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> How do changes in instream flows affect the Farmington's 
fisheries, recreation, and scenic resources? 

> What flows are needed to maintain those resources? 

> Is 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 Committee 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: 

?Is 

The Instream Flow an information 
document rather than a document. 
It provides essential new data for determining the compat­
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. 
Other factors will include legal and statutory requirements, 
and the standards for river management incorporated in 

the ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

The results of the Instream Flow are 
num[)er of factors 

'rn"""",.-t-', ... ,~P to water allocation on the 

Changing any of those assumptions likely 
would produce different results. The 
are presented later in this chapter in 
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In1:egratloll; those assumptions are analyzed in Subsection 
5.2.6: Discussion. 

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 at water 
availability and flow requirements on an annual basis. If a 
withdrawal is proposed in the future, the applicant would 
have to satisfy requirements for applicable state and fed­
eral permits and resolve other potential constraints. An 
essential element for permitting would be the development 
of a plan for reservoir management, including an opera­
tional plan and a detailed 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 report, which is 
published as a companion document to this report. 

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$160,000 was funded 
jointly by the Hartford Metropolitan District Commission 
($75,000) and Congressional appropriations through the 
National Park Service ($85,000). In addition, all of the 
interests involved in the study made substantial in-kind 
contributions of volunteer and staff time, and other resources. 

The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
administered the project, and contracted with Normandeau 
Associates, Inc. of Bedford, New Hampshire to conduct the 
study. A core working group with representatives from the 
DEP, the MDC, the NPS, the FRWA, and the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts was convened to spearhead the resolution of 
a range of technical concerns (e.g., defining a scope of work; 
reviewing proposals; selecting a consultant; 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 assist 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 
recreation and aesthetics. 

Following is an outline of the general methodology and 
approach used by the consultants: 

~ 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 Massachusetts 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 Massachusetts 
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 aquatic system through 
analyses of aquatic invertebrate communities and other 
habitat characteristics. 

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

(1) Studies 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 to establish 
total annual release volumes. 

(4) The total release requirements and two potential levels 
of withdrawal were subtracted from the annual water­
shed yields produced through hydrologic modeling to 
determine whether all of the demands could be met 
under normal, 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 evaluations in Connecticut were 
restricted to the Wild and Scenic Study 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. 

5.2.2 HYDROLOGIC MODELING 

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 Reservoirs 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 the 
West Branch Reservoirs 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.35 

(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 wi thout the dams). 

(5) Statistical analysis was then used to develop monthly regu­
lated and unregulated 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 
were used for that purpose because they reflect natural 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. 

The results of the statistically 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 

35 Gaging records were obtained from stations on the West Branch at 
Riverton, the Still River at Robertsville, and the main stem at Tariffville 
and the Rainbow Dam. 

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

* 

* 

* 

205,083 acre feet in a normal 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 1 OO-year drought). 

5.2.3 ASSESSMENT OF ~'-JL.'.nLJL'-' BIOLOGY 

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 populations are 
directly dependent upon several key habitat characteristics: 
water depth and velocity; substrate type; and availability of 
cover. The methodology requires taking field measurements 
of these characteristics 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 over a 
range of flows. In IFIM outputs, habitat is measured in terms 
of "Weighted Usable Area" (WUA), with one unit ofWUA 
being equivalent to one square foot of optimal habitat for the 
speciesllife stage in question. The relative quality of habitat is 
determined based on known preferences of that speciesllife 
stage for each of the key habitat characteristics mentioned 
above. 

The fisheries 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 at a total of 17 
specific transect sites which typified the full range of habitat 
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 speciesllife stage were developed from a 
combination of existing scientific literature, the consultant's 
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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 "Suitability Index curves" which are 
presented in Appendix A of the final Instream Flow Study 
report. 

Habitat modeling was performed using standard IFIM 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. 

The results of the IFIM modeling, presented on pages 37-54 
of the final report as Weighted Usable Area curves, show the 
relationship between flows and habitat 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 alternative fisher­
ies flow scenarios and the overall water allocation modeling 
exercise. They are described briefly below. 

II Species selection: Adult brown trout and juvenile Atlantic 
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 
reanng; 

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

(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 vitality. 

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 target speciesllifestages 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 habitat was defined 
as the maximum Weighted Usable Area (WUA) for the 
target speciesllife stage. For adult 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 foundation 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. As a 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 habitat 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 maintains habitat levels that are within 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 either historical habi­
tat levels or those provided by the 150/130 cfs scenario. 

The monthly dam releases needed ro 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 calcu­
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 with the 
habitat 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. 

The health of the aquatic system in the Massachusetts Study 
Segment was evaluated through 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 II" (EPA, 1989). This is an 
accepted methodology 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 conditions and 
others that may thrive in those circumstances. 

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

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 

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. 

SCENIC VALUES 

This portion of the 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.e., 
direct point-to-point travel); and play boating (i.e., using river 
currents and features such as eddies and hydraulics to perform 
various maneuvers, particularly in kayaks). For each of those 
activities, as well as for scenic enjoyment, the evaluation 
identified both the minimum flow needed for an acceptable 
experience and the optimum range of flows that provides the 
highest quality experience. 

Data 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 (approximately 10-250 cfs inMassachusetts, and 100-
1000 cfs in Connecticut). Respondents were asked whether 
the flow on that 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 field evaluation was conducted by a 
team of experts and local volunteers 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) For the scenic assessment, video footage was taken of 
several strategic sites at each of the different flows that were 
provided during the three-day field evaluation. Later in 
the fall and winter, three impartial audiences were asked to 
view a series of side-by-side videotape images of each 
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. 



.. 76 Farmington River Study 

Results and Analysis 

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

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 to 
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. 

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. Recreationalopportu­
nity was defined as the number of days of both minimum and 
optimum conditions that existed in a given year for. each 

Massachusetts Study Area 

Minimum 

Fishing II 25 cfs 

Scenic Enjoyment n/a 

Tubing unsuitable 

Downriver Canoeing 250 cfs 

Play Boating 250 cfs 

Connecticut Study Area 

Minimum 

Fishing 100 cfs 

Scenic Enjoyment n/a 

Tubing 200 cfs 

Downriver Canoeing 250 cfs 

Play Boating 250 cfs 

Optimum 

75 - 250 cfs 

170 cfs 

unsuitable 

250 cfs + 4" b 

250 cfs + 4"-2' b 

Optimum 

150 - 350 cfs 

240 - 540 cfs 

350 - 450 cfs C 

360 - 980 cfs 

540 - 980 cfs 

II 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 to find many fish except during periods immediately 
following state fish stocking releases. 

b Because flows above 256 cfs were not observed, we can only estimate how much water would have 
to be added to achieve optimum conditions. For downriver 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 
inches to 2 feet would need to be added. 

C 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. 
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However, before determining the historical levels of recreational 
opportunity and the annual volumes needed to maintain them, 
several related issues had to be resolved. A working group, 
established by the Farmington River Study Committee's 
Water Resources Subcommittee, discussed and resolved those 
issues.36 Following is a summary of the working group's 
conclusions: 

Recreation Seasons: To determine how many days of 
minimum and optimum conditions existed historically for 
each major recreational activity, it was first necessary to 
identify reasonable "recreation seasons" for each activity 
that encompass the periods of heaviest use. Those seasons 
were defined as follows: 

Fishing: 

Tubing: 

Downriver Canoeing 
and Play Boating: 

Scenic Enjoyment: 

March 1 October 31 

Weekends only from Memorial 
Day - July 4th 

Daily from July 4th - Labor Day 

Weekends only for two weeks 
after Labor Day 

April 1 - September 30 

Daily for the entire calendar 
year 

Representative Rainfall Years: Because historical recre­
ational opportunity was to evaluated based on actual 
conditions since the Goodwin Dam was completed, it was 
necessary to identify the most representative normal, dry 
and drought years from that period. After considerable 
analysis, the following years were identified: 

Most Representative Normal Year: 1974 

Most Representative Dry Year: 1988 

Most Representative Drought Year: 1965 

While these years are not perfect reflections of a statisti­
cally "normaL" "dry," or "drought" year (and, in all 
probability, no actual 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 
each 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 

36 The working group, which consisted of staff members from the DEP, 
NPS, MDC, and FRWA, prepared a detailed 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 representative 
years, it was possible to determine the numbers of minimum 
and optimum days that were actually available under histori­
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 
recreation, producing net annual volumes of reservoir releases 
required for each recreational use. The results of these calcu­
lations are presented in Table 3-6 on page 64 of the final 
Instream Flow Study report. 

5.2.5 INTEGRATION 

Once the initial assessments of hydrology, aquatic biology, and 
recreation/scenic values were completed, the next task 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 minimum and optimum flow ranges 
for a variety of recreational activities, including kayaking or "play boating. " 
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Fishing Minimum 
(March 1 - October 31) 

Optimum 

Tubing Minimum 
(Memorial Day -
September 15) Optimum 

Scenic Enjoyment Minimum 
(entire year) 

Optimum 

Play Boating Minimum 
(April 1 -
September 30) Optimum 

Downriver Canoeing Minimum 
(April 1 -
September 30) Optimum 

(1) The total annual volumes of water available from the West 
Branch Reservoirs under normal, dry and drought 
conditions were calculated based on the results 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? 

(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 drough t 
years. 

The exercise was designed to determine 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. 

37 Although a full study of the relationship between different flows and 
scenic values was conducted, an annual volume of water to provide for 
scenic values was not estimated or incorporated into the final water 
allocation calculations. These steps were omitted because the aesthetics 
evaluation concluded that there is no minimum flow level to maintain 
scenic conditions. 

Drought Dry Normal 
1965 1988 1974 

31 22 20 

51 171 101 

0 60 9 

0 12 43 

nfa nfa n/a 

79 257 243 

26 135 111 

8 2 18 

19 98 37 

15 39 92 

In developing the water allocation scenarios, it was necessary 
to make assumptions about a number of additional factors 
that are of critical importance to water allocation in the 
Farmington River basin. Those assumptions provide much 
of the foundation for the results of the entire exercise. Conse­
quently, if any of the assumptions were changed, the results 
likely would change in response. The principal assumptions 
are presented below; their implications for river 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 riparian agreement with the Farmington River 
Power Company - The riparian agreement requires the 
MDC to provide releases totalling 21.7 billion gallons 
per year; however, the schedule for specific releases 
varies year-to-year based on the request of the 
Farmington 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 commitment would 
be bought out in those years by the MDC. (Such 
financial compensation is allowed under the existing 
agreement.) 

Additional riparian 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 Otis Reservoir (as 
required under both the riparian agreement with 
Farmington River Power Company and another agree­
ment with the Allied Connecticut Towns), That is, 
the study assumed that all flows above 50 cfs plus Otis 
Reservoir releases could be stored for future 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 were 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 year, respectively). 

• Fisheries Enhancement Pools: In designing its reservoir 
management program for the Colebrook Reservoir, the 
Army Corps of Engineers set aside 5000 acre-feet to 
enhance anadromous brown trout runs, and an additional 
5000 acre-feet to enhance 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 requirement under all 
rainfall conditions, 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 the 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 studies 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 quality 
classification. 

It 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 (flows 
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 
existed during normal, dry and drought conditions for the 
different recreational uses; 

* 

* 

* 

* 

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 total watershed 
yields. The'initial results are shown in the "surplus/(defkit) 
1" column. The annual volume estimated for flushing flows 
was then subtracted for normal years only, producing the final 
results shown in the "surplus/(deficit) 2" column. 

(All quantities are in acre-feet.) 

Water Total Fishery Recreation 
Year Water.hed Flow Flow 

(% ex- Yield 
ceedence) 

50% 205,083 '" 3,431 30,'67 b 
" .. 27,945 .. 
" .. 27,945 c .. 
" .. '" .. 

30,167 b 
" .. 27,945 .. 
" .. 27,945 c .. 
.. .. 8 .. 

30,167 b .. .. 27,945 .. 
.. .. 27,945 c .. 

90% 137,629 
a 

2,105 32,381 b .. .. 27,945 .. 
.. .. 28,004 c .. 
.. .. a .. 

32,381 b 
" .. 27,945 " 

" .. 28,004 c " 

" " 
8 .. 

32,381 b .. .. 27.945 .. 
.. " 28,004 c .. 

99% 84,980 '" 9,074 61,391
b .. .. 44,433 9,337 .. .. 45,504 c 9,337 .. .. 8 

9,074 61,391 b .. .. 44,433 9,337 .. .. 45,504 c 9,337 .. .. a 
9,074 6',391 b 

" " 44,433 9,337 .. .. 45,504 c 9,337 

a Volume for 150/130 cfs flow scenario. 
b Volume for 95/95 cfs scenario. 
C Volume for intermediate flow scenario. 

Water d Fishery Rlparum Surplus Flushing 
Supply Enhance- Rights (Deficit) Flow 

ment Pool 1 

0 5,000 66,599 99,886 6,425 
0 .. .. 102,108 .. 
0 .. .. 102,108 .. 

11,202 .. .. 88,684 .. 
11,202 .. .. 90,906 .. 
1',202 

.. .. 90,906 .. 
22,404 .. .. 77,482 .. 
22,404 .. .. 79,704 .. 
22,404 .. .. 79,704 .. 

0 .. .. 31,544 0 
0 .. .. 35,980 0 
0 .. .. 35,921 0 

11,202 .. .. 20,342 0 
11,202 .. " 24,778 0 
11,202 .. .. 24,719 0 
22,404 .. .. 

9,'40 0 
22,404 .. .. 13.576 0 
22,404 .. .. 13,517 0 

0 .. .. 9,515 0 
0 .. .. 26,210 0 
0 .. .. 25,139 0 

1',202 
.. .. (-',687) 0 

11,202 .. .. 15,008 0 
11.202 

.. .. 13,937 0 
22,404 .. .. (-12,889) 0 
22,404 .. .. 3,806 0 
22,404 .. .. 2,735 0 

d For water supply withdrawals, a continuous withdrawal of 10 million gallons per day (mgd) 
11,202 Acre-feet per year; 20 mgd = 22,404 Acre-feet per year. 

Surplus 
(Deficit) 

2 

93,461 
95,683 
95,683 
82,259 
84,481 
84,481 
71,057 
73,279 
73,279 

31,544 
35,980 
35,921 
20,342 
24,778 
24,719 
9,140 
13.576 
13,517 

9,515 
26,210 
25,139 
(-',687) 
15,008 
13,937 

(-'2,889) 
3,806 
2,735 



5 Wate Re 0 C studies 81 .. 

Keeping in mind the 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 riparian 
owner accordingly. However, even with riparian releases 
eliminated under drought conditions, there is insufficient water 
available to provide collectively for the "optimum habitat" 
fisheries scenario, the fisheries enhancement pool, historical 
levels of recreation, and water supply withdrawals of either 10 
mgd or 20 mgd. There does appear to be sufficient water in a 
drought to provide for a 10 mgd or 20 mgd withdrawal in 
conjunction with either the near-optimum or intermediate 
fisheries scenario, although the surpluses with a 20 mgd 
withdrawal 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 scenario 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 water as needed to ease the emergency conditions. 
Such diversions could result in reduced or curtailed releases 
for instream resources. 

Throughout this summary of the Instream Flow Study, 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: 

* Riparian releases to the Farmington River Power 
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 might 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 the variability of releases which the riparian 

* 

owner is allowed to request. Historically, however, the 
Farmington River Power Company has generally 
requested riparian releases at lesser rates over a longer 
period of time 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. 

Additional riparian commitments - One of the most 
significant limitations of the study is the fact that 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 
riparian commitments. The principal implication is 
that if any of the flow scenarios developed in the 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 management 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 water predicted to 
be available in any given year (i.e., 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 it 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 conditions as well. 



.. 82 Farmington River Study 

• Flood Control Management of Colebrook Reservoir: An 
additional issue tied to reservoir storage capacity is the Army 
Corps 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 between 
50-150 cfs plus Otis Reservoir releases). 

• Water Supply Withdrawals: The withdrawal levels of 
10 mgd and 20 mgd are hypothetical rates, used for infor­
mational purposes to establish the range of demands that 
the upper Farmington River watershed can support. As is 
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 hypothetical rates. Regardless, any 
specific proposal would need to be evaluated to determine 
its compatibility with the protection of in stream 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 segment below the confluence with the Still River for 
maintaining fisheries and recreation, 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 estimates. 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 seasons outlined in the 
flow management scenario is similar to the seasonal pat­
terns of the representative years. However, this similarity 
is coincidental rather than intentional. The consultant 
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 
study targets days of highest recreation flows (i.e., for opti­
mum boating conditions) in April to take advantage of 

high Still River flows, and targets most days of moderate 
recreation flows (i.e.,Eor minimum and optimum tubing 
and minimum boating conditions) in midsummer, the 
period when most riparian releases are scheduled.38 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 historic~l 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 total 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 
Flow 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
resentativeyear (1974), although the flows identified would 
be lower than historical conditions. This would be achieved 
by more intensely managing Goodwin Dam releases to 
match Still 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 
nor 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 

38 In both normal and dry years, the distribution of riparian releases 
incorporated in the flow management scenario is a significant factor in 
providing the number of days of recreational opportunity. 
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Drought Year Dry Year Normal Year 
1965 1.988 1974 

Historic IFS • Historic IFS 
. Historic IFS .. 

Minimum 31 62 22 0 20 0 
Fishing 

Optimum 51 114 171 212 101 184 

Minimum 0 0 60 72 9 13 
Tubing 

Optimum 0 3 12 9 43 68 

Play Minimum 26 26 135 137 111 165 
Boating 

Optimum 8 8 2 2 18 18 

Downriver Minimum 19 19 98 100 37 91 
Canoeing 

Optimum 15 15 39 39 92 92 

"fFS" Days of recreation using flows as identified in the instream flow study. 

recognized that providing a flow at the low end of the 
optimum range for some uses will provide conditions well 
into (or even beyond) the optimum range for other uses. 
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 identified a range of flows which 
provide optimum conditions for each recreational activity, 
and did not specifY that flows at the low or high end were 
any more desirable. 

Opportunities do exist to provide a 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 (e.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 
representative 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 
or drought year. Furthermore, the Connecticut Study 
Segment was found eligible 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 cooperatively. 

The study provided critical new information both on the flows 
needed to protect Farmington River's fisheries, recreation, 
and scenic values, and on the potential for compatibility be­
tween future withdrawals and the protection of those instream 
resources. That information was essential for the subsequent 
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development of the Upper Farmington River Management 
Plan, and will be a valuable tool for resolving important issues 
in the future. 

The study also f'stablished 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 theoreticaJly 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 evaluating 
whether proposed projects would adversely affect the river and, 
therefore, whether any necessary federal permits 
should be issued. 

The reader should keep in mind that the Instream 
Flow Study is not an evaluation of a specific 
withdrawal proposal, nor does it define a 
specific management regime for the West Branch 
Reservoirs. Rather, it incorporates two hypo­
thetical levels of withdrawal into an intricate 
resource management and water allocation 
exercise. As with any scientific analysis, the study 
is based on a number of important assumptions; 
these assumptions 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 
applicable state and federal permits and resolve 
other potential constraints. An essential element 
for permitting would be the development of a 
plan for reservoir management, including an 
operational plan and a detailed 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 provided critical new information on the flows needed to protect 
the Farmington River's fisheries, recreation, and scenic values, and on the potential for 
compatibility between fUture withdrawals and the protection of those instream resources. 
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This chapter describes the extent of support demonstrated 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 flderallegislators; regional authorities {i. e., the Hartford 

Metropolitan District Commission}; and private organizations (such as the Farmington River Watershed Association)' The 

chapter documents any formallpublic 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 

Committee's formal vote on designation are presented in Chapter 9: Conclusion. 

For rivers such as the Farmington that are surrounded by private lands and/or non-foderal public lands and for which flderalland 

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. First, 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 ofsupport 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 flderal government to provide the permanent protection from 

adverse flderally assisted water resource projects offered through Wild and Scenic River designation without assurances from the 

other river interests 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 study/designation process precludes 

any major flderal role in managing the corridor. In this context, Wild and Scenic River designation essentially amounts to an 

agreement between the flderal government and those interests: the flderal 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 foct, 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 participants. 

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.I.I LOCAL COMMUNITIES 

Indications of local attitudes regarding river protection and 
designation in the Massachusetts 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 a landowner/resident 
questionnaire that was distributed to all postal customers in 
the study area in the late winter/early spring of 1991. 

Town Meeting Votes 

All three communities bordering the Massachusetts segment 
- Otis, Sandisfield, and Tolland - initially voted in favor of 
pursuing Wild and Scenic River designation by overwhelm­
ing margins at town meetings in the spring of 1991.39 How­
ever, in the late fall of that year, a group of local residents 
calling itself the «Friends of the Rivers" (F.O.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 the country, and 

39 Although the Town of Becket was an official member of the 
Farmington River Study Committee, the community was not asked to 
hold a formal town meeting vote on designation because the study 
segment begins downstream of the Becker/Otis town 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 F.O.R. 
generated a great deal of fear about designation among the 
residents of the three Massachusetts communities. 

Ultimately, the F.O.R. provoked enough concern that the 
towns' selectmen were forced to hold special town meetings to 
reconsider the issue of designation. Despite the concerted 
efforts of local residents wh<? supported designation and the 
Farmington River Watershed Association, all three towns voted 
to rescind their earlier decisions supporting designation. 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 the town meeting votes in Massachu­
setts are presented in Figure 6-1. Additional information on 
the battle over designation in Massachusetts, 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 1 OO-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 

Town a Date of Town Meeting 

Otis 5/21/91 
1/30/92 

Sandisfield 5/18/91 
2/1/92 

Tolland 2/12/91 
3/7/92 

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 effort 
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 identified for each in the Draft 
Evaluation of Existing Protection. (See the town-by-town 
summaries of the strengths and weaknesses oflocal protection 
in Subsection 8.2: Protection Mechanisms.) 

Results 

A total of 68 residents in the four Massachusetts towns 
responded to the "Landowner and Resident Questionnaire," 
representing a return rate of about 3.5 percent of the surveys 
distributed in those communities. In general, the respondents 
strongly supported conservation of the river. Over 90 percent 
felt that the river's water quality, free flowing character, 
fishing and canoeing should be protected and that the 
adjacent wildlife habitat, forest land, historic resources, 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. 

Result 

Support designation 
Rescind earlier support & oppose designation 

Support designation 
Rescind earlier support 

Support designation 
Rescind earlier support 

B 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 the 
river; and (2) official statements made regarding the state's 
position on federal designation. 

Actions 

In addition 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 cominitment 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 execution. In addition, the OEM 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 OEM issued a formal statement 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 OEM will continue to work toward 
protection of this valuable resource long after the Federal 
Wild and Scenic River Study 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 protection for 
both the Massachusetts and Connecticut Study Segments. 
However, unless and until local opinion as expressed by 
the town meetings of Otis, Sandisfield andlor Tolland 

should change, neither OEM nor any other agency of the 
Commonwealth will press for federal Wild and Scenic 
designation for the Massachusetts segment of the 
Farmington River. 

The OEM reiterated this position at the Study Committee's 
final meeting on April 29, 1993 (see Chapter 9: 
Conclusion) . 

"JC,'-'c1Ul~rLL 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 ensuring 
that the water flowing into 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 MOC also made significant contributions of staff and 
funding to the study; these are described in the discussion of 
the Connecticut Study Segment later in this chapter. 

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 a voluntary land protection 
program. 

In the 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 communities may eventually reconsider the 
issue. 

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 MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

The Massachusetts portion of the Farmington Rivet 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 death 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 
1st District. In January, 1992, Congressman Olver issued a 
joint statement with Congresswoman Nancy Johnson from 
Connecticut expressing their mutual position regarding fed­
eral designation of the Farmington. The statement included 
the following passages: 

... While we appreciate the significance 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 ofland are inappropriate and unacceptable 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 

6.2.I LOCAL COMMUNITIES 

As in Massachusetts, indications of local attitudes regarding 
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. 

Town Meeting Votes 

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 1991.40 The resolutions 
passed by the communities included the following passages: 

In keeping with the New England tradition of local 
control, each of the study towns held formal town 
meeting votes to decide on Wild and Scenic River 
designation. 

40 Although it does not directly abut the Connecticut Study Segment, 
the Town of Colebrook was encouraged to hold a formal vote on 
designation in light of its active participation throughout the study and 
because it encompasses the Still River/Sandy Brook system, the 
principal tributary to the segment. 
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Town Date of Town Meeting Result 

Colebrook 10/15/90 

Hartland 2/25/91 

Barkhamsted 10/30/90 

New Hartford 11/6/91 

Canton 7130/91 

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 each 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 Connecticut 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 "Private 
Lands" portion of Subsection 4.2.1: Land Management for 
the Connecticut segment.) The 1 DO-foot buffer zone created 
by these districts provides strong protection for the natural 
integrity of the Farmington's immediate shorelands, thereby 
protecting the river's water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, 
and scenic character. Passage of these ordinances is indicative 
of the towns' strong commitment to do their part in protect­
ing the river. 

Results 

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 the river. More than 

Support designation 

Support designation 

Support designation 

Support designation 

Support designation 

90 percent felt that the river's water quality, free flowing char­
acter, and fisheries should be protected, and that the adjacent 
wildlife habitat, forest land, historic resources, scenic and 
rural character should be conserved. Over 80 percent of the 
respondents discouraged sand and gravel extraction and 
sewage transportation, 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 timber 
harvesting restrictions. More than 80 percent also supported 
height limitations on new str.uctures, stronger restrictions for 
building in the 100-year floodplain, low density zoning, 
voluntary donation of conservation easements and stronger 
enforcement of existing regulations. 

Complete results of the "Landowner and Resident Question­
naire" are provided in Appendix E. 

Other tnatcatzOJvzs 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 efforts 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 about the river that 
they showed to all of the school's classes, wrote stories of their 
experiences with the river that were included in a "Book of 
Memories," and worked 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 
Massachusetts and Connecticut study area towns. The 
students' commitment earned 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 towns. The effort was unsuccessful 
because of the strong support for designation among local 
residents, community leaders, and the Farmington River 
Watershed Association. 

6.2.2 STATE GOVERNMENT 

As in Massachusetts, the two primary indicators of state 
support 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. 

Actions 

In addition to the ongoing implementation of its considerable 
land and water management responsibilities (as described in 
Section 4.2), the State of Connecticut demonstrated a strong 
commitment to protect the Farmington River through addi­
tional 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 river frontage at a 
cost 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 Quality" 
portion of Subsection 4.2.2: Water Resources Management. 

The DEP also made significant contributions directly to the 
study process. These included the dedication ~f 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 field 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 letter to the Barkhamsted Selectmen, 
Governor \X7eicker stated that he considered "the study 
process and the effort to evaluate the various methods of 
preserving one of the most beautiful rivers in Connecticut [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." 

The Deputy 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 the 
passage of Public Act 93-256, signed into law on June 23, 
1993. This statute included the following passages: 

It is declared to be the policy of the State of Connecticut 
that the portion of the Farmington River which is the sub­
ject of the authorized study by the Farmington 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. 

REGIONAL AUTHORITIES 

The Metropolitan District Commission, the primary regional 
authority involved in the study, made significant contribu­
tions directly to the study process. For example, the District 
provided $75,000 to 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 covered by congressional appropriations through the 
National Park Service). Without the MDC's 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 
Management 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. 

PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS 

Throughout the study, the Farmington River Watershed 
Association was the principal private, nonprofit group' to 
advocate for protection of the river and for Wild and Scenic 
River designation, and the organization worked diligently to 
achieve that goal. The group committed extensive staff and 
volunteer time to the study process, and initiated a number of 
new programs that were directly related to the study's objec­
tives. The FRWA played an instrumental role in galvanizing 
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support in the riverfront towns for the River Protection 
Overlay 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 cleanups involving hundreds of 
volunteers over a five year period. 

Two other nonprofit groups in the Farmington 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-Gates" parcel in Hartland; 
promoting the establishment of the "Trout Management Area' 
in Barkhamsted and New Hartford; initiating a cooperative 
stream bank stabilization project in Barkhamsted; and orga­
nizing periodic river cleanups. The FRC also sponsored 
frequent river cleanups by its members. 

In addition to the FRWA, the FRAA, and the FRC, many 
other private organizations at the local, regional, and national 
levels publicly endorsed Wild and Scenic River designation 
for the Connecticut Study Segment. They include: 

* American Rivers, Inc. 

* American Whitewater Affiliation 

* Sierra Club (Connecticut Chapter) 

* National Audubon Society 

* National Wildlife Federation 

* Isaac Walton League 

* National Parks and Conservation Association 

* Trout Unlimited 

* West Virginia Rivers Alliance 

* Appalachian Mountain Club (Connecticut Chapter) 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

Connecticut Ornithological Association 

Housatonic Valley Association 

Connecticut River Watershed 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 designation 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 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 State 
Representatives: Jesse Stratton, E Philip PreHi, and Richard 
Ferrari. Each of these legislators expressed strong public 
support for designation on several occasions. Representative 
Stratton also joined Senator Fleming in introducing 

resolution that became Public Act 
93-256. 

6.2.6 MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

Annual river clean-ups sponsored by several local organizations have given residents and river users an 
opportunity to get involved in "hands-on" river conservation. 

The entire Connecticut Study 
Segment lies within the state's 6th 
Congressional District, which has 
been represented 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 the communities 
that Wild and Scenic River designa­
tion could be achieved while 
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maintaining 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 context of designation in a joint statement she issued 
with Congressman John Olver in January, 1992. (SeeAppen­
dix F for the complete text of the joint statement.) The 
Congresswoman subsequently reiterated that 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 
Connecticut segment into the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. Their efforts are described in Postscript: 
Designation of the Connecticut Segment. 
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This chapter presents a summary of the comprehensive river management plan that was prepared for the Connecticut Study 

Segment in the latter stages of the study process. The document, entitled the Upper Farmington River Management Plan, was 

adopted by a unanimous vote of the Farmington River Study Committee at its final meeting on April 29, 1993. The full 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 participants concluded that it would be impossible to 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 Farmington 

River Management Plan marks the first time in the history of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System that a comprehensive manage­

ment plan has been completed 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. 

It also proposes complementary actions that might be taken upstream and downstream of that area. The document 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 also describes how designation as a National Wild and Scenic River would affect the river and the 
various parties 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 for the most extensive, is the main body of the Plan. The section is divided into three 
primary parts: land resources, water resources, and outstanding resources. For each, the Plan identifies actions that will be under­
taken, objectives and standards to guide those actions, and specific provisions related to Wild and Scenic River designation. 

4. Education and Outreach: This section identifies a 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 Segment: This section describes how Wild and Scenic River designation of the Connecticut 
segment will affect the river in Massachusetts, and presents recommendations for management of the river in Massachusetts. 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 presents 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 to local governments, the states of Connecticut and Massachusetts, federal agencies, regional 

authorities, private organizations, residents of the river corridor, river users, and others who care about the future of the upper 

Farmington River. A basic tenet of the Plan is that all of these interests will have to 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 fitture events. 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 stretch of the river receives primary emphasis because the 

Connecticut study towns had already demonstrated strong support 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 Management Plan presented in this chapter provides the foundation for 

that evaluation, which is presented in Subsection 8.3.3: Management Framework. 
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The Upper Farmington River Manag.ement Plan articulates a vision that will provide for long-term protection of the Connecticut Study Segment's 
outstanding values through compatible management of its land and water resources. This view is looking upstream toward the Route 318 bridge in 
Pleasant Valley. 

As described in Section 1.4, in September 1989 the Farming­
ton River Study Committee adopted a set of goals to guide 
the study process and future management of the upper 
Farmington River. These goals provided the foundation for 
the development of the Management Plan. They are: 

1. Conserve and enhance important land-based natural 
and cultural resources, including wildlife habitat, 
forests, diverse landscapes, 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 
emphasize existing local control and the rights of private 
property owners. 

3. Balance the legitimate demands on river for water sup-
ply, waste assimilation, energy production, and commer­
cial and industrial uses, while maintaining stream flow and 
water quality necessary to sustain fisheries, recreation and 
scenic qualities at levels sufficient for Wild and Scenic River 
designation. 

4. Manage river recreation to minimize resource degradation 
and impacts on private and public landowners, while pro­
viding for appropriate recreational use and public access. 

The above goals give direction as to the Management 
Plan seeks to accomplish. Of equal concern is the issue of 

these goals should be accomplished. To address this 
issue, the Study Committee 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 
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 actions. 
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7.1.3 WILD AND SCENIC RrvER l..,CfNSID1:'RP~Tl<)r 

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 manager. 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, andlor funding appropriated by 
Congress for river management. 

>- To safeguard the interests oflandowners 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 area 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 Hydroelectric 
Project in Hartland to the downstream end of the New 
Hartford/Canton town line - that is, the Connecticut 
Study Segment. With respect to lateral boundaries, the 
Study 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 
co un terp rod uctive. 

Additional details related to designation for specific resource 
management issues are described under the heading "Wild and 
Scenic River Provisions" in Subsection 7.3: Resource 
Management. 

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 area. An underlying principle 
in this framework is that existing institutions and authorities 
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 administrative 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 seeking 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. 

Function 

COORDINATING 

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 
nver. 

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. 

Monitor activities that might affect the 
river: 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 



• 100 Fa mington River Study 

Membership 

aware of, and participate 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 
Committee. 

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 updating it as 
necessary. 

Prepare periodic status reports: The 
FRCC will prepare brief reports every 3-5 
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 Connecticut 
* Metropolitan District Commission 
* Farmington River Watershed Assoc. 
* National Park Service 

Membership may be expanded to include 
other representatives, including the State 
of Massachusetts, the Massachusetts river­
front towns (Becket, Otis, Sandisfield, and/ 
or Tolland) , downstream towns, and other 
river interests. 

Decision-making All Committee decisions and actions will 
be made by unanimous expressed consent 
of all voting members. 

Funding/Staff 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 
following: (1) to hire staff to coordinate 
the Committee's activities; (2) to under-

take specific projects; and/or (3) to cover 
costs related to general operations 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 long-term funding needs or for 
specific projects, the FRCC may wish to 
pursue financial assistance and/or in-kind 
contributions (office space, equipment, 
etc.) from individuals, foundations, cor­
porations, and government (federal, state, 
and/or local). 

7.2.2 MANAGEMENT AGREEMENTS 

The Plan calls for three types of management agreements to 
be established: 

1. The FRCC will develop a written agreement to be adopted 
by its member institutions. This agreement will establish 
a cooperative commitment among the members to 

participate 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. 

2. 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 
and federal agencies, respectively. 

3. The National Park Service may enter into formal coopera­
tive agreements with the FRCC or any of its member 
organizations pursuant to Section 10(e) and/or Section 
11 (b) (1) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Such 

One of the many meetings held by the River Conservation Planning 
Subcommittee 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 
facilitate the protection and management of the upper 
Farmington River. 

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 its 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 into 
more specific categories, as indicated below. 

Land Resources: 

Water Resources: 

Outstanding 
Resources: 

Private Lands 
Public Lands 

Water Quality 
Water Quantity 
Channel, Bank, and Wetland Protection 

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.41 

Wild and Scenic River Provisions include additional details 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 additional actions that will be 
required of other entities to implement the designation). 

41 In the full version of the Upper Farmington River Management Plan, 
"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 not required, 
could enhance resource management and protection. 

7.3.2 LAND RESOURCES 

Private 

Objective: 

Standards: 

Key Actions: 

Wild & Scenic 
River Provisions: 

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 
areas, without unduly restricting other uses 
of those lands. 

Shorelands: The shorelands along the river 
are the highest priority lands for protec­
tion. The River Protection Overlay 
Districts adopted in Hartland, 
Barkhamsted, New Hartford, and Canton 
will constitute the standard for shorelands 
protection on private lands. These districts 
establish a 1 DO-foot setback for new struc­
tures, new septic systems, the removal of 
earth materials, and clear-cutting. Exist­
ing structures within 100 feet of the river 
are not affected, although the districts do 
establish limitations on the expansion of 
such structures. 

Uplands: The Plan does not establish 
specific standards for the management of 
privately-owned upland areas beyond the 
1 DO-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. 

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. 

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: 

Furthermore, there will be no requirements 
for 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 Farmington River 
Valley through sensitive management of 
publicly-owned shoreland and upland 
areas, without unduly restricting 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 to the management of public lands 
as a result of Wild and Scenic River 
designation. 

7.3.3 WATER RESOURCES 

\Vtzter Quality 

Objective: Maintain or enhance the segment'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 
tributaries will be allowed. Increases to 
existing discharges will be allowed only if 
accompanied by improved treatment so 
that pollutant loading to the river is not 
increased.42 For other new activities (e.g., 
storm water drains) that are regulated 
under Sec. 402 of the Clean Water Act (P.L. 
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 source 
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 maintain 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 Plan's 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 

42 Minor increases in the concentration of certain substances that are 
not detrimental to the aquatic environment that would result from 
increases in existing discharges will not be precluded. See the Upper 
Farmington River Management Plan for further discussion. 
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have a direct and adverse effect on the 
segment's outstanding fisheries, recreation, 
and wildlife values will be allowed. Addi­
tional provisions regarding consultation 
and notification procedures among the 
DEP, 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 Resources Management). The Plan 
does not propose, nor does Wild and 
Scenic River designation require, changes 
in the existing flow regime. 

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 quality 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 conditions 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 Farmington River. 

Key Actions: 

Surplus Water: After all the water 
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.S. 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 future withdrawal will require 
approval from the DEP under the Water 
Diversion Policy Act (C.G.S. 22a-365 
et seq.). 

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: 

State Regulation of Water Supply 
Emergencies: The DEP and the DOHS 
will maintain their 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 or 
on tributaries, as well as those on the seg­
ment itself No project that would have a 
direct and adverse effect on the segment's 
outstanding fisheries, recreation, and 
wildlife values will be allowed. 

Wild and Scenic River designation will not 
preclude Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission approvals required for the 
continued operation of the Goodwin and 
Colebrook Hydroelectric 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 DEP, 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 wetlands. 

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 Engineers will imple­
ment Sec. 404 of the Clean Water 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 river's channel, banks, and adjacent 
wetlands. 

The NPS will review any proposed 
channel, bank, or wetland alteration that 
requires a federal permit, license, certifica­
tion, or funding and that would directly 
affect the designated segment. No project 
that would have an adverse effect on the 
segment's free-flowing condition or its out­
standing fisheries, 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 or 
directly affecting the designated segment 
will be allowed. 

Wild and Scenic designation will not pre­
clude the relicensing of the Colebrook 
Hydroelectric Project, nor the continued 
exemption of the Goodwin Hydroelectric 
Project. 

Additional provisions regarding consulta­
tion and notification procedures among 
the DEP, NPS, FRCC, and the Army 
Corps of Engineers are included in the full 
version of the Plan. 

7.3.4 OUTSTANDING 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 Committee to take the lead 
in promoting the cooperative resolution o/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 degra­
dation of land or water resources. 

Access: Public lands will be relied upon 
to provide access to the river. Any 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 segmen t. 
Land managers should review current 
policies and practices relating to recreation 
management for consistency with the 
objective and standards stated above, and 
revise them if necessary. 

Regulation of Commercial Recreation: 
The D EP and the towns will regulate 
commercial recreation in accordance with 
their existing authorities. 

Private Organization Initiatives: River 
advocacy and recreation user groups will 
continue to play an important role In 

recreation management. 

Wild Scenic 
River Provisions: 

Standards: 

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 regulate 
recreational use or require permits for 
commercial recreation activities. 

Protect and enhance the upper Farming­
ton River's outstanding fisheries and 
wildlife resources. 

Habitat: The historical quality, quantity, 
and diversity of fish and wildlife habitat 
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 
River's high quality sport fishery will be 
maintained and enhanced. 

Fish and Wildlife Management: The D EP 
wIll retain responsibility for management 
of fish and wildlife. 

Anadromous Fisheries Restoration: The 
Connecticut River Atlantic Salmon 
Commission will actively implement plans 
and programs to restore anadromous fish 
in the Farmington 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 Farmington River watershed. 

The Plan calls for the Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection to continue its leadership role in managing the Farmington's trout 
and salmon fisheries. 

Wild & Scenic 
River Provisions: 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. 

Historic Resources 

Objective: Protect and enhance outstanding historic 
resources associated with the upper 
Farmington River. 

Standards: Historic Sites: The integrity of sites asso­
ciated with the segment and listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places or 
Connecticut's State Register of Historic 
Places will be maintained. 

Key Actions: 

Wild & Scenic 
River Provisions: 

Archaeological Sites: The integrity of sites 
that are important in understanding and 
interpreting the activities of prehistoric 
cultures in the upper Farmington River 
Valley will be maintained. 

Historic Preservation Laws: The 
Connecticut 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. lO-321a et seq. and the National 
Historic Preservation Act (P.L. 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 archaeological 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. 
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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 Coordinating Committee will help to 
organize cooperative efforts among its membership and with 
other organizations. The Committee's objective will be to 
complement existing activities, rather than to duplicate them. 

Examples of activities that might be initiated include: 

* 

* 

* 

Developing a volunteer water quality monitoring 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 p,rovide 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 segmen t; 

* 

* 

* 

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. 

This section describes how implementation of the 
Management Plan and Wild and Scenic River designation 
of the Connecticut segment will affect the river in 
Massachusetts. It also provides recommendations for 
management of the Massachusetts segment. These recom­
mendations are made in recognition of both the inherent re­
source values associated with the Massachusetts portion of the 
river, and the effect that river management in Massachusetts 
can have on river in Connecticut. 

ISSUES TO 

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 

prohibited. Any project that would reduce either the quality 
or quantity of water flowing into 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 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 that do not 
require federal permits or other federal assistance. 

If the residents of the Massachusetts towns choose to seek 
designation at some point in the future, this could be pursued 
without additional study. Designation would be contingent 
upon: 

1. Town votes in support of designation; and 

2. Strengthening of land use regulations affecting the imme­
diate shorelands in Sandisfield 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
trative designation by the Secretary of the Interior, as 
authorized under Sec. 2(a)(ii) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. In either 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 
towns desire such action. 

The Plan recommends that the Massachusetts segment be care­
fully managed to protect its inherent values and to prevent 
any negative impacts on the river downstream, regardless of 
whether designation is ever reconsidered. Landowners, local 
governments, private organizations, and state agencies should 
protect the river to the best of their abilities and to the extent 
of their jurisdiction. The Plan includes specific recommenda­
tions for each of those parties. 

The Plan emphasizes that any of the Massachusetts towns and/ 
or the state will be welcome to participate on the Farmington 
River Coordinating Committee, either upon its initiation or 
at some point in the future. This opportunity will be available 
regardless of whether the Massachusetts segment IS ever 
designated as a Wild and Scenic River. 
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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 the 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 
River Management Plan. This section also addresses the issue 
of anadromous fish restoration in the downstream segment. 

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, that they deem 
relevant and beneficial. Opportunities for private 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. 

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. 

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, the NPS will review any 
proposed water resource project requiring federal licensing, 
permitting, or funding to ensure protection of anadromous 
fish and consistency with the Plan. The NPS will consult 
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 

passage facilities at the Upper and Lower Collinsville Dams 
and the maintenance of existing facilities at Rainbow Dam. 

7·7 

Upon its completion, the Upper Farmington River 
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 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 Scenic Rivers Act 

requires that the study report detail the river's suitability or nonsuitability for national designation. The Act does not specify 

criteria for determining suitabiliry but the term is generally 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 two 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 that 

will bring the key river interests together to work toward the ongoing protection of the river; and (4) the efficts of designation on 

other uses of the land and water base, the neighboring communities, etc. These factors are discussed further in Section 8.1: 

Methodology. 

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 support for designation, etc'), this chapter includes separate suitability 

analyses for each segment. 

The Massachusetts Study Segment was found to be not suitable for federal designation at this time. This finding is based on the 

need for additional protection for the privately owned shorelands along the river in Otis and Sandisfield, the lack of town meeting 

votes supporting designation in the Massachusetts 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 Study Segment was found to be suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, without 

the needfor any/ederal land acquisition or land management. This finding is based on the following: 

• Protection: The segment is well protected thYlJugh existing 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 that share an interest in the river's future; 

• Management: The Upper Farmington River Management Plan provides a comprehensive .framework for the long-term protection 
and management of the segment; and 

CI Effects: Designation will provide a variety ofimportant 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 chapter includes 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 provide 
unusually strong 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 involved have adequate zoning in place to protect the river. 

(2) The Upper Farmington River Management Plan satisfies the requirement for a comprehensive management plan contained in 
Section 3( d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

(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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8.1.1 PROTECTION MECHANISMS 

The first 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.e., 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 lands along the river. 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 natural limitations (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 without the need for 
federal 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 th'e river corridor. 

Third, in areas such as the Farmington Valley that have a 
long-standing tradition oflocal 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 corriQ.or 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 Evaluation of 
Existing Protection (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 

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 others over the course of the 
project. 

8.1.2 SUPPORT 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 level of commit­
ment to participate in long-term management, among the 
major river interests (for instance, adjacent communities, state 
government, elected 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 Farmington 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 
interests 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 Connecticut Study 
Segments presented later in this chapter are based on the 
information contained in Chapter 6. As indicated in that 
chapter, 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 to 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. 

V1ANA.GEME~NT FRAMEWORK 

The third component in the suitability analysis for private land 
rivers involves evaluating whether there is an adequate 
management framework (existing or proposed) that will bring 
the key river interests 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 parties with 
a stake in its future. If the river is designated as a National 
Wild and Scenic River, the federal governmen t will have 



8 S 

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 successful 
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 
history of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Consequently, 
a well-defined management framework involving the key 
interests must be either in place or ready for implementation 
following designation before a favorable suitability finding 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 Farmington River 
Management Plan contained in Chapter 7, as well as the full 
Management Plan itself, which is printed separately as a 
companion document to this report. 

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 
applies 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 negative effects? 

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. Currently, 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 Farmington Valley. On the 73 percent of the 
shorelands 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, poorly 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 quality, 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 that have strengthened protection of the Massachusetts 
segment. Two are particularly noteworthy: the Town of 
Tolland's adoption of a River Protection District, which 
established a 200-foot buffer area along the river; and the 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management's 
acquisition of two key riverfront parcels in Otis, totalling 467 
acres and more than 8,000 feet 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 
Sandisfield - which together account for nearly 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 that 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 
Massachusetts Study Segment, . it does contain 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 
more specific standards are merited in selected areas. 
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Strengths of Existing Protection: 

Regulation of activities within 100 feet of the 
Farmington River or bordering vegetated wetland 
under the Wetlands Protection Act. 

Town-wide low density zoning (2 acres). 

Floodplain district with building restrictions. 

Subdivision requirement for erosion and sediment 
control plans and stormwater runoff plans. 

Maximum slope requirement of 5 percent for 
major subdivision streets and 10 percent for 
minor subdivision streets. 

Environmental Impact Statements for subdivisions 
larger than 10 lots. 

Vulnerabilities: 

• Potential pollution from residential septic 
facilities. 

Potential impacts on wetlands from adjacent 
development. 

Lack of paid enforcement staff. 

Otis 

Otis has the most river frontage on the Massachusetts Study 
Segment (14.6 miles, or 52 percent of the segment), but 
the smallest amount of adjacent publicly owned conserva­
tion land (1.8 miles, or about 12 percent of the town's 
overall frontage). This combination makes Otis's land use 
regulations of particular importance for the protection of 
the river. The town has taken actions to protect the 
Farmington, but additional measures are needed to 
protect the natural integrity of the immediate shorelands. 

Strengths of Existing Protection: 

Local "Stream and Pond Protection Bylaw" that 
requires new septic systems to be set back at least 
100 feet from any stream or open water body. 

Regulation of activities within 100 feet of the 
Farmington River or bordering vegetated wetland 
under the Wetlands Protection Act. 

Floodplain district with building restrictions. 

• Erosion and sediment control/limited stormwater 
controls. 

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 east 
side of river. 

• Steep slopes along lower half of east side of river. 

Vulnerabilities: 

Most of river frontage (more than 87 percent) in 
town is privately 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 river's 1 DO-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. 

Sandisfield 

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, Sandisfield'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 frontage. 

New septic facilities required to be set back at least 
100 feet from river. 

• Regulation of activities within 100 feet of the 
Farmington River or bordering vegetated wetland 
under the Wetlands Protection Act. 

• Floodplain district with building restrictions. 

Sand and gravel removal and logging require 
special permits. 

Vulnerabilities: 

• Potential 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 
1 DO-year floodplain. 

Limited potential for degradation of the river's 
natural, scenic and ecological character from 
riverfront development. 

• Lack of paid enforcement staff. 

Tolland 

Tolland's 4.7 miles of river frontage encompass the most 
pristine and best protected lands along the Massachusetts 
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 limit the potential for 
development of the 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 flver 
frontage in public conservation ownership. 

"River Protection District," which establishes a 
200-foot setback (or the 1 DO-year floodplain, if 
greater than 200 feet) for new structures and sand 
and gravel removal, a ISO-foot setback for new 
septic systems, a 50-foot "no cut" zone (within 
which no trees or other vegetation 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 feet of the 
Farmington River or bordering vegetated wetland 
under the Wetlands Protection Act. 

Strong subdivision regulations requiring erosion 
and sedimentation control, stormwater control, a 
10 percent open space requirement for recreational 
use, and "Development Impact Statements." 

Vulnerabilities: 

Lack of paid enforcement staff. 

• No other major vulnerabilities were identified, 
provided that the Town's existing regulations are 
retained and are well-enforced. 
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Total Physical 
River Adjacent Public Local Land Use Regulations Limits to 
Front. Conservation Lands Develop. 

Town (mi.) 

River Acres River Wetlar;ld Septic Flood- Min. Site Subdivision Regulations 
Frontage Protect. Buffer Set- plain Lot Plan 
(miles/%) District back Regs. Size Subdiv. Max. Open E&S Storm-

Lan- Slope Space water 
guage 

Becket 0.0 N/A N/A N/A 100' 50' Min. 2 acres No No 5%- No Good Good Few '"tJ 
(NFIP) 10% (Adjacent '" '" Roads wet- ~ 

lands) ;::: 
C><:j 

"'" <::> 
;::: 

Otis 14.6 1.80 469 No 100' 100' Min. 1 acre No Yes No No Some Some Some 't ::.:tJ 
(12%) (NFIP) (Steep <::: 

slopes; 
lack of Crj 

access) .... 
;:: 

Sandisfield 8.6 3.29 1603 No 100' 100' Min. 1 acre No No 6%- No Some Some Some 
(39%) (NFIP) 12% (Steep 

Roads slopes; 
limited 

room for 
add't'l 

develop.) 

* Tolland 4.7 2.41 998 Yes 100' 150' Strong 2 acres Yes Yes 8% Yes- Good Good Many 
(51%) (200') (RPD) Roads 10% (Steep 

slopes; 
lack of 
access; 
limited 

room for 
add. dev) 



Total River 
Frontage 

Adjacent Public 
Conservation lands 

River Protection 
District 

Wetland Buffer 

Septic Setback 

Floodplain 
Regulations 

Total number of miles of river frontage along 
both sides of the Study Segment within each 
town. Mileage estimates based on tax 
assessor maps of each town. 

Includes mileage and acreage of public lands 
(town, state, MOe, and federal) along the 
Study Segment that are managed specifically 
for conservation purposes. The percentages 
shown are of the public frontage in each town 
relative to the total frontage in that town, not 
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, and 
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 Wetlands 
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 1 OO-year floodplain. "Minimum (NFIP)" 
means that the town has adopted the minimum 
standards of the National Flood Insurance 
Program. "Strong (RPD)" means that the 
floodplain is protected through the town's River 
Protection Overlay District. 

Minimum lot Size 

Site Plan 

Subdivision 
language 

Maximum Slope 

Open Space 

E&S 

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). Site plan review allows a planning board 
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 2lli! 
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, 
andlor 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 "no" appears 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. 

Note: Much of the information presented in Figure 8-1 is derived from the 1990 Draft Evaluation of Existing Protection. That information has been updated 
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). 

00 
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8.2.2 SUPPORT FOR RIVER PROTECTION AND DESIGNATION 

As described in Chapter 6, the Towns of Otis, Sandisfield, 
and Tolland voted at special town meetings during the winter 
of 1992 to rescind their earlier support for Wild and Scenic 
River designation. The Town of Otis voted further at the same 
town meeting to officially oppose designation. In light of those 
votes, there is insufficient support for the Massachusetts 
segment to be found suitable for designation at 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 this 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 river 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 
parcels (as described in the previous subsection), and has ex­
pressed clear support for designation on several occasions. The 
state and federal legislators who represent the Massachusetts 
part of the Farmington Valley - namely, Congressman John 
Olver, State Senator 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 MANAGEMENT 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 oflocal 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 that 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 the Upper Farmington River 
Management Plan could be readily amended to incorporate 
the Massachusetts segment, should the communities choose 
to pursue designation at some point in the future. The 
"Resource Management" section of the Plan can serve as a 

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 that arose in 1992. Further, the existing 
Plan includes provisions for how Massachusetts interests can 
become full members of the Farmington River Coordinating 
Committee, and the management agreements called for in the 
Plan could be readily expanded to incorporate the upstream 
parties. 

8.2.4 EFFECTS OF DESIGNATION 

In light of the insufficiencies described above with 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 Massachusetts 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 designation: land use would continue to 
be managed in accordance with relevant local and state 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 CONCLUSION 

The Massachusetts Study Segment is not suitable 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 the 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 
Otis 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" that 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 Upper Farmington River Management Plan 
is adopted by the Massachusetts towns and the State.43 

PROTECTION MECHANISMS 

The Connecticut Study Segment is well protected through a 
combination of unusually strong local land use regulations, a 
high percentage of adjacent public conservation lands, impor­
tant state and federal programs, and physical characteristics of 
the river corridor that 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 
privately owned are also well protected, primarily through the 
exemplary actions taken by the adjacent communities to 
ensure the compatible management ofrhose 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 

43 Should there be renewed interest in designation of the 
Massachusetts segment, it would be preferabJe if the entire stretch were 
included. However, it would be possible to obtain 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. 

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 extraction, and forestry practices. However, the abut­
ting towns' most important contribution to protecting the river 
are clearly the "River Protection Overlay Districts" that each 
adopted during the study period. These ordinances prohibit 
new structures, new septic systems, and sand and gravel 
operations within a 1 ~O-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 natural integrity of the river's shorelands through the 
protection of natural vegetation and the elimination of most 
forms of new development, the River Protection Overlay 
Districts provide effective protection for the Farmington River's 
biological, scenic, and recreational resources. 

In light of the strong, consistent protection they provide to 
the Connecticut Study Segment, the local zoning ordinances 
- particularly the River Protection Overlay Districts 
adopted by the Towns of Hartland, Barkhamsted, New 
Hartford and Canton satisfy the standards and requirements 
of Section 6(C) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. These 
ordinances are fully consistent with the purposes of the Act, 
and make federal land acquisition and land management 
unnecessary to maintain the integrity of the river's adjacent 
lands. As a result, it is appropriate for the provisions of 
Section 6(C), which preclude the use of federal land condem­
nation in situations where adequate local zoning is in force, to 
be applied to the Connecticut Study Segment. 

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 
river's water quality is well protected 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 Farmington 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. 44 This is among the strictest 
standards for water quality protection that the DEP has 
applied to any river in the state. 

The segment's water quantity/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 that 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. 

44 Implementation of this standard may require changes in Connecticut's 
Water Quality Standards, including the anti-degradation standard, 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. 

Strengths of Existing 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 6 percent for 
subdivision collector .streets and 10 percent for 
local streets and driveways. 

Vulnerabilities: 

Hartland 

Potential impacts from unmanaged releases of 
stormwater. 

Potential water quality impacts from building 
on steep slopes and from existing -or new septic 
facili ties. 

Hartland'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 rivers west side, and a 
local road buffer on the river's east side combine to pro­
vide substan tial protection for the Farmington's natural 
integrity and water quality in Hartland. 

Strengths of Existing Protection: 

70 percent (2.3 miles) of the Town's river 
frontage in public conservation ownership 
(incl uding two parcels totalling 123 acres and 
roughly 3,000 feet of frontage acquired by the 
Connecticut DEP during the study). 

I» "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 Wetlands Commission jurisdiction 
increased to 150 feet from the river. 

Prohibition on building in the 100-year flood­
plain. 

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 Health Officer (FVHD); 
Building Inspector). 

Vulnerabilities: 

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 the study 
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 Existing Protection: 

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 strictly limits vegetation removal within 
that distance. 
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• "Stream belt Corridor," within which Inland 
Wetlands Commission jurisdiction is increased t.o 
between 50 - 200 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. 

Strengths of Existing Protection: 

• 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 Wetlands Commission jurisdiction 
increased to 100 feet from the river. 

• Floodplain district with building restrictions. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Erosion and sediment controls; stormwater 
controls. 

Supplemental sand and gravel regulations. 

Site plan review for most activities. 

Reduced tax assessment for "open space" areas 
through Public Act 490. 

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. 

Canton 

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 
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. (Canton's District 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 regulated wetland buffer of any 
of the Connecticut study towns.) 

• Floodplain district with building restrictions. 

Erosion and sediment controls; stormwater 
management. 

Supplemental sand and gravel regulations. 

Reduced tax assessment for "open space" areas 
through Public Act 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 river 
frontage is publicly owned for conservation 
purposes. However, the Town's strong land use 
regulations provide adequate protection, provided 
they are retained and are well-enforced. 



Total 
River Adjacent Public 
Front. Conservation Lands 

Town (mi.) 

River Acres River Wetland Septic 
Frontage Protect. Buffer Set-
(miles/%) District back 

Colebrook 0.0 N/A N/A N/A 75'+ 50' 

.. 
Hartland 3.3 2.3 597 Yes 150' 100' 

(70%) (100') 

it 

Barkham- , 2.0 7.4 3703 Yes 50'- 100' 
sted (62%) (100') 200' 

.. 
New 10.0 3.1 1392 Yes 100' 100' 
Hartford (31%) (100') 

.. 
Canton 1.16 0.03 2 Yes 200' 100' 

(2%) (100') 
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Total River 
Frontage 

Adjacent Public 
Conservation lands 

River Protection 
District 

Wetland Buffer 

Septic Setback 

Floodplain 
Regulations 

Total number of miles of river frontage along 
both sides of the Study Segment within each 
town. Mileage estimates based on tax 
assessor maps of each town. 

Includes mileage and acreage of public lands 
(town, state, and MOe) along the Study 
Segment that are managed specifically for 
conservation purposes. The percentages 
shown are of the public frontage in each town 
relative to the total frontage in that town, not 
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, and 
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 Wetlands 
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 level of regulation applied to the 
river's 1 aO-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 

E8t:S 

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 
are 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 .2.O.5i 
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 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 "no" appears 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. 

Note: Much of the information presented in Figure 8-2 is derived from the 1990 Draft Evaluation of Existing Protection. That information has been updated 
wherever possible to reflect actions taken during the course of the Wild and Scenic River Study (such as the adoption of local River Protection Overlay 
Districts and the acquisition of riverfront parcels by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection). 

00 
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The Farmington River is a defining feature of the towns through which it 
flows, as shown by this sign in Barkhamsted depicting a nearby river scene. 

SUPPORT FOR RIVER PROTECTION AND DESIGNATION 

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 of support were 
the overwhelming votes in favor of Wild and Scenic River 
designation 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 commitment 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 Connecticut 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 Farmington River Management Plan was completed 
in the spring of 1993. The State of Connecticut, the 
Metropolitan District Commission, the Farmington River 
Watershed Association, the respective state and federallegisla­
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 unanimity 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 private land 
rivers into the national system. 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

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 Connecticut 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 efforts to protect private 
land rivers. 

EFFECTS OF DESIGNA:rION 

on Resource Base 

Land Resources 

Designation itself will have no effect on the existing 
patterns ofland use and ownership along the Connecticut 
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 continue 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 primary respon­
sibility for protecting important land-based resources 
associated with the river (e.g., adjacent wildlife habitat, 
scenic areas 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 either 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 resources tends to increase relative to 
that of comparable parcels in unprotected areas. This trend 
is expected to be manifested along the Farmington River 
for two primary reasons: first, designation will be a major 
factor in ensuring that the river retains 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, litter, 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 activity 
that may occur will be irrelevant; what will matter will be 
how that increased pressure 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 Management Pian and the Farmington 
River Coordinating Committee created therein. The 

Management Plan explicitly identifies the development of 
a comprehensive recreation management plan as a priority 
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 condition, 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 other federally assisted 
water resource project that would degrade the parameters 
listed above to such a point that the Farmington River's 
outstanding fish, wildlife, recreation, and historic resources 
would be adversely affected. This protection is the stron­
gest available for maintaining instream resources. 

While designation will preclude any new federally assisted 
water resources project that would adversely affect the 
segment, it is important to note that 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 
by the existing management regime are sufficient for eligi­
bility, the continued operation of the Goodwin and 
Colebrook facilities based on that regime is compatible with 
the protection of the river and with designation.45 

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
tance (through loans, grants, licenses, or permits) that 
would adversely affect the Farmington's outstanding 

45 The Upper Farmington River Management PIan 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 to ensure the protection of the river's outstanding 
resources. 
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fish, wildlife, and/or recreation resources by reducing 
flows too severely. 

(2) The water quantity standards contained in the Upper 
Farmington River Management Plan will ensure that 
if a withdrawal from the West Branch Reservoirs or 
the river is proposed, sufficient instream flows will be 
maintained to protect the river's outstanding resources. 

As described in Subsection 5.2.5: Integration, the results 
of the Instream Flow Study indicate 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 Wild and Scenic River designation. It should be 
noted that this concept of balancing instream needs with 
other uses is entirely consistent with the provisions of 
Section lO(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, which 
states that "each component of the national 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 without, insofar as is consistent 
therewith, limiting other uses that do not substantially 
interfere with public use and enjoyment of these values" 
(em phasis added). 

Outstanding Resources 

Designation will have significant positive effects on the 
Connecticut segment's outstanding fish, wildlife, recreation, 
and historic resources for two principal reasons: 

(1) Most directly, designation will preclude new dams, 
hydroelectric projects, and other 
federally assisted water resources 
projects that would impact the 
river's free-flowing condition or 
adversely affect any of those 
outstanding values. 

implementation, and as such will playa crucial role in 
helping to ensure the protection of the Farmington's 
outstanding resources. A major part of the 
Committee's role will be to provide a forum for 
addressing and promoting the resolution of issues that 
could result in degradation of those 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 Massachusetts segment 
or its tributaries, as well as projects on direct tributary 
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 outstanding 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 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. 

While primarily intended to protect the Connecticut 
segment, these provisions also will provide a measure of 
protection for the Massachusetts segment and other tribu­
taries from major adverse water resource projects. 
However, it is important to note that the Massachusetts 
segment and other upstream areas will remain vulnerable 

(2) Designation will further institu­
tionalize the Upper Farmington 
River Management Plan and the 
Farmington River Coordinating 
Committee. The Plan includes 
explicit standards and action 
programs designed to protect 
and enhance the river's 
outstanding resources and to 
conserve the land and water base 
upon which they rely. The 
Coordinating Committee will 
be the group primarily respon­
sible for organizing the Plan's 

Wild and Scenic River designation is expected to have significant positive effects for the Farmington's 
outstanding 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.e., 
not affecting the Connecticut segment), but that nonethe­
less could result in the significant degradation of river 
resources in the immediate 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 with 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 with 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 
Connecticut will affect only two types of possible water 
resources projects downstream: (1) those that might 
directly "invade" the 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 fisheries, 
indudingAtlantic salmon and American shad. Should any 
federally assisted water resource project be proposed down­
stream that could adversely affect the river's 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 Upper Farmington River Management 
Plan will playa 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 
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continued flows of high quality water are important 
because they provide a significant environmental amenity 
and also will help to maintain the river's capacity to 
assimilate 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 
Connecticut, or the other major parties in the Farmington 
Valley. Indeed, limited federal funding to assist the commu­
nities, the State, and other parties in implementing the Upper 
Farmington River Management Plan may become available as 
a result of designation. In general, the responsibilities and 
related costs of river management for each of the majpr inter­
ests should be comparable to what they were prior to designa­
tion. Parties with membership in the Farmington River 
Coordinating Committee will need to 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 significant 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 party. 

As described in the Management Plan, it is anticipated that 
the Coordinating Committee 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 Committee for a start-up period of 
3-5 years. The Plan also suggests that longer-term funding 
needs (e.g., to support the Committee, and for specific projects 
identified in the Plan) could be met through financial 
assistance and/or in-kind contributions from several sources, 
including individuals, foundations, corporations, and govern­
ment (federal, state, and/or local). Any such assistance would 
be provided at the discretion of the donating party. 

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 
Committee and begin implementation of the Management 
Plan and designation. This total would likely be applied as 
follows: 

* 

* 

$25,000 - 50,000 for staff support and technical assistance 
from the National Park Service to the Coordinating 
Committee, its member institutions, 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 greater share of the 
responsibility for pursuing funding. However, continued 
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federal funding at least at moderate levels will beoTequired in 
order for the National Park Service to perform its responsibili­
ties as the primary federal agency involved in implementing 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Upper Farmington 
River Management Plan. 

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 attention: the 
development of a comprehensive recreation management plan 
for the segment. Preliminary estimates for this effort range 
from $50,000 - 100,OQO. 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 as a 
longer-term goal; therefore, cost estimates have not been 
developed. For these types of large-scale, onetime expendi­
tures, it is expected that funding would be pursued from a 
number of sources in addition to the federal government. 

It is important to note that the potential 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 that differ 
dramatically from those other situations: 

(1) Motivated by the incen tive of designation, the towns along 
the Farmington took strong actions to protect the 
shorelands prior to designation. As a result, there will be 
no exp~nsive land acquisition program. 

(2) A comprehensive management plan has already been 
completed. While the preparation of the plan certainly 
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. 

In addition to the significant resource-specific benefits 
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: 

* 

* 

* 

Ensuring consistency on the part of federal agencies with 
the Upper Farmington River Management Plan and, 
thereby, with the clearly expressed desire of the people of 
the Farmington Valley and beyond to protect the river. 

Institutionalizing the provisions and agreements contained 
in the Upper Farmington River Management Plan with 
a strength, energy, 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, 

* 

foundations, corporations, and other institutions that might 
not otherwise target those resources to the Farmington. 

Obtaining recognition as one of the nation's outstanding 
rivers, which, in addition to its intrinsic value, will 
contribute to maximizing the three advantages listed 
immediately above. 

With respect to potential 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 are 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 
outweighed 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 other 
mechanisms. Given that and the fact that it will have only 
limited negative effects (e.g., on potential hydropower 
development), designation of the upper Farmington River in 
Connecticut is clearly in the public interest. 

CONCLUSION 

The Connecticut Study Segment is clearly suitable for Wild 
and Scenic River designation, without the need 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 Districts 
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 ~ 
Farmington River Management Plan; and 

» The likelihood that designation 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 chapter recaps the study's major findings on whether the two Farmington River study segments meet the requirements 

for National Wild and Scenic River designation. It also presents the final recommendations of the Farmington River Study 

Committee regarding designation of each segment, along with general recommendations regardingfuture river management. 

The Massachusetts Study Segment was found eligible for designation and appropriate for "recreational" 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 appropriate for "recreational" classification. It also was 

found suitable 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 Farmington River Study Committee, the group voted unanimously 

to recommend that 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.I.I SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

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 opportunities) and 
wildlife (regionally exemplary peregrine falcon habitat). 

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 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 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 
its long-term protection and management. 

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

9.I.2 FARMINGTON 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 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." 

9.I.3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RIVER MANAGEMENT 

Although the Farmington River in Massachusetts was not 
recommended for designation, the Study Commi ttee 
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 the Upper Farmington River Management 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 the 
Massachusetts segment that would be locally acceptable.46 

46 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 State are encouraged 
to consider active participation on the Farmington River 
Coordinating Committee at the earliest opportunity, regard­
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 State; the 
primary commitment would be limited to the time dedicated 
by Committee members, and the broadened participation 
would facilitate more effective management' and protection of 
the shared river resource. 

9.2.1 SUMMARY OF 

The Connecticut Study Segment was found to be eligible for 
designation based on its free-f1owing condition and its 
outstanding resource values. These values include recreation 
(a regionally unique combination of recreation opportunities), 
fish (regionally exemplary habitat for trout and Atlantic 
salmon), wildlife (regionally unique bald eagle habitat), 

and historic resources (regionally exemplary historic and 
archaeological 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, without 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; 

Looking upstream from the entrance to Satan's Kingdom. An historical railroad bridge abutment can be seen on 
the right-hand edge of the photo. 
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>- 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 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 Dis.tricts - adopted by the four 
riverfront towns provide unusually strong 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 involved have adequate zoning in 
place to protect the river. 

(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. 

(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. 

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

FOR FUTURE 

With designation 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. 

A calm spot to take a breather from paddling, downstream of the main 
rapids in Satan's Kingdom. 

The many interests involved in river use and management -
including riparian landowners and other residents of the 
riverfront towns, the local governments, the State, the 
Farmington River Watershed 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 produced the ground-breaking 
achievements of the study process. 



• 134 r ng 0 n R v r 



Postscript 

s N N s N 



Farmington River Stu 

Karen Arcelaschi 



Postscript 137 • 

Following the Farmington River Study Committee's 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 to 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 

post-designation. 

There was a clear recognition from the outset that this traditional 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 particular circumstances (includ­

ing the predominance of private land in the river corridor and the complexity of water management issues in the basin), and 

second, the singular achievements of the study process (including the implementation of new shorelands zoning ordinance~, the 

completion of the Instream Flow Study, and the preparation of a comprehensive management plan). 

After obtaining extensive input from the Study Committee and other participants on specific provisions to be included, 

Congresswoman 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 HR. 2815 and S. 1332, were introduced 

with unanimous cosponsorship, by the other members of the state's delegation. 

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 National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands. At those 

hearings, Congresswoman Johnson, Senator Lieberman, Senator Christopher Dodd (also of Connecticut), and several members of 

the Farmington River Study Committee testified strongly in support of designation. On behalf of the Department of the Interior, 

the National Park Service testified in favor of the legislation. American Rivers, Inc., a private conservation organization, also 

testified in support, but expressed reservations about the bill's possible implications for other designations. Other private 

conservation groups submitted written testimony supporting the legislation. 

On February 10, 1994, the House Subcommittee 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 vote. 

The House-passed version was subsequently forwarded to the Senate, and referred to the Subcommittee on Public Lands, National 

Parks, and Forests of the Com'mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. After minor amendments, the full Committee approved 

the bill on May 11. The revised legislation passed 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 Connecticut into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Public Law 103-313 includes several provisions that are particularly noteworthy for private land river situations: 

:> The bill states explicitly that management of the river after designation will be carried out in accordance with the Upper 

Farmington River Management Plan. It also states that the Plan satisfies the requirement of Section 3(d) of the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act for a comprehensive management plan, which traditionally would be prepared after designation. This marks 

the first time that designating legislation has recognized an existingplan as the foundation for long-term management, thereby 

eliminating the prospect of additional authorities or requirements being added after designation. 
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>- 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, foderalland acquisition 

through condemnation is explicitly precluded, in accordance with Section 6(c). This is the first time that Congress has 

explicitly recognized the adequacy of existing local ordinances at the time of designation. 

>- In keeping with the Management Plan's emphasis on a partnership approach, the bill specifies that administration of the river is to 

be handled through cooperative agreements between the Secretary of the Interior and the State of Connecticut, the riverfront 

communities, and the other major river interests. To achieve this, the bill employs a rarely-used provision in the Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act (Section 10(e)) that encourages state and local participation in administration. 

>- The bill states clearly that the primary role for the National Park Service after designation will be to provide technical assistance, 

staffsupport and fonding to assist in the implementation of the Management Plan, rather than becoming the primary manager. 

>- To further ensure that the federal role will not become a dominant one, the bill states directly 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] 
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100 STAT. 3332 PUBLIC LAW 99-590-ocr. 30, 1986 

Appropriation 
authorization. 

Farmington 
Wild and 
Scenic River 
Studv Act. 
16 USC 1271 
note. 
Fish and flShing. 

State and local 
governments. 

State and local 
governments. 

(F) the facilities deemed necessary to accommodate and pro­
vide access for such visitors and uses, including the location and 
estimated costs of such facilities. 

(c) REPOR.T TO CoNGRESS.-Within three years of the date of enact­
ment of this title, the Secretary of Agriculture shall transmit to the 
Congress a comprehensive report containing the results of the study 
conducted pursuant to this section. 

(d) FUNDING.-There are hereby authorized to be appropriated up 
to $150,000 to carry out the provisions of this section. 

(e) CoST SHARING.-Not more than 75 per centum of the cost of the 
study carried out under this section shall be paid by the United 
States: Provided. That in no event shall the contribution of the 
United States exceed $150,000. The remaining portion of such costs 
shall be contributed by interested parties. The portion contributed 
by such interested parties may consist of appropriated funds or 
contributed services. 

SEC. 104. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Sec­
retaries of Agriculture and the Interior shall, within 30 days of the 
enactment of this title. complete the exchange as described in the 
Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact. Trust For 
Public Land Proposed Land-for-Land Exchange. signed by the Rocky 
Mountain Regional Forester, on August 22. 1985. to acquire certain 
private lands in the portion of the Cache la Poudre River des­
ignated in section 3<a)(56)(B) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1274(aX56XB». 

TITLE n-FARMINGTON, WEST BRANCH, CONNECTICUT 
AND MASSACHUSETTS 

SEC. 201. This title may be cited as the "Farmington Wild and 
Scenic River Study Act". 

SEC. 202. (a) The Congress finds that-
(1) the West Branch of the Farmington River and related land 

areas possess resource values of national significance. such as 
significant white water rapids. undeveloped lands. scenic and 
cultural areas, important sport fISheries. and prime agricultural 
lands; 

(2) based on the National Rivers Inventory by the National 
Park Service, published in January 1982, this portion of the 
Farmington River is eligible for study for inclusion in the wild 
and scenic rivers system; 

(3) there is strong support among local. State, and Federal 
officials, area residents. and river users for a concerted coopera­
tive effort to manage the river in a productive and meaningful 
way; and 

(4) in view of the longstanding Federal practice of assisting 
States and local governments in protecting, conserving, and 
enhancing rivers of national significance, the United States has 
an interest in assisting the States of Connecticut and the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the appropriate local 
governments in managing the river. 

(b) Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act <16 U.S.C. 
1276(a» is amended by adding the following new paragraph: 

"(92) FARMINGTON, WF.Sr BRANCH, CoNNECTICUT AND MAssACHU­
SEn'S.-The segment from the intersection of the New Hartford­
Canton, Connecticut, town line upstream to the base of the West 
Branch Reservoir in Hartland, Connecticut; and the segment from 
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the confluence with Thorp Brook in Sandisfield, Massachusetts, to 
Hayden Pond in Otis, Massachusetts.". 

(c) Section 5(b) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 1276(b») is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(7) The study of the West Branch of the Farmington River Reports. 
identified in paragraph (92) of subsection (a) shall be completed and 
the report submitted thereon not later than the end of the third 
fIscal year beginning after the enactment of this paragraph. Such 
report shall include a discussion of management alternatives for the 
river if it were to be included in the national wild and scenic river 
~ystem.". 

(d)(l) At the earliest practicable date following the enactment of 
this title. but not later than forty-five days after enactment, the 
Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter in this title referred to as the 
"Secretary") shall establish the Farmington River Study Committee 
(hereinafter in this title referred to as th~ "Committee"). The 
Secretary shall consult with the Committee on a regular basis 
during the conduct of the study. Membership on the Committee 
shall consist of seventeen members appointed by the Secretary as 
follows: 

(A) One member shall be appointed by the Secretary. 
(B) Two members shall be appointed by the Secretary from a 

list of candidates supplied to the Secretary by the Governor of 
the State of Connecticut. 

(C) Two members shall be appointed by the Secretary from a 
list of candidates supplied to the Secretary by the Governor of 
the Commonwealth 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 appointed 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 Secretary from which the 
eight appointments under this paragraph shall be made. 

(F) Two members shall be appointed by the Secretary from a 
list of candidates supplied to the Secretary by the Metropolitan 
District Commission of Hartford. Connecticut. 

(2) The members of the Committee shall elect 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 regular and special meeting of the Committee and shall be 
open for public inspection. 

(3) Any vacancy on the Committee shall be filled in the same 
manner in which the original appointment was made. Any member 
appointed to flll a vacancy occurring before the expiration of the 
term for which his predecessor was appointed shall be appointed 
only for the remainder of such term. Vacancies in the membership 
of the Committee shall not affect its power to function if there 
remain sufficient members to constitute a quorum under paragraph 
(4) ofthis subsection. 

(4) A majority of the members of the Committee shall constitute a 
quorum for all meetings. 

(5) The Committee shall advise the Secretary in conducting the 
study of the Farmington 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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the Secretary concerning management alternatives should the river 
be included in the wild and scenic rivers system. 

(6) Members of the Committee shall serve without compensation 
but may be compensated for reasonable and necessary expenses 
incurred. by them in the performance of their duties as members of 
the Committee. 

(7) The Committee may accept and utilize the services of vol­
untary, uncompensated personnel. 

(8) The Committee shall terminate on the later of the following: 
(A) the completion of the river study of the Farmington River 

16 USC 12.76. described. in section 5(a)(92) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act; 
or 

(B) the publication of management alternatives should the 
river be included in the wild and scenic rivers system. 

(e) As used in this title (other than in subsection (b» the term 
"River" means the segments of the Farmington River described in 
paragraph (92) of section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 
U.S.C.1275(a»). 

Appropriation (f) There are authorized to be appropriated up to $150,000 to carry 
authorization. out the purposes of this title. 

16 USC 12.76. 

Appropriation 
authorization. 

TITLE m-GREAT EGG HARBOR, NEW JERSEY 

SEC. 301. (a) Snmy.-8ection 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act (16· U.S.C. 1271-1287) is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

"(93) Great Egg Harbor River, New Jersey: The entire river.". 
(b) CoMPLETION DATE.-8ection 5(b)(3) of such Act is amended by 

adding at the end thereof the following: "The study .of the river 
named in paragraph (93) of subsection (a) shall be completed not 
later than three years after the date of the enactment of this 
sentence.". 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPlUATIONS.-Paragraph (4) of section 
5(b) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: "Effective October 1, 1986, there are authorized to be 
appropriated for the purpose of conducting the study of the river 
named in paragraph (93) not to exceed $150,000.". 

TITLE IV-SALINE BAYOU, LOUISIANA 

SEC. 401. Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 
127 4(a» is amended by adding the following new paragraph: 

"(57) SALlNE BAYOU, LoUISIANA.-The segment from Saline Lake 
upstream to the Kisatchie National Forest, as generally depicted on 
the Proposed Boundary Map, numbered FS-57, and dated March 
1986; to be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture. For the 
purposes" of the segment designated by this paragraph, there are 
authorized to be appropriated for fiscal years commencing after 
September 30, 1986. not to exceed $1,000,000 for the acquisition of 
lands and interests in lands and for development.". 

TITLE V-GENERIC AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 501. (a) Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 
U.s.C. 127 4(a» is amended by redesignating the paragraphs relating 
to the Au Sable River, the Tuolumne River, the illinois River. and 
the Owyhee River u paragraphs (52) through (55) respectively. 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

TOWN OF HARTlAND, CONNECTIC.UT 

EAST HARTLAND, CONNECTICUT 06027 

&~ENDMENTS TO THE HARTLAND ZONING REGULATIONS 
CONCERNING FARMINGTON RIVER PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT 

In accordance with Section 8-2 of Title 8 of the Connecticut 
General Statutes, and Article VIII of the Zoning Regulations 
of the Town of Hartland, Connecticut as amended and revised 
effective December 1, 1973, said Zoning Regulations are hereby 
further amended, as follows: 

Section 1-3 is amended by the addition of the following ne~ 
definition: 

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District (hereinafter 
"District") is a protected corridor of land along the entire 
length of the Farmington River within the Town of Hartland 
consisting of the area \o'ithin the edges of the river's bed and 
a contiguous and parallel Buffer Strip as more specifically 
defined in Section IV-5. 

Section IV is amended by the addition of the following new 
subsection 6: 

FARMINGTON RIVER PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT 
The Farmington River Protection Overlay District shall be 
defined as the Farmington River (hereinafter the "River") 
within the Town of Hartland and including the area within 
the edges of the River's bed and contiguous and parallel 
buffer strip which together constitute a culturally 
significant and envirionmentallv sensitive 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: 

A - Purposes 

a. To establish standards and requirements for the use and 
conservation of the District in recognition of the River's 
eligibility for designation under the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act and in the furtherance of the Town's 
resolution dated Februarv 25, 1991 to contribute to the 
regional conse~vation of-the River corridor. 

b. To prevent any alterations to the natural flo~ of the 
River in order to maintain its ecological, recreational, 
aesthetic and other qualities such as documented i:1 the 
Farmington River National '''ild 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 and pesticide run-off, and waste 
disposal facilities and to encourage retention and 
enhancement 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 numerous 
pollution prevention studies. 

d. To conserve the ecological, water supply and flood storage 
functions of the River's flood plain, and related 
groundwater table and aquifer recharge areas and to 
protect lif~, public safety and property from flooding 
hazards, especiallv within the River's flood hazard areas 
as defined and protected under the Flood Plain Overlay 
District Regulations. 

e. To protect valuabl€ fisheries and wildlife habitat within 
and along the Farmington River, as cited in various 
documents including the Farmington Wild and Scenic River 
Study (Draft Eligibility Report, August, 1989) and the 
State Comprensive Outdoor Recreation Plan. 

f. To conserve and enhance the natural scenic and topographic 
conditions in the river corridor and its environmental 
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 where 
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 Conservatio~ and 
Development and to prevent unnecessary or excessive 
expenditures of municipal funds for services and utilities 
which might be required as a result of improper 
development of land within the District. 

B - Definition of the boundaries of the District 

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 
outlined 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 where 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 
District shall not incur liability for any expense in 
determining the district boundary. 

C - General 

Applications for proposed activities within the District shall 
be subject to the following standards and requirements in 
addition to the Town of Hartland Zoninq and Wetland 
Regulations. No site alterations, reg~ading, 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 vio~ation of these Regulations which shall be 
subject to thi penalties provided under Connecticut General 
Statutes. 

D - Basic Requirements and Limitations 

Within this overlay District all uses allowed in the 
underlying zoning district shall be subject to the following 
limitations unless otherwise provided for as a Special 
Exception or Permitted Activity under this regulation. 

The following activities shall be prohibited within the 
District: 

a. construction of new building(s) or structure(s) or 
addition to an existing building or structure; 

b. construction of a new septic system (including septic 
tank, leach fields and reserve leach fields) or any other 
type of waste disposal system; 

c. dredging or removal of sand, gravel or other earth 
materials, 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 permission from the particular landowner 
and in accordance with any other applicable ordinances of 
the Town of Hartland. 

E - Special Exceptions 

Uses and activities allowed in the underlying zoning district 
may be permitted by the Planning and Zoning Commission as a 
Special Exception subject to the above general requirements 
and limitations, the general standards and fequirements of the 
Hartland Zoning Regulations, :and only upon compliance with the 
following specific conditions, standards and requirements. 
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F - Special Exception for the development of a lot existing at 
the time of the adoption of this regulation, where there 
is no established principal building or use and which lot 
is otherwise in compliance with the Zoning and Subdivision 
Regulations of the Town of Hartland. 

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 subject to the specific 
Standards and Requirements contained in subparagraph b. 
below: 

1. said lot does not contain sufficient depth for a Buffer 
Strip 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 district. 

b. Standards and Requirements 

1. The applicant shall; (a) submit a Site Plan in accordance 
with Hartland Zoning Regulations, and {b)provide 
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 
Strip by more than is necessary to provide for the 
establishment of a principal building, structure or use 
permitted in the underlying zoning district 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 - Special Exception for the extension or enlargement of 
existing structures located on existing lots 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 ~hich it is located 
existed on the effective date of this Regulation, the 
Commission will grant a Special Exception permitting such 
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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 (a) that the above 
conditions apply and (b) that the proposal is designed to 
minimize disturbance within the Buffer Strip, especially 
within the area bet~een 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 equal 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 ordinary repair 
and maintenance 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 - Removal of Timber 

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 Commission may impose any additional 
conditions deemed necessary in order to protect the District 
for the purposes states in Section A above. 

I - Removal of Vegetation for Filtered View of River 

The Commission may permit by Special Exception the selective 
pruning or removal of trees, shrubs, and other vegetation to 
allow for the creation 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 
maintaining,to the greatest extent possible, a natural screen 
of man-made structures and objects and otherwise furthering 
the purposes of this regulation. Any application for a Special 
Exception Permit pursuant to this Section I shall include a 
specific plan for th.e proposed pruning or removal delineating 
the particular trees to be affected and the-location of such 
trees ~ithin the Buffer Strip. Where such plan involves 
removal of any tree in excess of 4" diameter at breast height, 
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the plan shall be prepared by a qualified forester licensed in 
the State of Connecticut. 

J - Special Exception for Municipal Improvement 

The Commission may permit by Special Exception a municipal 
improvement which unavoidably must encroach upon the Buffer 
Strip provided the To~n demonstates that there is no practical 
alternative for the provision of the needed utility or 
improvement outside of the District and that all reasonable 
measures ~ill be taken to minimize the adverse impact of such 
improvement. 

K - Special Exception for Fire Prevention Facilities 

The Commission may permit by Special Exception the 
installation of a Fire Prevention Facility consistent with the 
other provisions of this Regulation. 

L - Activities Permitt~d ~ithin the District Without a Zoning 
Permit 

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 
unimproved 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 manner 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 a graded area; and 

5. For these purposes and wherever permitted under 
this regulation, selective pruning andlor removal 
shall be done in a manner that; 

fA) promotes stream bank stabilization and erosion 
control by maintaining stump and root structure 
to the maximum extent possible. and 
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(B) provides the g£eatest possible screening of man­
made structur2~ 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 ~ithin the Buffer Strip. 

c. 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 ~ith 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 ex~tence 
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, Section 7-157, in a newspaper having a substantial 
circulation in the Town of Hartland. 

Dated in Hartland, Connecticut, thiS~ay of 9~ 
19:L2. 

Received for record: 
On: ...3;t~ ItA 199.:3 

BY:i'~fi~ .. <--
~dtJ.-
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Step en W. B~ eau, Cha~rman 
Planning & Zoning Commission 
70~n of Hartland, Connecticut 



Amendments to the Barkhamsted Zoning Regulations concerning 
Farmington River Protection Overlay District 

(Adopted by the Barkhamsted Planning & Zoning Commission, 7/25/91) 

* 193-64. Farmington River Protection Overlay 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 constitute a culturally significant 
and environmentally sensitive 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 conservation of the District in recognition of 
the River's eligibility for designation under the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and in­
furtherance of the Town's resolution dated October 
30, 1990 and to contribute to the regional 
conservation of the River Corridor. 

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 disposal facilities and to encourage 
retention and enhancement of shore vegetative 
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 
river corridors and as recommended in numerous 
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pollution prevention studies, such as published by 
the Smithsonian Environmental Research Cente~. 

d. To conserve the ecological, water supply and flood 
storage functions of the River's flood plain, and 
related groundwater table and aquifer recharge 
areas and to protect life, public safety and 
property from flooding hazards, especially within 
the River's flood hazards areas as defined and­
protected under the Flood Plain Overlay District 
as defined and regulated under Section 901 of 
these Regulations; , 

e. 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 Eligibility Report, 
August, 1989) and the State Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan; 

f. To conserve and enhance the natural scenic and 
topographic conditions in the River corridor and 
its environmental quality recognizing that these 
are vital to the ~c6nomic 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 
viewi and, 

g. To carry out the recommendations of the Town 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 req~ired as a 
result of improper development of land within the 
District. 

h. Definition of the Boundaries of the District 
The Farmington River Protection Overlay District shall 
consist of the following areas: 

(1) The River which shall be defined as the area 
between the ordinary high water mark on each 
:ide of the Rive~. The ordinary high water mark 
is that ma~k along the River's edge where 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. 

(2) A Buffer Strip consisting of one hundred feet 
(100') measured landward and horizontally from 
the ordinary high water mark as defined above. 
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Where there is a question or dispute over the 
District boundary, the Co~mission 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 ad~ition 
to the requirements of the underlying Zoning District. 
Site alterations, regrading, fi111ng, 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 
Regulation~ and subject to the penalties as provided 
under Connecticut General Statues. 

j. Basic Requirements and Limitations 
Within this overlay District all uses allowed in 
the underlying zoning district shall be subject to the 
following general requirements and limitations unless 
otherwise provided for as a Special Exception or 
Permitted Activity under this regulation. 

(1) No use shall result in: 
- an impoundment, dam or other obstruction 

to the. flow of the Farmington River, 
- A new building or structure or addition 

to an existing building or structure, 
- a new septic system (including septic 

tank, leach fields and reserve leach 
fields) or any other type of waste disposal 
system, or 

- 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 of 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 requirements of 
section 193-47 of these Regulations and only under 
the following specific conditions, standards and 
requirements. 

1. Special Except~on for the Development of a lot 
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existing at the time of the adoption of this 
regulation where there is no established principal 
building or use. 

(1) Conditions: Where there is a lot which 
existed at the time of the effective da~e of 
this regulation (8/18/91) and 
said lot has no principal building or use, 
and .. ,. 
said lot does not contain sufficient depth 
a buffer strip as defined herein/or 
said lot contains sufficient land for the 
buffer strip but does not contain sufficient 
additional depth to permit establishing a 
building or use of the lot permitted in the 
underlying zoning district: 

Under th~se conditions the Commission may approve 
development within the buffer strip as a Special 
Exception subject to the following specific standards 
and requirements. 

(2) Standard3 and Requirements 
a. The applicant shall submit a site plan ~~d 

provide documentation that the above 
conditions apply and that the proposal :3 
designed to minimize disturbance within 
the buffer strip. 

b. The Commission shall permit a reduction of 
the buffer strip by n0 more than is 
nece3sary to provide for establishment of 
a principle building, structure or use 
permitted in the underlying zoning 
district and for necessary accessory 
buildings and structures. 

c. 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. 

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 
opposite said water mark. 

m.Special Exception for the extension or 
63 

t::l:' 

0\ 



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 ~n the 
effective date of this regulation. Under t~~se 
conditions such building or structure be 
extended or enlarged within the Buffer ip 
by Special Exception appr~ved by the Commission 
subject to the following standards and 
requirements. 

(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 ex~sting 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 to equal 
or exceed fifty percent (50%) of the total 
area of the Buffer Strip on any such 
existing lot. 

Nothing in this section shall prohibit or require 
a permit for the ordinary repair and maintenance 
of existing buildings or s~ructures within the 
District. 

n. Removal of Timber. 

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 which shall be 
submitted with the application. The Commission 
may impose any additional conditions necessary to 
satisfy the purposes of this regulation. 

O. Removal of Vegetation for Filter View of River 

The Commission may permit by Special Exception the 
selective pruning or removal of trees, shrubs and 
other vegetation to allow for the creation of a 
view of the River, provided that such shall only be 
a fIltered view of the RiVer designed to provide 

easonable visual access to the River while 
intaining, to the greatest extent possible, a 
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natural screen of man-made structures and obj~cts 
and otherwise furthering the purposes of this 
regulation. Where such plan involves removal of 
tree in excess of 4 inch diameter at breast height, 
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 l sewer 
line or needed recreational facility, necessary 
public access, eg. handicapped access ramp) which 
unavo idably must encroach· upon the Buffer str ip or . 
be located 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 outside of the District and that all 
measures will be taken to minimize the adverse 
impact of such improvement. 

q. Activities Permitted within the District Without a 
Zoning 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 
shrub::;; to: 
a. Maintain an exi$ting view oE the River from 

a prinCiple structure 
b. Provide foot access 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. P+omote the health and vitality of existing 

vegetation. 

For these purposes and wherever permitted under this' 
regulation, selective pruning and/or removal shall be 
done in a manner that: 

promotes streambank stabilization and erosion 
control by maintaining stump and root structure 
wherever possible, and 

- provides the greatest possible scr~enlng of man 
made structures and objects. 

(2) Planting of perennial native species in the Buffer 
strip is permitted and encourage, especially where 
exposed soil and steep slopes exist. 

(3) Other Permitted Activities. 
Activities considered generally compatible with the 
purposes of this regulation shall include following 



and similar activities: 
- Surveying and Boundary posting, including fences 

for the purpose of marking boundary lines subject 
to the limitations of Section 193-30 of these 
regulations. 
Non-intensive and non-commercial recreational 
uses not requiring structures, such as hunting, 
fishing an hiking. 

- Family garden plots as accessory to a residential 
use. 

- .Continu~tion of a farming activity which is in 
existence on the effective date of this 
regulation. 

- Fire prevention activities. 
- Emergency operations. 
- Fish and wildlife management practices according 

to a plan approved by the County Conservation 
District. 



Proposed Zoning Amendment for the Town of 
New Hartford, Connecticut 

ARTICLE VI SECTION 17 FARMINGTON RIVER PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT 

1. Overview 

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District ("District") shall be defmed as the 
Farmington River (west branch and mainstem) within the Town of New Hartford 
including a contiguous and parallel buffer strip which together constitute a culturally 
significant 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 Evaluation of Existing 
Regulations (June 1990) prepared by The National Park Service under the auspices 
of the Farmington River Wild and Scenic Study Committee. 

2. Purpose 

The purposes of the Farmington River Protection Overlay District are to: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Protect life, public safety and propert:y from flooding hazards; 

Prevent any alterations to the natural flow of the river in order to maintain its 
recreational opportunities, environmental attributes, and historic features; 

Prevent water pollution caused by erosion, sedimentation, nutrient or pesticide 
runoff, and poorly sited waste disposal facilities; 

Enhance and preserve existing scenic or environmentally sensitive areas along 
the shoreline; 

Conserve shore cover and encourage environmentally sensitive developments; 

f. Preserve and maintain the groundwater table and water recharge areas. 

g. 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. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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Scope of Authority 

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District shall be superimposed on the other 
districts established by these regulations. All existing regulations including the Town's 
flood plain regulations and the Zoning Regulations applicable to such underlying 
districts, shall remain in effect, except that where the Farmington River Protection 
Overlay District imposes additional regulations, such regulations shall prevail. 

District Boundaries 

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 area within one hundred feet (l00') measured landward from 
both edges of the river bed as more specifically described in paragraph 5 and as more 
particularly described on map entitled "Farmington River Protection Overlay District". 
The edge of the river bed is defmed as that mark along the river's edge where the 
presence and action of water 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. 

River Protection Standards and Prohibited Uses 
Within the Farmington River Protection Overlay District 

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 Buffer Strip, defmed as an area extending one hundred feet (l00') landward 
from both edges of the river bed shall be required for all lots within the 
Farmington River Protection Overlay District. If any lot existing at the time 
of adoption of this regulation 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 
otherwise 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 amount reasonably necessary to accommodate an otherwise permitted land 
use; 



b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 
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Special permit applications for modifications to the standards in this paragraph 
may be made by Owners oflots 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 locations on the property beyond 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 proposed use to 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. 

No new buildings or structures -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 so 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 be considered disturbance of vegetation and other 
natural features. 

New on-site septic systems, including both primary and reserve areas, may not 
be located within the Buffer Strip. Repairs to existing septic systems may be 
allowed within the Buffer Strip. 

Dredging or removal of sand, gravel, or other earth materials, as well as 
dumping, filling, 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 be performed 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 erosion, stabilize the riverbank, protect water quality, 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 a filtered view of the river from the principal building 
or structure, and for reasonable private access to the river. 

6. 

7. 
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Pruning and removal activities shall insure 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 soil and .. vegetation from erosion while also 
screenb::tg 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 vegetation or grading ofland exceed that permitted 
by the Inland Wetlands Commission. 

g. No impoundments, dams or other obstructions 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 
and design of these projects or utilities is done in such a way so as to minimize 
disturbance of vegetation and other natural features in accordance with the 
purposes of this regulation. 

Additional Site Plan Approval Criteria 

In addition to existing site plan approval criteria required in the subdivision 
regulations and Zoning Regulations, the Planning and Zoning Commission 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 District. 

Application Procedures 

a 

b. 

None of the uses regulated under paragraph 5 shall be commenced until the 
Zoning Enforcement Officer has issued a zoning permit for such use. 

Any application involving the disturbance of more than 2,500 square feet of 
land within the Buffer Strip shall require an application for site plan approval 
by the Commission. 

c. Modifications or exemptions as noted in paragraph 5 shall require a special 
permit. 

Adopted: 11/13/91 
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SECTION 59 - FARMINGTON RIVER PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT 

59.1 

59.2 

59.3 

59.4 

59.5 

General Provisions: 

The Farmington River Protection Overlay District 
(herinafter "FRPO District") is a protected corridor 
of water and land along 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 sensi tive area. 

The FRPO District overlaps other zoning districts, 
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. 

Site alterations, regrading, filling or clearing of 
vegetation before approval of Application for a 
Certificate of Zoning Compliance, Special Exception 
application, Site Development Plan or o~her 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 Scenic River study's Draft 
Evaluation of Existing Protection dated June 1990 and 
further on the Zoning Map of Car. ton, 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 ~atershed community. 

59.5.1 It is the purpose of the FRPO District to 
promote the public health, safety, and general 
\-"elfare 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 recogni tioD of tte River' s 
eligibility for designati0n under the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and in 

furtherance of the Town' s resolution of 
July 30, 1991, about the Farmington River, 
and by contributing to the regional 
conservation of the River corridor. 

b. preventing any alterations to the natural 
flow of the River, excluding the reach of 
the river below the upper dam in 
Collinsville, 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 federal, State and local 
documents relating to the Farmington 
River; 

c. 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 
strip along the River bank as required in 
other important riverine 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 Inland Wetlands and 
Watercourses Agency that prevent water 
pollution. 

d. conserving the ecological, water supply 
and floo~ storage functions of the River's 
flood plain, and related groundwater table 
and aquifer recharge areas and by 
protecting life, public safety and 
property from flooding hazards, especially 
within the River's flood hazards areas as 
defined and prot~cted under the Flood 
Plain District as defined and regulated 
under Section 53 of these Regulations; 

e. protecting valuable fisheries and wildlife 
habitat wi thin and along the Farmington 
River, as cited in various documents 
inc luding the Farmington Wild and Scenic 
River Study and the state Comprehens i ve 
Outdoor Recreation Plan; 
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f. conserving and enhancing the natural 
scenic and topographic cond 1. tions in the 
river corridor and its en\Cironmental 
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 
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 unnecessary or excessive 
expenditures of municipal funds for 
service and utilities which might be 
required as a result of inappropriate 
development of land within the district. 

District Boundar"ies: 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 additianal shoreline 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 a line perpendicular to the River and tangent to 
Connecticut Coordinate Sytem value 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 ordinary 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 
which are distinct from that of the abutting 
upland. 

59.6.2 Where there is a question 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 shown on a 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 underlying 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 
said 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 ahd provided no "alteration" 
takes place which would result in any outcome 
contravening the General Provisions and the River 
Protection Standards of this Section. As used herein 
the term "alteration" means any man-made change to 
improved or unimproved real estate, including but not 
limi ted to buildings. or structures of any nature, 
storage of materials, fences or barriers of any 
nature, mining~ dredging, filling, grading, paving, 
excavating, drilling or clearing of vegetation. 

59.7.1 Selective pruning or removal of trees to: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

maintain a filter view of the River from a 
principal structure; 

provide access to the River by 
means a meandering foot ~ath; 

remove dead, diseased, unsafe or fallen 
trees and noxious plants and shrubs; and, 

promote the heal th 
existing vegetation. 

Also see Sec. 59.8.4 

and vi tali ty of 

59.7.2 in the 
and upland areas the District 

is permitted and encouraged, especially where 
exposed soil and steep slopes exist. 

...... 
N 



59.8 

59.7.3 

Section 
similar activities: 

considered 
purposes of this 

the following and 

a. surveying and boundary posting, including 
fences for the purpose of marking 
boundaries lines subject to the provisions 
of Para. 8.4 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 sealed water supplies with 
encouragement of buffer plantings; 

d. fire prevention activities and emergency 
operations necessary for safety or 
protection of property; 

e. fish and wildlife management practices 
according to a plan approved by the Coutny 
Conservation District: and, 

f. continuation of a farming acti vi ty \"'hich 
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: 

59.8.1 existing but with no 
or use at the time of the 

adopt ion of this Section (February 7, 1992), 
where the lot does not contain sufficient 
depth for the required shoreline and upland 
area within the District, QL where the lot 
contains sufficient land for the required 
shoreline and upland area but does not contain 
sufficien1: additional depth to permit 

establishing a building, sq'ucture or use of 
the lot permited in the underlying zoning 
district. (See Para. 59.11, Approval) 

59.8.2 Enlargement of existing structures and 
buildings on an existing lot and within the 
upland portion of the District ~hen 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. 

59.8.3 Removal of timber including the cutting of 
timber for forestry management purposes. Such 
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 Wetland and Watercourses Agency 
regulations. Also see Sec. 59.11.1c. 

59.8.4 

59.8.5 

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 II diameter at 
breast height, a plan shall be prepared by 
a qualified forester. 

State, municipal and quasi municipal 
improvements and operations which unavoidably 
must encroach into the FRPO District, provided 
that there is no practical or feasible 
alternative for the provision of the needed 
imprOVement or operation outside of the FRPO 
District and that all measures will be taken 
to minimize the adverse impact of such 
improvement or operations as: 

a. 
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59.10 

59.11 

b. Enlargement, relocation, or redistribution 
of highway maintenance facilities or those 
uses permitted under Para. 21.2.2. 

c. Community facilities that enhance and rely 
upon river resources for their purpose and 
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 
specifically allowed as 
Exception uses in Paras 
prohited 

uses and 
permitted 

59.7 and 

activities not 
uses or Special 
59.8 above are 

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 District" 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 
(e. g. 100' landward from the ordinary high 
,,'ater mark). 

River Protection Standards: Applications shall be 
prepared according to the following standards: 

59.11.1 In revie"'ing an application for 
Exception within the FRPO District: 

Special 

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 "'hich is or 
will be improved, regradeu or dis~urbed, 
including during construction, to equal or 
exceed fifty percent (50%) of the total 
area of the FRPO District on any such 
existing ].ot. 

59.12 

59.13 

c. Clear cutting of trees and shrubs is 
prohibited. 

Approval: Applications may be approved according to 
the follm,.'ing: 

59.12.1 In acting upon an application for Special 
Exception within th~ 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 site Development 
Plan as described in Section 51 of these regulations. 

Add to Section 4: 

FRPO - Farmington River Protection Overlay District 
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TOW~ OF TOLLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 011lJ4 

SPECIAL 'I'<RiN MEETING 
JUNE 10 , 1991 

l-1eeting called to order at 7:05 p.m. 21 voters in atteneance 

Article lB. PropOsed ZOning ArnencIment for the Town of '!'qlland, 
r'laSsachusetts • 

Section V of the Zoning By-laws of the Town of Tolland. 
Massachusetts shall be amended to include the Farmingt:Ol'l 
River Protection District: 

FARMINCTON RIVER PROTECTION DISTRICT 

The purposes of ~he Farmington ~iver Pro~ect!on Distric~ are ~o! 

Il. 

b. 
c. 

d. 
e. 

f. 

g. 

Protect 
Prevent 
Protect 
river: 

life and property tr~m flooding; 
any alterat~ons to the natural flow of the river~ 
fisheries and wildlife habitat within and along the 

control erosion and siltation: 
Enhance and preserVe existing scenic or environmentally 
sensitive areas along the shoreline: 
Conserve shore cover and encourage well-designed 
developments; 
Prevent water ~ollution caused by erosion. sedimentation 
nutrient or pesticide runOff. and poorly sited waste dis~osa: 
facilities. . 

2. Scop~ ot Authot'it, 

The Farmington .River Protection Distric~ iS,an overl!'ll' ~istrict 
and shall be superimposed on the other dl.~trl.cts estab~l.shed by 
this 9ylaw. All regulations and the Zonl.ng Bylaw appll.cable to 
such underlying districts shall remain in effect. except. that 
where the Farmington River.Protection District imposes addit10nal 
regulations. such regulations shall prevail. 

3. pistr!ct Boundatiei 

The area subject to the bylaw shall be the entire length of the 
W t Branch of the Farmington River within the Town of Tolland. 
T~: Farmington River Protection District shall encom~ass those 
fl d lain areas designated on the Town of Tolland Flood·~azard 
Ar:~ ~oUndary Maps (FHAB) for the Farmington River. ~est Branch. 
Where the floodplain ha~ not.been delineated on the FHA~ maps or 
where the delineation is less than 200 feet fro~ the r1ver bank 

5. 

.{as de!ined by M.G.L. Chapter 131. Section 40). the River 
Protection District shall be defined as that area within 200 
feet, measured horizontally of the river bank. The ~HAB maps are 
hereby made ~art of this ordinance, and are on file with the Town 
Clerk. 

Permi \:ted Uses 

a. Agricultural production, including raising of crops. 
livestock, ~oultry, nurseries. orchard~, and hay, provided 
that a 50' setback from the river bank is maintained. 

b. kecreational uses, provided there is minimal disruption of 
wildlife habitat and a minimal erosion of land. 

c. 

d. 

Hain~enance and repair usual and necessary for continuance 
or ~n existing Use. 

Conservation of ~ater, plants and wildlife. including the 
raising and management of wildlife. 

e. Reasonable emergency proc~dures necessary for safety or 
protection of ~roperty. 

f. residential accessory uses including lawns, gardens. piay 
areas and sea1ed water supplies. 

Prohibited Uses within the Farminaton ~iver Protection District 

a. No altering, dumping, filing or removal of riverine 
materials or dredging is permitted. Haintenance o'f the 
river may be done under the requirements of M.G.L. Chapter 
131. Section 40, and any other applicable laws. bYlaws, and 
regulations. 

b. All commercial forest cutting shall require the filing of a 
Forest Cutting Plan in accordance with the Massachusetts 
Forest cutting Practices Act (M.G.L. Chapter 132. Sections 
40-46). In addition, no cutting of forest or vegetation 
shall occur within 50 feet of the river bank. In th~ area 
between 50 feet and 200 feet from the river bank, no more 
than 50 percent of the existing forest basal area shall be 
cut in a twenty five (25) year period. 

c. ~o impoundments. dams or othel obstructions may be located 
within the area subject to this bylaw. 

d. All other uses not specifically permitted or allowed by site 
plan approval ~ithin the overlay zone are prohibited. 
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6. 

7. 

Ri;er Protection standards 

All land uses, including all residences. shall comply with the 
following standards: 

a. A buffer strip extending at least two hundred (2001 feet in 
depth, to be measured landward f~om each bank of the 

termington ~!ver shall be required tor all lots wit~ih' ~he 
~iver Protection District. If any lot. existing at the time 
of adoption of this bylaw. does n~~ contain sufficient 
depth. measured landward from the river bank. to provide a 
two hundred (200) foot buffer strip. the buffer. strip may' be 
reduced to 50 percent of the available lot depth, measured 
landward from the tiver bank. 

b. The buffer strip shall include trees an1 shall be kept in a 
natural or scenic condition. 

c. 

d. 

i!. 

(II No buildings nor structures shall be erected, enlarged 
or moved within the buffer strip. 

The proposed use must be in compliance with the floodplain 
requirements of the Massachusetts Building Code and the 
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act. 

New on-site wastewater 
shall be located at least 
from the river bank. 

disposal systems and leach ~ields 
one hundred and fifty (lsO) teet 

~emoval ot sand, gravel or other ~arth material is 
prohibited within 200 feet of ~e Farmington River or within 
the river's 100 ye~r floodplain. whiche~er is greater. 

Additional site Plan Approval Criteria 

In addition to the Site Plan Approval Criteria contained in 
section VIII-B. the. Planning Board shall consider whether uses 
proposed for site Plan Approval in the River Protection District 
meet the following criteria: 

a. compiies with River Protection Standards in Section V(61: 

b. Is situated in a portion of the site 
conserve shoreland vegetation and 
buffer §trip: 

thgt will most likely 
the integrity of the 

c. Is integrated into the existing landscape through reatures 
such as vegetative buffers and through natural retention of 
shorelines: 

d. Will hot result in erosion or sedimentation; 

e. Will not result in water pollution. 
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8. 

9. 

Non-conrormihd USes 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Any lawful use, building. structures. premises. land or 
parts thereof existing at the effective date of this Bylaw 
or amendments thereof and not in c~nformance with the 
provisions of this Bylaw shall be ccr.sidered to be a non­
conforming Use. 

Any ex!s~lng Use or structure may continue 
maintained, repaired and improved but in no 

. larger. 

and may be 
event made 

Any non-conforming structure ~hich is destroyed may be 
rebuilt on the same location but no larger than its overall 
original square footage. 

ltarashibS 

To avoid. undue hardship, nothing in this Byla~ shall be deemed to 
require ~ change in design, construction, or intended use of any 
structure for "which a building permit was legally issued prior to 
the effective date this Bylaw. Such construction may be 
completed within two years from the effective date of this Bylaw. 
or such construction shall be required to conform to this Syl~w. 

This article passed unan~~usly by the 21 voters ~resent. 

~€eting adjourned at 7:20 ~.m. 

A true co~y. ATI'EST: 

~~~~ 
(Cyn~,ia R. Eurra1l 
~lerk 

tH 
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE MOe'S STRATEGIC PLAN ELEMENTS BY 3 AGENCIES: 
The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, the Farmington 

River Watershed Association, and the University of Massachusetts 
Water Resources Research Center 

Supplemented by Comparative Comments on the MOe's Individual Water Supply Plan 

Sources: MOC Water Supply Strategic Plan, Final Report, February 1989 and Appendices thereto: 
Report of OEP Commissioner Carothers 9/29/88; FWRA ·Comments" 9/9/88; WRRC, various 

memoranda; e.g., "Questions of Fact ... ", 1124189 

The Metropolitan District Water Supply Plan as approved by the Commissioner of Health Services September 6, 1991 

MDC Strategic Planning Elements 

A. The Strategic Planning Process (pp. 
1-1 + 2; p. IV-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 
success. Feat u res the use of 
implementing strategies best calculated 
to 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. 
VII, 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 
planning 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 
a Iternati ve 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 West 
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). 
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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 futu re 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 
Colebrook/West Branch 
reservoi r system wi II be 
used only as a last resort in 
the event that the amou nt 
of good quality, 
econom icall y accessi bl e 
groundwater antici pated 
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 preserved as a 
potential future regional 
water supply for the 
period beyond 2030, if not 
before, in other words, a 
"backup" source. 

~ 
trJ 

n~ 
o ~ z Ul 
Z trJ 

~ tJ 

::l ~ 
8 ~ 

::> >-l ~ 
Z tJ 0. 
tJ ~ ~ 
>-l ::> en 
:r: tl c:: 
trJ ~ ~ 
C trJ ~ 
Z Z ::> < >-l ~ 
trJ 0 0 
1;; "Ii "Ii 

~ tl1 n 
><: ~ 0 
o :;>::I ~ 
"Ii 0 ~ 
<:' Z trJ 

>' a':: ~ 
Ul trJ Ul > Z 0 
n s;! Z 
:r: r' >-l 
Si '"V :r: 
trJ :;>::I tl1 

:l 8 ~ 
Ul~ trJ tJ 
~ ~ n 
~ 0 Ul~ n 
trJ Z 
:;>::I ~ >-l 

~ i ~ 
Ul trJ trJ 
o 7J () c:: >- ..... 
:;>::I :;>::I n 
n ~ '"V 
~ Z ~ 
~ ~ Z 
Ul 0 tl1 
trJ Z r' 

~ Ci ~ 
n < trJ :r: trJ Z 
n:;>::l ;;j 
trJ<::::co 
Z ~ ><: 
>-l >-l e-j 
~ trJ :r: 

~ 1;; ~ 
~ trJ 

tJ :>­:>-() 
Ul trJ 
Ul Z 
o n n ..... 
..... trJ >- Ul >-l •• 

o 
Z n 



MOC Strategic Planning Elements OEP Comments 

B. Water Demand No comment. 

1. Population Increase to 2030. 
Population served by the MOC system 
(within the MOe's '" exd usive 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 
O(cur(p. 

FRWA Comments 

No Comment. 

-?-

WRRC Comments 

1. The COMIWFA document does 
not provide adequate 
information to specify size of 
population served by the MOC 
system in 1980, 1985, or any other 
date (Appendix B-1). For 
example, '"10-town" area is said 
to contain "over 99%" of MOe's 
domestic service (Table 3, B-1, p. 
11), but approximately 7.0 mgd 
(or 15% of MOC usage) appears 
to occur outside the 10-town area 
(Flaherty & Giavara, p. 26 and 
COMIWFA Append. B-1, p. 13). 

2. Hartford, E. Hartford, and 
West Hartford contain about two 
thirds of MOC'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, 
MOC 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 
MOC Strategic Plan. 

n 
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MOC Strategic Planning Elements 

2. Per capita use increases and 
forecast scenarios (Appen. B 1, pp. 5 
& 6; p. 111-2) each based on different 
levels of per capita consumption: 

likely, Low likely, 
Lower Bound. Spread between 

Bound and Lower Bound is 23 
or 11 mgd 2010. No estimate 

per capita/day is given for 
2030. Increased need for 5 mgd 
domestic is estimated after 2010 (p. 

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 

& Giavara estimates, as 
reviewed Dresser & McKee. 
All non-domestic demand 
the Plan include a 5 
contractual commitment to 
New Britain. 

DEP Comments 

1. MDC should 
establish conservation 

to reduce per 
capita projections (pp. 
2 & 7). 

2. High Likely and 
Upper Bound scenarios 
are unacceptable 
the state's 
reg a r d 
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 1 

1. Since non-residential 
demand is 56% to 65% 
of total demand, MDC 
should document 
nondomestic demand 

2,5& 1 

2. Industrial demand is 
to decrease in the 

future because of 
increased treatme nt 
technology and a shift 
toward service 
in the State 1 

FRWA Comments 

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

2. Examination of the 
curve of the per capita 
demand shows a 

off of demand 
without any of 
water conservation. 
Given the trend to 
water conservation and 
new water _ 
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 

2. The New Britain 
commitment is 
legal and not 
substantive 
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WRRC Comments 

1. "Low likely" and "Lower 
Bound" scenarios are not used 
in the strategic plan, i.e., they 
are ourelv academic forecasts. 

2. Use of very conservative per 
capita demand scenarios 
likely". and 
addition to use of 
conservative "99% year" 
safe yield standard (under state 

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 I report 
says that "new companies are 

those that move out 
on a one-to-one basis' 12), 
but "the decline of water use 

exiting industries is 
expected to be balanced the 
antici of new 
industries ..... (p.24). the 
report declares that new 

uses much less water 
than old 1 that" old" 
industries are expected to cut 
water use in half the year 
2000 24), but that industrial 
water use will nevertheless 
increase from 13.8 mad in 

Approved MDC Individual 
Water Supply Plan 

1. The IWSP projection of 
demand is based on a 
gallons 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 throuah the 

to 2030. 

2. The IWSP uses an 
approach which 
"'discounts" the estimated 
effects of conservati on 
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: "MOe Water 
Use/Safe, Yield Com-

1. The IWSP non-domestic 
demand projections are 
based on a totally new 

Camp Dresser & 
McKee ) with no 
reference or connection to 
the Fi & G i avara 
esti mates of 1981. 1989 
has been used as a base 
year wherei n non­
domestic demand was 23.1 

An additional 8.4 
is ..... ,· .. Oif'"'/'II!.I"II 

the total of non-domestic 
to 31.5 mad in 2030. 

n 
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MOC Strategic Planning Elements OEP Comments FRWA Comments 

3. Non-domestic demand (cant.) 

-4-

WRRC Comments 

1990to 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 (B.1, Table 4, p. 14) which 
bears no relationship to anything 
presented by FGA (including 
major increased industrial use 
forecasts fo r H a rtfo rd, 
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. CDMIWFA have made no study 
of thei r own of non-domestic 
demand which is over 50% of 
MDCdemand. 

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 pred i cti ng any 
increase in non-domesti c 
demand, and, in fact, for 
industrial use in particular, the 
evidence favors future reduction 
in demand. 

Approved MDC Individual 
Water Supply Plan 

n 
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MDC Strategic Planning Elements 

C. Potential Supply Sources 

1. East Branch Modifications. 
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 
enable 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 i ess costl y 
alternative and MDC is 
biased toward surface 
sources (p. 5). 

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 
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 
MDe'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 is 
inconsistently applied 
(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 final plan report 
(p. 111-6), Barkhamsted alone 
could be lowered to 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 catc~ 
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 mai n reason for 
reducing potential yield from this 
source; yet it is CDM/MDe'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". But even 1 or 2 mgd is 
a relatively 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. 

Groundwater. 1. The IWSP 
reflects the Groundwater 
Feasi bi lity 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. 
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 
rely on. 

n 
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MOC Strategic Planning Elements OEP Comments 

2. Groundwater (cont.) 

FRWA Comments 

constant doubt about its 
suitability. The M OC 
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 
sedi ments and provide 
add iti ona I pote nti a I 
above the reported 39.8 
mgd. Why is this not 
even considered by 
MOC? 

5. MOC elimination 
rationale is inconsistent 
with the state's high 
priority for protection of 
aquifers and is 
inappropriate 
considering the MOC's 
quasi-public role. The 
rationale is "cost 
effectiveness based" yet 
the M DC 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 
MOe's own information, 
not cost effective. 

-6-

WRRC Comments Approved MOC Individual 
Water Supp~y Plan 
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MOC Strategic Planning Elements 

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 MOe's largest user (6 
mgd). 

3. Efforts wi II be expended to 
"manage demand' in both 
residential and non-residential 
sectors (p. x). 

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

4. Connecticut River 0, IV-7, V-
13; Appen. A5, B4 , (3). 
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), OOHS 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 playa significant role in the 
MOC water supply strategy as a 
proj ected sou rce of i nd ustri a I 
quality water for large users. 

OEP Comments 

1. MOC 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
ti on recycl i ng, reuse, 
retrofit, water rate 
adjustment, & public 
education 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 
legislature have made 
conservation state 
priority. As a large and 
quasi-public utility, the 
MOC should be a leader 
in water conservation. 
The MOC 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. 

MOC 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. 

-7-

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, 

not how. 

Even under legal ·use 
prohibition", the Connecticut 
River might. in effect, be 
tapped legal by drilling 
production in the flood 
plain. 

Approved MOC Individual 
Water Supply Plan 

Conservation. The IWSP 
outli nes 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 
suoply sources will be 

ggered later in the 
planning period. 

(J 
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MDC Strategic Planning Elements 

5. West Branch Preservation (viii, ix, 
x, 111-10). Preserve West Branch 
supplies to obtain up to 20 mgd 
(Plan p. 111-10) from the West Branch 
(Colebrook Hogback system) within 
the confines of downstream 
requirements on the West 
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 planni n9 (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 g reate r level s. 
Diversion infrastructure 
once established, will 
easily allow for larger 
diversions and will be its 
very existence, greatly 
weaken any attempt to set 
or Ii m it the deg ree of 
diversion. 

East Branch modifications: 
agree with estimate of 10 
mgd (p. 9). 

-8-

WRRC Comments 

1. West Branch is 
estimated to (ost 
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 
~iver 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 
dearly explicated (Appen. 
(1). 

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 MDe's recommended 
level of 480 feet. 

Approved MOC 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 possi bl e 
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 wi II be 
forestalled. 

n 
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MOC Strategic Planning Elements 

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 
prog rams and fu rthe r prog ra m 
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 
MOC's supply. 

OEP Comments 

Groundwater: Goal 
should be 14-15 mgd (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 setti ng 
these goals (p. 7). 

FRWA Comments 

Groundwater: Goal 
should be 15 mgd (p. 4) 
with 5 mgd by 1992 (po 
4), 10 mgd by 2010 and 
15 mgd by 2030 (p. 9). 

Conservation & Ct. River: 
Goal should be at least 9 
mgdas 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 
MOC a 12 mgd margin 
over its own estimate of 
2030 demand (p. 9). 
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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 feasi bil ity of usi ng 
conservation to meet 
future demand. 

2. If it is "dangerous" to 
depend on conservation, it 
is dangerous to depend on 
anything, including West 
Branch diversion. In a 
democracy I 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 MOC Individual 
Water Supply Plan 

Groundwater. The goal of 
the IWSP is 18 mgd of 
groundwater by 2030. 
MOC 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 
sou rce su bstituti on 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. 

n 
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should be nl"l':IC:l':lnl.c~ 

a reserved as part 
Connecticut Plan 

I"I':III"'Iinn21 use 

DEP Comments 

2. 

East 

con­
be 

to 5 

3. MDC should delineate 
service expan-

16). 

4. The West Branch 
should be considered a 
source of last resort only 
(p. 

FRWA Comments 

West Branch: 

1. MDC should 
consider diversion as a 
last resort and relegate 
the West Branch to a 
backup role onlv (D. 

2. Since uncertainty 
seems to be the 
reason for 
the groundwater 

why is not the 
same reasoning applied 
to diversion from the 
West Branch? (e.g., a 
possible prohibition of 
diversion by DEP or 
Congress pi ace that 
sou rce ina state of 
Incertainty as great as, 

for example, the 
possible future 
poll uti ng of 9 rou nd 
water) (p. 9). 
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WRRC Comments 

West Branch: 
showing a 
20 mgd 
appear 
reasons. 

1. The Plan itself 
icts su 'I 
the East Branch to meet 

all demands to 2010. 

2. Domestic demand after 
2010 is not to 
exceed 5 mgd 132, p. 
18). 

3. The Strategic Plan doesn't 
data sufficient to 

ustify prediction of an 
ncrease in non-domestic 

demand (e.g. see comments 
above on non-domestic 
demand, p. 5). 

This" planning deficit' of 5 
mgd can be obtai ned from 
anyone 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 
source is therefore no more 
justified than reservation of 
these other options, unless it 
can be shown that the West 
Branch is a preferred 
for reasons of (ost or other 
variables. The Strategic Plan 
does not demonstrate that 
the West Branch has 
(ompeili ng advantages to 
justify its choice as preferred. 

Approved MDC Individual 
Water Supply Plan 

West Branch. The MDe's 
IWSP for the period 
extendin to 2030 
considers as a last 
resort and relegates the 
West Branch to a ....... ' ... ,,_ ........ 
role. Its use is an·tlclPa'ted 

if grou 
prove to be Ui~dUIJOIl 
and actuai ema 
justifies accessing new 
sources. In MDC 
expects to get without 
use of the West Branch 
before 2030 unless other 
<:II~1I..8C"'L~ of the 
to 
is therefore a baCk up, a 
contingency source for the 
planning od and a 
regional source for the 
future nd the 

horizon. 

n 
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MOC Strategic Planning Elements DE? Comments FRWA Comments 

6. Summary (cont.) 

West Branch (cont.) 

-11-

WRRC Comments 

Furthermore, if the Strategic 
PI ani s correct th at 
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 Individual 
Water Supply Plan 

() 
I 
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YOUR LAND HAS BEEN 

II •• 

Learn how our government has come like a thief in the night 
and taken our land without us even knowing it has happened. 

lVIEETING OF: Friends of the Rivers 
Otis Elementary School 

Wednesday, December 4, 1991 
7:00p.m. 

For further information call: 258-3336 
258-4800 
258-4472 

TOLLAND LAND OWNERS 

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. 

tJ 
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FRIENDS OFTHE 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 ShaJl become part of the National Park System 

Law 1271 
Nothing shall preclude the· use of condemnation 'vvhen necessruy to get title 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 
Self J\t\an.agement) 

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

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

Law 1285 
The Secretaries of the Interior or Agriculture 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. 

~c:~ ~(:"< ·.13 ~ . .:l~·jCI~~:::::"~ ... lA --:~~:S 

Law Sect. C of Sect.. 10 of PL 99-590 
Becoming designated Wild and Scenic automatically make us a National Wildlife Refuge. 

Law Sect. 16 A of PL 99-530 
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, riI1s and smal1lakes. 

Thnk back and remember if anyone 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 to do 
something it does it and more so. Our governments 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 Scenic is 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.-

r-------------------------, 
I Ii You Want To Get Involved - Start Here! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Your help is urgently n.eeded. 

We need people to 'W1ite letters 81. arlicle.s, attend 
hearings, do maili.ngs, and make phone calls! 

We need your contributions to help pay for maili.ngs, 
action alerts, phone bills and adverlisem.ents 

WON'T YOU HELP? 

~-----------------------------------
~ ---------------------------------
City. s.-. Zip ______________________________ _ 

Phone (Bu..1 _______ (Homel (Fax) _____ __ 

I ConInbu""",s:I SIO SIS S20 Other --------

i Mail completed form to f.O.R HCBB Box 143. Sandisfield. MA 01255 I ~ _________________________ J 

Laws taken from Wild '32 Scenic Rivers act. public law 9542, October 2. 1968 and amended by PL 99-590 October 30. 1986 

tJ 
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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 Par~ 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 v~ry 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 olace 
elsewhere in the country. Letters that in.tend only t~ 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 
people 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 educatiori 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. t 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 also 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 thcse thrcats 
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 ~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. 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 
fort· .' A / 
,/1/;..(;., ' "- -'/ 
Rober Tarasuk 
Farmington River Study Committee 
Sandisfield Representative 

RT/st 



Citizens of Sandisfield, MA 

% Mr. Bob Tarasuk 

P.O. Box 6 

Sandisfield, MA 01255 

To the Concerned Citizens of Sandisfield, 

January 25, 1992 

I heve been approached by both proponents and opponents (Friends of 

the River) of your involvement in the Farmington River Wild & Scenic 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 has 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 1800'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 .... i.ts 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 

hydropower facility 8t Jackson Falls on the Wildcat River. Jackson Falls 

is in the center of the village and has served as a calling card to visitors 

and residents alike since the town was built. The hydro propoS81 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. Finally, with 

the help of our two U.S. 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 Wildcat River to determine its suitability and eligibility for 

inclusion in the National Wild & Scenic Rivers System. Because federal funds 

were involved, the National Par'<. Service was 'n?llled as the lead agency in the 

river study. 

-2- January 25, 1992 

If YOll have read this far, you are truly a concerned citizen. Among 

the first information to come to Jackson regarding Wild and Scenic protection 

was a book called Flowing FrE~e I~hich cicsr.rihf'd in c!ptail the pro"isions of 

the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968. Upon rending 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 lands. The River Study legislation also directed the Town 

of Jackson to evaluate other possibilities of resource protection. The 

National 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 exfective­

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 ~mendments 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 f~r 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. 

No .. '. to your 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 lon~er a National 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 

o 
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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 Commission. 

The Wild & Scenic designation legislation provided for the creation of an 

advisory river commission consisting of members of these agencies and also 

including riparian landowners. 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 

have not felt or ·observed any negative impact arising from designation. 

There are no hidden agendas and most 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 requ(red to sacrifice many days and evenings ..• 

work time ... family time ••. to make this project work. There were many 

obstacles to overcome. Not everyone is pleased with change, but this was 

a community project and everyone had an opportunity to participate and 

voice their concerns. 

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 suspect 

my comments fell on deaf ears. The federal 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 zonine. This is to say that even 

with desig~ation 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 

Nonderful civics lesson and a remarkable opportunity for the citizens of 

Sandisfield to provide a legacy for the future. 

no throw-away votes ... every one counts. 

,lackson. ~lH 





ApPENDIX E 
COMPLETE RESULTS OF LANDOWNER/REsIDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

FARMINGTON RIVER SURVEY RESULTS 

Total Survey Results 

1111191 

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 rece1v1ng 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%) 

CD 
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QUESTION 13 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 

wildlife appreciation 
hiking 
fishing 
picnicking 
photography 
swimming 
canoeing or kayaking 
other 
tubing 
x-c skiing 
hunting 
camping 
snowmobiling 

Frequent Use 

329 
190 
169 
115 
113 

92 
73 
52 
46 
41 
31 
25 
14 

(58%) 
(33%) 
(30%) 
(20%) 
(20%) 
(16%) 
(13%) 
( 9%) 
( 8%) 
( 7%) 
( 5%) 
( 4%) 
( 2%) 

occasional Use 

195 
236 
175 
239 
204 
177 
195 

7 
226 
105 

25 
108 

25 

( 43%) 
( 42%) 
(31%) 
( 42%) 
(36%) 
(31%) 
(34%) 
( 1%) 
( 40%) 
(18%) 
( 4%) 
(19%) 
( 4%) 

No Use 

44 
117 
181 
140 
151 

191 
198 

32 
196 
278 
337 
286 
345 

( 8%) 
(21%) 
(32%) 
(25%) 
(27%) 

(33%) 
(35%) 
( 6%) 
(35%) 
(49%) 
(59%) 
(50%.) 
(61%) 

QUESTION 14 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 

protect water quality 
protect free-flowing 
fishing 
fishery management 
canoeing 
tubing 
flood control 
hydroelectric dev. 
future water supply 
sewage transportation 
sand and gravel 

Adjacent landuse 

conserve wildlife habitat 
conserve forest land 
conserve scenic qualities 
conserve rural character 
conserve historic resources 
outdoor recreation 
protect landowner rights 
maintain local control 
tourism 
residential development 
population growth 

Encourage 

631 (98%) 
620 (96%) 
584 (91%) 
579 (90%) 
533 (83%) 
396 (61%) 
264 (41%) 
113 (18%) 

69 (11%) 
35 ( 5%) 
30 ( 5%) 

639 (98%) 
637 (98%) 
636 (98%) 
612 (94%) 
607 (93%) 
522 (80%) 
465 (71%) 
448 (69%) 
291 (45%) 

77 (12%) 
53 ( 8%) 

@ 

Neutral 

9 
21 
59 
52 
95 

146 
217 
116 
182 

51 
97 

10 
8 

10 
21 
34 
92 

158 
130 
233 
134 
171 

Discourage 

4 1%) 
9 1%} 
7 1%) 

13 2%) 
19 ( 3%) 

106 (16%) 
157 (24%) 
404 (63%) 
379 (59%) 
404 (63%) 
515 (80%) 

4 ( 1%~ 
12 ( 2%) 

3 ( 1%) 
16 ( 2%) 

9 ( 1%) 
30 ( 5%) 
21 ( 3%) 
40 ( 6%) 

119 (18%) 
444 (68%) 
433 (66%) 



industrial development 
other 
commercial development 

23 ( 4%) 
23 ( 4%) 
22 ( 3%) 

44 
7 

134 

581 (89%) 
5 ( 1%) 

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 
60 

104 
No 
Undecided == 

(74%) 
( 9%) 
(16%) 

Threats [listed in order of highest to lowest response] 

1) water pollution 
z) growing population 
3) commercial development 
4) residential development 
S) industrial development 
6) loss of rural character 
7) loss of scenic character 
8) loss of forests 
9) too much tourism 
10) other 
l~) too much recreation 

337 , 
325 
323 
313 
289 
284 
244 
216 
116 

28 
19 

(52%) 
(50%) 
(50%) 
(49%) 
(45%) 
(44%) 
(38%) 
(33%) 
(18%) 
( 4%) 
( 3%) 

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

Yes 
No 
Undecided 

== 46 
== 509 
== 87 

( 7%) 
( 79%) 
( 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 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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~ongrc55 of tIJc Zlaniteb ~tates 
J!)ouS'e of l\eprtS'entatiDtS 

masbington, J}.<.t. 20515 

January 13, 1992 

Dear Farmington River Valley resident: 

We are aware that there has been considerable discussion in recent 
weeks 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 elected 
representatives to the U.S. Congress who would be responsible for introducir.g 
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 resources. The river is a defining feature of the area's 
scenic character. It supports an impressive 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 protection. 

Of equal importance is 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. Precisely because of that history, the Farmington 
Wild,and Scenic River Study was specifically tailored to encompass a new 
approach, founded on maintaining the traditions of private land ownership and 
local authority while removing gny consideration of federal acquisition and 
management from the study process. Throughout the study, the National Park 
Service and Farmington River Study Committee have demonstrated their 
commitment to this approach, and this commitment is articulated in the 
detailed question and answer handout recently distributed by the Park Service. 

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 
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, we 
will initiate this action only if there is a streng indication of local 
support. We will measure local support through two principle indicators: Town 
Meeting votes endorsing designation; and, a demonstration of town commitment 
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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 propose 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 government. 

2. Control over the use of lands along the FarRington River will remain 
the responsibility of local governaent. There will be no federal 
land management. 

3. Federal presence in the Farmington River Valley will not be 
increased as a result of designation. Ho new federal permits will 
be required, and the river area will not becoae a component of the 
Hational Park system or be subject to the federal regulations 
governing lands in the sy.tea. 

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 Farmington River deserves strong 
protection, but we remain convinced that this can only be achieved through a 
mechanism that wi.!l 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 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. 

Very truly yours, 

~~~~ 
Nancy L. &ns~" _. . 

Member of Congress 
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SAMPLE TOWN MEETING RESOLUTION SUPPORTING WILD AND SCENIC RIvER DESIGNATION 

PASSED BY THE CONNECTICUT STUDY AREA TOWNS 
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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: 

Whereas: 

Whereas: 

Whereas: 

Whereas: 

Whereas: 

Therefore: 

Therefore: 

The Farmington River flows through the Town Barkhamsted, 
Connecticut, and a natural resource of great importance 
to the Town and the State of Connecticut. 

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. 

The National Park Service has determined that the Farmington 
River eligible for wild and Scenic River designation based 
on its outstanding fisheries, wildlife, recreational and his­
toric values. 

The people of Barkhamsted recognize 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 the Wild 
and Scenic River Study. 

The Town of Barkhamsted, the Farmington River Study Committee 
and the National Park Service ~re working cooperatively to 
develop an effective locally-based plan that will ensure the 
necessary protection of the river and its related resources. 

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. 

Be resolved that the people of the Town of Barkhamsted 
petition the Congress of the United States of Ame~ica 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. 

Be 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. 





ApPENDIX 

PUBLIC 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 OFTHE 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. (NEW) (a) It is declared 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 to 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 conserva~ion 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. 5. 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: (J) Resident fireanns hunting license, ten dollars; (2) resident fishing li­
cense, fifteen -dollars; (3) resident combination license to firearms hunt and fish, 
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I 
ENDORSEMENT OF WILD AND SCENIC RIVER DESIGNATION BY THE FARMINGTON RIVER ANGLERS ASSOCIATION 

Since 1977 our club has been actively involved i.n 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 tuo 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 anyone 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 corne 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 expandeJ 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 P9Pulace 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 sub~itted, 

~/YL ll. ~~ / jJf'e$jen--{-
"Search out and feast upon 

the ensuing beauties 
of the Farmington. ., 

"T"he qev J3 McLean. ~ 895 

An Active Member Club of the Federation of F1yflahers 
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PUBLIC LAW l03-313-AUG. 26, 1994 

Public Law 103-313 

108 STAT. 1699 

103d Congress 
An Act 

To designate a portion of the Farmington River in Connecticut as a component 
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the Un#ted States of America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION i. SHORT TITLE. 

Aug. 26, 1994 
[H.R.28151 

Farmington 
Wild and Scenic 
River Act. 

. This Act may be cited as the "Farmington Wild and Scenic !:~sc 1271 
River Act". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress fmds that-
(1) Public Law 99-590 authorized the study of 2 segments 

of the West Branch of the Farmington River, including an 
ll-mile headwater segment in Massachusetts and the upper­
most 14-mile segment in Connecticut, for potential inclusion 
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and created 
the Farmington River Study Committee, consisting of represent­
atives from the 2 States, the towns bordering the 2 segments, 
and other river interests, to advise the Secretary of the Interior 
in conducting the study and concerning management alter­
natives should the river be included in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System; 

(2) the study determined that both segments of the river 
are eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System based upon their free-flowing condition and outstanding 
fisheries, recreation, wildlife, and historic values; 

(3) the towns that directly abut the Connecticut segment 
(Hartland, Barkhamsted, New Hartford, and Canton), as well 
as the Town of Colebrook, which abuts the segment's major 
tributary. have demonstrated their desire for national wild 
and scenic river designation through town meeting actions 
endorsing designation; in addition, the 4 abutting towns have 
demonstrated their commitment to protect the river through 
the adoption of "river protection overlay districts", which estab­
lish a uniform setback for new structures, new septic systems, 
sand and gravel extraction, and vegetation removal along the 
entire length of the Connecticut segment; 

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

16 USC 12';-3 
note. 

Contr.lcts. 

(4) during_ the stu4Y. the Farmington River Study Commit­
tee and the National Park Service prepared a comprehensive 
management plan for the Connecticut segment (the "Upper 
Farmington River Management Plan", dated April 29, 1993) 
which establishes objectives. standards, and action programs 
that will ensure lon~-term protection of the river's outstanding 
values and compatIble management of its land and water 
resources, without Federal management of affected lands not 
owned by the United States; 

(5) the F.a:rmington River Study Committee voted unani­
mously on April 29, 1993, to adopt the UJ:lper Farmington 
River Management Plan and to recommenQ that Congress 
include the Connecticut segment in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System in accordance with the spirit and provi­
sions of the Upper Farmington River Management Plan, and 
to recommend that, in the absence of town votes supporting 
designation, no action be taken regarding wild and scemc river 
designation of the Massachusetts segment; and 

(6) the Colebrook Dam. and Goodwin Dam hydroelectric 
projects are located outside the river segment designated by 
section 3. and based on the study of the Farmington River 
pursuant to Public Law 99-590. continuation of the existing 
operation of these projects as presently configured, including 
associated transmission fines and other existing project works, 
is compatible with the desi~ation made by section 3 and 
will not unreasonably dimimsh the scenic, recreational, and 
fISh "and wildlife values of the se~ent designated by such 
section as of the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 3. DESIGNATION. 

Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 
1274(a» is amended by adding the following new paragraph at 
the end thereof: 

"( ) FARMINGTON RIvER, CONNECTICUT.-The 14-mile segment 
of the West Branch and mainstem extendin_g from immediately 
below the Goodwin Dam and Hydroelectric Project in Hartland, 
Connecticut, to the downstream end of the New Hartford-Canton, 
Connecticut. town line (hereinafter in this paragraph referred to 
as the 'segment'), u a recreational river, to be administered by 
the Secretary of the Interior through cooperative agreements 
between the Secretary of the Interior and the State of Connecticut 
and its relevant political subdivisions, namely the Towns 01 
Colebrook, Hartland, Barkhamsted, New Hartford, and Canton and 
the Hartford Metropolitan District Commission. pursuant to sec· 
tion 10(e) of this Act. The segment shall be managed in accordance 
with the Upper Farmington River Management Plan, dated April 
29, 1993, and such amendments thereto as the Secretary of 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) ofthis Act .... 
SEC. 4. MANAGEMENT. 

(a) COMMITTEE.-The Director of the National Park Service. 
or his or her designee, shall represent the Secretary on the Fanning· 
ton River Coordinating Committee provided for in the plan. 

(b) FEDERAL.-( 1) In order to provide for the long-tenn protec· 
tion, preservation. and enhancement of the river segment des· 
ignated by section 3, the Secretary. pursuant to section WCe) 01 
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PUBLIC LAW 103-313-AUG. 26, 1994 108 STAT. 170] 

the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, shall offer to enter into cooperative 
agreements with the State of Connecticut and its relevant political 
subdivisions identified in the amendment made by such section 
3 and, pursuant to section l1(b X 1) or' such Act, shall make a 
similar offer to the Farmington River Watershed Association. The 
Secretary, pursuant to such section l1(b)(1), also may enter into 
cooperative agreements with other parties who may be represented 
on the Committee. All cooperative agreements provided for in this 
Act shall be consistent with the Plan, and may include provisions 
for fmancial or other assistance from the United States to facilitate 
the long-term protection, conservation, and enhancement of the 
segment designated by such section 3 and the implementation of 
the Plan. 

(2) The Secretary may provide technical assistance, staff sup­
port, and funding to assist in the implementation of the Plan. 

(3) ImpJementation of this Act through cooperative agreements 
as described in paragraph (2) of this subsection shall not cons.titute 
National Park Service administration of the segment designated 
by section 3 for purposes of section 10(c) of the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act, and shall not cause such segment to be considered 
as being a unit of the National Park System. 

(c) WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS.-(1) In determining whether 
a proposed water resources project would have a direct and adverse 
effect on the values for which the segment 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 protection overlay districts" in 
effect on the date of enactment of this Act, shall be deemed to 
satisfy the standards and requirements of section G(c) of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act. For the purpose of section G(c), such towns 
shall be deemed "villages" and the provisions of that section, which 
prohibit Federal acquisition of lands by condemnation, shall apply 
to the segment designated by section 3. 

SEC. IS. 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 
prepared by the Farmington River Study Committee and the 
National 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. 

Iti usc l~j.J 
notE'. 
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16 USC 1274 
note. 

SEC. 6. FUNDING AUTHORIZATION. 

There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act, including 
the amendment to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act made by 
section 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 Natural Resourcesl. 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Vol. 140 (1994): 

Mar. 15. considered and pas.sed HoWle. 
June 16. considered and passed Senate. amended. 
Aug. 16. House concun-ed in Senate amendments. 
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BRIEF TITLE ....... Farmington Wild and Scenic River Act 
Farmington Wild and Scenic River Act 

SPONSOR ........•.. Johnson (CT) 
DATE INTRODUCED ... July 30, 1993 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ... Natural Resources 
SENATE COMMITTEE .. Energy and Natural Resources 
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Connecticut as a component of the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. 
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Sep 16, 93 Referred to Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests 
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