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A view of the upper Farmington River and surrounding hillsides from the Route 318 bridge in Pleasant Valley, Connecticut

* Long-term Management Based on a Cooperative
Partncrsllip: As on most private land rivers, authority
over the various aspects of river management on the
Farmingron River is shared among many different
entities, with no singh‘ entity pl;{ying a truly dominant role.
This l)cing the case, the Study Commirtee rL'cugnizcd that
effective long-term management of the river could only be
achieved lhmugh a cooperative partnership |nv::|ving all
of the major parties with a stake in its future — local and
state government, riverfront landowners, regio nal authori-
ties, private organizations, recreationists, and others. The
Study Committee also acknnwlc‘dgn:d thar if the river
ultimarely was to be dcsign;ued as a Wild and Scenic River,
the federal government would have important responsi-
bilities as a member of that partnership. However, it was
agreed thar the federal role could not, and should not, be
the dominant one of primary manager that had typified
most designations over the history of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

* Preparing a River Management Plan During the Study:
In sharp contrast to previous Wild and Scenic River
Studies, the Farmington River Study concentrated on the
prt'p'.lrdri(}n Of-'u] (:Ornprfhfns.l\-'f man ;lgt’l‘nc{lt pl;lﬂ dLl ri[lg‘
the study, prior to a final decision on whether to pursue
Wild and Scenic River designation. The number of
interests and jurisdictions involved and the firm opposi-
tion to a major federal presence made it essential to define
up front what the roles, responsibilities, and authorities of
the various interests — including the federal government

—would be if the river was to be designated. The study

participants agreed that, without such an understanding,

it would be difficult, if not impossible, to reach consensus
on designation. The group also recognized that a compre-

hensive management plan was needed regardless of whether
the river was ever made part of the national system.

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

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

MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Using the nontraditional grassroots strategy described above,
the Farmington River Study Committee and the National Park
Service worked cooperatively to: (1) evaluate whether the study
segments met the requirements for inclusion in the Wild and
Scenic Rivers System; (2) develop a river management plan;
and (3) determine whether a consensus could be reached about
pursuing designation. Over the course of those efforts,
remarkable progress was made in resolving controversial river
management issues and achic:\'ing [angibfc conservation results.
The most significant achievements include:

* Evaluation of Existing Protection: To determine what
additional actions, if any, might be necessary to ensure
compatible management of the river corridor, the Study
Committee and the NPS conducted a comprehensive
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The Massachuserts Study Segment was found to be not
suitable for designation at this time for the following reasons:

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

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

> No formal management framework currently exists that
would bring the major parties with an interest in the
Massachusetts segment together to work cooperatively for
its long-term protection and management.

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

Farnungton Kiver Study Commiittee Keconimendation

S » 'y

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

The Connecticut Study Segment was found to be eligible for
dcsignation based on its I"TCC‘]"l(.l\Ving condition and its
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outstanding resource values. These values include recreation
(a regionally unique combination of recreation opportunities),
fish (regionally exemplary habitat for trour and Atlanric
salmon), wildlife (regionally unique bald eagle habitar), and
historic resources (regionally exemplary historic and archaco-
logical sites).

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

The Connecticut Study Segment was found to be suitable for
Wild and Scenic River designation, 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;

b

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

b

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

rerm protection and managcmenr Of‘ 'Chf segment; and

> Effects: Designation will provide a variety of important

benefits, will enrail very modest costs relative to those
benefits, and will not have significant negative effects.

Among its many values, the Farmington River offers opportunities for solitude, relaxation, and recreation away from the pressures of modern life.


















Despite its proximity to major population centers af the Northeast, the Farmington River corridor
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retains a J"::r;;‘t'f}' fmdr:-r:'n;rr(f. natural characrer.

all levels of government and private groups and individuals to
develop explicit and integrated policies for the future use and
management of the Farmington River corridor.”

As a result of thatstudy and growing interest in Jdding federal
protection to local and state efforts to protect the river,
Connecticut Congresswoman Nancy Johnson introduced
legislation in 1984 to have the West Branch of the Farming-
ton studied for pmcmmi inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. The legislation was intended not only
to initiate an evaluation of whether the river would Lllldilii'-_\_,' for
national designation, but also to stimulate a cooperative
planning process among all river interests to conserve the river's

critical resources.

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

In authorizing the study, Congress recognized thata wide range
of interests shared a stake in the future of the Farmington and
needed to be directly involved in the project. Asa result, Con-
gress created a special advisory commirttee, the Farmingron

River Study Committee, to represent those varied interests and
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actually closer to 14 miles long.

to work with the National Park Service
in L'nndl.lcting the study. The Srudy
Committee consisted of seventeen
members, including representatives of the
cight towns burdcring the two study seg
ments,’ the Farmingron River Watershed
Association, the Harcford Metropolitan
District Commission, the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, the State of Connecticut,
and the Secretary of the Interior.

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

(1) The River Eligibﬂit}-’ Subcommittee,
which assisted the National Park Service in
reviewing draft eligibility and classification
findings and in determining whether each
study segment was eligible for Wild and
Scenic River designation.

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

(3) The River Conservation Planning and Public Involvement
Subcommittee, which concentrated on evaluating issues
and developing recommendations related to the manage-
ment of river corridor lands and river recreation. Because
public involvement was recognized as being crucial to the
success of the study, this subcommittee also developed and
implemented strategies to involve the public in all phases
of the process.

The Study Commitree also established working groups to ad-
dress certain technical issues. These groups, which generally
consisted of staff members from several of the principal orga-
nizations involved in the project, provided analysis and rec-
ommendations for the consideration of the appropriate sub-

committees and/or the full Commirttee.

The whole Study Committee met rt'gul;{rl__\‘ (on average five
times per year) from its first meeting in November, 1988 until
May, 1992, with a final meeting in April, 1993. Subcommit-
tee meetings were held as needed, with most meerings taking
p];lca’. during the first two years and the final year of the
Commitree’s efforts.

* The Study Committee included representatives from the Massachu

setts towns af Becket, Otis, Sandisfield, and Tolland, and the Connecti-
cut towns of Colebrook, Hartland, Barkhamsted, and New Hartford
The Town of Canton, which abuts the lower end of the Connecticut
segment, was not officially included in the Study Commitree in the
authorizing lcgisialion. However, on Canton's request, the Study Com-
mittee voted unanimously to add an unofficial representative of the town
to its membership. The Town was an active and important participant

throughout the study.






The Study Committee and its working groups proved to be
the crucial element in the study process. The Committee
members, most of whom were volunteers, applied themselves
to the project with dedication, energy and creativity for nearly
six years. During that time, they were able to overcome
antagonisms resulting from earlier controversies and work
together — with each representing his or her own perspective
and interest — to pursue improved protection for the river
and mutually beneficial solutions to existing management
issues. Without the Study Committee, the many accomplish-
ments achieved during the study would not have occurred.

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

1.2.3 ROLE OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

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

1.3 STuDY STRATEGY AND PROCESS

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

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

*

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

No Consideration of Federal Land Acquisition or Land
Management: In her testimony supporting the original
study legislation for the Farmington River, Connecticut
Congresswoman Nancy Johnson stated that “the traditional
approach to river conservation, in which government
acquisition and management of land are primary tech-
niques, is not appropriate on the West Branch. Federal






the commitments they would be
expected to maintain before mak-

ing a decision on designation.
:

A description of the spu‘iHL conserva-
tion actions that were implemented over
the course of the study is provided in
C]‘)aptcr 4: Resource Management and
Protection.

Spur.‘ial Water Resources Studies:
Because of the long-standing concerns
about possible future water supply with-
drawals from existing reservoirs on the
Farmingron's West Branch in Connecti-
cur, two Spt‘t‘i;ll dassessments Oi‘ warter
needs were initiated:

(1) Informarion was g;nilcrcd and

.l['ldl}"'.’.td rr:g‘lrding Iht’ }.LHLIH_‘

water Supp]_\: n(.'i.'d.\ OE. lh{.' gl‘t’;lttl' ;H’ {!F{{KF o -1!!{1”’}'! !{H.ig—!!’.'”]d{“]‘g th}'ﬂﬂh‘.ﬁ {I;)(JH.F ff'r lﬁc’!’ﬁ' FJfPUI(H‘N(.’J" water I('.’f){'(h’dh‘.'&t’{‘, .I'l‘f?("

Hartford area and the likelihood of

Study Committee initiated a detailed JHH{ ysis :{f the river flows needed to maintain the Farmingtons

.f'J'\_i['c'}‘I('_\. recrearion, {I!Jd SCenic resources.

withdrawals from the West Branch

ever being needed to augment existing sources of
supply. This evaluation, which was requested by
Congress in the House of Representatives Commit-
tee Report that accompanied the study legislation,
focused on the Hartford Metropelitan District
Commission’s long-range water supply planning
documents.

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

First, what river flows are needed to maintain the
l"‘armingmrfs fisheries, recreation, and scenic
resources?; and

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

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

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

Long-term Management Based on a Cooperative Part-
nership: As on most private land rivers, authority over the
various aspects of river management on the Farmingron
River is shared among many different enrities, with no
single entity playing a truly dominant role. This being the
case, the Study Committee recognized that effective long-
term I‘[lanag{:‘n‘itnt Ui: thc ri\'L’r CUU]L[ (.-J:[]E‘\b bL‘ iiL‘hir:\-"Cd

through a cooperative partnership invelving all of the
h gl ’ p I 1 g Il of

major parties with a stake in its future - local and state
government, riverfront landowners, the FRWA, the MDC,
TCC]—CﬂtloniSr.‘i. alld Uthf_’l— rll\'fr II] LErests.

The Study Committee also acknowledged that if che river
ultimately was to be designated as a Wild and Scenic River,
the federal government would have important responsi-
bilities as a member of thart parrncrship (for instance, in
implementing the protections against adverse water re-
sources projects provided by the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, and providing technical and financial assistance).
However, it was agreed that the federal role could not, and
S}lULIld not, b{f thc dOITlinEUL one Of— I'}rii'n.lr}’ ﬂ'ulndgff [hi”
had typified most designations over the 25-year history of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

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

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

Upper Farmington River Management Plan, is provided



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

* Local Control in the Final Study Outcome: For a river
such as the Farmington that is surrounded predominantly
by private lands and where protection and compatible
management of those private river corridor lands are to be
achieved through the actions of landowners and local gov-
ernment rather than through federal acquisition and man-
agement, strong local support for Wild and Scenic River
designation is essential. As a result, each of the towns in
the study area was asked to make a formal decision through
a town meeting vote to determine whether the commu-
nity supported Wild and Scenic designation. The National
Park Service and the Farmington River Study Committee
reiterated throughout the study that they would recom-
mend designation for each of the study segments only if
there was a clear indication of local support through those
town m{:‘t'[lrlg votes.

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

Over the course of the project, the Study Committee and the
Nartional Park Service accomplished the following tasks:

Identified key issues and threats f‘;lcing the river;

*

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

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

Evaluated existing protection for the river;

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

Assessed water supply needs of the greater Hartford area;

Assessed resident and landowner arttitudes about the river
and possible methods to protect it;

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

Encouraged the riverfront towns, along with landowners,
private organizations and the states, to implement specific
actions to provide stronger protection for the river;

Assisted in the initiation of a private-land protection
program dcsigncd to facilitate the voluntary donation of
conservation easements :1|0ng the river;

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

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

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

Each of the steps listed above included appropriate public

ste ppropriate p
outreach activities to encourage the broadest possible partici-
pa(ion b_\_-' interested individuals and organizations.

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

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

Committee members solicit public input at one of four workshops held to
identify key issues affecting the river.



River Corridor Management: The predominant issue from
£ f
the workshops was concern about impacts of the study and

potential Wild and Scenic River designation on private

landowners. Questions focused on the perceived threar of

land acquisition; restrictions on land use; effects on prop
erty values, taxes, and sales; and concerns about public ac-
cess and trespass. Many people wondered who would have

long-term management authority and responsibility for

implementing the river management plan, and emphasized
the need to mainrtain local autonomy in managing land
use and gmwti‘l, Several people noted the critical role of
adjacent landowners in protecting the river, and suggested
using incentives to encourage landowners to protect open

.H'I[‘r.l'\','(' '[}'ll"f!ilﬁh [11’1\.'.11‘(_' conservation measures.

Participants also qucs[ium'tl whether existing ['L‘gul‘llu_»ns
and enforcement were providing adequate protection to

lhl.‘ river. -I-ht'_\’ {L‘]l []'!.i[ inconsistent I'L'nglil[i.i)I}S bt‘l’\\'l:‘t_'i]

neighboring towns and a lack of cooperation atall levels of

government were ['[];1;__{!1].}._\'][11_“ this problem. They also sug-
gc.\:fcd that local communities mig}lr_ not have the infor-
mation, planning experience, and funding necessary to cope
with the development pressures that were evolving along

the river.

Water Quality and Quantity: Artendees identified a wide
range of concerns about water quality, including sand and
salt runoft from Route 8 in Massachusetts, non-point source
pollution from adjacent developments and agricultural

lands, pollution of groundwater along the river, and

One of the most frequently identified issues was the need for additional management of increasing recreational use on the river.

sewage impacts on the mainstem and triburaries.
Concern also was expressed abour the p()ssibilily of a
hazardous waste Spi” on Route 8 in Massachuserts,
Questions were raised about existing and future water
quality monitoring, and whether dcsign.mon would limit
future ]ic::nsmg ol'-scw:tg__:c treatment pi.‘mts. thereby restrict-
ing development.

Possible diversions from the river and the need to main
tain adequate flows for fisheries, recreation, scenic quali
ties, and adjacent aquifer recharge were a predominant con
cern throughout the four workshops. Several people felt
that guaranteed flows should be provided for downstream
users in both states. In addition, many Massachusetts resi-
dents did not want future dams and hydroelectric devel
opment thar would affect flows in the West Branch or irs
tributaries.

Recreation: Participants described pr()blcms associated
with current recreational use of the river, including traffic,
parking, litter, trespassing, vandalism, noise, overcrowd-
ing, and conflicts between recreationists (e.g., berween
boaters and fishermen, fishermen and tubers, etc.). A gen-
eral need was expressed for both proper recreational access
points and better management of the rising numbers of
pcopic using the river. Many feared that increased recre-
ational use could intensify the existing problems, further
d:.’grade the river and its related resources, and burden town
:Ind stare SLIPP(}rt SL‘r\'iECS. S()]"L’ Llucsti()nl‘d thfhcr
designation would generate increased river recreation.












This chapter provides an overview of the character and resources of the Farmington River study segments and the surrounding
area. The purpose of the chapter is to familiarize the reader with the existing condition of the river and its adjacent lands through
descriptions of first, the general regional setting (including geography, history, demographics, land ownership, and land use), and
second, the river s natural, cultural and recreational resources. Additional information on these subjects can be found in two

companion documents to this report — the Draft Eligibility and Classification Report (August, 1989), and the Draft Evaluation

of Existing Protection (June, 1990).

2.1 REGIONAL SETTING

2.1.1 GEOGRAPHY

The Farmington River is located in the roll-
ing, forested hills of southwestern New
England, on the periphery of the major
metropolitan region stretching from Bos-
ton, Massachusetts to Washington, D.C.
The study segments are within an hour’s
drive of Hartford, Connecticut and Spring-
field, Massachusetts, and within two hours
of Boston, Albany and New York Cicy. (See
Map 1-1.) Despite this proximity to
urban areas, the river flows through a re-
markably undeveloped and forested valley,
interspersed with small New England
communities.

The river originates in the Berkshire Hills
in southwestern Massachusertts and flows
south into northwestern Connecricut. Meeting an ancient
traprock ridge in the town of Farmington, the river abruptly
turns north and runs along the base of Talcott Mountain until
it finds an outlet through Tariffville Gorge, where it turns to

the east and flows into the Connecticut River in the Town of

Windsor. The river is 81 miles long overall and drains an area
of some 600 square miles. The Wild and Scenic River Study
Segments include a total of approximately 28 river miles in
the upper part of the basin, not including the area impounded
in the Colebrook and Goodwin Reservoirs. (See Map 1-1
and Subsection 2.2.3: Hydrology for further desc ription.)

Springing from high country wetlands and ponds, the river
flows past small Massachusetts villages, vestiges of larger towns
that were originally located here to take advantage of the river's
energy for powering mills. These towns are scarttered in the
few level and cleared areas within the otherwise heavily wooded,
narrow and steep-sided river valley. This pattern continues
into Connecticut, although each village downstream becomes
successively larger, and development near the river increases.
From New Hartford downstream, the larger towns support
some commercial and industrial uses near the river, but the
valley retains a primarily rural character, with farms,
woodlands and scattered development seen in the broadening

floodplain.

The study segments flow through a number of small communities typical of rural New England,
including the town of New Hartford, Connecticut, shown here.

2.1.2 History

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

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

Europeans first settled in the area in the early 1700%. These
colonists initially used the valley primarily for agriculture, bur
they eventually harnessed the river for powering saw and grist
mills, tanneries and other industries designed to process pri-
mary natural resources. The river’s long history of impound-
ment for a variety of purposes began as early as 1750 with a
























The study area is characterized by rolling, heavily forested hi U5, such as those seen here along the lower part of the Massachusetts Study Segment

2.2 NaTurarL AND CurTUuraL RESOURCES

The West Branch and upper mainstem of the Farmingron River
are located in the New England uplands, an area characterized
by low, steep sided hills broken by narrow winding river
valleys with extensive outcroppings of erosion-resistant rock.
Elevations range from 1,000 to 2,000 feet above sea level.

The Farmington River basin consists of bedrock materials and
overlying glacial deposits of stratified drift and rill. Within
the study area, the bedrock is made up of metamorphic rock,
including gneiss, schist phyllite and other minor amounts of
crystalline rocks. This bedrock is relatively hard and imper-
meable to water, resulting in a sharply carved river valley

dissecting the pnorl)’ drained, more level upland topography.

Glaciers played a large role in shaping this area by flattening
the peaks, w |denmg the valleys, and leaving behind ‘,lgﬂlfl-
cant deposits of glacial debris, which obstructed the river’s
n()rl‘]‘!—tl)—:\'ou[h HD‘V lll-lL'! "-()TCL'L! i[ o turn H(‘)l'th lllong‘]‘ﬂ]cl}{(
Mountain. Extensive deposits of stratified driftand till (which
include gravel, sand, silt and clay) were left during the last
retreat of glaciers from southern New England. Stratified drift
deposits averaging 100 feet in depth cover 22 percent of the
Farmington Basin, and provide productive groundwater aqui-

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

deposits form an essentially impermeable mantle over the bed-
rock and, therefore, do not support s;]gniﬁc.mi dquift‘rh_ Also,
extensive sand and gravel deposits are found in many loca-
tions nlong the river.

The dominant vegetation along the upper Farmington River

is a mixed hardwood-hemlock-white pine forest. As the river

flows from north to south, characteristic northern hardwood
species {prcdominaml_\; sugar maple, American beech and
yellow birch) are gradually replaced by central hardwoods (oaks,
hickories, basswood and ash), although site specific vegera
tion is heavily influenced by land use history, soil characteris-
tics and tnpug‘mph‘\-, Within the river \a”c\ marshes, hug\
and agricultural development are also significant components

of the surrounding vegetarion.

A variety of plant species that are more common in northern
New England reach the southern limits of their distribution
in this region. The Massachusetts Study Segment and
surrounding Berkshire County host over 40 percent of the
entire Massachusetts flora, with 30 species found only in the
county. Both study segments provide habitars for plant spe-
cies identified as rare or endangered by either the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts or the State of Connecticut. Although
detailed plant inventories have not been conducted specifi-
cally for the Farmington Valley, the State of Connecticut lists



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

2.2.3 HyprorLogy

The 81-mile long Farmington River drains a watershed of 601
square miles, making it the largest tributary of the Connecti-
cut River in the State of Connecticut and the Connecricur
River's fourth largest tributary overall. Discharge data art the
river's mouth in Windsor are not available due to the lack of a
gaging station there; however, records have been kept during
the periods from 1913-1939 and from 1971-1993 at the
Tariffville Gaging Station, located approximately 11.6 miles
upstream from the confluence with the Connecticut River and
encompassinga 577-mile drainage area. The average discharge
of the river ac the Tariffville Gage is 1239 cubic feet per
second (cfs), with an instantaneous peak flow of 29,900 cfs
recorded on September 22, 1938, and an instantaneous low
flow of less than 30 cfs estimated on March 1, 1938.12

Seven dams and associated impoundments are located directly
on the West Branch and main stem of the river. The second
most northerly of these, a small dam that forms Hayden Pond
in North Otis, marks the upstream extent of the Massachu-
setts Study Segment. Continuing downstream, two sizeable
damsand impoundments — the Goodwin Dam/Reservoir and
the Colebrook Dam/Reservoir (collectively known as the “West
Branch Reservoirs”) — are located between the two Wild and
Scenic River Study Segments.'" The other dams on the main
stem are the Upper and Lower Collinsville Dams in Canton,
located approximately 4 and 5 miles respectively downstream
of the Connecticut Study Segment, and the Rainbow Dam
near the river's mouth in Windsor.

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

'* The maximum discharge figures recorded at the Tariffville Gaging
Station are somewhat misleading because the station was not opera-
tional in August of 1955, when extreme high flows were recorded at
gaging stations throughourt the Farmington River basin. In fact, several
stations located in the upper reaches of the basin (and thus having much
smaller drainage areas) recorded flows at that time that were themselves
substantially greater than the 29,900 cfs maximum discharge recorded
at the Tariffville Gage during its operational periods.

" The Goodwin Dam/Reservoir is also known as the “Hogback” Dam/
Reservoir. The Colebrook Dam/Reservoir is often referred to techni-
cally as the “Colebrook River” Dam/Reservoir.

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

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

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

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

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















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

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

Water quality in both study segments is very high; the river is
suitable for swimming and cold water fisheries throughout both
study areas. The Farmington’s high water quality is a major
success story in ecological restoration. In the past century, the
river has evolved from a pollutant-ridden channel carrying
untreated effluent from adjacent towns, mills and other in-
dLlStriCS. i.n“.) one Ol: fht‘ L'It"dnﬂf.‘if FIVErSs In F}'l(: rcgii)i}.

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(MassDEP) has classified the entire length of the Farmington
in the Commonwealth as class B (fishable and swimmable).
There are no sewage treatment plants, industrial wastewarter
facilities or other point sources of pollution on the river. Cur-
rent and anticipated water quality problems in the area are
primarily related to non-point source pollution from sepric
systems and road runoff. MassDEP has adopted an “anti-deg-
radation” standard to ensure protection of the river’s existing
high water qualiry.

Water quality in the Connecticut Study Segment is also high.
The Farmington has been classified by the Connecticut DEP
as Class A (suitable for drinking water supply) from the
L;Oi.}th\'}n L)din dt)\-\"nstrtﬂﬂnl o t[lt‘ L'ﬂrlHL]L‘[‘lL-C \‘\r'][h [h(‘ St]“
River, and as Class B from that point downstream to its con-
fluence with the Connecticut River. There are four point source
discharges that affect the Connecticut segment: 1) the Winsted
Sewage Treatment Plant on the Still River; 2) the Acdanric
salmon rearing facility in Peoples State Forest; 3) the New
Hartford Sewage Treatment Plant; and 4) Waring Products in
New Hartford. Effluent from these facilities is treated suffi-
ciently rto maintain Class B standards. In fact, even with these
discharges the water quality in the Class B section of the Con-
necticut Study Segment is higher than the minimum stan-
dards required for Class B waters, as shown by the relatively
high levels of dissolved oxygen and low levels of nutrients,
ammonia, and other indicators. This higher water quality is
protected by a strict “anti-degradation” policy for the river es-
tablished by the DEP under the federal Clean Warter Act and
Connecricut’'s Warter Pollurion Control Sratutes.

Additional information on the laws, regulations and policies
that protect the Farmington’s high water quality can be found
in Chapter 4: Resource Management and Protection, and
Chapter 7: The Upper Farmington River Management Plan.
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The Farmingron River's diverse aquatic habitats and high wa-
ter quality support 37 native and introduced species of fish.
At least seventeen of these have been identified within the Wild
and Scenic River Study Segments. Fisheries management has
focused on the propagation of three species of trout (brown,
brook and rainbow) for sport fishing in both study segments,
and on the reintroduction of Atlantic salmon to the Connecti-
cut segment. Although recreational fishing in both areas is
largely oriented toward catching stocked trout, several other
sport fish, including bass, are found in the study segments.

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

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

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

Atlantic salmon to the Connecticut River basin. Returning salmon are
captured at the Rainbow Dam and transported upstream for spawning at a
facility in People’s State Forest.






entire state of Massachuserts. Ongoing efforts to spur the
recovery of the peregrine falcon, a federally endangered spe-
cies, have to date resulted in the establiskment of breeding
pairs in Boston and Springfield, Massachusetts. The
Commonwealth of Massachusetts considers protection of the

Farmington aerie to be “extremely important” for the recov-

ery of peregrine falcons in New Engiand.

Anglers from across the Northeast and beyond journey to enjoy the Farmington's renowned trout
fishing. The Connecticur Study Segment receives the heaviest use of any section of the river.
(=)

Forty-nine species of mammals have been documented within
the study area, including locally rare species such as the black
bear, deer mouse, fisher, snowshoe hare, and corrontail rabbit.
White-tailed deer are ubiquitous and hunted in the state for-
ests adjacent to both the Massachuserts and Connecticut study
segments. Over 400 deer are harvested annually on state lands
abutting the Massachusetts Study Segment, representing 8
percent of the annual harvest in the state. Several riverine
mammals, including river otter, beaver, mink, fisher and musk-
rat, are found in the study segments and are increasing in popu-
lation as a result of improved water quality. Nearly all of the
fur bearing species are trapped in limited quanrities.

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

The Massachusetts Study Segment is also home to a popula-
tion of state-endangered swollen wedge mussel (Alasmidonta
The presence of these mollusks, which are highly
sensitive to environmental degradation, is indicative of the
unpolluted, high quality habitat found in the segment. The
Farmington population of these mussels is one of only four

varicosa).

extant populations decumented in the Commonwealth.

2.2.7 RECREATION

The Farmington River supports tremendous recreational use.
In Massachusetts, the most noteworthy recreational opportu-
nities are white water boating and good fishing for stocked
trout. In Connecticut, trout fishing, boating, and tubing all
are highly popular, attracting an estimated 25,000 fishing crips,
30,000 tubers, and thousands of boaters
each year. The Farmington is widely rec-
ognized as one of New England’s premier
trout streams, and draws anglers from
throughout the Northeast. Over 40 canoe-
ing and kayaking groups from seven states
regularly hold organized trips on both study
segments, and scores of individual boaters
from around the Northeast use the river
independently.

The upper half of the Massachusetts Study
Segment, from Otis to below Cold Spring,
is relatively small and slow moving, with a
few class II rapids suitable for nontechni-
cal boating. In contrast, the 3-4 mile sec-
tion from below Cold Spring to New Bos-
ton consists almost entirely of technical
class [1I-1V white warter (difficult, with
drops and waves of up to 4 feer).
rapids attract hundreds of boaters during
two weekends every fall, when releases from

These

the Otis Reservoir Dam into a tributary to the West Branch
substantially raise water levels in the river. During those re-
leases, this section is the site of one of the nation’s oldest an-
nual white water slalom competitions.

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

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



The Massachusetts Study Segment includes a challenging section of tight,
rechnical class III-IV white water that attracts canoeists and kayakers from |
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quickly became very popular with anglers, receiving more than
1,600 angler days per kilomerer per year (roughly 10,000 trips
per year for the overall management area compared to 2,800
trips per year before the catch and release requirement went
into effect). The special rcguidtlons also resulted in a catch
rate 5 to 10 times highcr than in other parts of the river. Be-
cause the initial trour management area was so successful, the
DEP subsrqucmly L'xp'.mdt'd it in 1993 to include an addi-
tional mile upstream of the original boundary. In order to
provide universal access to this outstanding fishing resource,
the DEP, the Hartford MDC, and the F.irmingmn River
,'\ngltrs Association constructed and mainrain a Il;mdic;lppcd
ﬂs]‘ling access site in the center of the trout management are:
in Pleasant Valley.

The Farmington’s exceptional qualities for instream recreation
in the Connecticut Study Segment have been enhanced by
the m'.m;lgc.d flows that have been provided from the Goodwin
Dam since the 1960s. As shown in Figure 2-6 earlier in this
chapter, the managed releases have substantially increased flows
during the generally drier summer months. Those conditions
have resulted in a considerably longer season for the various
recreational uses than would exist under natural conditions."
The recreational opportunities encompassed in this extended
season are particularly significant because most other rivers in
the region have insufficient flows to su pport these uses during
the late summer.

In addition ro the Farmington’s important water-based recre-
g P
ational values, lands along the river also support a wide range
of outdoor recreational opportunities, such as picnicking,
swimming, hiking, bird \\-".ltching and wildlife observation,
photography, cross-country skiing, and snowmobiling. Camp-
ing is very popular in the study area, with public or private
campgmund facilities locared ‘linmg the river in both Massa-

* Indeed, with respect to the Farmingron's popular tubing opportuni-
ties, it is conceivable that this warm-weather use might not exist other
than on an isolared basis withour the conrtrolled releases throughout the
summer. If only nawrally occurring higher flows in the spring were
available, the combination of colder air and water temperatures at that

tume likely would prevent any significant tubing use.

chusetts and Connecticut. Many hikers come through the
area on the interstate Tunxis Trail, which traverses Nepaug State
Forest and crosses the river just above Satan’s Kingdom in New
Hartford. Extensive deer hunting and small game hunting is
permitted on most public lands. The spectacular New
England foliage also attracts many visitors to the scenic roads
along the river’s banks each autumn.

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

2.2.8 DCENERY

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

A winter scene on the Fall River, a tri butary to the Massachusetts segment
in the town of Otis.



In a 1983 study, the University of Massachusetts rated the
Massachusetts segment as having high scenic quality and in-
tact natural quality reflecting little evidence of human modifi-
cation. The Connecricut segment offers a similar range of
visual diversity. The Satan’s Kingdom area is perhaps the most
dramaric scenic resource in the Connecticut study area, with
turbulent white water flowing through the steep-sided, 200-
foot deep and 1500-foot long gorge. Remarkable views are
offered both from the river within the gorge and on the rrails
skirting the cliffs above. The historic river communities in
both states add to the scenic diversity of the area, as do the
essentially natural sections of the river corridor in the adjacent
state forests and other undeveloped lands.

Noteworthy remnants of the Farmington Valley’s long history
of human activity can be found throughout the areas surround-
ing both study segments. Evidence of the Valley’s early native
inhabirants include important archaeological sites that have
been documented along the Connecticut Study Segment. One
area in Peoples State Forest has been nominated for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places in recognition of its
extensive archacological artifacts.

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

historic district.

Afdy

The restored and operational Hitchcock Chair Factary,
located in the village of Riverton, Connecticut, is one of
many historic structures that contribute to the character
of the study area.
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Autumn dam releases on the Fall River provide flows in the Massachusetts
Study Segment that support one of the nation’s oldest annual white water

o ?’if” ELIEIONns.

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

be a rcgiulm“_\-‘ unique wildlife resource value.

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

1.2 Proprosep CLASSIFICATIO?

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

(1) Waterway Development: The Massachusertts segment is
free of impoundments. Scattered modifications to the
riverbanks are evident (e.g., bridge aburments, short sec-
tions of riprap and road embankment, and the remains of
a few historical structures such as mill/tannery foundations),
but the “waterway remains generally natural and riverine
in appearance.”

(2) Shoreline Development: In some areas, the river shore-
line has returned to a largely primitive and undeveloped
state. However, “substantial evidence of human activity”
exists, particularly in the historical communities of Otis
and New Boston, and limited logging and agricultural prac-
rices continue.

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

Given this level of development and human activity, the Mas-
sachusetts Study Segment would be most appropriately classi-
fied as a “recreational” river.

3.3 FINDINGS FOR THE CONNECTICUT STUDY
SEGMENT

lowing Condition

As noted previously, the Connecticur Study Segment begins
immediately downstream of the Goodwin Dam and Reser-
voirin Hartland. However, within the authorized study bound-
aries, the segment meets the definition of “free-flowing;” that
is, it is free of impoundments, diversions, and major shoreline
modifications. While short sections of the shoreline scattered
along the segment have been modified by bridge abutments,
riprap, road embankments, and in one location a retaining
wall, these modifications do not significantly diminish the
river's natural integrity and were determined to be “minor struc-
tures.” The study segment “remains generally natural and
riverine in appearance’” throughout its length.

Cutita
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* Recreation: The Connecticut Study Segment offers a broad
range of conditions that attract large numbers of sport fish-
ermen, boaters, tubers, and other recreationists. Rough
estimates indicate that tens of thousands of recreationists
participate in each of these activities annually within the
study area. The significance of the segment’s recreational
opportunities is hcigh[cncd by its close proximity to the
major population base of the northeastern United States.
In addition, because of managed releases from the Goodwin
Dam that extend the recreation season beyond what would
be available naturally, the Farmington is one of only two
rivers in Connecticur (the Housatonic is the other) that
offers white water canoeing, kayaking, and tubing through-
out the summer, when these activities are most popular.

Over 40 canoeing and kayaking groups from seven states
regularly use the river for group outings, and scores of
individual boaters from around the Northeast use the river
on their own. Satan’s Kingdom, a steep-sided gorge with
class I1I white water, is the most heavily used stretch of the
study segment, where boaters and fishermen often share
the river with over 2,000 tubers on a pc;tk use da}-‘.



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

systems projected to reach its restoration potential within
Tubers are among the thousands r{frrrﬁ'rm:.rmff.i who enjoy the Connecticut r}'lt.’ next 25 years.
Study Segments combination of flatwater and moderate white water, high

water quality, beautiful scenery, and an extended recreation season. [f current proposals are implemented, it is projected that

The Connecticut Study Segment also is the most heavily
stocked trour stream in the state and is the most inten-
sively fished section of the entire Farmington River. Each
kilometer of the study segment receives an estimated 1,000
ﬂshing days annu;l”}«': use increases to more than 1,600
angler days per kilometer in the 3.6-mile long Trout
Management Area (TMA) in Barkhamsted. In total, these
ﬂgurcs translate into an estimate of more than 25,000 fish-
ing dal\«'s per year in the segment as a whole. The river
offers high quality fly ﬁshing with a relatively h:gh carch
rate, particularly in the TMA. Most fishing within the
segment is seasonal, with roughly 60 percent of the activ-
ity occurring in the spring, although catch and release fish-
ing is allowed year-round in the TMA. Also, controlled
releases of low temperature water from the West Branch
Reservoirs allow for summer and fall stocking ihrc:ilghmlt
the segment, supporting an extended season. As with
canoeing and k;l_\';{king,. the Farmington'’s late-season fish-
ing is particularly valuable because many other trout screams
in the region are no longer fishable.

The combination of recreational
attributes provided by the segment
namely, the diversity of activities
available; the intensity of use for sev-
eral major activities {_ﬂshing, boaring.
and tubmg}: the L1|‘1ifbrm|y high qu;lf-
ity of ex perience for all uses; and the
proximity to major population
centers — was determined to be a
regionally unique recreational
resource value.

Fish: The relatively high warter qual-
ity, gravelly stream bottom, and regu-
lated releases of cold water from the
West Branch Reservoirs throughout
the year combine to make this seg-
ment of the river classic habirat for
salmonids. Because of these qualities,

the Farmington will be able to sustain a population of 770
naturally spawning adult salmon, roughly one-sixth of the
entire Connecticut River system’s estimated population.
The Farmington River system, and in particular, the prime
spawning grounds found in the Connecticut Study
Segment “are considered critical to the success of the
effort. Any significant alteration that impacts the habitat
in a negative manner within these reaches will cause
irreparable harm to the restoration program.”

In addition to the Atlantic salmon, nearly all of
Connecricut’s freshwater sport fish species can be found in
the Farmington River. The river is one of the few remain-
ing unpolluted prime trout streams in southern New
England, and the upper portion of the river in the study
area Is the most heavily stocked trout stream in Connecti-
cut. Approximately 28,000 fish are released per year into
the Connecticut Study Segment, which supports the most
intensive fishing of any section of the river both in terms
of annual and peak-period fishing.

The Connecticut segment’s gmw‘z"{v stream bottom, b:;g'b wdter q;{af:'.r_}: and n'gm'rzr.r(f coldwater releases
throughout the year make for excellent trout babitar. This stretch of the Farmington is the most heavily

stocked stream i n -":‘"t" statre.





















*  Municipal Land Use Statutes: The Massachusertts
Zoning Act (M.G.L. 40A), the Subdivision Control
Law (M.G.L. 41, Sec. 81A - 81GQG), and other
enabling laws give towns in the Commonwealth
almost complete authority to regulate land use as they
see reasonable for ensuring the general health, welfare,
and safety of the public. These authorizing statutes
will not be reviewed in this section; rather, the focus
will be on the specific zoning and subdivision bylaws
adopted by the study area towns pursuant to the
enabling statutes.

Under the various authorizing statutes described above, all
four of the Massachusetts towns in the study area have
established regulations thar provide protection either
directly or indirectly for the Farmington River and its
adjacent lands. These include ordinances rt:gui.mng wer-
land disturbance, bu:?a_fing in ﬂmuipldin areas, septic
system installation, density and type of development, sub-
divisions, erosion and sedimenrtation control, sand and
gr‘;\'cl extraction, and forestry practices. More specifically,
the three towns that directly abur the Massachusetts

segment — Ouis, Sandisfield, and Tolland all have

adopted restrictions on building in the 100-year H(mdpi.lin,

a 100-foor setback for new septic systems, and wetlands
regulations thar restrict activities within 100 feet of the
river. The three towns also have relatively low-density zon-
ing bylaws (2 acres in Tolland, and 1 acre in Otis and
Sandisfield) that emphasize residential and agriculeural land
uses for lands along the river. The Town of Becker also has
adopted local bylaws that help to protect the Farmington’s
headwater wetlands from detrimental land uses.

One local zoning action taken during the Wild and Scenic
River Study is sufficiently important for protection of the
river that it deserves to be highlighted. In 1991, the Town
of Tolland adopted a “River Protection District” as an
amendment to its zoning bylaws. The district prohibits
new structures and sand and gravel operations in the river’s
100-year floodplain or within 200 feet of the river. Iralso
includes restrictions on vegetation removal (a 50-foor
no-cut zone and limitations on cutting in the area from
50-200 feer from the river), and a prohibition of new
septic facilities within 150 feet of the river. These features
make Tolland’s ordinance the strongest river conservation
action implemented by any of the Massachusetts towns on
the Farmingron. A copy of Tolland’s River Protection

District is included in Appendix B.

Because the shorelands along the Massachuserts Study
Segment are predominantly in private ownership, the lo-
cal regulations are the primary mechanisms for protecting
this stretch of the Furmingmn River from detrimental land
uses. These regulations are, therefore, central to the evalu-
ation of the .ldL‘(ILI;iC_Y of protection for the Massachusetts
segment. That evaluation, which is the first component of
the suitability analysis, is presented in Subsection 8.2.1:
Protection Mechanisms. The relative strengths and weak-
nesses of the various local rcgu]atimls In protecting the river
are identified in that subsection. In addition, Figurc 8-1
provides a town-by-town comparison of the local
ordinances and other protection mechanisms .If‘[‘i.‘l."(ing the
segment. Further information and analysis are available in
the 1990 Draft Evaluation of

xisting Protection.

State Administered Programs

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

*  Forest Cutting Practices Act (M.G.L. Chapter 132,
Sec, 40-46): This statute provides important protec-
tion for the Farmington from adverse effects of large-
scale commercial timber harvests. The Act requires
that any landowner who intends to cut more than 50
cords or 25,000 board feet of wood for commercial
purposes must first prepare a cutting plan and have it
approved by the Massachusetts Department of Envi-

Local land use rqguﬂ::mn_\' are the key to protecting the natural integriry ronmental :\‘1.1[13gcil‘lt‘l'll. Thc‘ Act’s rr:_o‘ul;uiuns limit

r;__.f'f."n' 1‘,:rmm;{r.rm River corridor. This view 15 .-'m-i.'mlg upstream .fi'm},' -'}f\;' culring wirhir: 10{] itct GI- water budim to ](,55 [}l'd.n 50
Route 57 bridge in New Boston, Massachusetts






(in consultation with the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency [EPA]). This program is described fur-
ther in the “Channel, Banks, and Wetlands” portion
of Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources Management.

Physical Limitations to Development

[n addition to the protections provided by the programs
described above, the Massachusetts section of the Farm-
ington River receives an important measure of protection
from physical characteristics that limit the development
potential of the private lands in the river corridor.

Natural features, including wetlands, steep slopes, and soils
that are unsuirable for individual septic systems, serve as a
significant constraint to development in many locations
along the segment. Wetlands surround the river for much
of the uppermost one and one-half miles of the study area
immediately below the Hayden Pond Dam. Steep slopes
descend virtually to the river’s edge along large sections of
the segment. This is the case along much of the eastern
shore in the lower half of the stretch in Otis, and is even
more pmnounurd on both sides of the river L}lrougll much
of Sandisfield and Tolland. In fact, more than one-third
of Sandisfield’s 8.6 miles of total river frontage is bordered
by slopes steeper than 25 percent. While these steep slopes
do significantly limit the likelihood of construction, they
are generally heavily forested; intensive logging, particu-
larly along the immediate shorelands, could have serious
impacts on the river.

Many areas along the segment, including those with steep
slopes and near wetlands, have thin and/or poorly drained
soils that are unsuitable for individual septic systems. Be-
cause none of the three towns abutting the study segment
has a municipal sewage treatment system, these unsuitable
soils have become the single factor preventing development
of certain locations.

Road access also plays an im portant role in limiting poten-
tial development along parts of the segment. Although
Route 8 does parallel the river along the west side for most
of the study segment, the lack of road access along much
of the east side has significantly reduced the development
pressure on that shoreline. This is most noteworthy for
much of the strerch in Ous, which otherwise could be vul-
nerable to a considerable amount of development, logging,
and other activities that could have an impact on the river.

Conversely, the river also receives a form of protection in
areas where Route 8 closely parallels the western shoreline.
In many locations this has resulted in narrow parcels be-
tween the road and the river that are undevelopable, thereby
ensuring that at least the immediate shoreline will retain a
certain amount of natural character and buffering capac-
ity. However, the proximity of Route 8 does create the
potential for water quality problems resulting from runoff
from the road surface.
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Adjacent public lands are an important factor in maintaining the
undeveloped character of the Massachusetts Study Segment.

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

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

The largest parcels of protected open space along the segment
are in the Ortis, Sandisfield and Tolland State Forests, all of
which have substantial river frontagc. These lands are man-
aged for multiple uses, including the wildlife habitat, recre-
ation, hunting, and the harvest of firewood, saw timber, and
mountain laurel. These activities do not have an appreciable
effect on the river. The state forest lands are considered well
protected from future development because Article 97 of the
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Occasional releases from Otis Reservoir into the Fall River, shown here,
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State Administered Programs

Interbasin Transfer Act (M.G.L. Chapter 21, Sec.
8B-D) regulates any proposal to withdraw more than
I million gallons per day from a river for an out-of-
basin use. Permits are granted only it all efforts have
been made to develop local water sources within the
“receiving basin,” all pracrical water conservation
measures have been taken, and reasonable minimum
stream flows will be protected. In essence, interbasin
transfers are treated as a “last resort” possibility; very
few have been permitted in the Commonwealth since
the enactment of this law in 1983,

Water Resources Management Planning Regulations
(313 CMR 2.00) require the development of river
basin plans that are to be considered in all state agency
decisions relating to water resources management in
c&l‘:h w.'J.l'CrSht‘d. f\ml‘.)ﬂg O[hCr L’Ulnpoﬂt‘nr.\', L’-i‘._h pld[‘l
must establish a minimum stream flow threshold ro
protect fish, wildlife, and related uses. Withdrawals
that would reduce flows below the minimum
threshold would not be allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

Federally Administered Programs

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

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

National Environmental Policy Act: The responsi-
bilities of federal agencies under NEPA are described
earlier in this Subsection under Water Quality.









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

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

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

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

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

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

New shorelands zoning ordinances adopted by the
Connecticut study towns provide strong protection for
fh{' r!‘!ﬂ(f {'f}r}"f{jﬂf’. -Jr)e”.[ view 1s [{?!}biﬂg prjf?’(x?fﬁ_ﬁ'l’?.’?l
the Route 20 bridge in Riverton.

Under the various authorizing statutes described above,
all of the Connecticut towns in the study area have
established regulations that provide protection either
directly or indirectly for the Farmingron River and its
adjacent lands. These include ordinances regulating
wetland disturbance, building in floodplain areas,

¥ This figure only includes parcels enrolled in the Public Act 490
program near the river in Hartland, Barkhamsted, and Canton.
Statistics on the amount of riparian land enrolled in the program in
New Hartford were not available.

* In Connecticut, the local planning and zoning commissions are
responsible for implementing the National Flood Insurance Program.






*  Other Authorities: Certain other state administered (in consultation with the U.S. EPA). This program is
programs also could have an effect on land use along described above under “Channel, Banks, and
the Connecticut segment. These include the DEP’s Wetlands” in Subsection 4.1.2: Water Resources
responsibilities for the regulation of hazardous waste Management for the Massachusetts segment.

storage under the Storage of Hazardous Wastes Near
Watercourses Act (C.G.S. 22a-134p(a) et seq.), and Physical Limitations to Development

the State Siting Council’s jurisdiction ['L';_[.lrdlﬂg the

location of hazardous waste/low-level radioactive waste In addition to the protection provided by the programs

storage, energy plants, and telecommunications facili dcslcrs]md above, the Connecticur 5“{“.\' -“t'f—:mi‘lm receives
ties pursuant to C.G.S. 22a-114 et seq., 22a-163 et an important nu.‘dsurclui prutc.cr:on trom certain physical
seq., and 16-50g et seq characteristics of the river corridor that limit the develop-

ment potential of privately owned shorelands.

Federally Administered Programs In Hartland, there is essentially no developable private land

< . Y e R ) immediately adjacent to the river. Along most of the west
*  Clean Water Act/Section 404 (PL. 95-217): Section i &

e ‘ | side, the lack of road access and steep slopes render the
404 affects land management along the river l))' g

o ) | shorelands Lmdc\'c]np;lh]c. On the east side, Hogback Road
requiring any project that would discharge dredged or

: ; : parallels the river at a short distance, and the land in
fill marerial into the river or an adjacent wetland to |

berween is eicher in the 100-year ﬂuudp].lin (which is pre-

receive a permit from the Army (:UI"PK of Engineers

cluded from development under Hartland’s rcgu]a-
tions) or a classified wetland (riverwash soils).

Natural fearures play less of a role in ]imiring poten-
tial development along the river in Barkhamsted, but
there are few opportunities for new development in
that town for other reasons. As discussed further in
the next part of this Subsection, only 38 percent of
Barkhamsted’s 12 miles of river frontage is privately
owned. Those privare lands are located in or near
the villages of Riverton and Pleasant Valley, and most
have already been developed. Thus, the potential
for future subdivision and development is severely
limited.

Physical limitations provide the least amount of
protection for the river as it flows through New
Hartford, but much of the private land in the town
has already been developed. In one important unde-
veloped area on the eastern shoreline extending for
about three-quarters of a mile below the confluence
with the East Branch, steep slopes descend to the
riverbank. A small local road also closely parallels
the river in this area, isui.lting the immediate
shorelands from any development that might occur
on the hillside. In the heart of the scenic and heavily
used Satan’s Kingdom gorge, extremely steep slopes
provide an important natural barrier to roads, struc-
tures, or essentially any other potential activiry .
The physical conditions in the area effectively isolate
the shorelands downstream of the gorge for another
half-mile as well.

Little development potential also exists along Canton’s
1.16 miles of shoreline on the east side of the river.
Seventy-six percent of the developable lots in this area
already have structures on them. These are small

(1-2 acre) lots and, in accordance with the town'’s
Physical limitations to development — such as the steep-sided walls of Satan’s Kingdom zoning rt‘gll].lri()ns‘ cannot be further subdivided and

. 1
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The DEP has supplemented this program for the
Farmington by pledging to establish Best Management
Practices as a condition for applicable permits for
projects involving non-point source pollution within
100 feet on both sides of the segment.

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

Other Authorities: The state has certain other regu-
latory responsibilities that could affect water quality
in the Connecticut segment. Two such programs are
the DEP’s regulation of the storage of hazardous sub-
stances near the river under the Storage of Hazardous
Wastes Near Watercourses Act (C.G.S. 221-134p(a)
et seq.), and the State Siting Council’s jurisdiction
regarding the location of hazard-
ous waste/low-level radioacrive
waste storage, energy plants, and
telecommunications facilities
pursuant to C.G.S. 22a-114 et
seq., 22a-163 ct seq., and 16-50g

et seq.

Also, any proposed project affect-
ing water quality that would be
conducted by a state agency or
receive state funding could trig-
ger the requirements of the
Connecticut Environmental
Policy Act. This statute is de-
scribed above in the “Private
Lands” portion of Subsection
4.2.1: Land Management.

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

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

Weter Ouanitity

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

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

Reservoirs in accordance with a complicated set of legal and staturory requirements.

Federally Administered Programs

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

values. The Upper Farmington River Management

Plan contains detailed provisions describing how the

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

Clean Water Act/Section 404: The authority and re-
sponsibilities of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the U.S. EPA under Sec. 404 are described in the
“Channel, Banks and Wetlands™ portion of Subsec-
tion 4.1.2: Water Resources Management for the

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

*The riparian agreement berween the MDC and the Farmingron River
Power Company was last revised on July 13, 1961. The original agree-
ment dates from 1911 and 1925,










































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
FEPOTL

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

* 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 variery of

reasons, inc!uding:

(a) the significance of trout fishery management;

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

rearing;

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

* The segment of the West Branch from the confluence with
the Still River downstream to the confluence with the East
Branch (“Segment 27) was identified as the most impor-
tant segment in which optimum or near-optimum
conditions for those target species/lifestages should be
maintained.

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

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.

sole reliance on reservoir releases.

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 habitar was defined
as the maximum Weighted Usable Area (WUA) for the
target species/life stage. Foradult trout in Segment 2, maxi-
mum WUA is achieved at a flow of 150 cfs. Although
maximum WUA for juvenile Atlantic salmon in Segment
2 is achieved at 100 cfs, their maximum WUA in Segment
3 (the segment immediately downstream of Segment 2) is
achieved at 150 cfs. A year-round minimum flow of 150
cfs was, therefore, established as the 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 habirtat
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









However, before determining the historical levels of recreational
opportunity and the annual volumes needed to mainrain 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.”® 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 activiry
that encompass the periods of heaviest use. Those seasons
were defined as follows:

Fishing: March 1 - Ocrober 31

?E;im:g,- Weekends only from Memorial

Day - July 4th
Daily from July 4th - Labor Day

Weekends only for two weeks
after Labor Day

Downriver Canoeing
and Play Boating: April 1 - September 30
Scenic Enjoyment: Daily for the entire calendar
year

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

Most Representative No rmal Year: 1974
Most Representative Dry Year: 1988
Most Representative Drought Year: 1965

While these years are not perfect reflections of a statisti-
c..i]|_v “normal,” "dry.“ or "dr(-ugh{“ year (and, in all
probability, no acrual year ever would be), they are the
best available from the period of record and are reasonable
to use.

* Selecting Specific Flows To Include in the Analysis: To
calculate the annual volumes ruquircd to maintain histori-
cal levels of recrearional 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

% The wnrking group, which consisted of staff members from the DEP,

NPS, MDC, and FRWA, prcparcd 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 mulrip“cd b_\' the d'.li;}' 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-
runity 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
rtquired for each recreational use. The results of these calcu-
lations are presented in Table 3-6 on page 64 of the final
Inscream Flow Study report.
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Methods

Once the inirial assessments of hydrology, aquatic biology, and
recreation/scenic values were complcrcd, the next rask was to
integrate the information from those assessments into a series
of comprehensive water allocation scenarios. This process

involved three major steps:

The Instream Flow Study identified minimum and optimum flow ranges
for a variety of recreational activities, including kayaking or “play boating.”
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dcvch)}wncrlt of the Upper Farmington River Management

Plan, and will be a valuable rool for resoly ing important issues

in the furure.

The study also established an imporrant precedent thar can
serve as a model for other Wild and Scenic River Studies with
similar issues rcgdrding instream flows and water allocation.
This is the first time an analysis of this type has been used as a

tool for decision-making during a Wild and Scenic River Study,
prior to a decision on federal designation. It provided all
interested parties with an indication of whether some level of
withdrawal theoretically could be possible in conjunction with
the strong protection for instream resources required under
Wild and Scenic River designation. With designation now in

place, the Instream Flow Study will be useful in evaluaring

\\'ht‘thtl’ pr(:p{}scd proiccts \-\'(H.I]d J(}\'t_'l'.it‘i_\' ;i”l_"{? [}lt I'i\.'(:F' ;1!11.'.'1.
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should be issued.

‘II}'I(.‘ [‘L'i[d{.‘r 3}]()11;(' ]‘iL‘CP il] n“n{i [h'd‘\' [;'l(_' Inﬁtrt‘d]n
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. Aswith any scientific analysis, the study
is based on a number of important assumptions;
these assumptions have related limitations that
S}H)Llld b(_' C()I]Sidered Il]"l any ﬁ.l[u.rt_‘ n‘laﬂ&genﬂfnl
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 derailed flow regime. The
plan would identify how the reservoirs and
releases would be managed to balance compet-
ing uses and protect the river’s resources as
identified in the Instream Flow Study. Other
constraints could include, for example, the need
to renegotiate existing flow management
agreements.

Ihe 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
{'.'.f’ﬂf’h’f.ff‘”!‘h'.}‘ })('.ﬂ('l"{'” J{h‘”'t}'f n'(-"f‘f)’”tlﬂflf’i’f!' -'f”({ .'/}( ;’-"!’.’“’{'f:‘”” H,(‘f,{”}_'f' IRNSIream resoures.
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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 River study area
lies entirely within the state’s 1st Congressional District. The
late Silvio Conte, who represented this district for more than
thirty years until his 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
Ist District. In January, 1992, Congressman Olver issued a
joint statement with Congresswoman Nancy Johnson from
Connecticut expressing their murtual position regarding fed-
eral designation of the Farmington. The statement included
the following passages:

... While we appreciate the 51gmﬁu;mcc of the Farmington
River and would welcome the opportunity to sponsor
Ic:gisiation to ensure its hmg--rerm protection, we will
initiate this action only if there is a strong indication of

local support. We will measure local support through two
principal indicators: Town Meeting votes endorsing des-
ignation; and a demonstration of town commitment to
protect the river through effective local control, such as a
river protection overlay district.

...We believe that the Farmington River deserves strong
protection, but we remain convinced that this can only be
achieved through a mechanism that will ensure the con-
tinuation of private land ownership and local authority over
land use along the river. Federal acquisition and manage-
ment of land are inappropriate and unacceprable given these
long-standing traditions of the Farmington River Valley.

We pledge our assurance that no legislation concerning

the Farmington River will go forward that violates these
principles. We look forward to working with the many

interests involved to achieve a solution that will integrate
both conservation of this important resource and the
legitimate concerns of landowners and residents of the
riverfront communities.

The full text of Congressman Olver’s and Congresswoman
Johnson’s joint statement is included in Appendix F.

Staff for U.S. Senators Edward Kennedy and John Kerry
expressed the Senators’ support for the study process on sev-
eral occasions. However, neither Senator Kennedy nor
Senator Kerry took a formal position on designation during

the study.

6.2 CONNECTICUT STUDY SEGMENT

0.2.1 LOCAL CLOMMUNITIES

As in Massachusetts, indications of local attitudes regarding
river protection and designation in the Connecticut study
towns were obrained 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.

] .5 | — I ’ .
rown vieetrng 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.%° 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.

* Although it does not directly abur the Connecricut Study Segment,

the Town of Colebrook was encouraged to hold a formal vore on
designation in light of its active participation throughour the study and
because it encompasses the Still River/Sandy Brook system, the
principal tributary to the segment.









support in the riverfront towns for the River Protection
Overlay Districts and the resolutions supporting designarion
that were passed at town meetings. Among other actions, the
{_{I‘UUP lduncht‘d d [)ri\'ilt(’ ['.{I]Ll pr[T[L"Ll](J“ P]’t'}g_r.{nl, lll‘gt‘(i ['h(_'

State of Connecticut to acquire key riverfront pa:'n‘:f:ls. and

orgdmr_cd dllﬂLiLll Ti\r’L‘( Lit_’.ll]LJ[?\ l]‘.\r’ril\'lﬂg ‘H'l[[]dl't‘.i_‘lS (Jf‘

volunteers over a five year period.

Two other nonpn‘}ﬁt groups in the Farmington Valley — the
Farmington River )\ngicrs 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
o .*_ipcclﬂc 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
streambank 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 art the local, regional, and national
levels publicly endorsed Wild and Scenic River designation
for the Connecricut Study Segment. They include:

*

American Rivers, Inc.
American Whitewarer Affiliation

Sierra Club (Connecticut Chapter)

National Audubon Society
*  Narional Wildlife Federation

[saac Walton Le ague
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National Parks and Conservation Association

Trout Unlimired

West Virginia Rivers Alliance

Appalachian Mountain Club (Connecticut Chapter)
Connecticut Ornithological Association

Housatonic Valley Association

Connecrticut River Watershed Council

Quinnipiac River Watershed Association
Farmington Land Trust

Greenwoods Garden Club

Farmington Valley Garden Club

Appendix I presents the Farmington River f\ngit‘rs 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 the full duration of the study.
Senator Fleming was a strong advocate of designation through-
out the project, and introduced the resolution supporting
designation and protection of the Farmington thar later
became Public Act 93-256.

The study area includes parts of the districts of three Srate

Representatives: Jesse Stratton, E Philip Prelli, and Richard

Ferrari. Each of these legislators expressed strong public

support for designation on several occasions. Representative

Stratton also joined Senator Fleming in introducing the
resolution that became Public Act
93-256.

6.2.6 MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

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 throughourt 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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The Upper Farmington River Management Pl

lan articulates a vision that will p!’m-:a{r .ﬁ” fang-.rrrm 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
Farmingron River. These goals provided the foundation for
the development of the Management Plan. They are:

I. Conserve and enhance important land-based natural
and culrural resources, including wildlife habicar,
torests, diverse landscapes, and the scenic and
historical character of the Farmington Valley.

!‘-...

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

P mpcrr_\' oOwWners.

3. Balance the legitimare demands on the river for water sup-
p]}'. waste assimilation, energy production, and commer-
cial and indusrrial uses, while maintaining stream flow and
water quality necessary to sustain fisheries, recreation and
scenic qualities at levels sufficient for Wild and Scenic River

d&'.‘-!g_’ﬂ;l[l()ﬂ.

4, Mdll;{gc river recreation to minimize resource degradation
and impacts on private and public landowners, while pro-
viding for appropriate recreational use and pui)iic access.

The above g(}.‘iis give direction as to what the Management
Plan seeks to accomplish. Of equal concern is the issue of
how these goals should be accomplished. To address this
issue, the Study Committee defined a management philoso-
phy to guide the development of the plan. This philosophy
incorporates the following basic elements:

> Resource conservation should be f_u”)-’ imcgratcd with
traditional partterns 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.






Findine!s taff

aware of, and participate in, efforts to
resolve issues thar affect cthe river,

Promote river enhancement initiatives:
The FRCC will support river enhancement
projects initiated by its members or other
groups, contingent on endorsement by the
Commirtee.

Review and update the Upper Farming-
ton River Management Plan: The FRCC

will be responsible for reviewing the Plan
on a regular basis (recommended for
every five years), and 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
f_o“owing:

* Colebrook

* Hartland

* Barkhamsted

* New Hartford

Canron

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 Massachusetrs river-
front towns (Becket, Otis, Sandisfield, and/
or Tolland), downstream towns, and other
river interests.

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

To implement the responsibilities identi-
fied above, the FRCC will likely require
direct funding and possibly in-kind
assistance. Funds may be needed for the
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,
.Iﬂdl'f()r 10(:;1”,

q \

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

. The FRCC will develop a written agreement to be adopred

by its member institutions. This agreement will establish
a cooperative commitment among the members to
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-

biliry.

The Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection and the Narional Park Service will take the lead
in ensuring consistency with the Plan in the actions of state
and federal agencies, respectively.

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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The Management Plan directs the Farmington River C Coordinating Committee to take the lead
in promaoting the cooperative resolution of issues related to river recreation. Tubers are shown here

floating through Satan’s Kingdom.

Recreation Opportunities: Existing
recreation opportunities will be maintained
'rlnd Cnhaﬂcfd.

Impacts on Land and Water Resources:
Recreational activities and facilities will be
managed in a way that will prevent degra-
darion of land or warter 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 segment.
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 DEP 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

Monitoring Recreational Use and
Promoting Issue Resolution: The FRCC
will rake 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.

Fisheries and W '."Irrl{fl,’_'_/a"

Objective:

Standards

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 mainrained and
enhanced.
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Sport Fisheries: The upper Farmington
I Fr B
River's high quality sport fishery will be

maintained and enhanced.

Fish and Wildlife Management: The DEP
will retain responsibility for management
of fish and wildlife.

Anadromous Fisheries Restoration: The
Connecticut River Atlantic Salmon
Commission will actively implement plans
.lﬂ.d pl’ugr;lnls [O restore ;tIl:lt{!‘On‘tOLlS H‘ah

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 warershed.

. -
Historic Resources

Objective

There will be no additional requirements
related to the management of fisheries and
wildlife resources, and there will be no
National Park Service role in such
management, as a result of Wild and
Scenic River designation.

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

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

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

The

Connecticut Historical Commission, the

Historic Preservation Laws:
National Park Service, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation will
continue to exercise their respective
authorities to protect historic sites under
C.G.S. 10-321a et seq. and the National

Historic Preservation Act (PL. 89-665).

Protection and Investigation of Archaeo-
logical Sites on Public Lands: The DEP
and the MDC will review their existing
management plans for the state forests and
watershed lands for compatibility with the
protection of important 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 thar already established under
the Historic Preservation Act.

The Plan calls for the Connecticut [)r"n‘.'r:.u:n,! of Environmental

Protection to continue its leadership role in managing the Farmungtons trout

and salmon _,f':':a"i(r:r'.\'
























Rt‘gul;lri(m of acrivities 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.

SLil.‘lLli\u’l‘.‘IUl] I't‘(!LlIJ't’J'HL']II tor erosion l’.ﬂti .5i’dil"l'lt‘!’ll'

control pl‘m\\ and stormwater runoff pl;ms.

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.

Portential pa'u“l_]tzon from residential xcptic

facilities.

Potential impacts on wetlands from adjacent

di_‘\-'t‘illjpﬂ'i cnt.

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 protecrion 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 Prolect
*  Local “Stream and Pond Protection Bylaw" that
requires new septic systems to be set back ar least

100 feet from any stream or open water body.

*  Regulation of activities within 100 feet of the
Farmington River or bordering vcgr:rared wetland
under the Wetlands Protection Act.

*  Floodplain district with !miitlir]g restrictions.

*  Erosion and sediment control / limited stormwater
controls.

The Massachusetts Study Segment looking south from the Route 57 bridge in New Boston.






























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.

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 vortes 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 aburting 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. Itis 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 federal legisla-
tors, and many other organizations expressed their support
for designation in public testimony and/or in writing. In
addition, several of those parties demonstrated their commit-
ment to protect the Farmington by implementing tangible
conservation actions during the study period.

The 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 ro 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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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 prnposrd. 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 p():\\;il‘)lc to pmvidc 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 fora “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 rthat this concepr of balancing instream needs with
i

other uses is cmifcl_\! consistent with rhe provisions ot

Section' 10(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”

(emphasis added).

Outstanding Resources

Designation will have significant positive effects on the
Connecticut scgmcnr‘s ourstanding fish, wildlife, recreation,
and historic resources for two principn] reasons:

(1) Most directly, L‘]csignduun will prt'\.'ludu new dams,
hydroelectric projects, and other
federally assisted water resources
projects that would impacr the
river’s ﬁec—ﬂowing condition or
adversely affect any of those
nursmmﬂng values.

(2) Designation will further institu-
tionalize the Upper Farmington
River Management Plan and the

Farmington River Coordinating
Commirree. The Plan includes
explicit standards and action
programs designed to protect
and enhance rthe river’s
()Htﬁiﬂnding resources i.lnd o
conserve the land and water base
upon which they rely. The
Coordinating Committee will

implementation, and as such will play a crucial role in
helping to ensure the protection of the Farmingron’s
outstanding resources. A major part of rthe
Committee’s role will be to provide a forum for
addressing and promorting 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 Massachuserts 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 Connecricut
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

be the group primarily respon- Wi/ and Scenic River designation is expected to have significant positive effects for the Farmington’
sible for organizing the Plan’s  outstanding natural, cultural, and recreational resources. Here, fishermen pursue their quarry at the
popular “Church Pool" in Pleasant Valley.


















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 designartion of the Massachusertts 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 dedicared
by Committee members, and the broadened participation
would facilitate more effective management and protection of

(hL’ bi'l;.ll'(_‘d FIVET resource.

The Connecticut Study Segment was found to be eligible for

designation based on its free-flowing condition and its
outstanding resource values. These values include recreation
(a regionally unique combination of recreation opportuniries),

fish f.rc_.t_;iorm[[_\' exemplary habirat for troutr and Atlantic

salmon), wildlife (regionally unique bald eagle habirat),

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 1Wridgc crossings.

The Connecticut Study Segment was found to be suitable for
Wild and Scenic River Li('s'l;n;ui(_rrl. without the need for any

federal land acquisition or land management. This ﬁnding Is

based on the ﬂul]m\-‘mg:

> Protection: The segment is well protected th rough 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 -.‘lcziigndtiun
among the many parties involved in river use and

management;

Looking upsiream fraom the entrance to Satan’s Kingdom. An historical railroad bridge aburment can be seen on

the right-hand edge of the photo



> 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 pm\'idc a variety of-imporrant
benefits, will entail very modest costs relative to those
benefits, and will not have significant negarive effects.

In addition to the overall suitability finding, the study
produced three other important findings related to protection
and management of the Connecticur Study Segment:

(1) The zoning ordinances — parrticularly 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 Secrion 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
eiigiblc for Wild and Scenic River designation based on
the existing flow regime downstream of the Colebrook and
Goodwin Dams and Hydroelectric Projects, the
continued operartion of those facilities is compatible with
the protection of the river and with designation.

At its final meeting on April 29, 1993, the Farmington River
Study Committee passed by unanimous vote a motion that
included the following passage:

Be it resolved that: The Farmington River Study
Committee recommend to the United States Congress that
the Farmington River, from immediately below the
Goodwin Dam and Hydroelectric Project in Hartland,
Connecticut to the downstream end of the New Hartford/
Canton, Connecticut town line, be designated into the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System in accordance with
the spirit and provisions of the Upper Farmingron River
Management Plan.

With designation secured, the most pressing needs tor the
protection of the Connecticut segment will be:

(1) timely activation of the Farmington River Coordinating
Commirtee; and

(2) 5-pirirccl implementation of the Upper Farmington River

Management Plan.

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

The many interests involved in river use and management -
including riparian landowners and other residents of the
riverfront towns, the local governments, the Srare, 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.















> The zoning ordinances adopted by the riverfront towns, and particularly the “River Protection Qverlay Districts,” are found to
satisfy the standards and requirements of Section 6(c) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. As a result, federal land acquisition
through condemnation is explicitly precluded, in accordance with Section 6(c). This is the first time that Congress bas

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

> [n 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 a ter designation will be to provide technical assistance,
k P ] 4

staff support and funding to assist in the implementation of the Management Plan, rather than becoming the primary manager.

> To further ensure that the federal role will not become a dominant one, the bill states directly that the river will not become a unit

r:_','r the National Park Sy.tfr'm.

Copies of Public Law 103-313 and the complete legislative history are provided in Appendix J.



































































































































































