







































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































MOC Strategic Planning Elements
8. Water Demand

1. Population 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
"exclusive service area” is expected to
occur (p. lI-1).

DEP Comments

No comment.

FRWA Comments

No Comment.

-0

WRRC Commen

1. The COM/WFA document does
not provide 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, B-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 each. 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 Supply Plan

The basis for population
projection of the IWSP 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.
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2. Per capita use increases and
forecast scenarios (Appen. B1, pp. 5
& 6; p. I1-2) 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
domestic is estimated after 2010 (p.
18, B-2).

3. Not-domestic demand. Non-

domestic demand is expected to
increase from 30.0 mgd in 1986 to
44.3 in 2030. Amounts for industry,
commercial and municipal are
Flaherty & Giavara estimates, as
reviewed by Camp Dresser & McKee.
All non-domestic demand figures in
the Plan Report include a 5 mgd
contractual commitment to supply
New Britain.

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
conservation.

3. With a reasonable
retrofit program alone,
the domestic demand
should fall from about
71 gpcd to at least 65
gpcd or lower,
resulting in a 2030
projected decrease of 5
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
(pp.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).

1. Water conservation
goals should be
established (pp. 2, 6-7).

2. Examination of the
curve of the per capita
demand shows a
leveling off of demand
without any input of
water conservation.
Given the trend to
water conservation and
new water legislation
which establishes 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
should also be
challenged (p. 8).

2. The New Britain
commitment is purely
legal and not
substantive (p. 8).

-3~

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 yield standard (under state
regulation) doubles-up the
conservativeness of water
demand.

3. Reliance 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 legislation.

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 old (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 MDC 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 estimated
effects of conservation
from total 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, Yield Com-
parison),

1. The IWSP non-domestic
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 23.1
mgd. An additional 8.4
mgd is projected bringing
the total of non-domestic
to 31.5mgd in 2030.
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3. Non-domestic demand (cont.)

DEP Comments

FRWA Comments

WRRC Comments
1990 to 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
report declares that it has
adopted FGA’s nonresidential
demand figures, but it presents a
table (B1, Table 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
Hartford, West Hartford,
Glastonbury, and Farmington,
where FGA say, p. 24, that no net
industrial use increases will
occur.)

3. CDM/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,
there 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
indemand.

Water Supply Plan

b-D e
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C. Potential Supply Sources

1. East Br odifications.
Obtain 10 mgd addition by
lowering minimum pool at
Barkhamsted and Nepaug by 10
feet each and activating Lake
McDonough for limited water
supply during during non-
recreational season. These
modifications are projected to
enablie MDC to meet demands to
approximately 2010.

2. Groundwater (111-10, IV-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,
land use considerations and
proximity to MDC system. Be
prepared to adjust estimate of
groundwater yield upon thorough
investigation of these and other
area aquifers.

DEP Comments

Agree with strategic
plan (p. 2) but an
environmental impact
study will be required
(p.7).

1. Groundwater is
usually a less costly
alternative and MDC is
biased toward surface
sources (p. 5).

2. MDC shouid
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
realistically 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

"MDC’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 list"!

2. The site-elimination
rationale in the
Strategic Plan s
inconsistently applied
(e.g., Rocky Hill
eliminated but Granby
retained). (p. 5).

- 4 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 final plan report
(p.- 111-6), Barkhamsted alone
could be iowered 1o 450 feet. This
would mean an increased safe
yield of over 3 mgd beyond the 4
mgd realizable at 480 feet
(Append. C6).

2. Additional storage to catch
spillage should be investigated
(C6, p. 69).

1. No engineering 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 yield for
any aquifer.

4. Where wells are too far from
MDC system, wells could be used
locally to reduce future MDC
expansion needs.

Approved MDC Individual
Water Supply Plan

East Branch Modifications
1 Obtain 6 mgd

additional by lowering the
minimum elevation at
Barkhamsted to 480' and
the minimum at Nepaug
to 445°'. Use of Lake
McDonough has been
removed as a supply
element.

Gr?_gngwatgf. 1. The IWSP
reflects the Groundwater
Feasibility Study of 1989
done by CDM 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 potential
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 pians
rely on.

LY
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2. Groundwater (cont.)

DEP Comments

FRWA 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 4-8 mgd”.

4. Substantial coarse
grained aquifers may lie
under fine grain
sediments and provide
additional 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
MDC’'s own information,
not cost effective.

-f=

WRRC Comments

A

roved MDC Indivi

Water Su

Plan

-
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3. Conservation (IV-6, 7; V-5, 6;
Appen. B4 and E)

1. “Pilot” residential retrofit
programs will be undertaken.

2. Industrial substitution is being
pursued, starting with Pratt &
Whitney, the MDC’s largest user (6
mgd).

3. Efforts will be expended to
"manage demand’ in beoth
residential and non-residential
sectors (p. x).

4. Conservation programs will be
vigorously pursued regardless of
longer-term strategy
implementation activities (p. IV-7).

4. Connecticut River (Hi-10, IV-7, V-
13; Appen. AS5, 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 drinking water
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
other alternatives (p.
2).

3. Plan should include
substitution, cogenera-
tion recycling, reuse,
retrofit, water rate
adjustment, & public
e;iucation programs (p.
7).

4. Studies elsewhere
show immediate
savings possible (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
legisiature have made
conservation state
priority. As a large and
quasi-public utility, the
MDC should 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 mgd goal
is achievable.

MDC claims that 8 to 9
mgd of substitute
water from the Ct.
River can be developed
(p. 6). This potential
should be figured as a
source.

=P

WRRC Comments

1. The impact of state
initiatives, such as plumbing
code changes should be
factored into the Strategic
Plan.

2. Plan say non-domestic
conservation will be pursued,
but nat how.

Even under legal “"use
prohibition”, the Connecticut
River might, in effect, be
tapped legally 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 goal of 6 mgd by
2030 which is 10% of 1989
(base year) usage. As
previously pointed out, actual
conservation results will
lower the demand projection
which will mean that new
supply sources will be
triggered later in the
planning period.

s L
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5. West Branch Preservation (viii, ix,
x, 11I-10). Preserve West Branch
supplies to obtain up to 20 magd
(Plan p. 1lI-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 plan 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 scheduling.

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. MDC should 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”,
particularly 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 levels.
Diversion infrastructure
once established, will
easily allow 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 Comments

1. West Branch is
estimated to cost $4
million 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,

coincidentally works out
to approximately the same
cost per mgd as
development of the West
Branch).

2. Downstream needs
requirements are not
clearly explicated (Appen.
c1).

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.

Approved 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 uppermost
and development of the
watershed will be
forestailed.

|
|
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Groundwater: Groundwater sources
will be actively pursued with the
expectation that between 4 and 8 mgd
can 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
should be 14-15 mad (p.
9).

Conservation & Ct. River:

4 mgd substitution water
should 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

Groundwater: Goal
should 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 should 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.

Conservation & Ct. River:

1. The adoption of upper
bound and high likely
scenarios totally discounts
the feasibility of using
conservation to meet
future demand.

2. If itis "dangerous” to
depend on conservation, it
is dangerous to depend on
anything, including West
Branch diversion. In a
democracy, 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 goals for them
have been incorporated
into the Plan’s
calculations.

Approved MDC Individual
Water Supply Plan

Groundwater. 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.

Conservation & Ct. River:

The IWSP target a 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
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West Branch: should be preserved
and reserved as part of the
Connecticut Plan process for

possible regional use after 2010.

DEP Comments

West Branch:

1. It is clear 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 West Branch
should be considered a
source of last resort only
(p. 8).

FRWA Comments

West Branch:

1. MDC should
consider diversion as a
last resort and relegate
the West Branch to a
backup role only (p. 7).

2. Since uncertainty
seems to be the major
reason for discounting
the groundwater
option, why is not the
same reasoning applied
to diversion from the
West Branch? (e.g., a
possible prohibition of
diversion by DEP or
Congress place that
source in a state of
uncertainty as great as,
for example, 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 following
reasons,

1. The Strategic Plan itself
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
including New Britain
saturation, groundwater, and
conservation, as well as the
West Branch. The claim that
the West Branch must be
reserved as a requisite supply
source is therefore no more
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 Plan
does not demonstrate that
the West 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
West Branch to a back-up
role. Its use is anticipated
only if groundwater yields
prove to be disappointing
and actual demand
justifies accessing new
sources. In short, MDC
expects to get by without
use of the West Branch
before 2030 unless other
aspects of the plan turnout
to be overly-optimistic. It
is therefore a back up, a
contingency source for the
planning period and a
regional source for the
future beyond the
planning horizon.

DE=0)-8
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6. Summary (cont.)
West Branch (cont.)

DEP Comments

ERWA Comments WRRC Comments

-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 MDC individual
Water Supply Plan

« 11-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:

258-3336
258-4800
258-4472

For further information call:

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 foolish 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 Told!

Become designated Wild and Scenic and we will protect the river from dams and pollution. Nothing will
change. You will control 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 System.

Law 1271
Nothing shail prechude the use of condemnation when necessary to get tile or easements to 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 condemnation. ( There goes
Seif Management)

Law 1272
Additional land may be added to the system from time to time.

Law 1275
The boundaries of any river in the Wikd and Scenic system shall be 1/4 mile from the high water mark
on each side but not limited to areas which may lie more than 1/4 mile from the high water mari

Law 1283

The Secretanes of the Interior or Adriculture has the jurisdiction over any lands which include.
border upon. or are adjacent to any river in the National Wild and Scenic River System or are
UNDER CONSIDERATION for such inclusion.

Law Sect. C of Sect. 10 of PL 99590
Becoming designated Wild and Scenic automatically make us a National Wikdlife Refuge .

Law Sect. 16 A of PL 99530
The definition of Rivers is a flowing body of water or estuary or a section, portion or tributary thereof,
including rivers, streams, creeks, runs, kills, rills and small lakes.

Think back and remember if any one who promotes or desires designation ever mentioned any of these
laws. all of which may be found in your local library. Once the government is given the power 1o do
something it does it and more so. Our government s past and present record around this country is ample
proof of what they can and will do. Their statement of ™ this is a different situation” holds no water, as the
same laws apply to ALL situations.

This enticement by the National Park Service to become Wild and Scenicis very similar to the drug dealer
who says, "Just try the harmless white powder. it won't hurt you. and it sure will make you feel good.”

I You Want To Get Involved - Start Herel
Your help is urgently needed.

‘We need people to write letters & articles, attend
hearings, do mailings and make phone callal
We need your contributions to help pay lor mailings,
action alerts, phone bills and advertisements.

|
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
|

‘WON'T YOU HELP?
Masws:
Adtrma
Cy. Soama. 29
Phers (Bua) (Home o
Contritnaae 35 510 515 520 Odher

| Mail completed form to FOR. HCB8 Box 143. Sandisfield. MA 01255

e

|
|
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|
|
|
I
I
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I
|
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|
|
|
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Laws taken from Wild 22 Scenic Rivers act, public law 9542, October 2, 1968 and amended by PL 98-580 October 30, 1986
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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 official 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.
Inc. This is a group made up, by and for the people in the
Farmington River Valley. They speak very strongly to issues
concerning our 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 is 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 because of my

six years of formal education in Natural Resource Management and
my background in environmental studies. I am not a Federal

Govt. employee. I don't work for the MDC. I 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. I 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 our 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 alsoc vulnerable
to hydro projects and dams. Sandisfield 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 could have this protection without Federal control
of private land. I learned we could get this protection by making
sensible choices about river protection through our own planning
and zoning board. What has happened 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 is true. Protection against Gov't control will be built
right into the legislation when we ask Congress for wild and scenic
designation.

These are not my opinions. This is not the way I feel., This is
what I have learned. This is what I am relating to the people of
my town, because they asked me to. It makes no sense to give you
unrelated horror stories about things that have happened elsewhere
in the country. I can find 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 go 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 so much air
and water, why we have an out-of-control waste problem and why
we are such a global environmental mess. I tell them that it is
terrible, and that we are 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 something to protect it. Will they thank us for what we have
done here in Sandisfield or be bitter because we made a decision
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, 1If 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

to%ﬁﬂ.
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Robert Tarasuk

Farmington River Study Committee
sandisfield Representative
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Citizens of Sendisfield, MA
% Mr. Bob Tarasuk

P.0. Box 6

Sandisfield, MA 01255

January 25, 1992

To the Concerned Citizens of Sandisfield,

1 heve been zpproached by both proponents and opponents (Friends of
the River) of your involvement in the Farmington River Wild & Scemic River
Study in their effort to assess the impact which designation might have on
your community. I feel compelled to respond to you directly because my
experience with the process may shed some light on the direction you choose
to take in your upcoming vote on Wild & Scenic.

The story of the Wildcat River and the Town of Jackson, NH hes 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
is a small community of 600+ in northern NH which has evolved from a rural/
agricultural economy of the 1B00's to the present tourism-based economy without
losing the trappings and atmosphere of the former. Indeed. the strong suit
of Jackson has been the asset of its surrounding geography....its natural
resources. In the early 1980's a group of developers, with the support of
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) proposed construction of a
hydropover facility st Jackson Falls on the Wildcat River. Jockson Falls
is in the center of the village and has served as 2 calling card to visitors
and residents alike since the town was built. The hydro proposs! carried
with it the power of eminent domain through which access to the Falls could
have been denied. The citizens of Jackson were up in arms but responses
to the proposal were thwarted at every level of bureaucracy. Finallyv, with
the help of our two U.5. Senators, our pleas were heard. Through Act of
Congress a moritorium was placed on licensing proiects on the Wildcat for a
proscribed period during which the citizens of Jackson could decide the
course of action they wished to take. At the same time the Act funded a
study of the Wildcet River to determine its suitebility and eligibility for
inclusion in the National Wild & Scenic Rivers System. Because federal Ffunds
were involved, the National Park Service was nemed as the lead agencv in the
civer study.
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If you have read this far, you are truly a concerned citizen. Among
the first information to come te Jackson regarding Wild and Scenic protection
was a book called Flowing Free which desrribed in detail the provisions of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968. Upon reading the provision for the
establishment of river corridors through the purchase of lands, so many acres
per mile, etc., etc., being a riparian landowner I became very concerned with
the direction of this process. One of the first valuable contributions of
the National Park Service representatives 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 large western
rivers where the land ownership pattern is very different from here in the
East. Typically, the land is already public or owned by large corporations.
Essentially, the River Study Act for the Wildcat amended and rewrote the 1968
Act by addressing the needs of smaller rivers and specifically excluding
purchase of private lande. The River Study legislation also directed the Town

of Jackson to evaluate other possibilities of resource protection. The

Rational Park Service served as a clearing house for information on resource
management around the country. At no time did they mandate specific actions
Jackson would have to take to qualify for Wild & Scenic protection. We were
left to examine our existing zoning and Master Plan to evaluate their effective-
ness in protecting our resources and preserving the rural character of the
Town. Local citizens determined that our Master Plan addressed the need for
protection but our zoning ordinances fell short of this goal. Our Board of
Selectmen and Planning Board proposed smendments to our zoning to address
these shortcomings.

At the time of our river study, the State of New Hampshire had no river
protection program and no 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 the citizens of Jackson to voice
their support for Wild and Scenic designation at Town Meeting in 1988 and
offer as a demonstration of good faith the adopted zoning amendments.
The rest is history.

Now. te vour concerns. The Wildcat River still flows freely over Jackson
Falls and the zoning changes are working. Property values have not dropped
as a result of designation nor has there been an increase in visitation and
attendant problems. There is no longer a Mational Park Service presence
in Jackson. Public lands in the Wildcat watershed are managed by the USDA

National Forest Service (White Mountain National Forest) as they have since
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the early 1990's. Private landholding are subject to provisions of local
government, as they are in Sandisfield, and are overseen by the efforts of
the Board of Selectmen, the Planning Board, and the Conservation Cosmission.
The Wild & Scenic designaction legislation provided for the creation of an
advisory river commission consisting of members of these agencies and also
including riparian lsndowners. The weight of the membership vote falls to
the Town of Jackson. I serve on the advisory commission and also on the
Jackson Conservation Commission. My work is in general contracting and I
have not felt or observed any negative impact arising from designation.
There are no hidden agendas and wost Jackson citizens would report that
Wild and Scenic designation has been a very positive experience. However,
for myself, getting there was not half the fun. The local people involved
in the study process were required to sacrifice many days and evenings...
work time...family time...to make this project work. There were many
obstacles to overcome. MNot everyone is pleased with change, but this wes
a community project and everyone had an opportunity to participate and
voice their concerns. I
In the case of Sandisfield, as an outsider let me be the last to suggest

the proper direction for you to take. It is your decision. Wild and Scenic
designation for your segment of the Farmington River can certainly be a
useful tool for protecting that resource and maintaining the character of
your community for future generations. Designation will not bring on the
worst case scenarios which apparently the Friends 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 but I suspect

my comments fell on deaf ears. The federsl government will not take control
of private lands. They have no jurisdiction. Rather, federal law gives this
power to state governments which in turn have transferred this power to local
governing bodies through the concept of zoning. This is to say that even
with designation of your river, your local government will have jurisdiction
over private landholdings. Local government is you. I am not familiar with
your local land use regulations. Perhaps they are adequate. If there are
needed changes such as increased set-backs or building restrictions, they
can be developed and adopted through your town meeting process. This is a
wonderful civics lesson and a remarkable opportunity for the citizens of
Sandisfield to provide a legacy for the future. In a anaj},:ovu there are

Nr oy
George J. Bordash

no throu-auny votes...every one counts.

tackson. YH
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ComprLETE ResuLTS OF LANDOWNER/RESIDENT QQUESTIONNAIRE

FARMINGTON RIVER SURVEY RESULTS

Total 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
QUESTION #2 Prior to receiving this questionnaire, had you heard

about the Wild and Scenic Study of the Farmington 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%)
Other Study info = 162 (25%)
Friend = 130 (20%)
Attended meeting = 96 (15%)
other = 49 ( 8%)
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QUESTION #3 How do you or members of your family use the
Farmington River corridor? ([Listed in order of highest to lowest
response for "Frequent Use"] [n=568)

Activity Frequent Use Occasjonal 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%)
canoeing 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%)

QUESTION #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 Discourage
protect water quality 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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industrial development 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 development 313 (49%)
$) 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%)
10) other 28 ( 4%)
13) too much recreation 19 ( 3%)

QUEBTION #6 Do you think efforts to conserve natural, scenic,
historic and recreational resources are threatening growth and
development in the upper Farmington River Valley?

Yes = 46 ( 7%)
No = 509 ( 79%)
Undecided = 87 ( 13%)

QUESTION #7 Please indicate how you feel about the following land
use options for protecting the critical resources of the upper
Farmington Valley. [Listed in order of highest to lowest response
for "strongly support"™ and "support." NOTE: responses are lumped
into three categories below.])

Protection tool sSupport = 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%)

©)




Protection tool cont. Support Neutral 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%) 88 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")

Yes 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
STIONS (9)

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%)

QUESTION #13 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 = 144 (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 States
Fouse of Representatives
Sashington, B.E. 20515

January 13, 1992

Dear Farmington River Valley resident:

We are aware that there has been considerable discussion in recent
weaks about the potential effects of designating the West Branch of the
Farmington River as a wild and scenic river on the communities through which
the river flows. We believe that this dialogue is positive and ultimately
will be beneficial both to area residents and the river. As your slected
representatives to the U.S. Congress who would be responsible for introducing
legislation to designate the river, we believe we should clarify our position
on this important issue.

We consider the Farmington River to be one of the region's most
important natural rescurces. The river is a defining feature of the area’s
scenic character. It supports an imp ive diversity of plant and animal
species, offers a broad range of recreational opportunities, and is an
integral part of daily life in the valley. The Farmington River clearly is
worthy of protaction.

Of egual importance im the fact that the vast majority of land along
the river is privately owned. This, too, is a defining feature of the
Farmington River Valley. In the past, the threat of federal acquisition and
management of private land associated with wild and scenic designation has
often created controversy.
Wild and Scenic River Study was specifically tailored to encompass a new

Precisely becauss of that history, the Farmington

approach, founded on maintaining the traditions of private land ownarship and

local authority while removing gny consideration of federal acquisition and
management from the study process. Throughout the study, the Naticnal Park
Service and Farmington River Study Committee have demonstrated their
commitment to this approach, and this commitment is articulated in the
detailed question and an handout r ly distrib

For the Farmington River to be designated a wild and scenic river, a
new law must be adopted by Congress. The principal effect of this law would

d by the Park Service.

be to restrict federally assisted water projects that would degrade the river.
While we appreciate the significance of the Farmington River and would welcome
the opportunity to sponsor legislation to ensure its long-term protection, wg

W

2upport.
Meeting votes eéndorsing designation; and, a demonstration of town commitment

We will measure local support through two principle indicators: Town

N
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Page Two

to protect the river through effective local control, such as a river
protection overlay district.

In keeping with the philosophy of maintaining private ownership and
local control, legislation that we may proposs to designate the Farmington
River as a wild and scenic river will include the following provisions:

1. There will be no land acquisition by the federal governmesnt.

2. Control over the use of lands along the Parmington River will resain
the responsibility of local government. Thers will ba no federal
land managemsnat.

3. Federal presence in the Farmingtoa River Valley will not be
increased as a result of designation. MNo new federal permits will
be required, and the river arsa will not become a component of the
Wational Park system or be subject to tha federal regulations
governing lands in the system.

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 believe that the Parmington River deserves strong
protection, but we remain convinced that this can only be achieved through a
mechanism that will ensure the continuation of private land ownership and
local authority over land use along the river. Federal acquisition and
management of land are inappropriate and unacceptable given these long-
standing traditions of thes Farmington River Valley. W pledos our assurance

lsgisl I he F I R i1 ¢ T

violates these principles. We lock forward to working with the many interests
involved to achieve a solution that will integrate both conservation of this
important resource and the legitimate c na of land 8 and residents of

the riverfront communities.
Olver

r of Congress

Very truly yours,

L fmec

Member of Congress
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SamrLE Town MEeeTinG REsoLuTion SurrorTiNG WILD 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,1990.

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 quantity 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 regulation 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 resolved 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.
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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:

(a) 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 reports}] 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] MATERIALS AND PRODUCTS.

Sec. 4. ( ) (a) It is declared to be the poli_c; 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 to imple-
ment any management plan developed in accordance with the Wildand 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 general 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 shall be
as follows: (1) Resident firearms hunting license, ten dollars; (2) resident fishing li-
cense, fifteen dollars; (3) resident combination license to firearms hunt and fish,
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EnporseMeENT OF Wi ano Scenie River DESIGNATION 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
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,

/o0 i gﬁﬁ/’«e” p’&'&’é’rﬁ'

‘Search out and feast upon E
the ensuing beauties e
of the Farrmington

ThaQay | B MeolLean



PUBLIC LAW 103-313—AUG. 26, 1994 108 STAT. 1699 108 STAT. 1700 PUBLIC LAW 108-313—AUG. 26, 1994

Public Law 103-313 (4) during the study, the Farmington River Study Commit-
e S TN ST

An Act mﬂwm'w 29, 1093)

i

To designate a portion of the Farmington River in Connecticut as a component _Aug. 26,1994 which establishes and
‘du-ﬂmwmmmmma:m-. [H.R. 2815} M'ﬂlmm‘dthm hﬁﬁ‘%
Be it enacted the Senate and House of Representatives of ) resources, without Federal management of affected lands not
the United States of America in Congress assembled, Dumington M(l) the Unitad States; ——
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. River Act. mously on April 1993, to adopt the Uj Farmington
16 USC 1271 mmumwt'ﬂundhmmﬁhtcmm
Hivas et oy be clied as thie “Fannington Wild sod Sesnle o include the Connecticut segment in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System in accordance with the spirit and provi-
SEC. 1. FINDINGS. sions of the Uml‘lrnhm River Management Plan, and
'I'heConmuﬂnduhu— to recommend in the absence of town votes sup g
(1) Public Law 99-590 authorized the study of 2 ents m&&:ﬂ”hm ﬂ“‘ river
of the West Branch of the Farmington River, inclu an B)MMWMM Dam _hydroelectric
11-mile headwater t in Massachusetts and the upper- octs are located outside the river t designated by
most 14-mile ent in Connecticut, for potential inclusion ﬂh&lﬂdwﬂﬂulﬂﬁ" r.m.ﬁ:m“r
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and created pursuant to Public Law 99-590, continuation of existing
mmemnRhqud&.wuu,mMngofnpmt- operation of these projects as presently configu including
atives from the 2 States, towns bordering the 2 ents, associated transmission lines and other existing p :
and other river intsrests, to advise the Secretary of the Interior hmrﬂlﬂoﬂt&t& tion made by 3 and
in mdm the study and mnm'nh:ﬁ management alter- will not unreasonably the %Mmﬂnml. and
natives d the river be included in the National Wild and fish ‘and wildlife values of the ent by such
Scenic Rivers System; section as of the date of enactment of this Act.
%mm’mw?mwa d“s::n%’mﬁm e j
ind - e s Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 US.C.
System based upon their free-flowing condition and outstanding
bt i, R, pod s vt cogmnt e et oo
en il
as the Town of Colebrook, which abuts the segment’s major below the Goodwin Dam and in Hartland,
tributary, have demonstrated their desire for national wild Connecticut, to the downstream end of the New -Canton,
and scenic river designation town meeting actions Connecticut, town line (hereinafter in this paragraph referred to
endorsing designation; in addition, 4 abutting towns have as the ‘segment’), as a recreational river, to be inistered by
demonstrated their commitment to the river Lhm the m Interior through cooperative agreements
the adoption of 'dﬂrpmhdhnﬂrummm'. which - between the of the Interior and the State of Connecticut
. lish a uniform setback for new structures, new septic systems, and its relevant Jnlmul subdivisions, nl‘l;ﬂy the Towns of
d and "l extraction md W.tion mv‘l along the Coleb Hartlan > m New Hartfi " and Canton and
xire |¢Il¢§|? of the Connecticut ent: B the Hartford Metropolitan District Commission, pursuant to sec-
i e tion 10(e) of this Act. The t shall be in accordance
%mmmmt .dludoﬂvtr.i!l

with the Upper Farmington
29, 1993, and such amendments thereto as the

Interior determines are consistent with this Act. Such plan shall
be deemed to satisfy the requirement for a comprehensive manage-
ment plan pursuant to section 3(d) of this Act."”.

16 USC 1274 SEC. 4. MANAGEMENT.

- () COMMITTEE.—The Director of the National Park Service.
or his or her designee, shall nrrlunt the Secretary on the Farming:
ton River Coordinating Committee provided for in the plan,

Contracts. (b) FEDERAL.—{1) In order to provide for the long-term protec:
tion, preservation, and enhancement of the river segment des.
ignated by section 3, the Secretary, pursuant to section 10(e) of
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the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, shall offer to enter into cooperative
ents with the State of Connecticut and its relevant political
subdivisions identified in the amendment made by such section
3 and, pursuant to section 11(bX1) of such Act, shall make a
similar offer to the Farm River Watershed Association. The
Secretary, pursuant t; :ruigotherm lltb)(ll};oaho n‘::y enter hm
cooperative agreemen parties who may resen!
on the Committee. All tive agreements provided for in this
Act shall be consistent with the Plan, and may include provisions
for financial or other assistance from the United States to facilitate
the long-term protection, conservation, and enhancement of the
gmmtduignatodhymchueﬂm&mdﬂmimphmenhtbnof

(2) The Secretary may provide technical assistance, staff sup-

(sﬁd e tti.;: ?tt.l:uinutth :h:?ﬁgh el!t‘m"mtlll . Pl‘?s'
mplementation cooperative agreemen

as described in ph (2) of this subsection shall not constitute

National Park administration of the segment designated
by section 3 for pu of section 10(c) of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, and not cause such segment to be considered

as being a unit of the National Park System.

(c) WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS.—(1) In determining whether

:f?ropoud water resources project would have a direct and adverse

ect on the values for which the ent designated by section
3 was included in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,
the Secretary shall specifically consider the extent to which the
project 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 analysis
of instream flow needs incorporated therein and such additional
analysis as may be incorporated in the future, shall serve as the
primary source of information regarding the flows needed to main-
tain instream resources and the potential compatibility between
resource protection and possible water supply withdrawals.

(d) LAND MANAGEMENT.—The zoning ordinances duly adopted
by the towns of Hartland, Barkhamsted, New Hartford, and Canton,
. Connecticut, including the “river oprotection overlay districts” in

effect on the date of enactment of this Act, shall be deemed to
satisfy the standards 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 rovisions of that section, which
prohibit Federal acquisition of lands by condemnation, shall apply
to the segment designated by section 3.

SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.
For the purposes of this Act:
(1) The term “Committee” means the Farmington River
Coordinating Committee referred to in section 4.
(2) The term “Plan” means the comprehensive management
plan for the Connecticut segment of the Farmington River
repared by the Farmington River Study Committee and the
ational Park Service, which is known as the “Upper Farming-
ton River Management Plan" and dated April 29, 1993.
i (3) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the
nterior.

108 STAT. 1701

16 USC 154
note.

108 STAT. 1702 PUBLIC LAW 103-313—AUG. 26, 1994
16USC1274  SEC. 6. FUNDING AUTHORIZATION.

There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may

be necessary to out the of this Act, includin
tbe_amdmantﬂﬂ'ﬂdud ic Rivers Act made bg

section 3.

Approved August 26, 1994.
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