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March 1, 2010 
10:30 A.M. 

LARRY MARSICANo:· GoQd morning. Thank you . 
Chaii::man Roy, members of the Committee, thank 
you for having me. · I '.m here in large part 
because. of your supp_ort for Bill 5823, An Act 
Concerning the Recreational Use of Candlewood 
Lake. Because of that, I'm here to thank you 
f.or your support of tha~ and also express the 
support _of the Candlewood .Lake Authority, the 
agency that I work for -- I'm Larry Marsicano 
from that agency --· for _Hous.e Bill 5421, An 
Act Conc.ernirig Canc;ilewood Lake. 

As specified as charged in last year's 
legislation, the DEP did come out and looked 
at some of our recreat·ional issues on 
Candlewood Lake. In pretty short order, they 
didn't have a lot of·time to do a lot of 
r~search, but they did take an initial look at 
our.problems, worked with our elected leaders, 
and put together some recommendations which 
you folks received and I think was the gene~is 
of the Bill 5421-. I stress an initial look 
our proble.ms, because during that proce·ss, 
the_y did recognize that our recre.ational 
issues are beyond just the boat ·size on 
Candlewood, and they've committed to coming 
back and speaking with us on and working with 
us on some of our other issues, which we are 
delighted about. 

Development of a vessel-size limit, a 
boat-length limit on Cai:ldlewood Lake will be 
an excellent first step in addressing some of 
our recreational and environmental issues on 
the lake. There are not a lot of vessels that 
exceed"or are considered overly large: The 
vessels greater thank ·26 feet, around 100, but 
it's not the numbers so much as the trend. We 
think there '. s a growing trend on Candlewood 
for larger-type vessels, and that's because if 
you're a boater on Candlewood and you've 
experienced getting swamped for five seasons, 

000323 



• 

• 

•• 

6. 

ch/mb/gbr ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
March 1, 2010 

10:30 A.M. 

your next -boat is· going to be something 
larger. And so thereis a trend for.larger 

. boat.s .· So creating a maximum would help Stem 
that -- no pun intended the tide of that 
trend. 

La.st yeCir, l presented .some to you some 
testimony on House Bill 58"23. Some of tha·t. 
testimony had background on some of our 
recreational issues. I also have provided you 
a report, an examination of recreational . 
pressures on Candlewood Lake. We submitted 
this to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission as pa~t of that ·FERC proce.ss on · 
Candlewood. There•s a lot of information that 
may be of va-l:ue to you when you • re considering 
this bill. Carrying capacity, for instance; 
is something that they look at .in terms of how 
many boats the lake can handle, .and there • s 
information there that would suggest that 
we•ve exceeded our capacity. So-we•re· hopeful 
that you will support this legislation, the 
Act Concerning Candlewood Lake. Thank you . 

REP." ROY: Thank you. Larry, we seem to v~sit 
Candlewood Lake legislation almost annually. 
What if the DEP were to address the issues by 
regulat~on, get the issue out of the . 
iegislature itsel.f, and put these rules in 
place and maybe it wo:uld last for a while. 
Any _thoughts on that?·. 

LARRY. MARSICANO: Well; we would love to continue 
to work with the DEP on our recreat~onal 
issues, and if we. can put someth_ing into place 
and put it to bed for a while, I 1 d -be greatly 
in favor of that, for sure. 

REP ROY:· Thank you. Rep:t:eS.enta t i ve Chapin. 

REP. CHAPIN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And despite 
·the Chairman• s comments., I like Candlewood 
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Lake issues. I know in the past, ·there's been 
·other· bills ·We.' ve debated such as the boat· 
sticker bill the DEP was against, and I guess 
I would have to say that that's one reason why 
we .do take these up, because to air some of 
those differences between either the Lake· 
Authority itself and DEP or ·the municipalities 
and DEP·. Would you agree with that? 

LARRY MARSICANO:. Could you rephraE!e the question? 

REP. CHAPIN: That there have been.differences of 
op1n1ons }?etween DEP and should we provide 
them the· opportunity to look at some of these 
issues through regulation, would you say .that 
that might not match what the .communities 
su.rrounding Candlewood --

LARRY MARSICANO: It possibly could. I think at· 
this point, the towns, the Lake Authority, are 
looking for any means of addressing some of 
our recreational issues. We don'. t seem to be 
moving ahead on a number of fronts. .I 
mentioned that report I submitted.to the FERC . 
You know, there was a whole proces·s there 
which we thought we'd be able to do some 
things to address recreation. No luck there, 
so -- and the fact of. the matter is, we have 

. ·really, really seJ;"ious issues out there. So 
you're right, they may not align with some of 
the thingS! ·We'd like to do, but if we can move 
the ball ferward a little, we ··11 take it. 

REP. CHAPIN: One of the things that wasn't 
included in last year's I think it was Special 
Act 9.-12, whi.c;h was the impetus for this 
recommendation before us today, one of the 
things we diqn't include was making First 
Light Power Resources, who is the FERC 
licensee in this case, one of the stakeholders 
at the table. Do you know whether they did 
participate with the chief elected officials 
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in their meetings with DEP? 

LARRY MARS~CANO: They attended two of the meetings 
we had; two of I think three or four we had, 
at the request of one of the first selectmen 

·of the town. . So they ~ere there when asked. 
~he last meeting, what their part was, they 
didn't believe that they had a big role. I've 
argued that repeatedly, that they're charged 
with some of this as well, so. 

REP. CHAPIN: I would agree, and I would say it was 
probably a·glaring omission last year that 
·they we rem' t included. Did you have the sense 
that they --

LARRY MARSICANO: Yes. 

REP. CHAPIN: in any way that th~y're against 
what's before us today? I mean, it may not be 
fair of me to·--

LARRY MARSICANO: No, I do not believe that th,ey 
would be opposed to a size limit on the lake . 
That doesn't to -- they were opposed to 
putting ~ore resources into public safety on 
the lake, providing more resources for whether 
it'S DEP or Lake Authority patrols .. But in 
terms of something like this, I don't see them 
being opposed to this. 

REP. CHAPIN: And lastly, I quickly read ~hrough 
DEP's testimony, and it appears that they 
would prefer that we just set ~ maximum boat 
length .for.Candlewood in statute. Do you have 
a thought as to whether you'd prefer _.:.. or 
whether you think it·' d be better done by 
statute versus regulation? 

LARRY MARSICANO: Representative Chapin, that.' s 
I · don' t . I wouldn' t -- I can' t comment . I · 
just don't know what would work better . 
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REP. CHAPIN: Either way_ is _good a·s long as it gets 
done? 

LARRY MARSICANO:· Like I said, yeah, 
for any measures at this point. 
movement forward. I'm riot sure 
better than the other. 

we•re looking 
Any positive 

if one is 

REP. CHAPIN: Okay. Thank you very much, and 
than~s for coming- up today, Larry. 

REP. ROY: -·Thank you. Any other questions or 
comments from.members of the Committee? 
Seeing none, Mr. Marsicano,_ thank you very 
'much. _One thing I forg9t to mention, and the 
regulars know, tne· first ho'lJ,r is devoted to 
public officials. If we still. have public 
officials_ left on_ ·the list at that hour, we 
then alte_rnate be.tween the public and pul:>lic 
officials until the officials are .out of h-ere. 

·-Next, Repr.esentative Lonnie 'Reed. 

REP. REED: qood morning. I promis:e I • 11 get out 
of here the minute I -- · (laughter) .. Good" 
mornin,g, Cha,irrnan Roy, Chairman Meyer, and 
marvelous members. Vice Chairman Hurlburt, I 
see. 

My name is Lonnie Reed, the State 
Representative from the 102n_d District· in 
Branford, and I am testifyi~g in_ support of 
two- bills, the first one being H.B. 5126, An 

·Act Establishing a Chemical Innovations 
Institute at UCONN Health Cent.er. 

As we all know, ~he green chemistry movement 
is growing,. and major efforts are under way 
here in the United States and abroad to 
restrict or eliminate the use of suspect _ 
chemicals in all kinds of products, replacing 
them ~ith safe alternatives. I am convinced 

ooJ 
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STATE·OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPA:RTMENT OF ENVIR6NMENT-A-L-PROTECTION 

• 

Public Hearing- March 1, 2()1 0 
Environment Committee 

Testimony Submitted by Comiil.issioner Amey W. Marr~lla 
Departi:D:ent of environmenuiJ. Protection 

.. Proposed Raised Bill No. 5241-~ACT CONCERNING CANDLEWOOD.LAKE 

Thank you for the oppo~ty to present testimony regarding Proposed House Bill No. 5241-
~ ACT CONCERNJ:NG CAND.LEWOOD LAKE. The Departm.ent of Environmental 

J'. . . 

Protection (Department) supports thiS bill in principle, but urges the:Committee to consider 
codifying the vessellengtli into statute iatl:ter·than tllrQugh the reguiatory process as the bill 
directs. . . . . . 

The Department worked very Closely with-the Towns of S}lerm.an, New Milford, Brookfield and 
New Fairfield, and the City ofD~bury pursuant to Speeial Act 09-12, to establish common 
ground and identify:.cancems for boaters on Candlewood Lake. The Department has always been 
keenly a~ of Candlewood'.l .. ~ke's unique importance in the state, but in: keeping with the 
inten~ of Special Act 09-'li, we undertook a re-evaluation ofboating issues on the lake, resulting 

. in recommendations submitted, to the _Environment-ComJiiittee last mon,th. Th~se . · 
recommend~ons were b~ed upon an analysis of data s'urrounding boater use of Candle~ood 
Lake and dis_cussions With the chief elected officials of the above-referenced commuirlties. 

As charged in the general ~tutes, the Department holds paramount the principle of uniform 
regulation on all waters of the state. However,:in this instance, we are prepm:ed to support a 
vessellength·restriction.o~ Candlewood Lake where an August 2009·survey found 110 ofthe 
4,301 motorizecfboats· on the lake were 26 feet or greater. 

We are interested in working with the Environment C9mmittee to codify Candlewood Lake's 
vessel length restriction irito statute rather than regulation in order to expedite the 
hnplementation of this. recommendation. · · · 

Thank you for the opportunity to ·present testimony on this proposal. If you should require any 
additional information, ple8$e contact the Department's legisiative liaison, Robert LaFrance, at 
424-3401 or Robert.LaFrarice@CT.gov. · · 

(Prinled on Recycled Paper) 
79 Elm S~reet • Hanford. cr 06106-5127 

www.ct.gov/dep 
An Eqrull Oppornulity Employer 
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An Examination of Recreational Pressures 
On Candlewood Lake, CT 

July 8, 2009 

• Vessels 

C3 "' 10 At:.res Pw Vessel 

Gil 10 -12 Acres Per Vessel 

C3 <10 Aaes Per Vessel 

Candlewood Lake Authority 

Larry Marsicano 
-Executive Director 
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Executive Summary 

There is ce)nsid~rable data CQidirniing that Candlewood Lake suffers from .boating 

overcrowding-and resulting u~er conflicts. These data, discussed in·the following pages, 

include resident"boat counts; numbers of launch sites on the hdce; in-use vessel counts and in-use 

vessel densities; fishing tournament 4ata; boating accident data;_ and public opinion surveys. 

Based on thes~, it may be ·sare to say that the recreational opportunity and_ publ_ic safety have· 

. deteriorated at Gandlewood Lake over the years. 

Also discussed below ~ the l•itimate f~r that overcrowding and user conflict problems on 

Candlewood Lake cart~substanti~lly ·increase in the futu_re, by the addition·ofseveral 

thousa~d resident vessels ~n the lake for e~tire seasons. These. addition~ vessels would 

result from the e~ecutio~ 9f"asserted"legal agreem~nts, in the fo_ini oC:deeded rights for docks tha,t 

have not yet been executed. The critical facts are: . 

• Many of the original owners/purchasers oflan~s abutting the project negotiated deeded 

rights to pass and repass project lands to access the. lake, to have a dock of simple 

coostruction, and to erect a seawall from the original project owner and creator of the 

lake. 

• No one, including·the current.licensee, knows hQw·many of these deeded rights were 

· . n~gotiated, how many have been exercised or how many have not yet been exercised. 

• A subdivision proposed in recent years has applied to locallan~ ~se agencies to construct 

on their- property abutting the projec~ a docking system to provide dockage for each of all . . . . . . . 

the proposed twenty_ homes, most of which are not directly abutting the project. The 

developers believe th¢y should be allow~d this ~ize marina since one ofth!= .original 

parcels they purchased ~d merged with others, and is now part:ofthe site of the 

proposed subdivision, had the aforementioned deeded:rights (including the· right for a 

doc~ of simple construction). They believe the original deeded rights attached to the one 
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merged parcel should now be extended to include all the newly created lots in their 

subdivil!iQn. 

• If permitted (which will require FERC approval because of the number of siips)_ then the 

. precedent will be set ~here a iight for a dock a~ched to the deed of one parcel of land 

can be s~bdivided an:d conveyed to .all homes in the subdivision that were or are .created 

on that parcel. Based on a survey of_twelve of"the 60+ lake com':llunities abutting the 

project, discussed in Section 3 below, this could result in n·early 2,000 additional 

vessels on the lake for the season. if each claim of deeded right to dockage adds only 

!!!!! resident vessel to the lake. 

This would obviously exacerbate ·the deterioration of the recreational opportunities and the 

.. public:. safety on the lake, as well as escalate the user eonfliet that already exists. Given the . 

lack of substantive ·~eas~s in the Re~reation and· Shoreline Management Plans to address 

overcrowding and user conflict and lack of data on exercised and unexercised deeded rights for 

docks (which are the_precursor for additio~l vessels) in these plans, the fears of future 

deterioration of conditions on.Candlewood are quite Justified. 

Protection of the recrea,tional values and Safety of those who use Cartdlewood L&ke is a complex, 

multi•jurisdic~ortal issue. Through a lice~ing renewal process, the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission m~~e it clear that their licensee, currently· FirstLight Power Resources, has 

re_sponsi~iUties as they pertain to o.vercrowding and user conflicts on Candlewood Lake. These 

include discussing .in their ~horeline Managem~nt Plan the exte~t of overcrowding and user 

conflict and measures to ad~ss the problems. the State of Conne~icut, through the 

Department ofEnyirortmentalProtection, is: also obligated by state law to protect the State's 

natural resources and the safety of those that enjoy them. Locally, the surrounding Connecti~ut 

municipalities ofBrookfieid, Daribury, New Fairfield, New Milford, and Sherman are the 

primary contributors to recreati~n management and pubic safety, at their discretion, through the 

Candlewood LSke Authority. 
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Candlewood Lake is at a critical juncture in time and in need of significant measures to meet the 

challenge. of managing recreational pressures. H~wev~r:, the omiss~on. of many important . . 
aspects of the overcrowding a~d user conflict issues on Candlewood Lake and the lack of 

provisions-in the Shoreline Management'Pian commensurate with the magnitude ofthe 

problem wiD leave FERC falling short of its mandate to ensure th~t the recreational values 

ofCandlewood are protected. Therefo~. FERC.itselfmust take an active role in determining 

.. . appropriate measutes to mitigate· the overcrowding and user conflict on Candlewood . 
. . . 

About the· Candle~ood Lake Authority 

The Candlewood Lake· Authority (CLA) is a local quasi government agency created by identical 
. . ~ . . . 

ordinances passed in the municipalities of Brookfield, Danbuey, New Fairfield, New Milford, 

and Sherman as pro~ided in Connecticut General Statute 7~ 151 a. The CtA provides ·hike, 

shoreline and watershed management to foster ·the preservation and enhancement of recreational, 
.. . 

economic, scenic, public safety and environmental values of the Lake for the municipalities it 

serves in cooperation with the State of Connecticut and the licensee. Created in 1972, the CLA 

has provided a m8fine patrol now comprised of officers trained and commissioned by the 

Connecticu~.Departmertt of Environmental Protection to enforee.Connecticut's Boating Laws. . . . 
TheCLA also provides local leadership in.the protection ofthe values Candlewood Lake 

. . 
provides to al~ users of the hike. It does so, for example, through the implem¢ntation of a 25 year 

old water quality monitoring progra:m;. by developing a regional education program for high 

sehooi students" in the surroundin~ sc;hool systems; .throu~ developmerit of technologies to 

~otify_locallan~ use agencies ~d the licensee.ofactivities along the shoreline; by the 

development of buffer protection education programs; and through efforts to amend local land" 

use regulations within .the watershed of the .lake to red~ce exportS ofnonpoint source pollutants. 

The CLA w~ ·one of the most active interveners ·in the recen~ license renewal of the Housatonic 

Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. ~576, as well. as in the development of many ofthe plans. 

required in ~e new licen~ issued by FERC in June of 2004. As the .agency closest and most 

familiar with issues pertaining to the ecological health and p~blic safety on Candlewoo~ Lake, 

we remain committed to working imd collaborating with ~ther interests toward a Shoreline 
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Management Plan that addresses all the important issues that the plan is required to adequately 

address . 
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. 1. Introduction 

. There is no arguing that the recreational experie~ce.and public safety on the waters of 

Candlewood Lake are be~g compromised because of~oating overcrowding and user conflict. 

This has been re~atedly supported by representatives of the National Park Service,! the 

Corutecticut Department ofEnviro~ental Protection .~C1DEP),2 th~ Candlewood Lake 

Authority (CLA), many of the area's elected leader$, and the numero1:1s citizens who live neat or 

use the bike itself. Ma,ny continue to yoice their aw~ness and growing.concem of this problem. 

C~dlewood is. unquestionably one of the premier destinatiQn locations for those who enjoy 

inland water, ·boating-related activities in Conilecticut and ·the Tri-State region and untold 

numbers of visitors utiiize the numerous launch sites through out the recreat~on season. 

. AdditioJUlllY, 60% of the shoreline of Candlewood Lake ·is lined with private docks, small 

community marinas, medium size muriicipal marinas, and larger commercial marinas, resulting. 

· in a seasonal resident vessel population that also slgnificantly· contributes to the number of users 

of the lake. Both, the visiting and resident boat numbers have collectively resulted in escalating 

overcrowding and user conttict problems on Candl~wood that~ perhaps unparalleled on 

Connecticut inland waters 9r on freshwater resources acroSs the Northeast .. 

Too many ~essels on a wa~bod~ will adversely affect boating ·safety -~d reduce the recreational 

user's ·experienc~~ Impaired experience often tak~s th~ form of" user conflicts, initiated by · 

1 See Nationai Parlc"Seivice Comments on·Prelimiruu:y RMP under P-2576 (FERC submittal no. 20050526-5033, 
May 26, 2005) 

. 
2 See letter from the CTDEP to the CLA on file with the CLA, Sher.mBn, CT, dated February 28, 2009. Therein, 
Deputy Commis~io~er:Frechette states that the recfe!ltionlil pressures "are the .unfortuntzte remit of eztremely dense 
·developmentalong·the enti"''shoreline ofCandlewood Lake and the land development policies on and adjacen,t to 
Candlewpod ~ by FirstLighl~ prede.cessors; Northeast Utiliiies an_d Connecticut Light and Power ... Candlewood 
Lake is IISed.to generate millions of dollars in revenue as a result of elei:tiic fJO.Wer generation by way of the rights 
granted by FERC, yei none of those re,venues are spent on measures to address these extraordinary recreational 

· pressures broUght about:by the· creation of the lake and the developments it spawned." 
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recreational user groups competing for limited space and time on the iake. Once the numbers of 

users exceed the capacity of a lake at a given time, the users' recreational experiences are 

lessened; safety is compromised, and user groups invariably blame each other. Confljcts on 

Candlewood exist between various user_groups on the water (e.g. swimmers •. water skiers, 

paddl~, users of personal watercraft) as well as between residents of the shoreline areas and 

user groups on the water (e.g. fishermen, owners/operators of high speed watercraft). In the 

latter case, the shoreline homeowners are also considered a user group, whose use could include 

enjoying quite, serene, or private family time on the lake. It-is important to recogniz~ tbat all 

u~rs have the same rights to the waters of the lake. However, excessive numbers of users of any 

type on or along the lake can. ultimately detract from the enjoyment, and sometimes safety, of all. 

Documenting symptoms of a_ lake with excessive recreational pressures c~ be challenging. In 

some cases, ili1 assessment may actually .be more Qf a subjective opinion. However, ·work in the -

field ofNatural Resource ~agement has resulted in more objective and consistent ways of 

discerning levels ofre.cteational pressure. Because of its ~gh level ofrecreational pressure, 

docwilenting the symptoms at Candlewood is actlially not all that difficult. Section 2 of this 

report identifi~s many ofthe curterit symptoms and degrees of severity based on the standards 

U$ed by recreational" use experts and through other available recreational use data. 

In addition to identi!ication.ofcurrent symptoms, this report investigates the potential.for 

overcrowding and user conflic~ to inc~ase in the future .. There are an unknown number-of legal 

agreemen~ between historical landowners and the power companies th~t f:tave owned this 

·hydroelectric reservoir that allow for docks on the shores ofthe lake. As discussed in Section 3, 

the addition of the deeded ri~t docks that have yet to be exercised may increase the numbers of 

vessels seasonally moored· by several thousand in the years to come. 

There is also a problem that is somewhat unique to Candlewood Lake, whicl:t is the number of 

jurisdictional layers inv.olved in the recreational management on this inland water resource. 

Section.4 ofthis·report describes the fede~l. state, and local mandates involving Candlewood 

Lake and ~e parties responsible for protecting the recreational experience· and public safety· on 

·the waters ·of this l~e. After understanding .the governmental layers and agencies involved and 
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tqe laws and regulations that link them, the challenge will be determining how each level should 

fulfill its responsibility, financial and otherwise, for·prQtecting the recreational experience at 

Candlewood Lake and the safety of those who boat on it. 

1.2 The Lake 

Candlewood Lake is the largest lake in Connecticut with approximately 5,420 acres o(surface 

water and over 60 miles of shoreline~ The lake was created in· th¢ late 1920s as a pumped

stOrage teservoit component of"the Housatoni.c Hydroelectric. facilities constructed along the 

~ousatonic River in western Connecticut. :since its creation, the lake has seen. a sqbstantial 

increase in shoreline. development with lakeside homes and communities (i.e., tax districts", 

homeowners or lake associations, etc.) now comprising almost 60% of the shoreline. 

Recreational boating pressures have also subsequently increased as those developments provided 

the opportuti:ity to keep boats on_the lake~ The lake is one of Connecticut's most important 

recreational inland water resources, &nd a favorite destination for diverse groups of boaters who 

visit in large numbers IUld access it through the numerous ramps along the shoreline. 

Candlewood Lake and the oth~r impoundments along of the Housatonic River, as part of a 

hydroelectric facility, are collectively licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

(hereinafter· FERC). With the original FERC license expiring in 2()0 1, the licensee filed for a 

new license in 1999, was issued a new license in 2004, and post-licensing, management plan 

de.velopment still ongoing ·in 2009. The current licensee is FirstLight Power Resources (FLPR) 

which became a subsidiary of GDF Suez Enerw North America in 2008. When the license 

renewal process·~egan, Coimecticut Light & .Power (CL&P) was_ the iicensee. The project and 

license application were transferred to Northeast Gene~tion Company (NGC) in 1999. Both 

CL&P and "NGCare subsidiaries ofNortheast Utilities. Energy C~pital Partners'bought the 

facilities {(om NGC and formed FLPR in 2006 and later sold the project, including FLP~ to 

GDF Suez Energy North America . 
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2. Indicators of_Overcrowding and User Conffict 

Regardless of whose juri_sdiction the responsibility of protecting the recreati<mal experience and 

pubic safety on Candlewood L~e falls to (see Section 4), one thing is certain - Candlewood 

L&ke clearly exhibits many signs of overcrowding and user conflict; ~d these conditions 

jeopardize safety. The current situation is a result of a hist_oricallack of planning and 

mismanagement on the. part :of m.any. Some of the mis~ana~ement resulted in a shoreline lined 

.yearly with more docked and moored vessels than the lake can theoretically sUstain as discussed 

in Section 2.1. 

Not all vessels operating on the Lake on a given weekend originate·frQn:t.private (jocks or 
. . 

commercial,. mQDicipal, or private ·marinas lining the shoreline. As discussed in Section 2.2, 

many vessels access the lake through the numerous ramps on the lake, whether those ramps are . . . 

operated by federal, state, municipal, community or private enti~ies. Regardl~ss of origin~ in-use 

vessel densitie~ and toU.l numbers often exceed theoretical safe limits in many areas of the lake 

or the lake in general, thereby reducing safety and quality of recreationai·experience as discussed 

in Sections 2.3 and 2.4. 

The CTDEP regulates much of the organized access on Candlewood Lake, including the prize 

fishing tournaments and other events. Statistics -oil fishing totunamen~ on ·Candlewood Lake are 

un~lleled in Connecticut and possibly Nt\w England as discussed in Section 2.5. It is 

important to note that; the CLA does not endorse the exclusioQ of any user group ·trom the lake, 

but rather sees prize fishing tournament data as· a stirtogate ~easure of all recreational boating 

communities yisiting the iake, and struggles with how to. accommodate each-different user group, 

· including the shoreline property owners, without impacting the quality of ~creational experience 

and safety on the lake~ 

Other sign.s .of a lake in recreational use crisis, like boat accidents, are also discussed below in 

Section 2.6. And while there are ways to measure·recreational pressures in lakes, methods of 

quantifying user conflicts are li~ited. However, at least .two surveys conducted in the last t~n 

years have shed some light on the subject and are discussed in Section 2.7. 
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2.1. Resident Vessel Counts 

The CLA has conducted a moored/docked vessel count on Candlewood Lake since the early 

1980s. In the early morning hours of the first weeks of August, CLA staff slowly cruise along 

the entire shoreline and count all docked, moored, or beached vessels. Counts include vessels 

observed along private residential areas, community marinas, commercial marinas, and 

municipal marinas (collectively referred to as "Resident Vessels''). In 2008 the CLA counted 

1,458 vessels not subject to registration (e.g. canoes, kayaks, small sailboats), 3,151 power boats 

without cabins, 491 power boats with cabins, and 577 personal watercraft (e.g. Jet skis) for a 

total of 5,677 resident vessels. Figure I below provides the results of the boat counts since 1981. 

Mr. Michael Payton from the CT DEP Boating Division developed a modeling tool to aid in 

gauging carrying capacity in lakes. This model is similar in some ways to other models used 

across the country to assess recreational boating pressures on water resources. It must be 

emphasized that these models are only tools, and that carrying capacities can be influenced by 

variables not always incorporated into a particular model, including the shape of the waterbody 

(e.g. circular vs. irregular shape). 

-a 
g 
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~ 
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~ 
.... 1 

0 

,4'";1:.ci:.4tcl!.#...4';.,._,._,.,_"'":1:.."'~"'"'!'--"';.c~:..,,,...,,.;,~,~ 
Year 

• PWC 0 CABIN • NO CABIN • UNREGISTERED 

Figure 1. Results oftbe CLA's annual docked/moored vessel count since 1981 (a count 
was not ~nducted in 1991. PWC =personal watercraft; Cabin =vessels with cabins; No 
cabin =vessels without cabins; Unregister =those vessels not subject to registration. 
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Based on the Payton model, the total carrying_ capacity (both ~-use vessels and those doc~ed or 

moored) for Candlewood Lake is estimated to b_e 4,480 vessels, Using this estimation and only 

the CLA's mo~red/docked vessel_ count totals, total carrying capacity· has been exceeded at 

Candlewood Lake· since 1993 .. It is important to understaJ:J,d, howev_er, that this does not include. 

use data for vessels that access the lake for a short period of time thrOugh the numerous boat 

ramps on Candlewood Lake discussed in Section 2.2. The addition of visiting vessels accessing _ 

the lake throu~ the ramps adds; further complicates, and i~tertsifies .~e problem. 

The results from the-CLA's resident boat count data reflect trends seen nationwide. In 2003 

Asplund reported data of the Nation~! Marine Manufactures Associat~o~ indicating that 

recreational boat ownership has doubled since 1971.3 Resident boat numbers on Candlewood 

Lake h•ve approximately doubled since at least 1981 when the boat counts begllQ, ·and as 

discussed below in. Section 3, there a~pears ~o be potential for additjpna:I significant growth in 

residential boatS (as many as 2,000 or more) on the lake in the future. 

Table 1. V~tels. count~ at the nine commercial marinas-on Candlewood Lake 
iil20Q6. 

Marina 

Pocono Polnt Marina 

Chatteron:Marina 

The Marina (Causeway) 

Echo Bay Marilia 
CIUI.dlewoocfEilst Mariila 

· Dantiury Yacflt Club 

Crysiai Bay Miuina . 

BJ,'Ookfield Bay Ma!'ina 

Gerard's Waters Edge MariJia 

Total 

#ofVessels 

124 

128 

106 

429 

293 

36 

us 
294 

214 

1739 

3 See J'im Asp!uncJ. Preface, The Ecological Impacts and Management of~ational Boating. Lake and Reservoir 
Management. 2003. 19:iii-iv 
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As noted above, the residen~ vessel numbers also .include those docked· at the community, . . 
J;Dunicipal, and commercial docks. It is estimated tliat ~ugbly one-third of the resident vessels 

are kept at the commercial marinas on the l~ke (Table ~).and only about 280 vessels are 

seasonally moore4/doc~ed at the municipal marinas (Table 2). That leaves the remaining 

resident vessels; approximately·65%~ kept at private docks or the community docking facilities 

of the 60+ lakeside communit_ies around the lake. 

Table 2. 'Niimbe.,s of. ramp· passes iSsued at municipal ramps based· on 2005 data. Note. that the total 
number ~r seas0o~l passes iS 570~ 

Town Marina SUps Addj_tio~iil Ramp Paises Notes 

Brookfield No Marina 96 Seasonal 
"A few" Day Passes 

Danbiuy }'ol'oMarina 186 Seasonal 
45 Day Passes 

New Fairfield ISO 23 'Seasonal 

New Milford 82 ·~ Seasonal 
Sherinan '49 125 Seasonal 

615 Total passes 

2.2. Public Rf!.mp Use 

There is limited data availabie that provides msight into the visiting I temporary boating 

populations on C~dlewood'Lake. We ~o know that th~re are two state ramps on Candiewood 

Lake an(\ one on Squantz Pond. The 2008 CTDEP Boating Gu~d~ specifies that parking at both 

~ps on Cimdlewood can accommodate I 00 cars.4 l\:iuch. of the data on use of th~ State ramps 

comes from the lists of fishing tournaments scheduled ~d pennit;ted.by the CTDEP as disc!Jssed 

in Section 2.5. But the tournament fishing community is by· no means the only user, of the State 

ramps and there are s~dards by which tournaments ~ustoperate including how many of the 

parkiog spaces at the ramps they can use during any one toUrnament. 

Each of the five .municipalities bordering Candlewood Lake provides a ramp at their park on the 

L~e for use by·theit residents. Data on town permits or passes issued by each municipality_ 

4 See Connecticut Boater's Guide ·2009 -Boat Launch Infonnatjon and Digest of Local Regulations at P 68 
(www.c;t.gov/depl!ib/deolboatinglboating guideipart6.pdf) 
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provides some insi8hts into the use of the municipal ramps (Table 2). _The data iri Table 2 was 

based oq a 2005 survey. 

Many of the approximately 65l~eside communities (tax distr1cts, associations, etc.) have a 

launch ramp. An undetennine~ number ofhomes on the Iake·aJso have ramps~ However, there 

is no know attempt ·to count those ramps. Aerial flyover assessments discussed below in Section 

2.3 may provi<,te some opportunity to count those in the future. 

2.3. ln-'Use Vessel Levels 

The Payton model discussed in Section 2.1 can also be u~ed to estima~ carrying capacity for in

use vessels, and for Candlewood L~e it. estimates that ·number to be 448 vessels, i.e. the 

theoretical maximum number of vessels capable of operating on the lake is 448. Logically then, 

when .there ~ more than 448 vessels operating on the lake at a given time, the quality of tlte· 

recreational experienc~ and/or safety may be compromised. For both the total and in-use 

models, PaYton uses a variety. of lake and vessel characteristics in detenni.nlng capacities. 

Ute F-ERC-approved Recreation Management Plan made provisions for FirstLight Power 
. . 

R~sources to have conducted six aerial in-use watercraft counts on (~andlewood Lake from May 

through Labor Day every sixth year of the current license. 5 1be fll'St set ofdata was collected in . 
the surnm~r of2008 ·(Tallie 3) and indicated that the in-use capacity threshold is regulariy 

reaehed ~nurpasse<f bas~d.on Payton's model. It is important to recognize that the summer of 
. ~ . . . . 

2008, wh~ th~: aerial photographic data was collecte~. sa~ fuel prices at Uilprecedented high 

levels which theo.,;tic~liy sho~id: have reduced recreational "boating on the· Jake. The CTDEP has 

recently confi.nped an increase in.state boatin~ regis~t.ions in,20Q9 and attributes it, in pari, tQ 

reduced fuel costs.6 

In the R,ecreation Man!lgement Plan submitted to and approved by FERC, ·the power company's 

consultant utilized an in-use .density standard of 12 acres per operating vessel. By dividing the 

5 See Hoilsatonic River Hydroelectric. Project FERC No. 2576 Recreation Pl!lll (FERC submittal no. 2005062l-5003, 
June 22, 2005) (''Recreation Plan") at P 4 
6 See Appendix 1 
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:entire lake surface (5,420 acres) by the stanclanl, they dete~ined that the theoretical max.im_um 

number of'in-u~e vessels on t~e lake was 452 vessels.' B,.sed on the 2008 aerial flyover data and 

the threshold prop~setfby the Iicen~ee'-s consultant, _the carrying capacity was also reached or 

exceeded on four of the six dates when the data was collected, as it was when based on the 

Payton model. The mean number-of in-use vessels of 473, based on the six flyover counts, also 

exceeds the theoretical:max.imum capacity from both- models. Table 3 below uses a maximum 

capacity of 450 yessels as. a ·point of comparison based on the_ averaged theoretical capacity 

detennined in"the Payton model (448) and the model used in the RMP (452). 

Table 3. ID-asa, boatiag activitY oa Caadlewood Lake. Data was eoUectecl by ftyoven eoadueted oa 
summer holiday! an~ C!th'r ~-eJected weekeads. Couats are compared to aa ia-use boatiag earryiag 
capacities of450 vess_~ (ii.veragirof-Miehael Payton ~odel aad the modei"diicusied_in die RMP). 

D_ate· PowerbO~ Sailboats 
canoe/ 

PWC Total Carry~ Capacity 
Kayak (4SO vessels) 

May2S111 .318 17 10 3 348 Not,exceeded 

Iune21• 426 3 9 13 4SI Exceected 

Iuly 12111 417 9 12 12 4SO Reached 

Iuly 19111 476 4 14 21 SIS Exceeded 

AugustfJh 403 II- s 17 436 Not exceeded 

August31• S81 10 20 26 637 Exceeded 

Mean 437 9 12 · IS. 473 Exceeded 

2.4 • .In-Use Density Analyses 

One of the by-products of the a~rial flyover vessel co Wits discussed above were maps· provided 

to the licensee showing the appro~mate posjtio~ ·of the in-use vessels (see left side of Fig. 2). 

Using those maps, ESRI's ArcGIS 9.3 software,_ and the density an~yses.tools in the _Spatial 

Analyst Exten~ion of that software, ·in-use vessel density ~lyses were performed using fom of 

the six 200.8 weekend data collections. These were done to estimate where or how much of~e 

lake might be experiencing recreational impainnent or compromised safety. In Section 2.3, the 

7 See Recreation Plan.1~t P 22 
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in-use capacity discussed is a theoretical maximum density for the entire lake. However, in-use 
. . 

vessels ~ never equally distributed across the surface of a waterbody and tend to cluster in 

certain areas~ Density analyses discussed in this section differs from in-use-capacities in that 

results can reve~l that even when lake. capacity .is not exceeaed (e.g. May ·25, 2008 from Table 

3), portions of the lake.may have in-use vessel densities that do exceed safe levels (see Fig. 2). · 

A more complete· desc~ption ·of the methods used to analyze in-use density is provided in 

AppendiX 2. A surninary or"the ~ethods is p_rovided here. Durin~ the flyovers conducted in 

2008, numerous_aeria~ photographs. of the lake were taken. Photographs were taken dlJring peak 

· dep.sity, i.e. on weekends ·between 1 PM to 2 PM. Froni these, locations of in-use vessels were 

interpreted onto a map ofthe lake. Those maps with approximate locations of in-use vessels· 

were provided to FI:.PR.who in tum provided them to the CLA. Maps were digitally scanned, 
. . . 

uploaded into a geographic information system (GIS), and geo-referenced. The-shape ofthe·lake 

used in the original maps ~d the .locations of the in-use vessels were digitized in the GIS, Once 

digitized, the. data was"then ready for density analyses with the GIS software . 

The analyses produced maps identifying boat densities across the lake. Using the density 

standards discussed in the RMP8 density was delineated as· either-> 12 acres per operating vessel; 

10.- 12 acres per pperating vessel (theoretical density thresholds); or <10 acres per operating 

vessel (w~ere potentially impaired recreational experience or compromi~ed safety co~ld occur). 

The maps resulting from these analyses are provided· in Appendix 2 as is the more complete 

d~scription of the m~ods used. 

It is clear from these anal)'ses that many areas in the Lake can have in-use vessel densities that 

potentially ~pact recreation ·and safety n:gardless if in-use lake capacity is exceeded or not. 

Based on the 2008 fly overs, the total .area of the lak~ exceeding. safe· density levels generaliy 

increased as the 200!l·sununer prpgressed and peaked at the Labor Day weekend. There were a 

number of areas that appeared ~o always be exceeding safe capacities, e.g. iit and near Hollywyle 

Cove,. the Dikes Point Cove, the.north end oftheNew Milford bay, the area between Green and 

Deer Islarids; Echo Bay, and th~ area between Sand and Pine Island (see Fig. 3). 

1 ~ee Recreation Plan lit P 22 
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Figure 2. Comparison oftbe ofaerial ftyover interpretations ofiD-use vessels contracted for 
by FirstLigbt Power Resources (map on left) to the vessel density analysis (map on right) 
based on the GIS analysis oi'tbe original map. (Map on left derived from Lake Candlewood 
Use Study done by James Cordes 2008.) 
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Figure 3. Locations or areas on Candlewood Lake that regularly have 
es:cessively hip in-use vessel densities. 
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Data included in these analyses were from· 2008 flyovers conducted ori May 251h, ~une 21st, July 

19m, and Auanst 31st. Not in~luded in these analyses were data·collected·from July 121h and 

Aug\lst 91h. ·Results from density ~lyses of tb~se data may be presented at a later date. 

However, ba5ed ·on tQe c~nt results it is certain that there are areas of Candlewood Lake where 

recreational experience and safety may be compromised based on in-use boati~g densities. 

2.5 .. CTDEP Fishing Tourt~ament Data 

As discussed:in Section 2.3, there is limited data on the use ofthe public ramps on Candlewood 

other·tfupt the CTDEP's fishing tOJ.imainent da~. As such this section provides data on those 

events bu~.shoul~ be considered ·a surrogate measure of all visiting user groups to. Candlewood 

Lake. As stated above, the· CLA does not support the use of the lake by one user group at the 

expense· of another. If"sacrifices must be made to mitigate recreational pressures, then all user 

grou~s sh~uld make Sacrifices. Nonetheless, the d8ta oil scheduled fishing tournaments at 

Candlewood Lake is compelling and demonstrates the high demand .for use of these waters by 

the various recreational boating groups. 

Candlewood Lake is clearly one of the. premier fisheries in Connecticut, as described by the· 

CTDEP.9 It is the State~s most reliable producer ofl~ebrown trout and is considered an 

excellent site for: large ~d sinallmouth bass. As such, and because of its size, Candlewood Lake 

has hosted inore fishing tournaments· than any other inland waterbody in Connecticut-for many 

years (see Figs. 4 and 5). 

In the past most tourriaments scheduled. by the GTDEP were pro~ided access· to the lake through 

either the Lattin's Cove (Danbury) or Squantz Cove (New Fairfield) State ramps. Both coves are 

'fairly narrow and lined with lakeside homes. For these and other associated reasons, a user 

. conflict developed between lakesid~ homeowners and the _fishing tournam~nt community. It was 

in ·the late 1990s when the CLA learned ·that Candlewood hosted more tourn~~nts than any 

other inland water resource in Connecticut. In 2000 the CLA surveyed tournament fishing data 

9 See Robert Jacobs aiia Eileen O'Donnell. 2002. A Fisheries Guide tO Lakes and Ponds of Connecticut atP 104 · 
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in other New England.states and learned that Candlewood hosted more tournaments-than any 

other lake in those states, including those lakes that were. far larger th-an CandlewQOd (fig. 6). · 

The CIDEP recently standardized fishing tournament data by dividing the total number of 

· vessels scheduled to visit into the size of the lake. 10 This analysis brought Cartdlewood Lake -

down from I st (b~ed on total number of tournilineiits and vessels) to 12th {based on number of 

tournament boats per acre) out of the top _twenty tournament lakes in the State. However, surface: 

area is only one of many physical attributes· of a lake that sbould be considered if attempting to 

standardize by ~._l~e's physical features~ Total surface area many not be the best feature to use 

-to standardize tourriament' data since a circular lake of a given acreage is much dif;Ierent than a 

lake of the same acreage butwithJong narrow fingers and channels, like Candlewood. There are 

calculations such_~ ~horeline development-that examine ~e differences in the two different 

kinds of lakes.11 If area is going to be considered as a variable to standardize tournament data,_ 

then other variabies,. including shoreline development index should be considered as well. 

Through a CO"openitive approach by the CLA, the CIDEP, and the Conne~ticut fishing 

tournaritent community, some of the user confli~t associated with tournament fishing has been 

resolved. Tighter enforcement of tournament guidelines, such as start time and speeds, as well as 

new CIDEP re~lations and more boating law enforcement presence on the lake during the start 

of tournaments has noticeably reduced the concerns of lakeside homeowners. 

10 See memo fiom R~bert Gates ofFLPR to member of the Lake Advisory Committee Re: Comments on Draft 
Minutes or the -LAC Meeting. Recreation Management Plan Housatonic River Project, FERC PrOject No. 2576 
at Attachment E · · 
11 The shoreline development index is a comparative figure relating the shoreline length to the circumferen~ of !l 
circle hat. has the same·area ofthe lake. · 
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Figure .4. Total number of scheduled-tournaments and participa~g vessels in 
the· top tWenty-one inland water resources in Connecticut during 2007. 

Figure 5. "I:otai ilumber of-scheduled tolima.4!nts and participating vessels iD 
the top "'enty biland water resources in Connecticut during 2008. 
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Figure 6. Total number of scheduled .tournaments in tbe top ten inland water 
resources in New Hampshire, Vermont, and Maine as compared to Candlewood 
Lake, CT in 2000. 

2.6. Boating Accident Data 

. .0.0.0.1.77 

·Boating accidents are perhaps one of the best indicators of overcrowded conditions on lakes. In 

2008; the C1DEP repo~ed "37 accidents on. Can!ilewood Lake between 20()3 and 2007 _and 30 

accidents between 1998 and 2002.12 l'b.e .next two lalc.es closest to Candlewood in the 2003 to 

.2007 date ran:ge were Bail~ Lake and Lake Housat~nic with seven and six ~cciden~, 

respectively. The two lakes closest to Candlewood in the· 1998 to ·2002 range were Bantam Lake 

and Lake Lillino~ with .fiye accidents each. This ro1.1glily equates to Candlewood Lake ~ving 

five to six mote times the number of accidents than does any other lake in the State of 

Connecticut. 

!2. See Appendix ·5 
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~ igure 7 below shows the number of accidents r:neeting Connecticut and- federal standards ·since 

1995. 13 A regression analysis ofth~ data was perfonned where the independent variable was 

year and the .depenmmt variable is number of accidents (meeting CT standards) .. B'ased on p

value (0.959), no linear: relationship ~etween yelll' .and ~e number of accidents existe~, .. and 

therefore, no trend in accidents over time since 1995 was observed. This suggests that the 

pressures from '?vercrowding on Candlewo~d Lake .are not changmg, .despite. increased patrol 

activity'in ree<ent years. this differs from the position of the CTDEP provided at a public 

hearing of the CT Legislatw:e.'s Environment Committee in:,March of2008. In that testimony, 

the CTDE}) stated that, "A review of the boating accidents. over the last five years (2003 - 2007) 

~hows a steady de.crease in ihe number of accidents .on the lake" .14 

Accidents on Candlewood 1995 -· 2008 

20~·---------------------------------------

15 -------------------~------------------------.. 
~ 10. 

5 

O+------,-------r--~~~--~--~----~------~----~~--

1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 

t# Accidents· 

I~## Accidents Reported -a-# Accidents that ~tFederal Reporting Requirements I 

F_igure 7. Accidents on Candlewood Lake sinee 199$ 1!15 reported by the United States Coast Guard. 
Reporting Rqi.i~ments diffe'r .from state to state and tpetween states and federal standards. For· an 
espl~nation of th0$e 'dif'f'erences and the all of the data provided by the USCG, see App~dis 2.) 

•
13 See Appendix 3 
14 See Appendix S 
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2. 7. Sur'Veys on Recreational Use 

Unlike boating density and carrying capacity, recreational experience and user conflict are not 

typically modeled mathematically. More often, public survey methods a~ used. There were at 

least two s4n'eys conducted in the last ten :years that have provided insights into the recreational 

pressures on Candlewood Lake. The first of these was part of a study by Western Connecticut 

State University and the CLA to quantify the values the Lake provides to lakefront ~d lake 

community prop_erlies because of the amen~ties ~sociated with the Lake (boating, swiinming, 

and fishing)."15 Approximately 3, 700 questionnaires wete ser;tt to homes in the 60+ communities 
. . 

surrounding the lake, with 880 returned for a response rate of24%. Ofthose returned, 618 

contained answers to all the questions yielding ari effective response r_ate of 17%. Part of the 

survey included two q~estions specific to recreational use, as well as a section at the end ofthe 

survey to provide the public an opportunity to comment on anything related to the study oi' the 
. . . 

lake in general· The two questions and responses, m:td analysis of the general comment section 

are provided below in !able 4. 

Responses from the lake,community residents clearly indicated that the ~reational experience 

at Candlewood Lake had declined and that user conflicts do exist. 

In the RMP it states that the licensee (NGC at the tiine)_prepared an.assessment of public ppinion 

of recreation conditions and needs specific to the Rocky River development (Candlewood Lake) 

with 81% of the respondents reporti~g that facilities are.ade_quate for tl)eir needs.16 There was no 

discussion in the RMP of how the poif was conducted or how many respondents thete were. The 

public opinions .rendc;red ~ppeared to have been from those visiting facilities such as the D~ke'.s 
. . . 

;point Recreation Area that.is owned and operated by the licensee or the public·t.:amps. The' 

National P~k Service commented on the public opinion poll saying th~:~t "the vast majority of 

those surveyed were NOT local residents, but rather transient 14ers of public or .commerc(ql . 

recreation sites. "11 

15 See ~ughy, S.T. and L.J. Marsicano. 2001. Economic Evaluation ofCandlewood Lake with Alternative Water 
Quality Categories. · 
16 See Recreation Plan at p. 24 
17 See Recreation Plan' at'C-11 
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Table 4. Res119nses to questions ~ the survey sent ou.t to lake community inemberi and reported on iD 
Econoifli¢·Evq!u,4on. "of c_ii;,~~tj;Lflke !P_iih .Altenltili:~e J:Jiat~r_QU.~Uty':Categories.. . 

Question ·2,,J.Illive yo"---,;.-~ ofjoli'r Janiiiy "retlatedyo~r'recreiPiona.i use ofihe LiiU on weekends 
bt,Cause ofVoiM~ of:boill traffic? · . 

. A ~ot(.great deal SO% 

Some 

QnJy·a little 

. Not-all 

Does not apply -Do not use lake on weekends 

30% 

B% 

B% 

3% 

Qutf!Siioii24..Boat traffic on CandiewOotl Lake on a typic11l'su,ner:weekenil htis re~~ch"" the point where It nDMI 
deliYzt:tS/i'O"' iheLake's va~e-tlS a rec~ontil i'esoui't;e. lildicolii'the"eii:tent to.~hidlyOu agree or disagree 
wil!i ih~ ~tatimen~ · · 

Strongly~e SOOAI 

~erally agre'e · 30% 

Unde~iiled 10% 
Generally disagiee 9% 

Strongly disigree 1% 

Top ten~concems cited bypi-operty owners btlSed on genei'al cominetits section ofthesurvq 

Concern Frequency o( Observation (%) 

Nuis'an~e Weed,s 4.9 

Jet Skiers I Jet skis B.O 

Open Space _Preservation 

Not enough Lake Patrols 

Fishing Tournaments 

Noise·Pollution 

Day Users/ Rainp fees/ Out-of-staters 

Decreasing Water quality 

Inc~ing Boat size 
Overcrowded Conditions 

8.6 

9.0 

9.9 

11.6 

16.8 

1.7.6 

18.3 

23.2 
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The licensee responded to the NPS comments in the consultation recoril of the RMP by stating 

_that thoQsands ofsurveys were collected at the primary public acce~s sites for over a year. They 

also characterized the questions asked in the. CLA's survey as incongruous with existing and 

perceived future conditions of the lake. In addition, they felt that the questions were somewhat 

leading. fronically, the licensee felt that ~e CLA .llad not attended to the broad ~ge of 

recreational experiences necessary to ·underSta.nd.recreational iss~es on Candlewood Lake.18 

Similar to the NPS, the. CLA felt that it' was the licensee that did not and has not atter:J,deq ·to the 

broad range of recreational issues at Candlewood. 

II See RecreaiioQ Plan 'at c-13 
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3. Future Increases in Recreational Use 

As detailed above, Caridlewood Lake exhibi~ many signs of a lake that is already overcrowded. 

It is important to reailze,. however, that the problem has great potential to worsen because of 

hiStoricalleg .. l agreements. By es~mations provided below, boat docks or slips could increase 

by almost 2,000 or more. Also noted below, there-~ no measures in the FERC-rnandated 

manageme.nt plans:~ address current ~creational pressures. There is one measure in.th~.current 

draft Shoreline ManagelJlent Plan that could theoretically double·the lake's resident boat 

numbers given the· possible substantial increase in docks or siips. 

3.1. Deeded_ Right Docks 

There is critical data missing from 'both the, Recreation Mar13gement Plan and the draft Shoreline 

· Management Plan for C~dlewood Lake that if provided,. would aid in understanding how mucn 

worse the problem ove.rcrowding problem can g~t. That data is the number of exercised and 

. unexercised deedc;:d right docks negotiated wi~h: the power company on Candlewood Lake. 

These data are critical because they de~ine the :number of docks. or slipsJegally allowed by 

the power company on project lands adjacent to private and community lands. The numbers of 

permitted docks greatly a,{fec~ th~ numbers of vessels moored or docked on the lake. 

Deeded right ctocks, as the name implies, are docks that have been or that can be legally placed 

along FLPR'nhoteliile by way of a negotiated right recorded on the deed of a particular project

~butting property. These rights ~ere negotiated as a condition of sale by those.· buying lands 
. . 

abuttiilg.the project from the power company who originally·bought·the lands to create the lake. 

An unknown niunber of the original deeds· of lands abutting the 440 foot elevation had written · 
. . 

· i~to them the right_to-pass and repass the power company's land (or cross'below the 440) to 

access to the lake·; and niany had written into them the rights for a dock of simple construction 

~d a seawall. 

The history of the conveyance of those deeded rights is unc.lear; as is how those rights seem to 

have been conveyed from deedS of the original parcels to the deeds of the individual homes· in 

the subdivisions that sprung up on those parcels around the lake. There have been several cases 

29 



---•----

0007.8.3 

where the number of slips at co~unity docks mas been argued in le~l proceedings, including 

Prunick Estates conununity in New Milford.'~· 20 In this particular case, the developer and his 

legal representation argued that they had ~ legal-right for a marina witb number of slips that far 

exceeded the number-ofwaterfront lots and homes in the subdivision at that time and was close 
- . 

to the number of lots· in the subdivision. In addition, the developer had intended to rent slips to 

others living outside the subdivision. 

More recently, a new proposed subdivision, Candlewood Pines, in Danbury, CT and its proposed 

community property along the shore of the-lake was approved by l)le Danbury's Environmental 

Impact ~ornmission. The plan for the "lot alon~ the shoreline .included docking facilities _for each 

of the twenty properties in the subdivision. From deed research conducted on ~ese lands it was 

discovered that a right for a dock ~f simple construction was in the deed of just one of several 

iarge, original parcels that was m~rged together with other parcels. That origin~ deeded rigb.t 

now appears t9 have been conveyed to all properties i.J:;l the proposed subdivision by way of a 

proposed coa:nmunity docking facility that provides a slip for every home in the subdivision.21 

The legality of the conveyance of deeded rights needs to be thoroughly examined for the 

following reason. If the deeded ri~t of a large parcel can be "subdivided" and incorporated into· 

the deedS of all properties in the subdivision developed there, -then the recreational experience on 

the lake stands to great!)' worsen. There are over 60 small to medi_um size-cornmuni~ies around 

Candlewood Laike that in all likelihood started as small ~evelopments or subdivisions oil large 

p~els, simi_lar to Candlewood Pines. Most do not have facilities _to provide a dock or slip for 
. . 

each home in the development. 'If the property owne~developers of Candlewoo4 Pines can 

legally convey rights to a dock or -slip to each home in the ·subdivision, then the many other. 
- . 

c_o_rnmunities around the lake may now argue that they have the right to do the same. 

- . 
19 See Verbatim Transcript!! ofPublic Hearing 8/17/88 Prunick Estates, Inc. Cease and Desist Order. 7-9 ~h 
Street Norw8lks; CTon file ~th theNe\V Milford Zon~g Office, New· Milford, CT. 
zo See Letter to Town ofNew Milford Zoning Bou.d of Appeals from Lepofsky, Lepofsky and Lang, Attorneys-at-

. law dated August 17, 1988 _on file with the New Milford Zoning'Otiice, New "Milford, CT. Therein, Attorney Lang. 
States, "Here, the use (!I marina) is tied to the ownership of/easing oflaw!_'within the_subdivision ... the use is limited 
to those connected to the subdivision.-.. - · 
21 See -Letter tO Larry M!lrsicano of the Candlewood Lake Authority from Attorney Ted Backer of law firm Pinney· 
Payne, P.C. da'ted.January 17,2008 on file with the Candlewood Lake Authority, Sherman, CT. 
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In ~ effort to estimate how many· une?'ercised deeded right docks· might exiSt around 

Candlewood Lake, twelve of the over 60 lake associations or'tax districts were examined and 

surveyed for the following: the total number of properties in the community; the totallakefront 

properties (presumably with a dock); and the total number of community dock slips (se.e Table 

5). The twelve communities were reportedly comprised of ov~r 1 ;700' individual homes with just 

under half of those having either a private dock (i.e. was a ·private property abutting the 440) or a 

community slip (based on current slip availability at the community properties abutting the 440), 

If all the homeowners in'just these twelve ~ake communities had legal rights to a dock or slip, as 

assumed in the Candlewood Pines proposal, the·n approximately 900 more docks or slips, and 

presumably boats, wo~ld be allowed on the lake. 

Table S. · Hona_es and dock da~. for twelve lakeside cqmmunities on Candlewood Lake. 

Community· Town No.ofHomes No •. or Lakefront No. Community 
homes SUps 

Candlewood Shores Brookfield 450 110 24 
Candlewood Lake Club Brookfield 167 30 .60 
Aqua Vista Danbury 96 10 24 
Snug.Harbor· Daribury 34 5 9 t 

C~dlewood Knolls New Fairfield 250 41 94 
Candlewood Isle New Fairfield 3'50 125 46 • 
Fenis:Estates New Milford 34 16 8 
Millstone Ri~ge New Milford 100 12 36 
Candlewood Springs New Milford 41 24 12 
Caildlewood Trails New Milford 75 · 26 0 
Atchison ·cove Sherman 55 10 36 
Deer Run Shores Shetinan 85 30 45 

Totals • 1737 439 394 

(* 36 slips+ 10 moorings; tall moorings)" 

Based on this· estimation:, just under half o( the homes in commu,.ities around the lake currently 

·have a place within their community .to keep a.boat for the season. An estimate of the homes in 

.lake communities around 'the lake is 3, 700 residences. Using that figure and the premise that ali 

homeownet:S had aJegal right to a dock or slip, oyer 1,900.more·bo~ts could be added to .the total 
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resident number, if only one· vess_c;l was added to the lake per deeded right. The diaft SMP limiis 

vessels at private doc~·to two registered vessels and two perso~al wate~rafts_(Jetskis, Skldoos, 

etc.) meaning that each deeded.right dock could_.have as many as four vessels. 

This projection Is based on existing communities and hoines .. around Candlewood Lake. 

·Opportunities for new subdivisions like Candlewood Pines are not common, albeit the~ are 

areas along the shoreline that may·see developmental pressures in .the future. One large 

undeveloped area under the .ownership of Connecticut ~ight & Power is· the Vaughn's Neck 

peninsula. CL&P owns approximately 710 contiguous acres on that peninsula, and while there is 
. . 

no immediate threat, the possibility of development in the !Qture does exist and with It,. the 
. . . 

potential for more docks and boats. In the deed for the CL&P propertY it clearly" states: 

The above parcels numbered 5, 6, 7! a; 9, 10, and 11 (#1 is Vauw.m's Neek) are 
. excepted and reserved together. with the following permanent rights and easements in 
favor oft.he Grantpr t!TJd its-successors and assigns: 

i. To pass and repass over and across the land conveyed here_infor the purpose of 
gaining access to the- water or.Candlewood Lake (the ,;Lake''),' 

ii. To construct and maintain ptot(4ctive construction such as sea walls or riprap 
substantially aiong the shore line of the Lake at the limits. of high _water as the 
.same may be from time to time: 

iii. To constr.uct and maintain do.~ks of simple construction on the shore. ofthe Lake 
and floats in_ the waters of the Lake wit/Jin a reasonable distance from the shore 
to be used only for the sheltering or mooring of boats and for bathing purposes; 

iv. _To use, in common with other,. the waters of the L(Jke as t/:ley mlf{ exist from time 
· to lime and ~t their then level, for fishing, bathing and boating. . · 

22 See Town·ofNew Milford Land Recards at Volume 631, Page s 1 
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4. Jurisdictions . 

Candlewood Lake is subjectto several layers of jurisdiction as it pertains to public safety and 

recreation on Candlewood Lake. Until recently, it was commonly assume~ that the State of 

Connecticut and surrounding rinmicipalities shared the responsibility. But the jurisdictionlll. 

_responsibilities have b~co~e .confused and dangerously unclear. Clarification and resolution. of 
. . 

overlapping responsibilities is urgently needed. With the emergence of another layer that may 

possibly supersede the others, there are now three levels which ~ all based or created 

legislatively: one is federal; one is s~te; and one is local or municip~l. These are described 

below. 

4.1. Federai.Role at Candlewood Lake 

FERC'S Role- Until about ten years ago, few in the C~dlewood area knew that FERC and its 

agent/licensee, the power company; did bear some. of the responsibility ofproteeti~g the 

recreati~nal values associated with the lBke and providing-for the safety of those recreating on it. 

. This responsibility has its ori$ins jn the Federal Power Act of 19~5 that created a regu,latory 

mandate for FERC including establishing specific requirements for protecting non-power 

resources, including fish and wildlife habitat, ·irrigation, water supply, recreation, flood control, 

and wateJ;" quality. In addition, Section 4(e) of the FPA, as amended by the Electric Consumers 

PrOtection Act of 1986, requires that FERC, when issuing a license, give "equal consideration to 

th.e purposes ohmergy conservation, the protection, mitigatio11 of, damage to, and enhancement 

of, fish and wild'ife. (including related spawning gro~ a"nd habitat), -the protection of 

recreational opportunities, anfl ihe preservation of other aspects ofenvironinental quality; ,.zJ 

Guidelines for Public Safety at Hydropower Projects- To carry out part of its mandate, FERC 

provides Guidelines for Public Safety at Hydropower Projects that states that hazards created by 

natural conditions iri project w~ters and a~ recreational sites· are equally important to FERC as are 

hazards cre~ted by project structures and operations. FERC also says that as a practical matter., 

23 S41e Gui~~ce (or S~o~lin!' Management Planning. PERC. April.2001 (www.ferc.goy/industrieslhydropower/gen· 
info/guidelineslsmpbook.pdt) at P 1.1 
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the implementation of safety measures to minimize accidents that are ~ot associated with projept 

structures or operations are usually the responsibility of local ~ntities and law enforcement 

agencies.24 

FERC's Expectations for the Licensee and Candlewood Lake -Interveners, stakeholders, and 

others involved in the recent license.renewal process for the Housatonic Hydroelectric facility 

were all provided opportlinity to reyiew a series of documenis that made known the expectation 

· of the licensee by FERC as it pertains to recreational pressures, overcrow~ing, and user conflict 

Several excerpts from these FERC documents are provided below in chronological order that 

Clearly indicate these expectations. Additional language is found in Appendix 4. 

May 2004 -Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Candlewood Lake would continue to experience periodic "Congestion in specific areas 
during peak use. We recommend that NGC address issues of protecting specific parcels, 
growth, and increasing lake access on Candlewood Lake asJJ!lTto[ its proposed SMP 
as described in section 3.3. 6, Land (/se and Aesthetic Resources. 2 

· 

Given it~ prominence as a recreation asset ·in a heavily populated region, Candlewood 
Lake would continue to experience development pressures and ris(ng levels of 
recreation activity. In addition to the SMP for the Rocky River development as 
described in section 3:3.6.2, we recommend that NGC develop and implement a lake . 
management plan for Candlewood Lake. The .lake management. plan ~hould include: 26 

(See Appendix 4) 

June 2004- FERC Order Issuing New License 
Article 408. Recreation Plan. Within twelve months of license issuance, the licensee 
shall file witf! the Commission, for approval, a Recreation Plan for the project that· 
includes the provisions. set forfh. below: 
• Discussion of existing.crowding problems qnd potential recreational use conflicts 

and meas'UJ't?S to reduce such conflicts during peak-use periods and special ~nts 
such as fishing·to~ments and white~ater competitions. 27 

24 See Guidelines for Public Safety at Hydropower Projects. FERC. 1992. 
(www.ferc,gOv/industrles/hydrooower/safety/guidelines/public-safety.pdfJ at·P 2 
25 See Final Environmentapmpact ·statement for Housatonic-River Project- 2576. May 2004. (FERC issuance no. 
20040521-0~77, May 21, 2004) ("Environmeiltal ~mpact Statement'') at P 3-177 · 
26 See Final ~vironmental Impact Statement at·P.3•178 · 
27 See FERCOrder Issuing New License, Project Nos. 2576-022 BJid 2597-019 (FERC issuance no. 20040623-
3052, June 23, 2004) (~'New. License") at P 40 
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September 2006- FERC Order to M()dify and App!'Ove the~ 
According·to the· minutes from NGC 's March 25, 2005, planning meeting/' where 
members of the CLA·and CTDEP-were present, there was. agreement between the 
parties in: a(Jendance that most of the-capacity-related management controls would be 
discussed and recommended ln. the . .SMP. W/:r(/e tbe lice~ee is responsible for ensuring 
recreational quaiity and sa./ety on Candlewood LOire, these conflicts are centrally 
focused on boating activity and would be more appropriately discussed in the SMP.29 

July 2001- FERC Ofder.Modifying and Approving SMP. 
Candlewood Lake ·is the most developed /tiki at th~.project and suffers from 
·overcrowding anti user.conjlicts. Undeveloped shoreline is quite scarce on Candlewood 
La/fe dUe to.-~h~proliferation of commercial and residentialpro~rties adjacent to the 

· project bount:lt!ry. The licen:see 's policy prohibiting the ii'JStallation of additional docks 
or boat. slips (eXcept" as rrovided by deeded rights) would help to ensure that_crowding 
issues do np( :i11tensify. 3 

· 

Aprila0,.20~8- FERC Addition·al Information· Request 
· Overcrowding due to boating activities appears to be a pertinent issue on Candlewood 

Lake. Please.pr_ovir;k an estimate of the number ofr~sidential docks.. community docks, 
and associated watercr:a.ft accommodated by_these facilities, currently on Candl~ood 
Lake. . 

Please .c.Jarify the extent to which boat-traffic congestion and overcrowding are 
problems on Ctindlewood Lake. D!IJI.Icnown caus.es, ~nd how the proposed SMP anempts 
to address this i~sue. Have you, or·any other entity, conducted a boating capacity study 
for this lake? How many boats are out on the lake during the height of boating season 
(i.e., worst-case e.stimate) based on rhe number of residential boats docked, and access 
by the general public via boat ram~? 31 

. Measures were provided in the FERC-approved ·RMP that have proved useful in quantifying the 

recreational use oil Candlewood La)c~. In particular ~a~ the establishment of a pro~ to 

conduct a total-of six (6) aerial watercraft countS on Candlewood Lake from May through Labor 

Day every six years ofthe new license.l2 The first set of aerials photographs were ~en d~g 

·the .summer of 2008 and interpreted. A portion of that data was analyzed and discussed above in 

21 See Recreation Plan at Exhibit B 
29 See Order Modifying and Approving Recreation P;lan Under Article 408 re Northeast Generation ServiC:es' · 
Housatonic R,ive~·Hydroelectric Project under P-2576 ·(FERc issuance no. 20060920-3019, September 20, 2006) 
~Order Modify~g _lllid App~ving RMP") at p· I 0 . . . 
S~e Order ~ify'ing ~d Approvi~g the Shoreline Management Plan· Pursuant to Article 407 (PERC issuance no. 

20070703-3064, July 3, 2007) ("~~ Modifying !IDd A-pproving SMP") at PI} 
31 See Letter· requesting FirstLight H~~ro G~erating Company to su"mit within 6.0 days, additional infonnation etc 
re the Housatonic River Project under P-2576 (PERC issuance no. 20080507-0179, April30, 2008) ("FERC 
Additional Information Request") at P 5 · 
32 SeeRecreation.Piaii ilt P 4 
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Section 2.3. However, it is important to note that NO measures were proposed in the RMP 

that mitigated current or futuJ,"e impacts caused by overcrowding or recreational user 

conflict: As noted abov~ in their Order to Modify and Approve the RMP, FERC believed that 

resolution of these issues was better achieved· in the SMP. 

A Shoreline Management Plan was filed in July of2006 with FERC and included several 

measures to address overcrowding and user conflict. First, the li«ensee proposed to limit at 

private docks the nurriber of registered boats to two and personal watercraft to two.33 Secondly, 

they proposed to implement a moratorium on new dock construction with the exception. of th,ose 

provided by w~y of deed right. 34 Howeyer, given the severity of overcrowding and ·user conflict 

on Candlewood Lake and the missing deed right information (s_ee Section 3.1), the CLA felt 

these measures fell :well short of adequately addressing the problems. 

In July 'of 2007 FERC issued an Order Modifying and Approving Shoreline Management Plan 

Pursuant Articie 407.35 In October of 2007, that order was rescinded36 and FERC issued several 

requests for additional iilfotma'tion that included information on overcrowding.and user conflict . 

Work went into a new draft SMP, which was submitted to FERC 011 June 30, 2009. However, 

even fewer measures were proposed in the'revised draftto mitigate current and future 

overcrowding and user conflict than the prior version which was deemed insufficient in scope. 

Like the original version, the new .draft provides a limit of not more tban two registered boats 

and two registered personal watercraft at ·residential docks. 37 This is the only concrete measure 

p~vided in either the SMP or RMP to mitigate·currentand future overcrowding and user · 

conflict. Again, given th~; severity of overcrowding and user conflict on Caildlewood Lake, this 
. ' 

on~; measure falls well short of adequately addressing the overcrowding, user conflict, and public 

safety problems on Candlewood Lake . 

. 
33 See Northeast. Generation Co's Shoreline Management PI!ID for the.Housatonic River (PERC submittal no~ 
2Q060727-40tl, July 27, 2007) (''Shoreline Management Plan") at P 3-3 
34 See Shoreline Management Plan at P 3-3 . 
3
.
5 See OJ:der Modifying and Apprllving the·SMP . 

3~ See Order Rescinding Order on Shqreline Management Plan and Dismissing. R,equests for Rehearing (PERC 
issuance no. 20071029-3003, October 29, 2007) 
37 See Shoreline Management Plan Discussion Draft 3-05-09. FirstLight Power Resources at P 6 
(htto:/lwww.firstiig~toower.co~generationldoc~ments/Proposed-Shqreline-Management-Plan-030509.pd0 
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4.2 •. State Role tit Candlewood Lake 

In addition to fed~ral mandates, there is State of Connecticut law that applies to rec~ation on 

inland water resources ofthe State. The Connecticut General· statutes clearly identifies the 
. . 

Co~ecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP) as ~ entity with jurisdiction on 

the waters of the State as· noted. below. 

Unless otherwise pro.vided ·in this chapter, ihe Commission~r of Environmental 

Protection shai{ administer the provisions of this chapter and for such purpose shall 

have exclusive jurisdiction of all waters of the state, subject to the authority of ~he. 

United States in respect to the navigable waters of the United States. (Connecticut 

General Statutes Sec~ 15-121(~)) 

The CTDEP. provides for the safety of those recreating on the. State'.s inland waters in .a variety · 

of ways inciuding creating· regulations, providing educational programs, and providing an 

Environmental Conser\ration.(EnCon) Police Departn:tent. The EnC~n Police~ responsible for 

patrolling all waters within the State and Long Island ~OU:fid for recreational boating safety 

enforcement and for enforcing state boating laws and regulations to ensure a _safe boating 

experience for the many recreational boaters on State waters. 38 

Additionally, the CTDEP maintain_public ramps on rnany inland waters of the State; pennit and 

schedule events on those waters such as p~ fishing tournaments and boatmg regattas; and are 

re~ponsible for pennitting regulatory and hazard buoys on state w~ters. As di.scusse4 in sections 

above, the CTDEP maintains two_Iaunch:sites on, Candlewood Lake, permits and schedules 

events on the lake, pennit the buoys deployed on· the lake, and schedule thei.i- EnCon Police· to 

pairol OQ C~dl.ewood Lake .. 

38 See Connecticut EnvirolliJlental Conservation Police Officers- What. we do- Boating at 
www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/~iew.asq?a=2695&:g=322624&:depNav GID=1649#Boating 
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4.3. Local Role at Candlewood Lake 

Municipalities can also·play a role i.-.·pr.oviding for the safety of the recre~ting public on lakes in 

Connecticut. Section 7-151 a of the Connecticut Generai Statutes discusses the ·establishment of 

a lake authority. J'here it states: 

As used in this section, "state· waters" means all waters within the. te"itoriallimits of 

the" state. except navigable water:s ofthe Un_ited States. Any two or more towns which 

have within their terr_itoriallimits a body of state water may establish by ordinance ~ 

lake authority. Said authority shall act as ag(mt for the member towns in cooperating 

with the Commissioner ofEnvironmental P.roteciion i~ the enjorcemeni of the boating 

laws on such water. 

The municipalities· surrounding Candlewood Lake formed a Lake Authority in 19_·72 with 

one of its original :functions being the provision ot' a Marine Patrol. Candiewood Lake 

Authority ~~ Patrol (CLAMP) officers :are appointed by the Commissioner C?f the 

CTDEP; as described in CGS 7-ISlb, to enforce the State's boating laws. The CTDEP's 

. EnCon Police are responsible for overseeing the CLAMP. The CLAMP works under the 
. . 

supervision ofanEilCon Police Sergeant who .coordinates their patrols and training 

activities. Each lake patrol officer must succ~ssfuliy complete a 60-hour training course that 

·· provides comprehensive training in boating laws, vessel-boarding procedures, officer safety 

arid first aid. 39 

Th_e CLA was created ~Y local ordinance in each ·of the .five m.Uilicipalities. surrounding the 

lake (Brookfie"ld, Danbury, New .Fairfield, New Milford, and Shennan). The municipalities 

provide an equal portion of the Authority's budget. The power company over the years has 

provided a. vo.hintary contributi~n e_qual to that of each municipality. 

39 See Connecticut Environmental. Conservation Police Officers - What we do -Boating at 
www.ct.gov/ilepJcwp/view.asp?a=2695&g=322624&depNav GID=1649#Boating 
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5. Conclusions 

This report provides multiple lines ~f evidence confinning that Candlew9od Lake suffers from 

boating overcrowding an" user conflict. As such, the recreational experience and safety on the 

waters ·of.the lake are, at times, compromised. Much, if n~t all of the of the overcrowding and 

user conflict are artifacts of the nature and use ~fthe shoreline of the lake. Yet v.ery little of the 

infonnation provided here can.be found in the Recreation Plan, in reports of the Lake Advisory 

Co~ittee other than what the· CLA provides,4o or in th~ revised Shorelirie Management Plan 

· submitted to FERC by FirstLight Power: 

.It is particularly alarming that discussions of deeded right docks, thos~ rights exercised as well as 

those not yet exercised, are. missing from the SMP relatiye to their ·importance to the current and 

future number of vessels on. the lake. The precedents resulting from Candlewood Pines' 

requests for a marina to provide dockage for each home in the pr(Jposed subdivision, and the · 

results of the dock acc_ess survey for twelve. lake communhies indicate that a minimum of 

1 ~900 more vessels. mav be seasonally docked on.the lake in the future. The resuldng 

exacerbation of overcrowding and user conflict will have devtiStatilig and ruinous impacts on 

recreational oppQrtuniiy .and safety on Candlewood Lake. 

FERC stated that the licensee is responsible for ensuring recreational quality and safety on 

Candlewo9d Lli,k.e,4.1 The Conn~icut State Statutes state that the eTDEP has exclusive 

juri~iction over all the waters of the State.42 Yet despite the need_ for measures ~o mldgate the 

cu'rrent and future overcrowdin~ on the lake demonstrated above, no solutions, commensurate 

with the severity ofthe problem, have been developed. As a practical matter, the municipalities 

of Brookfield, Danbury, New Fairfield, New'Miiford and Shennan, through the C~dlewood 

Lake Authority are the eot.tic::s tha_~ largely implement I'J:leas~s to address public safety issues 
0 • 

caused by the overcrowding and user conflict on the lake. The CLA does this on .behalf of-the 

municipalities through, for exampie, its Marine P_atrol who put out a ma:jority·ofthe boating· law 

4!1 Se.e Housatonic Projec~ P-2576 Second Annual Report ofLiike Advisory Meeting with ~mments (FERC 
submittal no. 20090508-5096; May s; 2009) · 
41 See Order Modifying and Approving RMP at P 10 
42 See Connecticut General Statutes See. t5~t21(a) 
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enforcement on the waters of th~·lake. and by deploying and maintain~g. over 60 hazard and 

regulatory marker buoys on the waters ofthe lake. 

The CLA has .also worked with the elected leaders around the lake in recent years to find 

legislative measures to address these issues. During the 2008 Legislative session; a boat sticker 

program bill was i'ais~. The intent of the program, developed by the CLA, was to create a 

rev~nue source that would provide enough funding to substantially increase and support the 

presence of~e Candlewood Lake Authority Marine"Patrol OQ the hike .. The reasoning behind 

· this '!leas~ was that tlier:e are few, if any, fair ways 'to limit access to the lake. Without the . 

ability t9 limit access, the only alternative to improving safety was to increase the public safety 

presen~e. The boat sticker program was modeled after other successful programs like that 

iinplemented.at"Lake George, NY. As (tiscussed earli~~; th.e CTDEP S\lbmi~ed testimony on the 

bill, albeit "in opposition (see Appendix 5); FirstLightPower Resources did not submit testimony. 

Although other testimony was provided during a public hearing of the Legislature's Environment 

Comrilittee, the bill was never acted-on af\erwa:rds. 

In a -:ecen~ ~ttempt to improve the language in the Overcrowding and User Conflict Section of 

the SMP draft, Firsi-Sele_ctman Andrea O'Connor of the Town of Shennan offered the following 

. language to FirstLight·for consideration: 

"This SMP acknowledges·~he licensee's obligation to ensure recreatio11(J/ quality and safety on 
Cand/ewood.Lake. The licensee recognizes that the unknown numbers ofunexercised deeded 
righta, to docks co1JPI.ed.with its. lack of control over the number of boats entering the Lake via 
State and private launch facilities make it virtually impossible to control boat overcrowding. 
This.SMP seeks, instead, io administer this overcrowding as the more appropriate means to meet 
the licensee's obligations with re$pect to recreational quality and safety . 

. "Within one (1) year of the acceptance of the SMP by FERC, the licensee. will institute a boat 
sticker.program in order to fund the services of the Candlewood Lake Marine Pairol (CLAMP) 
and will work" wiih the Candlewood Lake Authority and the CT Depq.rtmenf of Environme.ntal 
hotectlo.n to provide operating gu~{ielines for the deployment of the M(l"f'irie Patrol to ensure 
tl!at there is adequate coverage during peak use periods on the Lake. The licensee recognizes 
that the deployment ofCMMP· officers must be coordinated with the CT DEP and that ceriain 
-enforcement activities are the sole jurisdiction of that agency. " 

or 
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"Immediately UJX!n tile accep(ance of the SMP by FERC, the .licensee will obligate itself and its 
successors to annually fond the Candlr.tVood Lake Authority's operating budget at a level . 
equivalimi to that paid by 'member tow,S; Jf!ith the ~rstanding that these fonds will be used to 
deploy the Canr!lewoQd Lake· Marine Patrol. " · 

This dfaft ianguage·was reject~d by the representatives ofFirstLight Power. It is important to 

note that the li_censee has· never been oblig~ted to fund public safety me~ures on the lake. Their 

contributions to the CLA are sol~l)' voluntary. 

Overcrowding and user conflict on Candlewood Lake have been identified as serious concerns 

by FERC at least as far back.as.the issuance of the Environmental Impact Statement in 2004. 

FERC stated in their Order ModifYing and Approving the Recreation PI~ that these issues 

would 'be best addte~sed in the Shoreline Management Plan. The issue of deeded rightS has also. 

been part of the di~urse on the Shoreline Man~gement Plan developm~nt for several years, but 

only as it pe$lins to ·the legality of the collection of administrative fees. from those abutting .the 

project and using p~jectlands. However; the deeded rights are an important contributing faetor 

to the current and future overcrowding and user conflict issues on· the lake. 

There is currently little discUssion on overcrowding, user conflict, and how deeded rights 

contribute to these probiems at Candlewood in the proposed Shoreline Management Plan .. The 

CLA has demonstrated that.levels of overcrowding on the lake do and will continue to have 

deleterious affects ·on recreation and safety on Candlewood Lake. This js. a management . . 

problem which FERC is responsible f~r to correct. We call on FERC to take a more pronounced 

role iri' addresSing these issues and ask FERC how resolving this problem will be funded. FERC 

itselfmay.have to investigate the recreational issue~ at Candlewood Lake and d~ctly assist. in 

developing measures that.are commensurate with the magnitude ofthe problem. Otherwise 
. . 

FERC will not have·fulfilled its mandate to protect the recreational opportunity provided hen; at 

Caridlewood, Qr the ecological values the lake and shoreline provide. 
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Further lnfonnation Contaet: 

Cyndy Chanaca 
(860) 424-41 00 
May21,2009 

P R E S S R E L E A S E 

Connecticut DEP Anno11nces Safe 'Boating Week . 

·The official start of the boating season is fmally ·here! . Gas prices are lower this season and the 
number of registered boats~ already back up to over 112,000 boats.from last year's· drOp to 
about 100,000 boats. . · · 

Governor M Jodi .(lell wants to ldck off the Memorial Day Weekend on the water safely. The 
Week of May 16-:22, 2009 has been proclaimed as National Safe Boating Week in Connecticut · 
and is. Governor Rell is officially urging boaters to wear their li.fe jacke~ in s1,1pport of the 
Department of Environmental Protection's (DEP's) new life jacket wear campaign: "Get It.On 
Connecticut- Wear It'' and the North American Safe Boating Campaign to promote safe 
boating habits. 

The Governor recognized the US Coast Guard, US Coast Guard Auxiliary and the US Power 
Squadrons as impo~t partners with the DEP in helping boaters to make safe and responsible 
boating choices while. ()0 the water. 

Deputy Commissioner Susan Frechette says, "Boaters i!lld their families should dress for the 
water temperature and not for the air temperature especially if operating in smali open boats. 
Stability issues such Bll· f~lling out of th~ bo!lt and cap~izing are responsible for more than 70% of 
the fatal accidents in Corui~lcut. Most victims were·not wear.ingJife jackets. The DEP 
·recommeqds that boaters always wear their lifejackets·to make their boating experience more 
pleasureable. Choose to be safe while on Connecticut waters." 

Boaters should move cautiously about their boats and ensure they have_ three points of contact 
with the bo~t. Falling out of the boat ·into cold water without a life jacket increases the odds of 
tragic consequences. 

All boaters operating a registered boat must possess a Boating Safety Certificate or Certificate of 
Personal Watercraft Operation .. Ch_~k the DEP website for classes·near you~ 

All the partnerS provide Vessel Safety Chec~ free of charge. Stickers are provided to th:Ose 
boats that·have aU the required federal Safety equipment. The DEP provides these checks at 
many state boat launches. · 
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For your conv~nience appointments for trailered boats can be."made by contacting the DEP at 860 
434-8638. _The USPS and USCG Auxiliary conduct Vessel Safety Checks on all size · 
recreational vessels. You ~ :6.nd local squadrons and flotillas on the DEP website at 
www .ct.gov/dep/boating. 
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Appendix ~· An•lyses olin-use vessel density on Candlewood Lake 
during •he 2008 s_u.inmer season 

The first figUre below provides an example of our GIS interpretation of location of in-use vessels 
based Qn the interpretation provided f?y the consultant to"FirstLight Power Resources. The 
following two figUres· provide density-analyses for in-use vessels observed on May 25m, June 
21st, July·l91h and August 31st. Methods are provided. below . 

It is important to recognize· that analysis of density is based on in-use vessel location which was 
interpreted ~m aerial flyover photography and in-use vessel counts by James Cordes (2003; see 
Fig. 2). Aerial_photos. were taken at peak~ density, done on weekends betwee~ I. PM to 2 PM. 
Methocts for the ~ensity analyses mcluded: 

1. ·using·ESRI's AtcQI~ Desktop.9:2, the PDF's ofin-use vessel maps provided by 
Firs_tLight Power Re8ources Inc. were georeferenced using AtcGIS Georeferencing Tool
. bar; 

2. The shape of-the :Jake an:q points indicating in-use vessels were then digitized. 

3. The·densi~_.analysis was perfonned using ESRl's Spatial Analyst Extension for AtcGIS. 
The following settings were applied: 

• Analysis mask: Candle~ood Lake 
• Extent: union of inputs 
• Cell size: 20 
• · Density type: Kemal 
• Search radius: 1000 
• .Area units; Acres 

As discussed in Section 2.4 above, densities of 10 to 12 acres per operating vessel are the 
standards in. the literature and in the Recreation Management Plan as density thresholds for the 

· in-use vessels. In areas whe~ there is only 1.0 ·acres or less per operating vessel, recreational 
boating opportunity and safety can be compromised. 

47 



--------- ------

May25, 2008 

--

June 21, 2008 

Candlewood Lake 
Vessel Density Analysis 

0 0.250.5 1.5 2 
Milas 

• Vasaals 

C3 .. 12 Al:rel Per Vassal 

• 10- 12 Al:rel Per Vassal 

crl < 10AI:rel Per Vassal 

000799 

48 

, 
t 

( 

( 

{ 

( 

f 
( 

' 

I 

( 

( 



--•--
r' 

-(---

I r 

I ' 
I 
It 
I 
I . 
I I 

! ; 

\. 

1. 

~ 

\.. 
t 

July 19,2008 

--...,.._ 

August 31, 2008 

Candlewood Lake 
Vessel Density Analysis 

0 0.250.5 1.5 2 
Milal 

LEGEND 
• Vllsell 

C3 .. 12Aaal Pw\MIIel 

C$ 10-12Aaa1PerVUIIII 

C3 c 10Aaal PwVessel 

000800 

49 



( 
r 
I • ( 

-- -------f-( ---

·-

( 

( 

( 

. : 

Appendix 3. Data and Documentation on Boating Accidents on 
Candlewood and in Connecticut (rotn the US Coast Guard 
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Provided by USCG Boating .Safety Division 
----------. March 20, 2009 

Accident Reporting Overview 

The requirement to report an accident is on the owne~ and/or operator of th!i! vessel involved in an 
accident. He/she is supposed to fill OL!t a form (Called a Boating Accident Repor:t (orm or BAR 
form f9r·short) ll!nd submJt itto a ·state reporting authority. The state reporting authority is· then 
supposed' to determine the ~use Of the accident and forward the BAR form to the Boating Safety 
Division at the Coast Guard within 30 days of receipt. of the initial QAR form. 

Accident Reporting as Required by Federal Law Under federal-regulations (33 CFR Part 173; 
Subpart C - Ca$ualty and Accident Reporting) the operator of any numbered vessel that was not 
~Uired to: be rn·spected' Oi' a vessel that was USed for recreational pu,.Poses is .required to file a 
BOating Accident Report (BAR) when, as a result of an oCcurrence that-involves the vess~l or its 
equipment: 

1. A p~rson dies; or 
2~ A j:Jerson disappears from the vessel under circumstances that indicate death or injury; 

or 
3. A person is injured and requires medical treatment beyond first aid; or 
4. ·Damage to v~:tssels and other property totals $2,000 or more;-or 
5. There is a camplete.loss of any vessel. 

If the above. conditions are met, the federal regulations state that the operator or owner must 
report their accident to a reporting authority. Th~ reporting authority can be either in the state 
where.the accident occurred,.the state in which the vessel'was numbered, or, if the vessel does 
not have a riumb$r, the state Ylliere ttie veSsel was principally used. The owner must submit the 
report ·if the operator ·is deceased or unable to make the reP9rt. 

The. regulations also state the a~eptable length of time in which the accident report must be 
submitted to the repOrting authority. Vessel operators or owners must submit: 

1. Accident reports within 48 hours of an occurrence if: 
a. A person dies .within 24 hours of the occurrence; or 
b. A pe~on requires medical trea~ent beyond first' aid; or: 
c. A person djsapp·ears from the vessel. 

2. Accident reports within 1 0 days of an occurrence if there is damage to the vessel/property only .. 

The minimum reporting requirements are set by Federal regulatjon, but states ai'e allowed to 
have stricter requirements. For e~mple, ,som.e states have a lower thre&hold for reporting 
damage to vessels and other property. · 

Federal Regulations (33 CFR 174.121) req~ire accident report d~ta to be forwarded to Coast 
Guard HeadquarterS within 30 days of ~ipt by a reporting ·authority. 

Our website is uscg~oating.org. We.p!Jt out an annual statistics report that can be founiat 
htto://uscgboating.ora/statisticslaccident. stats.htm. At the back of it is the aforementioned BAR 
form. 
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Explanation of Data 
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Provided by USCG Boating Safety Division 
March 20, 2009 · 

The tab!e on the next page has eight rows of dl]lta that represent four.topics: the number of 
accidents, deaths, ·injuries, and damages to property (vessel and non-vesSel) ·that occurred on 
Ca.ndlewood LSke in ·cpnnecticut from 1995-2008. · 

As you'll notice,, there ar:e two different colors in the chart below. The colors represent two 
different data sets. The numbers' in the rows that. are whjt~· represent all data that was submitted 
by the s•e of Connecticut to the Coast Guard in preparation tor t~e Coas~ Guard's Annual 
Statistics·publi~tiqri. The numbers in the rows that are yellow represent the data that .was used 
by the Coast Guard in .the A_nnuai Statistics publication. · · 

There· are a couple of reason• w"y data that·was submitted fr9ntthe.state to the Coast Guard 
was not used. Fjrst,_ the accident. may not have met the federal reporting req~irements which are 
outlined on the,previol,ls p~ge. For instance, a·boating incident that involved a collision of a boat 
with a dock. that yi~lds only· $800 wortfl of d~mages Would not be included in ti:Je. data that was 
used for the CoastG·uard's.reportbecause it di~ not meet the '2000 or-more baseiine in federal 
reporting :~uirementi. Secand;. the incidenrmay not fall U!'lder C~st.Guard policy. The Coast 
Guard excludes ~~i!"l types of incidents from its publication includilig suicides, vandalism, and 
caminercial accidents. The reason for the exclusion of this information is that the Recreational 
Boating Safety Program Of the Coast Guard· focuses ·on·preventable.recreational accidents . 
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Candlewood Lake 

# Accidents Reported 
#·Accidents that met 
Federal' Reporting 
Requiremer~ts 
Amount cit Damages 
Reported ($), . 
Amount of Damages in 
Acci~ei'lts that met 
Federal Repe)rting 
Requirements ($) 
# of Oeaihs Report~d 
# Qf Deaths .that 
occurred in Accidents 
that met Federal 
Reporting 
Requirements 
# Qf Injuries Reported 
ti of iojurie$ th~ · 
occurred in Accidents 
that met Federal 
Reporting 
Requirements 

1"99.5 1996 
6 3 
6 3 

1997 1998 
·3 11 
3 9 

8,500 55.0 16,3;30 14,180 

8,500 550 16,330 14,180 
0 0 0 0 

.0 
6 

.6 

0 
2 
2 

0 
0 
0 

0 
9 
8 

1999 
3 
3 

8,849 

8,849 
0 

0 
1 
1 

2000 2001 2002 
6 3 6 
6 3. 4 

8,698 5,200 45,400 

8,698 . 5,200 44,900 
0 . 0 0 

0 
10 
10 

0 
3 
3 

0 
6 
6 

Provided by USCG Boating Safety Division 
March 20, 2009 

200.3 
7 
4 

2004. 
16 
11 

2005 
5 
4 

5,0.00 18,111.39 8,042.6'5 

2,500 15,656.39 6,600 
0. ' 0 1 

0 
3 

.3 

0 
9 
9 

1 
6 
4 

2006 
5 
4 

18,000 

18,000 
0 

0 
3 
3 

2007 2008 
4 7 
3 5 

3',000 36,331 

2,500 34,500 
0 2 

0 
4 
4 
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Provided by USCG Boating Sa~ Division 
March 26, 2009 

#I Accidents that met Federal Reporting Requirements 
1995 1996 '1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Bantam lake 1 2 1 '1 4 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 4 
Candlawood Lake 6 3 3 9 3 6 3 4 4 11 4 '4 3 5 
Housatonic 1 
Lake Housatonic 1 1 1 2 1 
Lake Lillinonait 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 
takeZoar 3 4 '3 3 2 2 
Tcital 11 9 9 14 9 .7 5 5 9 13 8 7 8 5 

Amou11t of Qamages'to Vessels In Accidents that met Federal Reporting Requirements($). 
1995 1996 1997 ·1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Bantam~e 1095 0 16200 0 14500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12574 
CandlewaQd 8500 550 16330. 14180 8849 8698 5200 44900 2500 15656.39 6600 18000 2500 34'500 
Lake 
Housatonic 500'0 
Lake Housaionic 545 0 3711.95 24280 3600 
Lake Lillinonah 0 0 10000 0 0 4000 0 10000 

... 
LakeZoar 800 550 1000 11200 500 0 
~rand Total 15395 1100 34075 25380 33349' 8698 5700 44900 6500 15656.39 10311'.95 52280: 1'8674· 34500 

Amount Of Damages to Non-Vessel Property In Accidents that niet.Federal Reporting RequirementS ($) 
. 1 1995 1 1996 1 1997 1 1998 1 ·1999 1 2000 I 2001 1 2002 I 2003 I 2004 I 2005 1 2006 L 2001 I 2008 

Bantam lake I I I I I I· l I I 50 l l- I l I 

. #I of Deaths Reported In A"ccldents that met Federal Repc)rtlng Requirements I 
1998 '1999 '2000 2005 2008 

Bantam lake 1 1 
Candlewood -Lake ~ 2 
Lake Lillinonah ··' 1 
Ui.keZoar 1 
Grand Total 2 1 ~ 1 2 
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#of InJuries Reported in A~ldents that inet Federal Reporting Requirements 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Bantam take 1 1 3 
"Candlewood 'Lake 6 2 8 1 10 3 6 3 
Housatonic 5 
Lake Housatonic 1 

.. Lake.Lillinonah 1 1 1 1 
LakeZoar. 2 2. 5 1 2 
Total 13 5. 6 11 1 10 5 7 8. 

Provided by USCG Boating Safety [)ivisiQn 
March 26, 2009 ' 

2004 2005 2()06 2007 2008 
1 '4 

9 4 ' 3 4 5 

2. 
3 1 

2 
11 8 6 8 5 
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Provided by USCG Boating Safety Division I 
March 26, 2009 • 



..... 

#I of Injuries Reported 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Bantam Lake 1 1 
Candlewood Lake· 6 2 9. 1 10 
Housatonic 5 
Lake Housatonic 
Lake Lillinonah . 1 1 
LakeZoar 2 2 5 1 
Total 13 .5 6 12 1 10 

Provided by USCG Boating Safety Division 
March 26, 2009 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 .2006 2007 2008 
3 1 4 

3 6 3. 9 6 ~ 4 5 

1 2 
1 1 3 1 

2 2" 1 
5 7 8 11 10 6 8 6 
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Appendix 4. FERC language on overcrowding in documents 
from the Housatonic Hydroelectric ·licensing renewal process 
Licensee's. role in overcrowding, user conmct, and public safety in chronological order 

Document I Date 

2004Final 
Environmental 
Impact Statem~;nt 
for the Housatonic 
Hydro Project 

-2004 FERC OrcJer 
Issuing New 
License 

Descriptions and e~:cerpts (0.. italics). 

Developed by FERC staff, .the doclJIDent· desc:ril!ed the recreational pressures on the 
lake.and.made important recommendations with language, including: 

Boaiing attracts more than 209,000 users_ with more than 127,000 motor boaters and 
82,000 boat anglers visiting t~ lake beiM!een December 1997 and November 1998_ 
Trails associated with the development are also popular, drawing apl!roximately 
50,000 people. Other priVate uses occur on the lake, such as jet skiing, sailing, water 
skiing, canoeing, and kayalcing. 

Assessments indicate that Candlewood Lairs operates at 48 percent of its capacity on 
weekends and 67 percent during holidays. However, there are areas with_in the lake 
that experience ilse in ezcess-of available capacity. These "hotspots,"' which are near 
state and town pqrk boat launch facilities, include piuts of the 10/ce near Dike Point 
Piulc; She.nnan Town Parle, Squantz Pond Stat~ Parle, Mellen Mari11ll, Lanins Cove 
Boat Launcli, and Lynn Deming Parle. · 

Candlewood Lake would continue to experience periodic congestion in specific areas 
during peak use. We recommend that NGc addiess iSsues of protecting specific 
parcels, growth, and increasing lake qccess on Ci.mt.I/I{Wood Lake as part of its 
proposed SMP as described in section 3.3. 6, Land Use and Aesthetic Resources. 43 

Given its prominence as a recreation asset in a heavily populated region, 
Candlewt)Od Lake wou/4 continue to experience development pressures and riSing 
levels of recreation activity. In addition to the SMP for the -Rpclcy River development 
as described in section 3.3.6-2, ·we recommend that NGC develop ant;/ implement a 

-lairs management plan for Candlewood Lake. The lake management plan should 
include: 
• a description of current recreation facilities; 
• a description of CU17'ent fl!ld/u~re recretJ!jon use;: 
• a description of any crowding problems in ·specific areas of the lake,: 
• a description and assessment of the number of fishing t0U171limeilts pe-,.,itted 

annually; 
• an assessment of the effect of fishing ttiui'naments on boating s{;ifety and private 

property; and 
• management recommendations to address any neg~tive effects identified" 

15sued by FERC"after a long, public process, a number of license articles required 
.management plans ~dressing rec:reation,·oven:rowding, user conflict, and shoreline 
use. Language to ~at end Ql.cluded: 

Article 407. Shoreline Management.Pian. Within eighteen months of license issuance, 
the lii:ensee shail file for CommiSsion approval a comprehensive plan for managing 
reservoir shorelines an4 riverfront lands within the project boundary at each of the 
project developmen~. · 

43 See Final. EnvU:onmental Impact Statement: Housatonic River Project. May 2004. P 3-150 
44 See Final Environmentai.Impact Statement: Housatonic River ~ject. May 2004. P 3-178 
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Draft Recreation 
Manageme.nt_P.~. 
(RMP) submitted 
to FERC in June 
of2005 and·the· 
2006 FERC Order 
to ModifY.;md 
Approve the RMP 

000810 

The Shoreline M{!nagemen~ Plan (SMP) shall provide for: (i) safe public access 
~0 shoreline and. rivetfront lands and waters for informal recreational and 
navigational use; (2) the conservation ofimporiant resource and environmental 
qUQlities.sumnmding the project's shorelines and rivetfront lands; an4 (3) the 
development of shoreline and rivetfront are03 and facilities that are·consistent with 
both_project·and non-project needs and demands~ 4 

.Article 408. Recreation Plan. Within twelve months of license isSUQn~. the licensee 
shall file with the-Commission, for approval, a Recreation Plan for the project that 

. includes the P,.ovisions set forth belaw: · 
• dis~"ion. of ~isting crowding problems and poteiJ/ia.l recreational use co,Picts 

and meMUres io reduce such conflicts during j:Jeak~use ~riods and SF.Cial 
events su_ch tl3 .fishing tolll'naments and whitewater comj:Jetitions. 46 

• 

DeV!lloped on behalf ofN9rtheast Generation Company, the 4raft RMP included a 
considt8tion record ·where cominents ofstakeholders·were listed and addressed. In 
the FERC Order, th~ CommissiQ~;~· simunanzed many. of differences of opinion 
between stakeholders and the licensee. Specific language included: 

The NPS (National Palk Service) lras several concerns about. the licensee's user 
co1J}lict and c_apacity assessment, which WQ3 conducted by its contractor-in 1999. 
Since the·Msesslfl!lnt wtl3 f/one, /{PS conteru/S.thatjlat water boating on CandlewoOd 
"I.aks hDs greatly increMed NPS.believes thqi the licensee's user opinion survey of 
i'ecreational.experience at"ihis development Wtl3 conducted in a waj that surveyed 
moatly transient wei's, leaving the local.residents an inadeqUQte opportunity to 
comm~mL The CM states that the dtlfa and conclusions presented by the licensee do 
not"S~cify recommendations for adilr~ing croWding and user.. c_o,Pict on 
Candlewood LakB, and requests that additional i".{ormation be incorporated into the 
current planning e.ffori. · 

Both agencies O'{PS and CLA) cite a study that wtl3 condilcterj by the CU in 2001, 
which snowed that overcrowding ~03 a primary concem of local and shoreline 
residents. A. aecond siudy was mimtioned.that is ·cr,urently being conducted by ~he 
CTPEP tp ~est a method for estimating the carrying capacity ofCandlewood LakB. 
The NPS and·CU believe that the 12,-acres-pei'.-boat density standard calculated by 
the licimsee is regularly surpassed 41 The. CU Mse~ ~hat-if only 10.% of the resident 
register:ed-bQ¢popula_tion was on the lalre, 600.boats. would be on the water, and~ 
density standard would be ezceeded The NPS notes that the licensee ~ required to 
develop methods to reduce overcrowding and user conflicts, and should not imply 

·· ·that iitt(e co".flict exists. the CU co~rs. and suggests that more data from its 2001 
study of econolf!ic valut~s..should.be presented in.the /lMP. Aecording to the CIA. . 
models for evalUating and addressing theSe issues should be evalued in terms of 
.p/icabil(ty to the plan and mechanisms/or implementation. 48.4fl 

Both the CTDEP and CLA disliked the ..,(lJ! in :~hich the licensee _detailed ihe 
crowding and user co,Pict issues on CandleW_qod Lake. Baaed on the i".[onnation 
presttnted by the licensee and ihe ·stalreho/dei's, ·it appears.that there are crowding 
issues and/or user conflicts on at letl3t some piJrtions o/Candlewood Lalre. Yet, the 

45. See New License at P 38 
"'See New License at P 40 
47 Based on tliis standard, boating capacitY. at Candlewood,Lake·would be limited tO 452 boats. 
41 These te~<hniqu~ !lfe presented in a CLA repon that was filed with the Commission on March 31, 2005. 
49 See Order to Modify ·anc~ Approve the Recreation Management Plan. FERC. 2006. at P 6 
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extent ofthe problem hos not been thoroughly explored We believe that the 
development of the SMP, along with aiurual LA.(; meetings, will provide an 
appropriate forum to exami1111. the scope of these problems and provide an 
opportunity for 'management measures to be ~loped collectively. According to the 
mi11J.1tes from NGC 's March 25, -2005, planning meeting,~' where members of the CLA. 
and CTDEP were present, there W(lS pement between the parties in atiendonce 
that most of the capacity-related nitniagemeflt controls ~ould be discussed and 
recommended in. the SMP. While the licens.ee is responsible for ensuring recreational 
quality andsqfety on Candlewood I.irke, ·these corrjlicts are centrally focused on 
boating activity and would be mor.e QpPN?Priaiely discussed in ihe SMP. n 

Draft Shoreline Developed:on bebalfofNGC, the draft:SMP included several measures to ad~ss 
Management Plan overcrowding and user conflict. First, the licensee proposed to limit at private docks 
submitted in luly · the number of regisiered boats to two of and personal ~rcraft to two. Secondly, 
of20()6 and July lbey;proposed to implement& moratorium on new dock construction with the 
200.7 FERC Order exception Qfthose providecJ. by way ofdeed right;52 The FERC Order also discuSsed 
Modifying and ·overcrowding and summarized the Licensee's meas~ with the following language: 
Approving 
Shoreline CandleiNood LDke is the most developed 1• ai the project an4 Sl{/fers from 
Management overcrowding ari!1 user corrjlicts. Undeveloped shoreli1111 is quite scarce on 

CantllewoO(l Lairs due to the proliferation of commercial and residential properties 
ar.Uacent to the project. boundary. The licensee·~ policy prohibiting the installation of 
additional docks or boat slips (except as provided by deeded 'rights) would help to 
en.sure that crowding issues do not intensify. 5·3 

. 

While we understand the concern of lakefront residents the ge1111ral public hos a right 
to enjoy.the natural resources r,md.recreational opportuliities of the project and niust 
be qfforded the opportunity io do so. The licensee, however, is respon,rible for 
ensuring that such.access would not endanger-life, health, and property. 

On Cantllewood Lalat where boat congestion and crowding Issues have become a 
concern of many residents, .several respont!ents suggested that a boat sticker program 
be created to spread the fees more evenly among residents and day users of the lalats . 
..• The CTDEP notes, however •. that any fees must be reasonable. It continues that 
boat sticker fees should not be used to liniit /a/at access and should instead go ioward 
the enhancement of existing patrols and. not .to reduce.taxpayer burdens. 54 

With regard to a "sticker program", the licensee notes that boating activities·are 
regulated by the S!at,e. The licensee hos endorsed a proposal to create legislation that 
w'ould provide such a program to asaess fees for day b~tersu. 

The licensee may endorse a "sticker program" for day use boaters to the extent that 
it does not unduly r:estrict public access to project waters. The lieensee should note, 
however, that_any fees (:ollec~edfrom the use of project. recreational facilities can 
only be used to maintmn that'particular facility. These fonds may not be rised to offset 
costs of the licensee 's.permitting program or /a/at boating patrols}' 

50 Located in Exhibit B of the plan. · 
51 See Order to-Modify,and Approve the RM!J ~ P 10 
52 See Ho!J$8tonic River Project Shoreline Management Plan (FERC submittal no. 20060727-5032, July 27, 
2006) at p 3-3 . 
" See Order Modifying and Approving Shoreline Mimagement Plan Pursuant A,rticle 407 (FERC issuance 
no. 20070703~3064, July 3, 2007) ("'rder Modifying and Approving SMP") at P 17 
54 Ibid at P 50 . .. 
55 Ibid at P 16 
56 Ibid at p 11 
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In Octob~ of2007, the FERC Order to Modify.andApprove the SMP ~rescinded 
and FERC issued several requests for. additional infonnation. FERC asked several 
questions regarding boating activities, including: 

(2) OvercroiNding due to boating activities appears to be a pertinent issue on 
Caiu.llewood La,ke. Please provide an estimate of the number ofresideniial d~ks. 
community docks, and associated watercrqft accommodated by these facilities, 
currently on Candlewood Lake. · 

(3j Ple!Be clarify the extent to which boat-traffic congestion and overcrowding are 
problems on Ca[UlliJWood Ldke, any known causes, and how the proposedSMP 
anempis io odilress this issue. H. ave you, or any oiher entity, conducted a boating 
capacity study for this lairs? How many boats are oui·on the lake 'during the height of 
boati~ season (i.e., worst-case esiimate) based on the number of residential boats 
doi:lald, aiid access by the genera,public via boat ramps?'7 

In their response to FERC, FLPR answered question (2) ':"ith: 

· rf;e Caiidlewood LaJr.e Authority (CLA) has been conducting a yearly boat count on 
Candl_ewoO(J si~e 1981. It estimates that the number ofwatercrqft housed on 
Candlewood L¢re has increased from 3,156 In 1982, to 5,813 In 2007. FLPR does 
not have a curreni count of the number of residential docks or associated watercrqft. 

As a requirement of the Recreation Management Program (RMP), FLPR·is required 
to conduct ajlyover every sbc (5) years. FLPR did conduct.ajlyover ofCandlewood 
Lairs on Memoriai"Day2008from 1:30 through:2:iO p.m., andfound 348 vessels on 
the Lake." . 

To question (3)FLPR responded by saying: 

Cantllewood Lake is open for the public's enjOJRII.ent f!N} the State of Connecticut 
places no restrictions on the number of people allowed to recre,ate on it. in /997, as 
parl of the relicensrng of the Housatonic River Project, a boating capacity study was 
conducted by the then Project Licensee; a study that led to the determination that 
Candlewood Lake was overcrowded on certain weelrsnds during the recreation 
season. The study took into account the number of boats underWay and the number of 
trailered·boat laUnchings at various State and municipal boat ~:amps. 

As part o/i~ FERC Recreation Management Plan, FLPR is conductingjlyovers.of 
both Cantllew.ood.Lalre and Lake Lillinonah during peale weelrsnds end holidays 
during the 2008 recr.eation season in an effort to update boating tr,affic iiiformation. 
Results ofthesejlyovers will be submitted to the Lake Advisory Committee. · 

FLPR addresses the crowr;ling problem in the proposed SMP by proposing a 
moratorium on new docks and boat slips on CQI!tllewriod Lake "except as provided 
for by e:xisiing deeded rights endlor.e:xisting lease or license agree~ents. "SMP Soc. 
~z1a~ · 

57 See L~r requesting Fir5tLight Hydro Generating. Company to.submit within 60 days, additional 
infonnation etc re th~ Housatonic River Project under P-2576 (FERC'issuance no. 20080507-0179, April 
30, 2008) at P 5 · 
58 See FirstLight Power Resources responds to PERC's 4/30/08 request for additional infonnation re 
Housatonic River Proj-2576 (FERC issuance no. 20080701-0139,June 27, 2008) at P 10 
59 Ibid at p 11 . . 
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Appendix 5. CTDEP Boating Accident Summary Report ·of 
February 26, 2008 and Te·stimony to the State Le~slative 
Environment. Committee of March.lO, 2008 
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Reported Boating A·ccidents - Summary Report 

U.S. C. G. Boating Accident Reporting Database 
Prepared by: Connecticut D.E.P. Boating Division 

Top Ten Connecticut-Lakes and Ponds Ranked by Number of Accidents 

Rank! Bo4y of Water . I# Accidents j# Fatalltlesj# Injuries! Property Damage 
1 Candlewood Lake 37 I 1 25 $52,"154 
2 B~ntam Lake 7 0 8 . $12,624 
3 Lake Housatonic 6 0 4 $31,592 
4 Lake Lillinonah 5 0 5 $14,000 
5 Pachaug Pond 4 0 2 $8,500 
6 Lake ~ocotopaug 3 1 4 $16,021 
7 Gardne.r Lake 2 0 2 $3,200 
8 Hatch Pond 2 1 3 $250 
9 Highland Lake 2 0 1 . $10,500 

10 Lake Zoar 2 0 2 $0 

I Total:! •70 I 3 I 56 I $148,841 

I I· I I I ,. 
Connecticut Riwr 73 5 27 $745,698 

OtherRiwrs 53 2 20 $547,427 

Total: 126 7 47 $1,293,125 
Long Island Sound 89 7 35 $1,795,997 

1998-2002 

' I 
Rank! Body of-Water I# Accidents!# Fatalities!# Injuries!· Property Damage 

1 Candlewood Lake I 30 0 29 $66,727· 
2 Bantam l,.ake 5 2 5 $14,500 
3 · Lake Lillinonah 5 1 4- $10,000 
4 Lake Zoar ·5 1 5 $11,700 

·5 Gar'dner Lake ·3 0 2 . $1,650 
6 Highland La~e 3 0, 3 $12,900 
7 Beach Pqnd 2 0 2 $0 
8 East Twin Lake 2 0 '2 $0 
9 Lake Po_cotopaug 2 0 1 '$800. 

10 ~achaug Pond 2 0 2 $7,760 

I Total: I 59 I 4 I 55 I $126,037 

I 
! 

Connecticut Riwr 69 7 40 I '$293,327 
Other Rivers 75 4. 34 $215,609 

Total: 144 11 74 $508,936 
r- Long Island .Sound 92 I 5 43 $1,822,111 . . I .. 

212612008 
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Boating Accide_nt-Summary·Report 

U.S. C. G Boating Accident Reporting Database 
Prepared by: Connecticut D. E. P. Boating Division 

Candlewood Lake Boating Accidents 

2004 2005 2006 
Year 

·000815 
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2007 
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Public Hearing- March 1 0; 2008 
Environment Committee 

-----------· 

Tesfimony Subtn,itteq by Commissioner Gina McCarthy 
. Department of Envir.onmental Protectio~ • 

.000816 

·Raised Hoiise Hili No. "5828- AN ACT CONCERNING CANDLEWOOD LAKE BOAT USE 
PERMITs· 

Thimk you for the opportunity to pre$ent testimony regarding Raised House Bill No. 5828 - AN ACT 
CONCERNING CANDLEWOOD ·LAKE BOAT USE PERMiTS. The Department does not support the 
bill~ written and does not believe it is necessary given tlie increase in DEP._patrol hours and steps taken 
to reduce .congestion at the state boat launch; initiatives that have been ·implemented since 2003 when the 
concept of a bo~ stjcker program was first discu,ss~. . 

The-c:Oncept oh boat use fee was raised in 2003 in discuss~ons ~th the DEP Fisheries Advisory ·council, 
· the: CT BASS Fecleration, Trout Unlimited, the Coalition of CT ·sportsmen, and the Can41ewood Lake 
Au~ority (CLA) as a m~!:umism to provide funding for more law enforcement pa\fOis on the lake. The~ 
was a. general conseJl!lus thai additional patrols were needed given the ~gh level of boating traffic: and 
need to control week~nci·.congestion at the Lattin's Cove. launch. There are oVer 
·5,000 boats .docked. or rnQoted on ·Candlewo6d ~alee and 200 spaces at state 
l~cb faciliti~. Jnc~ased pairols were needed to improve compli~ce with 

·boating regul~ions and thereby reduce accidents.· In subsequent discussions, the 
DEP offered to_provide th~:needed increase in patrol hours and to_post a person at 
the l~ch on. weekendS to promote efficiency. lil 2003, DEP EN CON Police 
provid~ 532 patrol ho~, whe~ they have ranged froni 1,300 to 2,00Q hours· 
per year since. TQe boat law;~ch has been. staffed on weekends and holidays since 
2004. A. review of the boating accidents over the last five years shows a steady 
decrease .in· ~e nwilb.er"of Bc<cidents on ilie lake. 

Year 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 

# 
Accidents 
7 
16 

·5 
5 
3 

The Department has cone~ with the bill as written, because several of the key components do not align 
with what was discusSed in.2003. For .example, the prop()sed fees are much higher and the Candlewood 
Lake Atiqlority \,Vould be given autJtorization to unilaterally impose future fee inc~s. Additionally, 
responsibiliiy for reveiJ.ues has become more complex and uses for tfle fund have ))een expanded JJeyoild 
the original intent. · · · · 

Continued discussions are.needed tQ fully understand ttlc; nee~ for the progJ;aiD and to en5~ that: it is fair 
and equiiable for all user5. · Thank you for the opportunity to present testimgny on this proposal. Jf you 
should. require. ~y additional information, please contact Tom Tyler, Legislatiye Program· Manager, at· 
424-3099 or Robert La FniJ;J.ce at 424-3401. 
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CANDLEWOOD LAKE AUTHORITY 
P.O. BOX. 37 • SIII-:KI\IAfti. CONNECTICUT 06784·003~ • (860) ·'5.&·6':1.28 • ··Ax 1860) 350.-5611 

Public Hearing - March 1, 2010 
Enviro.nment Committee 

Testimony Submitted·. by Larry Marsicano. Executive Director 
Cand,ewood Lake ALithority ' 
February 2s. 2010 

In Support of 
HB 5421 -AN ACT CONCE~NING CANDLEWOOD LAKE 

Dear Senator Meyer, Representative Roy and -Members of Environment Committee: · 

Due in large part to your support .of last year's HB 5823 -AN ACT CONCERNING THE 

RECREATIONAL USE OF CANDLEWOOD LAKE, I am excited to be here to 1) thank 

you for that support and 2) express the support· of the Candlewood Lake Authority (CLA) 

· for this year's HB 5421 .;... AN ACT CONCERNING CANDLEWOOD LAKE. As specified 

in last year's legislation, the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection has 

taken. a close look, albeit an initial close look, at the recreational boating issues at 
. . 

C~ndlewood, and has dev~loped a consensus among the municipal leaders around the 

lake on the recommendations you received in the letter from CTDEP Commissioner 

Marrella .dated Febrt,~ary 1, 2010. Those recommendations would seem to have played . . . 

a part in the Elwironment Committee's putting forward HB 542·1. I stress "an initial 

close looK' above since during our me.etings the 9TDEP acknowledged that 

Can~lewood's issues are not c:Onfined to ~oat length and they committ~d to continue to 

work ~l"!d me~t with our municipalities to address some of the other related issues, 

which we are' delighted· about. 

The development of a boat size limit will be an excellent first step in addressing some of 

the recreational boating and environmental issues on Candlewood Lake. Although.the 

1 
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CTDEP's data indicate that only 11 o of the 4,300 motorized boats on Candlewood were 

26 feet or l~rger, I would contend that real issue is the gradual increase in the average 

boat size on the lake over time: :Larger boats beget larger boats. After getting 

"swampedn in your 18 foot boat from the wakes of other .boats on the weekend for 

sev~ral years, your next boat purchase will be for something big~er. This is the genesis 

of the trend for larger boats and I contend we have seertthat trend on Candlewood 

Lake. ·Therefore, a m~imum size must be established before the average size is 26 

feet or greater~ 

Last year I presented written testimony on HB 5823 which provided some. background 

and characterized our recreational boating issues at Candlewood Lake~ I suspect that 

testimony is still ava.ilable to you. This past year the <;:lA compiled a 66-page report 

entitled AN EXAMINATION-OF-RECREATIONAL PRESSURES ON CANDLEWOOD · 
- . 

·LAKE; CT which has been submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission as 

part of the post licensing ·process, specifically the dev~lopment of a Shoreline 

Management Plan. The document includes information on our annual boat count, 

public .ramp access, in-use vessel levels and densities, boating .accident data (compiled 

by the US Coast G.uard), and forecasts of future recreational boating pressures. I have 

brought 40 copies for you. The document is available on the Candlewood Lake 

Authority Website a.t www.candlewoodlakeauthority.org. From there _put your cursor 

over INFORMATION RESOURCES, click PUBLICATIONS·AND DOCUMENTS, and 

find REPORT ON THE RECREATIONAL PRESSURES ON CANDLEWOOD LAKE as 

well the poster on Candlewood's in-use boating densities we presented at the recent 

North A~erican La_kes Management Sociew in Ha.rtford last .October; These documents 

should certainly supplement the report and· data collections of the CTDEP since last 

August. 

i hop~ you wilfbe as supportive of HB 5421 as you wereofHB 5823, and I, on behalf of 

the CLA, thar:Jk you and the Committee for your time and efforts. 
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CANDLEWOOD LAKE. AUTHORITY 
P.O.· BOX 37· • Sllt:RI\1.-'IIi. l":ONNECTICUT 06784.0037 • t860) .15-&·69211 • t"AX 111601 Jl'O·Sitll 

December 3, 2009 

Mr. Robert Gates 
Station ·Manager 
Firstlight Hydro Generating Company 
143 West Street Ext., Suite E 
New Milford, CT 067?6 

Dear Bob: 

/" v 

Below a~ our comment~ on the·draft minutes of the November 9, 2009 Lake Advisory 
Committee Meeting.·. Text in bold Italics is taken from your draft minutes and is used to signify 
the paragraph that our. particular comments are directed at. 

In the past" you have atb!~hed the formal comments to your. submittal to FERC. I anticipate that 
you will do the same with these· comments made. on_ th~ recent draft ·minutes. Could you please 
let me know if this is not going •to be the case? 

"A discussion of the extent of capacity-related conflicts on Candlewood ••• " 
Some clarification oft~e assumptions I made is necessary; The first assumption I made\¥as 
that the maps FLPR provi~ed lt'l(ei'e interpretations ·of aerial photcigraphy, so the· points 
representing the in.-use watercraft::are subject to minor error as it pertains to exact location. 
However, given the long and narrow morphology of the lake and the high degret;} of accuracy in 
numerating in-use boats in a given area, I would argue that the interpretations and density 
a~alyses we provided are rather !3ccurate . 

. I donllt recall suggesting th_at the rafting vessels affect the 12 in-use. ve~ls per acre threshold. 
My understanding is that rafting is considered .a use ·as opposed to docked .or moored, inactive 
vessels. Rafting implies boaters-temporarily anchoring, engaging in social activities, and iater 
moving on, therefore we count them as in~use vessels. 

The threshold, itself, is based on a variety of ·factors, d~pending upon whose model you use. 
We referenced-two models: a simplistic model frorn .the FERC-approved Recreation 
Management Plan that divided surface water area by a density standard of 12 vessels per acre; 
~:~.nd a more complex model (Mi~E! P.~~on!S _model) that used vessel and lake ch~racteristics to 
estimate a capacity. Both yieided similar carrying capacities D 452 and 448 in-use vessels, 
respectively, for entire lake. However, our density maps do not reflect a lak~wide density, but 
rather density in ai"!Y given are!3 of the lake on ~e date and time of specific flyovers. · 

1 . 
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In your RMP, it indicated that the licensee would plot the data (points/boats on the maps) on a 
grid to analyze watercraft density in high-use zones. We wou!d like to submit our analyses and 
resulting maps in lieu o( that described in the RMP since 'this ·is essentially what we did using 
:the GIS density analysis tools. I am attaching our anaiyses/maps for your submittal to FERC 
with our comments since the a·% X 11 inch copy of the large· poster I presented did not translate 
well in your .draft report, liNe alsq included analyses of the ·union and intersection of areas of 
density of :s12 acre per in-use vessel"from the flyover da~es When the lake-wide capacity (-450 
in-use vessels) was reached or exceeded. The results from'the intersection of those areas 
essentially depict the knqwn rafti_ng areas, witiJ soi'ne.m!nor exceptions, while the union of those 
areas shows all areas with high density (rafting or otherwise) from the four flyover dates. 

Towards the end of that paragraph, you referenced our July 8, 2009 report DAn Examination of 
Recreational Piessures on CandleWood LakeD which we submitted. to FERC as part of the 
record on the Shoreline Management Plan. Thank you for referencing that report for we b:elieve 
it should ~e part of the record of the Lake Advisory CommitteeiS discu~i~n of overcrowding and 
user conflict on Candlewood Lake. For the benefit of stakeholders and FERC, please provide 
the FERC Submittal Number (20090709-5044). 

"The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP) Boating Safety 
Division Representative, R. Payton, discussed the CTDEP's difflculty in picking a single 
value .of 'X nuinber of'boats per acre'~ .. " 
We cOncur with Mr. Payton · and always have. Modeling carryirag cap~city and determining in
use vessel density are. not exact sciences. However, the~ is·considerable literature that uses 
these concepts and the re~ults from rraodeling exercises as points· of discussion whel) examining 
impaif!11ent of recreat{onal experience or public safety, as·did the RMP. What is important here 
is not the establishment Qf an exact capacity number,·but recognizing that on Candlewood Lake, 
boating activity can regularly reach levels that impair recreational experience and/or decre~se 
public· safety. · 

At the end of the same paragraph you. relayed tnat ·crDEP ha~ discussed with the CLA 
defining a finite capacity n~mber that would be unique to Candlewood Lake. "I believe you 
misir:rterprete~ Mike. What Mike did say was that the ·capacity number for Candlewood Lake 
based on his model happened to be similar to capacity estimated by the model used in the RMP 
that used surface area divided by the density factor of 12 in-use vessels per acre (448 and 452 
in-~se vessels, respectively). 

"CLA then noted that the approval and development of ~ew docks through the exercise 
· of deeded rights. would increase the number of resident boats and could impact 

overcrOwding int~ tiJ.e future. As a possible solution, the group discussed a proposal 
that lnv.Oives the CLA working with its representative .. municipalities to minimize the 
future development of lands·.outSide the.FERC Project Boundary ••• " 
As I recall, you proposed t6e possible.solution and there wasnli a great deal of discussion. The . 
real discussion was focused on Vaughnlls Neck after ·I reported that Connecticut Light & Power 
retained rights for docks on Candlewood iil the deeds of the approximately 700 acres 
comprising Vaughnik5 ·Neck. 

The point I was making was the following. A new subdivision in Danbury, Candlewood Pines, 
w~s approved by the Environmental Impact Commission in Danbury and included a lakefront 
communitY property wtlere a docking structure that provided a sl'p for each home in the 
subdivision was planned. If that docking structure is approved by Firstlight and then FERC, 
then a precedent c.ould be set providing the existing subdivisions witn a deeded right for a dock 
along the lake (tax districts, associations, etc,) the same level of access a slip for each home 
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in the-subdivision. This precedent wouid have a disastrous impact on the recreational use of 
the lake. I also-mentioned :tnat there is no information on hov.tmany lakefront properties exist 

· with deeded rights for docks that have not yet been exercised. . 

As far as mini()'lizii'lg future development outside the FERC project boundary, the CLA continues 
to .be committed .to working with stakeho_lders in protecting hinds that can be protected. 
Howeve~. -1 am reasonaQiy sure that the municipaliti_es and the CLA are not going to look to 
revoke anyonells legal rights. 

In sumr:nary, we remain at a cri~cal juncture as it pertailis to boating overcrowding and the 
problem stands to get worse. With -the exception of some improved understanding of 'the 
·problem via the data FLPR collected dl:Jring the 2008 flyover ancl ou_r analysis of it, we are no 
closer to solution tt'!an when the LAC began meeting three years ago. In its p~sent form the 
Shoreline Managem!!n(Pian-only glosse_s· o~er tl:le problem and provides limited measures· to 
prevent the problem from,b_eooming much worse. _Like tt~e·RMP, the SMP lacks some of the 
nece.ssary data required to fully understand the magnitude and poter:'ltial of the problem, e.g., an 
understanding Qf the number of unexercised deeded rights for docks and the rationale for 
UsubdividingU a d~ected 'right when a parcel i_s subdivided. 

)"hank yo1,1 for convening Ute Lake Advisory Committee and your time compiling and revising . 
your report to FERC. If you have any questions regarding my comments, please do not hesitate 
to contact.me~ · 

~incerely, 

CANDLEWOOD LAKE AUTHORITY 

~ 
Laurence J. Marsicano 
Executive Director 

Attachments: 
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May 25,2008 June 21, 2008 

.Legend 
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July 12, 2008 July 19, 2008 
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August 9, 2008 August 31, 2008 

Legend 
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I INTERSECTION I 

Holly
wyle 
Cove 

North End, 
New Milford 

Bay 

Dykes Point 
Cove 

Area between 
Pine and Sand 

Islands 

The union and intersection analyses maps are 
based on data collections from the June 21, July 
12, July 19, and August 31, 2008 aerial flyovers. 
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CITY OF DANBURY 
. . . 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
155.DEER HILL AVENUE 

·DANBURY, CONNECTICUT 06810 

/ 

MARK D. BOUGHTON 
MAYOR 

(203) 79.7-4511 
FAX (203) 796-1666 

m.boughton@ci.danbury.ct.us 

February 25,2010 

Environment Coq)Inittee 
Room 3200, Legislative Office Building 
Hanford, CT 06106 

Members _of the Joint Standing Committee on the Environment: 

Let .m,e lend my support to the recommendations voiced by the Candlewood Lake 
Auihority·regarding-the·maximum b9aflength and motor size to be permitted on the lake. 

Chief elected officials of 9ut region, the Candlewood Lake Authority and First Light 
have ·all ~en a careful look· at the issue. 

Additionally, the DEP· joined ·our regional .chief executives in working together to 
develop what we believe ate appropriate recominendations. 

Thank you for your consideration in supporting these recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Mark D. Bough~on 
Mayor 

: .. ···--~ 
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