted dams,
diversions, channelizations and other water projects that would
have a direct and adverse effect on its free-flowing condition
and special resources.! The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
explicitly prohibirs any new dam or other project licensed by

! The term “federally assisted” includes projects requiring any type
of license, permic, grant, loan, or other assistance from the federal
government.

the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) on or
directly affecting a designated river segment, and requires that
all other proposed federally assisted water projects in the area
be evaluated for their potential impacts on the river’s special
features. Any project that would resulc in adverse effects to

the designated segment is precluded under the Act.

This same protection is provided on a temporary basis for riv-
ers that are under formal, legislatively authorized study for
potential addition to the national system. The interim pro-
tection remains in place from the date of study authorization
until Congress makes a decision on whether or not to desig-
nate the river into the national system, or until three years
after a final study report is transmitted to Congress by the
President, whichever comes first.

1.1.2 REQUIREMENTS FOR DESIGNATION

For a river to be designated into the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, it must be found both “eligible” and “suitable.”
To be eligible, the river must be free-flowing and possess at
least one “outstandingly remarkable™ resource value, such as
high qualicy scenic values, recreational opportunities, geologic
features, fisheries and wildlife, historic sites or cultural re-
sources. Rivers that are found eligible then are given a pro-
posed classification as either “wild,” “scenic,” or “recreational,”
depending on the amount of development and human pres-
ence along che river.

Determining whether a river is suitable for designation is more
complicated than the relatively straightforward resource as-
sessment required to evaluate eligibility. Essentially, suicabil-
ity is an evaluation of first, whether an eligible river would be
an appropriate addition to the national system, and second,
whether Wild and Scenic designation is an appropriate ele-
ment of long-term management for the river. In other words,
does Wild and Scenic designation make sense for the river in
question? For rivers flowing through predominantly private
lands and for which federal land acquisition and land man-
agement are not envisioned as part of the long-term manage-
ment scenario, there are several distinct issues thac must be
addressed in the suitability analysis. These include:

* Protection: Are there adequate mechanisms in place to
provide lasting protection for the river’s outstanding val-
ues without the need for federal land acquisition and man-
agement {if those existing mechanisms are complemented
by the instream protection provided by Wild and Scenic
River designation)? These protective mechanisms may in-

t Rather than repeat this legal phrase throughout the texy, we will
simply use the term “ousstanding.”



clude local, state, and federal laws and regulations; land
owned by individuals, governmental bodies or private or-
ganizations that is legally dedicated for conservation pur-
poses; and either natural limitations (e.g., adjacent wet-
lands or steep slopes) or man-made features (c.g., roads
and railroad corridors) that create physical barriers to
shoreland development.

* Support: Is there demonstrated support for river protec-
tion and for Wild and Scenic designation, as well as a com-
mitment to participate in long-term management, among
the major river interests (e.g., adjacent communities, state
government, elected officials, conservation organizations,
regional authorities, and river users)?

* Management: Is there an existing or proposed manage-
ment framework that will bring those key river interests
together to work toward the ongoing protection of the river?

+ Effects: What would the effects of designation be? Or,
more specifically: What uses of the associated land and
water base could be enhanced, foreclosed, or curtailed with
designation? What would the costs of designation be, par-
ticularly to the local, state, and federal governments? Would
designation provide clearly definable public benefits? Is
the protection afforded by designation needed, or are there
other ways to protect the river chac might be more appro-
priate? Would designation have any significant negative
effects?

The requirements and criteria for eligibility and suirability are
described in greater detail in Chapter 3: Eligibility and
Classification, and Chapter 8: Suitability.

1.1.3 UsinG THE AcT To ProTECT RIvERS ON PRIVATE LaNDS

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was initially envisioned pri-
marily as a tool to protect outstanding rivers on public lands
in the western United Staces. Prior to its enactment, however,
there was a recognition in Congress that the system should be
broad and flexible enough to include rivers flowing through
private lands, as do most streams in the East and certain other
parts of the country. Thus, when the Act was passed in 1968,
itincluded provisions designed to accommodate so-called “pri-
vate land rivers.”

Yet in the rwenty-six years since its establishment, the Wild
and Scenic Rivers System has had only limited success in
protecting private land rivers. Of the one hundred fifty rivers
designated into the national system, fewer than twenty are
bordered predominantly by private lands. Many other
outstanding private land rivers have been studied and found
eligible for federal protection, buc have not been designated.
Still others have not even reached the study stage. There area
number of factors that have contributed to this poor track
record, but the overriding one s the recurrent concern of
landowners and local residents that designation may result
in heavy-handed federal control or an actual takeover of the
river corridor.
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Despite that troubled history, encouraging progress has been
made in recent years in the Northeast. Beginning with the
study and designation of New Hampshire’s Wildcat River in
1988, a nontraditional grassroots approach to the study pro-
cess began to emerge that responded to the often-encountered
local concerns. This strategy continued to evolve in the stud-
ies of New Jersey’s Great Egg Harbor and Maurice Rivers, which
were designated in 1992 and 1993, respectively.

The Farmington River Study represents the next step in the
evolution of this new, nontraditional approach to the study
and designation process. As in the successful precedents men-
tioned above, the scrategy used on the Farmington was based
on the recognition that private land rivers involve different
challenges than public land rivers, and therefore require a fun-
damentally different approach. The specific features that dis-
tinguish the Farmington strategy are described in deail in
Section 1.3: Study Strategy and Process.

1.2 BackGrounp oN THE FArRMINGTON RIVER
Stubpy

1.2.I STUDY AUTHORIZATION

Local interest in a Wild and Scenic River Study of the
Farmington River began in the early 1980%, when the Hart-
ford Metropolican Districe Commission, or MDC, (the uuil-
ity that supplies water to about 400,000 people in the greater
Hartford area) proposed a diversion from existing reservoirs
on the river's West Branch to augment their supply. Local
residents and town officials in the river valley and the Farm-
ington River Watershed Association (FRWA) expressed con-
cern that the proposed withdrawal would impact the rivers
special resources, particularly its fisheries, canoeing, kayaking,
and scenic values. The diversion proposal was rejected in a
1981 referendum of the MDC’s member towns, but anxiety
about the project lingered in the Farmingron Valley. Ac the
same time, many residents of the area were becoming alarmed
by the increasing rate of development along the river’s banks
and the potential threat that continued shoreline development
could pose to the natural integrity of the river area.

In an attempt to address these concerns, the FRWA and towns
along the river requested assiscance from the National Park
Service (NPS) in 1982 to evaluate the significance of the river’s
resources and recommend strategies for conserving and man-
aging the river. The FRWA, the NPS, and the Connecticut
Deparement of Environmental Protection (DEP) subsequently
collaborated on a yzatlong reconnaissance study of the river.
That effort, summarized in the Farmington Riv i

Report (1984}, concluded that (1) the Farmingron River pos-
sessed a variety of significant resources, and (2) both local resi-
dents and government officials were concerned about conserv-
ing the quality of the river for the future. The report’s princi-
pal recommendation was to develop a management plan that
would “establish a regional cooperative parinership between
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retains a largely undeveloped, natural character

all levels of government and PITVALC Eroups and individuals o
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management of the Farmington River corridor.”

As a result of that study and growing interest in adding federal
protection to local and state efforts to prorect the river,
Connecticut Congresswoman Nancy Johnson introduced
legislation in 1984 o have the West Branch of the Farming-
ton studied for potential inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. The legislation was intended not only
to initiate an evaluation of whether the river would qualify for
national designation, but also to stimulare a cooperarive

p].] nlli]lg process among .1“ rIvVer interests (o conserve i}!tf I'l'\’L‘i".‘\

critical resources.

On Ocrober 30, 1986, the Farmingron Wild and Scenic River
Study Act (PL. 99-590) was signed into law, authorizing the
study of two segments of the upper Farmington River: an 11-
mile stretch of the West Branch in Massachusetts, extending
from Hayden Pond in Otis downstream to the confluence with
Thorp Brook in Sandisfield;® and a 14-mile stretch of the West
Branch and mainstem in Connecticut, extending from the base
of the Goodwin Dam in Hartdand downstream to the south-
ern extent of the New Hartford/Canton town line. (See Map
1-1.) The authorizing legislation is included in Appendix A.

In authorizing the study, Congress recognized that a wide range
of interests shared a stake in the future of the Farmington and
needed to be directly involved in the project. Asa result, Con-

gress created a special advisory committee, the Farmingron

River Study Committee, to represent those varied interests and

" Subsequent analysis revealed thar the Massachusetts segment 1s

actually closer to 14 miles long.

to work with the National Park Service
in conducting the study. The Study
Commirtee consisted of seventeen
n'll.'n‘].ht‘r.'i. 1[1L‘ll£dillg rL'PrC.'\(.'”(Jr.I\'('.\ L‘i []'K'
Cighl [owns i“(!rdL’”ng El"lt‘ two ."’1'.1(_{} ‘5‘_"_;:'

ments,”

the Farmington River Wartershed
Association, the Hartford Metropolitan
District Commission, the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, the State of Connecticur,

and the Secretary of the Interior.

Early on, the Study Committee decided
to channel the bulk of its work into three
subcommittees:

(1) The River Eligibility Subcommittee,
which assisted the National Park Service in
reviewing draft eligibility and classification
findings and in determining whether eac h
study segment was eligible for Wild and
Scenic River designation.

(2) The Water Resources Subcommittee
which focused on water quality and quanrity issues, and
the development of management recommendations
concerning those issues.

L

The River Conservation Planning and Public Involvement
Subcommittee, which concentrated on evaluating issues
'zl[]d f.l(_‘\’l"_'ll)P”'lg F(‘_'L'i)n'l['llfﬂd‘l[']ll.}ﬂs Ifl'_i[(fd [o ll]l_' !TT.Lfl\\‘i:C'
ment of river corridor lands and river recreation. Because
public involvement was recognized as being crucial to the
success of the study, this subcommittee also developed and
implemented strategies to involve the public in all phases

of the process.

The Srudy Committee also established working groups to ad
dress certain technical issues. These groups, which generally
consisted of staff members from several of the principal orga-
nizations involved in the project, provided analysis and rec-
ommendarions for the consideration of the appropriate sub-
committees and/or the full Committee.

The whole Study Committee mert regularly (on average tive
times per year) from its first meeting in November, 1988 until
May, 1992, with a final meeting in April, 1993. Subcommit-
tee meetings were held as needed, with most meetings taking
place during the first two years and the final year of the
Committee’s efforts,

* The Study Committee included representatives from the Massachu-
serts rowns of Becker, Otis, Sandisfield, and Tolland, and the Connecti-
cut towns of Colebrook, Hartland, Barkhamsted, and New Hartford
The Town of Canton, which abuts the lower end of the Connecticut
segment, was not officially included in the Study Commitree in the
.'nllht'lrl?.m[,: 1L:gis]u|inn_ However, on Canton's request, the Study Com-
mittee voted unanimously to add an unofficial representative of the town
to its membership. The Town was an active and important participant

throughout the study.



=6

MaApr 1-1: THE FArMinGgTON WILD AND SceENic River STUDY AREA

BECKET
Hayden
- Pand
....
s OTIS
ﬂ- T‘.
l..
: Oris
5 Reservoir

5 — SPRINGFIELD
W Massachusetts | 'Y
i) Study Segment

w =

it‘ TOLLAND

Colebrook Reservoir
MASSACHUSETTS

; Barkhamsted
HARTLAND Resecvoir

f.l?)___?'
\

>~
g
: 2 Tariffville
", Gorge /
Connecticut ! : e .
Study Segment : > . - Compensating
. . = Reservoir
..=' CANTON

NEW HARTFORD

Nepaug
Reservoir

HARTFORD @

Wild & Scenic River
Study SCngﬂ[S wenmsmmEn
N ® FARMINGTON
5 0 5 A
e T e e
Scale

Miles



The Study Committee and its working groups proved to be
the crucial element in the study process. The Committee
members, most of whom were volunteers, applied themselves
to the project with dedication, energy and creativity for nearly
six years. During that time, they were able to overcome
antagonisms resulting from earlier controversies and work
together — with each representing his or her own perspective
and interest — to pursue improved protection for the river
and mutually beneficial solutions to existing management
issues. Withour the Study Committee, the many accomplish-
ments achieved during the study would not have occurred.

-

The Farmingron River Study Commiittee — shown here at one of its many
public meetings — was the focal point of the study process.

The National Park Service was assigned by Congress to be the
federal agency responsible for coordinating the Farmington
River Study and preparing a final report. As a federal agency
with no specific ties to the Farmington River, the Park Service
was expected to perform two principal functions: first, to con-
duct an objective analysis of the river's eligibility and suitabil-
ity for Wild and Scenic River designation; and second, to act
as a catalyst in bringing rogether the major river interests ro
plan for the river’s future. In doing this, the NPS relied on the
Farmington River Study Committee for overall guidance and
leadership. Thus, the Park Service’s primary role was to pro-
vide technical assistance, staff support, and faciliration to the
Study Committee and the interests represented on ir.

1.3 STUDY STRATEGY AND PROCESS

Because of both the unique circumstances of the Farmington
River Valley and the troubled history of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System on private land rivers, the study process was
tailored to incorporate a number of special considerations. The
most significant of these are described below.

Strong Emphasis on Public Involvement: Because of the
broad range of individuals, organizations, and governmental
bodies that share a stake in future of the Farmington River,
an extensive public involvement program was developed
as the cornerstone to the study process. In addition to
being represented on the Farmington River Study Com-
mittee, the public was encouraged to participate in every
aspect of the study through a variety of techniques:

All meetings of the Farmington River Study Commit-
tee and its subcommittees were publicly advertised and
open to public participation. These meetings were held
at a variety of locations throughour the study area.

Meeting notices and minutes of all Study Commitree
meetings were mailed to more than 500 individuals
and groups.

Town representatives on the Study Committee met
frequently with elected and appointed officials from
their communities to keep them informed abour the
project and seek their input.

Several of the local representatives submitted written
updates on the project to community newsletters.

Study Committee members and project staff commu-
nicated frequenty with reporters from the local and
regional media in order to ensure accurate and ongo-
ing coverage of the study.

Two informational newsletters were published and dis-
tributed widely to interested parties.

A series of four issuc-identification workshops and a
water management workshop were held to solicit
direct public input early in the planning process.

A three-part question-and-answer handour and a land-
owner and resident questionnaire were mailed to all
11,000 residents of the nine towns in the study area.

A letter explaining the effects of Wild and Scenic River
designarion was sent to all voters in the three towns
that directly abut the Massachusetts Study Segment.

A major public forum, attended by more than 200
people, was held near the end of the study to present
the proposed river management plan and receive com-
ments from the public on it.

Many other mailings, meetings, presentations and
events were initiated to keep the public informed and
actively involved throughour the study.

No Consideration of Federal Land Acquisition or Land
Management: In her testimony supporting the original
study legislation for the Farmington River, Connecticut
Congresswoman Nancy Johnson stated that “the traditional
approach to river conservation, in which government
acquisition and management of land are primary tech-
niques, is not appropriate on the West Branch. Federal
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land acquisition is not envisioned as a part of the wild and
scenic program in this case. The river management plan
should rely on existing local land use controls, state au-
thorities, and voluntary private sector and landowner ac-
tions.” Former Connecticut Senator Lowell Weickes, Jr.,
who sponsored the study legislation in the U.S. Senate,
provided similar direction in his testimony.

The statements of Congresswoman Johnson and Senator
Weicker directly reflected both the predominance of pri-
vate land ownetship and the scrong traditions of home rule
and local control over land usc that exist in the Farming-
ton Valley cowns, as well as elsewhere in New England.
There is virtually no existing federal land abutting che
Farmington River Study Segments,® and local residents ex-
pressed strong opposition to any new federal land acquisi-
tion or control over the Farmington Valley that might re-
sult from the Wild and Scenic River Study and potential
designation.

In response to those local concerns and the strong guid-
ance from Congresswoman Johnson and Senator Weicker,
federal land acquisition and management were not con-
sidered as possible conservation techniques for the Farm-
ington. Instead, the study focused on using private, local
and state actions to ensure the compatible management of
river corridor lands.

The same local concerns have created considerable contro-
versy on a number of other norcheastern “private land
rivers” that have been considered for Wild and Scenic des-
ignation in the past twenty years. Several rivers (for in-
stance, the Housatonic and Shepaug in Connecticut, the
Penobscot in Maine, and Fish Creek in New York) were
found to be eligible for federal protection, buc none were
designated because of a lack of local political support stem-
ming from the fear of federal land condemanation and loss
of local control. On other private land rivers thar did re-
ceive designation from Congress — maost notably the
Upper Delaware in New Yotk and Pennsylvania — local
concerns about the potential for federal land acquisition
and top-down management after designation resulted in
protracted and contentious efforts to prepare a manage-
ment plan thar all parties ultimately could accepe.

The approach used in the Farmington River Study —
eliminating any consideration of federal land acquisition
and management from the process — evolved specifically
in response to that problematic history.

* Reliance on Local, Regional, State and Private Actions to
Protect the River Corridor: Instead of the traditional
dependence on federal land acquisition as a primary

*Testimony of Conggesswoman Nancy L. Johnson before the U.S. House
of Representatives’ Subcommittee on National Parks and
Recreation, October 4, 1985.

¢ The only exception is a small strip of Army Corps of Engineers land
above Colebrook Reservoir in Massachusets,

e

mechanism to protect the river corridor, the Farmington
River Study focused on encouraging those who have had
long-standing responsibility for management of the
corridor—namely, riverfront landowners, the local
communities, regional authorities, state agencies, and
private organizations—to take the actions needed to
ensure compatible management of lands along the river.

The strong protection from adverse water resource projects
available only through Wild and Scenic River designation
was used as incentive to motivate these interests to provide
comparably strong protection to the land resources under
their jurisdiction. This incentive-based approach contrasts
sharply with the chreat of potential federal land condem-
nation that traditionally has been used to motivare local
communities along designated private land rivers ro
provide compatible shorelands management.

The reliance on non-federal actions and local stewardship
to provide the necessary protection for the river corridor
was a central clement of the project’s “bottom-up”

philosophy.

Implementation of River Conservation Actions Duting
the Study: In the past Wild and Scenic River studies, litele
cffort has been made to pursue implementation of actions
to strengthen river protection during the study period.
Instead, implementation typically has been left until after
designation, when the federal managing agency usually has
the authority to acquire land as a way of ensuring protec-
tion if the local communities are unwilling or unable to do
so themselves. This has often resulted in a threatening,
adversarial relationship between the managing agency and
the local communities.

The Farmington River Study reversed that pattern by en-
couraging the riverfront communities, state agencies, ri-
parian landowners, and private groups to take actions to
strengthen protection for the river during che study
period. The specific actions ultimartely pursued were
selected after a thorough evaluation of the adequacy of
existing protection measures and a review of alternative
protection methods thar had been used successfully on other
ILYCIS,

This approach was designed to achieve three principal
abjectives:

(1) it would improve protection for the river, regardless of
the ultimate decision on Wild and Scenic River
designation;

(2) the additional protection would be an important
component in making the river suitable for Wild and
Scenic designation, thereby keeping the option to pur-
sue designation available to the riverfront communi-
ties and other study participants; and

{3} achieving the necessary protection during the study
would give the communicies a full understanding of



the commitments they would be
r:xpcucd to maintain before mak-

ing a decision on designation.

A L!vsuiptinm of the spcclﬂc conserva-
tion actions that were implemented over
the course of the study is provided in
(:hap[er 4: Resource Management and
Protection.

Spccial Water Resources Studies:
Because of the long-standing concerns
about possible future water supply with-
drawals from existing reservoirs on the
Farmington’s West Branch in Connecti-
cut, two special assessments of water

needs were initiated:

(1) Informarion was gathered and

Jn.{l}f'{.ﬁd regdrdi]'tg the furure
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water supply needs of the greater /7 order to address long-standing questions abour the effects of potential water withdrawals, the

Hartford area and the likelihood of
withdrawals from the West Branch

ever bting I'It‘t‘d["d 1o EI.ngI‘ﬂL‘HI L’X!SIIH?_’. sources of

.'.mpp'!y_ This evaluation, which was rcqucsttd by
Congress in the House of I{L‘Pft&cll[;lli\"lﬁhl Commit-
tee Report thar ut_'uum[,mmcd the study lcgisl;uiun.
focused on the Hartford Metropolitan District
Commission’s long-range water supply planning
documents.

(2) A comprehensive “instream flow study” was conducted
to provide information on two fundamental questions:

First, what river flows are needed to maintain the
Farmington's fisheries, recreation, and scenic
resources?; and

Second, is there sufficient water in the West
Branch under different rainfall conditions to
allow for withdrawals without adversely affecting
those resources?

The study participants recognized that answers to those
two questions were critical both for long-term
management of the river and, more immediately, to
determine whether any future withdrawal could
theoretically be compatible with Wild and Scenic River
designation.

These elements of the study are described in greater detail
in Chapter 5: Water Resources Studies,

Long-term Management Based on a Cooperative Part-
ﬂe’rship: JAIS on most PT!V&[C‘ ]ﬂll‘_{ ]'i\'t.‘l'fi. Juthllfj[_\' over th’
various aspects of river management on the Farmington
River is shared among many different entities, with no
single entity playing a truly dominant role. This being the
case, the Study Committee recognized that effective long-
term management of the river could only be achieved
through a cooperative partnership involving all of the

Study Committee initiated a detailed analysis of the river flows needed to maintain the Farmingtons
fisheries, recreation, and scenic resosirces.

major parties with a stake in its future - local and state
government, riverfront landowners, the FRWA, the MDC,
recreationists, and other river interests.

The Study Committee also acknowledged that if the river
ultimately was to be designared as a Wild and Scenic River,
[}lf {Cdﬁr.ll gl)VCTI]”lCH[ \VD'Llid h.l\f(f in’:p{.}rtdﬂl TR‘.‘SPU!'ISI'
bilities as a member of that partnership (for instance, in
implementing the protections against adverse warer re-
sources projects provided by the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, and prm-iding technical and financial assistance).
However, it was agreed that the federal role could not, and
should not, be the dominant one of primary manager that
had typified most designations over the 25-year history of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Preparation of a River Management Plan During the
Study: The central focus of the Farmington River Study
was to develop a river management plan thar would iden-
tify a long-term strategy for protecting the river’s critical
resources and clearly define the roles, responsibilities, and
authorities of the various river interests. Traditionally, a
river management plan is prepared after Wild and Scenic
River designation is granted. For the Farmington, how-
ever, study participants concluded thar it would be impos-
sible to make a final decision on designation without know-
ing beforehand how the river would be managed follow-
ing designation. Furthermore, the participants agreed that
2 management plan was needed regardless of whether the

river was ever dcsignatcd_

The Farmington River Study represents the first time in
the history of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
that a comprehensive management plan has been prepared
prior to designation of the river in question. A summary
of the Farmingron’s final plan, which is entitled The
Upper Farmingron River Management Plan, is provided




in Chapter 7. The full Management Plan is published
separately as a companion to this report.

* Local Control in the Final Study Outcome: For a river
such as the Farmington that is surrounded predominantdy
by private lands and where protection and compatible
management of those private river corridor lands are to be
achieved through the actions of landowners and local gov-
ernment rather than through federal acquisition and man-
agement, strong local support for Wild and Scenic River
designation is essential. As a result, each of the towns in
the study area was asked to make a formal decision through
a rown meeting vote to determine whether the commu-
nity supported Wild and Scenic designation. The National
Park Service and the Farmington River Study Commirtee
reiterated throughout the study that they would recom-
mend designation for each of the study segments only if
there was a clear indication of local support through those
town meeting votes.

The results of town meering votes that were held in each
of the study area communities are presented in Chapter 6:
Support for River Protection and Designation. The
outcomes are reflected directly in the suitability findings
for cach of the study segments (see Chapter 8: Suitabil-
ity), and in the Farmingron River Study Committee’s
final recommendartions on design.mon (see Chaptcr 9:
Conclusion).

Over the course of the project, the Study Commirctee and the
Narional Park Service accomplished the following tasks:

.

Identified key issues and threats facing the river;

Established goals for the study process and the river
management plan;

Assessed river resources to determine cligibility for Wild
and Scenic River designation;

Evaluated existing protection for the river;

Reviewed alternative methods for protecting the river
through private, local and state actions;

Assessed water supply needs of the greater Hartford area;
Assessed resident and landowner atritudes abour the river
and possible methods to protect it;

Requested each rown in the study area to provide evidence
of lacal attitudes regarding Wild and Scenic River
designation through formal rtown meeting votes;

Encouraged the riverfront towns, along with landowners,
private organizations and the states, to im pk'm{:m specillc
actions to provide stronger protection for the river;

Assisted in the initation of a private-land protection

program dr‘:sig_ncd to facilitare the voluntary donation of

COI]SL‘F\'JUDI’I casements .!.I[)I'It.[ [IIE river;

Conducted an instream flow study to determine the flows
necessary to sustain the river’s fisheries, recreation, and sce-
nic values, and to evaluate whether sufficient warter exists
to maintain those values while allowing for specified levels
of withdrawal for water supply;

Developed a comprehensive river management plan to pro-
vide for the long-term protection and balanced manage-
ment of the Connecricut Study Segment; and

Prepared this study report, which summarizes the results
of all of these tasks and presents findings on the
Farmington’s eligibility and suitability for Wild and
Scenic River designation.

Each of the steps listed above included appropriate public
outreach activities to encourage the broadest possible partici-
pation by interested individuals and organizations.

ISSUES AND L:0OALS

The first major tasks of the Study Committee were to identify
the key issues associated with the Farmington River, and then
to develop goals for the study process and the conservation
and management of the river that would address those issues.
These issues and goals provided the conrext for conducting all
subsequent study components.

In the spring of 1989, the Study Commirtee and the National
Park Service sponsored four workshops throughout the study
area to identify key issues related to the river and the study.
Nearly 200 people attended the workshops and identified over
145 issues. The issues identified most frequently are summa-
rized below.

Committee members solicit public input at one of four workshops held ro
identify key issues affecting the river.
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River Corridor Management: The predominant issue from
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the need to maintain local autonomy in managing land

use and growth. Several people noted the critical role of

adjacent landowners in prorecting the r and suggested

using incentives to encourage landowners to protect open

space through private conservation measuires

Participants also questioned whether existing regulations

and enforcement were providing adequare protection to

the river. They felt that inconsistent regulations between

ack of cooperation atall levels of

neighboring towns and a
government were .’i'l;m}._mlf\'||lg_'_ this :,Jl'tli“]l\'ﬂi. They also Sug
E;(,"".cx_f that lm_:.l| communicies !I"i]\}'_:}]f not have the infor

mation, i'!].‘.!".mHEL experience, and lur].i::;:_; necessary to cope

with the development pressures that were evolving alone

A

Water Quality and Quantity: Artendees identified a wide

range of concerns about warer quality, inc luding sand and

salt runoft from Route 8 in Massachusetts, non-point source

pollution trom adjacent developments and aericultural
t J I g

lands, pollution of groundwarter along the river, and

or additional management of increasing recreational use on the river,

sewage impacts on the mainstem and tributaries
Concern also was expressed abour the possibility of a
hazardous waste _\]HH on Route 8 in Massachusetts
Questions were raised about existing and future warer
quality monitoring, and whether designation would limit
future licensing of sewage treatment plants, thereby restrict-

l Ilg d{_‘ \'t‘]()P ment.

Possible diversions from the river and che need to main
rain adequate tlows for fisheries, recreation, scenic quali
ties, and adjacent aquifer recharge were a predominant con
cern r.‘.r(‘rug}mm the four wnrkshnps_ Several pc‘u;ﬂc felt
that guaranteed flows should be provided for downstream
users in both states. In addition, many Massachusetts resi
dents did not wanrt tuture dams and hydroelectric devel-
opment thar would affecr flows in the West Branch or its
tributaries.

Recreation: Participants described problems associated
\-\-'”h current f’("L‘kal[]("ﬂd] use of rht' ri\-‘t‘r. inLiUkilng (T;}.”‘lt ’
parking, litter, trespassing, vandalism, noise, overcrowd-
ing, and conflicts between recreationists (e.g., berween
E“ JALErs .U]Ll i"l.\licrn'lt_'ll. ﬂ!‘}]‘fr“]fn J.J"Jd [Ui’!cr‘\, etc.). ,'\ E_'\{.'ﬂ'
eral need was expressed for both proper recreational access
points and better management of the rising numbers of
people using the river. Many feared thart increased recre
.{Ilﬂl’!(l' use -_'("Lllti ”Irt’['\‘)”'._\' [']]C Exiﬂti]lg pr(]i’]it’[ﬁs. rllr[ht'.r
degrade the river and its related resources, and burden town
and state support services. Some questioned whether

designation would generate increased river recreation.
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* Land Use: Many workshop attendees expressed concern
about incremencal development and unsighdly land use
practices degrading the natural character of the river. Park-
ing along Route 8 in Massachusetts and sand and gravel
operations in both states were identified as specific prob-
lems. Several people favored increased restrictions on tim-
ber harvesting, but others felt a need for fewer regulations.
Some were curious about the effect the study and poten-
tial designation would have on lands adjacent to tributar-
ies, and whether designation would limit the towns’
ability to grow.

* Resource Protection: Fish and wildlife were highlighted
as critical resources needing protection, and many ques-
tioned the impact future development along the mainstem
and tribucaries would have on these resources. A particu-
larly strong desire was expressed to protect the rivers out-
standing trout and salmon values. Many supported “carch
and release” areas as an effective fisheries management cool.
Several people identified a need for further protection of
wetlands, while others emphasized the preservation of his-
toric structures and the scenic character of the river corri-
dor. There was also recognition that protecting the river's
natural resources is essential for the economic health of
the Farmington Valley.

¢+ Public Awareness and Education about the Study: Much
of the discussion at the workshops centered on general ques-
dons about the study, including: the process; the restric-
tions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act; relationships
among the Study Commirtee, the towns, the states, and
the federal government; the boundaries of the study area
and management boundaries associated with designation;
and the cypes of local actions necessary to protect the river
and make it suitable for designation. There was general
agreement that the Study Committee and the National Park
Service needed to increase awareness and education about
the study chrough outreach to landowners, local groups
and schools, and through increased publicity of Commit-
tee meetings and activities. Parcicipants stressed that the
issucs identified by the public at the workshops needed to
be followed up on in the ensning phases of the study.

1.4.2 GOaLs

Based on the issues identified at the public workshops, the
Farmington River Study Committee adopted the following
set of goals for the study process and for the conservation and
management of the two study segments:

Overall Priorities:

> Increase public awareness of the study process, and encour-
age broad participation in the development of the
Farmington River Management Plan.

> Determine the quantity and quality of water nceded in the
Farmington River to preserve its recreation, fisheries and
scenic qualicies.

o

Fa'{m_i?:g_ran R:’u‘?f'*é'rudy

Study Goals:
Develop a River Management Plan that will do the following:

(1) Conserve and enhance important land-based narural and
cultural resources, including wildlife habitac, forests, di-
verse landscapes, and the scenic and historic character of
the Farmington Valley;

(2) Encourage effective management of river-related growth
that will protect the river’s special qualiries, and that will
emphasize existing local control and the righes of private
property owners;

(3) Manage river recreation to minimize resource degradation
and impaces on private and public landowners, while pro-
viding for appropriate recreational use and public access;

(4) Balance the legitimate demands on the river for water sup-
ply, waste assimilacion, energy production, and commer-
cial and industrial uscs, while maincaining seream flow and
water quality necessacy to sustain fisheries, recreation and
scenic qualities at levels sufficient for potential Wild and
Scenic designation.

These goals provided the philosophical foundation for the
Study Commictec’s efforts throughout the remainder of the
project. ¢
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CHAPTER 2: DESCRIPTION OF THE StTupy AREA
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This chapter provides an overview of the character and resources of the Farmington River study segments and the surrounding
area. The purpose of the chapter is to familiarize the reader with the existing condition of the river and its adjacent lands through
descriptions of first, the general regional setting (including geography, history, demographics, land ownership, and land use), and

second, the river’s natural, cultural and recreational resources. Additional information on these subjects can be found in two

companion documents to this report — the Draft Eligibility and Classification Report (August,

of Existing Protection (fune, 1990)

2.1 REGIONAL SETTING

The Farmington River is located in the roll-
ing, forested hills of southwestern New
England, on the periphery of the major
metropolitan region stretching from Bos-
ton, Massachusetts to Washington, D.C.
The study segments are within an hour’s
drive of Hartford, Connecticut and Spring-
field, Massachusetts, and within two hours
of Boston, Albany and New York City. (See
Map 1-1.)

urban areas, the river flows through a re-

Despite this proximity ro

markably undeveloped and forested valley,
interspersed with small New England
communities,

The river originates in the Berkshire Hills
in southwestern Massachusetts and flows
south into northwestern Connecticur. Meeting an ancient
traprock ridge in the town of Farmington, the river abruptly
turns north and runs along the base of Talcott Mountain until
it finds an outlet throug]i Tariftville Gorge, where it turns to
the east and flows into the Connecticut River in the Town of
Windsor. The river is 81 miles long overall and drains an area
of some 600 square miles. The Wild and Scenic River Study
Segments include a total of approximately 28 river miles in
the upper part of the basin, not including the area impounded
in the Colebrook and Goodwin Reservoirs. (See Map 1-1
and Subsection 2.2.3: Hydrology for further description.)

Springing from high country wetlands and ponds, the river
flows past small Massachusetts villages, vestiges of larger towns
that were originally located here to take advantage of the river’s
energy for powering mills. These towns are scattered in the
few level and cleared areas within the otherwise heavily wooded,
narrow and steep-sided river valley. This pattern continues
into Connecticut, although each village downstream becomes
successively larger, and development near the river increases.
FI‘DH‘I NEW Har[fﬂrd dGW'nStrtLlﬂl. [’}1(‘ I;ll'gr:r towns SLI[‘PUFT
some commercial and industrial uses near the river, but the
valley retains a primarily rural character, with farms,
W'Dod]:lnds i’.nd Scatrcrf_'d devt]opmcnr 5CENn In Thf hr(]-ldt.'ning

floodplain.

1989), and the Draft Evaluation

The study segments flow through a number of small communities typical of rural New England,
including the town of New Hartford, Connecticus, shawn bere

The Farmington River is the focal point for the long history
of human settlement within the river corridor. While current
residents of the riverfront towns may be less immediately
dependent upon the river for water, power, food, or other
resources than their predecessors, the communities retain the
influence of their historic ties to the river.

Indications of the Valley’s early native inhabitants are much
less visible than those of later European settlers, but extensive
archaeological remains have been documented along the
Connecticut Study Segment in Peoples State Forest. Evidence
indicates that the river valley harbored several permanent settle-
ments as well as a major east-west travel roure. Native tribes
relinquished most of their property rights to the valley in a
1640 treaty that was bitterly contested. Small residual Native
American populations remained in New Hartford and Riverton
into the early nineteenth century, with a few believed to have
resided in the valley as late as 1890.

Europeans first settled in the area in the early 1700's. These
colonists initially used the valley primarily for agriculture, but
they eventually harnessed the river for powering saw and grist
mills, tanneries and other industries designed to process pri-
mary natural resources. The river’s long history of impound-
ment for a variety of purposes began as early as 1750 with a
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dam at Satan’s Kingdom in the Town of New Hartford. The
population of the river valley increased rapidly during the
industrial revolution from 1820 to 1850, as iron foundries,
paper mills, rextile factories and other industries were intro-
duced to the area. The resulrant industrial pollution and de-
forestation of adjacent lands rapidly degraded the environmen-
tal quality of the river and surrounding corridor. By 1860,
the river as far north as New Boston in Massachusetts was
unsuitable for swimming, and formerly abundanc salmon and
trout were virtually absent.

In an abrupt reversal, the river valley experienced a general
economic decline during the latter half of the 19th century as
the small-scale agricultural and hydropowered operations
became unable to compete with fatms and industries in other
regions of the country. As most of the local factories and mills
closed, the local population declined sharply.

During the last century, the environmental qualicy of the river
and the surrounding lands has undergone a remarkable recov-
ery, to the point whete the river is once again suitable for swim-
ming and fishing. This dramatic improvement is the result of
several factors, including the following: reduced industrial
pressures; the implementation of strong environmental pro-
tection and restoration laws such as state and federal clean
water statutes; and citizen activism, spearheaded since the

1950's by the Farmington River Watershed Association.

2.5.3 DEMOGRAPHICS

Today, the upper Farmington Valley is characterized by small
communities nestled in an otherwise rural, heavily forested
region. All three of the towns adjacent to the Massachusetts
Study Segment have populations of less than 1,000 year-round
residents; seasonal inhabitants more than double the popula-
tion of these towns. There are two primary factions among
the year-round population in the Massachusetts towns: long-
time residents, many of whom have family ties in the area
dating back for generations; and relative newcomers, includ-
ing many who have migrated from urbanized areas to take
advantage of the natural setting and small-town environment
of the Farmington Valley. Also, a significant percentage of the
landowners in the Massachusetts towns are absentee owners,
many having permanent residences in the New York City,
Hartford, and Boston metropolitan areas and traveling to the
Farmington Valley for weekends and vacations.

While sharing a small-town, rural feel with the Massachuserts
communities, the demographic character of the Connecticut
study area towns is influenced by their closer proximity to che
Hartford urban area. The four towns through which the Con-
necticut Study Segment flows are within reasonable commus-
ing distance of Hartford, which is located only twenty miles
from the lower end of the segment. In combination with the
area’s rural character and high quality-of-life, chis proximity
has made the towns popular “bedroom communities” for
people who work in and around Hartford. This is particularly
true of the downscream-mose towns, New Hartford and

Canton, where many residents commute to jobs in the
Hartford area. The populations of the four towns reflect chis
influence, increasing steadily as one moves downstream and
gets closer to Hartford. Hartand, at the upstream end of the
segment, has a population of only 1,700, while Canton, which
abuts the lower mile of the segment, has a population of 8,250.
The two towns in between, Barkhamsted and New Hartford,
have populations of 3,200 and 5,300, respectively.”

The communicies along the Connecticut segment support a
broader local economic base — including a variety of service-
based businesses and small industries — than the towns
upstream in Massachusetts. Also, the populations of the
Connecticut towns are generally more stable on a year-round
basis than those of the Massachusetts communities, with a
much smaller percentage of second home owners. '

2.1.4 Lanp OwnNERSHIP

One of the defining features of the upper Farmingron Valley
is the fact thar most of the land is privately owned and has
been that way for gencrations. A number of large parcels of
public land {mostly in state forests) do exist in the study arca
in both Massachusetts and Connecticue, but more chan half
of the frontage along each of the study segments is in private
ownership.®

Figure 2-1 provides an overview of land ownership patterns in
the three towns that directly abuc the Massachusetts Scudy
Segment. Of the 150 individual lots immediately adjacent to
the segment, the vast majority — 135 parcels — are in privare
ownership.” These private lands account for approximarely
73 percent of the overall frontage along the Massachusetts seg-
ment. Most of che private lots abutting this stretch of the
river are small residential parcels with less than 5 acres and
300 feet of river frontage. These smaller lots are clustered

? The population figutes for the study area towns were gathered from
existing records in 1989-90.

¢ For both the Massachusetts and Connecticut Study Segments, there
are literally hundreds of individual properties locaced within the arbi-
trary 1/4-mile wide study cotridor on each side of the river that is re-
quited by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. As a result, land ownership
statistics were not gathered for the entire width of the study corridor.
Instead, the analysis concentrated on identifying ownership patterns for
the land that is of grearest importance to the river irself — those parcels
tha direcdy aburt che two segments. Most of the information presented
was collected in 1989-90. The statistics also reflect recent acquisitions
made by the Massachusents Department of Environmental Management
{of the so-called Kelly, Earth Campground, and Hryckvich parcels), and
the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection {of the so-
called Shaw-Gates and Ehrlich-Curtis properties). (Note that the arbi-
trary 1/4-mile wide cotridor referenced above is for study purposes only,
and has no bearing on long-term management considerations with or
without wild and scenic river designarion.)

® This total includes any parce] that abuts a road if that road is locared
direcely adjacent to the river (i.c., if there are no other properties be-
oween the road and che river).
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FIGURE 2-1
Land Ownership Along the Massachusetts Study Segment

Total Private Total Public
Totalt Number | Total Number of | River Frontage | Total Number of River Frontage

Town * of Parcels ® Private Parcels {miles) Public Parcels {miles)
Otis 102 97 12.75 5 1.85
Sandisfield 41 35 5.3 8 3.29
Tolland 7 3 2.31 4 2.41
TOTAL 150 1395 20.37 15 7.55

{73%]) (27%)

* Land ownership statistics are not presented for the Town of Becket because although the Town was
represented on the Farmington River Study Committee and was active in the project, it does not encompass
any river frontage directly on the Massachusetts Study Segment.

® Statistics presented include parcels that directly abut the Study Segment and those that abut roads along
the river in cases where there are no other recognized parcels between the river and the road.

primarily in the village centers of Otis, New Boston and
Roosterville. In berween these more densely sectled areas, there
are a number of larger private lots with more than 50 acres
and 1,000 feer of river frontage.'

A rotal of 15 parcels along the Massachusetts segment are held
in public ownership, and account for the remaining 27 per-
cent of the total frontage. The largest of these public lands are
in the Otis, Sandisfield and Tolland State Forests, managed by
the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management
(DEM). The Hardford Metropolitan District Commission and
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers also own and manage size-
able tracts along the lower end of the Massachusetts segment
in conjunction with the West Branch Reservoirs, located a short
distance downstream. (See Subsection 2.2.3: Hydrology for
further information about the West Branch Reservoirs.) The
fina) pieces of public land along the segment are small parcels
owned by the Towns of Otis and Sandisfield and the Massa-
chusetts Department of Public Works.

Figure 2-2 and Map 2-1 provide furcher information on the
public lands along the Massachusetts segment.

As shown in Figure 2-3, the ownership pacterns along
the Connecticut Study Segment are similar to those of the

Massachusetts segmnent in that the majority of frontage on the
river is privately owned buc substantial tracts of adjacent pub-
lic land also are present. There are 221 separate parcels along
the segment, including 200 in private ownership chat account
for about 51.5 percenc of the frontage. As in Massachusetts,
the majority of private lots abutting the river in Connecticut
are small residential parcels with less than 5 acres and 300 feet
of river frontage. These smaller lots are primarily clustered in
the community centers of Riverton, Pleasant Valley and New
Hardford. Much of the area in between these communities is
occupied by larger lots, a number of which contain more chan
50 acres and 1,000 fect of river frontage."

An importanc difference berween the two segments is that there
is neatly twice as much frontage in public ownership along
the Connecticut segment (approximately 48.5 percent) as there
is along the Massachusetts segment (27 percent). Most of the
public land next to the Connecricut Study Segment is located
in three statc-owned parcels: the American Legion, Peoples,
and Nepaug State Forests. These large tracts of state land,
which are managed by the Connecticut Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection, account for more than 27 percent of
the entire frontage on the study segment. In addition, the
Hartford Metropolitan Districe Commission owns several

19 To give a more precise sense of the land holdings along the Massachu-
sewts segment, 91 of the private lots abutting the river have less dhan 5
acres of land, and 58 lots have less than 300 feex of river frontage. On
the other side of the spectrum, 19 privace lots have more chan 50 acres
of land, and 31 lots have more than 1,000 feet of river frontage.

I' 162 private lots abutting the Connecticut Study Segment have less
than 5 acres of land, and 131 lots have less than 300 feet of river front-
age. On the other side of the spectrum, 6 private lots abutting the
segment have more than 50 acres of land, and 19 lots have more than
1,000 feet of river frontage.
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FIGURE 2-2
Massachusetts Study Segment: Adjacent Public Lands

parcels were not available.

Managing Institution Acreage River Frontage {feet} River Frontage
Massachusetts Dept. of
Environmental Management 2,661 22,675 15.4
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 138 11,500 7.8
Hartford Metropolitan District
Commission 2N 4,550 3.1
Massachusetts Dept. of
Public Works * 3 274 0.2 u
§ Town of Otis 2 820 0.6
Town of Sandisfield 0.2 80 0.1
Town of Tolland 0 0 0
TOTAL 3,075.2 39,899 27.2% |
—— e e e e i — -

® The land ownership figures for the Massachusetts Department of Public Works do not include
several very narrow parcels owned by the agency that are located between Route 8 and the
center of the Farmington River in Otis and Sandisfield. Acreage and frontage statistics for these

sizeable parcels, including an important 366-acre floodplain
area (the so-called ‘Greenwoods’ parcel) in the middle of the
study segment, and chree lots totalling 471 acres near the be-
ginning of the segment in Hardand. Together, the MDC’s
parcels account for more than 20 percent of the segment’s en-
tire frontage. The remaining public lands are small parcels
owned by the Towns of New Hartford and Canton.

Figuare 2-4 and Map 2-2 provide further information on the
public lands along the Connecricut segment.

Additional details on the land ownership patterns along the
two study segments, including town-by-town statistics, can

be found in the Drafc Evaluation of Existing Protection (June,
1990}.

2.5 Lano Use

The Massachusetts study area is characterized by extensive for-
ests mixed with sparse development and overgrown farmlands.
The development that does exist is concentrated in the his-
toric river communities of Otis and New Boston/Roosterville
(part of the Town of Sandisfield). The land between these

communities consists largely of woodlands where limited

timber harvest occurs. Only a few parcels adjacent to the river
have been cleared, primarily for scattered single family resi-
dences, a few small farms and a lumber yard.

The northernmost half-mile of the Massachusetts segment is
primarily wetlands and broad floodplain. The floodplain nar-
rows downstream through most of Otis, bur che valley remains
fairly moderate with slopes and ridges set back from the im-
mediate river corridor. In the lower half of the study segment,
the river drops more rapidly and stecp slopes generally de-
scend directly to the river’s banks. The east side of the river
along most of the study segment is heavily forested with little
road access. The west side of the river is more developed in
the town centers, and Massachusetts Route 8 parallels the river
on that side for most of the length of the segment. In New
Boston, Route 8 crosses the river and runs parallel to it on the
cast side for one mile south to Roosterville. In this section,
the castern shoreline has relatively more development, prima-
rily in the form of residential homes and small businesses, while
the west side is largely undeveloped and forested. Below
Roosterville, the valley floor broadens somewhat, and Route 8
crosses back over the river and then climbs up and away from
the western shoreline. For the last half-mile of the Massachu-
setts segment, a little-used paved road (following che former
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path of Route 8) parallels the west bank, buc there is no other
development nearby. Steep, heavily wooded hillsides and
ridgelines ser back from the river's immediate shoreline pro-
vide an impressive backdrop for this lower section of the
Segment.

The public lands that abut the river for a total of roughly seven
and one-half miles in Massachusetts contribuce significantly
to the undeveloped character of much of the river corridor.
Forestry on the state forests in the area has rebounded in re-
cent years as secondary forests have reached harvestable age,
but this activity has a negligible impact on the river. These
lands also support a variety of recreational activities. The MDC
and Army Corps lands along the downstream end of the seg-
ment are fargely kept in a natural condition. Many of these
public lands provide important public access for river-related
recreation.

In the upstream portion of the Connecticut Study Segment,
the land use pattern and intensity is similar to the Massachu-
setts Study Segment. Farther downstream, however, the broad-
ened river valley accommodates a greater variety of land uses
and, as mentioned carlier, a higher population and the edges
of suburban growth extending from the greater Hartford area.

The lands along the upper two-thirds of the Connecticur seg-
ment are predominantly forested, with steep slopes often ris-
ing as much as 500 feet from the valley to mountain ridges
and ledges. Two communities are located directly on chis
upper part of the study segment: the historic town center of

Farmington River Study

L

Riverton, and, further downstream, the small village of Pleas-
ant Valley. These communities, both located within the Town
of Barkhamsted, are primarily residential with some small busi-
nesses. Riverton is home to many histotic structures, includ-
ing the original Hitchcock Chair Factory, the Old Riverton
Inn, and the Union Church. Riverton also hosts the annual
Riverton Fair each October. This event, which has been 2
regional institution since the turn of the century, is held on
fairgrounds located just upstream from the confluence of the
West Branch and the Still River.

Two state forests (American Legion and Peoples State Forests)
and several large parcels of land owned by the Metropolitan
Districe Commission abuc this stretch of the river and con-
tribute significantly to the area’s undeveloped character. The
state forests are managed for multiple uses, including recre-
ation, wildlife habitat, and harvest of firewood, mouncain lau-
rel, and saw timber. Forestry operations have not had a
noticeable effect on the river. MDC lands along che river also
are managed for multiple uses, with mote intensive uses such
as timber harvest and sand and gravel removal generally iso-
lated from the immediate river corridor. The MDC’s
shorelands areas — particularly the “Greenwoods” parcel in
Barkhamsted and New Hartford — are managed largely for
resource consetvation and provide important public access to
the river. The MDC has developed a handicapped fishing
access site at the Church Pool in Pleasant Valley through a
cooperative effort wich the DEP and the Farmington River
Anglers Association.

FIGURE 2-3
Land Ownership Along the Connecticut Study Segment

————
Total Private Total Public
Total Number | Total Number of | River Frontage | Total Number of | River Frontage
Town * of Parcels ® Private Parcels {miles) Public Parcels (miles)
Hartland 14 9 1.0 5 2.3
Baridiamsted a5 3] 4.6 4 7.4
New Hartford 94 84 6.9 10 KN
Canton 18 16 1.13 2 0.03
TOTAL 221 200 13.63 21 12.83
{51.5%) {48.5%}
=3 =

* Land ownership statistics are not presented for the Town of Colebrock because although the Town was
represented on the Farmington River Study Committee and was active in the project, it does not encompass
any river frontage directly on the Connecticut Study Segment.

b Statistics presented include parcels that directly abut the Study Segment and those that abut roads along
the river in cases where there are no other recognized parcels between the river and the road.
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FIGURE 24
Connecticut Study Segment: Adjacent Public Lands

available.

— —
Percent of Total
Managing Institution Acreage River Frontage {feet) River Frontage
Connecticut Dept. of
| Environmental Protection * 4,760 38,467 27.5
P Hartford Metropolitan District
Commission 927 28,600 20.4
Town of Hartland 0 0 0
Town of Barkhamsted 0 0 0
Town of New Harttord 5 885 C.6
Town of Canton 2 0 0
TOTAL 5,694 67,952 48.5% I
S — . .

* The statistics for river frontage managed by the Connecticut DEP do not include 10-foot wide
permanent easements for public fishing access that the agency holds on several parcels in
Hartland, Barkhamsted, and New Hartford. These easements were purchased in the 1950’s and
‘60’s by the Connecticut Department of Fish and Game, which subsequently became part of the
DEP. Statistics on the precise amount of frontage covered by these easements are not

While the lower third of the study area in Connecticut is
somewhat more developed, the river is generally bordered by
vegetated shorelines thar maintain a natural appeatance and
function. The cown center of New Hartford is the largest
settlement along either of the study segments. Most of the
development in the town — including residential areas and a
strip commercial zone with several small businesses and light
industries — is concentrated on the west side of the river in 2
two-mile long section. However, cven in this area most of the
development is set back from che immediate shoreline and
does not have a significant effect on the river corridor’s
natural character. The case bank of the river in New Hartford
remains largely forested and undeveloped.

An important public access site — the state-owned “Satan’s
Kingdom Recreation Area” — is located on the west bank near
the southern end of New Hartford, a short distance above the
gorge bearing its name. The study segment continues down-
stream for an additional two miles. Wich Nepaug State Forest
bordering its west side for much of this lower stretch, the river
cortidor retains a largely natural character, although a few
houses can be seen set back from the east bank in the last
quarter mile of the segment.

For most of its length, the Connecticut Study Segment is
paralleled on one or both sides by low-speed public roads that
alternarely follow along the shoreline or pull out of sight of
the river into dense forests or small hamlets. Connecticut Route
44 also parallels the west side of the river at varying distances
through most of New Hartford, then ctrosses the river on a
high bridge just upstream from the gorge at Satan’s Kingdom.
After the bridge, this two lane highway retreats from the river
for approximately one mile before coming back in next to the
cast bank at the downstream end of the segment. In addition
to the state forests and other public sites on the river, the
adjacent roads provide good access to the river for fishermen
and other recreationists,
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The study area is characterized by rolling, heavily forested hills, such as those seen here along the lower part of the Massachuseres Study Segment

2.2 NaTUuraL AND Curtural RESOURCES

o+

The West Branch and upper mainstem of the Farmington River
are locared in the New England uplands, an area characterized
by low, steep sided hills broken by narrow winding river
valleys with extensive outcroppings of erosion-resistant rock.

Elevations range from 1,000 to 2,000 feet above sea level.

['he Farmingron River basin consists ot bedrock materials and
overlying glacial deposits of stratified drift and rill. Within
the study area, the bedrock is made up of metamorphic rock,
including gneiss, schist phyllite and other minor amounts of
crystalline rocks. This bedrock is relatively hard and imper-
meable to water, resulting in a sharply carved river valley
dissecting the poorly drained, more level upland topography.

Glaciers played a large role in shaping this area by Hattening
the peaks, widening the valleys, and leaving behind signifi-

cant deposits of g acial debris, which obstructed the river’s
north-to-south flow and forced it to turn north along Talcortt
Mountain. Extensive deposits of stratified drift and till (which
include gravel, sand, silt and clay) were left during the last
retreat ufgl.v.ier}: from southern New England. Stratified drift
deposits averaging 100 feet in depth cover 22 percent of the

Farmington Basin, and provide p]’(?(iljftil’t‘ grou ndwarer aqui-

fers. Unsorted tills cover 75 percent of the basin. These

deposits form an essentially impermeable mantle over the bed-
rock and, therefore, do not support sigliiﬂL,;!‘;I .u.lmi'n'ra Also,
extensive sand and gravel deposits are found in many loca-

tions along the river.

The dominant vegetation along the upper Farmington River
is a mixed hardwood-hemlock-white pine forest. As the river
flows from north to south, characteristic northern hardwood

Specics lPl‘t‘d(!ﬂll[].Llllil".' sugar Il'L'lp:L". American t'lf.il_'\.}'i .H}l.‘{

yellow birch) are gradually replaced by central hardwoods (oa
hi;kflrles, buﬁ'\'\,\'m)d ;lI‘ld dx]!_l. ;llr!‘-.mlg'h Site _\pcui\u vegeta
tion is heavily influenced by land use history, soil characteris-
tics and E_upugr.iph_\. Within the river valley, marshes, bogs
and agricultural development are also significant components
of the surrounding vegetation

A variety of plant species that are more common in northern
New England reach the southern limits of their distribution
in this region. The Massachusetts Hrndy Segment and
surmundmg Berkshire Counry host over 40 percent of the
entire Massachuserts flora, with 30 species found o:ﬂ}' in the
county. Both «iud_\' segments pmvu]c‘ habirars for E\i;tr:r spe-
cies identified as rare or cnd.mt_:r::‘cd l‘r)' either the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts or the State of Connecticut. Although
derailed plant inventories have not been conducted _\'pu'rﬂ—
cally for the Farmington Valley, the Stare of Connecricur lists



15 State Endangered. 12 State Threatened, and 20 State
Special Concern (SSC) Species within the study area. The
Commonwealth of Massachusetts identifies an additional nine
species.

2.2.3 HyproLocy

The 81-mile long Farmington River drains a watershed of 601
square miles, making it the largest tributary of the Connecti-
cut River in the State of Connecticut and the Connecticur
River’s fourth largest tributary overall. Discharge data at the
river's mouth in Windsor are nor available due ro the lack of a
gaging station there; however, records have been kept during
the periods from 1913-1939 and from 1971-1993 at the
Tariffville Gaging Station, located approximately 11.6 miles
upstream from the confluence with the Connecricut River and
encompassinga 577-mile drainage area. The average discharge
of the river at the Tariffville Gage is 1239 cubic feet per
second (cfs), with an instantaneous peak flow of 29,900 cfs
recorded on September 22, 1938, and an instantaneous low
flow of less than 30 cfs estimated on March 1, 193812

Seven dams and associated impoundments are located directly
on the West Branch and main stem of the river. The second
most northerly of these, a small dam that forms Hayden Pond
in North Otis, marks the upstream extent of the Massachu-
setts Study Segment. Continuing downstream, two sizeable
dams and impoundments — the Goodwin Dam/Reservoir and
the Colebrook Dam/Reservoir (collectively known as the “West
are locared between the two Wild and

Branch Reservoirs”)
Scenic River Study Segments."” The other dams on the main
stemn are the Upper and Lower Collinsville Dams in Canton,
located approximately 4 and 5 miles respecrively downstream
of the Connecticut Study Segment, and the Rainbow Dam
near the river’s mouth in Windsor.

Dams also have been constructed on many of the tributaries
to the West Branch and main stem in both Massachuserts and
Connecticut. In the Massachusetts portion of the watershed,
there are approximately 25 dams in addition ro the one at
Hayden Pond. There are approximately 66 dams with im-
poundments greater than 5 acres located within the watershed
in Connecticut. Water from impoundments on two of the
Farmington’s major tributaries in Connecricur, the Nepaug
River and the East Branch, is transferred out of the basin to
provide public water supply for the greater Hartford area.

" The maximum discharge figures recorded ar the Tariffville Gaging
Station are somewhat misleading because the station was not opera-
tional in August of 1955, when extreme h:gh flows were recorded at
gaging stations thr()ught:ut the ['Armmgh‘-n River basin. In fact, several
stations located in the upper reaches of the basin (and thus having much
smaller drainage areas) recorded flows at that rime that were themselves
substantially greater than the 29,900 cfs maximum discharge recorded
at the Tariffville (ingc during s t.\pcr.itmnal prrinds.

" The Goodwin Dam/Reservoir is also known as the “Hogback” Dam/
Reservoir. The Colebrook Dam/Reservoir is ofren referred ro rechni-
cally as the "Colebrook River" Dam/Reservoir

Map 2-3 depicts the Farmington River wartershed, including
the main stem and principal tributaries, the locations of
the major dams and impoundments, and the watershed
boundary.

The dams and impoundments dotting the Massachusetts por-
tion of the wartershed have a relatively minor effect on day-to-
day flows in the Massachusetts Study Segment. On the other
hand, regulated releases from the West Branch Reservoirs have
a substantial effect on river flows in the Connecticut Study
Segment, which begins immediately downstream from the
Goodwin Dam. Additional information on legal and statu-
tory requirements and other factors affecting flow manage-
ment in each segment is provided in Chapter 4: Resource
Management and Protection.

The low-head Hayden Pond Dam forms the upstream boundary of the
Massachuserts Study Segment. Releases from this dam provide most of the
water in the upper pare uf the segment.

The Massachusetts Study Segment includes a toral of 14 river
miles, almost all of the Farmington's West Branch in
Massachuserts. (The true headwaters of the West Branch —
which include wetland areas, several small feeder streams, a
waterbody known as Shaw Pond, and a short section of the
West Branch itself — are located upstream of the study
segment, bur were not included directly in the study area.
Hayden Pond and the dam that creates it separate this
L;pstn:am area from the study segment.) There are 16 direct
perennial tributaries to the segment, the largest of which is
the Buck/Clam River system that flows in from the northwest
and joins the West Branch in Sandisfield. The watershed of
the Massachusetts Study Segment covers an area of 92 square
miles.

Flows from the low-head Hayden Pond Dam provide most of
the water in the upper part of the Massachusetrs segment, but
are not adjusted on a regular basis. Of the 25 other dams in
the watershed of the Massachusetts Study Segment, there is
one that periodically exerts a particularly notable influence on
Hlows in the West Branch — the Otis Reservoir Dam, which
creates a sizeable impoundment on the Fall River. A substan-
tial amount of water is released from this dam during a two
week period each fall, providing a pulse of warer in the West
Branch at a time of year when it is usually flowing at very low
levels. Several of the remaining dams on tributaries to the
West Branch are dry dams managed by the U.S. Soil
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FIGURE 2-5

Average Monthly Discharge of the Massachusetts Study Segment ‘
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Measurements recorded at the U.S.G.S. gaging station in Roosterville, one mile south

of New Boston, from 1913-1993.

Conservation Service for flood control. These structures im-
pound water only during periods of extremely high flow, and
then only for a limited time. The dry dams therefore cause
some short-term reductions in West Branch flows during wet
periods, but generally do nor affect flow volumes on a year-to-
year basis.

While releases from Otis Reservoir and the other impound-
ments in the watershed do have some effect on flows in the
Massachusetts Study Segment, this stretch of the river is by
and large naturally flowing and is very responsive to local
weather patterns and snowmelt. As shown in Figure 2-5
below, the annual hydrograph for the segment is characterized
by moderate flows during the late fall and winter months, peak
flows resulting from snowmelr and rain in the spring, and low-
est flows during the drier months of summer and early fall.
The average flow in the segment is 182 cubic feet per second,
with a instantaneous peak flow of 34,300 cfs recorded on
August 19, 1955 and a minimum daily flow of 2.4 cfs recorded

on August 20, 1957.'%1

The Connecticut Study Segment also covers a total of 14 river
miles. The segment includes all of the West Branch within
the state, and the uppermost 3 miles of the main stem below
the confluence of the West and East Branches in New
Hartford. There are 18 direct perennial tributaries to the

" These measurements were recorded over the period from 1913-1993
atthe U.5.G.S. gaging station in Roosterville, approximately 1-1/2 miles
above the downstream end of the Massachusetrs Study Segment.

'* The average volume contributed to flows in the West Branch by
releases from Otis Reservoir is not certain because long-term measure-
ments of discharges from the Otis Reservoir Dam are not available.
However, based on estimates from other gaging starions at locations in
the Farmington River watershed in Massachusetts with similar topogra-
phy, an annual watershed yield of approximarely 2 cfs per square mile
can be expecred. With a rotal warershed area of 15.9 square miles above
the Otis Reservoir Dam, this suggests an estimated average yield over
the course of a year of roughly 32 cfs.




FIGURE 2-6
Average Monthly Regulated (Actual) Flows vs. Average Monthly Natural (Calculated) Flows
in the Connecticut Study Segment
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Average monthly natural flows are projections at Riverton based on changes in the levels of the
Otis, Colebrook and Goodwin Reservoirs (i.e., projections simulate natural conditions if the

dams/reservoirs did not exist).

Average monthly regulated flows are based on readings from Jan. 1970 - Sept. 1988 at the

Riverton Gage Station and are estimated to be 9% greater than Goodwin Dam releases due .

to 9% greater watershed area at Riverton than at Goodwin Dam.

| € All data from U.S. Geological Survey

segment, the largest being the Still River/Sandy Brook
system, which enters from the northwest in Riverton. The
Connecticut Study Segment drains an overall area of approxi-
mately 310 square miles.

Instream flows in the Connecticut segment are significantly
affected by releases from the West Branch Reservoirs through
the Goodwin Dam. In fact, these releases account for virtu-
ally all of the water in the river for the first two and one-half
miles of the study segment, down to the confluence with the
Still River in Riverton. Although the pattern of releases from
the West Branch Reservoirs has not significantly altered the
annual average flow in the river, it has flattened out seasonal
variations by reducing high flows during the spring and other
wet periods, and increasing low flows during the late summer
and other dry periods.'® A comparison of the actual regulated
flows released from the Goodwin Dam and projected natural
flows (as if the dams did not exist) for the period from 1970-

1990 is presented above in Figure 2-6.

** Augmented summer flows have enhanced conditions for canoeing,
tubing and fishing in the river during summer months. In addition,
releases from the West Branch Reservoirs are considerably colder than
normal summer river temperatures would be, making the river within
the Connecticut Study Segment more suitable for cold water fisheries.
These benefits of flow regulation are addressed in Subsection 2.2.5:
Fish and Subsection 2.2.6: Recreation, as well as in Chapter 3: Eligi-
bility and Classification. Possible ecological consequences of reduced
spring flows are not fully understood; however, there is general agree-
ment thar a limired duracion high “flushing flow” is necessary ro pre-
vent the unhealthy accumulation of fine grained sediments in the stre-
ambed. This issue is discussed in greater detail in the summary of the
“Instream Flow Study” in Chapter 5: Water Resources Studies, and in
the description of standards for warter quantity in Chapter 7: The
Upper Farmington River Management Plan.
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FIGURE 2-7

Average Monthly Discharge in the Still River -
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one mile upstream from its confluence with the West Branch of the Farmington River, from
July 1948 - September 1967 and July 1969 - September 1993.

The average flow in the West Branch above the confluence
with the Still River is 251 cfs, with an instantaneous high flow
of 57,200 cfs on August 19, 1955 (estimated by slope-area
measurement) and an instantaneous low flow of 0.9 cfs

recorded in July, 1960."

Besides releases from the West Branch Reservoirs, inflow from
the Still River/Sandy Brook system provides the single largest
contribution to flows in the Connecticur Study Segment. The
watershed of this system alone covers an area of 85 square

" These measurements were recorded over the period from 1955-1993
at the U.S.G.S. gaging station in Riverton, located approximately
one-quarter mile upstream from the confluence with the Still River.
The reader should norte thar the maximum flow, recorded in 1955,
occurred prior to the construction of the West Branch Reservoirs, and

the lowest flow, recarded in 1960, occurred during the construction of |

the Goodwin Dam.

miles. The annual average inflow from the Still River is 173
cfs, with an instantancous peak flow of 44,000 cfs recorded
on August 19, 1955, and instantaneous low flow of 0.20 cfs
recorded on September 14, 1957."" Many of the streams in
the Still River watershed — including the Sandy Brook
system — have not been impounded; as a result, flows in the
lower Still River are very responsive to local weather patterns
and snowmelt. (See Figure 2-7.)

No gaging stations are located near the lower end of the
Connecticut segment; recorded measurements of flow levels
in this area therefore are not available. However, an under-
standing of the river’s flow patterns can be gained by looking

'* These measurements were recorded over the periods from July, 1948-
September, 1967 and July 1969-1993 art the U.S.G.S. gaging station on
the lower Still River, located roughly one mile upstream from its
confluence with the West Branch.



collectively at the historical data presented above tor the West
Branch in Riverton and the Still River. Additional informa-
tion on flows in the Connecticur segment can be found in the
discussion of the Instream Flow Study in Chapter 5: Water
Resources Studies, and in the report An Instream Flow Study
of the Mainstem and West Branch of the Farmington River

(June 1992), which is published separately as a companion to
this document.

Water quality in both study segments is very high; the river is
suitable for swimming and cold water fisheries throughout both
study areas. The Farmington’s high water quality is a major
SuUcCcess .‘\t{\l’_" in L‘L‘Utﬂg‘lcdl r(fﬁ['l'}[';l[]‘”n. ]r] []?L‘ PHST centu r_\', T.]"lf
river has evolved from a pollutant-ridden channel carrying
untreated effluent from adjacent towns, mills and other in-
(i[lstrifﬁ. Into one (')I: rh{' (‘.!E'll“lf.qf ri\'rl'$ in |'|'!L‘ ngiUI].

The Massachuserts Department of Environmental Protection
(MassDEP) has classitied the entire |cng£i1 of the Farmingron
in the Commonwealth as class B (fishable and swimmable).
There are no sewage treatment plants, industrial wastewater
facilities or other point sources nf_po”Lmon on the river. Cur-
rent and anticipated water quality problems in the area are
primarily relared to non-point source pollution from septic
systems and road runoff. MassDEP has udnplcd an “anti-deg-
radation” standard to ensure protection of the river’s existing
high water quality.

Water quality in the Connecticut Study Segment is also high.
The Farmingron has been classified by the Connecticur DEP
as Class A (suitable for drinking water supply) from the
(.‘ifﬂ](‘l\‘\'i['l DEHII dl)\\"n.‘ltrl.'lli'il o f_ht‘ Cl‘[]”LJt’HCC \'\-"'i[]-] rh(‘ S[I“
River, and as Class B from that peint downstream to its con-
fluence with the Connecticut River. There are four point source
discharges that affect the Connecticur segment: 1) the Winsted
Sewage Treatment Plant on the Still River; 2) the Adantic
salmon rearing facility in Peoples State Forest; 3) the New
Hartford Sewage Treatment Plant; and 4) Waring Products in
New Hartford. Effluent from these facilities is treated suffi-
ciently to maintain Class B standards. In fact, even with these
discharges the water quality in the Class B section of the Con-
necticut Study Segment is higher than the minimum stan-
dards required for Class B waters, as shown by the relatively
high levels of dissolved oxygen and low levels of nutrients,
ammonia, and other indicators. This higher warer quality is
protected by a strict “anti-degradation” policy for the river es-
tablished by the DEP under the federal Clean Water Act and
Connecticut’s Water Pollution Control Statures.

Additional informarion on the laws, regulations and policies
that protect the Farmington’s high warer quality can be found
in Chapter 4: Resource Management and Protection, and
Chapter 7: The Upper Farmington River Management Plan.

) e

The Farmingron River's diverse aquatic habitats and high wa-
ter quality support 37 native and introduced species of fish.
At least seventeen of these have been identified within the Wild
and Scenic River Study Segments. Fisheries management has
focused on the propagation of three species of trout (brown,
brook and rainbow) for sport ﬂshihg in both study segments,
and on the reintroduction of Atlanric salmon to the Connecti-
cut segment. Although recreational fishing in both areas is
largely oriented toward catching stocked trout, several other
sport fish, including bass, are found in the study segments.

The Farmingron is one of the few remaining unpolluted trout
streams in southern New England and is the most heavily
stocked stream in Connecticut. Annually, over 42,000 trout
are stocked in the entire Farmingron River in Connecticug;
abour 28,000 of those fish are put into the Connecticut Study
Segment. The Massachusetts Study Segment is stocked with
approximately 9,400 trout each year.

The portion of the Farmington River system in Connecticut
also provides some of the most critical habitat in southern New
England for the restoration of anadromous fish, particularly
Atlanric salmon. In fact, the Farmington and its triburaries
provide an estimated 9 percent of the salmon nu rsery habitac
found within the entire 11,250-square mile watershed of the
Connecticut River, the largest of sixteen river systems included
in the long-term program to restore anadromous species in
New England. This major undertaking, begun in 1967, is a
cooperative effort relying on important contributions from fed-
eral, state, and local governments and private organizations.
Through 1986, it was estimated that over $75 million had

The Farmington River is a critical component in the effort to restore

Atlantic salmon to the Connecticut River basin. Returning salmon are
captured at the Rainbow Dam and transported upstream for spawning at a
fac .";’III‘}' in F ’wp[f's State Forest.
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been invested in fish passageways, a major fish hatchery,
research, and operational programs in the Connecticut River
watershed. In the carly 1980’s, the Connecticut was identi-
fied as one of only four river systems in che program that was
projected to reach its restoration potential within the next
wwenty-five years.

The Connecticut DEP began releasing immature salmon in
the Farmington in 1976, and has catefully monitored and
artificially spawned returning adules since 1978, Currently,
returning adult salmon are captured at the Rainbow Dam near
the mouth of the river in Windsor, then transported upstream
for spawning in holding ponds at a facility located adjacent to
the Connecticut Study Segment. Nursery-raised fry and smolts
are released into the study segmen, tributaries and lower seg-
ments of the river for their downstream migration. In 1994,
approximately one million newly hatched fry were released
into the Connecticut Study Segment and its tributarics. The
high survival and growth rates of the released fish suggese that
the river will be able to support natural reproduction.

Although the number of returning aduls has been relatively
low to date (averaging about 38 fish per year since 1978, with
alow of 6 individuals in 1984 and a high of 126 in 1987}, the
consistent annual return of even relacively few fish bodes well
for the eventual success of the program. It is estimated that
the Farminggon River can sustain a naturally spawning popu-
lation of 770 adult salmon {roughly 17 percent of the entire
projected spawning population of the Connecticut River ba-
sin}, with an annual sport harvest of 255 fish. In 1982, che
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimated that this spawning
population could be developed through the introduction of
100,000 to 300,000 immature salmon annually to the Farm-
ington River basin for a minimum of four years. Long-term
stocking levels of 5,800 to 19,000 fish will be required to
maintain desired spawning populations.

Upstream and downstream fish passage facilities at the exist-
ing main stem dams are critical for the long-term success of
the restoration program. A fish ladder for upstream passage
has been established at Rainbow Dam, and the Farmington
River Power Company (which operates the dam) has recently
installed a downstream passage facility. The only remaining
obstructions to anadromous fish migration to the Connecti-
cut Study Segment are the Upper and Lower Collinsville Dams,
located a few miles downstream of the segment’s terminus in
Canton. There is currently a proposal to reestablish hydro-
eleceric facilities at both of thesé dams, and che DEP and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have mandated that construc-
tion of the projects must be accompanied by establishment of
adequate facilities for both upstream and downstream fish
passage. The anadromous fish restoration plan does not envi-

sion fish passage upstream of the Goodwin Dam.
The high habitat value of the Connecticut Study Segment for

Atlantic salmon and crout has been enhanced by the man-
aged, coldwater releases from the Goodwin Dam since its
completion in 1960. In particular, releases of water from the
bottom of the Goadwin Reservoir throughout the summer

Farmington River Study

and carly fall provide higher instream flows of colder water
than would be found in the river under natural condirions.
These managed conditions help to sustain the Farmington’s
abundant trout population during what would otherwise be
the most stressful time of year, and enable the DEP to con-
tinue its stocking program throughout the summer season.

2.2.6 WILDLIFE

The Farmington River corridor supports a large quantity and
diversity of wildlife, including both game and non-game spe-
cies. The varicty of habitats, large areas of undeveloped land,
and year-round availabilicy of water all contribute to the area’s
suitability for both resident and migrant animals. A prelimi-
nary inventory of the wildlife resources of the two study seg-
ments identified the presence of 239 species of amphibians,
reptiles, birds and mammals in the river corridor. This wealth
of biclogical diversity is particulatly noteworthy given the river’s
proximity to the heavily developed castern seaboard.

The Farmington’s avifauna is extremely diverse, with 158 spe-
cies observed within the study areas. This total, which amounts
to more than half of all bird species found in Connecticur,
includes 117 species that breed in the area. The region’s range
of habitats accommodates forest dwellers, colonial marsh nest-
ers, raptors, wading birds and water fowl. Game birds are
commonly seen and hunted along the river. Several duck spe-
cies, Canada geese, ruffed grouse, and woodcock all nest within
the area. Wild turkey have been successfully reintroduced
throughout a broad range that includes the Connecticut study
area, with the first hunting season held in 1981. In addition,
a variety of locally rare raptors occur along both study
segments.

The Connecticut segment is particularly noteworthy for a
popularion of bald cagles, a federally listed endangered spe-
cies, that has reestablished a year-round presence in the area.
While much of the birds™ activity has been centered in the
protected watershed of the Barkhamsted Reservoir, they regu-
larly feed on fish in the upper Farmington River, particularly
in the winter when the reservoir is frozen. In recent years, the
Connecticut DEP, the Hartford MDC, and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service have worked cooperatively to support, pro-
tect and monitor the eagles’ activity. These efforts reached a
milestone in May 1992, when a pair of eagles that had been
nesting near the reservoir successfully hatched two chicks —
the first born in Connecticut in more than 40 years.

The Connecticut Study Segment also provides habitat for many
birds listed by the State as Endangered, Threatened, or Special
Concern, which are species that occur in small numbers or are
undergoing a non-cyclic decline. These species include the
great blue heron, the cliff swallow, the great egret, the bald
cagle, the northern parula warbler, the savannah sparrow, and
the osprey.

An historic peregrine falcon aerie within the corridor of the
Massachusetts Study Segment is considered the best potential
natural nesting habitat for returning peregrine falcons in the



entire state of Massachusetts. Ongoing efforts to spur che
recovery of the peregrine falcon, a federally endangered spe-
CIES, h.‘l\'t‘ £6] Li'.]tt' rt’&u]rm! In [}‘C L“-[;i{'\ll\'t'lﬂl(_"f” Llf- hrccdi.ng
pairs in Boston and Springtield, Massachusetts. The
Commonwealth of Massachusetts considers protection of the
Farmington aerie to be “extremely important” for the recov-
ery of peregrine falcons in New England.

;‘E:;Iq;':r_l from across the Northeasr and !J:';una’__u.-:.*."n‘rv to enjoy the !—‘.-ermgrrm's renowned frout

_."IfH.'n_q The Cannecticus Study IEFMENT TECELVES I heaviest use of any section of the river.

Forty-nine species of mammals have been documented within
the study area, including locally rare species such as the black
bear, deer mouse, fisher, snowshoe hare, and cotrontail rabbit.
White-tailed deer are ubiquitous and hunted in the state for-
ests adjacent to both the Massachusetts and Connecricur study
segments. Over 400 deer are harvested annually on state lands
abutting the Massachusetts Study Segment, representing 8
percent of the annual harvest in the state. Several riverine
”'IJH'J.]T!'J!S. i:‘lcludlng river otter, E](‘.’.l\"t‘r. rI]l[]l(. r‘iShL’r 3[1{1 mU.‘ik.—
rat, are l'-L]LIi'lL{ n rhf S[le_\' St'gﬂ'lf!'l{.‘i dnd arc lnL'n_‘LL\'lng 1n P()Pll—
lation as a result of improved water quality. Nearly all of the
fur bearing species are trapped in limited quanrities,

The study segments are home to 32 species of amphibians and
reptiles. Approximately two-thirds of these species, including
the Connecticut State Threatened northern spring salamander,
are directly linked to the aquatic and semiaquatic habitats in
and around the river.

The Massachusetts Study Segment is also home to a popula-
tion of state-endangered swollen wedge mussel (Alasmidonta
varicosa). The presence of these mollusks, which are highly
sensitive to environmental degradation, is indicative of the
unpolluted, high quality habitat found in the segment. The
I:Q]]'l-nlﬂg“.]ﬂ P(]plllﬂtion U". [ht‘sf ITlLI.\!i(:]S |'§ one l)f. (]ni}" F()\.lr
extant populations decumented in the Commonwealth.

RECREATION

The Farmington River supports tremendous recreational use.
In Massachusetts, the most noteworthy recreational opportu-
nities are white water boating and good fishing for stocked
rout. In Connecticut, trout fishing, boating, and tubing all
are highly popular, artracting an estimated 25,000 fishing erips,
30,000 tubers, and thousands of boaters
each year. The Farmington is widely rec-
ognized as one of New England’s premier
trout streams, and draws anglers from
throughout the Northeast. Over 40 canoe-
ing and kayaking groups from seven states
rt'g,jli'.lrf}’ h()]d ()fg:lf‘li?.t‘d [Tl‘ps on hl’[}] Stlldl\'
segments, and scores of individual boaters
from around the Northeast use the river
independently.

The upper half of the Massachusetts Study
Segment, from Otis to below Cold Spring,
is relarively small and slow moving, with a
few class 11 rapids suitable for nontechni-
cal boating. In contrast, the 3-4 mile sec-
tion from below Cold Spring to New Bos-
ton consists almost entirely of technical
class [11-1V whire warter (difficult, wich
drops and waves of up to 4 feet). These
rapids attract hundreds of boaters during
two weekends every fall, when releases from
the Ots Reservoir Dam into a criburtary to the West Branch
hl]i‘s{&n“&i“}' fi]iSL’ water lt'\r't'!S in th’ river. [)Ur]‘llg rhi"ifit‘_' re-
leases, this section is the site of one of the nation’s oldest an-
nual white water slalom competitions.

The Connecticut Study Segment is considerably wider than
the Massachusetts portion, and is generally characterized by
densely wooded shorelines with a mixture of flatwater, riffles,
and class I-II rapids. The most heavily used section of the
river for boating and tubing is the lower part of the study seg-
ment, where the river drops through Satan’s Kingdom gorge.
The setting within the gorge is spectacular, with a stretch of
class I1I white water framed by steep cliffs on both banks. The
stare-owned and managed Satan’s Kingdom Recreation Area
just upstream offers a developed access point to the gorge and
is the site of a popular tubing concession. This concession is
awarded on a competitive bid basis by the Connecticut DEP.
The tubing outfitter frequently reaches the maximum use level
set by the DEP of 750 tubes on the river in one day. The
current concessionaire estimates that use of the area doubled
in just three years from 1986-1988.

The Connecticut Study Segment is the most heavily fished
section of the Fa rmington, receiving app roximately 1,000 an-
gler days per kilometer per year. As a result of this popularity,
in 1988 the DEP’s Bureau of Fisheries designated a 2.7-mile
stretch in the middle of the study segment as an experimental
“trout management area,” where only catch and release fish-
ing is permitted and no seasonal restrictions apply. The area



The Massachusetts Study Segment includer a challenging section of tight,

technical class TIT-IV white water that attracts canoeists and kayakers from

..'m.'nlfil rr"?f' region

quickly became very popular with anglers, receiving more than
1,600 .miz:‘lz-r x!.e_\‘» per kilomerer per year irem:_:iﬂ_v 10,000 trips
per year for the overall management area l_urnpdrcd to 2,800
trips per year before the catch and release requirement went
into effect). The special regulations also resulted in a carch
rate 5 to 10 times higher than in other parts of the river. Be-
cause the initial rrout management area was so successful, the
DEP subsequently expanded it in 1993 to include an addi-
tional mile upstream of the original boundary. In order to
provide universal access to this outstanding fishing resource,
the DEP, the Hartford MDC, and the Farmington River
Anglers Association constructed and maintain a handicapped
fishing access site in the center of the trout managemenr area

in Pleasant Valley.

The Farmingron's exceprional qualities for instream recreation
in the Connecricur Study Segment have been enhanced by
the managed flows that have been provided from the Goodwin
Dam since the 1960%s. As shown in Figure 2-6 earlier in this
chapter, the managed releases have substantially increased flows
during the ;{:‘I:cr.i]ll\' drier summer months. Those conditions
lu\'c I'lf'fiLll'LL‘\{ in 4 c(:n»idrr'z‘..ﬂ_\ |lmg.:rr season for []1(: various
recreational uses than would exist under natural conditions."?
The recreational opportunities encompassed in this extended
season are particularly signiticant because most other rivers in
the region have insufficient flows to support these uses during
the late summer.

In addition to the Farmington’s important warer-based recre-
ational values, lands along the river also support a wide range
of outdoor recreational opportunities, such as picnicking,
swimming, hiking, bird watching and wildlife observation,

photography, cross-country skiing, and snowmobiling. Camp-
ing is very popular in the study area, with public or private

campground facilities located along the river in both Massa-

Indeed, with respect to the Farmingron's popular tubi

fig opportuni-
ties, it 15 conceivable that this warm-weather use might not exist other
than on an isolared basis without the controlled releases throughout the
summer. If only naturally occurring higher flows in the spring were
available, the combination of colder air and warer temperatures ar that

rime likely would prevent any significant rubing use

chusetts and Connecticut. Many hikers come through the
area on the interstate Tunxis Trail, which traverses Nepaug State
Forest and crosses the river just above Satan’s Kingdom in New
Harttord. Extensive deer hunting and small game hunting is
pcrmnicd on most pul\lic lands. The 5Emcr.1cu[.1r New
Engium‘l fo]iagt also attracts many visitors to the scenic roads
along the river's banks each autumn.

Public lands in both states support the most intense recre-
ational use of any lands adjacent to the segments. In 1989,
the Connecticut DEP estimated thar more than 150,000
people made day visits to the three state forests (American
Legion, Peoples, and Nepaug State Forests) that abut the Con-
necricut Study Segment. That year, the DEP also issued more
than 9,000 permits for camping at its established facilities in
the American Legion and Peoples State Forests.

The visual diversity of the upper Farmington valley is a key
element concributing ro the character of the area. The study
segments and surrounding lands retain a natural character only
moderately altered by human activity. The view from the river
is typically of dense hardwood forests, often covering steep
hillsides and periodically broken by fields and small historic
towns. The forested ridges running along both sides of the
river form visually attractive scenic corridors.

A winter scene on the Fall River. a tribucary to the Massachusetts segment

i the town of Otis,



In a 1983 study, the University of Massachuserts rated the
Massachusetts segment as having high scenic quality and in-
tact natural quality reflecting little evidence of human modifi-

cation. The Connecticut segment offers a similar range of

visual diversity. The Satan’s Kingdom area is perhaps the most
dramatic scenic resource in the Connecticut study area, with
turbulent white water flowing through the steep-sided, 200-
foot deep and 1500-foot long gorge. Remarkable views are
offered both from the river within the gorge and on the trails
skirting the cliffs above. The historic river communities in
both states add to the scenic diversity of the area, as do the
essentially narural sections of the river corridor in the adjacent

state r'orcsrs .lnd nthcr |.mdL’\'L’Eupc'd lands.

Noteworthy remnants of the Farmington Valley’s [ung history
of human activity can be found throughout the areas surround-
ing both study segments. Evidence of the Valley's early native
inhabirants include important arc hdcologicai sites that have
been documented ¢|ur1g the Connecticut Study Segment. One
area in Peoples Srate Forest has been nominated for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places in recognition of its

extensive archaeological artitacts.

Historic strucrures associated with early European settlement
are more prevalent. In the Massachusetts study area, 73 his-
toric buildings and sites were identified in the Town of Otis
alone. The New Boston Inn in Sandisfield is a landmark
dating back to 1737, testimony to the long history of travel
through the Farmingron River Valley. In the Connecticut study
area, four buildings near the river have been listed on the
Nartional Register of Historic Places: the 19th century Chapin
house in Pine Meadow; the Depression-era Civilian Conser-
vation Corps (CCC) shelter in the American Legion State
Forest; the Old Riverton Inn; and the 19th century Gothic
revival Sl’}’lt stone Unton Church, also located in Riverton. In
addition, thirteen buildings have been listed on the Connecti-
cur State Register, including the restored and operational
Hitcheock Chair Factory, originally builr in 1818. Also note-
worthy are the concerted efforts made by the Town of New
Hartford to promote and conserve its many historic build-
ings. As part of these efforts, the Town has dusign'.ucd the
Pine Meadow area, locared adjacent o the river, as a local

historic district.

The restored and operational Hitchcock Chair Factory,
located in the village of Riverton, Connecticus, is one of

many historic structires that contribute ro the character
of the study area.
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This chapter summarizes the methodology and results of the eligibility and classification analyses. The purpose of the eligibility
study was to determine whether the study segments meet the minimum resource criteria of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for
inclusion in the national system. To be eligible, a river segment must meet two requirements: 1) it must be “free-flowing;” and 2)
it must possess one or move outstanding resource value(s), including bur not limited to scenery, recreation, fish and wildlife,
geology, and historic and cultural resources. If a segment is found eligible, it must then be given a proposed classification as either
‘wild,” “scenic,” or “recreational,” depending upon the types and amount of development in the river area. This classification
applies if the river is eventually designated into the national system. '

Because the character of the river corridor changes noticeably berween the Massachusetss Study Segment and the Connecticut
Study Segment, and because the two segments are separated by the sizeable impoundments of the West Branch Reservoirs, indi-
vidual assessments of eligibility and classification were conducted for each segment, Preliminary findings of the eligibility and
classification assessments were reviewed by the Farmington River Study Committec’s River Eligibility Subcommittee. Both study
segments were found to be eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Each was determined to be most
appropriate for “recreational” classificavion.

The information upon whick the eligibility and classification determinations were based was gathered from local, state, and
[Jederal agencies, private conservation organizations, local colleges, and individual experts. While much of that information was
discussed previously in Chapter 2: Description of the Study Area, this chapter presents the information in a more narrowly
defined context — that of highlighting the most significant of the Farmington River’s natural, cultural, and recreational features.
Additional information on the river’s resources can be found in the Draft Eligibility and Classification Report (August, 1989),

which is published separately as a companion document to this report.

3.1 METHODOLOGY Outstanding Resources

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and related federal guidelines
do not specify standards for how the determination of resource
significance (i.c., whether a resource value qualifies as “out-

3.1.1 ErLicismry

Free-Flowing Condition
Section 16(b} of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act defines “free-

flowing” as:

...existing or flowing in natural condition without im-
poundment, diversion, straightening, riprapping, or other
modification of the waterway. The existence, however, of
low dams, diversion works, and other minor
structures...shall not auctomatically bar...consideration
for...inclusion: Provided, That this shall not be construed
to authorize, intend, or encourage future construction of
such structures within components of the national wild
and scenic rivers system.

Federal guidelines provide the following additional clarifica-
tion: “The fact char a river segment may flow between large
impoundments will not necessarily preclude its designation,
Such segments may qualify if conditions within the segment
meet the criteria [for eligibility]...Existing dams, diversion
works, riprap and other minor structures will not bar recre-
ational classification provided that the waterway remains
generally natural and riverine in appearance.”

2 A finding that a river segment is ¢ligible for designation does not
necessarily mean that the river is an appropriate addition to thie system.
The eligibility analysis simply determines whether the study process
should be carried forward into the suitabilicy phase.

standing”) should be made, buc indicate that i¢ should be based
on the professional judgement of project staff. In the case of
the Farmington River Study, the National Park Service con-
sidered a resource to be outstanding if it could be documented
as unique or exemplary in a regional or national context. (Itis
accepted practice among Wild and Scenic River planners
nationwide that a river segment should have resources that are
at least regionally significant in order to be eligible for inclu-
sion in the national system.) To be considered unique, a re-
source (or combination of resources) must be the only one of
its kind in the region. To be considered exemplary, a resource
must be one of the best examples of its kind in the region. For
the purposes of this analysis, the region was defined as the
New England uplands, an area characterized by a landscape of
low, steep-sided hills broken by narrow winding river valleys,
with elevations ranging from 1,000 - 2,000 feet above sea level.
The region includes parts of Connecticut, Massachusetts,
Vermont, and New Hampshire,

3.1.2 PROPOSED CLASSIFICATION

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and associated federal guide-
lines require that if a river segment under study is found eli-
gible for designation, it then must be evaluated to determine

¥ 47 Fed. Reg. 39457-58: September 7, 1982.
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which of the classifications established in the Act would be
most appropriate if the segment is eventually included in the
national system. The Act establishes three classifications —
“Wild,” “Scenic,” and “Recreational” — that are distinguished
by the amount and types of development along the river. The
Act specifies that:

*  “Wild” river areas are frec of impoundments and generally
inaccessible except by trail, with watersheds or shorelines
essentially primitive and waters unpolluted.

¢ “Scenic” river areas are free of impoundments, with shore-
lines or watersheds still largely primitive and shorelines
largely undeveloped, but accessible in places by road.

« “Recreational” river areas are readily accessible by road or
railroad, that may have some development along their
shorelines, and that may have undergone some impound-
ment or diversion in the past.

The three tain factors that are considered in determining the
appropriate classification for a given segment are: (1) water-
way development; (2) shoreline development; and (3) accessi-
bility. To be classified as “wild,” a river also must meet certain
water quality standards.

It is important to emphasize that the three classificacions are
based solely on the amouncand types of development existing
along the river, and do not necessarily reflect cither the out-
standing resources that may be present or the primary man-
agement objectives for the area. This is particularly relevant
for rivers classified as “scenic” or “recreational.” For instance,
the term “recreational” does not imply thar rivers given that
classification must be managed to promote additional recre-
ational use. Nor does it mean that recreational values are nec-
essarily the most, or the only, significant resources in the seg-
ment. Regardless of classification, management plans and
policies should be designed to maintain and enhance the ex-
isting character of the river corridor and the outstanding re-
sources identified in the eligibility assessment.

It also should be noted that classification is only important in
a long-term management context for rivers that flow through
federally managed public lands. Fer those rivers, federal land
management agencies have specific management guidelines for
each classification. On rivers such as the Farmington that flow
through private and/or non-federal public lands and for which
no federal land management is proposed, classification is in-
consequential. It has no bearing on cither the non-federal
management framework for the river corridor, or on the re-
view of federally assisted water resource projects required un-
der Section 7 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Nonetheless,
Section 2(b) of the Act requires that a proposed classification
be given to any river segment found eligible for inclusion in
the national system.

3.2 FINDINGS FOR THE MASSACHUSETTS STUDY
SEGMENT

3.2.1 ELIGIBILITY

Free-flowing Condition

As noted previously, the Massachusetts Study Segment is
located between two impoundments — che smaller Hayden
Pond located immediatcly upstream of the segment, and che
much larger Colebrook Reservoir downstream. However,
within the authorized study boundaries, the segment meets
the definition of “free-flowing;” that is, it is free of impound-
ments, diversions, and major shorcline modifications. While
bridge abutments, shore sections of riprap and road embank-
ments, and the remains of historic power canals and mill races
are scattered along the shoreline of the segment, these modifi-
cations do not significantly diminish the river’s natural integ-
tity and were determined to be “minor structures”. The study

segment “remains generally natural and riverine in appearance”
chroughout its length.

Ouustanding Resources

* Recrcation: The Massachuserts segment of the Farming-
ton River is treasured by expert boaters as one of the region’s
finest white water runs. While the segment is normally
runable only during spring runoff or following heavy rain-
fall, controlled releases from the Otis Reservoir (located
on a tributary, the Fall River} during a ewo week period
each fall provide a high quality canoeing and kayaking ex-
perience at a time when nearly all other white water rivers
in the region are impassable. These scheduled releases regu-
larly actract hundreds of boaters, including both individu-
als and organized groups from around the region. In addi-
tion, the Appalachian Mountain Club holds one of the
nation’s oldest annual competitions during these releases.
Published river guides for the New England region indi-
cate that fewer than 20 similar high order white water runs
exist in Connecticut and Massachusetts.

These white water boating opportunities wete determined
to be a regionally exemplary recrearional resource value.

» Wildlife: The Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife’s Natural Heritage Program has identified the pres-
ence of an historical peregrine falcon aerie within the study
area. This aerie, which overlooks the Farmington River, is
regarded as the best natural cliff site in Massachusetts for
reoccupation by returning wild peregrines, a federally listed
endangered species. The primacy of the site is a function
of its large size and immediate access to the river, where
peregtines can prey on the abundant bird populations that
fly across the river and adjacent open areas. Protection of
the Farmington River site is considered “extremely impor-
tant” for the recovery of peregrine falcons in New England.



Autwmn dam releases on the Fall River provide flows in the Massachusetts

Studdy Segment that suppore one of the nations oldess anmual white water

Comperirions

The relationship of this historical aerie and associated habi-
tat for peregrine falcons with the river was determined to

be a regionally unique wildlife resource value.

In light of its free-flowing condition and outstanding
recreation and wildlife values, the Massachuserts Study
Segment was found to be eligible for Wild and Scenic River

designation.

The classification analysis for the Massachusetts Study
Segment found the following:

(1) Waterway Development: The Massachusetts segment is
free of impoundments. Scattered modifications to the
rI‘-'C‘Tl‘t;inks are C\"idcﬂ[ (t’ g IWTi.dgC .ii'!lltmcnt.‘i. .'\'hl)ri S€C-
fions U#. ripr.lp &lﬂd Tﬂdd t‘n'lhdﬂkrncnt. J.l'l.d T}]L‘ remains l.-)l:
a few historical structures such as mill/tannery foundations),
but the “waterway remains generally natural and riverine

in appearance.”

(2) Shoreline Development: In some areas, the river shore-
line has returned to a largely primitive and undeveloped
state. However, “substantial evidence of human activity”

exists, particularly in the historical communities of Otis
and New Boston, and limited logging and agricultural prac-

[ices continue

(3) Accessibility: The river is “readily accessible by road.” It
is paralleled by Massachusetts Route 8, a two-lane state
road, along its west bank throughout most of the segment.
Smaller local roads also provide access in several areas where
Route 8 pulls away from the immediate river corridor.
Bridge crossings are found on a rough average of one every
two miles,

(ZH\"CH th]: l(_‘\"cl (]f L{{:\:Clt"rplﬂcnr '.]ni.‘l hilf]l.][] ﬂL'ti.Vir}', rht‘ 1\‘1.[.‘-'
S'.l(.'hll:it‘li[s SLthi_\" ngrnﬂfn[ \Vt)ulli bl_’ maost JPP r()pfi.lrﬂ!}' L‘]dﬁ.‘”‘
fied as a “recreational” river.

3.3 FinpinGs For THE CoNNECTICUT STUDY
SEGMENT

As noted previously, the Connecticur Study Segment begins
immediately downstream of the Goodwin Dam and Reser-
voir in Hartland. However, within the authorized study bound-
aries, the segment meets the definition of ":‘rt'c-ihn'.\.irl_;_;:" that
is, it is free of i.m[:nmmdmrm:-'. diversions, and major shoreline
modifications. While short sections of the shoreline scattered
.1]0[1g the segment have been modified by bridge aburments,
riprap, road embankments, and in one location a retaining
wall, these modifications do not anii]c.mrlj.' diminish the
rivers narural integrity and were determined to be “minor struc-
tures.” The study segment “remains generally natural and
riverine in appearance” throughout its length.

* Recreation: The Connecticut Study Segment offers a broad
range of conditions that attract large numbers of sport fish-
ermen, boaters, tubers, and other recreationists. Rough
estimates indicate thar tens of thousands of recreationists
participate in each of these activities annually within the
stud}-' area. | he s:gmﬂpmcc of the segment’s recreational
opportunities is heightened by its close proximiry to the
major population base of the northeastern United Stares.
In addition, because of managed releases from the Goodwin
Dam that extend the recreation season beyond what would
be available naturally, the Farmington is one of only two
rivers in Connecticut (the Housatonic is the other) that
offers whire water canoeing, l\ul_','.;'xmg, and tulm‘.g L}'nru:li_:i*.-
out the summer, when these activities are most popular

Over 40 canoeing and kayaking groups from seven states
regularly use the river for group outings, and scores of
individual boaters from around the Northeast use the river
on their own. Saran’s Kingdom, a steep-sided gorge with
class I1T white water, is the most heavily used stretch of the
study segment, where boaters and fishermen often share

the river with over 2,000 rubers on a peak use day.



the Farmington is a critical component in the ongoing
effort to reintroduce the once-plentiful Atlantic salmon to
the Connecticut River basin, the southern portion of its
natural range. This large-scale program, which has been
underway since 1967, is a cooperative venture involving
numerous federal, state and local agencies and private
organizations. Of the sixteen river systems in New
England that are targeted for the restoration of the
Atlantic salmon and other anadromous fish populations,
the Connecticut River and its tributaries, including the
Farmington River, is the largest. It is one of only tour river

systems projected to reach its restoration potential within

Tubers areamong the thousands ta,l’-m reationists whe enjoy the Connecticut [hc next 25 years.

.\i‘:m‘}' "."_t‘rm'}:.-’_f combination of .I’J.:.'h ater and moderate white water, -I'l’Jlg{ﬂ

water aquality, beautiful scenery, and an extended recrearion season If current pr:)pus;ll.‘: are ii'l‘lp]t.'mcﬂlr_‘d. it is l)r()im‘{td that

The Connecticut Study Segment also is the most heavily
\'It)ckc’d trout stream in the state and is the most inten-
sively fished section of the entire Farmington River. Each
kilometer of the study segment receives an estimated 1,000
ﬁshll‘:g days annually; use increases to more than 1,600
angler days per kilometer in the 3.6-mile long Trout
Management Area (TMA) in Barkhamsted. In total, these
figures translate into an estimate of more than 25,000 fish-
ing days per year in the segment as a whole. The river
offers hlgh quality ﬂ}-‘ l‘ishm-:( with a relatively h]-._'h carch
rate, p.ltl:l;'ul.u'l_\' in the TMA. Most fishing within the
segment is seasonal, with roughly 60 percent of the activ-
ity occurring in the spring, although catch and release fish-
ing is allowed year-round in the TMA. Also, controlled
releases of low temperature water from the West Branch
Reservoirs allow for summer and fall stocking throughout
the segment, supporting an extended season. As with
canoeing and kayaking, the Farmingron'’s late-season fish-
Ing is p'.u'fi\'ul'.ir]‘\' valuable because many other trout streams

i!'l lllt_‘ fi‘gi(!l'l are no lU!lE_[t‘r il'-b].{l‘h‘.

The combination of recreational
attributes provided by the segment —
n.lmciy. the diversity of acrivities
available; the intensity of use for sev-
eral major activities (fishing, boaring,
and tubing); the uniformly high qual-
ity of experience for all uses; and the
proximity to major population

centers was determined to be a

E'C‘t.’.l(ll'l‘l 1\ lH'lqulL’ rec TL'.}UOHII]

resource \'.1] uc.

Fish: The relacively l’]l':'_'_]'l water qual-
|(‘_\-: gr-l'\"f_'“_\" stream h{?tlﬂ[”. dnl_{ r(_'gu—
]ilrcd r't."iL".l‘.C,\' U!- Cl)]ti water {L-TUIH Ih{.'
West Branch Reservoirs throughout
[!IL’ VEar L‘l_)l-l_:ll‘]ﬂlf o r”d!"\&' Th]‘:\ Sifg—
ment of the river classic habitar for
salmonids. Because of these qualities,

the Farmington will be able to sustain a population of 770
naturally spawning adult salmon, roughly one-sixth of the
entire Connecticut River system’s estimated pupuhltion,
The Farmingron River system, and in partic ular, the prime
spawning grounds found in the Connecricur Srudy
Segment “are considered crirical to the success of the
effort. Any signiﬁcunt alterarion that impacts the habitat
in a negative manner within these reaches will cause
irreparable harm to the restoration program.”

In addirion to the Atlantic salmon, nearly all of
Connecticut's freshwater sport fish species can be found in
the Farmington River. The river is one of the few remain-
ing Lillp()”lirt‘d prime trout streams in southern New
England, and the upper portion of the river in the study
area 1s the most heavily stocked trout stream in Connecti-
cut. Approximately 28,000 fish are released per year into
the Connecticut Study Segment, which SUppOrts the most
intensive fishing of any section of the river both in terms
of annual and peak ;'u:riud fishing.

The Connecticur segment’s gravelly stream boattom, high water quality, and regulated coldwater releases
4 £ , ) " 4

throughour the year make for excellent trour babitar. This stretch of the Farmington is the most heavily

itocked strea
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The high quality of fish habitat in the Connecticut seg-
ment and the segment’s significance both to the Atlantic
salmon restoration effort and as a prime trout stream were
determined to be a regionally exemplary resource value.

Wildlife: Bald cagles, a federally listed endangered
species, have reestablished a year-round population in the
study area. Most of the birds activity has occurred around
the Barkhamsted Reservoir, which has a protected water-
shed that is closed to the public, providing the undisturbed
conditions these birds demand. However, eagles have been
sighted year-round on the West Branch, and are most
common in the winter months when the reservoir freezes
over and the birds fish in the faster flowing sections of the
river that rematn ice-free. In May 1992, the effort to
reestablish bald eagles reached a major milestone when a
pair of eagles nesting near the reservoir successfully harched
two chicks. These were the first cagle chicks born in
Connecticut in more than 40 years.

The regular presence and nesting activity of bald cagles in
the study area was determined to be a regionally unique
wildlife resource value.

Historic Resources: In many areas along the Connecticur
Study Segment, historic seructures and other artifacts
rernain that reflect the river’s central role in the cultural
heritage of the Farmington Valley. Structures dating from
the 19th century, when mills and other hydropowered
industries dotted the river banks, can be found in all three

of the principal riverfront communities — Riverton,
Pleasant Valley, and New Hartford.

Several nationally recognized historic sites whose past is
linked to the Farmington are locared near the river. The
National Register of Historic Places includes four build-
ings in the arca: the 19th century Chapin house in Pine
Meadow; the Depression-era CCC shelter in American
Legion State Forest; the Old Riverton Inn; and the carly
19th century Gothic revival style stone Union Church, also
located in Riverton, Other examples of the histotic char-
acter of these Farmington River communitics include the
operational Hitchcock Chair Factory in Riverton, and the
clusters of 19th century buildings found in the state and
locally designated historic districts of New Hartford and
Pine Mcadow.

Important archaeological remains also have been found
along the Connecticut segment. An area that includes
pottions of Beaver Meadow in Peoples State Forest has been
nominated as a National Historic Site in recognition of its
extensive archacological remnants of pre-colonial Native
American settlements. In 1986 and 1987, surveys by the
Farmington River Archaeological Project of floodplain,
terrace and upland locations along the segment in the
Peoples and Nepaug State Forests uncovered prehistoric
sites throughout the arca. New studies are revealing that
these were major sites occupied year-round, and thar this
may have been a major trade route for the indigenous

a
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peoples. The tools and artifacts found show that this val-
ley was a separate and distinct system from those of other
regional river valleys, with different forms of land use.

These diverse historic resources were determined o be a
regionaltly exemplary resource value.

Conclusion

In light of its free-flowing condition and outstanding recre-
ation, fish, wildlife, and historic resources, the Connecticut
Study Segment was found to be cligible for Wild and Scenic
River designation.

3.3.2 PROPOSED CLASSIFICATION

The classification analysis for the Connecticut Study Segment
found the following:

(1) Waterway Development: The segment is free of impound-
ments. Scartered modifications to the riverbanks are evi-
dent (e.g., bridge abutmencs, riprap, road embankments,
and a short recaining wall), but the “waterway remains gen-
erally natural and riverine in appearance.”

(2) Shoreline Development: Some porttions of the river shore-
line have returned to a condition not unlike that of 300
years ago, but there are several areas that exhibit “substan-
tial evidence of human acrivity.” Residencial and
commercial development is concentrated in the historical
community centets of Riverton, Pleasant Valley, and New

Hartford.

(3) Accessibility: The river is “readily accessible by road.” Lacal
and scate roads parallel the river on one or both sides
throughout most of the segmenc. Bridge crossings are
found on a rough average of one every 3.3 miles.

Given this level of development and human activity, the
Connecticut Study Segment is most appropriately classified as
a “recreational” river,
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This chapter provides an overview of the many laws, regulations, programs, agreements, and physical characteristics that currently
affect the management and protection of the two study segments. There are two primary purposes: first, to give the reader an
understanding of how the river and surrounding lands are managed; and second, to provide a foundation for evaluating whether
there are adequate mechanisms in place to provide long-term protection for the Farmington’s outstanding values without the need
Jor federal land acquisition and land management. The actual determinations of the adequacy of the existing management and
protection mechanisms for each segment are presented in Chapter 8: Suitability.

Three levels of laws and regulations are described in this chapter — local, state, and federal. While the federal laws affecting the
two study segments are the same, the States of Massachusetts and Connecticut have distinct statutes and programs relased to the
varsous aspects of river management. Also, there are legal agreements that have an imporiant effect on river management in one
state but not the pther (particularly with respect to instream flow management). As a result, the chapter is divided into separate
sections for each state.

Recognizing that the condition of any river is a function of both instreamfwater resource management and adjacent land manage-
ment, the chaprer includes detailed discussions of each of these subjects in each state. The description of the management and
conservation of riverfront lands is divided invo sections on 1) private lands, and 2) public lands. For private lands, most of the
discussion focuses on the local, state, and federal programs (laws, regulations, incentives, etc.) thas exert the greatest influence on
land use. Physical characteristics of the corridor (for instance, steep slopes, adjacent wetlands, lack of road access, etc.) that belp to
protect the river by limiting the amount of development that can occur also are identified. The sections on public land manage-
ment describe the policies and programs of the relevant agencies that determine bow these lands are used.

For instreamfwater resource management, the discussion is separaved into the three main components of instream conditions:
1) water guality; 2) water quantity; and 3) the integrity of the river’s channel, banks and associated wetlands. Summaries
are provided of the relevant laws, regulations, and other agreements affecting each of those three components.

Much of the information presented in this chapter is derived from a comprehensive inventory and analysis of the effectiveness of
existing management and protection mechanisms prepared by the National Park Service and the Farmington River Study Com-

mittee in the early stages of the Wild and Scenic River Study. The complete results of that analysis are included in a companion

document to this report, the Draft Evaluation of Existing Protection (June, 1990), to which the reader should refer for addisional

desails. Since the completion of that report, a number of significant actions have been taken at the local and state levels to provide

additional protection to the river. The description that follows includes both the management and protection mechanisms in place

at the outset of the Wild and Scenic River Study and those additional acvions that occurred over the course of the project.

The reader also should note vhat the laws, regulations, programs and agreements summarized in this chapter formed the founda-
tion of a comprehensive river management plan for the Connecticut Study Segment that was prepared and adopted during the

larver stages of the Wild and Scenic River Study. Thar document, entitled the Upper Farmingion River Manggement Plan, is

summarized in Chapter 7; the full Management Plan is published separately as a companion to this report. The Management
Plan binds together the many existing management and protection mechanisms affecting the Connecticut segment by establishing
strong objectives and standards to guide their future implementation.

4.1 MASSACHUSETTS STUDY SEGMENT In keeping with New England tradition, land use control along
the Massachusetts segment is primarily under cthe jurisdiction
of town governments through the implementation of state
authorizing statutes and federal programs. The most impor-

tant of these locally administered programs are described in

4.1.1 LAND MANAGEMENT

Private Lands

As described in Chapter 2, more than 70 percent of the
shorelands along the Massachusetts Study Segment is privately
owned. The laws, regulations, and other programs governing
the ways in which those lands may be used are therefore of
critical importance to the health of the river.

the next part of this subsection.

In addition to the locally administered programs that are of
primary importance, there are certain statutes and programs
having a bearing on land use along the Massachusetts segment
that are administered direcely by state and federal agencies.
These programs are summarized after the discussion of locally
administered programs.
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The section on private lands concludes with a brief descrip-
tion of the physical characteristics found along the Massachu-
setts segment that limic che potential for intensive develop-
ment of the shorelands, which thereby further protect the river
from degradation.

Locally Administered Programs

Following are summaries of the most important statures
and programs affecting land management that are imple-
mented primarily at the local level.

¢ Wedands Protection Act (M.G.L. Chapter 131, Sec-
tion 40): The Massachuserts Wetlands Protection Act
was the first of its kind in the country and is still one
of the strongest state wetland aces in existence. The
Act is intended to protect eight public interests related
to wetlands, including: 1) flood control; 2) storm dam-
age prevention; 3} protection of public and private
water supply; 4) protection of ground water supply;
5) prevention of pollution; 6) protection of fisheries;
7) protection of land containing shellfish; and 8) pro-
tection of wildlife habitat. To achieve these goals, the
statute empowets local conservation commissions to
regulate any project that would alter che river, its flood-
plain, or land within 100 feet of the river or a border-
ing vegetated wetland. Any activity within those arcas
must be approved by the local conservation commis-

sion before it can proceed.

The Wetlands Protection Act is particularly effective
in protecting the Farmington's water quality from non-
point source pollution resulting from activities on ad-
jacent lands. However, it is important to recognize
that the Act does not directly protect the scenic or
recreational values of river corridors. Under the Act,
the nacural integricy of riverfront land can only be pro-
tected to the extent that it coincides with protection
of the river’s water quality or wildlife habitat. Consis-
tency of enforcement from town o town also can be a
problem. Nonetheless, the Wedands Protection Act
is one of the strongest laws protecting the Massachu-
setts stretch of the Farmington River from adverse
effects of riverfront development.

+ Title 5§ of the State Environmental Code (M.G.L.
Chapter 214, Sec. 13; M.G.L. 111, Sec. 31 & 127):
Established in 1977, Tite 5 provides a comprehensive
set of minimum regulations for the siting and con-
struction of septic systems in order to protect public
health and the environment. The most important sec-
tion of the regulations for the Farmington is chac which
prohibits che siting of any new septic system’s leach-
ing field within 50 feet of 2 watercourse. Title 5 also
requires a minimum of two percolation tests per lot
— one for the septic site and one for a reserve site —
and two deep observation holes for determining the
character of the soil. These provisions are enforced by
each community’s Board of Health, which is

authorized to pass more stringent regulations if deemed
necessary. All three of the towns abutting the Massa-
chusetts Study Segment have used this authority to
establish a 100-foot setback from the river for new
septic systems.

Tite 5 is one of the most important tegulatory pro-
grams for the upper Farmingron Valley because all of
the Massachuserts towns in the study area rely entirely
on septic systems. Moreover, these towns have soil
conditions that are exceptionally limiting for the place-
ment of septic systems under Title S regulations. (In
fact, local and regional land use officials claim that the
difficulty in finding acceprable percolation sites is the
most important factor limiting growth in these towns.)
Thus, while the intent of Title 5 is to protect water
quality from degradarion by sewage disposal, it has
the added practical effect of limiting development and
thereby protecting the rural and scenic character of
the Farmington Valley.

As with any state law relying on local enforcement,
the key to the effectiveness of Title 5 is the ability of
volunteer local health boards to enforce it. Enforce-
ment of siting new septic systems appears to be very
strong in all of the study area towns. However, there
has been a problem with the failure of older systems
established prior to the adoption of the regulations in
1977. The local boards have strong authority to deal
with these problems, but they are often reluctant to
use cheir full powers.

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
{(P.L. 90-448): The NFIP was established to provide
homeowners in flood hazard areas with federally
subsidized flood insurance as an alternative to the
escalating cost of disaster relief. To be eligible for the
insurance, howevet, the homeowner’s community must
first adopt official Federal Flood Insurance Rate Maps
that delineate flood hazard areas, and then establish at
least minimurn floodplain regulations that place some
restrictions on development in those arcas. All devel-
opment must conform to those regulations to qualify
for flood insurance. The local board that administers
the program (each town’s planning board in
Massachusetts) is encouraged to adopt floodplain
regulations more stringenc than the Program’s
minimum standards.

In general, the NFIP has been quite successful in
motivating communities to volunearily establish flood-
plain management ordinances. Three of the four
Massachusetts towns (Becket, Otis, and Sandisfield)
have chosen to participate in the program and adopt
the necessary regulations. However, while the regula-
tions established in those rowns do restrict building in
the floodplain to some extent, they do not fully pro-
tect the natural functions of the floodplain; building
is still allowed as long as certain conditions are met.



Local land wse reewlations are the key 1o provect:
of the Farmington River corvidor. This view is loo

] sl b
Route 57 bridge tn New Boston,

*  Municipal Land Use Statutes: The Massachusetts
Zoning Act (M.G.L. 40A), the Subdivision Control
Law (M.G.L. 41, Sec. 81A - 81GG), and other

enabling

dAws give towns In [i':L' { n]:'uﬂn!l\\’f.‘.tlllh

d late liiill.i use as [I'IE‘_\'

Most L'Ofﬂplk‘l(' .illfi'll"ilf)' [o rcg

see reasonable tor ensuring the general healch, weltare,
and satery of the public. These authorizing starutes

will not be reviewed in this section: rather, the focus

will be on the specific zoning and subdivision bylaws

adopted by the study area towns pursuant to the

enabling statutes

Under the various authorizing statutes described above, all
four of the Massachusetts towns in the study area have
established regulations that provide protecrion either
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adjacent lands. These include ordinances regulating wet-
land disturbance, building in floodplain areas, septic
system installation, density and type of development, sub-
divisions, erosion and sedimentation control, sand and
gravel extraction, and forestry practices. More specifically,
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segment Oris, Sandistield, and Tolland all have
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a 100-foot setback for new septic systems, and wetlands
rcgui&liom thar rescrict activities within 100 feet of the
river. The three rowns also have relatively low-density zon-

ing hy]uws (2 acres in Tolland, and 1 acre in Ous and

Sandisfield) that cn'lph.lsixc residenrial and .1griulflur;ii and
uses for lands along the river. The Town of Becker also has

adopted local bylaws that help ro protect the Farmingron's

headwater wetlands from derrimental land uses.

One local zoning action taken during the Wild and Scenic
River Study is sufficiently important for protection of the
river that it deserves to be highlighted. In 1991, the Town
of Tolland adopted a "River Pratection District” as an
amendment to its zoning bylaws. The district prohibits

new structures and sand and gravel operations in the river’s

100-year floodplain or within 200 feet of the river. Iralso
includes restrictions on vegetation removal (a 50-foor
no-cut zone and limitations on cutting in the area from
50-200 feet from the river), and a }.\{'(}h]lntlnil ot new
septic facilities within 150 feet of the river. These fearures
make Tolland’s ordinance the strongest river conservation
acrion Imp!cmt'ntcd by any of the Massachusetts towns on
the Farmington. A copy of Tolland’s River Prorection
District s included in :\ppcndi.‘( B.

Because the shorelands along the Massachuserts Study
Segment are predominantly in private ownership, the lo-
cal regulations are the primary mechanisms for protecting
this strerch of the Farmington River from detrimental land
uses. These regulations are, therefore, central to the evalu-
ation of the adequacy of protection for the Massachusertts
segment. That evaluation, which is the first component of
the suitability analysis, is presented in Subsection 8.2.1:
Protection Mechanisms. The relative strengths and weak

nesses of the various local rcgul.uinm In protecting, the river
are identified in thar subsection. In addition, Figure 8-1
[!rnvldt.‘i d I:n\\l]-l‘_\—l’t\\\'n comparison u)‘. Eilc im .ll
ordinances and other protection mechanisms affecting the
segment. Further information and analysis are available in
the 1990 Drafr Evaluation of Existing Prorection.

State Administered Programs

Several programs administered by the Commonwealth of
Massachusertts also affect land management and provide
significant protection for the Farmington River. The most
notable are summarized below.

*  Forest Cutting Practices Act (M.G.L. Chapter 132,
Sec. 40-46); This starute provides important protec-
tion for the Farmingron from adverse effecrs of large-
scale commercial timber harvests. The Act requires
that any landowner who intends to cut more than 50
cords or 25,000 board feet of wood for commercial
purposes must first prepare a cutting plan and have it
.l.ppr{_wcn_l by the Massachusetts Department of Envi-
ronmental Management. The Act’s regulations limit
cutting within 100 feet of warter bodies to less than 50
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percent of the forest. Although there is no require-
ment for a no-cut buffer, the DEM recommends leav-
ing a 50-foot no-cut area along water bodies.

It is important to note that these regulations apply
only to commercial logging operations exceeding
25,000 board feer of timber. Noncommercial cutting,
clearing of public ways, cutting of less than 25,000
board feet per cut, and cleating of land for building or
cultivation all are exempted from the Act. These
acrivities are, however, still regulated by local conset-
vation commissions under the Wetlands Protection
Act, as described above in the discussion of Locally
Administered Programs. In addition, cowns can es-
tablish their own regulations limiting timber harvest,
as Tolland does through its River Protection District,
for instance.

Preferential Use Assessment (M.G.L. Chapters 61,
61A, & 61B): Preferential or current use assessment
allows for reduced taxation of lands thac are commit-
ted to forestry, agriculture, or recreation/open space
uses. Ifalandowner applies and his/her property meets
the criteria for one of these categories, the land is
assessed at a value reflecting its currenc use, rather than
its full market value for a more intensive use. The
landowner must commit to keeping the land in that
same use for a ten year period; if the land is removed
from the program or converted to another use during
that time, the owner must pay penalty taxes to the
town.

This program plays an important role in sustaining
the largely rural and forested landscapes of the
Farmington Valley by enabling owners of lands that
are rapidly increasing in value ro afford to hold onto
those lands. As evidence of the atiractiveness of
the program, in 1990 roughly 7,840 acres in the
Farmington River watershed had been enrolled in the
“forest land” classification alone. However, enrollment
in the program does not ensure guaranteed long-term
conservation; the penalties for early withdrawal are not
necessarily steep enough to prevent landowners from
selling their property for development.

State Land Acquisition: In 1983, the Massachusetts
legislature authorized $4 million for land acquisition
to facilitate the “preservation and continuation of a
wilderness corridor” along the Farmington River. The
authorization was divided equally berween the Depart-
ment of Environmental Management and the Divi-
sion of Fisheries and Wildlife. The lacter share never
became available for the Farmington, but the DEM
has been able to move forward effectively with their
part of che program. Thus far, DEM has acquired
two imporzant parcels along the scudy segment in Otis:
a 16.9-acre parcel with over 2,000 feet of river front-
age, almost all of which is located within the 100-year
floodplain; and a 450-acre parcel encompassing an
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undeveloped forested area with steep slopes and more
than 6,000 feet of frontage on the river's east side, and
a narrow section with about GOOQ feet of frontage on
the west side. The total cost for these acquisitions was
$1.1 million.

Federal and State Clean Water Acts (PL. 95-217;
M.G.L. Chapter 131, Secc.40): The Massachusetts
DEP has a number of responsibilities under the state
and federal water pollution control statutes that have
a bearing on land use along the river. These include
permitting of point source discharges, issuing water
quality certifications on proposed discharges, and con-
trolling non-point source pollution. These responsi-
bilicies are described in the “Water Quality” portion

of Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources Management.

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA)
(M.G.L. Chapter 30, Scc. 61-62H): This statute is
modeled after the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), and requites all state agencies to review the
environmental impact of major state actions and con-
sider alternatives. As stated in the Act, “all agencies,
departments, boards, commissions and autherities of
the Commonwealth shall review, evaluate, and deter-
mine the impact on the natural environment of all
works, projects or activities conducted by them and
shall use all practicable means and measures to mini-
mize damage to the environment.” For any project
covered by the Act, an “Environmental Notification
Form™ (ENF) describing the environmental impacts
must be filed with the MEPA unit in the Executive
Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA). Following
public comment, EQEA officials determine whether
the project is of sufficient magnitude to require the
preparation of a full “Environmental Impact Report”
(EIR), which further evaluates the project’s environ-
menta] consequences and adequacy of mitigation mea-
sures, The Act’s associated regulations establish spe-
cific thresholds for different types and sizes of projects
that automatically require preparation of an ENF or

EIR.

It is important to note that any rype of permit or
license required for a project by any state agency is
considered a state action and subject to the Act.
However, permits granted by local boards {c.g.,
conservatton commissions, boards of health, erc.)
under state authorizing statute do not constitute state

actions unless someone appeals the local decision to
the MassDED.

Federallty Administered Programs

L]

Clean Waver Act/Section 404 (PL. 95-217): Section
404 affects land management along the river by re-
quiring any project that would discharge dredged or
fill matcrial into the river or an adjacent wetland to
receive a permit from che Army Corps of Engineers



(in consultation with the U.S, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency [EPA]). This program is described fur-
ther in the “Channel, Banks, and Wetlands” portion

ot Subsection 4.1.2: Warter Resources Management.

Physical Limitations to Development

[n addition to the protections provided by the programs
L{Cﬁ(r]bcd klbﬂ\"f. Eht -'\'Lif\SHfhllf'\C{FS ‘\'CL‘L‘]‘U“ L"Ii- Fhf_' FJI’I'ﬂ'
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tfrom physical characteristics that limit the development
pt:?rni!".li Ui‘li'll_‘ privare ].‘41‘1\!\ in Ellt’ rver gurrldnr.

Natural features, including wetlands, steep slopes, and soils
thar are unsuitable for individual sepric systems, serve asa
significant constraint to development in many locations
along the segment. Wetlands surround the river for much
of the uppermost one and one-halt miles of the study area
immediately below the Hayden Pond Dam. Sceep slopes
descend virtually to the river’s edge along large sections of
the segment. This is the case along much of the eastern
shore in the lower half of the stretch in Otis, and is even
more pronounced on both sides of the river through much
of Sandisfield and Tolland. In fact, more than one-third
of Sandisfield’s 8.6 miles of total river i-r-'mr_'.lgc 1s bordered
by slopes steeper than 25 percent. While these steep slopes
do \igmlluaml_\' limit the likelihood of construction, they
are generally heavily forested; intensive logging, particu-
larly along the immediate shorelands, could have serious
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of certain locations.

Road access also plays an important role in limiting poten-
tial development along parts of the segment. Although
R(I’L”L’ 8 L{UL’S pdr.‘l”(.'l lh(..' river .1|ni1g t}]C west .‘iIdL' !’I‘_.‘lr Most
0[-1}](_' Stud_\" ch”](_'n[. (}1[.' l;i\’..‘[( i'!i I'l.).lLi dCCESS .i]l)ng ﬂ]'l.]L'h
of the east side has significantly reduced the development
pressure on that shoreline. This is most notewarthy tor
much of the stretch in Otis, which otherwise could be vul-
nerable to a considerable amount of development, logging.
and other activities that could have an impact on the river.

Conversely, the river also receives a form of prorection in
areas \.'Vh{._'rt' RULI[[’ 8 L.].U\\(.'l__\' l.‘iir.‘”('l\\ ll]C western Si"ll'l!'t'lin(f.
In many locations this has resulted in narrow parcels be-
tween the road and the river that are undevelopable, thereby
ensuring that at least the immediate shoreline will retain a
certain amount of narural character and hut'i"t‘rmg_ capac-
ity. However, the proximity of Route 8 does create the
potential for water quality problems resulting from runoff
from the road surface,

-

Adjacent I,"nr‘)!i:' lands are an important factor in marntaining the
nnde ;'r."u‘pr'rz' characrer rg.('njlr Massachusets .\'!.‘mfv Segment

The Massachusetts Study Segment receives significant protec-
tion from the public conservation lands located along ir. As
with private lands, the state and federal programs described
above help to ensure the conservation of public lands along
the Massachusetts segment. Physical limitarions furcher
constrain potential uses of public lands in some locations.
However, the primary factors inﬂu(‘ncing the use of public
lands are the policies and practices applied by the agencies
charged with management of these lands

As shown earlier in Figure 2-2 and Map 2-1, roughly 27 per
cent of the frontage in Massachuserts is in public ownership;
virtually all of those public holdings are dedicated for conser-
vation-related purposes and are protected from development
or intensive land uses. (The only exceptions are small parcels
owned by the Towns of Otis and Sandisfield for municipal
purposes and the Massachusetts Department of Public Works
in Otis for salt and equipment storage. Together, these parcels
only account for about 5.2 acres and 1,175 feet, or 0.9 per
cent, of the total frontage along the segment.)

The largest parcels of protected open space along the segment
are in the Ous, Sandisfield and Tolland State Forests, all of
which have substantial river frontage. These lands are man-
aged for multiple uses, including the wildlife habirat, recre-
ation, hunting, and the harvest of firewood, saw timber, and
mountain laurel. These activities do not have an appreciable

effect on the river. The state forest lands are considered well

PTUEL‘CtL‘d l"i'(.]l]l ill_l'[Ll re dcvu]()pmcnt h(_'l.'_".'lli.‘;E ,‘\I‘EIILZ!L' 97 l'!i- ['IH._'
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Massachusetts Constitution requires a two-thirds vote of the
Legistature co sell any state forest.

The Hartford Metropolitan District Commission and cthe U.S.
Army Corps of Engincers also own sizeable tracts at the down-
stream end of the Massachusetts segment. These lands, which
were acquired in conjunction with the development of the
West Branch Reservoirs, are also protected from intensive
development. The land owned by the MDC is managed
specifically for watershed protection and is restricted from sale
by Connecticut state statutes.

Collectively, the extensive tracts of public conservation lands
are the best-protected lands in the Massachusetts study area
and have contribured significantly to the continued natural
character of the river valley.

(Refer to Subsection 2.1.4: Land Ownership and Subsection
2.1.5: Land Use in for additional information on the public
lands in the study area.)

4-.1.2 Water REsourcEs MANAGEMENT

While locally administered programs and regulations are
of primary importance for land management along the
Massachusetts segment, state and federally administered stat-
utes and programs provide the foundation for management
and protection of the Farmington’s instream/water resources.
Nonetheless, local land use regulations are significant for
certain water resource issues, particularly the control of non-
point source pollution and the protection of the riverbanks
and adjacent wetlands.

The most noteworthy of che local, seate, and federal authori-

ties affecting water resource management on the Massachu-

setts segment are summatized below.

Water Qualisy

Locally Administered Programs

Several local land use programs provide important protec-
tion for the water quality of the Massachusctts segment,
particularly from non-point source pollution. The most
significant are chose related to wetlands, septic systems,
subdivisions, and floodplains. The state authorizing stat-
utes and the specific regulations adopted by the individual
towns arc described above in the “Private Lands” portion
of Subsection 4.1.1: Land Management; the strengths
and weaknesses of those regulations are evaluated in the
first part of the suitability analysis for the Massachuseuts
segment, presented in Subsection 8.2.1: Protection

Mechanisms,

State Administered Programs

*  Federal and State Clean Water Aces (PL. 95-217;
M.G.L. Chapter 131, Sec. 40): The federal and state
water pollution control statutes provide substancial pro-
tection for the Farmington Rivers water quality by

regulating all discharges to the river through several
different programs. The Massachusetts Department
of Environmental Protection directly administers the
state statute and, through delegation from the U.S.
EPA, the federal law as well. The MassDEP's major
responsibilities under these statutes include che
following:

(1) :
These standards designate water guality goals and
designated uses for different classes of water bod-
ies, and establish base level criteria that must be
met to maintain the designated uses for cach class.
The standards form the basis from which a state’s
regulatory decisions on water quality are made.

As required under the starutes, the MassDEP has
established a stacewide anti-degradation policy that
protects high quality waters from being degraded
to the base level of their classification. The

specific application of this standard to the
Farmington River is discussed below.

@) Pro; . | certificati fer Sec. 401 of
the federal Clean Water Aci: Section 401 requires
that any proposed discharge into the waters of a
state must receive a water quality certificate from
that state before any necessary federal permits or
licenses can be granted. This requiremenc makes
Section 401 certification a strong tool for the state
because it ensures that federally-approved projects
must meet the state’s water quality standards.
Certification must be related directly to impacts
on water quality; however, a 1994 U.S. Supreme
Court decision held that water quantity is insepa-
rable from water quality, and therefore certifica-
tions can legally include requirements related to
water quantity provided they have some connec-
tion to the state’s water quality standards.

(3) DPoinc source discharge permits: Sec. 402 of the
federal Clean Water Act establishes a permit sys-
tem — the “National Pollution Discharge Elimi-
nation System” (NPDES) — for all point source
discharges, such as new or expanded discharges
from sewage treatment plants and industrial
facilities. Storm water discharges also are regu-
lated under Sec. 402, The NPDES permit system
provides an additional mechanism for the state to
ensure that a proposed point source discharge will
not violate the specific water quality standards
established for the river basin in question.

{4) Non-point seurce pollution control: The federal
and state statutes also establish limited regulatory
authority and encourage planning efforts for the
reduction of non-point source pollution.

The EPA oversces implementation of the Clean
Water Act in Massachusetts. The agency maintains
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approval/veto authority over the state’s water quality
standards and permitting of specific projects under Sec.
402, but not over state certifications under Sec. 401.

The MassDEP has classified the entite length of the
Farmingron River in Massachusetts as Class B,
“fishable and swimmable.” The agency’s current anti-
degradation policy for the river provides strong pro-
tection to its high quality waters, but does not
guarantee protection from future discharges. The
policy prohibits new discharges unless a variance is
granted by the MassDEP. Variances can be granted if
a proposed discharge meets three tests: (1) “socioeco-
nomic” review, in which the agency determines that
the social and economic benefits of the project to the
public ourweigh the impacts of the discharge; (2)
“highest and best technology” review, in which the
agency determines that the applicant will use the
highest and best technology available (usually mean-
ing secondary or tertiary treatment) and has evaluated
alternatives; and (3) “water quality” review, in which
the agency determines that the project will not lower
the water quality of the river.?!

¢+ Other Authoritics: Certain other state adminiscered
programs (such as the Forest Cutting Practices Act,
Preferential Use Assessment, State Land Acquisition,
and Massachusetts Environmental Policy Acr) also play
a role in protecting water quality in the Massachusetts
segment. These are described above in the
“Private Lands” portion of Subsection 4.1.1: Land
Management.

Federally Administered Programs

«  Mational Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (PL. 90-542,
as amended): The protection of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (prohibiting any federally licensed, permit-
ted, or funded water resource project that would have
a direct and adverse effect on the river’s outstanding
resources) was in place for the duration of the
study period for both the Massachusetes and the
Connecticut study segments. As a designated Wild
and Scenic River, the Connecticut segment will
receive this protection permanently. Although the
Massachusetts segment was not proposed for designa-
tion, the protection afforded to the Connecticut
segment will extend co any federally assisted water
resources project in Massachuserts that would have a
significant effect on the river’s outstanding values in
Connecticut. Any project that would reduce the
quality of water flowing into the designated segment
downstream will be of particular concern.

22 Discussions are currently underway berween the Massachusetts
DEP and the Connecticut DEP to evaluate whether the existing ani-
degradation standard in Massachusetts adequately protects the high
water quality and designated uses of the river in Connecticut.

Specific provisions for implementing the permanent
protection for the Connecticut segment are described
later in this chapter in Subsection 4.2.2: Water
Resources Management. Should the Massachusetts
segment be designated at some point in the future,
detailed provisions similar to those in effect for the
Connecticut segment would be applied to the
Massachusetts segment as well.

*  Clean Water Act/Section 404: The authority and re-
sponsibilities of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the U.S. EPA under Sec. 404 are described later in
this Subsection under Channel, Banks and Wetlands.

* National Environmental Policy Act (PL. 91-190):
NEPA provides a limited amount of protection for the
Farmington by requiring federal agencies to evaluate
the environmental impact of proposed major federal
actions, to consider less environmentally damaging
alternatives, and to solicit public comment on che pro-
posal. However, NEPA cannot guarantee protection
of the river because it does not require agencies to pur-
sue the most environmentally sensitive alternative or

the one most favored by the public.
Water Quantity

Flows in the Massachusetts segment are not managed on a
continual basis through deliberate releases from impoundments
upstream of the segment or on its tribucaries. However, as
described in Subsection 2.2.3: Hydrology, the Farmington's
flows are influenced to varying degrees by the following: the
largely unmanaged releases from Hayden Pond in Otis;
autumn releases from Otis Reservoir into the Fall River, which
have a brief but substantial effect on the lower half of the scudy
segment; and the management of dry flood control dams on a
number of tributaries by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service,
which resules in short-term reductions of flow in the West
Branch during very wet periods.

Otis Reservoir is managed by the Massachusetts Department
of Environmental Management primarily to serve reservoir
recreation, fisheries, flood conerol, and the reservoir’s shorefront
property owners. The reservoir is drawn down annually dur-
ing two fall weckends to create storage capacity for spring runoff
and to prevent winter damage to private docks from ice move-
ment. The resulting releases into the Fall River average roughly
220 cfs, and substantially increase flows in the Farmington at
a time when the river is usually running at very low levels.
The releases, which the DEM coordinates with recreational
groups, provide enough water in the West Branch for inten-
sive white water recreation during a period when other rivers
in the region are too low for boating.

In addition to these direct influences on river flows, there are
a number of state and federal laws and regulations that have a
bearing on water quantity in the Massachusetts segment. These
programs are summarized below.
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Occasional releases from Otis Reservosr into the Fall River, shown here,

provide a substantial contribution to flows in the Massachuseres segment

State Administered Programs

Interbasin Transfer Act (M.G.L. Chapter 21, Sec.
8B-D) regulates any proposal to withdraw more than
1 million gallons per day from a tiver for an out-of-
basin use. Permits are granted only if all efforts have
lJCL'!'l. f‘l'l.!.L!L’ o (.[t'\r‘("](}}‘ ]l')t_dl water sources W'irhi” {h{f
“receiving basin,” all pracrical water conservation
measures have been taken, and reasonable minimum
stream flows will be protected. In essence, interbasin
transfers are treated as a “last resort” possibility; very
few have been permirted in the Commonwealth since
the enactment of this law in 1983.

Water Resources Management Planning Regulations
(313 CMR 2.00) require the development of river
basin plans that are to be considered in all state agency
decisions relating to water resources management in
each watershed. Among other components, each plan
must establish a minimum stream flow threshold to
protect fish, wildlife, and related uses. Wirthdrawals
that would reduce flows below the minimum
[h rt""\h()]d \‘\"Ouid not }..‘t' ;1”0\»’::11.

Because there are no existing or proposed withdraw-
als or discharges affecting the Farmington River in

Massachusetts, the Department of Environmental
Management has determined that a full-fledged basin
plan is not needed at this rime. However, the agency
has gathered information that provides a hydrological
baseline of current conditions in the Farmington River
basin.

Water Management Act (M.G.L. Chapter 21G)
regulates the allocation of water within a river basin.
Permits for withdrawals are issued depending upon the
availability of water in the basin, and new withdraw-
als are precluded if they would exceed the “safe yield”
for the river. Thus, the process protects minimum
instream flows by ensuring that the river will not be
overallocared.

Clean Water Act/Section 401: The state’s authority
under Sec. 401 to require a water quality certification
for any proposed discharge is described earlier in this
Subsection under Water Quality. The recent Supreme
Court decision referred to in that section has affirmed
states’ authority to deny certification to projects
affecting water quantiry if the flow levels (discharges)
released from such projects would impinge upon the
designated uses and water quality criteria established
This is

potentially a powerful new tool for states to use in

in the state's water quality standards.

regulating projects that have significant effects on
water quantity.
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act: See the

description provided above in the “Private Lands”
portion of Subsection 4.1.1: Land Management.

Federally Administered Programs

National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: See the
description provided earlier in this Subsection under
Water Quality. With designation of the Connecticut
segment as a Wild and Scenic River, any federally
assisted water resources project in Massachusetts thar
would reduce the quantity of water flowing into the
designated area downstream will be of particular

concern.

Clean Warter Act/Section 404: The authority and
responsibilities of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and the U.S. EPA under Sec. 404 are described imme-
diately below under Channel, Banks and Wetlands.
The jurisdiction of those agencies would extend to
cover any project affecting water quantity in the
Farmington if that project involved the discharge of
dredged or filled material into the segment or an
adjacent wetland.

National Environmental Policy Act: The responsi-
bilities of federal agencies under NEPA are described
carlier in this Subsection under Water Quality.
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Channel, Banks and Werlands

Locally Administered Programs

The natural appearance and function of the river’s
channel, banks, and adjacent wetlands receive important
protection through several local land use programs. The
most noteworthy include municipal floodplain, wetland,
subdivision and zoning regulations. The specific regula-
tions adopted by each of the study area towns are summa-
rized in the “Private Lands” portion of Subsection 4.1.1:
Land Management; the strengths and weaknesses of those
regulations are evaluated in the first part of the suirability
analysis for the Massachusetts segment, presented in
Subsection 8.2.1: Protection Mechanisms.

State Administered Programs

*  Clean Water Act/Section 401: The state’s water qual-
ity certification authority under Sec. 401 provides an
additional measure of protection to the Farmington's
channel, banks and adjacent wetlands for any proposed
project potentially affecting them that would require
a federal permit or license (such as a Section 404 per-
mit, as described below). The specific provisions of
the state’s Section 401 jurisdiction are described

caclier in this Subsection under Water Quality.

*  Waterways Act (M.G.L. Chapter 91): This law en-
ables the MassDEP to regulate construction within the
high water area of the Farmington and other tivers in
the Commonwealth.? Before building in the river, a
project proponent must obtain a license from the
MassDEP. Issuance of the license is dependent upon
the project’s impacts on navigation and public access,
and whether a water quality certification has been
received.

The Waterways Act provides an important mechanism
to regulate the construction of bridges and other scruc-
tures in and over the Farmington. A plausible example
would be private bridges that might be proposed to
reach currently inaccessible areas along much of the
east side of the river.

*  Massachusctts Environmental Policy Act:  See the
description provided above in the “Private Lands™
portion of Subsection 4.1.1: Land Management.

2 The MassDEP has asserted its authority under the Wacerways Act on
the Farmington River from the confluence with Dimmock Brook in
Otis downstream. The agency chose Dimmock Brook as the curoff
point because the river upstream was considered too small for naviga-
tion {(one of the fundamental criteria for application of the Act) and
there was no history of licenses having been issued abave that location.

Federally Administered Programs

*  Clean Water Act/Section 404: Section 404 provides
protection to the physical character of the Farming-
ton River by requiring any project that would discharge
dredged or fill material into the river or an adjacent
wetland to receive a permit from the Army Corps of
Engineers (in consultation with the U.S, EPA). This
permitting requirement affects both temporary and
permanent projects. In the permitting process, the
project’s potential impacts to aquatic resources and its
ability to serve the public interest are evaluated
according to EPA guidelines. The guidelines prohibit
fill discharges when less environmentally damaging and
practicable alternacives exist,

Most construction activities affecting the river or
adjacent wetlands would be subject to a Sec. 404
permit because they typically involve what would be
considered a “discharge of dredged or fill material.”
Examples include: placement of fill (rock, sand, dirt
or other material) needed for the construction of a
structure, impoundment, intake ot discharge pipe, etc.;
site development fill for industrial or recreational uses;
dams and dikes; riprap; and subaqueous utility lines.

Because Section 404 authority is so encompassing, the
Army Cotps has developed “regional,” “nationwide,”
and “programmatic general” permits for minor projects
that meet specified criteria. These projects do not need
to go through the more tigorous individual permit-
ting process. However, the Corps’ guidelines require
individual permits for all projects thar would be
located “in a component of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.” With designation of the Connecticut
segment, the Corps will apply a screcning procedure
for projects on tributaries to the designated area —
including the Massachusetts segment — that would
otherwise qualify for a nationwide permit but that
could adversely affect the designated strecch.

* National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: See the
description provided earlier in this Subsection under
Water Quality. With designation of the Connecticut
segment as a Wild and Scenic River, any federally
assisted water resources project thar would affect the
Massachusetts segment’s channel, banks, or wetlands
and reduce the quality or quantity of water flowing
into the designated arca downstream will be of
particular concern.

* National Environmental Policy Act: The responsi-
bilities of federal agencies under NEPA are described
carlier in this Subsection under Water Qualicy.
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4.2 CONNECTICUT STUDY SEGMENT

4.2.1 LAND MANAGEMENT

Private Lands

As in Massachusetts, the majority of the shorelands along the
Connecticut Study Segment (approximately 51.5 percent) are
in private ownership. Thus, the laws and regulations that gov-
ern the use of private lands are critical to the managementand
protection of the river in Connecticut. As is the case in Mas-
sachuserts {(as well as in most of New England), the primary
responsibilicy for regulading land use in Connecticuc rests with
the local communities through their implementation of a num-
ber of state and federal statutes. The most important of these
programs are described in the next part of this Subsection.

In addition to the locally administered programs that are of
primary importance, there are certain statutes and programs
having a bearing on land use along the Connecticut segment
that are administered directly by state and federal agencies.
These programs are summarized after the description of
locally administered programs.

The private lands section concludes with a brief description of
the physical characteristics found along the Connecticut seg-
ment that limit the potential for intensive development of the
shorelands, which thereby further protect the river from
degradation.

Locally Administered Programs

Following are summaries of the most important statutes
and programs affecting land management that are imple-
mented primarily at che local level.

+ Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act (C.G.S.
22a-36 et seq.}: This statute provides significant pro-
tection for Connecticut’s rivers by prohibiting most
activities involving dredging, filling, altering or
pelluting of a wetland or watercourse without the
issuance of a permit from the local inland wetlands
commission.?* Each local inland wetland commission
is requited to adopt boundary maps delincating “regu-
lated areas,” which must include all wetlands and
watercourses in the town. A commission may expand
its regulated areas beyond actual wetlands and water-
courses to include buffers of adjacent non-wetland
areas. These buffer areas are not protected by the Act,
but rather represent areas of expanded regulation in
which activities are evaluated only for their impact on
an actual wetland or watercourse.

¥ In Connecticut, wetlands are defined on the basis of sail types, and
include those designated as “poorly drained, very poorly drained, allu-
vial, and floodplain,” while watercourses are defined as any body of
water, standing or flowing, natural or artificial, (C.G.S. Sec. 222-38(15)
& (16))

The level of scrutiny a project receives can vary
substantially depending on the inland wetlands
commission’s decision of whether the proposed project
constitutes a “significant activity;” i.c., one thac could
have a potentially significanc impact on a wetland or
watercourse. All “significant activities” must have a
public hearing, and generally receive a much higher
level of review for potential environmental impacts.

The Act gives strong enforcement powers to the local
commissions by allowing them to issue cease and de-
sist orders, to order that violations be corrected, and
to levy substantial fines. The Connecticuc DEP can
enforce the Act if a local commission fails to do so,
but it cannot override a commission’s regulatory
decisions.

If properly enforced, the Act has the ability to provide
thorough protection for wetlands. The Act’s strpng
points include: one of the most comprehentive
wetland definitions in the country (based on soils);
mapping of all wetands, watercourses and regulared
areas; the ability to regulate projects beyond the actual
wetland boundary; and a strong technical assistance
program for local commissions.

Implementation of the Act has presented certain
challenges in the study area towns. Several of the vol-
unteer commissions do not have paid enforcement staff
nor sufficient time and expertise to thoroughly
evaluate many of the dewiled engineering studics pro-
duced by developets; this has resulted in some enforce-
menc problems. Also, many small projects that are
determined not to be a “significant activity” do not
receive a full environmental review, and are permicted
as is or perhaps with conditions. Thus, although che
Act is strong in not generically exempting projects
below a certain threshold, the local determination on
the significance of a project can have much the same
effect. The Acc also has limitations in the extent to
which it can be used to restrict vegetation cutting in
regulated areas. Anything short of a total clear cut is
not automatically a regulated activity, and therefore
may be beyond the jurisdiction of the local
commission. In addition, the Act is rarely used to pro-
tect the recreational and aesthetic values of wetlands
or watercourses. Rather, the focus is usually limited
to evaluating the impacts of proposed projects on the
hydraulics or water quality of the wetland or water-
course in question.

Overall, the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act
provides significant protection for the Farmington’s
water quality, but is more limited in its ability to
protect the natural character of the shorelands.

Connecticut Public Health Code (Sections 19-13-
B100 to 19-13-B104): The Public Healcth Code
establishes minimum standards for the siting and



design of septic systems. The most important stan-
dard for the protection of the Farmington River is the
requirement that new septic facilities and leach fields
must be set back at least 50 feer from all open water-
courses. In addition, requirements for percolation tests,
deep observation holes, and construction specifications
all must be sarisfied and inspected by a sanitary agent
of the Farmington Valley Health Districe (FVHD)
before a “permit to discharge” will be granted by the
District. Implementation of the program by profes-
sional staff of the Health District is an important
distinction between Connecticut’s sepric regulations
and the “Title V” regulations in Massachuserts, which
are implemented by volunteer local health boards.

Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Act (C.G.S. 22a-
325 et seq.): This program protects the Farmingron
from erosion and sedimentation impacts associated
with construction and new developments. Any project
that will disturb more than one-half acre of soil must
receive town certification (typically from the planning
and zoning commission or inland wetlands commis-
sion) of a soil erosion and sediment control plan
before construction. Such plans must conform to
specific performance standards and techniques thart are
intended to “result in a development that minimizes
erosion and sedimentation during construction; is
stabilized and protected from erosion when completed;
and does not cause off-site erosion and/or sedimenta-
tion.” Also, towns are encouraged to develop
standards for storm water management, but are not
required to do so under the Act.

Public Act 490 (C.G.S. 12-107a-¢): This is similar
to “current use assessment’ programs in other states
(for instance, the Chapter 61 program in Massachu-
setts), although that name is not formally applied to
the program in Connecticut. Landowners who par-
ticipate in the program receive reduced rax assessments
in return for committing to keep undeveloped lands
in that condition. Lands are classified as “forestland,”
“farmland,” or “open space” under the Act, and are
assessed based on the “use value” in that condition
rather than on the full fair market value as if they were
to be developed. The landowner must commit to keep-
ing the land in its present use for a ten year period; if
the land is sold or converted ro a more intensive use
during that time, the landowner must pay consider-
able conveyance taxes.

This program provides an important financial incen-
tive to encourage landowners to keep land from being
developed. It has been widely used in the Farmington
Valley: as of 1990, more than 500 acres in the imme-
diate corridor along the Connecticur Study Segment
were enrolled in the program.® These open lands con-
tribute significantly to the natural character of the area.

N
S
.

* National Flood Insurance Program: All five of the
study area towns in Connecticut have established flood-
plain regulations pursuant to the NFIR* In addition,
the Town of Hartland has gone substantially beyond
the minimum requirements of the NFIP to prohibit
all building in the 100-year floodplain. See the
description of this program in the “Private Lands” por-
tion of Subsection 4.1.1: Land Management for the
Massachusetts Study Segment for additional details.

*  Municipal Land Use Statutes: The Connecricur
Zoning Act (C.G.S. 8-1 et seq.), the Subdivision
Control Law (C.G.S. 8-25), and other enabling laws
give towns almost complete authority to regulate land
use as they see reasonable for ensuring the general
health, welfare, and safety of the public. These autho-
rizing statutes will not be reviewed in this section;
rather, the focus will be on the specific zoning and
subdivision regulations adopred by the study area
trowns pursuant to the enabling statures.

New shorelands zoning ordinances adopted by the
Connecticit .'trmlf\« ferwns prm':'ﬂ'r itrong ;;mrrrri;m _,I‘EH

the river corridor. Thiv view is l’uu.('mlif upstream from
the Rowte 20 bridge in Riverton.

Under the various authorizing statutes described above,
all of the Connecticut towns in the study area have
established regularions that provide protection either
directly or indirectly for the Farmingron River and its
adjacent lands. These include ordinances regulating
wetland disturbance, building in floodplain areas,
** This figure only includes parcels enrolled in the Public Act 490
program near the river in Hardand. Barkhamsted, and Canton,

Statistics on the amount of riparian land enrolled in the program in
New Hartford were not available.

* In Connecticur, the local planning and zoning commissions are
responsible for implementing the National Flood Insurance Program
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septic system installation, density and type of devel-
opment, subdivisions, erosion and sedimentation con-
trol, sand and gravel extracrion, and forestry practices.

In addition to their underlying regulations, each of
the towns abutting the Connecticuc segment adopted
specific zoning improvements during the Wild and
Scenic River Study that are sufficiently important in
protecting the river that they deserve special recogni-
tion. In 1991 and 1992, the four towns — Hartland,
Barkhamsted, New Hardford, and Canton — each
adopted a “River Protection Overlay District” as an
overlay to its zoning regulations. These districts pro-
hibit new structures, new septic systems, and sand and
gravel operations within a 100-foot buffer on both sides
of the river, and establish strict limitations on
vegetation removal in that area. The districts provide
strong, uniform protection along the entire length of
the segment for the immediate shorelands, which are
the most critical to che health of the river itself.
Caopies of the four towns River Protection Overlay
Districts are included in Appendix B.

Because the majority of the shorelands along the
Connecticut Study Segment are in private ownership,
the local regulations are the most important mecha-
nisms for protecting this stretch of the Farmington
River from detrimental land uses. They are, there-
fore, central to the evaluation of the adequacy of pro-
tection for the Connecticut segment. That evalua-
tion, which is the first component of the suitabilicy
analysis, is presented in Subscction 8.3.1: Protection

Mechanisms. The relative strengths and weaknesses

of the various local regulations in protecting the river
are identified in that subsection. In addition, Figure
8-2 provides a town-by-town comparison of the local
ordinances and other protection mechanisms affect-
ing the segment. Further information and analysis

are available in the 1990 Draft Fvaluation of Existing

Protection.

State Administered Programs

Several programs administered by the State of Connecti-
cut also affect land management and provide significane
proteciion for the Farmington River. The most notable
are summarized below.

»

Federal and State Water Pollution Centrol Statutes
(PL.95-217: C.G.S. 22a2-416 et 5¢q.): The Connecri-
cut DEP has a number of responsibilities under the
state and federal water pollution control statutes that
have a bearing on land use along the river. These
include permitting of point source discharges, issuing
water quality certifications on proposed discharges, and
controlling non-point source pollution. These respon-
sibilities are described below in the “Wacer Qualicy”
portion of Subsection 4.2.2: Water Resources
Management.

x

Inland Wetlands and Wartercourses Act (22a-36 et
s¢g.): This statute authorizes the DEP to regulate
activities conducted by any state agency on riverfront
lands that would affect the watercourse or associated
wetlands. In such instances, the DEP solicits input
from the local inland wetlands commission.

Flood Management Act (C.G.S. 25-68b et seq.): This
statute authorizes the DEP to regulate state agency

- activities within or affecting floodplains. The program

is described below in the “Channel, Banks and
Wetlands” portion of Subsection 4.2,.2: Water
Resources Management.

State Land Acquisition: In 1987, the Connecticut
General Assembly established the “Recreation and
Natural Heritage Trust Program” (C.G.S. 23-73 erseq.)
to ensure the long-term protection of important natu-
ral resources through state land acquisition. The
program, administered by the DEP, has been used o
protect two adjacent parcels of important riverfront
land in Hartland. These parcels, which were acquited
for a total of $325,000, cover 123 acres and approxi-
mately 3,000 feet of frontage on the West Branch. In
addition to scering aside valuable pieces of riparian
land, che acquisitions have provided additional public
access and a potential site for an educational center
and a trout and salmon rearing facility.

Connecticut Environmental Policy Act {CEPA)
(C.G.S. 22a-1 exseq.): CEPA islargely modeled after
its federal counterpart, NEPA, and requires all state
agencies to review the environmental impacts of
major state actions and to consider alternatives. For
projects covered under the Act, the agency in question
must prepare an envirenmental assessment (EA); if the
EA concludes that the project “may significantly
affect the envirenment,” then the agency is required
te conduct a more full-blown environmental impact
evaluation (EIE). The EIE must documenc potential
impacts of the activity, alternatives, and mitigating
measures. The EIE must be made available for public
review and receive approval from the Office of Policy
and Management befote the project can occur.

While CEPA is a good tool for increasing public and
agency awareness about the potential impacts of
major stace activities, it does have certain limitations.
Much like NEPA, the Act requires agencies to evalu-
ate impacts and alternatives and provide for public
participation; however, it does not compel agencies to
pursue the mosc environmentally sensitive alternatives.
Unlike its Massachusctts equivalent (MEPA), CEPA
does not consider state permits to constitute state
actions. As a result, only projects conducted directly
by a state agency or receiving state funding trigger

CEPA review. Also, many state projects are generi-
cally excluded from CEPA review.
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*  Other Authorities: Cerrain other state administered
programs also could have an effect on land use along
the Connecticut segment. These include the DEP's
responsibilities tor the regulation of hazardous waste
storage under the Storage of Hazardous Wastes Near
Watercourses Act (C.G.S. 22a-134p(a) et seq.), and

the State Siting Councils jurisdiction regarding the

location of hazardous waste/low-level radioacrive waste

storage, energy plants, and telecommunications facili
ties pursuant to C.G.S, 22a-114 et seq., 22a-163 et

seq., and 16-50g et seq

Federally Administered Programs

*  Clean Water Act/Section 404 (1. 95-217): Section
404 affects land management along the river by

requiring any project that would discharge dredged or

fill marerial inte the river or an adjacent wetland to

receive a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers

the wteep-sided wa

segrnient

(in consultation with the U.S. EPA). This program is
described above under “Channel, Banks, and
Wetlands” in Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources
Management for the Massachusetts segment.

Physical Limitations to Development

In addition to the protection provided by the programs
described above, the Connecticurt study segment receives

an important measure of protection from certain P]'H"\!\..il

characteristics of the river corridor that limit the develop-

ment potential of privately owned shorelands.

In Hartland, chere is essentially no dev clup.tbh- private land
immediately adjacent to the river. Along most of the west
side, the lack of road access and steep HIUE?Q’_‘Q render the
shorelands undevelopable. On the east side, Hogback Road
parallels the river at a short distance, and the land in

berween is either in the 100-year Hnm'.p

ain (which is pre-
I.ELIL!E.‘LE from L!(‘\'vlnplllc:‘.t thlt‘l:.'r H.tr[!.l!‘.\{S l'cg,:ill.i

tions) or a classified wetland (riverwash soils).

Natural features play less of a role in limiting poten-
. :

tial development along the river in Barkhamsted, but
there are few opportunities for new development in
thar town for other reasons. As discussed further in
the next part of this Subsection, only 38 percent of
Barkhamsted’s 12 miles of river frontage is privately
owned. Those private lands are located in or near
the villages of Riverton and Pleasant Valley, and most
have already been developed. Thus, the potential
for future subdivision and development is severely

limited.

Physical limirations provide the least amount of
protection for the river as it flows chrough New
Hartford, but much of the private land in the rown
has already been developed. [n one important unde-
veloped area on the eastern shoreline extending for
about three-quarters of a mile below the confluence
with the East Branch, steep slopes descend to the
riverbank. A small local road also closely parallels
the river in this area, isolating the immediate
shorelands from any development that might occur
on the hillside. In the hearr of the scenic and heavily
used Satan’s Kingdom gorge, extremely steep slopes
provide an important natural barrier to roads, struc-
tures, or essentially any other potential activity

The physical conditions in the area effectively isolate
the shorelands downstream of the gorge for another

half-mile as well.

Little development potential also exists along Canton’s
1.16 miles of shoreline on the east side of the river.
Seventy-six percent of the developable lots in this area
already have scructures on them. These are small
(1-2 acre) lots and, in accordance with the town’s

of Satan’s Kingdom  roning regulations, cannot be further subdivided and

L!(‘Z\r’f_’]l.)[\l_‘l.{.
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Public Lands

The extensive public lands along the Connecticut segment that
are dedicated for conservation purposes are crucial to the long-
term protection of the river and the maintenance of the rural
character of the upper Farmington Valley. These lands, which
cover approximately 48.5 percent of che shorelands along the
segment, are the best protected of any lands in the study area
from development or incensive land uses.

As is the case in Massachusetts, state and federal programs
affecting private land management also help to ensure the con-
servation of public lands in Connecticut. Physical features of
the river corridor also limit the potential uses of these lands.
But clearly the most important factors influencing the use of
public lands are the policies and practices applied by the
agencies charged with management of those lands.

The three state forests in the area (American Legion, Peoples,
and Nepaug) combine to form the largest public holdings,
accounting for more than 27 percent of the entire frontage
on the segment. The state forests are managed by the
Connecticut DEP for multiple uses, including wildlife habi-
tat, water quality, a variety of recreational activities, and the
harvest of firewood, saw timber, and mountain laurel. Trans-
fer of these lands to another agency or sale to private owners is
highly unlikely because they have been dedicated specifically
for conservation purposes.

The Hareford Metropolitan Districc Commission also owns
several large parcels that encompass more than 20 percent of
the shorelands along the segment. The largest of the MDC'’s
parcels on the segment, the Greenwoods parcel Jocated in
Barkhamsted and New Hartford, includes an important flood-
plain area and provides extensive access to the river. The MDC
leases this land to the DEP for fishing, hunting, and other
public recreational uses. The MDC also owns three large
riparian parcels near the beginning of the segment in Hardand.

The MDC'’s lands are managed for multiple uses, including
water quality protection, recreational access, timber harvest,
and sand and gravel removal. The more intensive of these
uses have been managed so as to avoid detrimental effects on
the river. Transfers of the utiliey’s lands are governed by state
statuce and its charter according to the following provisions:

1. Most of the MDC land on the segment is Class I watet-
shed land. Under C.G.S.25-32(2)-(e} and 25-37¢,d, these
lands are precluded from sale except to another water
company or a municipality, unless the classification of the

land is changed.

2. Even if the classification of these lands is changed to a less
stringent level, the MDC’s Charter restricts the sale of any
parcel greater than 10 acres in its existing reservoir system
unless it is for “continued public use” or approved by ref-
erendum in the MDC’s cight member towns.

The last piece of public land on the segment — a small parcel
owned by the Town of New Hartford that is managed as a

Farmingten River Study

local park — provides important public access to the east side
of the river.

(Refer to Subscction 2,1.4: Land Ownership and Subsection
2.1.5: Land Use in for additional information on the public
lands in the study area.}

4.2.2 WaTER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

As is the case in Massachusetts, state and federally adminis-
tered statutes and programs are of greater importance for the
management and protection of the Farmington River’s
instream/water resources in Connecticut than are locally
administered programs. Nonetheless, local land use regula-
tions are significant for certain water resource issues, particu-
larly the control of non-point source pollution and the
protection of the riverbanks and adjacent wetlands.

The most noteworthy of the local, state, and federal authori-
ties affecting water resource management on the Connecticut
Scudy Segment are summarized below.

Water Quality

Locally Administered Programs
*  Municipal Land Use Regulations: Several local land

use programs provide important protection for the
water qualicy of the Connecticut segment, particularly
from non-point source pollucion. The most signifi-
cant include the River Protection Overlay Districts and
regulations related to wedands, septic systems, subdi-
visions, and floodplains. The state authorizing
statutes and specific regulations adopted by the indi-
vidual towns are described above in the “Private Lands”
portion of Subsection 4.2.1: Land Management; the
strengths and weaknesses of those regulations are evalu-
ated in the firsc pare of the suitability analysis for the
Connecticut segment, presented in Subsection 8.3.1:
Protection Mcchanisms.

¢+ Municipal Sewerage Sysiems Statute (C.G.S. 7-245
et seq.): Under this law, cach town is empowered to
establish a local water pollution control authority. This
board is responsible for preparing a local water pollu-
tion control plan, and for managing the town’s scwage
treatment plant if one exists. In carrying out these
responsibilities, the board can take strong steps to pro-
tece riparian water quality through such actions as
developing and implementing a sewer avoidance
program for specific areas and ensuring effective man-
agemenc of on-site facilities — including requirements
for periodic inspection and maintenance of on-site
sewage disposal systems.

Of the four towns abutting the segment, only New
Hartford and Canton have established local water
pollution control authorities, and New Hartford has
the only municipal sewage creacment planc thar
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directy affects the segment. (Canton’s facility is
located downscream of the segment.) As with all
municipal facilities, the New Hartford planc must
comply wich the DEP’s water quality standards, regu-
lations, and permitting requirements.

State Administered Programs

*  Federal and State Water Pollution Control Statutes
(PL. 95-217; C.G.S. 22a2-416 et seq.): Two laws
govern the protection of water quality in Connecti-
cut: the federal Clean Water Act, and the state’s
Water Pollution Control Statutes. The Connecticuc
DEP directdy administers the state statutes and,
through delegation from the U.S. EPA, the federal law

as well.

The federal and state laws provide substantial protec-
tion for the Farmington River's water quality by
regulating all discharges to the river through several
different programs. Much as described in the “Water
Quality” portion of Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources
Management for the Massachusetts segment, the
Connecticut DEP has four primary responsibilities
under the statutes:

(1) Establishment of statewide warer quality

standards;

(2) Project review and certification under Sec. 401 of
the Clean Water Act;

{3) Permitting of point source discharges and storm

water discharges;
(4) Nen-point source pollution control.”

The upper Farmington River in Connecticut is
currently designated as Class A (suitable for drinking
water supply) from the Goodwin Dam downstream
to the confluence with the Still River, and as Class B
(suitable for fishing and swimming) for the remainder
of the study segment. For Class A waters, the DEP’s
general anti-degradation policy prohibits point source
discharges “unless a temporary dischasge is necessary
to remediate an existing surface or groundwater
pollution problem” or “the discharge consists of clean
water, treated backwash waters from public or private
drinking water treatment systems or dredging and
dredged marerial dewarering operations and does not
result in violacion of Class A standards.” The policy
requires thatr Class B waters be maintained ac cheit
existing high quality unless a lowering of water qual-
ity “is necessary to accommeodate overriding economic
and social development which the Commissioner

¥ The EPA oversees implemenration of the Clean Water Act in
Connecticuc and maintains approvalfveto authority over the state’s
water quality standards and permitting of specific projects, but not over
Sec. 401 cerrifications.

n

[of the DEP] has determined is clearly in the public
interest, and...existing uses will be protected fully.”

However, during the development of the

ingron River Management Plan, the DEP cornmltted
to amend the Connecticut Water Quality Standards,
including the anti-degradation policy, with a special
provision for the upper Farmington (sec Chapter 7).
This new ptovision will prohibit new discharges from
‘ sewage treatment plants or industrial sites into the seg-
| ment or its ceibutaries, and will allow increases in the
volume of existing discharges only if they are accom-
panied by improved treatment so chat pollutanc
loading to the river is not increased.”

With respect to storm water discharges, the DEP has
established general permics for projects associated with
two types of activities: (1) construction projects that
involve the disturbance of greater than five acres of
land; and {2} industrial facilities, as defined by the
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Codes.
Applicants are covered by chese general permits if they
register with the DEP, but they must be able o
demonstrate that they are in compliance with the gen-
eral permit requirements. The permits require, among
other things, chat the permitcee develop a pollution
prevention plan and monitor che discharge. The DEP
cannot deny a registration; however, the agency can
enforce the permit requirements if the permittee is
found to be in violation.

In the ington River Mapageme n,
the DEP also agreed to establish a new standard for
storm water discharges and other activities regulaced
under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act. This stan-
dard establishes “Best Management Practices” as a con-
dition for the registration of any new activities of this
nacure that would discharge directly into the segment.

To address non-point source poliution problems, the
DEP developed a statewide program described in
-Ioj o P jon;

Management Plan (February 1989). In that document,
the agency identified 65 recommendations specific to
national NON-point source categories, and 295 actions
designed to enhance non-point source management
in Connecticut’s statewide water quality management
programs. The Plan emphasizes existing regulatory
mechanisms, and focuses on water quality and water
resoutce management, potable water supplies, man-
agement of hazardous macerials and solid wastes, and
local land use management.

2 Implementation of chis new provision may require a change in state
statute. Also, the provision includes an exception that allows for minor
increases in the concentration of innocuous water quality parameters
thar are not decrimental to the aquatic environment. See the Upper

Farmingron River Management Plan for derails.
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The DEP has supplemented this program for the
Farmington by pledging to establish Best Management
Practices as a condition for applicable permits for
projects involving non-point source pollution within
100 feet on both sides of the segment.

Collectively, the sptuial provisions upphcd to the
Connecticut segment by the DEP provide very strong
protection from potential water quality degradation,
and clearly demonstrate the agency’s commitment to
protecting the river.

Other Authorities: The state has certain other regu-
latory responsibilities that could affect water quality
in the Connecricut segment. Two such programs are
the DEP’s regulation of the storage of hazardous sub-
stances near the river under the Storage of Hazardous
Wastes Near Watercourses Act (C.G.5. 221-134p(a)
et seq.), and the State Siting Council’s jurisdiction
regarding the location of hazard-
ous waste/low-level radioacrive
waste storage, energy plants, and

relecommunications facilities
pursuant to C.G.S. 22a-114 et
seq., 22a-163 et seq., and 16-50g
Also, any proposed project affect-
ing water quality that would be
conducted by a state agency or
receive state funding could trig-
ger the requirements of the
Connecticut Environmental
Policy Act. This statute is de-
scribed above in the "Private
Lands" portion of Subsection
4.2.1: Land Management.

Massachuserts segment. The jurisdiction of those agen-
cies would extend to cover any project affecting the
Farmington's water quality through the discharge of
dredged or filled material into the river itself or an
adjacent wetland.

*  National Environmental Policy Act: The responsi-
bilities of federal agencies under NEPA are described
under “Warer Quality” in Subsection 4.1.2: Water
Resources Management for the Massachusetts
segment.

River flows in the Connecticut Study Segment are largely con-
trolled by releases from the West Branch Reservoirs. These
releases are regulated in accordance with a complicated set of
legal agreements and statutory requirements, as summarized

I.'IL’ i OW.

Flows in the Connecticut Study Segment are largely controlled by releases from the West Branch

Reservoirs in accordance with a complicated ser of legal and statutory requirements.

Federally Administered Programs

Nartional Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: As a desig-
nated Wild and Scenic River, the Connecticur segment
will receive permanent protection under the Act from
any federally assisted water resources project that would
have a direct and adverse effect on its outstanding
values. The Upper Farmington River Management
Plan contains detailed provisions describing how the

protections of the Act will be implemented for pro-
posed projects that could affect warer quality in the
designated segment. These provisions are summarized
in the synopsis of the Management Plan presented in
Chapter 7.

Clean Water Act/Section 404: The authoriry and re-
sponsibilities of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the UL.S. EPA under Sec. 404 are described in the
“Channel, Banks and Wetlands" portion of Subsec-

tion 4.1.2: Water Resources Management for the

Goodwin Dam. Constructed between 1955 and 1960 by the
Hartford MDC for furure water supply purposes, the Goodwin
(or “Hogback”) Dam releases water directly into the Connecti-
cut Study Segment. The MDC is required to release water
from this dam in accordance with Connecticur General
Statutes, a riparian agreement with the Farmingron River Power
Company (which operates a hydroelectric facility downstream
at Rainbow Dam),”” and an agreement with the “Allied
Connecricur Towns” (a group of communities located down-
stream of the dam). The MDC also operates a hydroelectric
facility in the dam, and must comply with associated regula-
tory requirements of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion. The instantaneous releases required under these arrange-
ments these include the following:

“ The riparian agreement berween the MDC and the Farmington River
Power Company was last revised on July 13, 1961, The original agree-
ment dates from 1911 and 1925,
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minimum release of 50 cfs at all times, as required by state
stactute;

additional release of all nacural inflow up to 150 cfs;

additional release of all waters released from Ouis
Reservoir; and

additional release of up to 300 cfs upon requese by the
Farmington River Power Company.*

Of these requirements, the one with the greatest impact on
flows in the Connecticut segment is the riparian agreement
with the Farmington River Power Company. In conjuncrion
with the instantancousflow provisions listed above, this agree-
ment requires the MDC to release up to 21.7 billion gallons
of water per year upon request, or to pay the company for
whatever water is not provided up to that total. The riparian
releases can be made from the West Branch, Barkhamsted,
East Branch Compensating,® or Nepaug Reservoirs, and are
delivered according to the following general schedule:

May 15 - October 31:  17.4 billion gallons

November 1 - March 15: 4.3 billion gallons plus deficit from
preceding period up to 3 billion
gallons

March 16 - May 14:

no riparian releases

To illustrate the contribution the riparian releases make to flows
in the river, during the four-year period from 1987-1990,
riparian requests averaged roughly 190 cfs/month from May
15 to October 31, and 70 cfs/month from November 1 to
March 15. Excluding the months during those periods when
no requests for water were made, the actual requests ranged
from 100 to 300 cfs, with an average request of 210 cfs in the
summer interval and 184 cfs in the winter interval.

Colebrook Dam. Located immediately upstream of the
Goodwin Dam and Reservoir, the Colebrook {or “Colebrook

River”) Dam was constructed by the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers for flood control and water supply purposes, and
began operation in 1969. The dam is operated jointly by the
Corps and the MDC, which has established a hydroelectric
facility in the structure. While the Colebrook Dam discharges
into the Goodwin Reservoir rather than directly into the
Farmington River, it does influence flows in the river down-
stream. Extra capacity was built inco the Colebrook Reservoir
1o provide fishery flows for the river in April and May (to
enhance the shad fishery) and in August, September and
October (to enhance the sea run brown trout fishery). These
flows, which are passed through the Goodwin Dam, are
dictated by the Connecticut DEP and coordinated with the
Corps.

#The MDC also provides special recreational releases, if possible, when
tequested by canoeing and kayaking groups.

3 The East Branch Compensating Reservoir is also referred o as “Lake
McDonough.”

In addition to these flow management requirements, there are
a number of other laws and regulations affecting water quan-
tity in the Connecticut Study Segment. These are described
below.

State Administered Programs

¢+ Connecticut Plan for Public Water Supply Coordi-
nation (C.G.S. 25-33 et seq.): In 1985, the
Connecticut General Assembly established a long-
range, statewide water supply planning process under
the administration of the Department of Health
Services. This is the state’s official process chat will be
used to evaluate whether withdrawals from the West
Branch of the Farmington may be needed to meet
future water supply needs. The overall program and
the relevant documents thac have been produced for
the Farmington basin are described in detail in
Section 5.1: Water Supply Issues.

¢  Water Diversion Policy Act (C.G.S. 22a-365 gt seq.):
This statute, adopted by the Connecticut General
Assembly in 1982, was designed to protect the state’s
watet tesources and to ensure the balancing of differ-
enc needs in the allocation of water within any
particular basin. The Act establishes that any water
diversion must be “necessary” and compatible with the
state’s long range water resource planning for the
basin, and must reflect a balance 2mong the needs for
public water supply, water quality, waste assimilation,
flood management, water-based recreation, wildlife
habitar, agriculture, fish and wildlite, and low flow
requirements. ‘The law requires a permic from the DEP
for any withdrawal of surface or ground water greater
than 50,000 gallons per day, or for any construction
(such as a dam} that would change the instantaneous
flow of any water of the state. In addition to evaluat-
ing the factors listed above, the DEP considers whether
the applicant has adequately addressed the following:
thorough exploration of alternatives, including
conservation; implementation of conservation mea-
sures; and initiation of public information programs
on conservation techniques. In general, the DEPs
review emphasizes the following sequence: (1) avoid
adverse effects of any diversion; (2) minimize any
unavoidable effects; and (3) pursue mitigation of
unavoidable effects.

*  Clean Water Act/Section 401: The states’ authority
under Sec. 401 to require a water quality certification
for any proposed discharge is described in the discus-
sion of “Water Quality” for the Massachusetts segment
in Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources Management.
The recent Supreme Court decision referred co in that
section has affirmed states” authoricy to deny certifica-
tion to projects aftecting warer guantity if the flow
levels (discharges) released from such projects would
impinge upon the designated uses and water quality
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criteria established in the state’s water quality standards.
This is potentially a powerful new tool for states 1o
use in regulating projects that have significanc effects
on water quantity.

Water Supply Emergencies: Connecticut has two stat-
utes that address chis issue: Warter Supply Emergency
{C.G.S. 22a-378); and Public Drinking Water
Supply Emergency (C.G.S. 25-32b). Under the first
statute, if a water supply emergency is declared by the
governor or otherwise according to law, the Commis-
sioner of the DEP is empowered co: (1) suspend
existing diversion authorizations for up to sixty days;
and {2) authorize diversions without the usual
permitting requirements for up to ninety days. The
second statute authorizes the Commissioner of the
Deparement of Healch Services (DOHS), in consulta-
tion with the DEP and the Public Utilities Control
Authority, to declare a public drinking water supply
emergency. Under those circumstances, the Commis-
sioner of DOHS may authorize the sale, supply, or
taking of any waters for up to 180 days. The defini-
tion of a “public drinking water supply emergency” in
the statutes includes the contamination of water, the
failure of a water supply system, or the shortage of
water.

Other Authorities: In addition to the state’s other
water resource policies and programs, the Conneci-
cut General Assembly has established two statewide
planning processes that have a bearing on water quan-
tity management in che river: (1) the Long Range Plan
for Management of Water Resources (C.G.S.
22a-352); and (2) the State Plan of Conservation and
Development (C.G.S. 16a-24 et seq.). Both of these
programs are administered by the Office of Policy and
Management (OPM). The significance of the upper
Farmington River is recognized in the current “Plan
of Conservation and Development,” which identifies
the segment as a preservation arca. The “Long Range
Plan for Management of Water Resources™ has not yee
been completed. Many of the Plan’s components have
been finished, but completion of the overall effort was
put on hold while the statewide water supply
planning process is still underway. The resules of that

process are intended to be eventually integrated into
the Long Range Plan.

Also, any proposed project affecting water quantity
that would be conducted by a state agency or receive
state funding could trigger the requirements of the
Connecticut Environmental Policy Act. This statute
is described above under “Privace Lands” in
Subsection 4.2.1: Land Management.

b4

Federallty Administered Programs

* National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: As a desig-
nated Wild and Scenic River, the Connecticut segment
will receive permanent protection under the Act from
any federally assisted water resources project that would
have a direct and adverse effect on its outstanding
values. The i v
Dlap contains detailed provisions describing how the
protections of the Act will be implemented for pro-
posed projects that could affect water quantity in the
designated segment. These provisions are summarized
in the synopsis of the Management Plan presented in
Chapter 7.

+  Clean Water Act/Section 404: The authority and
responsibilities of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and the U.S. EPA under Sec. 404 are described in
detail in the discussion on “Channel, Banks and
Wetlands” for the Massachusetts segment in
Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources Management.
The jurisdiction of those agencies would extend to
cover any projece affecting the Farmington’s water
quantity if that project involved the discharge of
dredged or fililed material into the river itself or an
adjacent wetland.

*  National Environmental Policy Act: The responsi-
bilities of federal agencies under NEPA are described
in the discussion of “Water Quality” for the
Massachusetts segmenc in Subsection 4.1.2: Water
Resources Management.

Channel, Banks and Wetlands

Locally Administered Programs

The natural appearance and function of the river’s
channel, banks, and adjacent wetlands receive important
protection through several local land use programs. The
most noteworthy include the River Protection Overlay
Districes and floodplain, wedand, subdivision and zoning
regulations. The specific regulations adopted by each of
the study area towns are summarized in the “Privace Lands”
portion of Subsection 4.2.1: Land Management; the
strengths and weaknesses of those regulations are evalu-
ated in the firsc part of the suitability analysis for the
Connecticut segment, presented in Subsection 8.3.1:
Protection Mechanisms.

State Administered Programs

*  Clean Water Act/Section 401: The state’s water qual-
ity certification authority under Sec. 401 provides an
addirional measure of protection to the Farmington’s
channel, banks and adjacent wetlands for any proposed
project potentially affecting them that would require
a federal permir or license (for instance, a Section 404
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permit, as described below). The specific provisions
of states’ Section 401 jurisdiction are described in the
discussion on “Water Quality” for the Massachusetts
segment in Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources

Management.

Other Authorities: Connecticut has several other stat-
utes that potendially have a bearing on the physical
character of the river's channel, banks, and adjacent
wetlands. These include the following:

*  Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act (C.G.S.
22a-36 gt seq.), which authorizes the DEP to regu-
late activities conducted by state agencies that
would affect a river or wetland;

*  Flood Management Act (C.G.S. 25-68b ct seq.),
which authorizes the DEP to regulate acrivities
conducted by state agencies within or affecting

floodplains;

Construction Over or Adjacent to Streams Act
{C.G.S.13a-94), which requires the Connecticue
Department of Transportation to refer plans for
state highways and bridges near streams to the

DEP; and

*  Dams and Reservoir Safety Act (C.G.S. 22a-401
et seq.), which authorizes the DEP to regulate the
construction, repair or alteration of dams, reser-
voirs, and similar structures.

Also, any proposed project affecting the river’s
channel, banks, or wedands chatr would be conducted
by a state agency or receive state funding could trigger
the requirements of the Connecticut Environmental
Policy Act. This statute is described above in the
“Private Lands” portion of Subsection 4.2.1: Land
Management.

Federally Administered Programs

»

Clean Water Act/Section 404: The significant
authority and responsibilities of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers and che U.S. EPA with respect to projeces
affecting the river’s channel, banks and wetlands
under Sec. 404 are described in the discussion of
“Channel, Banks and Wetlands” for the Massachusetts
segment in Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources
Management.

National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: As a desig-
nated Wild and Scenic River, the Connecticut segment
will receive permanent protection under the Act from
any federally assisted water resources project that would
have a direct and adverse cffect on its outstanding
values. The i

Plap contains detailed provisions describing how the
protections of the Act will be implemented for pro-
posed projects chat could affect the channel, banks,

and adjécent wetlands of the designated segment,
These provisions are summarized in the synopsis of

the Management Plan presented in Chapter 7.

National Environmental Policy Act: The responsi-
bilities of federal agencies under NEPA are described
under “Water Quality” for the Massachusetts segment
in Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources Management.
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This chapter describes two water resources ssudies that were important components of the Farmington River Study First,

information is presented on the future water supply needs of the greater Hartford area, including whether withdrawals from the
Farmington River s West Branch might be needed to meer future demands. This information was requested by the U.S. House of
Representatives Commitree on Inserior and Insular Affairs in the Committee Report that accompanied the legislation authorizing
the Wild and Scenic River Study.

The chapter’s second section provides a detasled summary of a comprebensive “instream flow study” that was conducted for the two
study segments. The Instream Flow Study was initiated 1o determine the flows needed to maintain the Farmington’s fisheries,
recreation, and scenic resources, and ro evaluate whether sufficient water is available in the Farmington basin under differen:
rainfall conditions to allow for limited water withdrawals without adversely affecting those resources. The study participants
recognized that answers to those questions were necessary in order to evaluare whether any withdrawals could be compatible with
Wild and Scenic River designation, or, put differently, how ﬁdtra! dmgnauan mxght a_ﬁeﬂ' potential thbdrawab The ﬁdf report
of the Instream Flow Study, entitled An Instream Fi gin.

1992), is published separately as 4 companion dommem to :/m report.

The reader should keep in mind that, to date, the discussion of potential use of the West Branch for water supply has focused on
withdrawals from the Goodwin and Colebrook Reservoirs. While withdrawals from those reservoirs could have an effect on the
West Branch and main stem in Connecticur, they would not affect the river upstream in Massachusetts. As a result, most of the
information presented in this chaprer is relevant primarily to the Connecticut Study Segment. Howevey, the Instream Flow Study
did include collecrion and analysis of baseline data on the health of the aquatic system in vhe Massachusets Study Segment. The

methodology and results of those effores are included in the summary of the Instream Flow Study, presented in Section 5.2.

5.1 WaTER SupprLy ISSUES

5.0.1 OVERVIEW

As explained in Chapter 1: Introduction and Background,
concern about the effects of potential warer withdrawals from
the West Branch of the Farmington River for Hartford's water
supply was the primary issue that stimulated local interest in
pursuing Wild and Scenic River designation. More specifi-
cally, in 1981 the Hartford Metropolitan District Commis-
sion proposed a diversion to connect the West Branch Reser-
voits with the Barkhamsted Reservoir on the Farmington's East
Branch, which provides the bulk of the MDC’s existing
supply. At that time, the MDC saw a growing need for water
to augment their existing supplies. Following a contencious
public debate, the diversion proposal was rejected in a referen-
dum of the MDC's eight member towns. However, consider-
able discussion and concern about the proposal continued into
the mid-1980%.

In the Congressional hearings on the Wild and Scenic River
Study legisladion in 1985 and 1986, there was further debate
about the future water supply needs of the greater Hartford
area and whether West Branch withdrawals would be neces-
sary to meet those needs. As a result, in authorizing the
Farmington River Study, the U.S. House of Representarives’
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs directed that the
study address the issue of potential water supply needs:

The Commictee heard testimony that expressed concern
for the possible need of the greater Hartford area to divert
water from that portion of the Farmington River included

in the authorized study during times of severe droughe.
While the Committee believes the information provided
during hearings casts doubt on such claims it is in order to
direct the Secretary’s artention to this possible
problem... The Committee notes that Connecticut has an
ongoing comprehensive study to develop a master plan for
future management of potable water resources and urges
the Secretary to coordinate closely with the State during
the Wild and Scenic River Study and to provide informa-
ion on water supply needs as part of the study. (House
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee Report #503).

In response to the latter part of this mandate, the NPS entered
into a cooperative agreement with the University of
Massachusects’ Water Resources Research Center (UMass/
WRRC} in 1987 to conduct an independent analysis of the
water supply needs of the greater Hartford arca. The NPS
and UMass/WRRC agreed that chis could be achieved most

. appropriately and most cfficiently through a review of the

MDC’s and the State’s most current planning documents,
rather than by having the WRRC conduct new primary
research or a separate planning effore.

At the time when the NPS-UMass/WRRC cooperative
agreement was initiated, the MDC and the other water utili-
ties in north-central Connecticut were in the carly stages of
implementing the comprehensive water supply planning
process referred to by the House Incerior Commictee. This
statewide process, officially named “The Connecticuc Plan for
Public Water Supply Coordination,” was authorized by the
Connecticut General Assembly in 1985. Under the program,

the state was divided into seven planning regions, and a
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“Water Utility Coordinating Committee” (WUCC) was
established for cach region. On a region-by-region basis, each
water utility is required to prepare a 50-year water supply plan;
cach WUCC is then responsible for overseeing the prepara-
tion of a “Coordinated Water System Plan,” which integrates
the individual utility plans into a comprehensive regional plan.
Both the individual utility plans and each Coordinated Water
System Plan must receive approval from the Connecticut
Department of Health Services (DOHS), with concurrence
from the DEP. Recognizing thac water supply planning is a
dynamic process, the authorizing statute requires regular
review and revision of Both the individual utility plans (on a
3-5 year basis) and the regional plans (on a 10-year basis).

Both the MDC service area and the Farmington basin are
located in the “Upper Connecticut River Water Supply
Management Area.” Beginning in 1987, this region became
the second in the state to move forward in developing the re-
quired individual and regional plans.

As part of that process, the MDC developed an initial indi-
vidual utility plan, entitled The Metropolitan District Water
Supply Strategic Plan (February, 1989). Several entities, most
notably the Connecticut DEP and the Farmington River
Watershed Association, provided extensive comments on that
plan during the formal comment period. As part of its obliga-
tion under the cooperative agreement with the NPS, UMass/
WRRC also conducted an independent analysis of the plan,

and provided comments to the Study Committee.

The DEF, the FRWA, and UMass/WRRC expressed a num-
ber of common concerns about the Strategic Plan, including
issues related o its analysis and estimation of future demand,
its deemphasis of groundwater and conservarion alternatives,
and its reliance on the West Branch reservoirs to meet future
water supply needs. In order to assist the Study Committee
and the public in understanding the plan and the various com-
ments on it, a matrix was prepared that presented the plan’s
major clements side-by-side with the relaced comments of the

DEP the FRWA, and UMass/WRRC,
The MDC final Individyal Water Supply Plan, released in

August; 1990, responded to many of those concerns. The
final plan puts considerably more emphasis on developing
groundwater sources and achieving specific conservation goals
before using the West Branch Reservoirs. The plan does iden-
tify a potential need for the use of up to 20 million gallons per
day (mgd) from the West Branch Reservoirs sometime after
2010; however, this is considered to be a “last resort” option.

The MDC’s [ndjvidual Water Supply Plan was approved by
the DOHS in September, 1991. Because the MDC is the

latgest utility in the Upper Connecticut River Water Supply
Managcmcnt Avrea, its Individual Plan will be a central pars of
the overall “Coordinated Water System Plan” for the region.

That regional plan, entitled the Integrated Report for the Upper
Connecticut River Water Supply Management Area, has yet
to be adopted, pending the completion and approval of indi-
vidual plans for several other utilities in the planning area.

When the Integrated Report receives final approval, itand thé
MDC’s [ndividual Water Supply Plan will constitute the offi-

cial documents on future water needs and potential supply
sources for the greater Hartford area.

The major elements of the MDC'’s final Ipdividual Plag are
summarized in the next Subsection of this chapter. In addi-
tion, the macrix mentioned above was amended to include an
additional column that reflects the major elements of the final
plan. This macrix, which is included in Appendix C, illus-
trates the evolution that occurred between the Strategic Plan
and the final Individya] Plan, and the ways in which the
earlier concerns about the Strategic Plan were addressed.

In hght of the completion and approval of the MDC’s
Indi t , it was determined that further
analysis of warter supply needs in the context of the Wild and
Scenic River Study was unnecessary. Instead, the Study
Committee agreed thar priority should be given to conduct-
ing an independent cvaluation to determine first, the flows
needed to protect the Farmington's instream resources, and
second, whether sufficient wacer is available in the
Farmington basin to protect those resources while allowing
for limited withdrawals, if they are, in fact, ever needed for
additional water supply, The Study Commitree ultimately was
successful in securing funding for this effort, and the resulting
comprehensive “instream flow study” is summarized in
Section 5.2,

s.1.2 SuMmMaRry ofF THE MDC’s INnpivipyag WaTER SuppLy
Pran 32

The MDC's Individual Water Supply Plap (IWSP) consists of

ewo parts. The first describes the utility’s current water supply
system; the second presents a strategic plan for meeting wacer
supply needs through 2030, the end of the state-mandated
planning period.

With respect to the current situation, the MDC serves about
400,000 residencial customers and commercial, industrial, and
municipal users in twelve municipalities surrounding and
including the City of Hartford.?* All of the District’s water to
meet this demand comes from surface water resetvoirs on
Farmington River tributaries — the Barkhamsted Rescrvoir
on the East Branch, and the Nepaug Reservoir on the Nepaug
River. The safe yield of this system (the amount of water that
may safely be withdrawn in 2 1 in 100-year drought

3 Summary derived from “The Metropolitan Districe Water Supply Plan:
Executive Summary” (October 1, 1991}, and “Comparactive Commencs

on the MDC's Individual Warer Supply Plan” from the revised matrix
summarizing comments by the DEF, FRWA, and UMass/WRRC on

the MDC's Straregic Plan.

33 The MDC serves most of the cities of Hartford and East Hartford
and the towns of Windsor, Newington, Bloomfield, West Hartford,
Rocky Hill, Wethersfield, and Glastonbury. It alsa serves small sections
of South Windsor, Farmington, and East Granby.
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[99 percent dry year]) is 68 million gal-
lons per day.** Of that toral, 46.5 mgd
comes from the Barkhamsted Reservoir
and the remaining 21.5 mgd comes from
the Nepaug Reservoir. Average daily de-
mand in 1989 was 60.18 mgd, giving the
system an apparent margin of safety of
12 percent. However, if an unused legal
obligation of 5 mgd to New Britain is |
factored in, the margin of safety dropsto |
4 percent.

l

550,000

T

In the development of the regional 500,000

Int Report, the MDC was
assigned an “Exclusive Service Area”; this |
area, which generally coincides with the
MDC’s existing area of service, was used
as the basis for the utility’s projections of
future demand. In its final [ndividual
Plan, the MDC projects a growth in the
population served in its Exclusive Service
Area to approximately 510,000 people by
2030. Concurrently, the utility projects
an increase in water consumption to
roughly 83 mgd by 2030. (See Figures |
5-1and 5-2.) '

To meer the projected water supply de-
mand through 2030, the MDC's final
plan specifies a four-pronged strategy (in
order of priority):
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FIGURE 5-1

Population Estimated to be Served in the MDC

Exclusive Service Area

(1) Augmentation of existing sources;
(2) Water conservation;

and

(3) Groundwater exploration
development;

(4) Further use of available surface water

2000 2030

1989 1992

YEAR

(Source: "The Metropolitan District Water Supply Plan —

Executive Summary"; October 1, 1991)

(i.e., the West Branch Reservoirs). =

First, the IWSP identifies an additional 6 mgd that will be
obtained by changing operating practices at the Barkhamsted
and Nepaug Reservoirs. Specifically, the change involves
lowering the minimum surface elevations required for each
reservoir by 10 feet (to 480 feet at Barkhamsted and 445 feet
at Nepaug).

Next, the [WSP identifies a 10 percent conservation target for
reducing total water demand, to be achieved and sustained
through 2030. This goal, which would amount to a 6 mgd
savings, will be pursued primarily through a plumbing retrofit
program, public education, and specific conservation efforts
tailored for individual non-domestic users. Evidence indicates
that the MDC's supply system is already quite efficient (with

3 The MDC's safe yield calculation is actually based on the drought of
the 1960's, which is believed ro have been much more severe than the
1 in 100-year event.

less than 9 percent loss through leaks and other inefficien-
cies); therefore, the IWSP does not specify a conservation goal
from further reductions of supply losses.

The MDC anticipates producing 10-12 mgd from ground-
water sources, specifically through the development of an
aquifer in South Glastonbury. Among the many aquifers in
the area, only three were considered feasible for development
based on potential yield, compatible land use and proximity
to its existing water system. Of those three, the South
Glastonbury aquifer is the only one for which a specific yield
target is set, and the MDC acknowledges that the 10-12 mgd
projection from that source is a conservative estimate for plan-
ning purposes. The final plan also calls for exploration and
development of other aquifers as a potential source of addi-
tional supply after 2010.

Finally, the I'WSP specifies that surface water will be pursued
as a last resort strategy if needed to meet water needs through
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FIGURE 5-2

MDC Water Consumption Trends and Projections
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percent dry year.” (The resules of che
Instream Flow Study, described in the
next section of this chapter, indicate that
this may indeed be possible, provided
that specific conditions are met to
ensure the protection of the Farming-
ton River’s instream values.)

- In summary, the I'WSP’s integrated long-
- range plan specifies the following pro-

Pre cess for meeting demand through 2030

by increasing the system’s existing safe
yield of 68 mgd:

(1) Change operating practices at the
East Branch and Nepaug Reservoirs by
lowering the minimum required pool
elevation by 10 feet, starting in 1990.
This adds 6 mgd to the system, for a
total safe yield of 74 mgd.

{2} Develop groundwarter to produce
a minimum of 10 mgd by 1996, bring-
ing the toral safe yield to 84 mgd.

{3) Use either additional groundwater
o, if insufficient potable groundwater
is obtainable, the Goodwin/Colebrook
Reservoir system to provide an

additional 8 mgd or moresometime
i |

40 L 1 I . 1
1970 1680 1980 2000 2010

YEAR

(Source: “The Metropolitan District Water Supply Plan —
Executive Summary”; October 1, 1991)

* *Projected” consumption includes a S million
gallon per day commitment to New Britain

after 2010. This would bring the total
system safe yield to 92 mgd, which is
projected to be sufficient to meet the

needs of the Exclusive Service Area
through 2030.

2020 2030

This sequencing is shown visually in

Figure 5-3.

The TWSP states that if the conserva-
tion goal is successful in reducing de-

2030. The only surface supplies the MDC considers are the
two rescrvoirs on the West Branch of the Farmington River,
the Goodwin and Colebrook Reservoirs, which have a com-
bined watet supply capacity of 16.5 billion gallons. However,
the IWSP reaffirms the MDCs earlier commitment made in
the Strategic Plan that “...no use of the Colebrook/West Branch
system will occur before: (1) the safe yield of the augmented
East Branch system...is exceeded; (2) the range of economi-
cally feasible groundwater options is fully evaluated; and (3)
conscrvation potential is thoroughly assessed from a cost-
effectiveness standpoint and in terms of expected long-range
results.” The I'WSP also includes reference to the comprehen-
sive Instream Flow Study that was still underway at that time,
and indicates the MDC's belief that “as much as 31 cubic feet
per second (20 mgd) could safely [i.c., withour adversely
affecting other high priority uses and the environment of
the river’] be used from che Wesc Branch, even during 2 99

mand by 6 mgd, then che 84 mgd safe
yield capacity provided by the first increment of groundwater
will be sufficient to meet demand until after 2020. If conser-
vation efforts prove to be even more effective, the tapping of

new supplies will be postponed accordingly. (See Figure 5-3.)

5.2 THE InsTREAM FLOW STUDY

5.2.1 OVERVIEW

Purpose

The second of the two water tesources studies — and by far
the more important to the Farmington River Study — was
the comprehensive Instream Flow Study initiated by the Study
Committee in 1989. This study, which ran uncil 1992, was
designed to provide information on the following questions:
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> How do changes in instream flows affect the Farmington’s
fisheries, recreation, and scenic resources?

> Whart flows are needed to maintain those resources?

> [s there sufficient water in the Farmington Basin under
different rainfall conditions to allow for withdrawals from
the West Branch in Connecticut while maintaining those
resources?

The Study Commirttee recognized that answers to those
questions were central to the long-term management of the
river. But more immediately, they were needed to determine
whether any withdrawals could be compatible with protec-
tion of the river's resources and, if so, with Wild and Scenic
River designation.

This section presents a detailed summary of the Instream Flow
Study report. When reading this summary, or the final report
itself, there are several important points to keep in mind:

2010

Conservation
Goal
6 MGD

2020

2030

> The Instream Flow Study report is an information
document rather than a decision-making document,
It provides essential new dara for determining the compart-
ibility between water supply withdrawals and instream
resource protection. That information will be one factor
for decision-makers to consider in making future decisions
on withdrawals and many other river management issues.
Orther factors will include legal and statutory requirements,
and the standards for river management incorporated in

the Upper Farmington River Management Plan (see
Chapter 7).

> The results of the Instream Flow Study are directly
dependent on assumptions related to a number of factors
that are of critical importance to water allocation on the
Farmington. Changing any of those assumptions likely
would produce different results. The major assumptions
are presented later in this chapter in Subsection 5.2.5:



* 72

Integration; those assumptions are analyzed in Subsection
5.2.6: Discussion.

> The Instream Flow Study is not intended to provide
detailed, week-by-week or month-by-month operational
regimes for how flows should actually be managed.
Instead, it provides information on whether it is possible
to satisfy competing resource demands through any of
several hypothetical flow scenarios which look ar water
availability and flow requirements on an annual basis. Ifa
withdrawal is proposed in the future, the applicant would
have to sarisfy requirements for applicable state and fed-
eral permits and resolve other potential constraints. An
essential element for permitcing would be che development
of a plan for reservoir management, including an opera-
nional plan and a derailed flow regime.

The discussion that follows provides an overview of the major
components of the Instream Flow Study, including descrip-
tions of the methodologies used, the results obtained, and
analysis of what the results mean. A complete description can
be found in the final Instream Flow Study repore, which is
published as a companion document te this report.

Project Adminustration

The Instream Flow Study was made possible through a coop-
erative effort among the major participants in the Farmington
River Study, and was overseen by the Farmington River Study
Committee. The study’s direct budget of $166,000 was funded
jointy by the Hartford Metropolitan Discrice Commission
($75,000) and Congressional appropriations through the
National Park Service ($85,000). In addivion, all of the
interests involved in the study made subscantial in-kind
contributions of volunteer and staff cime, and other resources.

The Connecticut Depastment of Environmenral Protection
administered the project, and contracted with Normandean
Associates, Inc. of Bedford, New Hampshite to conduct the
study. A core working group with representatives from the
DEP, the MDC, the NPS, the FRWA, and the Commonwealth
of Massachuserts was convened to speathead the resolution of
a range of technical concerns (¢.g., defining a scope of work;
reviewing proposals; sclecting a consultang; and addressing
unresolved issues that arose during process). In addition, a
broader “technical advisory committee,” with approximately
20 representatives from 12 additional agencies and organiza-
tions, was formed to assisc in scoping the project and
finalizing the work plan. Normandeau Associates, Inc. pre-
pared the sections on hydrology, aquatic biology/fisheries, and
the final integration and analysis, and subcontracted with Land
& Water Associates of Hallowell, Maine for the work on
recrearion and acstherics.

o

Farmington River Study

General Methodology

Following is an outine of the general methodology and
approach used by the consuleants:

> Hydrologic modeling was performed to predict total
monthly and annual water yields at various points in the
watershed under normal, dry, and drought conditions.

For the Massachusetes Wild and Scenic Study Segment,
studies of recreation and aesthetics were conducted to
determine the relationship between those resources and dif-
ferent flow levels. However, since flows in Massachusets
are largely naturally occurring and are not regularly
controlled by dam releases, an instream flow assessment
for fisheries was not conducted. Instead, the consultant
evaluated the overall health of the aquaric system through
analyses of aquatic invertebrate communities and other
habitat characteristics.

For the Connecticut Wild and Scenic Study Segment, the
following procedutes were performed:

{1) Srudies were conducted on the relationships between
flows and resource quality and related instream flow
needs for fisheries, recreation, and aesthetics.

(2) Flow requirements for other existing uses were com-
piled (including the 50 cfs minimum release required
under state statute; the riparian agreement with the
Farmington River Power Company; waste assimilation
needs; and the Colebrook Reservoir fisheries enhance-

ment pool).

(3) Annual flow requirements for fisheries and recreation
resources were integrated with the other existing
annual release requirements listed above o esablish
total annual release volumes.

(4) The tortal release requirements and two potential levels
of withdrawal were subtracted from the annual warer-
shed yields produced through hydrologic modeling to
determine whether all of the demands could be met
under notmal, dry, and drought conditions.

{5) As a final step, an estimated “flushing flow” volume
was subtracted from the annual watershed yields for

normal rainfall years.

The fisheries assessment was conducted for the entire length
of the Farmington’s West Branch and main stem in
Connecticut down to the confluence with the Connecti-
cut River. However, due to time and budget constraints
and the priority of the Wild and Scenic River Study, the
recreational and aesthetic evaluacions in Connecticuc were
restricted to the Wild and Scenic Scudy Segment.

The remainder of this section provides further description of
how the Instream Flow Study was conducted, the results it
produced, and how those results were analyzed. Four major
topics are addressed: hydrology; aquatic biology; recreation
and scenic values; and integration. The section concludes with
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a discussion of the study’s limitations and its implications for
future management of the Farmington River.

s5.2.2 Hyprovogic MopELing

Purpose and Methods

Hydrologic modeling was necessary for the following
reasons: (1) the entire study hinges on having the best
possible predictions of how much water will be available in
the West Branch Reservairs in normal, dry, or drought years;
and (2} in order to estimate accurately the total flows available
in the Farmington’s West Branch and main stem downstream
of the Goodwin Dam, it was first necessary to determine how
much flow is contributed by tributaries downstream of che
West Branch Rescrvoirs during normal, dry and drought
conditions.

The basic methodology used was as follows:

(1) The time frame chosen for hydrologic modeling was 1970-
1990 — that is, the period since the Colebrook Dam was
completed.

{2) Flow data for that period were obtained from USGS
gaging station records on the main stem, the West Branch,

and the Still River.®

{3) Those data were extrapolated into mean monthly flows for
each site.

(4) Extrapolations were calculated both for regulated flows
{based on actual dam releases from the period of record)
and estimated unregulated flows (approximating the
natural flows that would have occurred wichour the dams).

(5) Statistical analysis was then used to develop monthly regu-
lated and unsegulated flow predictions at each gage for
normal, dry and drought conditions.

{6) The monthly unregulated flow predictions for the Riverton
gage ultimately were used as the basis for calculating the
total amounts of water available under different rainfall
conditions at the Goodwin Dam. The unregulated flows
wete used for that purpose because they reflece nacural flow
levels and eliminate any effect of storage in the West Branch

reservoirs.,

(7) Flow predictions for study sites not near the gaging sta-
tions were estimated using data from the nearest gaging
station and correcting for differences in drainage area
between the study site and the gaging station.

Results

The results of the stacistically generated predictions of both
regulated and unregulated flows at various points in the
watershed are shown, respectively, in Tables 3-1 and 3-2 on

* Gaging records were obtained from stations on the West Branch at
Riverton, the Still River ac Robertsville, and the main stem ac Tariffville

and the Rainbow Dam.

pages 30-33 of the final Instream Flow Study report. The
total amounts of water available under different rainfall
conditions at the Goodwin Dam (shown in Table 4-5 on page
92 of the final Instream Flow Study report) are as follows:

* 205,083 acre feet in 2 notmal year;

* 137,629 acre feet (67 percent of the normal year volume)
in a dry year (1 in 10-year drought);

84,980 acre feet (41 percent of the normal year volume)
in a drought year (1 in 100-year drought).

5.2.3 ASSESSMENT OF AqQuatic BloLogy

Ass of Aguaiic e in Con s

Methods

For the Connecticut portion of the river, the relationship be-
tween flow and the health of the aquatic system was evaluated
through an assessment of how changing flows affect the amount
of fish habitat available. Fish habitat was assessed using the
“Instream Flow Incremental Methodology (IFIM),” the most
advanced modeling technique for this type of study. This
technique is based on the principle that fish populacions are
directly dependent upon several key habitat characeeristics:
water depth and velocity; substrate type; and availability of
cover. The methodology requires taking field measurements
of these characreristics at several sites at a range of flows, and
then integrating those measurements into a computer model.
The computer model then can be used to predict the avail-
ability of habitat for different fish species and life stages overa
tange of flows. In IFIM outputs, habitat is measured in terms
of “Weighted Usable Area” (WUA), with one unic of WUA
being equivalent to one square foot of optimal habitar for the
species/life stage in question. The relative quality of habitac is
determined based on known preferences of thac species/life
stage for cach of the key habitat characteristics mentioned
above.

The fisheties study was conducted for the entire West Branch
and main stem in Connecticut—from the Goodwin Dam
downstream to the confluence with Connecticut River. The
Wild and Scenic Study Segment was further subdivided into
three smaller segments based on where major tributaries enter
{the Still River, East Branch, and Nepaug River). Within those
three segments, field measurements were taken ata total of 17
specific transect sites which cypified the full range of habitac
types (rapids, riffles, runs, pools) available in the river. The
data were collected across a full range of flows in the spring
and summer of 1991 using standard IFIM methods.

The study examined the effects of different flows on the amount
of habitat available for several lifestages of the following spe-
cies: Atlantic salmon, brown trout, brook trout, American
shad, smallmouth bass, and longnose dace. The habitat pref-
erences used for each species/life stage were developed from a
combination of existing scientific literature, the consultants



Extensive field research provided the foundation for the Instream Flow Study.
Here, fisheries biologists measure stream characteristics along one of many
transects used in the study.

professional judgement, and consultation with fisheries biolo-
gists from the Connecticut DEP. These preferences are docu-
mented visually in the “Suirability Index curves” which are
presented in Appendix A of the final Instream Flow Study
]'(‘_'P(_‘r[.

Habitat modeling was performed using standard [FIM proce-
dures, and included use of a model that the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service's Instream Flow Group recommends for pro-
viding the most accurate results over a wide range of flows.
The results of the modeling then were used to develop alter-
native fisheries flow scenarios incorporated later in the water
allocation exercise.

[ Anaiys

The results of the IFIM meodeling, presented on pages 37-54
of the final report as Weighted Usable Area curves, show the
relationship between flows and habitar for the species and
lifestages studied. These results provide the basis for develop-
ing alternative flow scenarios to protect fisheries resources.
However, before that step could be taken, several significant
issues had to be resolved. Decisions regarding those issues
were important to both the development of alternarive fisher-
ies flow scenarios and the overall water allocation modeling
exercise. | hey are described briefly below.

» Species selection: Adult brown trout and juvenile Adantic
salmon were selected to serve as surrogates for the fisheries
community as a whole, for which adequate minimum flows
should be maintained, They were selected for a variety of
reasons, including:

(a) the significance of trout fishery management;

(b) the importance of the area to juvenile Atlantic salmon
rearing;

(c) the higher flow requirements of the adult stage
versus the fry and juvenile stages of brown rtrout;

(d) the higher flow requirements of the juvenile stage
versus the fry stage of Atlantic salmon; and

(e) professional judgement that the projected optimum

flows for adult Atlantic salmon and longnose dace did
not reflect flow conditions necessary for their sustained
health and viraliry.

* The segment of the West Branch from the confluence with
the Still River downstream to the confluence with the East
Branch (“Segment 2”) was identified as the most impor-
tant segment in which optimum or near-optimum
conditions for those targer species/lifestages should be
maintained.

* In recognition of the Still River's significant contribution
to flows within Segment 2, the alternative flow scenarios
were based on combined projected volumes from Goodwin
Dam releases and Still River flows, rather than through
sole reliance on reservoir releases. The seasonal and

annual variability in Still River flows caused by rainfall was

factored into the alternative flow scenarios by adjusting
required reservoir releases in response to higher or lower
inflow from the Still.

Based on the results of the IFIM analysis and the determina-
tions described above, three alternative flow scenarios to
maintain and protect fisheries resources were developed:

(1) Optimum habitat scenario: Optimum habirat was defined
as the maximum Weighted Usable Area (WUA) for the
target species/life stage. Foradult trout in Segment 2, maxi-
mum WUA is achieved at a flow of 150 cfs. Although
maximum WUA for juvenile Atlantic salmon in Segment

2 is achieved at 100 cfs, their maximum WUA in Segment
3 (the segment immediately downstream of Segment 2) is
achieved at 150 cfs. A year-round minimum flow of 150
cfs was, therefore, established as the foundartion for the
optimum habitat scenario. However, in order to maintain
sufficiently low water temperatures necessary for truly
optimal conditions in the warmer summer months, DEP
fisheries staff recommended that at least 130 cfs be pro-
vided by reservoir releases during those times, regardless of
what inflow from the Still River might be. Asa result, the
optimum habitat scenario was modified to include a mini-
mum of 130 cfs contributed by Goodwin Dam releases in
June, July, and August. The scenario is therefore referred
to as the “150/130 cfs minimum flow scenario.”

(2) Near-optimum habitat scenario: Near-optimum habitat
was defined as within 5 percent of maximum WUA. For

adult trout in Segment 2, this level is provided by a flow of
95 cfs. The near-optimum habitar scenario therefore
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maintains 95 cfs year-round in Segment 2, with a mini-
mum reservoir release of 95 cfs in June, July, and August.
This is referred to as the “95 cfs minimum flow scenario.”

(3) Intermediate scenario: This is a hybrid of the other two
scenarios, and maincains habitat levels that are wichin 5
percent of those provided by either the historical flow
regime or the 150/130 cfs scenario. It compensates for
certain monthly deficiencies in the 95 cfs scenario in which
habitat levels are significantly below cither historical habi-
tat levels or those provided by the 150/130 cfs scenario.

The monthly dam releases needed to maintain these three
scenarios, as well as historic flow conditions, are presented in
Table 3-3 on page 58 of the final Instream Flow Study report.

Next, the total WUA provided by each scenario was caleu-
lated for the entire coldwater fishery section {from the Goodwin
Dam downstream to the confluence with the Pequabuck River).
These levels of overall WUA were then compared wich the
habitar levels provided by the historical flow regime to deter-
mine how the alternative flow regimes would affect existing
conditions and resources. The data for that comparison are
presented in Table 3-4 on page 61 of the final report.

Assessment of Aquatic System Health in Massachusetts

Merhods

The health of the aquaric system in the Massachusetes Seudy
Segment was evaluated chrough analyses of aquatic inverte-
brate communities and other habitat characteristics. The
following procedures were used:

> Samples and observations for these indicators were taken
at six sites spread throughout the study segment.

> Benthic communities were sampled qualitatively using the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Rapid
Bioassessment Protocol 117 (EPA, 1989). This is an
accepted mechodology designed to determine whether the
biological integrity at a site is impaired by water quality or
habitat conditions, The technique focuses on several
different species of bottom-dwelling organisms, some of
which may be highly intolerant of degraded conditionsand

others chat may thrive in those circurnstances.

> General habicat quality was evaluated using accepted EPA
procedutes which focus on physical and water quality char-
acteristics (such as substrate, cover, channel morphology,
bank structure, temperature, dissolved oxygen, ctc.) near
each sampling station.

Results and Analysis

The assessment at all six sites revealed conditions typical of
unpolluted, coldwater environments in southern New England.
The samples of benthic organisms were dominated by species
which do not survive well in polluted environments, and there
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was no evidence of significant organic or toxic pollution. The
water quality parameters that were sampled indicated very good
to excellent conditions throughout the study area.

5.2.4 ASSESSMENT OF RECREATION AND SCENIC VALUES

Methods

This portion of che Instream Flow Study evaluated the effects
of different flow levels on the primary recreational uses and
scenic values of both the Massachusetts and Connecticut Wild
and Scenic Study Segments. The assessment included
analyses for the following recreational uses: fishing (both
wading and bank fishing); tubing; downriver canoeing (i.c.,
direct point-to-point travel); and play boating (i.c., using river
currents and features such as eddies and hydraulics to perform
various maneuvers, particulacly in kayaks). For each of those
activities, as well as for scenic enjoyment, the evaluation
identified both the minimum flow nceded for an acceprable
experience and the optimum range of flows that provides the
highest quality experience.

Daca for the assessment were collected through three major

efforts:

(1) More than 3,000 boaters, tubers, and anglers were surveyed
on weekends during the spring, summer, and fall of 1991.
The surveys were conducted over the full range of normal
flows (approximarely 10-250 cfs in Massachusetts, and 100-
1000 cfs in Connecticut). Respondents were asked whether
the flow on thar day was about right for their particular
activity, or, if not, whether they would have preferred higher
or lower flows.

(2) An intensive three-day ficld evaluation was conducted by a
team of experts and local volunceers in September, 1991.
During that period, dam releases were controlled so that
team members could participate in each recreational
activity over a full range of flows in close succession.

(3) Far the scenic assessment, video footage was taken of
several strategic sites at each of the different flows chat were
provided during che three-day field evaluation. Later in
the fall and winter, three impartial audiences were asked to
view a serics of side-by-side videotape images of cach
location at different flows, and to indicate which flows they
considered to be the most scenic.

Preliminary conclusions on the minimum and optimum flow
levels for the primary recreation uses were developed by inte-
grating the results from the surveys and the field evaluation.
Those findings were presented to representatives of the
Farmington’s major user groups, and were revised based on
their input. Other local experts were also contacted for their
opinions on critical issues such as how different flows affect
safety considerations,
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* Results and Analysis

The basic results of the recreation and aestherics assessment
are presented in Figure 5-4 below.

The next phase of the recreation analysis involved using the
minimum and optimum ranges identified to determine how
much “recreational opportunity” actually existed historically
during normal, dry and drought years. Recreational epportu-
nity was defined as the number of days of both minimum and
optimum conditions that existed in a given year for each

major recreational use. The historical period of record used
for this purpose was 1961-1990, the period since the Goodwin
Dam was completed and substantial flow regulation went into
effect for the West Branch. Once the historical levels of recre-
ational opportunity were determined, it would be possible co
calculate the annual volumes required to provide those levels
by multiplying the number of days of minimum and opti-
mum conditions by the daily volume needed for a minimum
or optimum experience.

FIGURE 54
Summary of Minimum and Optimum Recreation and Aesthetics Flows

Massachusetts Study Area

Minimum Optimum “
Fishing ° 25 cfs 75 - 250 cfs "
Scenic Enjoyment 170 cfs
Tubing unsuitable unsuitable
Downriver Canoeing 250 cfs 260 cfs + 4*°
Play Boating 250 cfs 250 cfs + 4".2°°

Connecticut Study Area

Minimum Optimum
Fishing 100 cfs 150 - 350 cfs
Scenic Enjoyment 240 - 540 cfs
Tubing 200 cfs 360 - 450 cfs °
Downriver Canoeing 250 cfs 360 - 980 cfs
Play Boating 250 cfs 540 - 980 cfs

following state fish stocking releases.

inches to 2 feet would need to be added.

* While these minimum flows will enhance the physical conditions for fishing techniques, the very low
natural stream flows in Massachusetts {often less than 10 cfs) limit fish production, available fish
habitat, and pools where fish might be found. Thus, while the recommended flow levels may enhance
the conditions for fishing, anglers are unlikely 1o find many fish except during periods immediately

b Because flows above 256 cfs were not observed, we can only estimate how much water would have
10 be added to achieve optimum conditions. For dowariver canoeing, we estimate 4 inches of water
would have to be added to the level in the river stretch above New Boston, and, for play boating, 4

® Lifeguards with proper equipment are needed at Satan's Kingdom, particularly at flows above 350 cfs.
Optimum flows for tubing at Satan’s Kingdom start lower (@ 275 cfs}). However, optimum flows on the
upper portion of the river (Goodwin Dam to Pleasant Valley} start at 350 cfs.




However, before determining the historical levels of recreational
opportunity and the annual volumes needed ro maintain them,
several related issues had to be resolved. A working group,
established by the Farmington River Study Commirtree’s
Water Resources Subcommirtee, discussed and resolved those
1]

issues.” Following is a summary of the working group'’s

conclusions:

* Recreation Seasons: To determine how many days of

minimum and optimum conditions existed hisr(.-rim“}' for
each major recreational activity, it was first necessary to
identify reasonable “recreation seasons” for each activity
thar encompass the pcr:uds of heaviest use. Those seasons
were defined as follows:

Fishing: March | - October 31

]’}dﬁ'):g: Weekends only from Memorial

Day - July 4th
Daily from July 4th - Labor Day

Weekends only for two weeks
after Labor Day

Downriver Canoeing
and Play Boating: April 1 - Seprember 30
Scenic Enjoyment: Daily for the entire calendar

year

* Representative Rainfall Years: Because historical recre-
ational opportunity was to be evaluated based on actual
conditions since the Goodwin Dam was com plt:rcd, 1t was
necessary to identify the most representative normal, dry
and drought years from that period. After considerable
analysis, the fb”rm’ing years were identified:

Most Representative Normal Year 1974
Most Rﬁ’p;‘c‘ﬂ’u{d{!lne‘ [ dry Year: 1988
Most Representative Draught Year: 1965

While these years are not perfect reflections of a statisti-
cally “normal,” “dry,” or “drought” year (and, in all
probability, no acrual year ever would be), they are the
best available from the period of record and are reasonable
to use.

* Selecting Specific Flows To Include in the Analysis: To
calculate the annual volumes required to maintain histori-
cal levels of recreational activity, it was necessary to select
specific flows from the minimum and optimum ranges for
cach activity. The group ultimately recommended using
the flow from the low end of both the minimum and
optimum ranges for each recreational activity. The
rationale for this decision is discussed fully in Appendix G

* The working group, which consisted of staff members from the DEP,

NPS, MDC, and FRWA, prepared a derailed memorandum

explaining how they reached their conclusions. This memo is contained

in Appendix G of the final Instream Flow Study report.

of the final Instream Flow Study report.

By comparing the minimum and optimum ranges for each
activity with the actual flow records from the representarive
years, it was possible to determine the numbers of minimum
and optimum days that were acrually available under hisrori-
cal normal, dry and drought conditions. This information is
presented in Figure 5-5.

The numbers of days with minimum and optimum condi-
tions were then multiplied by the daily volumes (over a 24-
hour period) required to maintain the low end flows from each
minimum and optimum range. The products are the annual
volumes required to provide the historical recreational oppor-
tunity for each activity under different rainfall conditions. As
was done for fisheries, recreational flows were calculated for
the segment downstream of the confluence with the Still River,
Therefore, the annual volumes contributed by the Still River
were subtracted from the overall annual volumes required for
r{.‘i.r{'u[i()[‘l. prUL‘}UL‘ing net a.]'ll:lLl;l1 \-'Ollimt's ('.lt- rESt‘EI'VOiI' I'tf'it.‘.{ﬁ(.‘,\'
required for each recreational use. The results of these calcu-
lations are presented in Table 3-G on page 64 of the final
Instream Flow Study report.

Once the initial assessments of hydrology, aquatic biology, and
recreation/scenic values were cumpietcd, the next rask was to
integrate the information from those assessments into a series
of comprehensive water allocation scenarios. This process

involved three major steps:

The Instream Flow Study identified mintmum and optimum flow ranges
Jor a variety of recreational activities, including kayaking or ‘play boating.”
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FIGURE 5-5
Historical Number of Days of Minimum and Optimum Recreational and Scenic
Opportunities Available under Different Rainfall Conditions
Drought Dry
1965 1988
Fishing Minimum 31 22
iMarch 1 - October 31} ]
Optimum 5 1N
Tubing Minimum 0 60
{Memorial Day -

F September 15) Optimum 0 12 43
Scenic Enjoyment Minimum n/a n/a n/a
(entire year) ]

Optimum 79 257 243
Piay Boating Minimum 26 135 111
(Apri 1 - .
September 30} Optimum 3 2 18 j
Downriver Canoesing Minimum 19 98 - 37
{April 1 -
Segtember 30 Optimum 15 39 92

(1) The total annual volumes of water available from che West
Branch Reservoirs under normal, dry and drought
conditions were calculated based on the resules of the
hydrologic modeling;

(2) The total annual volumes of reservoir releases required to
meet the different resource and use demands under
varying rainfall conditions were calculated;¥

(3) Those total release requirements were subtracted from the
total volumes available to determine if adequate water

exists to meet all of the demands in normal, dry and drought
years.

The exercise was designed to decermine the potential for com-
patible future water supply withdrawals. This was accom-
plished by conserving reservoir volumes whenever possible,
while still meeting basic resource and use requirements. The
approach sought to accommodate all resources and uses, and
to determine whether any surplus water would be available.

# Although a full study of the relationship berween different flows and
scenic values was conducted, an annual volume of water to provide for
scenic values was not estimated or incorporated into che final water
allocation calculations. These steps were omirted because the aesthetics
evaluation concluded that there is no minimum flow level to maintain
scenic conditions,

Assumptions

In developing the warer allocation scenarios, it was necessary
to make assumprions about a number of additional factors
that are of critical importance to water allocacion in the
Farmington River basin. Those assumptions provide much
of the foundation for the results of the entire exercise, Conse-
quendy, if any of the assumptions were changed, the results
likely would change in response. The principal assumptions
are presented below; their implications for tiver management

are addressed in Subsection 5.2.6: Discussion.
+ Existing Legal Commitments:
* 50 cfs minimum flow - This statutory requirement

was considered the bottom line for reservoir releases.
Basic ripars ith the Farmi River
Power Company - The riparian agreement requires the
MDC to provide releascs totalling 21.7 billion gallons
per year; however, the schedule for specific releases
varies year-to-year based on the request of the
Farmingron River Power Company within certain
seasonal constraints. In order to perform the water
allocation modeling, the consultant developed a
hypothetical scenario to provide the required releases.
The scenario consisted of releases of 300 cfs for 90
consecutive days during the months of July, August,
and September, plus an additional 300 cfs for 22 days
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during midwinter. This scenario was included in the
calculations for normal and dry years only. To
conserve reservoir volumes in drought conditions, it
was assumed that the full riparian commitmene would
be bought out in those years by the MDC. (Such
financial compensation is allowed under the existing
agreement.)

*  Additional siparian commitments - The calculations
did not include the current requirement to release all
natural inflow to the West Branch Reservoirs between
50 - 150 cfs and any releases from QOtis Reservoir (as
required under both the riparian agreement with
Farmingron River Power Company and another agree-
ment with the Allied Connecticut Towns). Thar is,
the study assumed thar all flows above 50 cfs plus Onis
Reservoir releases could be stored for fucute allocation
except when necessary to meet the basic riparian
demand and/or instream resource requirements.

*  Reservoir Storage Capacity: It was assumed that the West
Branch Reservoirs are large enough to capture and store all
of the runoff flowing into them during normal, dry, and
drought years; that is, the calculations reflect the assump-
tion that all water predicted to be available over the course
of a given year could be stored and distributed as needed
to meet the various instream requirements, and that no
water would be lost from the reservoirs as a result of spill-
age or flood control management, even during seasonal
high flows.

+  Water Supply Withdrawals: The MDC was requested to
submit two levels of potential water supply withdrawal from
the West Branch for inclusion in the water allocation
calculations. Those levels wete set at constant rates of 10
and 20 million gallons per day (or 11,202 acre-feet per
year and 22,404 acre-feet per yeat, respectively).

* Fisheries Enhancement Pools: In designing its reservoir
management program for the Colebrook Reservoir, the
Army Corps of Engineers sct aside 5000 acre-feet to
enhance anadromous brown trout runs, and an additional
5000 acre-feet to cnhance American shad runs. The
anadromous trout pool is drawn upon frequently; how-
ever, water has generally not been provided for shad
because that allotment is derived from a small portion of
the reservoir’s flood control zone. As a result, the water
allocation calculations included the brown trout enhance-
ment pool as an annual release requiremenc under all
rainfall condicions, but did not include releases for shad.

* Flushing Flows/High Flow Considerations: There was
considerable discussion about what releases, if any, should
be provided as “flushing flows,” which are generally
considered necessary to prevent the unhealthy accumula-
tion of fine grained sediments in the streambed. Lacking
an intensive, site-specific study of this issue, a desktop
method was chosen to provide an initial approximation
— the 3-day average maximum flow for the period from

1970-1990. This volume was calculated by first averaging
the flows from the continuous 3-day period with che high-
est flows during each year from 1970-1990, and then
averaging those 20 yearly 3-day maximums. An assump-
tion was made that extreme high flows are not necessary
every year. The analysis therefore incorporated this
volume in the water allocation scenarios for normal years,
but not for dry or drought years. (See Appendix G of the
final Instream Flow Study report for additional discussion
of this issue.)

Water Quality: Based on the results of the DEP’s waste
load allocation studics for the Farmington, the minimum
flow of 50 cfs mandated by state statute was assumed to be
adequate to meet the standards for Class B water qualicy
classification.

Use of Combined Flows from the Goodwin Dam and the
Still River: As described previously, calculations of the
flow needs for both fisheries and recreation did not rely
exclusively on releases from the West Branch Reservoirs,
but also included the annual volumes contributed by the
Still River under different rainfall conditions.

Contribution of Riparian Releases Toward Fisheries and
Recreational Release Requirements: The flows provided
to meet the hypothetical schedule of releases for the
riparian agreement were assumed to contribute to the flows
needed for both fisheries and recreation. (This approach
is consistent with the historical reality on the Farmington,
where much of the flows that have helped sustain fisheries
and provide conditions suitable for recreation-—especially
in the summer—have been a direct result of riparian
releases.)

Contribution of Fisheries Flows Toward Recreational
Release Requirements: The base flows provided under
the alternative fisheries flow scenarios also were assumed
to contribute to the flows needed for recreation.

Distribution of Minimum and Optimum Days Within
the Recreation Seasons: To complete the final calcula-
tions of the annual reservoir volumes required to provide
historical levels of recreational opportunity, it was
necessary for the consultant to distribute the days of mini-
mum and optimum conditions for each use within the
recreation season for that use. This was done by schedul-
ing high flow recreation days at times when the greatest
flow volume would be provided from Still River inflow,
and riparian releases or fisheries base flows. For instance,
all 18 days of optimum conditions for play boating (lows
of 540 cfs or higher) in a “normal” year would be provided
in April, when Still River inflow is at its peak (estimated at

415 cfs).
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Final Results and Analysis

The final results of the water allocation exercise are shown in
Figure 5-6. The table shows a series of water allocation
scenarios based on the varying amounts of water available in
the watershed above the Goodwin Dam during normal (“50%
exceedence”), dry (*90% exceedence”), and drought (“99%
exceedence”) conditions. The allocation scenarios include
columns depicting the annual volumes required for each of
the following;

*  the three different flow scenarios for fisheries;

* historical numbers of minimum and optimum days that

Farmington River Study

*  two rates of withdrawal for water supply;
* the fisheries enhancement pool;

* the riparian agreement with the Farmington River Power

Company; and
* flushing flows (during normal rainfall years only).

In the calculations, the annual volumes for fisheries, recre-
ation, water supply, the fisheries enhancement pool, and the
riparian agreement were subtracted from the rotal watershed
yields. The initial results are shown in the “surplus/(deficit)
1” column. The annual volume estimated for flushing flows
was then subtracted for normal years only, producing the final

existed during normal, dry and drought conditions for the
different recreational uses;

results shown in the “surplus/{deficit) 2”7 column.

FIGURE 5-6
Selected Water Allocation Scenarios for Diverse Uses of the Farmington River
{All quantities are in acre-feet.)

Water Total Fishery Recreation Water d Fishaty Riparian Surplus Flushing Surplus

Yeatr Watersheo Flow Flow Supply Enhance- Rights {Daflcit) Flow {Daficlt)

{% ax- Yiekt ment Pool 1 2

oesdance)

50% 205,003 30,167 : 3,431 0 5,000 66,599 99,086 8.425 93,461
" " 27,945 " 0 " " 102,108 - 95,693
" - 27,845 - o . " 102,108 " 95,683
- " 30,167 - 11,202 - " 88,684 - 82,259
. - 27,945 - 11,202 - " 90,908 - 84,481
" - 27,845 - 11,202 - - $0,908 - 84,481
- - 30,167 | - 22,404 - - 77,482 - 71,057
- - 27,945 - 22,404 - - 79,704 - 73,279
- - 27,945 " 22,404 - " 79,704 - 73,279

90% 137,629 | 282.381 ; 2,108 o - - 31,544 o 31,544
" - 27,945 _ " 0 " - 35,980 0 35,980
" - 28,004 _ - ] " - 35,921 0 35,921
. - 32,381 - 11,202 - . 20,342 0 20,342
" - 27,945 " 11,202 " " 24,778 o 24,778
. " 29,004 - 11,202 - " 24,719 o 24,719
" - 32,991 " 22,404 " - 9,140 0 9,140
- . 27,945 . 22,404 - " 13,576 0 13576
" - 28,004 - 22,404 - - 13,517 o 13,517

99% 64,980 61,391 ; 9,074 0 . - 9,515 0 3,515
" » 44,433 - 9,337 0 " " 26,210 o 28,210
- - 48,504 8,337 o “ - 25,138 0 25,139
- - 61,391 8,074 11,202 " " {-1,887) 0 {-1,687)
" " 44,433 ° 9,337 11,202 " - 15,008 o 15,008
" - 45,504 9,337 11,202 - " 123,937 0 13,037
" - 61,391 9,074 22,404 - " 12,089} 0 {-12,8989)
. . 44,433 9,337 22,404 " - 3,606 o 3,808
" - 45,504 9,337 22,404 " - 2,725 o 2,735

—. . ——

* Volume for 150/130 cfs flow scenario.

b Volume for 95/95 cfs scenario.

¢ Volume for intermediate flow scenario.

9 For water supply withdrawals, a continuous withdrawal of 10 million gallons per day (mgd) =

, - year; = 22, re- per year.
11,202 Acre-feet per year; 20 mgd = 22,404 Acre-feet
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Keeping in mind che many assumptions upon which the allo-
cation alternatives rest, the results indicate that during dry,
normal and wetter-than-normal years there appears to be
sufficient flow to support all resources and uses, although the
surplus remaining under certain scenarios is small. Under
drought conditions, the MDC has the right to reduce or sus-
pend riparian releases and financially compensate the tiparian
owner accordingly. However, even wich riparian releases
eliminated under drought conditions, there is insufficient water
available to provide collectively for the “optimum habitar”
fisheries scenario, the fisheties enhancement pool, historical
levels of recreation, and water supply withdrawals of either 10
mgd or 20 mgd. There does appear to be sufficient water ina
drought to provide for a 10 mgd or 20 mgd wichdrawal in
conjunction with cither the near-optimum or intermediace
fisheries scenario, although the surpluses with a 20 mgd
wichdrawal are quite small.

It should be noted that near-optimum fisheries flows are
substantially higher than historical flows in the 1965 drought.
Furthermore, the consultant determined that it is probably
unrealistic and unnecessary to maintain higher flows than those
in the near-optimum scenatio in a drought to protect the long-
term integrity of fisheries resources. Finally, it must be recog-
nized that during a declared water supply emergency,
Connecticut General Statute 22a-378 gives the Commissioner
of the Department of Environmental Protection the authority
to divert wacer as needed to case the emergency conditions.
Such diversions could result in reduced or curtailed releases
for instream resources.

5.2.6 Discussion

Study Limitations

Throughout this summary of the Instream Flow Scudy, a
number of significant assumptions have been identified. These
assumptions have inherent limitations, which should be
considered in future management decisions. The major
limitations include the following:

+ Existing Legal Commitments:

Ripari | he Farmi River P
Company - The Goodwin Dam releases required
under the riparian agreement with the Farmington
River Power Company historically have provided a sub-
stantial contribution to base flows in the West Branch,
thereby providing much if not all of the water for fish-
eries and recreation. This is particularly true during
the drier summer months, when the riparian releases
have often produced river flows considerably higher
than what mighe otherwise be available.

In the Instream Flow Study, the hypothetical scenario
used to satisfy the riparian commitment represents a
near worst-case approach in terms of the reservoir vol-
ume required. This conservative approach is reason-
able given che variability of releases which the riparian

ownet is allowed to request. Historically, however, the
Farmingron River Power Company has generally
requested riparian releases at lesser rates over a longer
period of trime than those in the hypothetical scenario.
Using a less conservative scenario that more closely
reflected historical riparian releases could affect the
demand on reservoir volumes required to maintain
fisheries and recreation. Stretching the riparian base
flow contribution over a longer period could help to
reduce the annual reservoir demand needed to pro-
vide the relatively low instantaneous flows required for
fisheries. Conversely, however, decreasing daily
riparian releases during the summer recreation season
could necessitate supplemental releases to provide the
relatively high flows required for some recreational
activities. This could result in an additional demand
on reservoir volumes.

- One of the most
significant limitations of the scudy is the fact thac it
does not incorporate the current requirement to
release all natural inflow to the West Branch
Reservoirs between 50-150 cfs plus all Otis Reservoir
releases, as mandated under the other existing
ripatian commitments. The principal implication is
that if any of the flow scenarios developed in che study
are actually pursued, those commitments would have
to be renegotiated. (Note: If the riparian commit-
ments were changed to allow storage of inflow above
50 cfs, adequate releases would still be required to meet
downstream managemenr objectives, including
satisfying the basic riparian agreement with the
Farmington River Power Company and maintaining
fisheries and recreational opportunities.)

¢ Reservoir Storage Capacity: The results of the study hinge
in part on the assumption that the West Branch Reservoirs
have adequate capacity to store all the warer predicted to
be available in any given year (i.c., that no water will be
lost to spillage/overflows and thus be unavailable for later
distribution). The study concluded that this is probably
accurate for most dry and drought years, but ic is not clear
that the reservoirs can entirely capture and regulate flows
during normal rainfall years. Therefore, the actual annual
water surpluses for normal years may be somewhat lower
than those calculated in the final water allocation table. It
should be noted, however, that under these conditions all
surplus water will be released. These releases would
enhance instream flows.

Based on the historical management constraints for the
reservoirs (including the requirements of the existing
riparian commitments), these conclusions seem reasonable.
However, it is possible that changing the riparian commit-
ments to allow storage of inflow above 50 cfs plus Otis
Reservoir releases (as described under the previous issue)
could exceed the reservoirs’ storage capacity under other
rainfall condicions as well.
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Flood Control Management of Colebrook Rescrvoir: An
additional issue tied to reservoir storage capacity is the Army
Cortps of Engineers’ management requirements for flood
control in Colebrook Reservoir. Those requirements were
not considered in the development of the water allocation
scenarios. The Corps would have to approve any manage-
ment plan which could infringe on their flood control zone
{for instance, by allowing storage of inflow berween
50-150 cfs plus Otis Reservoir releases).

Water Supply Withdrawals: The withdrawal levels of

10 mgd and 20 mgd arc hypothetical rates, used for infor-
mational purposes to establish the range of demands that
the upper Farmington River watershed can support. Asis
the norm in water supply planning, the hypothetical with-
drawals were established as constant rates (i.e., 10 and 20
million gallons per day over the entire year). However, it
is more informative to think of these withdrawals in terms
of the annual reservoir volumes they would require (i.e.,
11,202 and 22,404 acre feet per year, respectively, as shown
in Figure 5-6). The withdrawals would likely be made
from water collected in the reservoirs during non-
recreation season high water periods and storm events.

If a withdrawal is pursued, it could be for a lesser or greater
amount than those hypothedical races. Regardless, any
specific proposal would need to be evaluated to determine
its compatibility with the protection of instream resources.

Flushing Flows: The volume incorporated for flushing
flows was only an initial approximation of the river’s needs.
The precise needs of any given river are difficult to deter-
mine, A site-specific empirical study would need to be
conducted to determine accurately the Farmington River's
flushing flow needs.

Reliance on Still River Flows: It is reasonable to focus on
the segmene below the confluence with the Still River for
maintaining fisheries and recreacion, and therefore to rely
on the combined flow contributions of both the Still and
releases from the Goodwin Dam. However, the Still River
contributions in the Instream Flow Study are based on
monthly and annual estimares.  Actual daily Still River
flows are likely to be highly variable. Such daily variation
from the monthly and annual projections will require
alterations in dam releases in response to the actual contri-
bution from the Still.

Seasonal Distribution of Recreational Opportunity: The
distribution of days of minimum and optimum recreational
conditions within the recreation scasons outlined in the
flow management scenario is similar to the scasonal par-
terns of the representative years. However, this similarity
is coincidental rather than intentional. The consuleant
scheduled days of minimum and optimum recreational
conditions to take greatest advantage of flows that would
already be in the river for other reasons. For instance, the
scudy targets days of highest recreation flows (i.e., for opi-
mum boating conditions) in April to take advantage of

F
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high Still River flows, and targets most days of moderate
recreation flows (i.c., for minimum and optimum tubing
and minimum boating conditions) in midsummer, the
period when most riparian releases are scheduled.”® The
relatively low flows needed for minimum and optimum
fishing conditions are distributed throughout all periods
of the recreation season. Certain discrepancies from the
historical patterns do exist, largely as a result of how
riparian releases are distributed (e.g., diminished boating
opportunities in June). To replicate the historical recre-
ational opportunity that existed during those years, the
schedule for the minimum and optimum days for each
activity may need to be adjusted. Such a schedule may
require different annual volumes of releases for recreation
than those included in the final water allocation calcula-
tions, with potential impacts on the amount of water
available for other purposes.

In dry and drought years, the flow management scenario
in the Instream Flow Study would provide higher average
releases over the recreation season than existed during the
representative years, As a result, the toral days of recre-
ational opportunity would exceed what existed historically,
as shown in Figure 5-7. For example, in the representative
drought year (1965) there were 51 days of optimum
conditions and 31 days of minimum conditions for
fishing. Under the flow regime identified in the Instream
Fiow Study, a total of 114 optimum days and 123
minimum days would be available for fishing. :

In normal rainfall years, the Instream Flow Study also would
provide more days of recreational opportunity than the rep-
resentative year (1974), although the flows identified would
be lower than historical conditions, This would be achieved
by more intensely managing Goodwin Dam releases to
match Scill River flows. That is, high Still River flows would
be matched by lower Goodwin Dam releases, and vice versa.
In this way, West Branch flows would be neither so high
not so low that only limited recreational opportunities
would be present.

* Flows Needed For Minimum and Optimum Recreational
Conditions: Using only the flows from the low end of the
minimum and optimum ranges for the various recreational
activities does not accurately reflect the actual distribution
of flows within the minimum and optimum ranges that
was provided during the representative years. Historically,
flows spanned the ranges of minimum and optimum
recreation conditions. Using the historical flows in
calculating the annual reservoir volumes required to
support recreation could produce greater total volumes than
those produced by using the low end values. This is
demonstrated in Table B of Appendix G in the final

Instream Flow Study report. However, it should be

% In both normal and dty years, the distribution of ripasian releases
incorporated in the flow management scenario is a significant factor in
providing the number of days of recreational opportuniry.
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FIGURE 5-7
Comparison of the Numbers of Days of Historical Recreational Opportunity to
Those That Would Be Provided by the Flows 1dentified in the Instream Flow Study

m — .
Drought Year Dry Year Normal Year
1965 1988 1974
Historic IFs Historic IFS * Historic IFS *
o= ——-
Minimum KY| 62 22 0 20 4] ||
Fishing ]
Optimum 51 114 i7 212 101 184 |
Minimum 0 0 60 72 9 13
Tubing .
Optimum 0 3 12 9 43 68
I Play Miniraum 26 26 135 137 111 165
Boating
Optimum 8 8 2 2 18 18
Downriver | Minimum 19 19 98 100 37 N
Canoeing ;
Optimum 15 - 18 39 39 92 92

" PSSt = Days of recreation using flows as identified in the instream flow study.

recognized thac providing a flow at the low end of the
optimum range for some uses will provide conditions well
into {or even beyond) the aptimum range for other vses.
This concept was incorporated into the study. For instance,
flows at the low and high ends of the optimum range for
tubing were used to fulfill the number of optimum days
for that activity while simultaneously meeting some of the
flow levels required for lower and higher water demand
activities (i.e., fishing and boating, respectively). In
addition, the consultant idenrified 2 range of flows which
provide optimum conditions for cach recreational acrivity,
and did not specify that flows at the low or high end were
any more desirable.

Opportunities do exist to provide 2 distribution of flows
within the minimum and optimum ranges without
placing a substantial additional demand on reservoir
volumes. They include:

*  Utilizing surplus water that is available after all

resource needs and uses identified in the instream flow
have been met. This method is particularly viable for
normal rainfall years, in which a large volume of

surplus water has been identified.

*  Linking higher recreational flow needs (¢.g., for boat-
ing) to naturally occurring high flows in the Still River.

These opportunities should be incorporated into any
future flow management plan for the West Branch.

» Use of Representative Years in the Recreational Analysis:

In determining the levels of recreational opportunity
present historically, actual flow data from the most
represencative normal, dry and drought years were used to
calculate the number of days of minimum and optimum
recreational conditions. Actual flows were used because
there is no way to generate daily flow projections for
normal, dry and drought conditions statistically. It should
be noted, however, that no actual year will precisely mimic
the flow pattern for a statistically generated normal, dry
ot drought year. Furthermore, the Connecticut Study
Segment was found cligible for Wild and Scenic River
designation based on actual historical levels of recreational
opportunity, not a statistically generated level of
recreational opportunity.

The Broader Context

The Instream Flow Study is an unusual example of coopera-
tion among many diverse interests to generate new, objective
information on a highly controversial subject. The study would
not have been successful without the substantial commitment
made by all participants to work coopetatively.

The study provided critical new information both on the flows
needed to protect the Farmington River’s fisheries, recreation,
and scenic values, and on the potential for comparibility be-
tween future withdrawals and the protecrion of those instream
resources. That information was essential for che subsequent



development of the Upper Farmingron River Management

Plan, and will be a valuable rool for resolving important issues
in the future.

The study also established an important precedent that can
serve as a model for other Wild and Scenic River Studies with
similar issues regarding instream flows and water allocation.
This is the first time an analysis of this type has been used as a
tool for decision-making during a Wild and Scenic River Study,
prior to a decision on federal designation. It provided all
interested parties with an indication of whether some level of
withdrawal theoretically could be possible in conjunction with
the strong protection for instream resources required under
Wild and Scenic River designation. With designation now in
place, the Instream Flow Study will be useful in evaluaring
whether pmpnscc[ projects would adversely affecr the river and,
therefore, whether any necessary federal permits
should be issued

The reader should keep in mind thar the Instream
Flow Study is not an evaluation of a specific
withdrawal prnp()s;ﬂ. nor does it define a
spucit‘lc management regime for the West Branch
Reservoirs. Rather, it incorporates two hypo-

thetical levels of withdrawal into an intricare
resource management and water allocation
exercise. Aswith any scientific analysis, the study
is based on a number of important assumprions;
these assumprions have related limitations that
should be considered in any future management
decisions.

If a withdrawal is proposed in the future, the
applicant would have to satisfy requirements for
..'I.Pp“cdhie srate "llld f‘ﬁ'derﬂ] P(_‘J'mii.‘i J.nd r(:SU[\'t_'
other potential constraints. An essential element
for permitting would be the development of a
plan for reservoir management, including an
operational plan and a derailed flow regime. The
plan would identify how the reservoirs and
releases would be managed to balance compet-
ing uses and protect the river’s resources as
identified in the Instream Flow Study. Other
constraints could include, for example, the need
to renegotiate existing flow management

agreements.

The Instream Flow Study prm-xdc’.ﬂ" eritical new m__,rbn?mrm n on the flows needed to protect
the Farmingron River’ fisheries, recreation, and scenic values, and on the potential for
companbility between future withdrawals and the proveceion of those instream resources.
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This chapter describes the extent of support demonstrased during the study for Wild and Scenic River designation of each of the
Farmington River segments. The description includes separate Subsections on each of the major parties with a stake in the future
of the Farmington: the local communities; state government; state and federal legislators; regional awrhorities (i.c., the Hartford
Metropolitan District Commission); and private organizations (such as the Farmington River Watershed Association). The
chapter documents any formalipublic positions regarding Wild and Scenic River designation taken by each of those interests, as
well as other demonstrations of support or opposition, The reader should note that the results of the Farmington River Study
Committees formal vote on designasion are presented in Chapter 9: Conclusion. '

For rivers such as the Farmington that are surrounded by private lands andfor non-federal public lands and for which federal land
acquisition and land management are not envisioned as part of the long-term management scenario, broad-based support for river
protection and designation is essential for several reasons. Firse, in these situations, landowners, local governments, state agencies,
private organizations, and other river interests all must play important roles if the river is to be effectively protected and managed
over time. Clear demonstrations of support for river protection and for Wild and Scenic designation provide evidence that those
interests acknowledge their important roles.

Second, it would be inappropriate and largely ineffective for the federal government to provide the permanent protection from
adverse federally assisted water resource projects offered through Wild and Scenic River designation without assurances from the
other river inseress that they are committed to doing their part to protect the river through their own authorities and abilities. A
demonstration of commitment on the part of local governments, state agencies, and other interests to ensure compatible manage-
ment of the lands along the river is particularly important, since the grassroots approach to the studyldesignation process precludes
any magjor federal role in managing the corridor. In this context, Wild and Scenic River designation essentially amounts to an
agreement between the federal government and those interests: the federal government agrees to protect the river from major
adverse instream/water-related projects, provided that the other parties demonstrate their commitment to adequately protect the
adjacent lands.

The final reason for requiring an expression of support for designation during the study period on private land rivers is to ensure
that designation is, in fact, desired by the local communities and other interests. As described in Chapter 1: Introduction and
Background, the National Park Service and the Farmington River Study Committee made clear from the outset of the project that
they would only recommend designation for each of the study segments if there was a strong indication of support. Maintaining
that commitment was essential for establishing and preserving credibility with the local communities and other study participanis.

As explained in Subsection 1.1.2: Requirements for Designation, an evaluation of the strength of support for river
protection and designation is the second component in determining the suitability of a private land river for Wild and Scenic
designation. The information presented in this chapter provides the foundation for that evaluation, which is included in
Chapter 8: Suitability.

6.1 MASSACHUSETTS STUDY SEGMENT Town Meeting Votes

| All chree communities bordering the Massachusetts segment
6.1.1 LocaL COMMUNITIES — Ortis, Sandisfield, and Tolland — initially voted in faver of
pursuing Wild and Scenic River designation by overwhelm-
ing margins at town meetings in the spring of 1991.* How-
ever, in the late fall of that year, a group of local residents
calling ieself the “Friends of the Rivers” (FO.R.) formed and
began a campaign to prevent designation. The group quickly
established liaisons with opponents of other river designations
and conservation initiatives elsewhere in che country, and

Indicarions of local attitudes regarding river protection and
designation in the Massachusctts study towns were obtained
through several mechanisms. The most important of these
were official town meeting votes held in each of the commu-
nities directly abutting the study segment. Other indications
included local actions taken during the study to strengthen
protection of the river, and the results of 3 landowner/resident
questionnaire thar was distributed to all postal customers in

the study area in the late winter/carly spring of 1991, # Although the Town of Becket was an official member of the
Farmington River Scudy Committee, the community was not asked to
hold a formal town mecting vote on desighation because the study
segment begins downstream of the Becket/Otis rown line.
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affiliated itself with national representatives of the self-
proclaimed “Wise Use Movement.” Using a campaign of
misinformation and unsubstantiated allegations, the FO.R.
generated a great deal of fear about designation among the
residents of the three Massachusctts communities.

Ultimately, the EO.R. provoked enough concern that the
towns’ selecemen were forced to hold special town meetings to
reconsider the issue of designation. Despite the concerted
effores of local residents who supported designation and the
Farmington River Watershed Association, all three towns voted
to rescind their earlier decisions supporting designacion. Otis
residents voted to rescind by a large margin; the votes were
more closely contested in Sandisfield (136-103) and Tolland
(51-27). Of the three, Otis was the only one to take the addi-
tional step of passing a second motion stating the town’s
opposition to designation.

The dates and results of che town meeting votes in Massachu-
setts are presented in Figure 6-1. Additional information on
the battle over designation in Massachusctts, including some
of the material distributed by the “Friends of the Rivers” and
information prepared in response by supporters of designa-
tion, is provided in Appendix D.

River Protection Actions

As described in the “Private Lands” portion of Subsection
4.1.1: Land Management for the Massachusetts segment, in
1991 the Town of Tolland adopted a “River Protection
District” that prohibits new structures and sand and gravel
operations in the river’s 100-year floodplain or within 200 feet
of the river. The district also includes restrictions on vegeta-
tion removal {a 50-foot no-cut zone and limitations on
cutting in the area from 50-200 feet from the river), and
prohibits new septic facilities within 150 feet of the river. These
features make Tolland’s ordinance the strongest local conser-
vation action implemented by any of the riverfront towns

during the study, and is indicative of the Town's commitment
to do its part in protecting the river.

Also, the Town of Becket adopted a strong floodplain zoning
overlay district during the study period. Although the adop-
tion of this bylaw was more directly related to a parallel effore
to protect the Westfield River in the eastern part of Becket,
the town-wide ordinance does provide additional protection
to flood-prone areas in the headwaters of the Farmington River
as well.

Neither Otis nor Sandisfield implemented any new local
mechanisms to strengthen protection for the river and.
eliminate the vulnerabilities idencified for each in the Draft

Evaluation of Existing Protection. (See the town-by-town
summaries of the strengths and weaknesses of local protection
in Subsection 8.2: Protection Mechanisms.)

Results of Landowner/Resident Questionnaire

A total of 68 residents in the four Massachusetts towns
responded to the “Landowner and Resident Questionnaire,”
representing a return rate of abour 3.5 percent of the surveys
distributed in those communities. In general, the respondents
strongly supported conservation of the river. Over 90 percent
fele that the river’s water quality, free flowing character,
fishing and canoeing should be protected and thac the
adjacent wildlife habitat, forest land, historic tesources, scenic
values and rural character should be conserved. Over 80
percent felt that hydroelectric development, future water
supply use, sand and gravel extraction, and sewage transporta-

tion should be discouraged.

Regarding potential mechanisms to strengthen protection of
the Farmington, more than 90 percent of the respondents
supported new requirements for building set backs, vegetative
screening, and height limitations on new buildings. Over 80
percent supported low density zoning and voluntary
donation of conservation easements.

FIGURE 6-1
Results of Town Meeting Votes in the Massachusetts Study Area Towns

N A —
Town * Date of Town Meeting Result
Otis 5/21/7 Support designation
1/30/92 Rescind earlier support & oppose designation
Sandisfield 5/18/3 Suppaort designation
2/1/92 Rescind earlier support
Tolland 2/129 Support designation
317192 Reascind earlier support

® The Town of Becket did not hold a formal town meeting vote regarding designation.
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Complete results of the “Landowner and Resident Question-
naire” are provided in Appendix E.

6.1.2 STATE GOVERNMENT

‘Two primary factors were considered in identifying the extent
of state support: (1) tangible conservation actions taken by
state agencies during the study to strengthen protection of che
tiver; and (2) official statements made regarding the state’s
position on federal designation.

Agency Actions

In additien to the ongoing implementation of its significant
land and water management responsibilities (as described in
Section 4.1), the Commonwealth of Massachusetts demon-
strated its commitment to protect the Farmington River
through several actions taken during the Wild and Scenic River
Study. Most notably, the Department of Environmental
Management purchased two critical riverfront parcels: a
16.9-acre lot encompassing more than 2,000 feet of river front-
age and located almost entirely within the 100-year floodplain;
and a 450-acre parcel with more than 6,600 feet of river front-
age, covering an important forested area with steep slopes on
the river’s east side. The combined cost for these acquisitions
was $1.1 million, which is especially noteworthy in light of
the severe budget constraints faced by the state at the time of
their exccution. In addition, the DEM contributed signifi-
cant staff time over the course of the study, and provided
special releases from the Otis Reservoir as part of the Instream
Flow Study.

State Position

The DEM issued a formal statemenc on behalf of the
Commonwealth regarding Wild and Scenic River designation
at a public forum held by the Study Committee in January,
1993. The statement included the following passages:

.. The Department [of Environmental Management] has
been involved with Farmington River protection efforts
prior to the commencement of the Federal Wild and
Scenic Study. The DEM will continue to work toward
protection of this valuable resource long after the Federal
Wild and Scenic River Seudy is completed and the vote on
federal designation...has been counted.

. The DEM is well aware of, respects and will defer to the
town meeting votes against designation of the Farmington
River as a federal Wild and Scenic River in Otis, Sandisfield
and Tolland...

...The Commonwealth, through DEM, strongly supports
all efforts for improved protection of the Farmington River,
and has advocated federal Wild and Scenic designation as
a legitimate and desirable means of such protecrion for
both the Massachusetts and Connecticut Study Segments.
However, unless and until local opinion as expressed by
the town meetings of Otis, Sandisficld and/or Tolland
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should change, neither DEM nor any other agency of the
Commonwealth will press for federal Wild and Scenic
designation for the Massachusetts segment of the
Farmingron River.

The DEM reiterated this position at the Study Committee’s
final meecing on April 29, 1993 (see Chapter 9:

Conclusion).

6.1.3 REGIONAL AUTHORITIES

The Hartford Metropolitan District Commission’s represen-
tatives on the Study Committee spoke in favor of strong pro-
tection for the Massachusetts segment on several occasions.
This position was based on the District’s interest in ensuting
that the water flowing into the West Branch Reservoirs from
the Massachusetts segment continues to be of high quality, in
case the reservoirs are ever needed as a source for public

supply.
The MDC also made significant contributions of staff and

funding to the study; chese are described in the discussion of
the Connecticut Study Segment later in this chapter.

6.1.4 PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS

The Farmington River Watershed Association was the primary
private sector advocate for protection and federal designation
of the Massachusetts Study Segment over the course of the
study. The organization was particularly active in working
with a local group in Sandisfield {then known as the “Citizens
for Local Control”) to promote designation during the debate
over the issue in 1991-92. The FRWA also organized a river
cleanup along the segment in 1990, and played an important
role in encouraging other conservation actions, such as the
passage of local shoreland zoning ordinances (successful in
Tolland) and the establishment of 2 voluntary land protection

program.

In che time since the Massachusetts towns voted to rescind
their support of designation, the group formerly known as the
Citizens for Local Control has continued to work for the pro-
tection of the Farmington. Now called the “Sandisfield
Citizens Association,” the group has initiated on-the-ground
projects (including a river cleanup and a watershed mapping
exercise) and has kept the dialogue about designation going in
the hope that the communitics may eventually reconsider the
issue.

6.1.5 STATE LEGISLATORS

The Massachusetts study area lies within the districts of State
Senator Jane Swift and State Representative Christopher
Hodgkins. Both Senator Swift and Representative Hodgkins
were strong supporters of protecting the river over the course
of the study, and both publicly stated their support for Wild
and Scenic River designation during the extended debate on
the issue in the Massachusetts towns in the winter of
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1991-92. Each acknowledged, however, that the decision on
whether to pursue designation ultimately rested with the towns
along the river.

6.1.6 MeEMBERS OF CONGRESS

The Massachusetts portion of the Farmington River study area
lies entirely within the state’s 1st Congressional District. The
late Silvio Conte, who represented this district for more than

thirty years until his deach in 1991, was a strong supporter of

the river's protection and played a crucial role in securing fund-
ing for the Wild and Scenic River Study. Following Congress-
man Conte’s death, John Olver was elected to represent the
Ist District. In January, 1992, Congressman Olver issued a
joint statement with Congresswoman Nancy Johnson from
Connecricut expressing their murual position regarding fed-
eral designation of the Farmington. The statement included
the following passages:

... While we appreciate the slgmi‘;mm‘c of the Farmington
River and would welcome the opportunity to sponsor
legislation to ensure its long-term protection, we will

initiate this action only if there is a strong indication of

local support. We will measure local support through two
principal indicators: Town Meeting votes endorsing des-
ignation; and a demonstration of town commitment to
protect the river through effective local control, such as a
river protection overlay district.

...We believe that the Farmington River deserves strong
protection, but we remain convinced that this can only be
achieved through a mechanism that will ensure the con-
tinuation of private land ownership and local authority over
land use along the river. Federal acquisition and manage-
ment of land are inappropriate and unacceprable given these
long-standing traditions of the Farmington River Valley.
We pledge our assurance that no legislation concerning
the Farmington River will go forward that violates these
principles. We look forward to working with the many

interests involved to achieve a solution that will integrate
both conservation of this important resource and the
legitimate concerns of landowners and residents of the
riverfront communities,

The full text of Congressman Olver's and Congresswoman
Johnson's joint statement is included in Appendix F.

Staff for U.S. Senators Edward Kennedy and John Kerry
expressed the Senators’ support for the study process on sev-
eral occasions. However, neither Senator Kennedy nor
Senator Kerry took a formal position on designation during

the study.

6.2 LCONNECTICUT STUDY SEGMENT

As in Massachusetts, indications of local artitudes rcgardlng
river protection and designation in the Connecticut study
towns were obtained through several mechanisms. The most
important of these were official town meeting votes held in
each of the communities involved in the project, and local
river protection actions that were implemented during the
study. The results of the landowner/resident questionnaire
that was distributed to every postal customer in the study area
were also noted, as were certain special activities that occurred
in the towns.

All five Connecticut towns involved in the study voted over-
whelmingly in support of Wild and Scenic River designation
at formal town meetings in 1990 and 1991.° The resolutions
passed by the communities included the following passages:

NEW HARTFOED TOWN

In keeping with the New England tradition of local
control, each of the study towns beld formal town
meeting votes to decide on Wild and Scenic River
designation

" Alchough it does nor directly abut the Connecricur Study Segment,
the Town of Colebrook was encouraged to hold a formal vote on
designation in light of its active participation throughour the study and
because it encompasses the Still River/Sandy Brook system, the
principal tributary to the segment.
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FIGURE 6-2
Results of Town Meeting Votes in the Connecticut Study Area Towns

- ——— —
Fown Date of Town Meeting Result l
Colebrook 10/15/90 Support designation
Hartland 2/25/91 Support designation
Barkhamsted 10/30/90 Support designation
New Hartford 11/6/91 Support designaticn
Canton 7/30/91 Support designation
o — -

Be it resolved that the people of the Town of

petition the Congress of the United States of America that
the Farmington River be designated as a Wild and Scenic
River with the understanding that such designation would
be based on the locally-developed river [management] plan
and would not involve federal acquisition or management

of lands.
Be it further resolved that the townspeople urge our elected

officials to consider and, wherever appropriate, to adopt
additional local measures that will strengthen the Town’s

protection of this critical resource.

The dates of the town votes are shown in Figure 6-2 above.
An example of the complete resolution passed by cach of the
communities is included in Appendix G.

River Protection Actions

In addition to their votes in support of federal designation, all
four of the towns directly abutting the Connecticur Study
Segment took important actions to protect the Farmington
River during the study. Of greatest significance were the “River
Protection Overlay Districts™ adopted by each of the commu-
nities as part of its local zoning ordinances. (See the “Privace
Lands” portion of Subsection 4.2.1: Land Management for
the Connecticuc scgment.) The 100-foot buffer zone created

by these districts provides strong protection for the nacural -

integrity of the Farmington's immediate shorelands, thereby
protecting the river’s water qualicy, fish and wildlife habirat,
and scenic character. Passage of these ordinances is indicative
of the rowns’ strong commitment to do their part in protect-
ing the river.

Results of Landowner/Resident Questionnaire

A total of 576 residents in the five Connecticut study towns
responded to the “Landowner and Resident Questionnaire,”
representing a 5.8 percent return rate of the surveys distrib-
uted in those communities. Overall, the respondents over-
whelmingly supported conservation of che river. More than

90 percent felt that the river’s water quality, free flowing char-
acter, and fisheries should be protecced, and thar the adjacent
wildlife habitat, forest land, historic resources, scenic and
rural character should be conserved. Over 80 percenc of the
respondents discouraged sand and gravel extraction and
sewage transpertation, and over 60 percent believed that new
hydroelectric development and water supply diversions should
be discouraged.

Over 90 percent of the respondents supported new require-
ments for building setbacks, vegetative screening, and cimber
harvesting restrictions. More than 80 percent also supported
height limitations on new structures, stronger restrictions for
building in the 100-year floodplain, low density zoning,
voluntary donation of conservation ¢asements and stronger
enforcement of existing regulations.

Complete results of the “Landowner and Resident Question-
naire” are provided in Appendix E.

Other Indications of Community Support

In addition to the more formal evidence of local support
described above, other activities occurred over the course of
the study that further demonstrate the Farmington River’s
importance to the adjacent communities. One example
particularly stands out: the cfforts of the 1990-91 fifth grade
class at the Barkhamsted Elementary School, who generated a
great deal of community awareness about the river and the
study through a variety of creative activities, The students
made posters of river scenes to publicize Study Committee
meetings, developed a slide presentation abour che river that
they showed to all of the schools classes, wrote stories of their
experiences with the river that were included in a “Book of
Memories,” and wotked with a group of senior citizens to tabu-
late the responses of the more than 600 “Landowner and
Resident Questionnaires™ that were returned from the
Massachusetes and Connecticut study area towns. The
students’ commitment carned them a citation from the
Connecticut General Assembly and a commendation from the
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “President’s Environ-
mental Youth Awards” program. Examples of their work are
presented on the chapter dividers throughout this report.

Also noteworthy was the failure of the opponents of designa-
tion in Massachusetts to make any headway in generating
opposition in Connecticut. In the spring of 1992, following
the reversal of local support in the Massachusetts towns, the
“Friends of the Rivers” attempted to rally opposition to desig-
nation in the Connecticut cowns. The effort was unsuccessful
because of the strong support for designation among local
residents, community leaders, and the Farmington River
Warershed Association.

6.2.2 STATE GOVERNMENT

As in Massachusetts, the two primary indicators of state
supporc that were considered for the Connecticut segment were
(1) conservation actions taken by state agencies during the
study, and (2} official statements made regarding the state’s
position on federal designation.

Agency Actions

In addition to the ongoing implemencation of its considerable
land and water management responsibilicies (as described in
Section 4.2}, the State of Connecticut demonstrated a strong
commitment to protect the Farmington River through addi-
donal actions taken over the course of the study. In particular,
the Department of Environmental Protection purchased two
critical riverfront parcels along the study segment, totalling
123 acres and approximately 3,000 feet of tiver froncage at a
vost of $325,000. The DEP also committed to establish
special provisions to ensure protection of the high water qual-
ity in the segment. These provisions, which include a prohi-
bition on new point source discharges into the segment or its
tributaries, are described in detail in the “Water Qualicy”
portion of Subsection 4.2.2: Water Resources Management.

The DEP also made significanc contributions directly to the
study process. These included the dedication of substantial
amounts of staff time from several parts of the agency, admin-
istration of the Instream Flow Study, and in-kind assistance
such as providing the use of a ficld office in the Farmington

Valley for project staff.

State Position

Governor Lowell P Weicker, Jr., an original sponsor of the
study legislation when he was a U.S. Senator, expressed
support for the study process on several occasions. In a
February, 1992 lecter to the Barkhamsted Selectmen,
Governor Weicker stated that he considered “the study
process and the effort to evaluate the various methods of
preserving one of the most beauriful rivers in Connecticur [as]
a very desirable undertaking...,” and that he was “pleased to
fully support the study process and look{ed] forward to being
able to support Wild and Scenic designation once the study is
completed.”

Farmington River Study

The Depury Commissioner of the DEP subsequently expressed
the agency’s support of designation at a hearing of the
Connecticut General Assembly’s Environment Committee in
January, 1993. The State’s final position, endorsed by the
Governor, was conveyed at the Study Committee’s final meet-

ing on April 29, 1993 (see Chapter 9: Conclusion).

The Connecticut General Assembly pronounced its support
for protection and designation of the Farmington with che
passage of Public Act 93-256, signed into law on June 23,
1993, This scatute included che following passages:

It is declared to be the policy of the State of Connecricut
that the portion of the Farmington River which is the sub-
ject of the authorized study by the Farmingron Wild and
Scenic River Study Committee for purposes of designa-
tion as a National Wild and Scenic River...be preserved as

provided for in the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act....

The commissioner of environmental protection shall
cooperate with all relevant federal state and local agencies
to provide for such designation and to implement any
management plan developed in accordance with the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act...

The full text of the relevant sections of Public Act 93-256 is
included in Appendix H.

6.2.3 REGIONAL AUTHORITIES

The Metropolitan District Commission, the primary regional
authority involved in the study, made significant coneribu-
tions directly to the study process. For example, the District
provided $75,000 to0 the Connecticut DEP to help fund the
Instream Flow Study. This amounted to nearly half of the
$160,000 direct budget for that project {the remainder of which
was coveted by congressional appropriations through the
National Park Service). Without the MDCs contribution, a
full-scale instream flow study could not have been accom-
plished. In addition, the MDC dedicated substantial amounts
of staff time, particularly over the course of the Instream Flow

Study and the development of the Upper Farmington River
Managemenc Plan.

The MDC testified in support of Wild and Scenic River
designation at a hearing of the Connecticut General Assembly
in January, 1993. This was the District’s only formal public
statement on the issue prior to the Study Committee’s final
meeting on April 29, 1993.

6.2.4 PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS

Throughout the study, the Farmington River Watershed
Association was the principal private, nonprofit group to
advocace for protection of the river and for Wild and Scenic
River designation, and che organization worked diligently to
achieve thar goal. The group commirted extensive staff and
volunteer time to the study process, and initiared a number of
new programs that were directly related to the study’s objec-
tives. The FRWA played an instrumental role in galvanizing



support in the riverfront towns for the River Protection
Owverlay Districts and the resolutions supporting designation
that were passed at town meetings. Among other actions, the
group launched a private land protection program, urged the

State of Connecticut to acquire key riverfront parcels, and

organized annual river cie.mupx involving hundreds of
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Two other mmpmﬁt groups in the Farmingron Valley — the
Farmington River Anglers Association (FRAA) and the
Farmington River Club (FRC) — advocated strongly for fed-
eral designation and initiated on-the-ground projects to help
conserve the river. Both organizations formally endorsed
designation at a public forum in January, 1993. With respect
to specific conservation actions, the FRAA was involved with
several important efforts: developing the proposal for state
acquisition of the 120 acre “Shaw-Gares” parcel in Hartland;
promoting the establishment of the “Trout Management Area”
in Barkhamsted and New Hartford; initating a cooperative
streambank stabilization project in Barkhamsted; and orga-
nizing periodic river cleanups. The FRC also sponsored
f_rcquem river clc;mups by its members.

In addition to the FRWA, the FRAA, and the FRC, many
other privare organizations art the local, regional, and national
levels publicly endorsed Wild and Scenic River dcsignumm
for the Connecticur Study Segment. They include:

American Rivers, Inc.
American Whitewater Affiliation

Sierra Club (Connecricur Chaprer)

National Audubon Sociery
*  Narional Wildlife Federation

Isaac Walton League

4 ! i / v
Annual river I'["II?:"“F] spr.'n.mrrd' iy ‘f!-‘f’l":)’l‘r J'I{H ai arganizations ;J'db‘( g!{’f’f F:".iﬂf{‘filf} r?ﬂ!{ river nsers an

apportunity to get involved in “hands-on" river conservation
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National Parks and Conservation Association

Trout Unlimited

West Virginia Rivers Alliance

Appalachian Mountain Club (Connecticut Chapter)
Connecticut Ornithological Association

Housatonic Valley Association

Connecricut River Wartershed Council
Quinnipiac River Watershed Association
Farmington Land Trust

Greenwoods Garden Club

Farmington Valley Garden Club

Appendix I presents the Farmington River Anglers Association’s
written endorsement of designarion as an example of the testi-
mony of support from private organizations.

The entire Connecticut Study Segment lies within the district
of State Senator James Fleming, who served on the Farming-
ton River Study Committee as a discretionary appointee of
the Secretary of the Interior for the full duration of the study.
Senator Fleming was a strong advocate of designation through-
out the project, and introduced the resolution supporting
designation and protection of the Farmington that later
became Public Act 93-256.

The study area includes parts of the districts of three Srate
Representatives: Jesse Stratton, F Philip Prelli, and Richard
Ferrari. Each of these legislators expressed strong public
support for designation on several occasions. Representative
Stratton also joined Senator Fleming in introducing the
resolution that became Public Act
93-256.

6.2.6 Memsers oF CONGRESS

The entire Connecticur Study
Segment lies within the state’s Gth
Congressional District, which has
been rcprcscmcd since 1983 by
Congresswoman Nancy Johnson.
Congresswoman Johnson was the
primary sponsor of the legislation
that authorized the Farmington
River Study, and remained a stead-
fast champion throughout the
project. She played an important
role in challenging her constituents
in the study towns to do their part
to protect the river through local
actions, and provided crucial
reassurance to rhe communities
that Wild and Scenic River designa-
tion could be achieved while
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mainwining private land ownership and local control over land
use. As described earlier in Subsection 6.1.6, Congresswoman
Johnson articulated her position on protecting local interests
in the contexc of designation in a joint statement she issued
with Congressman John Olver in January, 1992. (See Appen-
dix F for the complete text of the joint statement.) The
Congresswoman subsequently reiterated thar position in a
constituent mailing distributed to all residents of the five
Connecticut study towns in February, 1992.

On the Senate side, Connecticut Senators Joseph Lieberman
and Christopher Dodd both expressed their support for pro-
tection of the river at several points during the study.

In addition to their support of the study process, Congress-
woman Johnson and Senator Lieberman played critical roles
in securing the passage of legislation to designate the
Connecticuc segment into the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. Their effotts are described in Postscript:
Designation of the Connecticut Segment.
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CHAPTER 7: THE UprreErR FARMINGTON RIVER MANAGEMENT PLAN
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This chapter presents a summary of the comprebensive river management plan that was pmpared for the Connecticur Study
Segment in the latter stages of the study process. The document, entitled the Upper Fg gte M :
adopted by a unanimous vote of the Farmington River Study Commistee as its final meeting on Apm’ 29, I 993 T)':e ﬁdl text of
the Plan is published as a companion to this report.

Traditionally, a river management plan is prepared following Wild and Scenic River designation. In this instance, however, the
study parsicipants concluded that it would be impossible so consider the issue of designation without first knowing how the river
would be managed following designation. Furthermore, they felt that a comprehensive management plan was needed to protect
river-related resources regardless of whether the river was ever designated. The subsequent completion of the Upper Farmingron
River Management Plan marks the first time in the bistory of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System that a comprehensive manage-
ment plan has been compieted during the study period, prior to designation.

The Plan articulates a vision for future management of the uppermost segment of the river in Connecticut and its adjacent lands.

1t also proposes complementary actions that might be taken upstream and downstream of that area. The documens consists of six

parts:

1. Approach to Resource Management: This section describes the basic philosophy that underlies the Plan, and presents the goals that
guided the Plan’s development. It akio describes how designation as a National Wild and Scenic River would affect the river and the

various pariies involved in river management.
2. Administrative Framework: This section describes the organizational structure that will oversee implementation of the Plan and
long-term protection of the river.

3. Resource Management: This section, by far the most extensive, is the main body of the Plan. The section is divided into three
primary parss: land resources, water resources, and ousstanding resources. For each, the Plan identiftes actions that will be under-
taken, objectives and standards vo guide those actions, and specific provisions related to Wild and Scenic River designation.

4. Education and Osxreach: This section identifies & number of activities that could be initiated to increase public awareness of the

river’s values and techniques for managing it wisely.

5. Management of the Massachusetts Segmeni: This section describes bow Wild and Scenic River designation of the Connecticut
segment will affect the river in Massachusetts, and presents recommendations for management of the river in Massachuserts. It also
identifies the steps that would need to be taken to obtain Wild and Scenic River designation for the Massachusetts segment.

6. Downstream River Management: This section presenss recommended actions that would help protect the lower portion of the river
and complement the actions being taken further upstream.

The Management Plan is directed o0 local governments, the states of Connecticut and Massachuserss, federal agencies, regional
authorities, private organizations, residents of the river corridor, river users, and others who care abous the future of the upper
Farmington River. A basic tenet of the Plan is that all of these interests will have 1o work together if the river is to be protected and
the Plan’s goals are to be achieved,

The Plan does not contain a prescription for every situation that could confront river managers. Instead, it provides a vision for
the future of the river and a context for interpreting and acting on future evenss. The Plan creates a specific mechanism — the
Farmington River Coordinating Committee — to address future management issues.

The Plan focuses primarily on the Connecticut Study Segment. That siresch of the river receives primary emphasis because the
Connecticut ssudy touns had already demonstrated strong suppors both for river protection and for Wild and Scenic River desig-
nation at the time the Plan was prepared. Given the lack of local support in the Massachusetts communities at that time, a
comparable amount of energy was not expended in developing a comprehensive management plan for the Massachusetts Study
Segment. Nonetheless, the Plan does include recommendations for management of the river in Massachusetts, and is intended to
be readily amendable in the event that the Massachusetts towns decide to seek designation.

As explained in Subsection 1.1.2: Requirements for Designation, an evaluation of the adequacy of an existing or proposed
management framework is the third component in determining the suitability of a private land river for Wild and Scenic desig-

nation. The summary of the Upper Farmington River Manggement Plan presented in this chapter provides the foundation for
thar evaluasion, which is presenied in Subsection 8.3.3: Management Framework.
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Pleaiant Valley

As described in Section 1.4, in September 1989 the Farming-
ton River Study Commirttee adopted a set of gu.xl_u to guide
the study process and future management of the upper
Farmingron River. These goals provided the foundation for

the development of the Management Plan. They are:

1. Conserve and enhance important land-based narural
and culrural resources, including wildlife habirar,
torests, diverse |J[i\!hL.ti)L‘\. and the scenic and

historical character of the Farmington Valley

2. Encourage effective management of river-related growth
that will protect the river’s special qualities, and that will
ttn['rh;is.u.c existing local control and the rights of privare
property owners.

3. Balance the lc;_-'_mm.nc demands on the river tor water sup-

pl_‘.-'. waste assimilation, energy production, and commer-
cial and industrial uses, while maintaining stream flow and
water quality necessary ro sustain fisheries, recreation and
SCENIC lgu.ilirlc\. at levels sufficient for Wild and Scenic River

designartion,

4. Manage river recreation to minimize resource degradation
ﬂ!]d anrlcts on PI'I\:":HC .Hld 1'.’|.Ii]lll__ ldndk}\r\.'ﬂf!—s. \f\a':!lll[.' PrU'

viding for appropriate recreational use and public access.

The above goals give direction as to what the Management

Plan seeks to accomplish. OF equal concern is the issue of
how these goals should be accomplished. To address this
issue, the Study Commitree defined a management philoso-
phy to guide the development of the plan. This philosophy
incorporates the following basic elements:

> Resource conservation should be fully integrated with
traditional patterns of use, ownership, and jurisdiction.

> River management should be accomplished through
cooperation among all public and private organizations
with an interest in the river.

> Long-term resource protection should rely on existing

g | ) g
programs and authorities rather than on new layers of
bureaucracy.

> Future management should be based on a cooperatively
developed plan which establishes resource protection
standards and identifies key acrions.
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7.1.3 WiLD anp Scenic RIvEr CONSIDERATIONS

The Plan includes the following fundamental principles
related to Wild and Scenic River designation that will apply
to the Connecticut segment:

>~ The river will be protected from any new water resource
project requiring a federal permit, license, or funding that
would have a direct and adverse effect on the segment.

Designation will be carried out through a nontraditional
approach, with the federal government as a partner rather
than the primary hanager. The National Park Service will
serve as the key federal representative, and will review
federally assisted water resource projects that could adversely
affect the river. The NPS also may provide technical
assistance, staff support, and/or funding appropriated by
Congress for river management.

To safeguard the interests of landowners and other parties,
the following will apply:

1. There will be no acquisition of lands by the federal
government — through condemnation or otherwise
— in conjunction with designation.

2. There will be no federal management of non-federal
lands.

3. The river arca will not become a national park
and will not be subject to the federal regulations
governing national park units.

4. No new federal permits will be required as a result of
designation,

> The Plan is intended to satisfy the requirement for a com-

prehensive river management plan of Section 3(d) of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and, therefore, will constitute
the official framework for future management of the river.

> The linear area proposed for designation was the segment
of the West Branch and mainstem extending from
immediately below the Goodwin Dam and Hydroeleetric
Project in Hartland to the downstream end of the New
Hartford/Canton town line — that is, the Connecticuc
Study Segment. With respect to laceral boundaries, the
Seudy Committee concluded that because most of the
Farmington River corridor is in private ownership and
because some issues — notably water quality — involve
the entire watershed, defining a distinct lateral boundary
would serve no useful purpose and, indeed, could be
counterproductive.

Additional details related o designation for specific resource
management issues are described under the heading “Wild and
Scenic River Provisions” in Subsection 7.3: Resource

Management.

a
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7.2 ADMINISTRATIVE FRAMEWORK

The Plan lays out a structure for administration of the
Connecticut segment that will provide for ongoing coordina-
tion and communication among the many interests involved
in the upper Farmington River arca. An underlying principle
in this framework is that existing institutions and authoritics
will provide the foundation for the long-term protection of
the upper Farmington River. Landowners, riverfront
communities, the state, the MDC, advocacy and user groups,
and federal agencies all will have active and indispensable roles
in maintaining the high quality of the river system. From an
administrative perspective, the principal need is for a
mechanism to coordinate the activities of those interests in
managing the river and its corridor.

There are two key parts to the adminiserative framework:

1. The establishment of a broadly representative committee
— the “Farmington River Coordinating Committee” —
to link all of the players together on a long-term basis.
This group will build upon the work and successes of the
Farmington River Study Committee in secking increased
cooperation among all river interests.

2. The development of agreements among the various parties
involved in river management. These agreements will
reinforce the current consensus to work cooperatively in
implementing the Plan and pursuing the long-term
protection of the upper Farmington River.

7.2.1 FarmingToN River CoorpinaTing CommrTTEE {FRCC)

Purpose The purpose of the FRCC is to promote
the long-term protection of the designated
segment by providing a mechanism for
communication and coordination among
the many entities with an interest in the

river.

Function The FRCC will have an advisory role only;
it will not have regulatory authority or land

acquisition authority.

Address river-related issues: The FRCC
will pursue cooperative resolution of
current and future issues affecting the
upper Farmington River.

Responsibilities

Monitor activities that might affect the
siver: The FRCC will evaluate specific
proposals that could affect the segment,
and will provide comments as it deems
necessary to the appropriate authorities.

Stimulate public involvement and
education: The FRCC will provide

opportunities for the public to become
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aware of, and parricipate in, efforts to
resolve issues that affect the river.

Promote river enhancement initiatives:
The FRCC will support river enhancement
projects initiated by its members or other
groups, contingent on endorsement by the
Commirtee.

Review and update the Upper Farming-
ton River Management Plan: The FRCC
will be responsible for reviewing the Plan
on a regular basis (recommended for
every five years), and updarting it as

necessary.

The

FRCC will prepare brief reports every 3-5

Prepare periodic status reports:

years on the status of river protection and
implementation of the Plan. These reports
will be provided to the general public,
local officials, the Governor, the General
Assembly, the Secretary of the Interior, and
the U.S. Congress.

The FRCC will consist of one representa-
tive and one alternate from each of the
following:

Colebrook

* Hartland

Barkhamsted

New Hartford

Canton

State of Connecucut

Metropolitan District Commission
Farmington River Watershed Assoc.
Nauonal Park Service

Membership may be expanded to include
other representatives, including the State
of Massachusetts, the Massachuserts river-
front towns (Becket, Ouis, Sandisfield, and/
or Tolland), downstream towns, and other
river interests.

All Commirtee decisions and actions will
be made by unanimous expressed consent
of all voting members.

To implement the responsibilities identi-
fied above, the FRCC will likely require
direct funding and possibly in-kind
assistance. Funds may be needed for the
fo“owing: (1) to hire staff to coordinate
the Commirtee’s activities; (2) to under-

take spccii'ic projects; and/or (3) to cover
COSLS l'(.'].-l[l..‘({ [o gt:ﬂt,’f.l] L'_lpt'l’d[luns or
specific responsibilities (office space and
equipment, printing and distributing
information, education and outreach, etc.).

Federal funds to support the Committee
will be pursued through Congressional
appropriations to the National Park
Service for a start-up period of 3-5 years.
For |0ng—rcrm f-unding needs or for
specific projects, the FRCC may wish to
pursue financial assistance and/or in-kind
contributions (office space, equipment,
etc.) from individuals, foundartions, cor-
porations, and government (federal, state,
and/or local).

The Plan calls for three types of management agreements to

be established:

1.

-

L8]

The FRCC will develop a written agreement to be adopred
by its member institutions. This agreement will establish
a cooperative commitment among the members to
parricipate in long-term management and to implement
those parts of the Management Plan under their jurisdic-
tion or to which they have been assigned specific responsi-
bility.

The Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection and the National Park Service will take the lead
in ensuring consistency with the Plan in the actions of state
.lnd I'.t'dtr{li HgCnC]L‘S‘ r(‘SPCL‘Ii\’t’l}',

The Narional Park Service may enter into formal coopera-
rive agreements with the FRCC or any of its member
organizations pursuant to Section 10(¢) and/or Section
11(b)(1) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Acr. Such

One of the many meetings held by the River Conservation Planning
Subcommirtee to discuss and draft the Management Plan
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agreements could include provisions for limited financial
or other assistance from the federal government to
facilicate the protection and management of the upper
Farmingron River.

7.3 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

7.3.1 OVERVIEW

This section of the Plan describes a detailed management
program that will provide long-term protection for the upper
Farmington River and ics outstanding fisheries, recreation,
wildlife, and historic values. The discussion is divided into
three parts: Land Resources, Water Resources, and
Outstanding Resources. These are further subdivided inro

more specific categories, as indicated below.

Land Resources:  Privace Lands
Public Lands
Water Resources:  Water Quality
Water Quantity
Channel, Bank, and Wetland Protection
Outstanding
Resources: Recreation Resources

Fisheries and Wildlife
Historic Resources

For each resource management category, the following are
discussed:

Objectives establish a vision for future management. These
objectives are intended to supplement the broad goals that
were presented in Section 7.1: Approach to Resource

Management.

Standards establish the basic criteria by which future
management actions will be measured.

Key Actions identify the most essential actions required for
managing river resources according to the defined

standards. !

Wild and Scenic River Provisions include additional dexails of
how national Wild and Scenic River designation will be
implemented (i.e., the role of the National Park
Service, specific policies and standards that will be linked
to designation, and any additicnal actions that will be
required of other entities to implement the designation).

4 In the full version of the

“Key Actions” is one of three components of the overall “Action
Program.” The other two components are “Supporting Activities,” which
identify other programs and actions currently in place that contribute
to effective management, and “Additional Opportunities,” which
include recommendations for further actions that, while noc required,
could enhance resource management and protection.

nr
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7.3.2 LAND RESOURCES

Private Lands

Objective: Conserve the high water quality, ecologi-
cal integrity, and scenic character of the
segment and the upper Farmington River
Valley through sensitive management of
privately-owned shoreland and upland

arcas, without unduly restricting other uses

of those lands.
Standards: Shorclands: The shorelands along the river
are the highest priority lands for protec-
tion. The River Protection Oveslay
Districes  adopted in Hardand,
Batkhamsted, New Hartford, and Canton
will constitute the standard for shorelands
protection on private lands. These districts
establish a 100-foot setback for new struc-
tures, new scptic syscems, the removal of
carth materials, and clear-cutting. Exist-
ing structures within 100 feer of the river
are not affected, although the districts do
establish limications on che expansion of
such structures.

Uplands: The Plan does not establish
specific standards for the management of
privatcly-owned upland areas beyond the
100-foot shoreland buffer. Although
activities in upland areas can affect river
values, existing regulations, incentive
programs, and topography provide the
segment with strong protection from
potential adverse effects of upland
management.

Key Actions: Landowner Stewardship: Private lands
will remain private; landowners will
continue as the primary stewards of lands

along the segment,

Local Land Use Management: Riverfront
towns will implement and enforce their
existing land use regulations, including the
River Protection Overlay Districts, and
other programs that provide protection to
the river.

Wild & Scenic

River Provisions:  The federal government will not acquire
private lands along the segment by
condemnation or otherwise, nor will it

regulate the use of those lands, as a result
of Wild and Scenic River designation.
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Public Lands

Objective.

Standards:

Key Actions:

Wild & Scenic
River Provisions:

Farmingron River Study

Furthermore, chere will be no requirements
tor additional state or local land use
regulation resulting from designation.

Conserve the high water quality, ecologi-
cal integrity, and scenic character of the
segment and the upper Farmingron River
Valley through sensitive management of
publicly-owned shoreland and upland
areas, without unduly rescricting other uses

of those lands.

Shorelands: Publicly owned shorelands
will be managed in a way that will main-
tain or enhance their natural appearance
and function. To achieve this, manage-
ment will meet or exceed the protection
measures specified by the River Protection
Overlay Districts that have been adopted
in each of the riverfront towns.

Uplands: Upland areas under public
ownership within the segment’s watershed
will, to the extent reasonably possible, be
managed in a way that will ensure protec-
tion of water quality and quantity, scenic
views to and from the river, wildlife habi-
tat, forest health, and the natural charac-
ter of the upper Farmington River Valley.

Management Practices: The DEP, the
MDC, and the towns will continue to
manage their respective lands along the
segment. Each landowner should review
its current policies and practices for con-
sistency with the objective and standards
stated above, and revise them if necessary.

Land Transfers: Public lands will be kept

in public ownership whenever possible.

There will be no additional requirements
related ro the management of public lands
as a result of Wild and Scenic River
designation.

7.3.3 WaTER RESOURCES

Wazter Quality
QObjective;

Maintain or enhance the segmenc’s exist-
ing high water quality.

-

Standards:

Key Actions:

Wild & Scenic
River Provisions:

Point Source Discharges: No new
discharges from sewage treatment plants
or industrial sites into the segment or its
eributaries will be allowed. Increases to
existing discharges will be allowed only if
accompanied by improved treatment so
that pollutant loading to the tiver is not
increased.?? For other new activities (e.g.,
storm water drains) that are regulated
under Sec. 402 of the Clean Wacer Act (PL.
95-217) and that would discharge directly
into the segment, Best Management
Practices will be required.

Non-point Source Pollution: The river-
front towns and the state will seek to avoid,
reduce, or eliminate non-point soutce
pollution impacts on the segment.

Water Pollution Control Statutes: The
DEP will have primary responsibility for
implementing state and federal water
pollution control statutes.

Local Land Use Management: The river-
front towns will implement and enforce
existing land use regulations, including the
River Protection Overlay Districts, and
other programs that protect water quality.

Land Stewardship: Landowners, both
private and public, will help maincain the
segment’s high water quality through
sensitive management of their lands.

Federal Regulation of Stream Alterations:
For any project that would affect water
quality through the discharge of material
into the segment or an adjacent wetland,
the Army Corps of Engineers will imple-
ment its responsibilities under Sec. 404 of
the Clean Water Act in a manner consis-
tent with the Plans water quality standards.

The NPS will review new federal permit
and grant applications that require federal
approval under the Clean Water Act. This
review will be limited to projects that
would discharge directly into the segment
or its tributaries. No project that would

# Minor increases in che concentration of certain substances that are
not detrimental o the aquatic environment chat would result from
increases in existing dischasges will not be precluded. See the Upper

Farmington River Management Plan for further discussion.



Water Quantity
Objective:

Standards:
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have a direct and adverse effect on the
segmenc’s outstanding fisheries, recreation,
and wildlife values will be allowed. Addi-
tional provisions regarding consultation
and notification procedures among the
DEPR NPS, FRCC, U.S. EPA, and the
Army Corps of Engineers are included in
the full version of the Plan.

Provide flows necessary to maintain the
segment’s existing water quality and to sus-
tain aquatic biota, wildlife, recreation and
scenic values, while meeting legal release
commitments, waste assimilation needs,
and compatible water supply demand.

Existing Flow Management: The flow
regime that has existed since the Goodwin
and Colebrook Dams were constructed
provides sufficient flows to maintain
water quality and the resources that make
the segment eligible for Wild and Scenic
River designation. That existing flow
regime is dictated by several legal commit-
ments (as described in the “Water
Quantity” portion of Subsection 4.2.2:
Water Resouzces Management). The Plan
does not propose, nor docs Wild and

Scor Rives desiaation reauire, o

in istl W

Modifications to Existing Flow Manage-
ment;: If changes to the existing flow
regime are proposed, the following stan-
dards will apply:

Aquatic Biota: An equivalent or greater
quantity and qualicy of fish habitat
as existed historically under normal,
dry, and drought conditions will be

maintained.

Recreation Resources: An equivalent
or greater quantity and quality of rec-
reational opportunity as existed histori-
cally (from 1961-1990) under normal,
dry, and drought condicions will be
maintained.

Water Quality: Sufficient flows will be
provided to comply with Connecticut’s
water quality standards, including the
applicable anti-degradation standard
for the Farmingron River.

ar

Key Actions.
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Surplus Water: Afeer all the warter

resource needs are met, as identified in
the Instream Flow Study, any surplus
water available will be dedicated to
enhancement of instream uses.

Emergency Uses: In a declared water
supply emergency, public health and
welfare will be given priority over
instream needs.

Additional details on the meaning of these
standards are provided in the Plan.

Flow Management: The MDC and the
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers will man-
age flows from the West Branch Reservoirs
in accordance with existing commitments.
Any changes to those commitments that
would cause changes in flow management
in the segment must conform to the water

quantity standards described above.

Water Supply Planning: Potential needs
for water supply withdrawals from the
West Branch will be determined through
the state’s water supply planning process
and associated documents developed by the
applicant.

Use of the Instream Flow Study: The
Instream Flow Study will be used as a
primary source of information in water
management and planning.

State Regulation of Water Diversions:
Any furure withdrawal will require
approval from the DEP under the Warer
Diversion Policy Act (C.G.S. 22a-365

stseq.).

State Water Quality Certification: The
DEP will implement the water quality
certification requirements of Sec. 401 of
the Clean Water Act for any project affect-
ing water quantity that requires a Clean
Water Act discharge permit.

Federal Regulation of Stream Alterations:
The Army Corps of Engineers will imple-
ment the permitting requirements of Sec.
404 of the Clean Water Act for any project
affecting water quantity that would
discharge dredged or fill material into the

segment or an adjacent wetland.
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Wild & Scenic
River Provisions:

Farmingron River Study

State Regulation of Water Supply
Emergencies: The DEP and the DOHS
will maintain cheir authority to implement
the state’s water supply emergency statutes
if conditions arise that necessitate such
action.

The NPS will review any proposed project
involving flow alteration and requiring
federal assistance through permits, licenses,
funding, or other action and that would
be on or directly affecting the segment.
This would apply to projects upstream ot
on tributaries, as well as those on the seg-
ment itself. No project that would have a
direct and adverse cffect on che segment’s
outstanding fisheries, recreation, and
wildlife values will be allowed.

Wild and Scenic River designation will not
preclude Federal Enctgy Regulatory
Commission approvals required for the
continued aperation of the Goodwin and
Colebrook Hydroclectric Projects, nor will
it supersede the existing authority of the

~ Army Corps of Engineers for flood

prevention through management of the
Colebrook Dam and Reservoir.

Additional provisions regarding consulta-
tion and notification procedures among
the DEPR, NPS, FRCC, and the Army
Corps of Engineers are included in the full

version of the Plan.

Channel, Bank and Wetland Protection

Objective;

Standards:

Maintain or enhance the natural condition
of the river system, including its free-
flowing character, the integrity of the
stream channel and banks, and the
ecological functions of adjacent wedands.

Dams: In order to maintain the segment’s
free-flowing condition, no new dams will

be allowed.

Other Alterations: No other new man-
made alterations to the river’s channel,
banks, and adjacent wetlands that would
degrade their natural appearance and
function will be allowed, unless such an
alteration is clearly in the interest of
public health, safety and welfare and no

feasible and prudent alternative exists.

'

Key Actions:

Wild & Scenic
River Provisions:

Federal Regulation of Stream Alterations:
The Army Corps of Engincers will imple-
ment Sec. 404 of the Clean Warer Act,
which requires federal approval for any
project that would discharge dredged or
fill material into a river or wetland.

State Water Quality Certification: The
DEP will implement the water quality cer-
tification requirements of Sec. 401 of the
Clean Water Act for any project affecting
the segment’s channel, banks, or adjacent
wetlands that requires a Clean Water Act
discharge permit.

Local Land Use Regulation: The river-
front towns will implement and enforce
existing land use regulations that protect
the rivers channel, banks, and adjacent

wetlands,

The NPS will review any proposed
channel, bank, or wetland alecration that
requires a federal permit, license, certifica-
tion, or funding and that would directly
affect the designated sggmenc. No project
that would have an adverse effect on the
segment’s free-flowing condition or its out-
standing fisherics, recreation, and wildlife
values will be allowed. No new dams will
be allowed on the segment, and no new
hydroelectric projects that would be on ot
directly affecting the designated segment
will be allowed.

Wild and Scenic designation will not pre-
clude the relicensing of the Colebrook
Hydroclectric Project, nor the continued
exemption of the Goodwin Hydroelectric
Projece.

Additional provisions regarding consulta-
tion and notification procedures among
the DEP, NPS, FRCC, and the Army
Corps of Engincers are included in the full

version of the Plan.

7.3.4 QUTSTANDING RESOURCES

Recreation Resources

Objective:

Protect and enhance the upper Farming-
ton River’s outstanding recreational
resources.
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The Management Plan directs the Farmington River Coordinating Comomittee to take the lead
in promoting the cooperative resolution of issues related to river recreation. Tubers are shown here

floating through Satan’s Kingdom.

Recreation Opportunities: Existing
recreation Opportunities will be maintained
and enhanced.

Impacts on Land and Water Resources:
Recreational activities and facilities will be
managed in a way that will prevent dcgra‘
dation of land or warer resources.

ACCCSS Pl.lh!l&- Eﬂ“d.‘.‘ \-\1” L)(' r(_'l]('(_i Llpi)n
{(e] P‘r(}\'itlc dCCess [o [hf [IVET. ."\n.‘r' ACCESS
through private lands will be at the

discretion of the landowner.

Recreation Management on Public Lands:
The DEP, the MDC, and the riverfront
towns will continue to manage recreation
on their respective lands along the segment.
]_.and J'nﬂnag(_'r.‘\' ShUUId !'f\'ilf\\' current
policies and pracrices relating to recreation
management for consistency with the
objective and standards stared above, and

revise tht.‘l'” if necessary.

Regulation of Commercial Recreation:
The DEP and the towns will regulate
commercial recreation in accordance with
their existing authorities.

Private Organization Initiatives: River
advocacy and recreation user groups will
Coﬂtiﬂuc [0 Pld_\' an ”'l'll,’!ﬂrri“"lr ff‘l(‘. il"l
I'EL:TL'JUU[I ”1;1113!;{.'”]('“(.

Wild & Scenic

River Provisions

Monitoring Recreational Use and
Promoting Issue Resolution: The FRCC
will take the lead in monitoring river
recreation, identifying persistent issues
associated with recreational use, and
promoting the cooperative resolution of
those issues. This may include developing
a comprehensive recreation management

plan.

No additional requirements related to the
management of recreation resources will
result from Wild and Scenic River
designation. The NPS will not regulare
recreational use or require permits for
commercial recreation activities.

Fishertes and l.k”:fr'i":"!__."r'

| Objective:

Standards

Protect and enhance the upper Farming-
ton River’s outstanding fisheries and
wildlife resources.

Habitat: The historical quality, quantiry,
and diversity of fish and wildlife habitar
will be maintained and enhanced.

Sensitive Species: Populations of sensitive
species, including Atlantic salmon, bald
eagles, and osprey, will be maintained and
enhanced.
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Sport Fisheries: The upper Farmington
Rivers high quality sport fishery will be

I 'i.i‘lI'IT;l]:'li_’L'i LH".[{ L'I}}‘..'H]L'L'Ll.

Fish and Wildlife Management: The DEP
'\Ail] rerain rl‘.\}‘{”'i\\-il"ll!t}' for [i’ld:]dgf’lncnt

of fish and wildlife

Anadromous Fisheries Restoration: The

Connecticut River Atlantic Salmon
Commission will actively implement plans
and programs to restore anadromous fish

I I - | Ry TR
in the Farmingron River basin.

Bald Eagle Restoration: The MDC, the
DEP, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service will continue their efforts to
reestablish breeding pairs of bald eagles in
the upper Farmingron River watershed.

Stant

ric Kesources

There will be no additional requirements
related to the management of fisheries and
wildlife resources, and there will be no
National Park Service role in such
management, as a result of Wild and
Scenic River designation.

Protect and enhance outstanding historic
resources associated with the upper
Farmington River.

Historic Sites: The integrity of sites asso-
ciated with the segment and listed on the
Nartional Register of Historic Places or
Connecricut’s State Register of Historic
Places will be maintained.

Archaeological Sites: The integrity of sites
that are important in understanding and
interpreting the activities of prehistoric
cultures in the upper Farmingron River
Valley will be maintained.

Historic Preservation Laws: The
Connecticur Historical Commission, the
National Park Service, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation will
continue to exercise their respective
authorities to protect historic sites under
C.G.S. 10-321a et seq. and the National

Historic Preservation Act (PL. 89-665).

Protection and Investigation of Archaeo-
logical Sites on Public Lands: The DEP
and the MDC will review their existing
management plans for the state forests and
watershed lands for compatibility with the
protection of important archacological sites
that are linked to the river, and will take
additional actions if necessary to ensure the

protection of those sites.

There will be no additional requirements
related to the management of historic
resources as a result of Wild and Scenic
River designation. NPS authority will be
limited to that already established under
the Historic Preservation Act.

The Plan

Protection to continue its leadership role in managing the Farmington’s trowt

calls for the Connecticut Department of Environmental

and salmon fisheries
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7.4 Epucarion aND OUTREACH

Education and outreach will be a critical component of future
management and long-term protection of the river. Organi-
zations with existing education and outreach programs will be
encouraged to continue and expand their efforts. In addition,
the Farmington River Coordinaring Committee will help to
organize cooperative efforts among its membership and with
other organizations. The Committee’s objective will be to
complement existing activitics, rather than to duplicate them.

Examples of activities that might be initiated include:

* Developing a volunteer water quality menitoring program

with students, local service organizations, and other
residents;

Providing hands-on opportunities for the public to
experience the river (e.g., through nature hikes and canoe
trips) and to help improve it (e.g., by working on river
cleanups);

Developing and distributing educational information about
the river’s special features and how the Management
Plan will provide for their long-term protection and
management;

Providing information and assistance to landowners on
techniques to enhance their stewardship of lands within
the watershed of the segment;

Establishing an awards program to recognize outstanding
conservation achievements by individuals and groups in
the upper Farmington River Valley;

Promoting river-related activities in local schools, as well
as with local service organizations and other groups;

Establishing an information and interpretive center.

7.5 MANAGEMENT OF THE MASSACHUSETTS
SEGMENT

This section describes how implementation of the
Management Plan and Wild and Scenic River designation
of the Connecticut segment will affect the river in
Massachusctes. It alse provides recommendations for
management of the Massachusetts segment. These recom-
mendations are made in recognition of both the inherenc re-
source values associated with the Massachusetts portion of the
river, and the effect that river management in Massachusetts
can have on the river in Connecticut.

7.5.1 Issups RELATED TO WiLD AND SceNtC DESIGNATION

With designation of the Connecticut segment, the National
Park Service will review any proposed water resource project
on the Massachusetts segment or its tributaries that requires
federal permits, licenses, or funding. Any project that would
have an adverse effect on the Connecticut segment will, in
accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, be

n
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prohibited. Any project that would reduce either the qualiry
or quantity of water lowing inco the designated segment down-
stream would be of particular concern. Federal agencies that
typically have a role in the funding or approval of such projects,
notably the U.S. EPA, the Army Corps of Engineers, and the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, will be apprised of
the special status of the Connecticut segment and informed of
the requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The
National Park Service will not have review authority over land
use activities that are not water-related and thac do not
require federal permits or other federal assistance.

If the residents of the Massachusetts towns choose to seck
designation at some point in the fucture, this could be pursued
without additional study. Designation would be contingenc
upon:

1. Town votes in support of designation; and

2. Swrengthening of land use regulations affecting the imme-
diate shorelands in Sandisficld and Otis so that protection
in those towns would be comparable to that provided in
Tolland and the Connecticut towns.

Designation could be obtained either through Congressional
action or through a request from the Governor for adminis-
rrative designation by the Secretary of the Interior, as
auchorized under Sec. 2{a)(ii) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act. In cither case, the Management Plan would need to be
revised to include specific provisions for management of the
Massachusetts segment. These provisions would need to be
comparable, but not necessarily identical, to those identified
in the Management Plan for the Connecticut segment.

While designation of the entire Massachusetts segment would
be preferable, it would be possible to designate only a portion
of the segment. For example, the stretch in Tolland and
Sandisfield could be designated by itself, should those two

rowns desire such action.

7.5.2 RIvER MANAGEMENT [sSUES

The Plan recommends that the Massachusetts segment be care-
fully managed to procect its inherent values and to prevent
any negative impacts on the river downstream, regardless of
whether designartion is ever reconsidered. Landowners, local
governments, private organizations, and state agencies should
protect che river to the best of their abilities and to the extent
of their jurisdiction. The Plan includes specific recommenda-
tions for cach of those partics.

The Plan emphasizes that any of the Massachusetts towns and/
or the state will be welcome to participate on the Farmington
River Coordinating Committee, ¢ither upon its initiation or
at some point in the future. This opportunicy will be available
regardless of whether the Massachusetts segment is ever
designated as a Wild and Scenic River.
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7.6 DowNsTREAM RIVER MANAGEMENT

This section of the Plan focuses on the downstream portion of
the river, which extends for some 50 miles and includes nine
communities: Burlington, Avon, Farmington, Simsbury, East
Granby, Bloomfield, Windsor, and Windsor Locks. It identi-
fies actions that could be taken by these communities and
others both to protect the downstream portion of che river
and to support actions being proposed for the upper part of
the basin. These are recommendations only, and their imple-
mentation is not required as part of the Upper Farmington
' . This section also addresses the issue
of anadromous fish restoration in the downstream segment.

7.6.1 LocAL AND PRIVATE INITIATIVES

The Plan recommends that the downstream towns pursue
implementation of conservation actions, such as the River
Protection Overlay Districts adopted upstream, chat they deem
relevanc and beneficial. Opportunities for privace organiza-
tions to help protect the lower part of the river also are noted.
These include the FRWA’s implementation of its “Regional
Land Protection Program,” the initiation of a volunteer water
quality monitoring program, and the potential for local land
trusts to focus their efforts specifically on the river.

7.6.2 PARTICIPATION IN THE FARMINGTON RIVER
COORDINATING COMMITTEE

Downstream towns may want to consider participation in the
Farmington River Coordinating Committee, either through
formal membership or through less formal information
exchange and cooperation on specific projects that involve both
sections of the river. Downstream towns also may wish to
establish a working committee among themselves to address
river related issues that cross town lines.

7.6.3 ANADROMOUS FisH RESTORATION

The Plan recognizes that efforts to restore and enhance anadro-
mous fish in the upper Farmington River will be successful
only if they are complemented by similar restoration efforts
downstream. With Wild and Scenic designation of the upper
segment, special management provisions to protect anadro-
mous fish will apply both within the designated segment and
in downstream areas. Specifically, che NPS will review any
proposed water resource project requiring federal licensing,
permictting, or funding to ensure protection of anadromous
fish and consistency with the Plan. The NPS will consule
closely with the DEP and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) in this regard.

Passage, both upstream and downstream, is critical to the
reestablishment of these fish to the Farmington River basin.
The DEP, the FWS, and the Connecticut River Atlantic
Salmon Commission should continue to use their authorities
to pursue the establishment and maintenance of adequate

n
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passage facilities at the Upper and Lower Collinsville Dams
and the maintenance of existing facilities at Rainbow Dam.

7.7 ADOPTION OF THE MANAGEMENT PLAN
Upon its completion, the iv
Management Plan was presented to the Study Committee for
approval. At its final meeting on April 29, 1993, the full
membership of the Study Committee passed the following
motion by a unanimous vote:

Be it resolved that: The Farmington River Study
Committee adopt the i iv

Upper Farmington River
Management Plan as providing a balanced approach to

long-term protection and use of the Farmington River.
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This chapter presents the methodology and findings of the suitability analysis. Section 4(a) of the Wild and Scensc Rivers Act
requires that the study report devasl the river’s suitability or nonsuitability for national designation. The Act does not specify
¢riteria for determining sustability, but the term is geneally interpreted as requiring an evaluation of first, whether the river
would be an appropriate addition to the national system, and second, whether Wild and Scenic River designation would be an
appropriate part of long-term management for the river. For rivers such as the Farmington that flow through primarily private
lands and for which no federal land acquisition or land management are envisioned, the National Park Service has identified
several specific factors upon which those rwo evaluations should be based: (1) the adequacy of existing protection measures to
conserve the river’s outstanding resources without the need for federal land acquisition and land management; (2) the strength of
support for river protection and national designation; (3) whether there is an existing or proposed management framework thar
will bring the key river interests together to work toward the ongoing protection of the river; and (4) the cffects of designation on
other uses of the land and water base, the neighboring communities, etic. These factors are discussed further in Section 8.1:

Methodalogy.
In light of several important distinctions between the two study segments (i.e., unique resource values and management issues,

varying levels of protection, different levels of public suppors for designation, etc.), this chapter includes separate suitability
analyses for each segment.

The Massachusetts Study Segment was found to be nos suitable for federal designation at this time. This finding is based on the
need for additional protection for the privately ouned shorelands along the river in Otis and Sandisfield, the lack of rown meering
votes supporting designation in the Massachuserss study towns, and the lack of a workable management framework for the
segment. However, the segment could become suitable for designation if these deficiencies are rectified at some point in the future.

The Connecticut Smdy Segmm: was ﬁ:mm’ to be suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, withour
wanggement. This finding is based on the following:

v Protection: The segment is well provected through existing mechanisms, particularly the River Protection Overlay Districts adopted
by all four adjacent communities and the high percentage of adjacent public conservation lands;

o Support: There is broad-based support for designation among the many parties that share an intevest in the river’s future;

s Management: The Upper Farmington River Management Plan provides a comprehensive framework for the long-term protection
and management of the segment; and

v Effects: Designation will provide a variety of important benefits, will entail modest costs relative to those benefits, and will not have
significant negative effects,

In addition to those overall findings regarding suitability, the chapier includes three other imporiant findings related to protection

and managemens of the Connecticut Study Segment:

(1) The zoning ordinances — particularly the River Protection Overlay Districts — adopted by the four riverfront towns provide
unusually sirong and consistent protection for the river and its shorelands. Those ordinances, therefore, satisfy the standards and
requirements of Section 6(c) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, which precludes the potential for land condemnation by the federal

government in situations where the communities invelved bave adequate zoning in place to protect the river.

(2) The Upper Farmington River Management Plgn satisfies the requivement for a comprebensive management plan contained in
Section 3(d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Acr.

(3) Because the Connecticut Study Segment was found eligible for Wild and Scenic River designation based on the existing flow
regime downstream of the Colebrook and Goodwin Dams and Hydroelectric Projects, the continued operation of those facilities is
compatible with the protection of the river and with designation.
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8.1 METHODOLOGY

8.1.1 ProTecTiON MECHANISMS

The fitst factor that must be evaluated in the suitability
analysis for a private land river such as the Farmington, where
federal land acquisition and management are not being
considered, is whether there are adequate mechanisms in place
to ensure the long-term protection of the river's outstanding
values (if those existing mechanisms are complemented by the
strong protection from potentially adverse “water resources
projects” provided by Wild and Scenic River designation).
This evaluation of protection includes several important
considerations.

First, because the fundamental protection provided by Wild
and Scenic River designation is limited to the prevention of
potentially adverse water resources projects {i.c., instream
projects affecting water quality, water quantity, or the river’s
free-flowing condition), the evaluation of protection focuses
primarily on mechanisms and characteristics that will ensure
compatible management of the . These
protective mechanisms may include local, state, and federal
laws and regulations; land owned by governmental bodies or
private organizations that is dedicated for conservation
purposes; and either nacural limitacions (e.g., adjacent
wetlands and steep slopes) or man-made features (e.g., roads
and railroad corridors) that create physical barriers to shoreland
development.

Second, for the river to be found suitable withous the need for
tederal land acquisition or land management, adequate
protective measures must be in place prior to designation. This
is necessary to demonstrate the ability and commitment of
the local, state, and private interests in the river area to
manage the river corridor effectively themselves, without
federal land acquisition. Such a demonstration before the fact
is necessary if the U.S. Congress is to be convinced to provide
the strong instream protection available through Wild and
Scenic River designation without the traditional option of
federal acquisition to protect the river corridor.

Third, in areas such as the Farmington Valley that have a
long-standing tradition of local control over land use, the most
important conservation measures affecting private lands in the
river corridor are the riverfront communities’ municipal land
use regulations. Because these local ordinances are so
fundamental to conserving the corridor and, therefore, to
suitability, the evaluations of protection mechanisms presented
later in this chapter include town-by-town analyses of the
strengths and weaknesses of the municipal regulations.

The evaluations of protection for the two study segments are
based on the information contained in Chapter 4: Resource

Management and Protection, and the Draft Evaluadon of
Exmung,&g_ggugn (June, 1990), published separately as a com-

panion to this document. The evaluations take into account
both the management and protection mechanisms in place at
P
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the outset of the Wild and Scenic River Study, and the many
additional actions taken by the local communities, state agen-
cies, private organizations, and othets over the course of the
project.

8.1.2 SurPoRT FOR RIVER PROTECTION AND DESIGNATION

The second component of the suitability analysis is an exami-
nation of the strength of support for river protection and for
Wild and Scenic River designation, and the leve) of commit-
ment to participate in long-term management, among the
major river interests (for instance, adjacent communities, state
government, clected officials, conservation organizations,
regional authorities, and river users). As described in the
overview to Chapter 6: Support for River Protection and
Designation, there are three primary reasons why demonstra-
tions of support are necessary during the study period in
private land situations such as the Farmingeon River Study:
{1} they provide evidence that the various interests acknowl-
edge their important roles in the long-term management and
protection of the resource; (2) it would be inappropriate and
largely ineffective for the federal government to provide the
permanent instream protection offered through Wild and
Scenic River designation without assurances that the other river
intereses will do their part to protect the river through their
own authorities and abilities; and (3) they ensure that desig-
nation is, in fact, desired by the riverfront communities and
other parties.

The evaluations of the strength of support for protection and
designation of the Massachusetts and Connecticur Study
Segments presented later in this chapter are based on the
information contained in Chapter 6. As indicated in that
chapeer, the most important indications of support were the
town meeting votes that were held in each of the communities
along the two segments. Because of the firm commitment
made by the National Park Service and the Farmington River
Study Committee co respect the local communities’ wishes
regarding designation, those town meeting votes were the
initial benchmark for determining whether adequate support
existed to continue working toward designation for each
segment.

8.1.3 MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

The third component in the suitability analysis for private land
rivers involves evaluaring whether there is an adequate
management framework (existing ot proposed) that will bring
the key river intereses together to work toward the ongoing
protection of the river. On private land rivers, authority over
the various aspects of river management usually is shared among
many different entities, with no single entity playing a truly
dominant role. In such situations, effective long-term
management of the river can only be achieved through a
cooperative partnership involving all of the major parries with
a stake in its fucure. If che civer is designated as a National
Wild and Scenic River, the federal government will have
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important responsibilities as a member of that partnership.
These responsibilities will include, at a minimum, implement-
ing the protections against adverse water resource projects
provided by Section 7 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and
could include other functions, such as providing technical and
financial assistance, However, for designation to be successtul
and politically acceptable in these situations, the federal
government cannot, and should not, assume the dominant
role that has typified most designations over the 25-year
histoty of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Consequently,
a well-defined management framework involving the key
interests must be cither in place or ready for implementation
following designation before a favorable suirability ﬁndlng can
be rendered.

The evaluation of the management framework for the
Connecticut Study Segment presented in Subsection 8.3.3 is
based on the summary of the Upper Facrmington River
Mapagement Plan contained in Chapter 7, as well as the full
Management Plan iuself, which is printed separately as a
companion documeant to this report.

3.1.4 ErrECTS OF DESIGNATION

The final element in the suitability analysis is an evaluation of
the effects of designation. There are three primary issues to
consider in this evaluation:

(1) Impacts on the Resource Base: What uses of the
associated land and water base would be enhanced,
foreclosed, or curtailed with designation? (This question
applics to upstream and downstream areas as well as to the
specific segment being considered for designation.)

(2) Costs: What would the costs of designation be, particu-
larly to local, state, and federal governments?

(3) Public Benefits: Would designation provide clearly
definable public benefits? Is the protection afforded by
designation needed, or are there other ways to protect the
river that might be more appropriate? Would designation
have any significant negacive effects?

8.2 FINDINGS FOR THE MASSACHUSETTS STUDY
SEGMENT

Overall, the Massachusetts Study Segment is moderately
protected by a combination of existing regulations, public
conservation land, and physical limitations to further devel-
opment of the shorelands. Cutrently, however, this protec-
tion is insufficient for the segment to be found suitable for
Wild and Scenic River designation without federal land
acquisition and land management.

The 27 percent of the shorelands along the segment that are
publicly owned and dedicated for conservation purposes are
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the best protected part of the river corridor. These public lands
have contributed significantly to the continued natural char-
acter of the Farmingron Valley. On the 73 percent of the
shotelands that are privately owned, existing local land use
regulations provide considerable protection for the
Farmington’s water quality, but they afford less protection for
the natural integrity of the river corridor. Physical character-
istics of the corridor (such as steep slopes, pootly drained soils,
adjacent wetlands, and a lack of existing road access) provide a
measure of protection from incompatible activities in certain
locations. State and federal programs provide substantial
protection for the river’s water qualiry, particularly from point
source pollution. However, the Farmington River’s instream
flows and its free-flowing condition are only moderately
protected by local, state, and federal regulations and programs
in Massachusetts; the river remains vulnerable to projects that

could adversely affect those values.

Significant actions were taken during the Wild and Scenic River
Study thar have strengthened protection of the Massachuseres
segment. Two are particularly noteworthy: the Town of
Tolland’s adoption of a River Protection Diserict, which
established a 200-foot buffer area along the river; and the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Managemenc’s
acquisition of two key riverfront parcels in Otis, rotalling 467
acres and more chan 8,000 feer of river frontage. These
important actions will help to maintain the river’s high water
quality, protect wildlife habitat, provide recreational access,
and preserve the scenic quality of the river corridor.

Nonetheless, the privately owned shorelands areas in Otis and
Sandisficld — which together account for ncarly 65 percent
of the entire frontage along the segment — remain vulnerable
to degradation from intensive or incompatible development,
excessive vegetation removal, and other threats. Additional
protection would be needed in those towns for the river to be
suitable for Wild and Scenic River designation without the
potential for federal land acquisition and management.

The following town-by-town review of river protection
provides a more site-specific analysis to support the general
observations made above. The summaries identify the major
strengths of protection in each of the study area towns, as well
as the vulnerabilities thac still exist. The information has been
further condensed in a matrix, presented in Figure 8-1 after
the town-by-town review.

Becket

While Becket does not have any frontage directly on the
Massachusects Study Segment, it does concain the head-
waters of the river in the area above Hayden Pond. Activi-
ties in these wetland areas could have a significant impact
on the river's water quality and flood flows if not carefully
managed. Becket has adopted ordinances that provide
protection for the river and its headwater wetlands, but
mote specific standards are merited in selected areas.



strengths of Existing Protection Otis
. Regulation of activities within 100 feet of the Otis has the most river frontage on the Massachusetts Study
Farmington River or bordering vegetated wetland Segment (14.6 miles, or 52 percent of the segment), but
under the Wertlands Protection Act the smallest amount of adjacent publicly owned conserva
- : tion land (1.8 miles, or about 12 percent of the town's
B Town-wide low density zoning (2 acres) : : f . = Tl |
/ - overall frontage). This combination makes Otis’s land use
*  Floodplain district with building restcrictions rcgul.m'.)m n'r_p;-zrnuu]dr importance for the protection of
o the river. The town has raken actions to protect the
. \Hﬂ(:!\'l\!(‘” rt‘(]'.]l!"(_'['l'lt'li{ for crosion <l[]d '\Cdi[“k‘!'lf .y

Farmington, but additional measures are needed to

i_":\T',Ul‘l _-‘i..'l“.\ .1[1\_{ stormwater |".1:I"1=. U[JI".'\ . . - P
[ : protect the natural integrity of the immediate shorelands.

. Maximum :.]uiw requirement of 5 percent tor

o

major subdivision streets and 10 percent tor St 1 Protection

gins of

minor subdivision streets. _
*  Local “Stream and Pond Protection Bylaw” that

e - srvtal | Sratements f | y
l.[]\].l]ﬂﬂ\t_!'luki |['II.}‘\I.\[ dtarements for "Lll.‘l.-l\-]k]l.nl.\ FCL]LII.I'L‘.S new :\'CP[IL \\_\r'SEL'IT'Ii to hL‘ set l."-lc]\' at lc.i\[

ser ik 0 lots -
larger than 10 lots 100 feet from any stream or open water body.

. chuhuun of acrivities within 100 feer of the
Farmington River or bordering vegetated wertland
. Potential pollution from residencial sepric under the Wetlands Protection Act.
facilities -
B }']uodp]‘un district with l'\m]dmg restrictions.
. Potential impacts on wetlands from adjacent - : i
g i *  FErosion and sediment control / limited stormwater
development.
controls.

. Lack of paid enforcement staff.

I i I L I - T
The Massachusetts Study Segment looking south from the Route 57 bridge in New Boston
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+  Lack of existing road access along much of cast
side of river.

»  Steep slopes along lower half of east side of river.

Virnerabilities:

+  Most of river frontage (more than 87 percent) in
town is privacely owned, with many large lots.
If these lots are developed without regard for the
protection of the river, its natural, scenic and

ecological values could be seriously degraded.

» Potential encroachments on the tiver's 100-year

floodplain.

* Potential impacts on water quality from old
septic systems, building on steep slopes, sand and
gravel extraction, salt runoff and hazardous waste
spills on Route 8.

«  Potential impacts on water quality and aesthetic
values of river corridor from intensive logging.

= Lack of paid enforcement staff.

Sandisfieid

The Farmington River in Sandisfield is protected by the
large amount of public frontage and adjacent steep slopes
in the town, and by the limited potential for further
subdivision of riverfront land. However, Sandisficld’s
regulations provide only a limited amount of formal
protection for the river.

Strengths of Existing Protection:

¢ 39 percent {3.3 miles) of the Town’s river
frontage in public conservation ownership.

»  Very steep slopes (greater than 25 percent) along
more than one-third of the Town's river froncage.

o New septic facilities required to be set back at least
100 feet from river.

+  Regulation of activities within 100 feer of the
Farmington River or bordering vegetated wetland
under the Wetlands Protection Act.

Floodplain districe with building restrictions.
*  Sand and gravel removal and logging require
special permits.
Vuinerabilities:

*  DPotential impacts on water quality from old
septic systems, underground oil tanks, building
and logging on steep slopes, salt runoff and
hazardous waste spills on Route 8.

« Limited potential for encroachment on the river’s
100-year floodplain.

e
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* Limited potential for degradation of the river's
nacural, scenic and ecological character from
riverfront development,

*  Lack of paid enforcement seaff.

Tolland

Tolland’s 4.7 miles of river frontage encompass the most
pristine and best protected lands along the Massachuserts
Study Segment. No roads parallel the river and no build-
ings exist in close proximity to it. A high percentage of
public land and steep slopes severely limic the potential for
development of cthe shorelands or nearby uplands. More-
over, with the passage of its “River Protection District” in
1991 and other local bylaws, Tolland has established by far
the strongest regulatory protection for the river of any of
the Massachusetts study towns.

Strengths of Existing Protection:

* 51 percent (2.4 miles) of the Town’s river
frontage in public conservation ownership.

»  “River Protection District,” which establishes a
200-foot setback (or the 100-year floodplain, if
greater than 200 feet) for new structures and sand
and gravel removal, a 150-foot setback for new
septic systems, a 50-foot “no cut” zone (within
which no trees or other vegeration may be
removed), and a limitation on cutting within
50 - 200 feet of not more than 50 percent of exist-
ing basal area in a twenty-five year period.

*  Very steep slopes along much of frontage.
*  Lack of road access.
*  Town-wide low density (2-acre) zoning.

¢  Regulation of activities within 100 feec of the
Farmington River or bordering vegetated wetland
under the Wetlands Protection Act.

*  Strong subdivision regulations requiring erosion
and sedimentation control, stormwater concrol, a
10 percent open space requirement for recreational
use, and “Development Impact Statemencs.”

Vulnerabiiiis.

¢+ Lack of paid enforcemenc staff.

¢ No other major vulnerabilities were identified,
provided that the Town’s existing regulations are
retained and are well-enforced.



FIGURE 8-1

Town-by-Town Comparison of Protection for the Massachusetts Study Segment

—
Total
River Adjacent Public Local Land Use Regulations
Front. Conservation Lends
Town {mi.}
River Acres River Watland Septic } Flood- Min. Site Subdivision Raegulations
Frontage Protect. Buffer Set- plain Lot Plan
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gusge
Buecket .0 NIA N/A N/A 100° 50" Min. 2 acres No No 5%- No Good Good Few
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Otie 14.6 1.80 459 No 100° 100’ Min. 1 acre No Yes No No Some Some Some
(12%) {NFIP} {Staap
slopes;
lack of
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Sandisfisld 8.8 3.29 1803 No 100' 100° Min. 1 acrs No No 6%- No Some Some Soms
(39%) {NFIP) 12% (Stesp
Roads slopes;
limited
room for
add't
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Tolland 4.7 2.4 998 Yos 1007 150 Strong 2 acres Yes Yes 8% Yos- Good Good Many
1S1%} {200°) RPD) Roads 10% {Steep
slopes;
lack of
BCCo8S;
limited
room for
add. dav)
A
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Totel River

Adjacent Public
Conservation Lands

River Protection
Disrict

Watland Buffer

Septic Setback

Reguiations

Note: Much of the information presented in Figure B-1 is derived from the 1930

KEY FOR FIGURE 8-1

Total number of mites of river frontage along
bath sides of the Study Segment within each
town, Mileage estimates based on tax
assessor maps of sach town.

Includes mileage and acreage of public lands
(town, state, MDC, and federal) along the
Study Segment that are managed specificalfy
for conservation purposes. The percentages
shown are of the public frontage in each town
relative to the tota! frontage in that town, nqt
to the entire Study Segment.

Indicates whether the town has adopted a River
Protection Overiay District, and if so, what area
the District covers. These Districts include
satbacks for new buildings, septic systems, and
sand and gravel extragtion, and restrictions on
vegetation removal within the boundary.

Indicates the area adjacent to the river within
which the jurisdiction of the Waetlands
Protection Act is applied.

indicates the minimum distance from the river
that new septic facilities must be set back. An
asterisk indicates that the setback is
incorporated in the town’s River Protection
District.

Refers to the level of regulation applied to the
river's 100-year fipodplain. *Minimum {NFIP)*
means that the town has adopted the minimum
standards of the National Flood Inswance
Program. "Strong (RPD}" means that the
floodplain is protected through the town’s River
Pratection Overlay District.

Miniomum Lot Slzs

Site Pian

Subdivision

Maximum Slope

Open Space

E&S

Stormwater

Refers to the minimurn 101 size requiremnents for
the development of land abutting the river.

A "yes" here means that the town requires site
plan review of a number of "special permit™
land uses (usually business and commercial
uses}. Site plan review allows a planning board
to ingpect and potentially modify site-specific
locations of buildings and facilities.

A “yes” here means that the town’s subdivision
ragulations provide gpecific language ang
standards for the protection of rivervelated
resowrces, Statements such as "due regard
shall be shown for all natural features™ (includ-
ing streams) are considered general language
and would receive a "no” in this category.

Indicates a requirement that roads, driveways,
andfor buildings may not be constructed on
slopes steeper than the specified grade.

Indicates whether a specified percentage of the
overall land in a subdivision must be retained as
open space. If open space "may" be required,
a "na" appears in the table.

Refers to the levei of specificity of erosion and
sedimentation contrgl measures required in
subdivigion plans.

Refers to the level of specificity regquired in

subdivision plans for controlling stormwater
runoff.

N. That information has been updated

Draft Evaiuation of Existing Protection.
wherever possible to reflect actions taken during the course of the Wild and Scenic River Study (such as Tolland’s adoption of a local River Protection Overlay
District and the acquisition of riverfront parcels by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management).
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8.2.2 Surrort Fok RIver PROTECTION AND DESIGNATION

As described in Chapter 6, the Towns of Otis, Sandisficld,
and Tolland voted at special town meetings during the winter
of 1992 1o rescind their earlier support for Wild and Scenic
River designation. The Town of Otis voted further at the same
town meeting to officially opposc designation. In light of those
votes, there is insufficient support for the Massachusetts
segment to be found suitable for designation ac this time.

Also, in contrast to Tolland’s adoption of a River Protection
District, neither Otis nor Sandisfield implemented additional
river conservation measures during the study. As described in
the previous section of chis chapter, the river remains vulner-
able to degradation from inappropriate land uses in those
towns. Thus, the two towns have not yet demonstrated a
sufficiently strong commitment to protect the river to
warrant federal designation.

There is, nonetheless, clear evidence of support for protecting
the river at many levels in Massachusetts. Locally, the support
appears strongest in Sandisfield, where a group of local
residents known as the Sandisfield Citizens Association has
organized tiver cleanups, a public education campaign, and
other efforts. At the state level, the Department of
Environmental Management has taken strong action to better
protect the Farmington by acquiring two important riparian
pareels {as described in the previous subsection), and has ex-
pressed clear supporr for designation on several occasions. The
state and federal legislators who represent the Massachuserts
part of the Farmington Valley — namely, Congressman John
Olver, State Senacor Jane Swift, and State Representative
Christopher Hodgkins — also indicated strong support for
designation, although each acknowledged that s/he would
not pursue the issue without the support of the local
communities,

8.2.3 MARNAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

At the outset of the Farmington River Study, no formal
management framework existed that would bring the key river
interests along the Massachusetts Study Segment together to
work cooperatively to protect the river over time. And
because of the lack of local support for designation that evolved
in the Massachusetts towns, the study participants chose not
to invest the time, energy, and resources that would have been
necessary to develop a comprehensive management plan for
the Massachusetts segment during the project. Therefore, a
management framework for chat segment that would be suffi-
cient to meet the requirements for suitability for Wild and
Scenic River designation does not exist at this time.

However, the management structure established for the
Connecticut segment in cthe Upper Farmington River
Mapagement Plap could be readily amended to incorporate
the Massachusetts segment, should the communities choose
to pursue designation at some poine in the future. The
“Resource Management” section of the Plan can serve as a

Farmingten River Srudy

detailed model of the types of resource protection standards
and actions to which the towns and the state would need to
commit in order to meet the requirements for designation.
Moreover, the “Wild and Scenic River Provisions” articulated
in the Plan provide a clear, black-and-white explanation of
how designation would be implemented, which could help to
alleviate the concerns thavarose in 1992. Further, the existing
Plan includes provisions for how Massachusetts interests can
become full membets of the Farmington River Coordinating
Committee, and the management agteements called for in the
Plan could be readily expanded to incotporate the upstream
parties,

8.2.4 EFrFECTS OF DESIGNATION

In light of che insufficiencies described above wich respect to
existing protection, support for designation, and a manage-
ment framework, a detailed analysis of the effects of designa-
tion of the Massachusetts segment has not been conducted.
In general, however, it is likely that designation of the
Massachusetts segment would have effects comparable to those
projected to result from designation of the Connecticut
segment, as described later in this chapter. Designation would
be expected to have beneficial effects on the biological, hydro-
logical, recreational, and aesthetic values of the river itself by
ensuring that no new dams or other major adverse water
resources projects would be located on the segment. With
respect to land use and ownership, if the Massachusetes towns
and the State pursued a similar approach to designation as was
used in Connecticut, no changes in the existing situation would
occur as a result of designacion: land use would continue to
be managed in accordance with relevant local and stace regu-
lations; federal land acquisition and land management would
be precluded. Costs to the towns and the State of managing
the river and its adjacent lands after designation likely would
be similar to those under existing conditions.

Refer to Subsection 8.3.4: Effects of Designation for the
Connecticut Study Segment for further insight into the kinds
of effects designation of the Massachusetts segment might have.
That subsection also includes a discussion of the effects desig-
nation of the Connecticut segment is likely to have on the
Massachusetts portion of the study area.

8.2.5 ConNcrLusion

The Massachusetts Study Segment is not suicable for designa-
tion at this time for the following reasons:

> Existing regulations, programs, and other measures do not
fully protect the natural integrity of the river’s immediate
shorelands;

> The three communities (Otis, Sandisfield, and Tolland)
that directly abut che segment have not passed town
meeting votes supporting Wild and Scenic River
designation; and
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> No formal management framework currently exists that
would bring the major parties with an interest in the
Massachusetts segment together to work cooperatively for
its long-term protection and management.

However, the segment could become suitable if: (1) additional
measures are implemented to better protect the shorelands in
Onis and Sandisfield (either through the adoption of new
local zoning bylaws in those towns or through the establish-
ment of a statewide shorelands protection program, such as
the proposed “Massachusetts River Protection Act” chat has
been under consideration by the state legislature in recent
years), (2) the communities pass town meeting votes support-
ing designation, and (3) a management framework
comparable to the ' i

is adopted by the Massachusetts towns and the Stare.

8.3 FINDINGS FOR THE CONNECTICUT STUDY
SEGMENT

8.3.1 PROTECTION MECHANISMS

The Connecticut Scudy Segment is well protected through a
combination of unusually strong local land use regulations, a
high percentage of adjacent public conservatien lands, impor-
tant state and federal programs, and physical characteristics of
the river corridor chat serve to limit development potential in
several important areas. Together, these existing mechanisms
provide sufficient protection for the segment to be found suit-
able for Wild and Scenic River designation without the need
for federal land acquisition or land management.

With respect to land management, the segment receives strong
protection from the extensive public lands located along it that
are specifically dedicated for conservation purposes. These
lands, which cover approximately 48.5 percent of the segment’s
frontage and significant upland acreage as well, are the best
protected part of the river corridor from development or
intensive uses. The public conservation lands are vital to the
river'’s long-term health and for maintaining the natural
values and rural character of the upper Farmington Valley.

The remaining 51.5 percent of the shorelands that are
privatcly owned ate also well protected, primarily chrough the
exemplary actions taken by the adjacent communities to
ensure the compatible management of those lands. As
described in Chapter 4: Resource Management and
Protection and the Draft Evaluation of Existing Protection,
the four towns along the segment have implemented a variety
of programs for many years that have helped to protect the

# Should there be renewed interest in designation of the
Massachusetts segment, it would be preferable if the entire strerch were
incloded. However, it would be possible to obrain designation for only
a portion of the segment; for example, the section in Tolland and
Sandisfield could be designated by itself if those two towns should
desire such action,

'
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river and its surrounding lands. These include ordinances
regulating wetland disturbance, building in floodplain areas,
septic system installation, density and type of development,
subdivisions, erosion and sedimentation control, sand and
gravel extracrion, and forestry practices. However, the abut-
ting cowns’ most important contribution to protecting the river
are clearly the “River Protection Overlay Districts” that cach
adopted during the study period. These ordinances prohibit
new structures, new septic systems, and sand and gravel
operations within a 100-foot buffer on both sides of the river
for the entire length of the segment, and establish strict limi-
tations on vegetation removal within that buffer. By conserv-
ing the natiral integrity of the river’s shorelands through the
protection of natural vegetation and che eliminacion of most
forms of new development, the River Protection Overlay
Districts provide effective protection for che Farmington River's
biological, scenic, and recreational resources.

In light of the strong, consistent protection they provide to

t nnecticut Study Segment, the local zoning ordinances

— particularly the River Protection Overlay Districts —

ado by the To rkhamsted, New

artfor i require ts
of Secron 6(c) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. These
ordinan re ful i i of t

and make federal land acquis and | manage t

unnecessary to maintain the integrity of the river’s adjacent
lands. As a result, it is appropriate for the provisions of

N . X
mmmmmmmnwhﬂdﬂl lied to the C \cut Study S
In addition to the significant protection provided by adjacent
public conservation lands and strong local land use regula-
tions, the Connecticut segment receives important protection
through several state and federal programs. In particular, the
tiver's water quality is well proceceed by the Connecticut
Department of Environmental Protection’s implementation of
state and federal water pollution control statutes. This
protection was given added strength with the adoption of the
Upper Farmingron River Management Plan, in which the DEP
committed to a prohibition of any new point source discharges
from sewage treatment plants or industrial sites into the
segment or its tributaries.¥ This is among the strictese
standards for water quality protection that the DEP has
applied to any river in the state.

The segment’s water quancity/instream flows also received a
substantial measure of additional protection with the
completion of the Management Plan. The standards for
water quantity incorporated in the Plan ensure thae if any
changes are made to the existing flow regime, sufficient flows
will be maintained to sustain the river’s outstanding fish,
wildlife, and recreation resources, as well as its scenic values.

# Implementation of this standard may require changes in Connecticut’s
Water Quality Standards, including the anti-degradation srandard, and

in state statute,
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The following town-by-town review of river protection
provides a more site-specific analysis to support the general
observations made above. The summaries identify the major
strengths of protection and any remaining vulnerabilities in
each of the study area towns. The information has been
further condensed in a matrix, presented in Figure 8-2
following the town-by-town review.

Colebrook
Although Colebrook does not have any frontage directly

on the Connecticut Study Segment, is does encompass
important tributaries to the West Branch (particularly the
Sandy Brook/Still River system). These tributaries are
generally well protected from water quality degradation
by Colebrook’s existing land use regulations.

Strenglhts of Exisling Protection;

* Inland Wetlands Commission jurisdiction
increased to 75 feet from rivers and streams.

+ “Streambelt Corridor,” within which Inland
Wetlands Commission jurisdiction is increased by
varying distances from rivers to include all soils
which are poor filters for sediment runoff and
waste assimilation.

*  Floodplain district with building restrictions.

+  Erosion and sediment controls; limited stormwater
controls.

»  Sand and gravel regulations.
*  Low density zoning (2 acres).

*  Maximum slope requirements of G percent for
subdivision collector streets and 10 percent for
local streets and driveways.

Vulnerabifities:

*  Potential impacts from unmanaged releases of
STOrmwarter.,

*  Potential water quality impacts from building
on steep slopes and from existing or new septic
facilities.

Hartland

Hareland’s river frontage represents some of the most
undeveloped land on the Connecticut segment. A high
percentage of public frontage, strong local land use regula-
tions, a lack of road access to the river’s west side, and a
local road buffer on the rivers east side combine o pro-
vide substantial protection for the Farmington's natural
integrity and water quality in Hartland.

Strengths of Existing Prolection;

e 70 percent (2.3 miles) of the Town’s river
frontage in public conservation ownership
(including two parcels totalling 123 acres and
roughly 3,000 feet of frontage acquired by the
Connecticut DEP during the study).

» “River Protection Overlay District,” which
prohibits new structures, new septic systems, and
sand and gravel extraction within 100 feet of the
tiver, and strictly limies vegetation removal within
that distance.

* Inland Wetlands Commission jurisdiction
increased to 150 feet from the river.

*  Prohibition on building in the 100-year flood-
phain.

*  Low density zoning (2 acres).

*  Physical limitations to development (specifically,
steep slopes and a lack of road access along most
of the west side, and a local road buffer along the
entire east side).

+  Erosion and sediment control.

+  Maximum slope requirement of 10 percent for
subdivision roads.

*  Paid enforcement officials (Planning & Zoning;
Inland Wetlands; Town Healch Officer (FVYHD);
Building Inspector). '

Virlnerabilities:

No major vulnerabilities were identified, provided that
the Town’s existing regulations are retained and are
well-enforced.

Barkhamsted

Barkhamsted has the most frontage of any of the towns
along the Connecticut Study Segment (12 miles, or 45
percent of the total frontage along the segment), and
encompasses some of the least developed lands in che scudy
area, The combination of a high percentage of adjacent
public land, solid local land use regulations, and very
limited potential for additional development provide strong
protection for this important section of the river.

Strengths of Extsting Prolection:

* 62 percent (7.4 miles) of the Town’s river
frontage in public conservation ownership.

»  “River Protection Overlay District,” which
prohibits new structures, new septic systems, and
sand and gravel extraction within 100 feet of the
river, and stricely limits vegetation removal within
that distance.
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¢ “Streambelt Corridor,” within which Inland
Wetlands Commission jurisdiction is increased to
between 50 - 200 feet from the river, depending
on soil types.

+  Floodplain district with building restrictions.

+ Erosion and sediment controls; stormwater
management.

*  Supplemental sand and gravel regulations,

+  Paid enforcement officials (Planning & Zoning;
Inland Wetlands; Town Health Officer (FVHD);
Building Inspector).

Vulnerabilities:

No major vulnerabilities were identified, provided that
the Town’s existing regulations are retained and are

well-enforced.

New Hartford

New Hartford encompasses 10 miles, or about 38 percent,
of the frontage on the Connecticut segment, and includes
the largest town center in the study area. As in
Barkhamsted, the combination of adjacent public conser-
vation lands, effective local land use regulations, and
limited potential for additional development provide strong

protection for the Farmington as it flows through New
Hartford.

Sirengihs of Existing Prolection:

¢ 31 percent (3.1 miles) of the Town's river
frontage in public conservation ownership,

¢ “River Protection Overlay District,” which
prohibits new structures, new septic systems, and
sand and gravel extraction within 100 feet of the
river, and strictly limits vegetation removal within
that distance.

* Inland Weclands Commission jurisdiction
increased to 100 feet from the river.

+  Floodplain district with building reserictions.

» Erosion and sediment controls; stormwater
controls.

*  Supplemental sand and gravel regulations.
*  Site plan review for most accivities.

¢ Reduced tax assessment for “open space” arcas

through Public Act 490.

¢+  Paid enforcement officials (Planning & Zoning;
Inland Wetlands; Town Health Officer (FVHD);
Building Inspector).

Vulnerabilities:

Ne major vulnerabilities were identified, provided that
the Town's existing regulations are retained and are
well-enforeed.

Canten

Canton’s short stretch of frontage (1.16 miles) on the
Connecticut segment represents an important scenic
section of the river. The Town has adopted strong land use
regulations that effectively protect the river, and the
potential for new development of the Farmington’s
shorelands in the area is further limited by the fact that 76
percent of the privately owned riverfront lots have already

been developed.

Strengths of Existing Protection:

*  “River Protection Overlay District,” which
prehibits new structures, new septic systems, and
sand and gravel extraction within 100 feet of the
river, and strictly limits vegetation removal within
that distance. (Canton’s Disrict extends along the
entire length of the Farmington River in the Town,
much of which is located downstream of the

boundary of the Connecticut Study Segment.)

+ Inland Wetlands Commission jurisdiction
increased to 200 feet from the river. (This repre-
sents the largest regulared wetland buffer of any
of the Connecricut study towns.)

*  Floodplain districe with building restrictions.

* Erosion and sediment controls; stcormwater
management.

*  Supplemental sand and gravel regulations.

*  Reduced tax assessment for “open space” areas
through Public Ace 490, which protects two
important parcels on the river.

*  Open space buffers can be required in subdivi-
sions and can be tailored to protect important
natural resources such as the river.

Vulnerabilities:

¢ Only 2 percent (0.03 miles) of the Town’s tiver
frontage is publicly owned fot conservation
purposes. However, the Town’s scrong land use
regulations provide adequate protection, provided
they are rerained and are well-enforced,



Town-by-Town Comparison of Protection for the Connecticut Study Segment

FIGURE 8-2

I -
Total Physicsl
River Adjacent Public Local Land Use Regulations Limite to
Front. | Conservation Lands Davelop.
Town {mi.)
River Acres River Wetland Septic Flood- Min. Site Subdivision Reguistions
Frontage Protact, Buffer Set- plain Lot Plan
(rmiles/%) District back Rags. Siza Subdiv. Max. Open EAS Storm-
Lan- Siope Space watar
guage
Colebrook 0.0 N7A N/A N/A 75+ 50° Min. 2 acres; Yeas No 6% No Good Some Fow
{NFIP 1 acre 10% Stesp
Roads slopes)
Hartland 3.3 2.3 597 Yeas 150° 100" Strong 2 acres Soms Yes 10% Neo Good Some Some
(70%) (100} INFIP Roads {Lack of
& access {f
/PD} on west
side}
Barkham- 12.0 7.4 3703 Yes 50"- 100" Strong Variable Yot Yes 12% No Good Good Some
stad (62%) {1007} 200" {NFIP {1 acre; Drive- (Limitad
& 2 acres; ways room for
RPD) No min.} add’t’l
davetop.)
New 10.0 3 1392 Yas 100’ 100° Strong Variabls Yes Mo 10% No Good Some Some
Hartford 131%} 1100%) {NFIP {from 2 Roads {Limited
& acres - room for
RPD} 10,000 add t’l
f? develop.)
Ceanton 1.16 0.03 2 Yos 200" 100’ Strang 1 acre Yeas No 15% No Good Gaod Some
{2%) {100 {NFIP Drive: (Limited
& ways; room for
RPC} 0% add’'t’}
Bidgs. davelop.)
- o -
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Total River
Frontage

Adjacent Public
Conservation Lands

River Protection

Waetland Buffer

Septic Satback

Floodplain

Note: Much ot the information presented in Figuwe 8-2 is derived from the 1990 Dr.

KEY FOR FIGURE 8-2

Total number of miles of river frontage along
both_sides of the Study Segment within each
wown, Mileage estimates based on tax
assessor maps of each town.

Includes mileage and acreage of public lands
{town, state, and MDC} along the Study
Segment that are managed specifically for
conservation puposes. The percentages
shown are of the public frontage in each town
relative to the total frontage in that town, pot
to the entire Study Segment.

indicates whether the town has adopted a River
Protection Overlay District, and if so, what area
the District covers. These Districts include
setbacks for new buildings, septic systems, an
sand and gravel extraction, and restrictions on
vegetation removal within the boundary.

indicates the area adjacent to the river within
which the jurisdiction of the Inland Wettands
and Watercourses Act is applied.

Indicates the minimum distance from the river
that new septic facilities must be set back. An
asterisk indicates that the setback is incorpor-
ated in the town’s River Protection District.

Refers to the ievel of regulation applied to the
river's 100-year floodplain. "Minimum {NFIP)}"
means that the town has adopted the minimum
standards of the National Flood Insurance
Program. "Strong (NFIP & RPD)" means that
the floodplain is protected through the town's
adoption of both the minimum NFIP standards
and a local River Protection Overlay District.

Minimum Lot Size

Site Plan

Subdivision
Language

Maximum Slope

Open Space

Stormwater

Refers to the minimum lot size requirements for
the development of land abutting the river.

A "yes® here means that the town requires site
plan review of a number of "special permit”
land uses {usually business and commercial
uses). "Some" indicates that fewer land uses
ave subject to site plan review. Site plan
review allows a planning and zoning
commission to inspect and potentially modify
site-specific locations of buildings and facilities.

A “yes” here means that the town’s subdivision
regulations provide specific language and
standards for the protection of river-related
resources, Statements such as "due regard
shall be shown for all natural features™ {includ-
ing streams) are considered general language
and would receive a "no" in this category.

indicates a requirement that roads, driveways,
and/or buildings may not be constructed on
slopes steepar than the specified grade.

Inddicates whether a specified percentage of the
overall Jand in a subdivision must be retained as
open space. If open space "may” be required,
a "no” sppears in the table.

Refers to the level of specificity of erosion and
sedimentation control measures required in
subdivision plans.

Refers to the level of specificity required in

subdivision plans for controlling stormwater
runoff.

. That information has been updated

wherever possible to reflect actions taken during the course of the Wild and Scenic River Study {such as the adaption of local River Protection Overlay
Districts and the acquisition of riverfront parcels by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection).
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The Farmington River is a defining fearure of the towns through which it
flows. as shown by this sign in Barkhamsted depicting a nearby river scene.

SUPPORT FOR RIVER I"RO

As described in Chapter 6, there is strong, across-the-board

support among the major parties involved in management of

the Connecticut Study Segment, both for river protection in
general and for Wild and Scenic River designation in particu-
lar. The strength and breadth of support that has been
demonstrated is clearly sufficient to find the Connecticut
segment suitable for Wild and Scenic River designation.

At the local level, the most direct indications ofmpport were
the overwhelming vores in favor of Wild and Scenic River
dcsignari(m at formal town meetings in all five of the
Connecticut study towns in 1990 and 1991. This degree of
local support for designation is unprecedented for a private
land river involving several or more communities.

In addition, the four towns abutting the segment demonstrated
a clear commirment to protect the Farmington by taking
substantial actions to accomplish that goal during the study.
The most important of those actions were the towns' adop-
tion of the River Protection Overlay Districts referenced in
the previous section, which provide consistent protection to
the shorelands along the entire segment. Those actions are
particularly noteworthy because achieving uniformly strong
regulatory protection of a shared resource by several adjacent
communities is extremely unusual. It is also important to note
that when the Draft Evaluation of Existing Protection was com-
pleted in 1990, the shorelands along the Connecticur Study
Segment were determined to be vulnerable to activities that
could have degraded the river’s natural integrity and scenic

character. That finding, in part, spurred the four towns along
the segment to consider additional measures to provide stron-
ger protection to the river. The River Protection Overlay
Districts subsequently adopted by those communities effec-
tively eliminated the major vulnerabilities identified in the
1990 report. This direct local response to the Farmington's
potential vulnerability is a tangible indication of the strong
sense of stewardship for the river that exists in the study towns.

As described in Chapter 6, a clear consensus of support
for river protection and designation also emerged among the
other major interests involved in river management by the time
the Upper Farmingron River Management Plan was completed
in the spring of 1993. The State of Connecricut, the
Metropolitan District Commission, the Farmington River
Watershed Association, the respective state and federal legisla-
tors, and many other organizations expressed their support
for designation in public testimony and/or in writing, In
addition, several of those parties demonstrated their commit-
ment to protect the Farmington by implementing tangible
conservation actions during the study period.

The unanimirty of support among the key river interests at the
study’s conclusion is a striking contrast to the atmosphere that
existed at the beginning of the project, and reflects a consen-
sus rarely achieved in past efforts to designate privare land
rivers into the national system.

The Upper Farmington River Management Plan, adopted by

a unanimous vote of the Farmington River Study Committee
on April 29, 1993, establishes a clearly defined and workable
framework that will bring the major river interests together to
work for the long-term protection of the Connecticur Study
Segment. As summarized in Chapter 7, the Plan identifies
strong, detailed standards for resource protection, and identi-
fies a range of actions that will be used to achieve those
standards. Indeed, many of these actions have already been
implemented by the riverfront towns, the State, private
organizations, and others. The Plan also establishes an
administrative structure to ensure its implementation. That
structure focuses on the creation of a new entity — the
Farmington River Coordinating Committee — to build upon
the successes of its predecessor, the Study Committee. The
FRCC is designed to stimulate continued cooperation and
coordination among the major players in river management,
and to provide a forum for all river interests to discuss and
resolve issues.

The Plan encompasses a strong package of protection and is
truly comprehensive in scope. Although a river management
plan traditionally is not prepared until after Wild and Scenic
River designation, the Upper Farmington River Management
Plan serves all the same functions as the typical post-designa-
tion plan, and provides comparable protection. Therefore

the Plan satisfies the requirement of Section 3(d) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act for the preparation of a comprehensive
management plan.

In light of its comprehensiveness and the fact that it has been
approved by all of the major parties responsible for its imple-
mentation, the Upper Farmington River Management Plan
fulfills the third component of suitability for private land
rivers. More broadly, the fact that the successful completion
of the Management Plan during the study provided the
foundation for a consensus of support for designation on the
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Farmington suggests that this approach may provide
a constructive model for future cfforts to protect private
land rivers.

Management Plan explicitly identifies the development of
a comprehensive recreation management plan as a priority

8.3.4 EFrECTS oF DESIGNATION

Impacts on the Resource Base

Land Resources

Designation itself will have no effect on the existing
patterns of land use and ownership along the Connecticur
Study Segment. Private lands will remain private (unless
the owner of any given parcel should choose to sell or give
it to a town or the State), and will concinue to be managed
in accordance with existing local, state, and federal regula-
tions and programs. Existing public lands will continue to
be managed by the relevant agencies. The ptimary respon-
sibility for protecting important land-based tesources
associated with the river (e.g., adjacent wildlife habitat,
scenic arcas within the corridor or the broader viewshed)
will rest with private and public landowners and the local
governments.

With regard to property values along the river, designation
is likely to have cither no effect or a modest positive effect.
Studies and anecdotal evidence from other Wild and
Scenic Rivers and areas with similar conservation designa-
tions indicate that the value of property adjacent to
formally protected tesources tends to increase relative to
that of comparabie parcels in unprotected arcas. This teend
is expected to be manifested along the Farmingron River
for two primary reasons: first, designation will be a major
factor in ensuring that the river rerains its present quali-
ties; and second, no other river in the State of Connecticut
has received the protection and recognition afforded by
Wild and Scenic River designation.

It is possible that the recognition associated with designa-
tion could result in increased recreational pressure on the
river. This, in turn, could have related impacts on the river’s
shorelands {degraded access sites, trespass, licter, parking
shortages, etc.). However, other rivers — such as the
Wildcat River in Jackson, New Hampshire — have seen
little or no increase in recreational activity following desig-
nation, at least in part because the local interests chose not
to widely publicize the designation. Also, informal
evidence from recent years on the Farmington (and many
other rivers) suggests that recreational use has been
increasing already, independent of federal designation.

Ultimately, the cause of any increased recreational activicy
that may occur will be irrelevant; what will mateer will be
how that increased pressute is managed. In this context,
designation should have a positive effect for the river and
its adjacent lands because it will institutionalize the Upper
Farmington River Managemenc Plan and the Farmington
River Coordinating Committee created therein. The

for action, and the Coordinating Committee is specifically
designed to provide a forum for addressing this type of
complicated, multi-jurisdictional issue.

Water Resources

Designation will have significant positive effects on the
Connecticut segment’s water resources by ensuring the
protection of its free-flowing condicion, high water qual-
ity, instream flows, and the natural integrity of its channel,
banks, and adjacent wetlands. The fundamental protec-
tion provided by Wild and Scenic River status will prevent
new dams or hydroelectric projects located on or directly
affecting the segment, as well as any ocher federally assisted
water resource project that would degrade the parameters
listed above to such a point that the Farmington River’s
outstanding fish, wildlife, recrearion, and historic resources
would be adversely affected. This protection is the stron-
gest available for mainaaining inseream resources.

While designation will preclude any pew federally assisted
water resources project that would adversely affece the
segment, it is important to note thae the existing opera-
tions of projects in the study area will not be affected. As
described in Chapter 3: Eligibility and Classification, the
Connecticut Study Segment was found eligible for Wild
and Scenic River designation based on the existing flow
regime from the Goodwin and Colebrook Dams and
Hydroelectric Projects, which are located just upstream of
the segment. That flow regime is dictated by a number of
legal commitments, as described in Chapter 4: Resource

Management and Protection. Because the flows provided
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The broader issue of water allocation -— in particular,
trying to balance instream needs with potential needs for
consumptive withdrawals for public water supply —- is
another fundamental issue on the Farmington River that
requires attention in an evaluation of the effects of
designation. Two points are especially relevant:

{1) Designation itself will not automatically preclude all
consumptive withdrawals from the river. However, it
will preclude any withdrawal requiring federal assis-
rance (through loans, grants, licenses, or permis) that
would adversely affect the Farmington's outstanding

* The Upper Farmington River Management Plan specifies that if any
changes to the existing flow regime should be proposed, those changes
must comply with the Plan’s standards for water quantity. Those
standards establish specific requirements for maintaining sufficient
instream flows 1o ensure the protection of the rivers outstanding
resources.




fish, wildlite, and/or recreation resources by reducing

tlows too severely

(2) The water quantity standards conrained in the Upper
Farmington River Management Plan will ensure thar

it a withdrawal from the West Branch Reservoirs or
the river is proposed, sufficient instream flows will be

I"u'..IIHT.lI!'lt‘I.] to Pi'(llt\! E}'IL' rIvers nursmndmg FEesSOUITTs.

As described in Subsection 5.2.5: Integration, the resules
of the Instream Flow Study indicare that it may, indeed,
be possible to provide sufficient instream flows to main-
tain the river’s outstanding resources while allowing for a
limited withdrawal for water supply, should such a with-
drawal prove to be necessary. While this conclusion rests

on a number of important assumptions, the potential it
created for a “win-win" scenario in balancing water alloca-
tion needs proved to be instrumental in forging a consen-
sus for \\”ilt'. .lIIL‘] Scenic River \.{L“\:‘L-'_Thlfli.'ﬂ It ki‘l:mlt{ bL‘
noted thart this concepr of balancing instream needs with
other uses is enrirely consistent with the provisions of
Section' 10(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, which
states that "each component of the nanional wild and
scenic rivers system shall be administered in such manner
as to protect and enhance the values which caused it to be
included in said system withous, insofar as is consistent
therewith, ,*':m.rrmg other wses that do not s m‘fu‘mmmt’:‘f}'
interfere with public use and enjoyment of these values”

(emphasis added).

Outstanding Resources

Designation will have significant positive effects on the
Connecticut segment’s outstanding fish, wildlite, recreation,

..lHL! }'ll:u"[f.)l'i\'_ resources tor rwo E.‘T‘;”L I],'kl rcasons:

(1) Most directly, i']c&:lgmtiun will prc.‘lm.le new dams,
hydroelectric projects, and other
federally assisted warer resources
projects that would impacr the
river's free-flowing condition or
.uivcrse]_\' affect any of those
outstanding values.

(2) Designacion will further institu-

tionalize the Upper Farmington
River Management Plan and the

Farmington River Coordinating
Commirttee, The Plan includes
explicit standards and actien
prugr;lms dt'signt‘d o pru[L‘L[
and enhance the rivers
outstanding resources and to
conserve the land and water base
upon which they rely. The

Coordinating Committee will

implementation, and as such will play a crucial role in
helping to ensure the protection of the Farmington’s
outstanding resources. A major part of rhe
Committee’s role will be to provide a forum for
addressing and promoting the resolution of issues that
’;.'Uu[d ft-‘iul[ j[] dcgl':ldd[inn UF [hUSE resources

Upstream Effects

With designation of the Connecticut segment, the National
Park Service will be responsible for reviewing any water
resource project requiring a federal permit, license, or fund-
ing that is proposed upstream of the segment. This would
include proposed projects on the Massachuserts segment
or its tributaries, as well as projects on direct triburary
systems to the Connecticut segment itself (for example,
the Still River/Sandy Brook system). Any project that
would have an adverse effect on the free-flowing condition
or the oursranding resources of the Connecticut segment
will, in accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
be prohibited. Any project that would reduce either the
quality or quantity of water flowing into the designated
segment downstream would be of particular concern.
Federal agencies that typically have a role in the funding
or appmva[ of such projects, |1ot.1b|y' the 1U.S. EPA,
the Army Corps of Engineers, and the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, will be apprised of the special
status of the Connecticut segment and informed of the
requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

While primarily intended to protect the Connecricut
segment, these provisions also will provide a measure of
protection for the Massachusetts segment and other tribu-
taries from major adverse warter resource projects.
However, it is important to note that the Massachusetts

segment and other upstream areas will remain vulnerable

be the group primarily respon- Wil and Scenic River designation is expected to have significant positive effects for the Farmingtons
sible for o rganizing the Plan's  ourstanding natural, cultural, and recreational resources. Here, fishermen pursue their quarry at the
popular “Church Pool” in Pleasant Valley,
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to water resource projects having more localized effects (i.c.,
not affecting the Connecticut segment), but that nonethe-
less could result in the significant degradacion of river
resources in the immediaze project area. An example would
be a run-of-the-river hydroelectric project on the
Massachusetts segment or a tributary, such as that proposed
in 1987 on the Fall River in Otis. It is certainly conceiv-
able that this type of project could be constructed without
adversely affecting the water quality or quantity flowing
into the Connecticut segment, in which case the project
would not be precluded by the downstream designation.
Such a project could have significant impacts, however, on
the river's natural, scenic, and recreational values in the
immediate project area.

With respect to land use in upstream areas, designation of
the Connecticut segment will have no effect on activities
that are not water-related and do not require federal
permits or other federal assistance. Private lands upstream

of the designated stretch will continue to managed by their .

owners in accordance wich existing local, state, and federal
regulations and programs, and public lands in those areas
will continue to be managed by the respective agencies in
accordance wich existing policies.

Downstream Effects

Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act specifies

that designation shall not “preclude licensing of, or assis-
tance to, developments below...a wild, scenic or recreational
river area...which will not invade the area or unreasonably
diminish the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife
values” of the designated segment. Thus, in the case of the
Farmington River, designation of the upper stretch in
Connecricut will affece only two types of possible water
resources projects downstream: (1) those that might
directly “invade” che designated segment (such as a new
dam downstream with a reservoir pool that would inun-
date the lower part of the segment — a possibility that is,
at best, remote); or (2) those that would adversely affect
the Farmington River's outstanding anadromous fisherics,
including Adantic salmon and American shad. Should any
federally assisted water resource project be proposed down-
stream that could adversely affece the rivers anadromous
species, the National Park Service would consult closely
with the Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
reviewing the project to ensure the protection of those
fisheries resources.

In a more general context, designation of the upstream
segment should have beneficial implications for both the
river itself and the adjacent communities downstream.
Designation and the i jv t
Plan will play a major part in ensuring continued flows of
high quality water coming from the upstream segment,
thereby helping to protect a variety of instream resources
in the river downstream. For the downstream towns, those

ar
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continued flows of high quality water are important
because they provide a significant environmental ameniry
and also will help to maintain the river’s capacity to
assimilare the communities’ wastewater discharges.

Costs

Designation in and of itself is not expected to result in
significant new costs to the riverfront towns, the State of
Connecricut, or the other major parties in the Farmington
Valley. Indeed, limited federal funding ro assist the commu-
nities, the State, and other parties in implementing the Upper

i i may become available as
a result of designation. In general, the responsibilities and
related costs of river management for each of the major inter-
ests should be comparable to what they were prior to designa-
tion. Parties with membership in the Farmington River
Coordinating Committee will need o allocate staff and/or
volunteer time to the Committee’s activities. However, these
efforts would likely need to be expended on Farmington River
issues regardless of designation, and therefore should not cause
a significanc additional burden. In fact, the presence of the
FRCC may simplify long-term river management, thus easing
financial burdens on individual organizations. In any case,
additional expenditures will be at the discretion of each parry.

As described in the Management Plan, it is anticipated that
the Coordinating Commirtee will require funding and
possibly in-kind assistance to implement the responsibilities
identified for it. The Plan specifies that federal funds will be
pursued to support the Commiteee for a start-up period of
3-5 years. The Plan also suggests chat longer-term funding
needs (e.g., to support the Committee, and for specific projects
identitied in the Plan) could be met through financial
assistance and/or in-kind contribucions from several sources,
including individuals, foundations, corporations, and govern-
ment {federal, state, and/or local). Any such assiscance would
be provided ac the discretion of the donating parry.

It is estimated that federal appropriations of $50,000 - 100,000
per year will be required during the 3-5 year start-up phase
to successfully support the work of the Coordinating
Commictee and begin implementation of the Management
Plan and designacion. This total would likely be applied as
follows:

* $25,000 - 56,000 for staff support and technital assistance
from the National Park Service to the Coordinating
Committee, its member instizutions, and other interests
in the designated area.

* $25,000 - 50,000 for distribution through cooperative
agreements to the principal parties involved in river
management. These funds would be targeted for specific
river management projects.

Annual federal expenditures are expected to decline somewhat
once the initial phase of implementation is completed and the
Coordinating Committee takes on a greacer share of the
responsibilicy for pursuing funding. However, continued
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federal funding ar least at moderate levels will be required in
order for the National Park Service to perform its responsibili-
tics as the primary federal agency involved in implementing

the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Upper Farmington

i na £ n.

It is also possible that federal funding may be needed for
onetime costs of special initiatives. One such project has
already been identified as a high priority for attendon: the
development of a comprehensive recreation management plan
for the segment. Preliminary estimates for this effort range
from $50,000 - 100,0Q0. Another possibility that was raised
during the study process is the development of an informa-
tion and interpretive center as a focal point for visitors to the
upper Farmington River Valley. This idea was envisioned asa
longer-term goal; therefore, cost estimates have not been
developed. For these cypes of large-scale, onetime expendi-
tures, it is expected thac funding would be pursued from a
number of sources in addition to the federal government.

It is important to note that the potendial federal costs outlined
above are, in fact, quite modest relative to those incurred by
the federal government in other private land river designa-
tions. This is a direct result of two crucial elements of the
strategy used in the Farmington River Study thac differ
dramatically from those other situations:

{1} Motivated by the incentive of designation, the towns along
the Farmington took strong actions to protect the
shorelands prior to designation. As a result, there will be
no expensive land acquisition program.

(2} A comprehensive management plan has already been
completed. While the preparation of the plan cereainly
increased the costs and time required to complete the study
process, it undoubtedly will result in an overall savings to
the federal government by avoiding the costly, time-
consuming, and potentially divisive process of preparing a
management plan after designation.

Public Benefits

In addition to che significant resource-specific benefics
described above under Impacts on the Resource Base, there
are a number of other advantages that will result from desig-
nation of the Connecticut segment. These include the
following: .

* Ensuting consnsv:cncy on the part of federal agencies with
the Farmi ivi nagement Plan and,
thereby, with the clearly expressed desire of the people of
the Farmington Valley and beyond to protect the river.

Institutionalizing thc provisions and agreements contained
in the r_Far iver Man: n with
a strengeh, ¢nergy, and collective will that could not
otherwise be achieved.

* Creating an opportunity to leverage financial and other
resources for river protection from the federal government,

Farmingeon River Study

foundations, corporations, and other insticutions that might
not otherwise target those resources to the Farmington.

*  Obraining recognition as one of the nation’s outstanding

rivers, which, in addition to its intrinsic value, will
contribute to maximizing the three advantages listed
immediacely above.

With respect to potenrtial negative effects, designation will
preclude any opportunity for the development of new dams
and hydroelectric facilities on or directly affecting the
Connecticut segment, as well as other major water resource
projects that would adversely affect the segment’s free-flowing
character or its outstanding resources. However, no such
projects ate currently proposed, and no new dams or hydro-
electric facilities have been proposed in recent years. While
the potential consequences of designation for significant
water resource projects should not be ignored, they are
ourweighed in this instance by the numerous benefits desig-
nation will provide and by the widespread support that has
been demonstrated for it.

Overall, the protection afforded to the Connecticut segment
through Wild and Scenic River designation, and the many
benefits associated with it, could not be obtained through ocher
mechanisms. Given that and the fact that it will have only
limited negative effects (e.g., on potential hydropower
development), designation of the upper Farmingtron River in
Connecticut is clearly in the public interest.

8.3.5 CoNCLUSION

The Connecticut Study Segment is clearly suitable for Wild
and Scenic River designation,

without the peed for any
federal land acquisition or land management. This finding is

based on the following:

> The strength of existing protection, particularly that
provided by the local River Protection Overlay Districes
and the high percentage of adjacent public conservation

lands;

> The widespread support for river protection and designa-
tion among the many interests involved in river use and
management;

> The strength and comprehensiveness of the Upper
Farmingeon River Management Plan; and

> The likelihood thar designarion will provide a variety of
important benefits, will entail very modest costs relative to
those benefits, and will not have significant negative
effects.
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This chapier recaps the studys major findings on whether the two Farmington River study segments meet the requirements
Jor National Wild and Scenic River designation. It also presents the final recommendations of the Farmingson River Study
Committee regarding designation of each segment, along with general recommendations regarding fusure river management.

The Massachuserts Study Segment was found eligible for designation and appropriate for “vecreational” classification, but was
found to be not suitable for designation at this time. The Study Committee voted unanimously to take no action regarding a

recommendation for the designation of the Massachusetts segment.

The Connecticut Study Segment was found eligible for designation and appropriase for ‘recreational” classification. It also was
Jound suirable for designation without the need for federal land acquisition or land management. Three other important findings
related to specific river management issues affecting the Connecticut Study Segment were made; these are presented in the body of
the chapter. With respect to the final recommendation of the Farmingion River Study Committee, the group voted unanimously
to recommend thar the Connecticut segment be designated into the national system, with management to be carried out in

accordance with the Upper Farmington River Management Plan.

9.1 MASSACHUSETTS STUDY SEGMENT

9.1.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Eligibility

The Massachusetts Study Segment was found to be eligible
for designation based on its free-flowing condition and its
outstanding resource values. These values include recreation

{regionally exemplary white water boating oppertunities) and
wildlife (regionally exemplary peregrine falcon habitat).

Classificavion

The segment was determined to be appropriate for
“recreational” classification due to the level of human activiry/
development in the river corridor and the accessibility to the
river from adjacent roads and bridge crossings.

Suitability

The Massachusetts Study Segment was found to be not
suitable for designation at this time for the following reasons:

> With the exception of Tolland, existing regulations,
programs, and other measures do not fully protect the
natural integrity of the river's immediate shorelands;

> The three communities (Otis, Sandisfield, and Tolland)
that directly abuc the segment have not passed town
meeting votes supporting Wild and Scenic River
designation; and

> No formal management framework currently exists that
would bring the major parties with an interest in the
Massachusetts segment together to work cooperatively for
its long-term protection and management.

The segment could become suitable if these inadequacies are
rectified at some point in the future.

9.1.2 FaARMINGTON RivER STUDY COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION ON DESIGNATION

At its final meeting on April 29, 1993, the Farmington River
Study Committee passed by unanimous vote a motion thac
included the following passage: “...be it resolved...that, in the
absence of town votes supporting designation, no action be
taken regarding a recommendation for the designation of the
Massachusetts section of the river.”

9.1.3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RIVER MANAGEMENT

Although che Farmingron River in Massachusetts was not
recommended for designation, the Study Committee
recommended that the segment should be managed carefully
over time both to protect its inherent resources and to prevent
negative impacts on the rest of the river downstream.
Landowners, local governments, private organizations, and
state agencies of the Commonwealth all have important roles
to play to ensure that those goals are achieved. The section
of che Upper Fatmington River Mapagement Plan on
“Management of the Massachusetts Segment” includes
specific recommendations regarding river management for each
of those interests.

The Massachusetts towns should note that while designation
of the Connecticut segment will provide a certain measure of
protection to the river upstream, the Massachusetts segment
nevertheless remains vulnerable to degradation from a variety
of potential activities. Therefore, the towns are encouraged to
observe implementation of the Management Plan on the
Connecticut segment, and to evaluate whether it may, indeed,
be possible to develop a proposal for designation of che
Massachusetes segment that would be locally acceptable ¢

¥ The conclusion to the suitability findings for the Massachusetts
segment presented in Subsection 8.2.5 outlines the basic steps that would
be required to achieve designation,
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Finally, the Massachusetts towns and the Stare are encouraged

Farmington River

to consider active participation on t

( :JUTLEIT!.{I‘!!‘.E_: Committee at the earlies opportuniry, Jc:g.t:d-
less of whether designation of the Massachusetts segment is
ever pursued. Such involvement would not require any
mandatory actions on the part of the towns or the Stare; the

primary commitment would be limited to the time dedicared

by Committee members, and the broadened participation

would facilitate more etfective management and protection of

t]m ..\imrm_l riVer resource.

The Connecticur Study Segment was found to be eligible for

designation based on its free-tlowing condition and its
by ; el

outstanding resource values. These values include recreation

(a regionally unique combinarion of recrearion opportunites),

“.'ii_l ':rt.‘”l“[hi”\' L'XCETlP!"lI’_‘\ ]L.li‘]{.if for trout .if':d ."‘ull.lllf]\f

salmon), wildlife { z'u:_l'n['m”\ unique bald ea habicar),

and historic resources “rfsunu.{ll_\' exemplary historic and

| sites)

archaeologic

ment was determined to be appropriate for
“recreational” classification due to the level of human activity/
development in the river corridor and the accessibility to the

- from adjacent roads and bridge crossings.

The Connecricur Study degment was found ro be suitable for

Wild and Scenic River designation, withour the need for any

federal land acquisition or land management. This finding is

based on the T}:lln\\'lngr

-

Protection: The segment is well protected through exist-
ing mechanisms, particularly the River Protection Overlay
Districts adopted by all four adjacent communities and

the high percentage of adjacent public conservation lands;

> Support: There is broad-based support for designation
Pl Pl 2

among the many parties involved in river use and

=

management;

- ; _— / ;
Looking upstream from the entrance to Satan's Kingdom. An bistorical railroad bridge abutment can be seen on

hand edee af the phato




> Management: The Upper Farmington River Management
Plan provides a comprehensive framework for the

il ng-term P!’l'J[CCii(I[l .lﬂ(j management [)t. ['}l(_' .‘\CS!‘HL‘ 11 .il'll_‘{

> Effects: Designation will provide a variety of important
benefits, will entail very modest costs relative to those
benefits, and will not have significant negative effects.

In addition to the overall suitability finding, the study
produced three other important findings related to protection
and management of the Connecticut Study Segment:

(1) The zoning ordinances particularly the River

Protection Overlay Districts — adopted by the four

riverfront towns prm'td:: unusually strong and consistent
protection for the river and its shorelands. Those
ordinances, therefore, sarisfy the standards and
requirements ol Section 6(c) of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, which precludes the potential for land
condemnation by the federal government in situations
where the communities involved have adequare zoning in

p;'.lcaf to protect the river.

The Upper Farmington River Management Plan satisfies

Section 3(d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, which
requires the preparation of a comprehensive management
plan.

(3) Because the Connecticur Study Segment was found
t"liglb]t.‘ for Wild and Scenic River L{c&i]g‘n.m{m based on
the existing flow regime downstream of the Colebrook and
Goodwin Dams and Hydroelectric Projects, the
continued operation of those facilities is compatible with

the protection of the river and with designation.

At its final meeting on April 29, 1993, the Farmington River
Study Committee passed by unanimous vote a motion that
included the following passage:

Be it resolved that: The Farmington River Study
Committee recommend to the United States Congress that
the Farmington River, from immediately below the
Goodwin Dam and Hydroelectric Project in Hartland,
Connecticut to the downstream end of the New Hartford/
Canton, Connecticut town line, be Jcsiglmied into the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System in accordance with

the spirit and provisions of the Upper Farmingron River
Management Plan

With dr:signation secured, the most pressing needs for the
protection of the Connecticut segment will be:

(1) timely activation of the Farmington River Coordinating
Committee; and

(2) spirited implementation of the Upper Farmington River

Management Plan.

! ' * I !
A calm spot to take a breather from I.'.-.Jmf.fm-;/. downstream of the mamn

rapids in Satans Kingdom

The many interests involved in river use and management —
including riparian landowners and other residents of the
rl\t_‘rtlrLlﬂ[ towns, (}l(_' [()I..'Ji gl_)\‘(’{'f‘l”’l&'ﬂ[?\. T.I'll.' SLJ(C. [hl’
Farmington River Warershed Association, the Metropolitan
District Commission, river recreationists, and many other

individuals and organizations — are encouraged to rededicate
themselves to these tasks, and to do so with the energy and
spirit of cooperation that pmduccd the ground-breaking

achievements of the study process.
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Following the Farmington River Study Committees unanimous vote on April 29, 1993 to recommend designation of the
Connecticut segment, a great deal of momentum existed to move forward toward that goal. Rather than waiting for the Study
Report 10 be completed, as would normally be the case, work began immediately on legislation to add the river to the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Traditionally, designating legislation is brief and generic: it amends the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to include the segment in
question, identifies the linear extent of the segment, and specifies a federal agency to be responsible for its administration. These
typical designations also carry with them the generic provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act regarding sensitive issues such as
the authorization of federal land acquisition and the requirement for a comprehensive management plan to be developed
posi-designation.

There was 4 clear recognivion from the outset that this sraditional approach would not be appropriate for the Farmington River.
Instead, a detailed bill was needed that would be hand-tailored to reflect first, the Farmington's parsicular circumstances (includ-
ing the predominance of private land in the river corridor and the complexity of water management icsues in the basin), and
second, the singular achievements of the study process (including the implementation of new shorelands zoning ordinances, the
completion of the Instream Flow Study, and the preparation of a comprehensive management plan).

After obtaining extensive input from the Study Commitiee and other participants on specific provisions to be included,
Congresswaman Nancy Johnson and Senator Joseph Lieberman of Connecticut introduced legislation to designate the river in
their respective chambers of Congress on July 30, 1993. The parallel bills, identified as H R 2815 and S, 1332, were introduced
with unanimous cosponsorship by the other members of the states delegarion.

Hearings on the legislation were held on October 27 and October 28, 1993, respectively, by the Senate Subcommittee on Public
Lands, National Parks, and Forests, and the House Subcommittee on Natrional Parks, Forests, and Public Lands. At those
hearings, Congresswoman Johnson, Senator Licberman, Senator Christopher Dodd (also of Connecticut), and several members of
the Farmington River Study Committee sestified strongly in support of designation. On behalf of the Department of the Interior,

the National Park Service sestified in favor of the legislation. American Rivers, Inc., a private conservation organization, also
testified in support, bur expressed reservations abour the bill’s possible implications for other designations. Other private
conservation groups submitted written testimony supporting the legislation.

On February 10, 1994, the House Subcommitiee forwarded an amended version of the legislation to the full House Committee on
Natural Resources. After approval by the Committee on March 2, the amended bill passed the full House on March 15, 1994, by

voice vole.

The House-passed version was subsequently forwarded to the Senate, and referred to the Subcommittee on Public Lands, National
Parks, and Forests of the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources. Afier minor amendments, the full Commitiee approved
the bill on May 11. The revised legislation pasced the full Senate by voice vote on June 25, 1994.

Because of the Senate’s amendments, the bill was sent back to the House for final approval. This was secured by voice vote on
August 16, 1994

The legislation was then sent to the White House for signature. On August 26, 1994, President Clinton signed Public Law
103-313, designating the upper Farmington River in Connecticus into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Public Law 103-313 includes several provisions that are particularly noteworihy for private land river situations:

> The bill states explicitly thar management of the river afier designation will be carried out in accordance with the Upper

Farmingion River Manggement Plan. It also states that the Plan savisfies the requirement of Section 3(d) of the Wild and
Seenic Rivers Act for a comprehensive management plan, which traditionally would be prepared afier designation. This marks

the first time that designating legislation has recognized an existing plan as the foundation for long-term management, thereby
eliminating the prospect of additional aushorities or requirements being added afier designation.



> The zoning ordinances adopted by the riverfront towns, and particularly the “River Protection Overlay Districts,” are found to
satisfy the standards and requirements of Section 6(c) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. As a result, federal land acquisition
through condemnation is explicitly precluded, in accordance with Section 6(c). This is the first time that Congress has
explicitly recagnized the adequacy of existing local ordinances at the time of designation.

In keeping with the Management Plans emphasis on a partnership approach, the bill specifies that administration of the river is to

be handled .':"!rmf_qr‘" cooperative agreemenis between the Secretary of the Interior and the State of Connecticut, the riverfront

communities, and the other major rive

terests. 1o achieve this, the bill employs a rarely-used provision in the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (Section 10(e)) that encowrages state and local participation in administration.

> The bill states "f:'m‘f_'p that the primary role for the National Park Service :'{ﬁ.-‘r /J’r’.f:g):..hr:'rm will be to ‘Pr(rf':rfr' technical assistance,
staff sup port a nd funding to assist in the implementation of the Management Plan, rather than becoming the primary manager.

To further ensure that the federal role will not becorme a dominant one, the bill states divectly that the river will not become a unit

of the National Park System.

Copies of Public Law 103-313 and the complete legislative history are provided in Appendix J.
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vide access for such visitors and uses, including the location and
estimated costs of such iti

(c) Reroar 10 Cononess.—Within thres of the date of enact-
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& comprehantive report containing the results of the study
pursuant 1o this section.
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TITLE I—FARMINGTON, WEST BRANCH, CONNECTICUT
AND MASSACHUSETTS

Sgc. 201. This titls may ba cited as the “Farmington Wild and
Scenic River Study Act”.

(ﬂhmdmthnNaﬁonﬂRiwnInmwgbytheNatiunal
Park Service, published in January 1982, this portion of the
iver iz eligible for study for inclusion in the wild

{2} there is strong support among local, State, and Federal
ials, area residents, and river users for a concerted coopera-
tive offort to mansge the river in a productive and meaningful

PUBLIC LAW 99-590—0CT. 30, 1986 100 STAT. 3333
the confluence with Thorp Brook in Sandisfield. Massachusetis, to
Hayden Pond in Otis, Massachusetts.”. .
adfing ot the oxd thareas the llaving pow serecmmp: —emded bY
at new parsgraph:

(1) _The study of the West Branch of the Farmingion River Reports.
identified in pamgmh (92) of subsection (a) shall be completed and
the report submitted therecn not later than the end of the third
fiscal year beginning after the enactment of this paragraph. Such
report shall include a discussion of t alternatives for the
ﬁmif_itwmtobeincludedinthemionﬂwﬂdmdmicrim

(C) Two members shall be appointed by the Secretary from a
list of candidates supplied to the Secretary by the Governor of
Massachusetts.

(D) Two members shall be appointed by the Secretary from a
list of candidates supplied to the Secretary by the Farmington
River Watershed Association.

{E) One member shall be appoinied by the Secretary from
each of the eight towns located along the West Branch of the
river. The governing body of each of the eight towns shall
provide a list of candidates to the from which the
eight appointments under this paragraph be made.

(F) Two members shall be appointed by the Secretary from a
list of candidates supplied to the by the Metropolitan
Discrict Commission of Hartford, Connecticut.

(2) The members of the Committes shall eiect a chairman, vice
chairman, and recording secretary from the membership at the first
official meeting of the Committee. Official minutes shall be kept of
each reguiar and special meeting of the Committee and shall be
open for public i ion.

(3) Any vacancy on the Committee shall be filled in the same
manner in which the original appeintment was made. Any member

fill a vacancy occurring before the i
term for which his predecessor was a tad be inted
only for the remainder of such term. mnciuinthomemuhip
ﬁ&g&mm:hﬂlmaﬁmiummmncﬁmifthanﬁ
umnmﬁdmtmmbenwmﬁtmaqmmmunderpnm
{4) of this subsection, P

4) A majarity of the members of the Committee shail constitute a
quoruni for all meetin

(%) The Committee shall advise the Secretary in conducting the
study of the River segment specified in section 5(ax92)
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The Committee also shall advise 16 Usc 1276,
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16 USC 1276.

16 USC 1276,

the Secretary concerning management alternatives should the river
be included in the wild and scenic rivers

system,
{6) Membern of the Committes shall serve without compensation
but may be compensated for ressonshie and necessary expenses

incurred by them in the of their duties 8¢ members of
ina: by in the petformsnce

{1 The Committes may and utilize the services of vol-

TITLE II—-GREAT EGG HARBOR, NEW JERSEY

Sac. 301 (a) Srupy.—Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act (18- USC. 1271-128T) is amended by adding at the end thereof

12Td4a)) is amendad by the following

Sarneg Bayou, LoumiaNa.—The segment from Lake
upstream to the mNﬁmﬂleﬂ.u pode on
1986; to be administered by the ota'lricultun.l?orthn
mﬂﬁ&gmt : are
Smg,h. mtbm&rtlm ﬁwmot
langds and interests landuudfordfvﬂopmt.".

TITLE V—GENERIC AMENDMENTS
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to the Au Sable River, the River, the Qllinois River,
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
TOWN OF HARTLAND, CONNECTICUT
EAST HARTLAND, CONNECTICUT 06027

AMENDMENTS TO THE HARTLAND ZONING REGULATIONS
CONCERNING FARMINGTON RIVER PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT

In accordance with Section 8-2 of Title & of the Connecticut
General Statutes, and Article VIII of the Zoning Regulations
of the Town of Hartland, Connecticut as amended and revised
effective December L., 1973, zaid Zoning Regulations are nereby
further amended, as follows:

dection I-3 is amended by the addition of the follewing new
definition:

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District (hersinafter
“District”) is a protected corridor of land aleng the entire
length of the Farmington River within the Town of Hartlaad
consisting of the area within the edges of the river's bed and
& contiguous and parsllel Buffer Btrip as more specifically
detined in Section IV-6.

Section IV is amended by the addition of the folloving new
subsaction 6:

PARMIRGTON RIVER PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District shall be
defined as the Farsington River {hereinafter the "River™)
within the Town of Hartland and including the area within
the eddes of the River's bed and contiguous and parallel
buffer strip which together constitute a culturally
signiticant and envirionmentally sansitive river corrider.
All use and activities established after the affective
date of this regulation shall be in accordance with the
standards and requiresents in this regulation which are
sstablished te¢ accomplish the following publicly
recognized purposes:

A - Purposes

a. To establish standards and requirements for the use and
conssrvation of the District in recognition of the River’'s
eligiblility for designation under the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act and in the furtherance of the Toun's
resclution dated February 2%, 199L to contribute to the
regicnal conservation of tha River corridor,

b. To prevent any alterations to the natural flew of the
River in order to maintain its ecclogical, recreational.
sesthetic and other qualjities such as documented in the
Farmington River Xational ¥ild and Scenic River Study and
other fedaral, State, and local documents relating to the
Farmington River.

¢. To prevent water pollution caused by erosion,
sedimentation., nutrient and pesticide run-off, and waste
dispousal facilities and to encourage retention and
snhancenent of shore vegetation cover, including diversity
of native species, age distribution. and ground cover
density to provide a protected buffer and pollution filter
strip along the river bank as required in other important
riverine corridors and as recommended in numercus
pollution prevention studies.

d. To conserve the acological, water supply and flood storage
functions of the River's flood plain, and related
groundwater table and agquifer recharge areas and to
protect life, public safety and property from flooding
hazards, especially within the River's flood hazard areas
as defined and protected under the Flood Plain Overlay
District Regulations.

e. To protect valuable fisheries and wildlife habitat within
and along the FParmington River., as cited in various
documents including the Farmington Wild and Scenic River
study {Draft Eligibility Report, August, 1969) and the
State Comprensive Outdoor Recreation Plan.

f. To conserve and enbance the natural scenic and topographic
conditions in the river corridor and its enviromnmental
quality recognizing that these are vital to the economic
and environmental health of the Town and, to preserve the
natural scenic quality of the River by maintaining wvhere
possible screening of man-made structures from the River
view.

g. To carry out the recommendations of the Town Plan of
Development and the State Plan of Conservatioa and
Development and to prevent UNNeCcessary or eXxcessive
expenditures of municipal funds for services and utilities
which might be required as a result of improper
development of land within the Uistrict.

B - i E 0 igt

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District shall consist
of the West Branch of the Farmington River through the Town of
Hartland and a contiguous and parallel Buffer Strip, defined
as an area extending one hundred feet (100') measured

landward and horizontally from both edges of the river bed as
cutlined on the map entitled "Farmington River Protection
Overlay District.” The edge of the river bed is defined as
that mark along the river's edge vhere the presence and action
of waters are so common and usual, and are so long continued

.in all ordinary years, as to produce soil and/or vegetation

types which are distinct from that of the abutting upland.
""
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Where there is a question or dispute over the District
boundary, the Town's Building Inspector shall determine the
precise location of the river bed and district boundary at any
given location, Property owners who own land within the
Pistrict shall not incur liability for any expense in
determining the district boundary.

€ - General

Applications for proposed actjivities within the District shall
be subject to the following standards and requirements in
addition to the Town of Hartland Zoning and Wetland
Regulations. No site alterations, regrading, filling, or
clearing of vegetation may be conducted prior to submission of
an application for a zoning permit or Special Exception permit
as required under these regulations, and any such alterations
shall be a violation of these Regulations which shall be
subject to the penalties provided under Connecticut General
Statutes.

P - Basic Reguirements and Limitations

Within this overlay District all uses allowed in the
ynderlying zoning district shall be subject to the following
limitations unless otherwise provided for as a Bpecial
Exception or Permitted Activity under this regulation.

The following activities shall be prohibited within the
District:

a. construction of nev building(s} or structure{s} or
addition to an existing building or structure;

b. construction of a mew septic system (including septic
tank, leach fields and reserve leach fields) or any other
type of waste disposal system:

¢. dredging or removal of sand, gravel or other earth
waterials, including dumping or filling;

d. cutting or removal of trees, shrubs or other vegetation
within the Buffer Strip, or

e. camping or outdoor fires within the Buffer Strip, unless
conducted under peramission from the particular landowner
and in accordance with any other applicable ordinances of
the Town of Hartland,

E - fpecjal Exceptjons

Uses and activities allowed in the underlying zoming district
may be permitted by the Planning and Zoning Commission as a
Special Exception subjert to the above general requirements
and limitations, the general standards and requirements of the
Hartland Zoning Regulations, rand only upon compliance with the
following specific conditions, standards and requirements.

-3~

F - Special Exceptjon for the development of a lot exjisting at
t im t on of this requlation, where there
is no established prinpcipral bujldin nd whjch lot

i e in compliance with Zoni and Subdivis

Regulations of e wh of Har nd.

a. Conditions: Where there is a lot which existed at the time
of the effective date ¢of this regulation which did not
have an existing principal building or use, and provided
that either of the following conditions are met, the
Commission will approve development within the Buffer
Strip as a Special Exception subiject to the specific
gtandards and Requirements contained in subparagraph b.
below:

1. said lot does not contain sufficient depth for a Buffer
8trip as defined herein: or

2. said lot contains sufficient depth for a Buffer Strip,
but does not contain sufficient additional land to permit
establishing a building or use of the lot, as otherwise
permitted in the underlying zoning distriect.

p. Standards and Requirements

1. The applicant shall; (a}submit a Site Plan in accordance
with Hartland Zoning Regulations, and (blprovide
documentation that proves that the above conditions apply
to the land in question and that the proposed use or
activity has been designed to minimize disturbance within
the Buffer Strip.

2. The Commission shall not permit a reduction of the Buffer
8trip by more than is necessary to provide for the
establishment of a principal building., structure or use
permitted in the underlying zoning éistrict and for
necessary accessory buildings and structures.

3. In no case shall the Commission permit the total area
within the Buffer Strip which is to be improved, regraded
or disturbed to equal or exceed fifty percent (50%) of
the total area of the Buffer Strip on any such existing

lot.
G - gpecija X the exten rL_en e
exigting strugtures t exis ots within the
Buffer Strip.

a. Conditions: Where there is a principal building or
structure located within the Buffer Strip, and both the
building or structure and the lot on which it is located
existed on the effective date of this Regulation, the
Comnission will grant a Special Exception permitting such

-4




building or structure to be extended or enlarged within
the Buffer Strip, subject to the following standards and
requirements:

b. Standards and Requirements:

1. The applicant shall submit a Site Plan and shall also
provide documentation proving (althat the above
conditions apply and (blthat the proposal is designed to
minimize disturbance within the Buffer Strip, especially
within the area between the River and the existing
building or structure.

2. In no case shall the Commission permit the existing and
proposed area which is or will be improved. regraded or
disturbed to egual or exceed fifty percent (50%} of the
total area of the Buffer Strip on any such existing lot.

c. Nothing in this section shall prohibit the erdinary repair
and waintenance of existing buildings or structures within
the District, provided all other applicable Town building
and zoning regulations are complied with, and provided
also that such repair and maintenance does not result in
an extension or enlargement of existing structures.

H- aval of r

The Commission may permit by Special Exception the cutting of
timber for forestry management purposes provided that such
cutting is performed in accordance with an approved forest
management plan prepared by a qualified forester licensed in
the State of Connecticut. which plan shall be submitted with
the application., The Cosmission may impose any additional
conditions deemed necesszary in order to protect the District
for the purposes states in Section A above,

I- moval of ¥ tat r F ed View of Rive

The Commission may permit by Bpecial Exception the selective
pruning or removal of trees, shrubs, and other vegetation to
allow for the ecreation of a view of the River, provided that
such shall only be a filtered view of the River designed to
provide reasonable visual access to the River while
paintaining.to the greatest extent possible, a natural screen
of pan-made structures and objects and cotherwise furthering
the purposes of this regulation. Any application for a Special
Exception Permit pursuant to this Section I shall include a
specific plan for the proposed pruning or removal delineating
the particular trees to be atfected and the location ef such
trees within the Buffer Strip. Where such plan involves
removal of any tree in excess of 1" diameter at breast height.

-5

the plan shall be prepared by a qualified forester licensed in
the State of Connecticut.

Jd - cial Exce n 1t Improvem

The Commission may permit by Special Exception a municipal
improvement which unavoidably must encroach upon the Buffer
Strip provided the Town demonstates that there is no practical
alternative for the provision of the needed utility or
improvement outside of the District and that all reascnable
measures will be taken to minimize the adverse impact of such
improvement.

K - Bpecjal Exceptiop for Fire Prevention Fagiljties

The Commission may permit by Special Exception the
installation of a Fire Preventjion Facility consistent with the
other provislons of this Regulation.

L - ivities itted withip the Distrjct Without a Zoninmn

BPermit

The following activities may be carried out within the
District without the necessity of a zoning permit.

a. The selective pruning or removal of trees or shrubs to:

1. Maintain a pre-existing view of the River from a
principal structure;

2. Provide foot access to the River by means of an
unizproved and unpaved path which meanders down to the
River in accordance with the natural contours of the
property in question;

3. Remove dead, diseased, unsafe or fallen trees and noxious
plants and shrubs in such a wmanner as to minimize
disturbance of other vegetation within the area:;

4. Maintain, repair or expand an existing primary
structure or accessory use as long as the
vegetation is not removed within twenty feet {20°*)
from the edge of & graded area; and

5. For these purposes and wherever permitted under
i this regulation, selective pruning and/or removal
shall be done in a manner that;

{A) promotes stream bank stabilization and erosion

contrel by maintaining stump and root structure
to the maximum extent possible, and
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(B) provides the greatest possible screening of man-
made structur :s and objects as seen from the River.

b. Grading or other surface alterations necessary for an
existing primary use of a lot, provided that it is done in
such a way as to minimize disturbance of vegetation and of
other natural features in accordance with the purposes of
this regulation. In no case shall the area affected by
such grading or alteration equal or exceed 50% of the area
of such lot located within the Buffer Strip.

¢. Planting of perennial native species in the Buffer Strip
is permitted and encouraged, especially where exposed soil
and steep slopes exist, provided that such planting is
otherwise completed in accordance with the other
provisions of this Regulation,

d. Other Permitted Activities:
1. Surveying and Boundary posting.

2. Non-intensive and non-commercial recreational uses not
requiring structures, such as hunting, fishing, and
hiking.

3. Family garden plots as acCessory to a residential use.

4. Continuation of farming activity which is in exisgtence
as of the effective date of this Regulation.

5. Emergency Operations.

6. Fish and wildlife management practices according to a
plan approved by the County Conservaion Director.

This amended regulation and the map entitled "Farmington River
Protection Overlay District" which is adopted herein by
reference, shall become effective 15 days after publication of
a summary thereof pursuant to the provisions of the General
Statutes, Sectionm 7-157, in 2 newspaper having a substantial
circulation in the Town of Hartland.

pated in Hartland, Comnhecticut, this_a_ZHfay °f_94&%_

1992

Received for record:
on: #
Steplien W. Bibeaun, Chairman
By:
Onomn Cleck .

Planning & Zoning Commission
Town of Hartland, Connecticut

-7-

b-q «



Amendments to the Barkhamsted Zoning Regulations concerning
Farmington River Protection Qverlay District

{Adopted by the Barkhamsted Planning & Zoning Commission, 7/25/91)

* 193-64. Farmington River Protection Oveglay District

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District shall be
defined as the Farmington River within the Town of
Barkhamsted including the are within the River's ordinary
high water marks and a contiguous and parallel buffer
strip which together constituete a cultuzally signlificant
and environmentally sensltive river corridor. All use and
activities established after the effective date of this
regulation shall be in accordance with the standards and
requirements in this regulation which are established to
accomplish the following publicly recognized purposes:

(1) PURPOSES

a. To establish standards and requirements for the use
and conservabion of the Distriect in recognition of
the River's ellgibility for designation under the
Mational Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and in
furtherance of the Town's resolution datad Qctober
30, 1990 and to contribute to the regicnal
conservation of the River Corrider.

b. To prevent any alterations to the natural flow of
the River in order to maintain its ecological,
recreational, aesthetic and other qualities such as
documented in the Farmington River National Wild
and Scenic River Study and other £federal, State and
local documents relating to the Farmington River.

c. To prevent water pollution caused by erosion,
sedimentation, nutrient or pesticide run-off, and
waste dispesal facilitlies and to encourage
retention and enhancement of shore vegetative
cover, including diverslity of native species, age
distribution, and ground cover density to provide a
protected buffer and pollution f£ilter strip along
the River bank as required in other important
river corridors and as recommended in numerous
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h.

pollution prevention studies, such as published by
the Smithsonian Environmental Rasearch Cente:z

To conserve the ecological, water supply and flood
storage functions of the River's flood plain, and
telated groundwater table and aguifer rechacge
areas and to protect life, public safety and
property Erom f£looding hazards, especjally within
the River's flood hazards areas as defined and -
protected under the Flood Plain Overlay District
as defined and ragulated under Sectisn %01 of
these Regulations;

To protect valuable fisheries and wildlife habitat
within and along the Farmington River, as cited

in various documents including the Farmington Wild
and Scenic River Study (Draft Eligibillity Report,
August, 198%) and the State Comprehensive CGutdoor
Recreation Plan;

To conserve and ernhance the natural scenic and
topographic conditions in the River corrider and
its environmental quality recognizing that these
are vital to the .acénomic and environmental health
of the Town and, to preserve the natural scenic¢
quality of the River by maintaining whare possible
screening of mapn-made structures from the River
view; and,

To carry out the recommendations of the Tawn Plan
of Development and the State Plan of Conservation
and Development and to prevent unnecessary or
excessive expenditures of municipal Funds for
services and utilities which might be reqguired as a
reszult of improper development of land within the
District, .

Definition of the Boundaries of the Distriet

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District shall
consist of the following areas:

(1) The River which shall be defined as the ars=a

between the ordinary high water mark on each.
side of the River., The ordinary high water mark
is that mark aleng the River's edge wherz the
presence and action of wakters are so common aad
usual, and are so leng continued in all ordinary
Years, as tq produce scil and/otr vagetation
types which are distinct from that of the
abutting upland.

(2) A Buffer Strip consisting of one hundred feet

{100’} measured landward and horizoatally from
the ordinary high water mark as defined above.
6t




Where there is a question or dispute over the
District boundary, the Commission may require an
applicant to have the ordinary high water mark
determined by a certified soil scientist and if
necessary the boundary shall be shown on a site
plan prepared by a Connecticut Registered Land
Surveyor.

I. General

Within the District the following standards and
requirements shall apply. These shall be in addition
to the requirements of the underlying Zoning District.
Site alterations, regrading, filling, or clearing of
vegetation before submission of an application for a
zoning permit or Special Exception permit as required
under this regulation shall be violation of these
Regulations and subject to the penalties as provided
under Connecticut General Statues.

j. Basic Reguirements and Limitations

Within this overlay District all uses allowed in

the underlying zoning district shall be subject to the
following general regquirements and limitations unless
otherwise provided for as a Special Exception or
Permitted Activity under this regulation.

{l1) No use shall resuylt in:

~ an impoundment, dam or other obstruction
to the flow of the Farmington Rliver,

- A new building or structure or additien
to an existing bullding or structure,

~ @& new septic system (including septic
tank, l1each fields and reserve leach
fields) or any other type of waste disposal
systam, of

- dredging or removal of sand, gravel or
other earth materials, nor dumping or
filling.

(2} No use or activity shall be permitted which
involves cutting or removal cof trees, shrubs
or other vegetation in the Buffer Strip.

k. Special Exception

Uses and activities allowed in the underlying zoning
district may be permitted as a Special Exception
subject to the above general requirements and
limitations, the general standards and requiremsnts of
section 133-47 of these Regulations and only under

the following specific conditions, standards and
regquirements,

1. Special Except.on for the Development of a lot
62

—

existing at the time of the adoption of this
regulation where there is nc established principal
building or use.

(1) Conditions: Where there is a lot which
existed at the time of the effective date of
this regulation (8/18/91) ard

- said lot has no principal building or use,
and .

- said lot does not contzin sufficient depth
3 buffer strip as dafined herein,or

- 3said lot contains sufficient land for the
buffer strip but does not contain sufficient
additional depth to permit establishing a
building oz use of the lot permitted in the
underlying zoning district:

Under these conditions the Commission may approve
development within the buffer strip as a Speclal
Exception subject to the following specific standards
and requiraments.

{2} Standards and Ragquirements
a. The applicant shall submit a site plan zad
pravide documentation that the above
¢onditions apply and that the proposal ls
designed te¢ minimize disturbance within
the buffer strip.

b. The Commission shall permit a reduction of
the buffer strip by ne more than is
necessary to provide for establishment of
a principle building, structure or use
permitted In the underlying zoning
district and for necessary accessory
buildings and structures.

¢. In no cases shall the Commission permit the
total area within the buEfer strip which
iz to be improved, regraded or disturbed
to equal or exceed £1Ety percent (50%) of
the total area of the buffer strip eon any
such existing lot.

d. In on case shall the Commission permit any
point of such improved, regraded or
disturbed area be closed to the ordinary
high water mark than a distance equal to
50% of the mean lot depth as measured from
the ordinary high water mark boundary of
the lot to the lot line which is most
opposikte said water mark,

m.Special Exception for the extension or
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n.

enlargement of existing structures located on
existing lots within the Buffer Strip.

(1) Conditions: Where there is a principle
building or structure located within the Buffer
strip, and both the building or structure and
the lot on which it is located existed on the
effective date of this regulation. Under these
conditions such building or structure may be
extended or enlarged within the Buffer Stvip
by Spectal Exception approved by the Commission
subject to the following standards and
reguirements.

{2} Standards and Requirements:

a. The applicant shall submit a site plan and
provided documentation that the above
conditions apply and that the proposal is
designed to minimize disturbance within the
Buffer Strip, especially between the River
and the existing building or structure.

b. In no case shall the Commission permit the
existing and propesed area which is or will
be improved, regraded or disturbed to egual
or exceed f£ifty percent (50%) of the total
area of the Buffer Strip on any such
existing lot,

Nothing in this section shall prohiblit or require
a permit for the ordlnary repair and maintenance
of existing bulldings or structuzes within the
Distzrick.

Removal of Timber.

The Commission may permit by special exception the
cutting of timber Eor forestry management purposes
provided that such cutting is performed in
accordance with an approved forest management plan
prepared by a qualified forester which shall be
submitted with the application. The Commission
may impose any additional conditions necessary to
satisfy the purposes of this regulation.

Removal of Vegetation for Filter View of River

The Commission may permit by Special Excepktion the
selective pruning or removal of trees, shrubs and
other vegetation to allow for the creation of a
view of the Rliver, provided that such shall only be
a filtered view of the Rlver designed to provide
reasonable visual access to the River while
matntaining, to the greatest sxtent passible, a
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natural screen of man-made strucktures and objects
and otherwise Eurthering the purposes cof this
regulation. Where such plan involves removal of
trzee in excess of 4 inch diameter at breast hesight,
the plan shall be prepared by a qualified forester.

p. Special Exception for Municipal Improvement

The Commission may permit a Special Exception for a
municipal improvement (such as a water line, sewer
line or naeded recreational facility, necessary
public access, eg. handicapped access ramp} which
unavoidably must encroach upon the Buffer Strip or
be locgéted within the high water mark area provided
the Town demonstrates that there is no practical
alternative for the provision of the needed utility
or improvement cutside of the District and that all
measures will be taken to minimize the adverse
impact of such improvement.

g. Activities Permitted within the District Without a
Zocning Permit

The following activities may be carried out within
the District without the necessity of a zoning
permit.

(1) The selective pruning or removal of trees or

shrubs to:

2. Maintain an existing view of the River from
a principle structure;

b. Provide foot acceas to the River by means of
a path which meanders down to the River;

c. Remove dead, diseased, unsafe or fallen trees
and noxious plants and shrubs, and

d. Promote the health and vitality of existing
vegetation.

For these purposes and wherever permitted vnder this -

regulation, selective pruning and/or remeval shall be

done In a manner that:

~ promotes streambank stabilization and erosion
control by maintaining stump and root structure
wherever possible, and

- provides the greatast possible screening of man
made structures and gobjects.

{2) Planting of perennial native species in the Buffer
Strip is permitted and encourage, especlally where
exposed soil and steep slopes exist.

{3) Other Permitted Activities.
Activities considered gernerally compatible with the
purposes of this reqgulation shall include following

€5 ___J




and similar activities:

-

Surveying and Boundary posting, including fences
for the purpose of marking boundary lines subject
to the limitations of Section 193-3¢ of these
regulations.

Hon-intensjive and non-commercial recreational
uses not requiring structures, such as hunting,
fishing an hiking.

Family garden plots as accessory to a residentlal
use.

-Contingation of a farming activity which is in

existence on the effective date of this
regulation,

Fire prevention activities,

Emergency operations.

Fish and wildlife managemant practices according
to a plan approved by the County Conservation
District.

-



Proposed Zoning Amendment for the Town of
Kew Hartford, Comnecticut

ARTICLE VI SECTION 17 FARMINGTON RIVER PROTECTION OVERLAY DiSTRICT

Qveryiew
The Farmington River Protection Overlay District ("District”) shall be defined as the
Farmington River (west branch and mainstem) within the Town of New Hartford

including a contiguous and parallel buffer strip which together conatitute & culturally
pignificant and environmentally sensitive river corridor.

This regulation establishes standards and requirements for the use and conservation
of land and water within the District in recognition of the river’s eligibility for
designation under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act The regulation also
contributes to the regional conservation of the river corridor. .

The standards and requirements of this regulation are based on the Draft Eligibility
and Classification Report (August 1989) and the Draft Evalustion of Existing

Regulations (June 1990) prepared by The National Park Service under the auspices
of the Farmington River Wild and Scenic Study Committee.

Burpose
The purposes of the Farmington River Protection Overlay District are to:
a Protect life, public safety and property from flooding hazards;

b. Pravent any alterations to the natural flow of the river in order to maintain its
recrestional opportunities, environmental attributes, and historic features;

. Prevent water pollution caused by erosion, sedimentation, nutrient or pesticide
runoff, and poorly sited waste disposal facilities;

d. Enhance and preserve existing scenic or environmentaily sensitive areas along
the shoreline;
e Congerve shore cover and encourage environmentally sensitive developments;

£ Prederve and maintain the groundweter table and water recharge aress.

£ Conserve the river’s flood plain to maintain its vital ecological and flood storage
functions,

h, Protect fisheries and wildlife habitat within and along the river.

Page 2
Scope of Authorjty
The Farmington River Protection Overlay District shall be superimposed on the other
districts established by these regulations. All existing regulations including the Téwn's
flood plain rexulauons and the Zoning Regulations applicable to such underlying

districts, shall remasin in effect, except that where the Farmington River Protection
Overlay District imposes additional regulations, such regulations shall prevail.

District Boundasi

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District is designed to protect the entire
length of the west branch and mainstem of the Farmington River within the Town of
New Hartford and that ares within one hundred feet (100"} measured landward from
both edges of the river bed as more described in paragraph 5 and as more
particularly described on map entitled "Parmington River Protection Overlay District”.
The edge of the river bed is defined as that mark along the river’s edge where the
presence and action of water are s0 common and ususl, and are so Jong continued in
all ordinary years, as to produce soil and/or vegetation types which are distinct from
that of the abutting upland.

%wer Protectmn Standard.s and Pro!nblbed Uses

All uses in the Farmington River Protection Overlay District are permitted as provided
for in any underlying district, except that the following standards shall apply:

a A Bulffer 8trip, defined a8 an area extending one hundred feet (100°) landward
from both edges of the river hed shall be requived for all lots within the
Farmington River Protection Overlay District. If any st existing at the time
of adoption of thiz regulstion does not contain sufficient depth, measured
landward from the edge of the river bed to provide a buffer strip one hundred
feet (100" in depth, and to allow the establishment or maintenance of a use
otherwize permitted in the underlying zoning district, then the Buffer Strip
may be reduced to no less than fifty percent (50%) of the available lot depth,
measured landward from the edge of the river bed, upon receipt of a special
permit from the Commission. In acting upon any special permit application
under this section, the Commission shall not reduce the Buffer Strip beyond
an amoeunt reasonably necessary to accommodate an otherwise permitted land
use.
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Page 3

Special permit applications for modifications to the standards in this paragraph
may be made by Owners of lots recorded as of October 31, 1991, Applications
may seek exemption or modification of the District standards. In considering
such applications, the Commission shall be guided by the following:

1, the extent to which there are other lecations on the property heyond the
District limits for the use or structure or activity intended;

2. the extent to which the configuration, elevation, and location of the property
enable the propesed use o be in harmony with the purposes of the District;

3. the extent to which the proposed modifications and/or exemptions are the
minimal‘needed to accommodate an otherwise permitted use.

Neo new buildings or atructures 'shall be erected within, or moved into, the
Buffer Strip, Buildings and structures existing within the Buffer Strip on the
effective date of this regulation may be maintained, repaired, improved and
enlarged provided it is done in such a way s as to minimize disturbance of
vegetation and other natural features in accordance with the purposes of this
regulation. Where there is construction and/or grading, the removal of trees
or shrubs further than 20 feet from the edge of a foundation, or 5 feet from the
edge of a graded area shall he considered disturbance of vegetation and other
naiural features.

New on-site septic systems, inchuding both primary and reserve areas, may not
be located within the Buffer Strip. Repairs to extsting septic systems may be
allowed within the Buffer Strip.

Dredging or removal of sand, gravel, or other earth materials, as well as
dumping, Glling, or other alterations, are prohibited between the edges of the
river bed on each side of the Farmington River.

Excavation or removal of sand, gravel or other earth material within the Buffer
Strip shall be prohibited. Grading or other surface alterations necessary for the
primary use of the lot may bs pe‘formed within the Buffer Strip provided that
it is done in such a way as to minimize disturbance of vegetation and other
natural features in accordance with the purposes of this regulation.

To minimize ergsion, stabilize the riverbank, protect water gquality, keep
nutrients out of the water, maintain water temperature at natural levels,
preserve fish and wildlife habitat, screen man-made structures where possible,
and also to preserve aesthetic values of the natural river area, vegetation shall
be maintained within the Buffer Strip. Clear cutting of trees and shrubs is
prohibited within the Buffer Strip. Trees and shrubs may be selectively pruned
or removed to achieve 4 filtered view of the river from the principal building
or structure, and for reasonable private access to the river.

Page 4

Pruning and removal activities shall ingsure that (1) the stump and root
structure remain in place to provide for streambank stabilization and erosion
control and (2) paths to the river shall meander down to the river’s edge in a
manner which protects the seil and.vegetation from erosion while also
screening man-made structures and vehicles where possible. Dead, diseased,
unsafe or fallen trees and noxious plants and shrubs may be removed. Planting
of perennial native species in the Buffer Strip is encouraged, especially where
exposed soil and steep slopes exist.

In no case shall removal of vegetstion or grading of land exceed that permitted
by the Inland Wetlands Commission,

£ No impoundments, dams or other gbstructions to the flow of the
Farmington River may be located within the District.

h. Nothing in this regulation shall prohibit the construction, installation or
maintenance of sewer pipes, storm drain pipes, utility poles, sewer plants,
bridges or other municipal projects or utilities, provided that the construction
mddemgnofthesepmechGoruhhhesmdonemsuchawaysoastommnmma
disturbance of vegetation and other natural features in accordance with the
purposes of this regulation.

6. Additional Site Plan Approvsl Criteria

In addition to existing site plan approval criteria reguired in the subdivision
regulations and Zoning Regulations, the Planning and Zoning Comumission shall
consider whether the proposed use or uses are so located or arranged as to minimize
disturbance of vegetation and other natural features within the Farmington River
Protection Distriet.

7. Application Procedures

a None of the uses regulated under paragraph 5 shall be commenced until the
Zoning Enforcement Officer haa issued a zoning permit for such use,

b. Any application involving the disturbance of more than 2,500 square feet of
lend within the Buffer Strip shall require an application for site plan approval
by the Commission.

e Modifications or exemptions as noted in paragraph 5 shall require a special
permit.

Adopted: 11/13/91

0or-4 «



SECTION 5% - FARMINGTON RIVER PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT

59.1

59.2

$9.1

59.4

59.5

General Provisions:

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District
(herinafter "FRPO District"} is a protected corridor
of water and land aloung the entire length of the
Farmington River within the Town of Canton consisting
of the River and certain shoreline environs- as
specified herein and on the Zoning Map of Canton.
This regulation shall apply to all such areas within
the protected corridor of the Farmington River which
constitutes a culturally significant and
environmentally sensitive area.

The FRPO District overlaps other 2zoning distriets,
and, in all cases of land use in an area governed by
river protection regulations as well as other zoning
regulations, the @more restrictive will take
precedence.

Gite alterations, regrading, filling or clearing of
vegetation before approval of Application for a
Certificate of Zoning Compliance, Special Exception
application, Site Development Plan or olher permit as
required under this regulation shall be a violation of
these Regulations and subject to penalties as provided
under Connecticut General Statutes.

The FRPO District is identified in part in the
Farmington Wild and 8cenic River Btudy's Draft
Evaluation of Existing Protection dated June 1930 and
further on the 2onimg Map of <Canton, and any
subsequent revisions thereto are adopted by reference
and declared to be a part of this regulation.

Purpose and Objective: The Farmington River is a
major geographic feature of the Town calling for wise
use, conservation and development of its resources in
a way that preserves its special qualities for Canton
and the larger watershed community.

59.5.1 It is the purpose of the FRPO District to
promote the public health, safety, and general
welfare and to minimize public and private
loss due to excessive or insensitive use of
the river corridor by:

a. establishing standards and requirements
for the use and conservation of the FRPO
District in recognition of tlre River's
eligibility for designation under the
National Wild and Scenic kivers Act and in

furtherance of the Town's resolution of
July 30, 1991, about the Farmington River,
and by contributing to the regional
conservation ¢f the River corridor.

preventing any alterations to the natural
flow of the River, excluding the reach of
the river below the upper dam in
Cellinsville, in order to maintain its
ecological, recreational, aesthetic and
other qualities such as are documented in
the Farmington Wild and Scenic River Study
and other federezl, S8tate and local
documents relating to the Farmington
River;

preventing or reducing water pollution
caused by erosion, sedimentation, nutrient
or pesticide run-off, and waste disposal
facilities, in part by encouraging
retention and enhancement of shore
vegetative cover, including diversity of
native species, age distribution, and
ground cover density that provides a
protected buffer and pollution filter
gtrip along the River bank as required in
other important rjverine corridors and as
recommended in numerous pollution
prevention studies, such as published by
the Smithsonian Environmental Research
Center, and giving due regard to those
decisions of the 1Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Agency that prevent water
pollution.

conserving the ecological, water supply
and flood storage functions of the River's
flood plain, and related groundwater table
and aquifer recharge areas and by
protecting 1life, public safety and
property from flooding hazerds, especially
within the River's flood hazards areas as
defined and protected under the Flood
Plain District as defined and regulated
under Section 33 of these Regulations;

protecting valuable fisheries and wildlife
habjitat within and along the Farmington
River, as cited in various documents
including the Farmington Wild and Scenic
River Study and the state Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Plan;
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5%.6

f. conserving and enhancing the natural
scenic and topographic conditions in the
river corridor and its environmental
quality, recognizing that these are wvital
to the economic and environmental health
of the Town and, to preserve the natural
scenic quality of the River by maintaining
where possible screening of man-made
structures from the River view; and,

g. carrying out the recommendations of the
Town Plan of Development and the State
Plan of Conservation and Development and
by preventing wunnecessary or excessive
expenditures of municipal funds for
service and wutilities which might ©be
required as a result of inappropriate
development of land within the district,

District Boundaries: The Farmington River Protection
Overlay District is defined as being all of the River
in its entire length throughout Canton and between the
ordinary high water mark on each side of the River
plus additienal shorel}ine and upland areas for a width
of 100 feet measuring landward and horizontally from
the ordinary high water mark and extending lineally
along the entire west side of the River, and lineally
upstream along the east side of the river beginning
from 2 line perpendicular to the River and tangent to
Connecticut Coordinate Sytem wvalue N. 356822.67 E.
553123,10¢ and as shown on the map entitled
"Farmington River Protection Overlay District” dated
February 7, 1992.

59.6.)1 The ordimary high water mark is that point or
series of points along the River's edge where
the presence and action of water are so common
as to produce soil and/or vegetation types
vwhich are distinct frow that of the abutting
upland. )

55.6,2 Where there is a questjon or dispute over the
FRPO District boundary, the Commission may
require an applicant to have the ordinary high
water mark determined by a certified soil
scientist, and if necessary the boundary shall
be shewn on & site plan prepared by a
Connecticut registered land surveyor.

59.6.3 Extension of Use. Where conditions of Para
59.8.1 exist, the Commission shall permit an
extension of an underlying use by no more than
is necessary into the required shoreline and
upland area to provide for establishment of a
principle building, structure or use permitted

59.7

in the wunderlying zoning district and for
necessary accessory building and structures.

a. In no case shall the Commission permit the
total area within the required shoreline
and upland area which is to be improved,
regraded or disturbed to equal or exceed
fifty percent (50%) of the total area of
the required shoreline and upland area on
any such existing lot, nor shall any point
of such improved, regraded or disturbed
area be closer to the ordinary high water
mark than a distance equal to 50% of the
mean lot depth as measured from the
ordinary high water mark boundary of the
lot to the lot line which is most opposite
sald water mark.

Permitted Uses in the FRPO District: The following
uses are permitted by right in the FRPO District to
the extent they are not prohibited by any other
ordinance or regulation and provided no "alteration”
takes place which would result in any outcome
contravening the General Provisions and the River
Frotection Standards of this Section. As used herein
the term "alteridtion” means any wman-made change to
improved or unimproved real estate, including but not
limited to buildings or structures of any nature,
storage of waterials, fences or barriers of any
nature, mining, dredging, filling, grading. paving,
excavating, drilling o1 clearing of vegetation.

59.7.1 Selectjive pruping or removal of trees to:

a. maintain a filter view of the River Irom a
principal structure;

b. provide pedestrian access to the River by
means of a meandering foot path;

c. remove dead, diseased, unsafe or fallen
trees and noxious plants and shrubs; and,

d. promote the health and vitality of
existing vegetation.

e¢. Also see Sec. 59.8.4

59.7.2 a erenial native specie in the
shoreline and upland areas within the District
is permitted and encouraged, especially where
exposed s0il and steep slopes exist.
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59.8

59.7.3 Other permitted activitiesand uses considered
generally compatible with the purposes of this
Section shall include the following and
similar activities:

a. surveying and boundary posting, including
fences for the purpose of marking
boundaries lines subject to the provisions
of Para. B.4 of these Regulations;

b. non-intensive and non-commercial uses not
requiring structures or Site Development
Plans pursuant to Para. 59.13, except that
organized limited water events held for
the purposes of show, competition or other
social benefit may be allowed with a
Permit issued by the Zoning Commission:

c. maintenance of existing residential
accessory uses incuding lawns, gardens,
play areas and scaled water supplies with
encouragement of buffer plantings;

d. {fire prevention activities and emergency
cperations necessary for safety or
protection of property;

e, fish and wildlife wmanagement practices
according to a plan approved by the Coutny
Conservation District; andg,

f. continuation of a farming activity which
is in existence on the effective date of
this regulation.

Special Exception Uses as permitted by the Zoning
Commission. All permitted uses as provided in the
underlying zoning district may be permitted only by
Special Exception in the FRPO District subject to the
General Provisions and River Protection Standards of
this Section and to the provisions of Section 52 of
these Regulations. Other Special Exception uses shall
be:

5%.8.1 Development ¢f a lot existing but with no
principal building or use at the time of the
adoption of this Section {February 7, 1992},
where the J}ot does not contain sufficient
depth for the required shoreline and upland
area within the District, or where the lot
contains sufficient land for the required
shoreline and upland area but does not contain
sufficient -additional depth to permit

59.8.2

59.8.3

59.8.4

59.8.5

establishing a building. siructure or use ot
the lot permited in the wunderlying zoning
district. {See Para. 59.11, Approval)

Enlargement of existing structures and
buildings on an existing lot and within the
upland portion of the District when subject to
the criteria of Para. 59.8.1.

a. After granting a special exception. no
additional square footage shall be added
to the same structure or building.

Removal of ber including the cutting of
timber for forestry management purposes. Buch
cutting must be performed in accordance with a
forest management plan prepared by a qualified
forester and submitted with an application for
Special Exception, and must be consistant with
the vegetative cutting provisions of the
Inland Wet)and and Watercourses Agency
regulations. Also see Sec. 59.11.lc.

Removal of vegetation to create a filtereq
view of the River by selective pruning or
removal of trees, shrubs and other vegetation
to allow for reasonable visual access to the
River while maintaining, to the greatest
extent possible, a natural screen of man-made
structures or objects as viewed from the
river, and otherwise furthering the purposes
of this Section.

a. Where such activity involves removal of
any tree in excess of 4" diameter at
breast height, a plan shall bhe prepared by
a gualified forester.

State, munjcjpal and guasi municipal
improvements and operations which unavoidably

must encroach into the FRPO District, provided
that there is neo practical or feasible
alternative for the provision of the needed
improvement or operation outside of the FRPO
District and that al) measures will be taken
to minimize the adverse impact of such
improvement or cperations as:

a. In place rehabilitation, replacement or
upgrading of existing infrastructure
elements including bridges, water, sewer
and power lines, and drainage facilities.

» £1-4



59.9

59.10

59.11

b. Enlargement, relocation, cor redistribution
of highway maintenance facilities or those
uses permitted under Para. 21.2.2.

¢, Community facilities that enhance and rely
upon river resources for their purpose ang
function.

59.8.6 Rehabilitation, replacement or upgrading of
existing canals, mill ponds and dams
generally, but also incorporating fish ladders
and hydroelectric facilities.

Prohibited Uses: All wuses and activities not
specifically allowed as permitted uses or Special
Exceptionh uses in Paras 59.7 and 59.8 above are
prohited

Definitions: Unless specifically defined below, words
or phrases used in this ordinance shall be interpreted
so as to give them the meaning they have in common
usage and to give this regulation its most reasonable
application

59.10.1 "Underlying Distriet” is the zone that exists
beneath the FRPO District on the zoning map.

59.10.2 "Upland Area” is that portion of the District
which lies between the ordinary high water
mark and the landward edge of the District
fe.g. 100 landward from the ordinary high
water mark}.

River Protection Standards: Applications shall be
prepared according to the following standards:

54.11.1 In reviewing an application for Special
Exception within the FRPO District:

a. The applicant shall submit a Site Plan and
provide documentation that the above
conditions apply and that the proposal is
designed to minimize disturbance within
the FRPO District, especially between the
River and the existing building or
structure.

b. In no case shall the Commission permit the
existing and proposed area which is or
will be improved, regraded or disturbed,
including during censtruction, to equal or
exceed fifty percent {(50%) of the total
area of the FRPO DRistrict on any such
existing lot.

59.12

59.13

¢. Clear cutting of trees and shrubs is
prohibited.

Approval: Applications may be approved according to
the following:

59.12.1In acting upon an application for Special
Exception within the FRPO District, the
Commission will consider such issues as:

a. Standards set forth in Section 52.
b. The general provisions, purposes and

objectives of this section.

Site Development Plans: All applications for a
Special Exception shall include a 8ite Development
Plan as described in Section 51 of these regulations.

Add to Section 4:

FRPO - Farmington River Protection Overlay District
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TOWNK OF TOLLAND

SPECIAL TOWK MEETING
e X, 1991

Masting called o order &t 7:05 pom 2l voters in attendance

Article 8. Proposed Zoming Mwendoent for the Town of Tolland,
MASSMCTIERESS .

Seccaon V of the Zoning By-laws of che Town of Tolland,
Massachuswtts shall

be arencded o include the Famington
Rivar Precection Discrice:

FARNINGTOR RIVER PRUTECTION DISTRICT

Hitboke

The purposes of the Farnington River Protectlon blstriet kre kot

;. Protect life and property from flooding:

Pravent any sliterations to the naturel flow of the river;
c., liottet tisheries and wildlite babitat within and along the
tiver?

d. Control srosion snd miltetion:
%. Enhance and preserve existin

g scenic or envi
. sengitivs wresas slong the shorsline; virenmentally

Consetve shore cover and encourage well-designed

developments;

g. Prevent vater pollvtion caused by
nukrisnt or pesticide
facilitien.

erosicen, sedimentation,

Ecopt of Autherity

sington River Protection District is an overlsy district
::; :;:11 gl superisposed on the other districts established by
this Sylaw, All reguletions and the Zoning Bylaw spplicable ko
such underlying districts shall remain in effect, except that
where the Farmington River Protection District imposes sdditionul
regulations, such regulations shsll prevail.

istrict Boyndaxiss

ubsect to the bylaw shall bs the entire length of the
==:tl;::n:hbjet the Farmington River within the Town of Tolland.
The Farmington River Protection District shmll sencompsss thoss
floodplain ersas designated on the Town of Tolisnd Flood Wezard
Area Soundary Maps (FHAB) for the Farsington River, West Branch.
Waere the floodplein has not .been delineated on the THAR waps oF
whare the delinestion is less then 300 feet £rom the river bank

runcff, snd poorly sited wastse disposs

+{as defined by MH.G.L. chapter 131, Section 40},
Protection District shall be detined az that
fest., mearursd horizontally of the river bank.

hereby made part of this ordinance. and are on file with the Toun
Clerk.

Pernitted Usei

Prohibited Uses withiv the Farminuten River Protection District

the River
area within 200
The FHAB maps are

horicultural production, 4ncluvding raising of crops.
livestock, poultyry, nurssries, orchards, and hay, provided
that & S0' getback from the river bank iz maintained.

Recreational uses, provided there iz minimal dicruption of
wildlite habitat end a minimal erosion of land.

Haintenance and repair usual

and necessary for continuance
of an existing use.

Conservation of water, plants and wildlite, including the
raising and manmgement of wildlire.

Reasonnble emergency procsdures necessary for
protection of property.

safety or
residential accessory uses including lewns,

gardens, play
areas and sealed water supplies.

Ho altering, dumping, filing or removal of riverine
waterials or dredging is permitted. Haintenance of the
river may be done wunder the requirements of M.6.L. Chapter

131, section 40, and any other applicabla law:i, bylaws, and
regulations.

All comnercial forest cutting shall require the tiling of a
Forest Cutting Plan in accordance with the Massachusetts
Forest Cutting Practices Act (M.G.L. Chapter 132, Sections
40-46). In mddition, no cutting of forest or vegetwtion
shall occur within 50 teet of the river bank. 1In the ares
between S0 fest and 200 feet from the river bank, ne more
than S0 parcent of the existing forest basal mrea shall be
cut in a twenty five (25) year period.

No impoundments, dems or othe: obstructions

may be located
within the area subject to this bylaw.

All other uses not specificelly permitted or alloved by site
plen spproval within the overlay Zone are prohibited.

-2
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kivar Pretection Standaxds

A1l land uses, including all residences, shall comply with the
following standards:

2., A buffer strip extending at lesgt two hundred (200) feet in

depth, to be messutred landward from each bank of the

Farmington River shall be required for all lots within the
River Protection District. If wny lot, existing st the tihe
of adoption of this bylaw., doer not contain sufficient
depth, mensured landward from the river bank, to provide a
two hundred (200) foot bufter strip. the bulfer strip may be

reduced to 30 percent of the available lot depth, measured
landward from the river bank.

b. The buffex strip shall include trees and shall be kept in a
natura) or scenic condition.

{1} Mo buildings nor strwctures shall be

wrected., enlarged
or moved within the buffer strip.

. The proposed use must be in compliancs with the floodplain
requirements of the Massachusetts Building Code and the
Hassmchusetis Wetlands Protection Act.

4. MHew on-site wastewster digposal systems and leach tields
shall be located at lewst one hundred and f£ifty [150) Lkeet
from the river bank.

&. Remyval of sand, gravel or other earth materiel iz

prohibited within 200 feet of ~ne Farmington River or within
the river's 100 year floodpilain, whichever iz greater.

hdditional Site Plan hucrovml Criteria

In addition to the Site Plan Approval Criteria contained in
section vIII~-8, the Planning Board shall consider whether uses

proposed for Site Plan Approval in the River Protection bisztrict
meat the following oriteria:

4. Complies with River Proktection Standards in Section Vv(5):

b. Is situsted in a portion of the site that will most likely

conserve shoreland vegetation and the integrity of the
bufter strip:

Is integrated intc the existing landscape through Festures

such =5 vegetative buffers and through natural retention of
shorelines:

d. %ill not result in erosion or sedimentation;

e. Rill not result in water peollutien.

8. Hop-Conformind Uses

1.  Ary lawful use, building, structures,

premises, land or
parts thereof existing at

the effective date of this Bylaw
or wsmendments thereof and npot in conformance with the

provisions of this Pylaw shall be ccrsidered to be a non-
contotming Use.

2. Aoy exibting use or atructure may continue and may be
maintained. repaired and 4improved but $n no

event made
larger.

3. Any non-conforming structure which {3 destrovyed may be
rebuilt on the same location but no larger than its overall
original sguare footage.

9. Hardehive

To avoid}undue hardship, nothing in thiz Bylaw shall be desmed to
require a change in design, conatruction, or intended use of any
structure for ‘which a building permit was legally issued prior to
the atffective date this Bylaw. Such construction may be
complieted within two years Erom the effective date of this Byiaw,
or such construction shall be required to conform to this Bylaw.

This arcicle passed unanimously by the 21 wogecs present.,
Meeting adjournsd at 7:20 p.m.

A true copy. ATTEST:

91-9 «



SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE MDC'S STRATEGIC PLAN ELEMENTS BY 3 AGENCIES:
The Connecticut Department of Environmentai Protection, the Farmington
River Watershed Association, and the University of Massachusetts
Water Resources Research Center

Supplemented by Comparative Comments on the MDC’s individual Water Supply Plan

Sources: MDC Water Supply Strategic Plan, Final Report, February 1989 and Appendices thereto:

Report of DEP Commissioner Carothers 9/29/88; FWRA “Comments” 9/9/88; WRRC, various
memoranda; ¢.g., “Questions of Fact ...", 1/24/89

The Metropoiitan District Water Supply Plan as approved by the Commissioner of Health Services September 6, 1991

MDQ Strateqic Planning Elements

A. The Strateqic Planning Process (pp.
1-142; p. V-3, Item 5). Explains the

strategic approach to planning;
emphasizes formation of a managerial
decision - making framework that can
accommodate changes in circumstances.
Specifies a series of managerial actions
structured to have a high probability of
suc¢cess. Features the use of
implementing strategies best caiculated
1o meet future needs. In this case,
sources of supply, such as the
augmentation of the East Branch
System and groundwater, will be
vigorously pursued, as will water
conservation efforts; the West Branch
of the Farmington River is
recommended to be reserved now for
future use as a water supply source (pp.
VH, IV-3}. The “99% dry year” standard,
as mandated by the State of
Connecticut, has been used for planning

purposes.

DEP Comments

This is an improvement
over the usual
ptanning process in
water resources which
often features
unequivocal long-
range commitment to
planned facilities. (p.
18) East Branch
augmentation,
groundwater and
conservation “will
carry the District
through the year 2030
planning horizon
without the need for
use of the West
Branch. The proposed
mixed use of the West
Branch System,
therefore, should be
reserved as an
alternative of last
resort” (p. 2).

FRWA Comments

MDC is "missing a
leadership
opportunity”. A truly
strategic plan would
focus on groundwater
and conservation,
holding the Waest
Branch of the
Farmington River in
reserve as a back-up
option. The West
Branch will be
protected, while the
other options may be
lost to pollution or
development (p. 3).

1=

WRRC Comments

1. The “"change with
changing circumstances”
aspect of the strategic
planning process is
inconsistent with
statement that the West
Branch must be reserved
now for future use as a
water supply source.

2. The “99% dry year” is a
Ct. State regulation but it
is 5 times more stringent
than the traditional safe
yield standard. In a humid
state it is very conservative,

3. Adoption of both the
99% dry year and high
likely demand scenario,
which does not include
any conservation,
compounds the
conservativeness of
forecasting even further.

Approved MDC Individual
Water Supply Plan

Before 2030, the
Cotebrook/West Branch
raservoir system will be
used only as a last resort in
the event that the amount
of good quality,
econamically accessible
groundwater anticipated
in the plan does not
sufficiently materialize to
fulfill actual demand.
Consistent with the State
Plan of Conservation and
Development, these
existing improvements
should be presgrved as a
potential future regional
water supply for the
period beyond 2030, if not
before, in other words, a
"backup” source.

LALLNITTY HOHVISTY STOUNOSTY YILVAY SLLASOHIVSSYA] 4O ALISHTIAIN[) FHL ANY
‘NOLLYIDOSSY QIHSYTIVAY WTATY NOLINIWHEY] THL ‘NOIJ.D‘ELLO’:I(] TYLNTFWNOAIANT 30 LNFWIIVII(J LNOTLOTNNOD) IH]

XTALVIN QE$1ATY

»

SHIONADY ATUH] A SINIWITY NVIJ OIDTIVELS S (] THL NO SINTWIWOT) 40 RAYWWAS
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MODC Strategic Planning Elements
B. Water Demand

1. Popylation Increase to 2030.
Population served by the MDC system
(within the MDC's “exclusive service
area) is projected to increase from
about 400,000 in 1987 to 440,000 by
2010 and to about 500,000 by 2030
when population “saturation” in the
“axclusive service area” is expected to
occur (p. 1#-1).

DEP Comments

No comment.

ERWA Commaents

No Comment.

WRRC Comments

1. The COM/WEA document does
not provige adequate
information to specify size of
population Served by the MDC
system in 1980, 1985, or any other
date (Appendix B-1). For
example, "10-town” area is said
to contain "over 99%* of MDC's
domestic service (Table 3, 8-1, p.
11), but approximately 7.0 mgd
{or 15% of MDC usage) appears
to occur outside the 10-town area
(Flaherty & Giavara, p. 26 and
CDM/WFA Append. B-1, p. 13).

2. Hartford, E. Hartford, and
West Hartford contain about two
thirds of MDC’'s service
population. The basis for
predicting population increases in
those communities is not
sufficiently clear given the recent
population decline in ¢ach. The 3
communities lost 33,375 people
between 1970 and 1980,
Hartford’'s population decline is
long-term, 41,005 between 1950
and 1980. (The federal census of
1980 is the most recent actual
head-count of population.)

3. The idea of population
saturation is a radical assumption
in this otherwise conservative
planning document. If
population saturation occurs,
MDC will need no additional
supply beyond 2030 (except for
increased use per capita — which,
itself, would be contrary to water
conservation policy).

Approved MDC Individual
Water Sypply Plan

The basis for population
projection of the {WSP are
the official projections of
the Office of Policy and
Management as required
by Department of Health
Service regulations. The
OPM projection of 510,
140 for the MDC's
exclusive service area - in
2030 is virtually the same
as the 500,000
“saturation” population
estimate used in the earlier
MDC Strategic Plan.




2. Pgr capita use increases and

ngrios (Appen. B1, pp. 5
& 6; p. 111-2) each based on different
levels of per capita consumption:
Upper Bound, High Likely, Low Likely,
and Lower Bound. Spread between
Upper Bound and Lower Bound is 23
gped or 11 mgd by 2010. No estimate
of gallons per capita/day is given for
2030, Increased need for 5 mgd
domastic is estimated after 2010 (p.
18, 8-2).

3. Not-domestic demand. Non-

domaestic demand is expected to
increase from 30.0 mgd in 1986 to
44.3 in 2030. Amounts for industry,
commaercial and municipal are
Flaherty & Giavara estimates, as
reviewad by Camp Dresser & McKee,
All non-domestic demand figures in
the Plan Report include a § mgd
contractual commitment to supply
New Britain.

DEP Comments

1. MDC should
establish conservation
goals to reduce per
capita projections {pp.
2&7).

2. High Likely and
Upper Bound scenarios
are unacceptable given
the state’s policy
regarding
canservation,

3. With a reasonable
retrofit program alone,
the domestic demand
should fall from about
71 gped to at least 65
gpcd or lower,
resulting in a 2030
projected decrease of §
mgd in the 10-town
area demand {p. 10).

1. Since non-residential
demand is 56% to 65%
of total demand, MDC
should document
nondomestic demand
(op-2.5& 11).

2. Industrial demand is
likely to decrease in the
future because of
increased treatment
technology and a shift
toward service industry
in the State (p. 11).

FRWA Comments

t. Water conservation
goals should be
established (pp. 2, 6-7).

2. Examination of the
curve of the per capita
demand shows &
leveling off of demand
without any input of
water conservation.
Given the trend to
water conservation and
new water legisiation
which establishaes firm

state water
conservation policy and
requires water

conservation actions
increases in per capita
demand are without
basis.

1. Since Flaherty and
Giavara were very
wrong on domestic
projections, non-
domestic FGA data
shouid also be
challenged (p. 8).

2. The New Britain
commitment is purely
legal and not
substantive (p. 8).

WRRC Comments

1. "Low Likely* and “Lower
Bound” scenarios are not used
in the strategic plan, i.e., they
are purely academic forecasts.

2. Use of very conservative per
capita demand scenarios {("high
likely” and “upper bound®) in
addition to use of the
conservative "99% dry year”
safe yiald standard (under state
regulation) doubles-up the
conservativeness of water
demand.

3. Reiiance on upper bound
and high likely scenarios in the
strategic plan precludes use of
conservation in per capita use
forecasts, contrary to state
policy and tegisiation,

1. The FGA non-residential
data are contradictory. For
example, the Phase | report
says that “new companies are
replacing those that move out
on a one-to-one basis’ (p. 12),
but "the decline of water use
by exiting industries is
expected to be balanced by the
anticipated growth of new
industries...” (p.24). Also, the
report declares that new
industry uses much less water
than ofd {p. 13), that “oid”
industries are expected to cut
water use in half by the year
2000 (p. 24), but that industrial
water use will nevertheless
increase from 13.8 mgd in

Approved MOC Individual

Water Supply Plan
1. The IWSP projection of
demand is based on a
galions per capita per day
consumption rate of 79
which is the same as
experienced in 1989. It is
assumed that this rate will
be constant through the
period to 2030,

2. The IWSP uses an
approach which
"discounts™ the astimated
effects of conservation
from tota! demand and, in
effect, relies on two
projections -- one with
conservation and one
without with supply
source actions geared to
what actually transpires
{see chart: "MDC Water
Use/Safe, Yieid Com-
parison),

1. The IWSP non-domaestic
demand projections are
based on a totally new
study by Camp Dresser &
McKee (CDM) with no
reference or connection to
the Flaherty & Giavara
estimates of 1981, 1989
has been used as a base
year wherein non-
domestic demand was 231
mgd. An additional 8.4
mgd is projected bringing
the total of non-domestic
ta 31.5mgd in 203C.
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MDC Strategic Planning Elements
3. Nen-domestic demand (cont.)

DEP Comments

FRWA Commenty

WRRC Comments
199010 17.6 mgd in 2010 {p. 26).

2. Non-domestic demand is not
discussed in the Strategic Plan
“Final Report” of feb. 1989. The
appendix to the strategic plan
repart declares that it has
adopted FGA's nonresidential
demand figures, but it presents a
table (B1, Tablie 4, p. 14) which
bears no relationship to anything
presented by FGA (including
major increased industrial use
forecasts for Hartford,
Wethersfield, Rocky Hill,
Newington, Windsor, East
Hartfard, West Hartford,
Glastonbury, and Farmington,
where FGA say, p. 24, that no net
industrial use increases will
occur.)

3. COM/WFA have made no study
of their own of non-domestic
demand which is over 50% of
MDC demand.

4. FGA's approach to municipal
and commercial use is to forecast
continuation of increases
experienced between 1970 and
1980 without regard to
conservation.

5. In light of the 4 points above,
thera appears to be insufficient
evidence for predicting any
increase in non-domestic
demand, and, in fact, for
industrial use in particular, the
evidence favors future reduction
in demand.

Approved MDC individual
Water Suppiy Plan
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MDC Strategic Planning Eiements
C. Potential Supply Sources

1. East Branch Modifications.
Obtain 10 mgd addition by
lowering minimum pool at
8arkhamsted and Nepaug by 10
feet each and activating Lake
McDonough for limited water
supply during during non-
recreational season. These
modifications are projected to
enable MDC to meet demands to
approximately 201Q.

2. Groyndwater (111-10, V-7, V-
10-12; Appen. C5) Obtain a

minimum of 4-8 mgd from an
unknown potential in available
aquifer areas. Focus initial efforts
on the South Glastonbury aquifer
area (DEP area 40-3) as identified in
section C5 of the Appendix; place
second priority for groundwater
exploration and potential
development on areas 40-4 and 43-
13 due to estimated potential yield,
iland use considerations and
proximity to MDC system. Be
prepared to adjust estimate of
groundwater yield upon thorough
investigation of thase and other
area aquifers.

PEP Comments

Agree with strategic
plan (p. 2) but an
snvironmental impact
study will be required
{p. M.

1. Groundwater is
usually a less costly
alternative and MDC is
biased toward surface
sources (p. ).

2. MDC should
develop a specific
strategy and budget
for groundwater
source protection and
land acquisition (pp. 3
&9).

3. Connecticut River
aquifers should be
developed before the
Farmington (pp. 2 &9).

4. The amount of
ground water
reaiistically obtainable
is from 21.2 to 39.8
mgd (p. 2).

FRWA Comments

Agree that these
operational changes
should be implemented.

1. Groundwater is a
“missed opportunity” in

"MDPC's planning. 15

mgd is a conservative
figure. It should be
protected now and
developed systema-
tically in the future
using only the first
"short lisy"™1

2. The site-elimination
rationale in the
Strategic Plan s
inconsistently apptied
{e.g., Rocky Hill
eliminated but Granby
retained). {p. 5).

3. The MDC
groundwater program is
limited, lacks specifics
and emphasizes not
how groundwater can
be achieved, rather

5=

WRRC Comments

1. The argument that under-water
geometry limits yield is not
sufficient by itself for not going
lower than 480 feet at
Barkhamsted & 445 at Nepaug.
According to the finai plan report
(p. 111-6), Barkhamsted alone
could be lowered to 450 feet, This
would mean an increased safe
yieid of over 3 mgd beyond the 4

mgd realizable at 480 feet

{Append. C8).

2. Additional storage to catch
spillage should be investigated
{C6, p. 69).

1. No enginesring analysis or cost
data as with West Branch analysis.

2. Lack of engineering and cost
data cited as main reason for
reducing potential yield from this
source; yet it is COM/MDC's own
decision not to deal with
engineering or cost of ground
sources in detail.

3. Elimination criteria used for
aquifer sites are not substantive.
For example, the first criterion (on
the basis of which over 80% of the
potential ground water sites are
eliminated) is: yield of less than "3
or 4 mgd”. Buteven 1 or 2 mgd is
a relatively high rate of vield for
any aquifer.

4. Whaere wells are too far from
MDC system, wells ¢could be used
locally to reduce future MDC
expansion needs.

Apgroved MDC Individual
Water Supply Plan

East Branch Modification
1. Obtain & mgd
additionai by lowering the
minimum slevation at
Barkhamsted to 480° and
the minimum at Nepaug
to 445°. Use of Lake
McDonough has been
removed as a supply
element.

Groundwater. 1. The IW5SP
reflects the Groundwater
Feasibility Study of 1989
done by COM which
suggested 10-20 mgd may
be available from the
Glastonbury aquifer,
subject to testing for
volume and quality. The
IWSP provides for a two-
stage use of this potentiai
source: 10 mgd to be
brought on line in the late
1990's and an additional 8
mgd scheduled sometime
after 2010, Use of
groundwater is, in fact,
the primary new source of
water which MDC plans
rely on.

» -0



MDC Strategic Planning Elements
2. Groundwater (cont.)

DEP Comments

ERWA Comments

constant doubt about its
suitability. The MDC
groundwater commit-
ment is by definition
limited in stating that it
will pursue groundwater
only "to the degree
necessary to provide an
assured 4-8mgd”.

4. Substantial coarse
grained aquifers may lie
under fine grain
sediments and provide
additiona! potential
above the reported 39.8
mgd. Why is this not
even considered by
MDC?

5. MDC elimination
rationale is inconsistent
with the state’s high
priority for protection of
aquifers and is
inappropriate
considering the MDC's
quasi-public role. The
rationale is “cost
effectiveness based” yet
the MDC does not show
that groundwater
development above and
beyond 4-8 mgd is not
cost effective. The 20
mgd West Branch
diversion, however, is by
MOC's own information,
not cost effective.

-

WRRC Comments

Approved MDC Individual
Water Su Man
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MDC Strategic Planning Elements

3. Conservation (ivV-6, 7; V-5, 6;
Appen. B4 and E)

1. “Pilot” residential retrofit
programs will be undertaken.

2. Indystrial substitution is being
pursued, starting with Pratt &
Whitney, the MDC’s {argest user (6
mgd).

3. Efforts will be expended to
"manage demand’ in both
residential and non-residential
sectors (p. x).

4. Conservation programs wili be
vigorously pursued regardless of
ionger-term strategy
implementation activities (p. IV-7).

4. Connecticut River (H1-10, IV-7, v-
t3; Appen. A5, B4 , C3).
Connecticut River was thoroughly
evaluated as an original area of
investigation for the strategic plan
study. For legal reasons
(prohibition of use of Class B
waters), DOHS policy positions, and
indications that State policies are
not apt to change, the river has not
been included as a drinki

source for the planning period
ending in 2030. However, the
Connecticut River has the potential
to play a significant role in the
MDC water supply strategy as a
projected source of industrial
quality water for large users.

DEP Comments

1. MDC should set
specific goals and then
change demand pro-
jections accordingly.

2. Treat conservation
as another water
source and maximize
before considering
g)ther alternatives (p.

3. Plan should include
substitution, cogenera.
tion recycling, reuse,
retrofit, water rate
adjustment, & public
education programs (p.

7).

4. Studies elsewhere
show immediate
savings possibie (p. 10).
In this case, 9 mgd

easily (p. 12).
Groundwater along the
Connecticut River

should be used before
the Farmington (p. 2).

FRWA Comments

The Governor and
legislature have made
conservation state
priority. As a large and
quasi-public utility, the
MDC shouid be a leader
in water conservation.
The MDC is capable but
does not propose a
specific program with
schedule and budget to
make water
conservation a reality.
A strong conservation
commitment can be
assured by specific mgd
goals. The 9 mad goal
is achievable.

MDC claims that 8 to 9
mad of substitute
water from the Ct.
River can be developed
{p. 6). This potentiai
should be figured as a
source.

-

WRAC Commants

1. The impact of state
initiatives, such as plumbing
code changes should be
factored into the Strategic
Plan,

2. Plan say non-domaestic
conservation wiil be pursued,
but not how.

Even under legal “use
prohibition”, the Connecticut
River might, in effect, be
tapped iegally by drilling
production wells in the flood
plain.

Approved MDC Individual
Water Supply Plan

Conservation. The IWSP

outlines an assertive program
which is already well
underway. Through the
IWSP, the District has stated a
conservation goat of 6 mgd by
2030 which is 10% of 1989
(base year) usage. As
previously pointed out, actual
conservation results will
jower the demand projection
which will mean that new
supply sources will be
triggered later in the
planning period.




MDC St i nning Elemen

5. West Branch Preservation (viii, ix,
X, I-10). Preserve Wast Branch
supplies to obtain up to 20 mgd
{(Plan p. il1-10) from the West Branch
{Colebrook Hogback system) within
the confines of downstream
requirements on the West Branch;
promote, support and participate in
efforts to establish a Farmington
River management pian geared to
evaluating various uses and needs
of the West Branch to determine
how multiple uses, including
drinking water, can be compatible.

6. Summary of potential sources
and schedyling.

East Branch modifications: all needs
can probably be met to 2010 by

lowering minimum pool 10 feet (to
480 feet) at Barkhamsted and (to
445 feet) at Nepaug and activating
Lake McDonough for use in non-
recreational season (10 mgd).

DEP Comments

1. West Branch should be
an alternative of last resort
{p. 2).

2. Low flows in West
Branch should not be
reduced.

3. MOC shouid not use
DEP emergency flow
recommendation in its
water supply planning (p.
8).

East Branch modifications:
agree with 10 mgd

estimate (p. 7).

FRWA Comments

1. West Branch water
“may be too limited”,
particutarly considering
the limits of the
Farmington basin as a
whole, to provide both
consumption and other
needs (p. 7).

2. The West Branch is not
cost effective at 20 mgd or
less and creates an
economic pressure to
divert greater fevels.
Diversion infrastructure
once established, will
easily aliow for larger
diversions and will be its
very existence, greatly
weaken any attempt to set
or limit the degree of
diversion.

East Branch modifications:
agree with estimate of 10

mgd {p. 9).

WRRC Commaents

1. West Branch is
estimated to cost $4
miilion per mgd at 20
mgd; more per mgd at
lesser amounts of
diversion water. No other
cost figures are provided
in this plan, except for cost
of treating Connecticut

River water to an
acceptable {(potable)
quality {which,

coincidentaily works out
to approximately the same
cost per mgd as
deveiopment of the West
Branch).

2. Downstream needs
requirements are not
clearly explicated (Appen.
Cc1).

3. Extremely thorough
and detailed treatment of
this option is not
replicated for any other
options.

East Branch modifications:

at least 3 mgd could be
added by reducing
Barkhamsted to 460 feet
from MDC’s recommended
level of 480 feet.

A MDC Individual
Water Supply Plan

West Branch Preservation.
To reiterate the West

Branch figures into the
IWSP as a back-up or last
resort and also to be
reserved as a possible
regional source for the
post 2030 period; the need
for additional water may
not peak until then. Its
preservation for possible
use as a regional drinking
water resource is clearly
prudent and beneficial to
all interests because while
it is so designated, water
quality will be uppermaost
and development of the
watershed will be
forestalled.




MDC Strateqic Ptanning Elements

Groundwater: Groundwater sources
will be actively pursued with the
expectation that between 4 and 8 mgd
¢an be obtained as part of future
supply; adjust estimate of yield as
additional aquifer research is
completed.

Conservation & Ct. River: conservation

in the form of demand management
will be actively pursued in both
residential and non-residential sectors.

Conservation goals have not yet been
incorporated into the Strategic Plan.
Upon completion of domestic pilot
programs and further program
development among larger users, such
estimates can be incorporated in the
Plan. The CT River will be pursued as
*industrial conservation” in the form
of use of River water as a substitute for
MDC’s supply.

DEP Comments

Groundwater: Goal
shouid be 14-15 mgd {p.

9.

Congervation & Gt River:
4 mgd substitution wate
shouid be part of plan (p.
12). Also add 5 mgd for
minimum conservation
making 9 mgd total by
2030 (p. 12). All
calculations should be
redone after setting
these goals (p. 7).

FRWA Comments

Groungdwater: Goal
shouid be 15 mgd (p. 4)

with 5 mgd by 1992 (p.
4}, 10 mgd by 2010 and
15 mgd by 2030(p. 9).

Conservation & Ct. River:

Goal shouid be at least 9
mgd as a combination of
the Connecticut River
and water Conservation
{3 conservation and 6 CT
River) {p. 7). There could
be 15% savings from
building code changes or
8.4 mgd additional {p. 7).
At least 9 mgd by 2030
(p. 9). The combination
of 15 mgd groundwater
and 9 mgd from
conservation would give
MDC a 12 mgd margin
over its own estimate of
2030 demand (p. 9).

WRRC Comments

Groundwater: The
Strategic Plan does not
consider engineering

feasibility of
implementing
groundwater.

rvation River:

1. The adoption of upper
bound and high likely
scenarios totally discounts
the feasibility of using
conservation to meet
future demand.

2. K it is "dangerous” to
depend on conservation, it
is dangerous to depend on
anything, including West
Branch diversion. In a
demaocracy, both
conservation and new
source implementation
depend on preferences
and acceptance by water
consumers.

3. Conservation and Ct,
River options are not a
substantive part of the
Strategic Plan because no
specific goais for them
have been incorporated
into the Plan’'s
caiculations.

ed Indivi
Water Supply Plan
Groyndwater. The goal of
the IWSP is 18 mgd of
groundwater by 2030,
MDC has already begun
feasibility studies and the
IWSP layout a specific
program for exploration
and testing.

Gonservation & Ct. River:

The IWSP target a8 6 mgd
reduction in consumption
due to conservation and
source substitution by
2030. If conservation
proves more effective, the
tapping of new supplies
will be postponed
accordingly. Conservation
is not only a substantive
part of the plan, it is a
major strategy element.

«+6-D



MDC Strategic Planning Elements

West Branch: should be preserved
and reserved as part of the

Connecticut Plan process for
possible regional use after 2010.

DEP Commuents

Waest Branch:

1. It is cear that East
Branch augmentation,
groundwater and
conservation can carry
the MDC system through
2030 without the West
Branch (p. 2).

2. However, this con-
clusion should be
updated every 3 to 5
years {p. 3).

3. MDC should delineate
expected service expan-
sions (p. 16).

4. The Waest 8ranch
shoulid be considered a
source of last resort only
(p.8).

ERWA Commenis

West Branch:
1. MDC should

consider diversion as a
last resort and relegate
the West Branch to a
backup roie only (p. 7).

2. Since uncertainty
seems 1o be the major
reason for discounting
the groundwater
option, why is not the
same reasoning applied
to diversion from the
Woest Branch? (e.qg., a
passible prohibition of
divearsion by DEP or
Congress place that
source in a state of
uncertainty as great as,
for exampie, the
possible future
polluting of ground
water) {p. 9).

~10-

WRRC Comments

West Branch: The calculation
showing a possible need for
20 mgd by 2030 doesn’t
appear justified for foliowing
reasons.

1. The Strategic Plan itseif
predicts sufficient supply
from the East Branch to meet
all demands to 2010.

2. Domestic demand after
2010 is not expected to
exceed 5 mgd {(Appen. B2, p.
18).

3. The Strategic Plan doesn't
provide data sufficient to
justify prediction of an
increase in non-domestic
demand (e.g. see comments
above on non-domestic
demand, p. 5).

This “planning deficit’ of 5
mgd can be obtained from
any one of several sources
inciluding New Britain
saturation, groundwater, and
conservation, as well as the
Waest Branch. The claim that
the West Branch must be
reserved as a requisite supply
source is therefore no mare
justified than reservation of
these other options, unless it
can be shown that the West
Branch is a preferred option
for reasons of cost or other
variables. The Strategic Ptan
does not demonstrate that
the Waest Branch has
compelling advantages to
justify its choice as preferred.

Approved MDC Individual
Water Supply Plan

West Branch. The MDC's
IWSP for the period
extending to 2030
considers diversion as a last
resort and relegates the
Woest Branch to a back-up
role. Its use is anticipated
only if groundwater yields
prove to be disappointing
and actuali demand
justifies accessing new
sources, In short, MDC
expects 1o get by without
use of the West Branch
before 2030 unless other
aspects of the plan turnout
to be overly-optimistic. 1t
is therefore a back up, a
contingency source for the
planning perigd and a
regional source for the
future beyond the
planning horizon.

0T-D «



MDC Strategic Planning Elements

6. Symmary (cont.)
Waest Branch (cont.)

DEPComments = FRWAGComments = WRRGComments

-11~-

Furthermore, if the Strategic
Plan is correct that
population saturation will
occur by 2030, then the
West Branch will not be
required after 2030 either.
That is to say, it does not
appear likely that the West
Branch will be required for
future water supply in the
Hartford Metropolitan area.

Approved MOC individyal
Water Sypply Plap

« [1-D



YOUR LAND HAS BEEN

STOLEN /!

Learn how our government has come like a thief in the night

and taken our land without us even knowing it has happened.

Friends of the Rivers
Otis Elementary School
Wednesday, December 4, 1991
7:00 p.m.

MEETING OF:

For further information call:  258-3336
258-4800
258-4472

TOLLAND LAND OWNERS

BEWARE!

At present, you have been or are about to be swindled out of your land
and homes by the largest land GRAB in Southwestern New England.
The Scenic River Study has been exposed as a lion in lambs clothing.
This is not aimless rambling or foclish talk, but a prediction backed
up by documentation and the past record of our government.

To learn the facts, attend the meeting of “Friends of Rivers” at the
Otis Elementary School, 7 p.m. on Wednesday, December 4, 1991.
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FRIENDS OF THE RIVERS

"FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION"

What We Have Been Toid!

change. You will controf the river with local authority forming your own rules and regulations.

What We Have NOT Been Told and What We Will Get!

Law 1281
Any component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System shall be administered by the Secretary
of the Interior through the National Park Service and shall become part of the National Park Sysem.

Law 1271
Nothing shafl prechade the use of condemnation when necessary 1o get titk or easements 1o river
property.

Law 1277

The secretary of the Interior shall issue guide lines of the standards for local zoning which are consistent
with the purpose of the act, Failure to up hold these standards will result in eondemnation. { There goes
Self Management)

Law 1272
Additonal land may be added to the systermn from time o time.

Law 1275
The boundaries of any tiver in the Wild and Scenic systern shall be 1/4 mie from the high water mark
on each side but not limited to areas which may lie more than (/4 mile from the high water mark.

Law 1283

The Seartarics of the lnterior or Agriculture has the jurisdiction over any lands which include.
border uposL. or are adiacent 1o any river in the Matonal Wild and Scenic River System or are
UNDER CONSIDERATION for such inchusion.

Law Sect, C of Sect, 10 of PL. 99550
Becoming designated Wild and Scenic automatically make us a National Wikdife Refuge .

Law Sect 18 A of PL 983350

The definition of Rivers is a flowing body of water or estuary or a section. portion or tributary thereof,

Think bach and remember i any one who promates or desires designation ever meniicned any of these
laws, all of which may be found in your kocal library. Once the government is given the power @ do
something it does it and more so. Our governiment s past and present record around this couniry i ample
proof of what they can and will do. Theit statement of * this is a different situaion” holds no waler, as the
same laws apply (o ALL situations.

Thisenticement by the National Park Service to become Wikd and Scenic is very similar to the drug dealer
who sayw, “Just try the harmiess white powder. & won't huurt you, and it sure will male you feel good.”

o —— e e e
B You Want To Get Involved - Start Here! |
Your help is urgently nesded. :

‘We naad people to write letters & articles, attend I
henrings, do mailings, and mnke phone caltal i
We need your coniributions o help pay Sor smaitings, |
action alerts, phone bills and advertisenents. I
WON'T YOU HELDP? (
1

|

|

|

|

!

|

|

o

———

Masme

Aublirar

Gy, S, 219

Phowrm 1B} L R —— i
Contnbetetts 31 IH 515 310 Over

Mail complestd form o FO.R. HOBS Box 143, Sandisheld, MA 01255

Laws waken from Witd ‘X2 Scenic Rivers act public law 9592, October 2. 1988 and amended by P1, 99-500 Qctober 30. 1988
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Dear Sandisfield Resident:

As your representative on the Farmington River Study Committee,
I have decided to write to all of the people of our town one
last time before the Public Forum on January 13.

You have recently received a question and answer format from the
National Park'Service. This is the Government's officjal stand
on all the concerns you have been hearing about. You must

read this carefully to find out what they have to say. You have
also, recently, heard from the Farmington River Watershed Assoc.
Inec. This is & group made up, by and for the people in the
Farmington River Valley. They speak vary strongly to issues
concerning gur river in our town. You have also received many
letters recently which have nothing to do with the Farmington
River. Letters about horror stories that have taken place
elsewhere in the country. Letters that intend only to put fear
into Sandisfield people. Letters talking about "Greenway Refuge
Parks, National Parks, coercive preservationists and professional
preservationists”. This is another obvious scare tactic to confuse
people. about what is happening right here at home, or to make
pecple think that there iz something hidden in the Farmington
River Study that our people are not hearing about.

The truth is that I was asked by our Selectmen to sit on the
Farmington River Study Committee. I was chosen becauss of my

six years of formal education in Watural Resource Management and
my background in environmental studies. I am not a Pederal

Govt. employee. I don't work for the MDC. 1 am not a member of
any environmental group. I am especially not a professional
preservationist., My ideals conflict strongly with preservationists

What I am is a Sandisfield resident and landowner. I am against
Federal control of private land. 1 am so against it, that I
would lead any fight, to make sure this could never happen to our
people in our town. For the past three and a half years I have
done what I was asked to do. I studied this issue and learned
what wild and scenic designation means to cur town, our people,
and the Farmington River.

I learned that the Farmington River is a& very special resource.

I have learned there is a very real threat of diversion for
Hartford's future water supply needs. The river is aiso vulnerable
to hydro projects and dams. Sandisfleld has already once felt the
pain from the installation of the Colebrook River Dam. I have
learned that the best and only way to protect against these threats
are through wild and scenic designation.

I have learned we ¢ould have this protection without Federal control
of private land. 1 learned we could get this protection by making
sensible choices about river protection through our own planning
and zoning board. wWhat has happencd elsewhere in the country, in
the past, is not what the Farmington River Study is about. It

is unprecedented., It will not be designated unless everything I
tell you 18 true. Protection against Gov't control will be built
right into the legislation when we asak Congress for wild and scenic
designation.

Thege are not my opinions. This is not the way I feel. This is
what 1 have learned. This is what I am relating to the pecple of
my town, because they asked me to. It makes no mense to give you
unrelated horror stories about things that have happened elsevhere
in the country. I can f£ind you many of these. What is important
is what is happening on our river, in our town, right now. I tell
you we will not g¢ to Congress unless it is permanently impossible
for Federal control of private land on the Farmington River.

My children always ask me how we could have polluted sc much air
and water, why we have an put-of-control waste problem and why

we are such a global environmental mess. I tell them that it is
terrible, and that we arc trying now to change this. I have no

other response for them.

Right here, right now, in our town we have an opportunity to prove
to the children that we care about our water and that we are going
to do somethihng to protect it., Will they thank us for what we have
done hexe in Sandisfield or be bitter because we made a decigion
based on fears that were not even related to this issue? I ask
you to come to the Public Forum at the Otis Consolidated School

at 7PM on January 13. Any fear you now have can be put to rest

at this time, If you attend, you will not.walk away wondering

who is right or who you should listen to. You will be able to
make an independent decision based on what you learned at this

fOfﬁﬂ.
/

J/&-/' - _-/

Roberf Tarasuk

Farmington River Study Committee
Sandisfield Representative
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Citizens of Sandisfield, MA
2 Me. FBob Tarasuk

P.0. Box &

Sandisfield, MA 01255

January 25, 1992

To the Concerned Citizena of Sandiefield,

1 have been approached by both proponents and opponents (Friends of
the River) of your iovolvemsnt in the Farmington River Wild & Scenic River
Study in their effort to agaess the impact which dexignation might have on
your community. I Ffeql compelled to respond to you directly because my
experience with the process may shed some light oo the direction you choose
to take in your upcoming vote on Wild & Scenic.

The etory of che Wildcar River and the Town of Jackson, NH haz no doubt
been repeated in text, video, and discussion in your community. For those
of you who have not been exposed, a brief synopsis should suffice. Jackson
iz a smell comounity of 6030+ in northern WH which has evolved from a rural/
agricultura]l economy of the }1800's to the presemt tourism-based economy withour
losing the Crappiogs and stmosphere of the former. Indeed, the strong suit
of Jackson has been the asset of its surrounding geography....its natural
vesources. In the early 1980°s a growp of developers, with the support of
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission {FERC} proposed construction of a
hydropover facilicy ac Jackson Falle on the Wildeat River. Jackson Falls
is in the ceater of the village and has secved as a calling card to visitars
amd residents alike gince the town was built. The hydro propossl carried
with it the power of eminent domalsn through which accens to the Falls could
have been denied. The citizens of Jackson were up in arms but responses
to the proposal were thwarted zt every level of buresucracy. Finally, with
the help of our two U.5. Senacors, our pleas were heard. Through Act of
Congress & moritorium was placed on licensing projects on the Wildcat for a
proscribed pericd ducing which the citizens of Jackson could decide the
course of action they wished to take. AL the smse time the Act Eunded a
study of the Wildcar River to determine its suitebility and eligibilicy for
inclusion in the Nationsl Wild & Scenic Rivere System. Because federal fuads

were involved, the National Park Service wes nemad as the lead sgency in the
civer study.

-2- January 25, 1992

1f you have read this far, you are truly a concerned citizen. Among
the Ficst information to come to Jackson regatding Wild #nd Sceaic protection
was a book called Flowing Free which described in detail the provisions of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968. Upon readiang the provision for the
establ ighment of river corridors through che purchase of lands, 50 many acres
per mile, etc., =tc., being a ripatian landowner I became very concerned with
the direction of this process. One of the first valuable contributions of
the Mational Park Service represencatives was to create a forum of dialogue
through which concerns such a mine could be accurately addressed. The language
of the original Act was written to address needs along our lacge western
civers where the lend ownership pattern is very different from here in the
East. Typically, the land is already public ot owned by large corporations.
Essentially, the River Study Act for the Wildcat amended and rewrote the 1968
Act by addressing the needs of smaller vivecs and epecifically excludiog
purchase of private lands. The River Study lsgislation also directed the Town

of Jackson to evaluate other possibilities of resouree protection. The
Nacional Park Service served as a clearing house for information on resource
management around the country. At no time did they wmandate specific actiona
Jackson would have to take to qualify for Wild & Scenic protection. We were
left to examine our existing zoning and Master Plan to evaluace their effective-
ness in protecting our resources and preserving the rural character of the
Town. Local citizens determined that our Mazter Plan addressed the need for
procection but our zoning ordinances fell ghort of this goal. Our Bosrd of
Selectmen #nd Planniog Board proposed smendments to our zoning to address
these shortcomings.

At the time of our river study. the State of New Hampshire hed no river
procection program and oo other direction would supercede the power of FERC
to follow their mandate of supporting energy development. The only viable
means for us to oppose this mandate was for tha citizens of Jackson to voice
their support for Wild and Scenic designatiom at Town Memring in 1988 and
offer as & demonstration of good faith the adopted zoning amendwents.

The rest ie history.

Now. te your concerns. The Wildeat River still flowe freely over Jackson
Falls and the zoning changes are working. Property valugs have not dropped
as & result of designation nor has there been an increase in visitation and
attendant problems. There is oo longer a Mational Patk Service presance
in Jackson. Public lands in the Wildcat watershed are managed by the USDA

Hational Forest Service (White Mounrain Wational Forest) as they have since

b-Q .
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the early 1990's. Private landholding are subject to provisions of local
govacoment, as they are in Sandisfisld, and sre oversesn by the efforcs of
the Bosrd of Selectmen, the Planning Board, and the Consarvation Cowmission.
The Wild & Scenic designacion legislation provided for tha creation of an
advisory river commission consisting of wambers of Chese agancies and alse
including riparisn landowners. The weight of the membership vote falls te
the Town of Jackson. I serve on the advisory commission and also on the
Jackson Conservarion Commission. My work is in general contracting and I
have not felt or observed any negetive impact avising from designation.
Theee are no hidden agendss and most Jackson citizens would report that
Wild and Scenic desigpation has been & very positive expecience. Hovever,
for myself, getting thers was oot half the fun. The local peoplie involved
in the study process were tequired to sacrifice many days and evenings...
work time...family time...to make this project work. Thare vere many
cobstacles to overcoms. Kot svaryone is pleased with change, but this ves
2 community project and everyone had an opportunity to participace and
voice their concerna.

In the cage of Sandisfield, ay sn outsider let me be the last to suggest
the proper direction for you to take. It is your decision. Wild and Seenic
designation for your segment of the Parmington River can certainly be a
usafol tool for protecting that resource and maintaining the charsccar of
your community for future genecations. [Designation will oot briog on the
worst Case scenarios which apparently the Feriends of the River have chosen
to believe and spread around your community. Representatives of this group
visitied with me in Jackson to learn more of this process buc L suspect
my commenca fell on deaf ears. The federal government will not take coatrol
of private lands. They have no jurisdictfom. Rather, federal law gives this
power Lo stace goverpments which in turn have transferved this power to local
governing bodies through the concept of zoning. This is to say that even
with desigration of your rivec, your local goveroment will have juriediccion
over private landholdings. Local government is you. I am not familiar wich
your local land use regulations. Perhaps thay are adequate. 1If chere ace
needed changes such as increased set-backs or building restrictioms, they
can be developed and adopted through your town meeting process. This {s a
wonderful civics leggon and & remarkable opportunity for the citizens of
Sandisfield to provide # legacy For the future. In a sna?,twn there are

no throw=pway votes...every one counts. -
George 1. Bordash

Jacksan. “H
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Arpenpix E
CompLETE RESULTS oF LANDOWNER/RESIDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

FARMINGTON RIVER SURVEY RESULTS

Totat Survey Results
11/7/91

The Farmington Landowner and Resident Questionnaire was developed
by the Farmington River Study Committee and sent to every resident
(via postal customer) in the towns included in the Farmington Wild
and Scenic River Study: Becket, Otis, Sandisfield and Tolland in
Massachusetts, and Hartland, Colebrook, Barkhamsted, New Hartford
and Canton in Connecticut. There were a total of 645 responses to
the survey. [Note: n = number of responses for a given question
when different from 645.]

QUESTION #1 Where is your primary residence (where you live 6
months or more)?

Becket = 13 ( 2%)
otis = 36 ( 5%)
Sandisfield = 12 ( 2%)
Tolland = 8 ( 1%)
Colebrook = 29 ( 4%)
Hartland = 67 (10%)
Barkhamsted = 120 (19%)
New Hartford = 149 (23%)
canton = 211 (33%)
Total = 645

Prior to receiving this questionnaire, had you heard
about the Wild and Scenic Study of the Parmington River that is
being conducted by the Farmington River Study Committee and the
National Park Service? (n=640)

Yes = 533 (83%)
No = 107 (17%)

If yes, where did you receive your information?
[Listed in order of highest to lowest response]}

Newspaper = 404 (63%)
Study Q&A handout = 237 (37%)
Oother Study info = 162 (25%)
Friend = 130 (20%)
Attended meeting = 96 (15%)
Other = 49 ( 8%)

@




QUESTION #3 How d¢ you or members of your family use the
FParmington River corridor? (Listed in order of highest to lowest
response for "Frequent Use")] [n=568])

Activity Exequent Use Occasiopal Use No Use
wildlife appreciation 329 (58%) 195 (43%) . 44 ( 8%)
hiking 190 (33%) 236 (42%) 117 (21%)
fishing 169 (30%) 175 (31%) 181 (32%)
picnicking 115 (20%) 239 (42%) 140 (25%)
photography 113 (20%) 204 (36%) 151 (27%)
swimming 92 (16%) 177 (31%) 191 (33%)
canoceing or kayaking 73 {13%) 195 (34%) 198 (35%)
other 52 ( 9%) 7 ( 1%) 32 ( 6%)
tubing 46 ( 8%) 226 (40%) 196 (35%)
X-C skiing 41 ( 7%) 105 (18%) 278 (49%)
hunting 31 ( 5%) 25 ( 4%) 337 (59%)
camping 25 ( 4%) 108 (19%) 286 (50%)
snowmobiling 14 (

2%) 25 ( 4%) 345 (61%)

OQUESTION #4 Please indicate how important you feel it is to
encourage or discourage the following uses and activities in the
upper Farmington River Valley. ([Listed in order of highest to
lowest response for "strongly encourage" and "encourage." NOTE:
responses are lumped into three categories below.] [n=653}

River Use Encourage Neutral Riscourage
protect water guality 631 (98%) 9 4 ( 1%)
protect free-flowing 620 (96%) 21 9 ( 1%)
fishing 584 (91%) 59 7 ( 1%)
fishery management 579 (90%) 52 13 ( 2%)
canoeing 533 (83%) 95 19 ( 3%)
tubing 396 (61%) 146 106 (16%)
flood control 264 (41%) 217 157 (24%)
hydroelectric dev. 113 (18%) 116 404 (63%)
future water supply 69 (11%) 182 379 ({59%)
sewage transportation 35 ( 5%) 51 404 (63%)
sand and gravel 30 ( 5%) 97 515 (80%)
Adjacent landuse

conserve wildlife habitat 639 (98%) 10 4 ( 1%)
conserve forest land 637 (98%) 8 12 ( 2%)
conserve scenic qualities 636 (98%) 10 3 ( 1%)
conserve rural character 612 (94%) 21 16 ( 2%)
conserve historic resources 607 (93%) 34 9 ( 1%)
outdoor recreation 522 (80%) 92 30 ( 5%)
protect landowner rights 465 (71%) 158 21 ( 3%)
maintain local control 448 (69%) 130 40 ( 6%)
tourism 291 (45%) 233 119 (18%)
residential development 77 (12%) 134 444 (68%)
population growth 53 ( 8%) 171 433 (66%)

@
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indugtrial dsvelopment 23 ( 4%) 44 581 (89%)
other 23 ( 4%) 7 5 ( 1%)
commercial development 22 ( 3%) 134 444 (68%)

QUESTION #5 Do you think growth and development are threatening
the natural, scenic, historic and recreational resources of the
upper Farmington River Valley?

Yes = 470 (74%)

No = 60 ( 9%)
Undecided = 104 (16%)

Threats [listed in order of highest to lowest response)

1) water pollution 337 (52%)
2) growing population 325 (50%)
3) commercial development 323 (50%)
4) residential develcopment 313 (49%)
8) industrial development 289 (45%)

6) loss of rural character 284 (44%)
7) loss of scenic character 244 (38%)

8) loss of forests 216 {33%)
9} too much tourism 116 (18%)
i0) other 28 ( 4%)
13) too much recreation 19 ( 3%)

Do you think efforts to conserve natural, scenic,
historic and recreational resources are threatening growth and
development in the upper Farmington River Valley?

Yas = 46 ( 7%)
No = 509 ( 79%)
Undecided = 87 ( 13%)

QUESTION #7 Please indicate how you feel about the following land
use options for protaecting the critical resources of the upper
Farmington Valley. [Listed in order of highest to lowest response
for “strongly support" and "gupport.® NOTE: responses are lumped
into three categories below.)

Protection tool Support = Neutral = Oppose
require set back for
new development 601 (93%) 29 15 ( 2%)

restrict timber cutting
near river 592 (92%) 34 12 ( 2%)

require vegetative
screening 573 (89%) 53 11 ( 2%)

@
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Brotectjon tool cont. Support Heutral oppose
height limitations on

new structures 545 (85%) 80 12 ( 2%)
stronger restrictions for

building in 100 yr f£.p. 542 (84%) 72 18 ( 3%)
state or town acquisition

of key parcels 538 (83%) 62 36 ( 6%)
zoning to low density

districts abutting river 529 (82%) 65 28 ( 4%)
stronger enforcement of

existing regulations 514 (80%) :1:] 11 ( 2%)
voluntary donation of

conservation easements 488 (76%) 99 26 ( 4%)
other 19 ( 3%) 4 1 (<1%)
QUESTION # 8 What group(s) do you think should be responsible for

protecting the natural, scenic, historic and recreational resources
of the upper Farmington River Valley? [Listed in order of highest
to lowest response for "yes")

Xes No Unsure
conservation group 494 (77%) 47 ( 7%) 46
representative commissn. 469 (73%) 49 ( 8%) 75
town government 446 (69%) 83 (13%) 66
local land trust 429 (67%) 61 ( 9%) 95
state government 411 (64%) 107 (17%) 66
landowners 383 (60%) 108 (17%) 89
federal government : 344 (53%) 156 (24%) 82
private business 202 (31%) 270 (42%) 70
other 21 { 3%) 3 (3%) 6

a 8 O

QUESTION #9 In which of the upper Farmington River Valley towns do
you own land? (n=493]
Becket - 5 ( 1%) Hartland = 49 ( 9%)
otis = 31 ( 6%) Colebrook = 29 ( 6%)
Sandisfield = 8 ( 2%) Barkhamsted = 98 (20%)
Tolland = 9 ( 2%) New Hartford = 97 (20%)

Canton = 167 (34%)

Total Landowners = 493

®
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QUESTION #10 Approximately how many acres in total do you own in
the towns listed above? [n=493}

1. less than 1 acre = 102 (21%)
2. 1«10 acres = 316 (64%)
3} 10-50 acres - 49 ( 9%)
4) more than 50 acres = 23 ( 5%)
5. not sure = 7 ( 1%)

QUESTION #11 How is your land used? (listed in order of highest to
lowest responses] (n=493]

1} residence = 467 (95%)
2) undeveloped open space= 87 (18%)
3) other recreation = 71 (14%)
4) timber management = 31 ( 6%)
5) wildlife management = 30 ( 6%)
6) rental housing - 15 ( 3%)
7) hunting trapping - 18 ( 4%)
8) secondary vacation = 14 ( 3%)
9) retail commercial = 13 ( 3%)
10) real estate invest. = 7 ( 1%)
11) industrial - 3 ( 1%)
12) tourism (restaurant) = 2 (<1%)

QUESTION #12 Does any of your land include frontage on the
Farmington River? [n=493)

Yes = 84 (17%)
No = 409  (83%)

ON Why did you choose to own land in the upper
farmington Valley? [listed in order of highest to lowest
responses.] [n=493]

1} pleasant rural community = 402 (82%)
2) natural surrounding and tranquility = 387 (78%)
3) good place to raise children - 261 (53%)
4) recreational opportunities - 243  (49%)
5) wanted to live near a river = 142 (29%)
6) Easy access to work = 110 (22%)
7) land in area is a good investment - 106 (22%)
8) family has always lived here = 84 (17%)
9) other = 60 (12%)
10) favorite vacation place = 36 ( 7%)
11) good location for my ‘business = 33 ( 6%)
12) job opportunity = 22 ( 4%)




Congress of the Enited Htates
Pouse of Bepresentatioes
$ashington, B.€. 20515

Japuary 13, 1992

Daar Farmingtor River Valley resident:

We are aware that there has been considerable discussion in recent
weaks about tha potential effects of desigmating the Wewst Branch of the
Farmington River as & wild and scenic river on ths communitiss through which
the river flows. We believe that this dialogue is positive and ultimately
will be beneficial both to area residenta and the river. As your slected
representatives to the U.5, Congress who would be responsible for introducing
leginlation to designate the river, we belisve we should clarify our position
on this important issue.

We conelder the Parmington River to be one of the region's most
impartant natural ressurces. The river ie a defining featurs of the area‘s
scenic charactec. It supports an impressive diversity of plant and animal
apaciss, offers a broad range of recrsational opportunities, and is an
integral part of daily life in the valley. The Farwmington River clearly is
worthy of protection.

of sgual imporcance im the fact that the vast majoricvy of land along
the river iLs privately cowned. This, too, is a defining featurs of the
farmington River Valley. In the past, the threat of fedarsl acquisition and
management of private land associated with wild and scenic designation has
cften created controveray. Precisely becsuss of that history, the Farmington
®ild and Sceni¢ River Study was specifically tailored to encompass a naw
approach, foundad on maintaining the traditions of private land ownership and
local authority while removing any consideration of federal acquisition and
managewsnt from the study process. Throughout the study, the Wational Parck
Service and Farmington River Study committes have demonstrated their
commitment to this approach, and this commitment is articulaced in the
detailed question and hand T tly distributad by the Park Service.

For the Farmington River to be designated a wild and seenic civer, a
new law must Ds adopted by Congrees. The principal sffect of this law would
ba to restrict federally assistad water projecte that would degrade the river.
While we appreciate the significance of the PFarmington Rivar and would welcone
the opportunity to sponsor legislation to ensure its long-term protection, weg
w s X s
support. We will measure local support through two principle indicaters: Town
Mesting votes andersing designation; and, a demonstration of town commitwent

January 13, 1992
Page Two

to protect che ziver through sffactive local control, such as a river
protection overlay districe.

In keeping with the philowophy of maintaining private ownership sad
local control, legislation that we may proposa to dasignate the Farmington
River as a wild and escenic river will Laclude the following provisions:

1. There will be no land acquisitios by the faderal government,

2. Comtrol aver the use of lands along the Parmingtom Miver will resain
the respoasibility of local government. Thare will be no federal
land managesent .

3. Paderal pyesence in the Farmington River Valley will not ba
iocreased as a result of desigmation. Mo uew federal perwits will
be regquired, and the river arsa will zot becoms & componsnt of the
Wational Park system or be subject to the fedarsl regulations
governing lande in the systes.

If, after legislation is introduced, any efforts are made to weaken or
remove these provisions, we would withdraw the bill from further consider-
ation.

To reiterate, we balisve that the Pammington River deserves strong
protaction, but we remain convinced that this can ofly be achiaved through a
mechanism that will ensure the continuation of private land owmership and
local suthority over lLand us# along the river, Pedaral scquisition and
management of land are inappropriate and unscceptable given thess long-
standing traditions of the Farmington River Valley. He Dledue Qur apmurance

viplates theaw principige. We look forward to working with the many intereste
involved to achjeve a solution that will iptagrate both conmervation of this
imparcant resource and the legitimace ns of land % and redidents of

the riverfront communitiea.
Olver

r of Congreass

Very truly yours,

'%g/%ﬁfy&

Hemper of Congresa
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ArPPENDIX G G-1-

SampLE Town MEETING RESOLUTION SUPPORTING WiILD AND ScENIC RIver DEesiGNaTION
Passep BY THE CONNECTICUT STUDY AREA TOWNS

Resolution that the Farmington River be designated as a Wild and Scenic River
for a hearing of the Town of Barkhamsted on Wednesday, September 26th,1330.

Resolved

Whereas: The Farmington River flows through the Town of Barkhamsted,
Connecticut, and is a natural resource of great importance
to the Town and the State of Connecticut.

Whereas: The quality and gquantity of its water are essential and
intrinsic to the maintenance and enhancement of wildlife,
fisheries, recreation, ground water supplies and the
physical beauty of the landscape.

Whereas: The National Park Service has determined that the Farmington

River is eligible for Wild and Scenic River designation based
on its outstanding fisheries, wildlife, recreational and his-
toric values,

Whereas: The people of Barkhamsted recognize the importance of this
irreplacable natural asset and hereby express a commitment
to the protection and preservation of the Farmington River
corridor and the outstanding values identified in the Wild
and Scenic River Study.

Whereas: The Town of Barkhamsted, the Farmington River Study Committee
and the National Park Service are working cooperatively to
develop an effective locally-based plan that will ensure the
necessary protection of the river and its related resources.

Whereas: The Wild and Scenic River Designation would provide further
protection of the river and yet would afford local control
and requlation by such towns committed to the protection of
the Farmington River.

Therefore: Be it resolved that the people of the Town of Barkhamsted
petition the Congress of the United States of America that
the Farmington River be designated as a Wild and Scenic
River with the understanding that such designation would
be based on the locally-developed river conservation plan
and would not involve federal acquisition or management of
lands.

Therefore; Be it further resclved that the townspeople urge our elected
officials to consider and, wherever appropriate, to adopt
additional lccal measures that will strengthen the Town's
protection of this critical resource.




Aprenbix H

PusLic AcT 93-256 oF THE CONNECTICUT (GENERAL ASSEMBLY

House Bill No. 6925
PUBLIC ACT NO. 93-256

AN ACT CONCERNING THE ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COM-
MISSION, FREE FISHING, HUNTING AND TRAPPING LICENSES FOR DIS-
ABLED PERSONS AND PERSONS SIXTY-FIVE YEARS OF AGE AND OLDER,
THE DESIGNATION OF THE FARMINGTON RIVER AS A WILD AND SCENIC
RIVER AND THE STATE GEOLOGICAL AND NATURAL HISTORY SURVEY
SALES AND PUBLICATION ACCOUNT.

JANUARY 1993 P.A. 93-256 805

Sec. 3. Section 24-3 of the general statutes is repealed and the following is
substituted in lieu thereof:

(2) Said commissioner shall cause to be prepared a report to the general as-
sembly before each regular session of the same in the odd-numbered years, showing
the progress and condition of the survey, together with such other information as he
deems useful or as the general assembly requires, The regular and special reports of
the survey, with illustrations and maps, shall be [prepared for publication, and, when
printed, the repontis] PRODUCED FOR PUBLIC USE AND shall be distributed or
sold by the commissioner as the interests of the state and of science may demand.

{b) There is established a separate account within the general fund, to be
known as the state geological and natural history survey sales and publication account,
for the purpose of providing moneys for {the printing] PRODUCTION of [survey)
ENVIRONMENTAL publications and purchase, for resale, of related [maps and re-
ports] MATERIALS AND PRODUCTS. All moneys obtained from the sale of such
publications, {maps and reports] MATERIALS AND PRODUCTS shall be paid to the
state treasurer and credited to said account and the commissioner may expend moneys
of said account for the {editing and printing] PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION
of such publications and the purchase, for resale, of such {maps and reports. Any
moneys in excess of thirty thousand dollars remaining in said account at the close of
any fiscal year shall revert to the general fund] MATERJALS AND PRODUCTS.

Sec. 4. (NEW) (a) It is g?:larcd to be the policy of the state of Connecticut

that the portion of the Farmington River which is the subject of the authorized study by
the Farmington Wild and Scenic River Study Committee for purposes of designation
as a national wild and scenic rivers system be preserved as provided for in the federal
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Public Law 90-542, as amended,

(b) The commissioner of environmental protection shall cooperate with all
relevant federal, state and local agencies to provide for such designation and 1o imple-
ment any management plan developed in accordance with the Wild-and Scenic Rivers
Act. Upon the designation of the river segment by Congress, the commissioner shall
notify the joint standing committee of the general assembly having cognizance of mat-
ters relating to the environment regarding any statutory changes necessary to imple-
ment the preservation and conservation of the river segment in accordance with the
federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The commissioner shall cause a copy of this sec-
tion to be delivered to all United States Representatives and Senators representing
Connecticut in the Congress of the United States.

Sec. 3. Section 26-28 of the generat statutes is repealed and the following is
substituted in lieu thereof:

(a) Except as provided in subsection (b}, the fees for firearms hunting, arch-
ery hunting, trapping and sport fishing licenses or for the combination thereof shail be
as follows: (1)} Resident firearms hunting license, ten dollars; (2) resident fishing li-
cense, fifieen dollars; (3) resident combination ticense to firearms hunt and fish,




ArpENDIX |
ExporseMeNT OF WiLp anp Scenic River DEsienaTion BY THE FARMINGTON RIVER ANGLERS ASSOCIATION

Since 1977 our club has been actively involved in the stewardship of
| the Farmington River. From small actions such as trash cleanup, to
| large actions such as sponsorship of the Shaw-Gates riverfront
property acquisition; our 15 year history has been a testament to
the protection of a vital resource. During the past tvo decades our
small state has witnessed a quantum growth of civilization. Vast
. areas of open space have been swallowed up by condominium develop-
ments, roads, commercial buildings, and shopping malls. For various
reasons this growth has placed increasing demand on our remaining
open spaces and water resources. The F.R.A.A. has gained much wisdom
in its short life, and we have come to the understanding that future
stewardship of the Farmington River must come from an authority much
greater than any one club or group can provide. The source of this
authority can be the provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
and we urge the adoption of this status for our home river.

From a purely angling perspective, the area proposed for Wild and
, Scenic designation has come into national prominence as one of the
premier trout waters of the eastern United States. It has received
national attention in magazines such as "Fly Fisherman". The Trout
I Management Area of the Farmington River has flourished to the point
| where it has just been expanded to handle the traffic jam of fishermen,
In recent times this area has been fished by visitors from all across
| the country and as far away as Japan. This angling tourism has direct-
ly benefited the local economy of the study area. But it must be
recognized, however, that the high quality of the fishery comes from
the benefits of having class B water quality and open spaces along
the rverfront. The best insurance policy for the future of the
angling populace and the resident trout is the adoption of Wild and
Scenic status for the river.

| In the greater environmental perspective, we have come to see the

| oasis that the river corridor has become for numerous species of
plants, birds, and mammals. We have observed many of them in our time
spent on the river, and believe that Wild and Scenic designation will

‘ provide a needed cushion of protection. At the same time we recognize

the historical rights of property owners along the river corridor;

and hope that they will see the provisions of the act as an ally

| rather than an imposition.

In closing, we trust that our statement will serve to reaffirm the

F.R.A.A.'s commitment to the Farmington River and to its designation

‘ as Wild and Scenic. More importantly, we trust that Wild and Scenic
designation will help to establish a legacy for our children which

will allow them to feast upon the same beauties of the Farmington River

which we are all now privileged.

Respectfully submitted,

b & 26 Lresdert
“'Search out and feast upon I

| the ensuing beauties s i T
| of the ;HleﬂgTDﬂ An Artve Member Club of Fedemuon of Ayflshers {‘r}l A
“haQay | 3 MMeoLean 805 :




PUBLIC LAW 103-313---AUG. 26, 1994 108 STAT. 1699
fOuSI:llicCoLaw 103-313
ngress
An Act
o designate s partioa of the \n Connecticut se 2 componeat _ Aug. 26, 1994

Parmington River

Be it ted the House ntati
the Driton Bunce o A Senate and House of fepreseniatives of

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Farmington Wild and Scenic

River Act”,
SEC. 1. FINDINGS.

ThoCong;uﬂndsthat—
{1} Public Law 99-590 authorized the study of 2 ents
of the West Branch of the Farmington River, inclu an

consisting
towns bordering the 2 ents,
and other river interests, to advise the Secretary of the Interior

in cond the study and concern management alter-
mtherlmbeindudedin NaﬂonalWildan!;l

natives
Scenic Rivers System;

{2) the study determined that ts of the river
are eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Seenic Rivers
System based upon their fres. and outstanding

heries, recrea; wildlife, and historic values;

{3) the towns directly sbut the Connecticut sagment

Hartford, and Canton), as well

(1]
the Town of Colebrook, which abuts the segment’s major
tributary, have demonstrated their desire for national \:iild
town meeting actions
4 abutting towns have
the river h

(H.R. 2815}

108 STAT. 1700

16 USC 1204
note.

Comtracts.

PUBLIC LAW 108-313—AUG. 26, 1994

SEC. 3. DESIGNATION.

mm aau%mm&mmmmm UiIS.Ci
w mﬁl‘ m new ml"l’ al
the end thersof:

“{ )} FARMINGTON RivER, CONNECTICUT.~The Iémmt
of the West Branch and mainstem extending from :ate:ly
below the Goodwin and Hydroelectric in Hartland,
Connecticut, to the downsirenm end of the New Hartford-Canton,

in this referred ta

satisfy irement for a comprehensive manage-
ment plan pursuant to uu';:: 3(d) of this Act.”,

SEC. 4, MANAGEMENT.

(a} CommMITTEE.—The Director of the National Park Service.
or his or her designes, shall remmt the Secretary on the Farming.
ton River Coordinating Comm provided for in the plan.

(b} FEDERAL.—(1) In opder to provide for the long-term protec:
tion, preserv. , and enhancement of the river segment des.
Secretary, pursuant to section 10(e) o

#1¢-fa1 av o11dng
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PUBLIC LAW 103-313—-AUG. 26, 199 108 STAT. 1701

theW:ldandSoenmRivazt,shalloffertoentermmooopen
agreements with the State of Connecticut and its relevant political
subdivisions identified in the gmendment made by such section
3 and, pursuant to section 11(bX1) of such Act, shail make a
similar offer to the Farm River Watershed Association. The
Secretary, pursuant to such section 11(bX1), also may enter into
cooperative agreements with other parties who may be represented
ot the Committee. All cooperative agreements provided for in this
Act shall be consistent with the Plan, ahd may include provisions
fbr financial or other assistance from the United States to facilitate
the long-term protéction, conservation, and enhancement of the
mugmeﬂ:;duim&ted by such section 3 'and the implementation of

(2) The Secretary may provide technical assistance, staff sup-
o ld funding to .:;’ﬁh in Aéhe ﬁnplementatit:;l of the Pialgs
ntation through cooperative agreemen
Im}‘me ph (2) of this subsection shall not constitute

Nationa! Park administration of the segment designated
by section 3 for pu of section 10{c) of the Wild and Scenic
RiversActand not cause such segment to be considered
mgw a unit of the National Park System.
{c} WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS.—(1} In determining whether
a proposed water resources ect would have a direct and adverse
effect on the values for w lgated by section
3 was inciuded in the National Rivers System,
the Secmtary shail specifically eonsider the extent to which the
praject is consistent with the Plan,

(2) For purposes of implementation of section 7 of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act, the Plan, including the detailed anralysis
of instream flow needs monrporated there?n and such additional
analysis as may be incorporated in the future, shall serve as the
primary source of information regarding the flows needed to mzin-
tain instream resources and the potent:a] compatibility between
resource protection and poasible water supply withdrawals.

{d) LAND MANAGEMENT.—The zoning ordinances duly adopted

by the towns of Hartland, Barkhamsted, New Hartford, and Canton.
(%nnecucut. including the “river protection overlay districts™ in
effect on the date of enactment od") this Act, shall be deemed to
satisfly the standardas and requirements of section 6(c) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. For the purpose of section 6{c), such towns
shall be deemed “villages™ and I.B: rovisions of that section, which
prohibit Federal acquisition of lamr y condemnation, shall apply
to the segment designated by section 3

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS, 16 USC 1254
For the pu ?l_hrposes of this Act: note:
(1) The term “Committee” means the Farmington River
Coordinating Committee reflerred to in section 4.
(2} The term “Plan” means the comprehensive management
plan for the Connecticut segment of the Farmington River
pared by the Farmington River Study Committee and the
natwnal Park Service, which is known as the “Upper Farming-
ton River Management Plan” and dated April 29, 1993.
(3) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the
Interior.

108 STAT. 1702 PUBLIC LAW 103-313—AUG. 26, 1994
16USC121¢  SEC. & FUNDING AUTHORIZATION.

There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may

be necessary to out the of this Act, includin
3” amendmena t to Ile mc Rivers Act made bg
n 3.

Approved August 26, 1994

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY —H.R. 2815:

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 103-430 {Comm. on Natural Resources).
SENATE REPORTS: No. 103-278 (Comm. on Energy and Natyral Resources.
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 140 (1984):

Mar. 15, considered and passed House.

June 16, considered and Scnm

Aug. 16, House concu in amcndmnu
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103RD CONG. STATUS PROFILE FOR H.R,2815 AARRRRRRAARKRRS

BRIEF TITLE....... Farmington Wild and Scenic River Act

Farmington Wild and Scenic¢ River Act

SPONSOR...+ss+++++ Johnson {CT)

DATE INTRODUCED... July 30, 1993

HOUSE COMMITTEE... Natural Resources

SENATE COMMITTEE.. Energy and Natural Resources

OFFICIAL TITLE.... A bill to designate a portion of the Farmington River in:

CO~SPONRSORS

Jul

Mar
Mar
Mar
Mar

May

Jun
Aug

Aug
Aug
Aug
Aug

Co8 CO-SPONSORS

30, 93
Sep 16,

Ooct
Feb
Feb
Sep 30,
Mar 2,
Mar 2,
Mar 10,

10, 94
15, 94
15, 94
16, 94
16, 94

Mar 17,

Mar 22,

Mar 25,

Apr 8,

HMay 11,
May 11,
May 25,

25, 94

16, 94
16, 924

16, 94
18, 24
26, 94
26, 94

..

Connecticut as a component of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System.

..... 5 CURRENT COSPONSORS

Referred to House Committee on Natural Resources.

93 Referred to Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests
and Public Lands.

28, 93 Subcommittee Hearings Held.

10, 94 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session Held.

10, 94 Forwarded by Subcommittee to Full Committee (Amended).

93 Executive Comment Requested from Interior.

94 Ceonmittee Consideration and Mark-up Session Held.

94 Ordered to be Reported (Amended)} by Voice Vote.

94 Reported to House (Amended) by House Committee on
Natural Resources Report No: 103-430.

Placed on Union Calendar No: 238,

Called up by House Under Suspension of Rules.

Passed House (Amended} by Voice Vote.

Received in the Senate.

Referred to Senate Committee on Energy and Natural

Resgurces.

94 Referred to Subcommittee on Public Lands, National
Parks and Forests.

94 Committee on Energy and Natural Resources requested
executive comment from Department of the Interior, and
Office of Management and Budget.

94 Committee on Energy and Natural Resources requested
executive comment from Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, and Office of Management and Budget.

94 Committee on Energy and Natural Resources received
exacutive comment from Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission.

94 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session Heid.

94 Ordered to be Reported (amended}).

94 Reported to Senate (Amended) by Senate Committee on
Energy and Natural Resocurces Report No: 103-278,

Placed on Senate Legislative Calendar under General

Orders. Calendar No. 449.

Passed Senate (amended) by Voice Vote.

On motion that the House suspend the rules and agree to the

Senate amendments

Agreed to by voice vote.

Cleared for White House.

Presented to President.

Signed by President.

Became Public Law No: 103-313.

..... S CURRENT COSPONSORS

AS INTRODUCED..... Kennelly, Gejdenson, DelLauro, Shays, Franks (CT).




