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CONNECTICUT

INTRODUCTION

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA)

of 1982 (Public Law 97-348) established
the Coastal Barrier Resources System
(CBRS}, a system of undeveloped coastal

barriers along the Atlantic and Gulf of
Mexico coasts. This atlas of coastal
barriers 1in Connecticut has been prepared
in accordance with Section 10 of CBRA {16
U.5.C. 3508), which states:

Sec. 10. Reports to Congress.

(a) In General.--Before the close of
the 3-year period beginning on the date
of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall prepare and submit to
the Committees a report regarding the
System.

(b) Consultation in Preparing Report.--
The Secretary shall prepare the report
required under subsection (a) 1in con-
sultation with the Governors of ‘the
States in which System units are located
and with the coastal zone management
agencies of the States in which System
units are located and after providing
opportunity for, and considering, public
comment.

(¢} Report Content.--The report re-
guired under subsection (a) shall con-
tain--

(1) recommendations for the con-
servation of fish, wildlife, and
other natural resources of the
System based on an evaluation and
compariscen of all management alter-
natives, and combinations thereof,
such as State and Jocal actions
(including management plans ap-
proved under the Coastal Zone Man-
agement Act of 1972 (16 U.S5.C. 1451
et seq.}), Federal actions (includ-
ing acquisition for administration
as part of the HNational Wildlife
Refuge System), and initiatives by
private organizations and individ-
uals;

(2) recommendations for additions
to, or deletions from, the Coastal
Barrier Resources System, and for
modifications to the boundaries of
System units;

(3) a summary of the comments re-
ceived from the Governors of the
States, State coastal zone manage-
ment agencies, other government
officials, and the public regarding
the System; and

(4) an analysis of the effects, if
any, that general revenue sharing
grants made under section 102 of
the State and Local Fiscal Assis-
tance Amendments of 1972 (31 U.S.C.
1221) have had on undeveloped
coastal barriers.

Under the direction of the Assistant Secre~
tary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, this
report has been prepared by the Coastal
Barriers Study Group, a task force of pro-
fessionals representing the National Park
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S.
Geological Survey, and other Departmental
offices.

This volume of the report contains delinea-
tions of the existing CBRS wunits in
Connecticut and delineations of additions to
and modifications of the CBRS in this State
which the Department of the Interior recom-
mends to the Congress for its consideration.

BACKGROUND

The Connecticul shoreline with its warm
waters, protected sound, and numercus harbors
is heavily developed with summer cottages and
year-round homes. The shoreline consists of
rocky headlands, bluffs of sand and rock,
numerous sandy or gravelly beaches, and many
bays and small estuaries. The State had
extensive salt marsh and tidal environments
along this shoreline, but most of the wet-
tands were filled during past cycies of
development. In recent years such destruc-
tion has been halted so that good examples of
coastal wetlands remain along most of the
shoreline.

Commercial and industrial activities in the
State were once totally water-dependent and
thus coastaliy oriented. Today these activi-
ties encompass water- and nonwater-dependent
uses. Commercial fishing, shellfishing, and
sportfishing, as well as marinas and other
tourist facilities, exemplify water-dependent
commercial uses of the coast. Though histor-
ically of great economic importance, finfish-
ing and shellfishing are no longer major
commercial activities along Connecticut's
coast. Total finfish landings declined 75
percent (from 20 million pounds to 5 million
pounds} in the 20 years between 1950 and
1870. The shellfish indusiry, which under-
went a similar decline, has been enjoying a
slow resurgence since the mid-1970's. Sport-
fishing, commercial recreation, and water-
based tourism are growing 1in importance,




Many older factories and industries along the
coast are no longer water-dependent yet
occupy valuable coastal acreage. Shipbuild-
ing, petroleum storage, and mineral extrac-
tion (i.e., sand and gravel mining) are
existing industrial wuses of the coast.
Manufacturing includes production of machin-
ery, primary and fabricated metals, transpor-
tation equipment, chemicals, and food pro-
ducts. Commercial and industrial activities
beyond the immediate shorefront have greatly
contributed to the economic growth of the 36
coastal municipalities. Between 18960 and
1970 commercial land use in the municipali-
ties increased 133 percent; developments
included shopping centers, office buildings,
and other trade and service facilities.

Residential areas occupy 25 percent of
Connecticut's shorefront. Rising land values
and a lack of undeveloped shorefront land
have stimulated more recent residential
growth away from the waterfront. Within the
36 coastal municipalities, residential
development accounted for nearly one-half of
the total newly developed land acreage in the
5 years beiween 1970 and 1975.

Recreational and institutional uses of the
shorefront have always occurred. Boating
facilities are prominent. Though the State
has only 78.6 miles of sandy beaches, they
are intensively used. Gwnership is public
for 30.2 miles of sandy beach and private
for 32.1 miles; 16.3 miles are owned by
associations. Of the 30.2 miles of beach
in public ownership, 7.5 miles are State
owned and 22.7 miles are municipally
owned. There are 5,599 acres of public
campgrounds affording 1,332 sites within
the four coastal counties., Within 1 mile
of shore, there are over 8,400 acres of
recreational lands, including small municipal
parks and playgrounds,

COASTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Connecticut Coastal Resource Management

Connecticut has a tradition of public safety
and welfare-oriented coastal regulatory
programs at both the State and municipal

level, Planning and zoning began 1in the
early 1930's and the State's regulatory
program for coastal structures began in

1540. The management of coastal resources
first became part of the State's statutory
mandate with passage of the Tidal Weltlands
Protection Act in 1969 and creation of the
bDepartment of Environmental Protection in
1971,

The State’s coastal program is coordinated by
its Coastal Management Program office within
the Department of Envirommental Protection.
Of the various laws that apply to the coastal
zone, including coastal barviers, the most
important are P.A. 78-152, the Coastal
Management Act (CMA), which established the
Connecticut Coastal Arga Management Plan; and
P.A. 79-535, which amended the Coastal
Management Act.

The Coastal Management Act provided the
framework for establishing a Coastal Manage-
ment Program. The Act detailed nine goals
and policies that concerned development,

preservation, and use of coastal and water
resources and specified the municipalities in
the coastal zone. The Act also required the
Commissioner of Envircenmental Protection to
prepare a report on the Coastal Management
Program, and established a legislative
interim study committee to report to the 1979
General Assembly with recommendations for
further legislative action. P.A. 79-535
contained 25 amendments. It expanded the
goals and policies section of the earlier
act, and spelled out specific procedures for
impiementing Tlegislative policies and goals
for the Coastal Management Program. It
required towns to review coastal site plans,
and mandated that the Commissioner of
Environmental Protection answer questions for
and provide maps and assistance to coastal
towns. It also established a voluntary
process for developing coastal programs in
the towns and provided for allocation of
funding for these programs.

A description of other Connecticut laws that
can affect coastal barriers follows.

Coastal Structures Law {C.G.S5. Sec. 25-7b to
25-7f). This law requires all structures,
filling, and related work in all tidal and
coastal waters seaward of the mean high water
mark to have a permit. It is enforced by the

Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP}-Water Resources Unit (WRW).
Coastal Dredging Law (C.G.S. Sec. 25-10

to 25-18). This law reguires a permit for

removing sand, gravel, or other materials
from Tands under tidal waters and coastal
waters seaward of the mean high water mark.
It is enforced by the DEP-WRY.

Tidal Wettlands Law (C.G.S5. Sec. 22a-35 as

amended by P.A. 79-535). This law requires a

permit for all activities in tidal wetlands,
except (a) mosquito control ditching by the
State Health Department under authority of
C.G.5. Sec. 19-50 and 51, {(b) DEP conserva-
tion activities, (c) construction and main-
tenance of navigation aids, and (d) emergency
health measures 1in all marsh areas at or
below an elevation of 1 foot above Tocal
extreme high water and capable of growing
salt~tolerant flora. It is enforced by the
DEP-WRU.

Flood Control Law (C.G.S5. Sec. 25-4a to
25-47). This law requires permits for stream
ciearance or any form of flicod control or
flood alleviation measure within which any
obstruction, encroachment, ovr hindrance is
placed along shorelines of any tidal or in-
Tand waterway or flood prone area (as deter-
mined by DEP). It is5 enforced by DEP-WRU.

Water Pollution Control Law (C.G.5. Sec. 25-
54). This law requires permits for all sewer
1ines, sewage treatment plants, and dis-
charges. A1l sources, actual and potential,
of water contamination 1in any waters of
the State, including g¢ground water, are
subject to poliution abatement orders.
This law 1is enforced by DEP-Water Com-
piliance,

Fisheries Laws (Shellfishing) (C.G.5. Sec.
26-187 to 26-2373. These laws subject the
taking of shellfish and the 1leasing and
cuttivation of &ll designated State sheil-
fish beds to police power and proprietary




controls. It is enforced by the Department
of Agriculture-Aguaculture Division.

State Assistance for Flood Control and Beach

Erosion law (C.G.S5. Sec. 25-69 to 25-83a).
This Jaw authorizes the State to pay the
total cost of flood and erosion control pro-
jects benefiting State property (consistent
with Sec. 20 of the Coastal Management Act),
66 percent of the cost of such projects bene-
fiting municipal property, and 33 percent of
the cost of such projects benefiting private

property. It is administered by the DEP-WRL.
Executive Order 18 (June 10, 1977, relating
to flood control and beach erosion). This

law requires State agencies to follow Federal
Emergency Management Agency standards in
undertaking development projects in flood-
plains.

State Park and Recreation Laws (C.G.S. Sec.
22 to 26). These laws provide the Commis~
sioner of DEP with broad authority to pur-
chase or condemn property for recreational
uses (consistent with Sec. 20 of the Coastal
Management Act). The Commissioner also
receives and disburses Federal funds for
purchase of property by municipalities for
recreational use. It is administered by
DEP~-Parks and Recreation Unit.

State Open Space Conservation and Recrea~
tion Laws (C.G.S. Sec. 22 to 26). These laws
provide the Commissioner with broad authority
to purchase or condemn land for conservation
and research uses and to control uses of such
Tands and waters (consistent with Sec. 20,
CMA). It is administered by DEP.

State Transportation Law (C.G.S. Sec. 236 to
242). This 1law authorizes the State Depart-
ment of Transportation to plan and construct
State highways, 1including interstate high-
ways (consistent with Sec. 20 of CMA). It is
administered by the Bureau of Highways.

Connecticut Development Authority {C.G.S.
Sec. 32-10 to 32-23m). This law provides the
Connecticut Development Authority with broad
authority to censtruct, purchase, manage, or
help finance development projects including

poliution controtl facilities,
and recreation facilities {(consistent with
Sec. 20 of the CMA). It is administered
by the Depariment of Economic Development.

ferry boats,

Local Actions

In the City of Norwalk, the CBRS units have
been zoned under “conservation"” and are, or
will be, owned by the City, the Nature Con-
sarvancy, or the federal government.

Private Sector Initiatives

For 3 years the Connecticut Audubon Society
has defended the Milford Point CBRS unit
against development., The society believed
that the unit would have been developed if a
builder had found enough backing to proceed
without Federal insurance. 1In 1985, the Mil~
ford unit was included in Federal legistation
to create the Connecticut Islands MNational
Witdlife Refuge.

The Nature Conservancy has exercised an op-
tion it held to purchase Chimon Island,
part of the Norwalk Islands CBRS unit.

EXISTING CBRS UNITS

A brief description of each existing Coastal
Barrier Resources System unit in Connecticut
follows. Each unit 1is identified by its
ID code and name (established by Congress in
1982) and the county in which it is located.

(08-Napatree (New London). The Connecticut
portion of this unit contains the northwest
end of Sandy Point and dits surrounding
aquatic habitat.

EO1-Wilcox Beach (New London). This unit is
a broad, low spit just south of the Village
of Guambaug fronting on Fishers Island Sound.

EQOTA-Ram Island (New London). This island is
in Fishers Island Sound, southeast of the
Village of Noank.

E02-Goshen Cove (New london)., This unit on
Long Island Sound in the Town of Waterford

CBRS UNITS IN CONMECTICUT ESTABLISHED BY CONGRESS, 1982

Shoreline Total Fastiand
Unit Length Area Area
Unit Name ID Code County {miles) {acres) {acres)
Napatree Bog New London 0.2 536.0 0.0
Wilcox Beach EOY New London 0.6 254.9 6.7
Ram Istand EQTA New London 1.4 24.4 17.1
Goshen Cove Eo2 New London 0.7 62.9 18.2
Jordan Cove EO3 New London 0.5 34.7 11.6
Niantic Bay E03A New London 0.5 20.2 6.9
Lynde Point E038B Middlesex 0.4 170.8 62.8
Menunketesuck
Island E04 Middlesex 0.5 160.4 4.5
Hammonasset
Point £05 Middlesex 0.3 61.8 8.9
Mitford Point EG7 Mew Haven 0.4 52.2 15.2
Faverweather
Island EOBA Fairfield 0.7 241.1 13.6
Norwalk Islands E09 Fairfield 2.0 1,425.8 167.1
Totals: 8.2 3,045.2 332.6




v

contains two segments. The eastern part is a
spit connected to Harkness Memorial Park that
extends out across the entrance to Alewife
Cove. A small tidal marsh lies behind the
barrier. The western segment, also adja-
cent to the park, is a bay barrier protecting
a brackish lagoon called Goshen Cove. The
cove drains into Long Island Sound through a
narrow, temporary channel on the eastern side
of the barrier. Goshen Point separates the
two barrier segments,

E03-Jordan Cove (New London). This unit is a
broad sand spit facing Long Island Sound with
Jordan Cove behind. It is attached to the
maintand just north of the Village of Pleas~
ure Beach in the Town of Waterford.

EO3A-Niantic Bay (New London). This unit is
a small cape with marshlands behind it,
including a small pond. It is on the north-
eastern shore of Niantic Bay just south
of the railroad and highway bridges at the
entrance to the WNiantic River. The bar-
rier contains a dune ridge at least 10 feet
high.

EO3B~Lynde Point (Middlesex). The Lynde
Point unit is a broad cape on the western
shore of the Connecticut River entrance
partially protecting South Cove. It is Just
east of the Village of Fenwick in the Town of
0l1d Saybrook. The Saybrook Lighthouse is in
the unit, and a long jetty extends into Long
Island Sound from the point.

E04-Menunketesuck Island (Middlesex). This
island is part of a developing tombolo system
and is mainly composed of an upiand and tidal
flats. The upland supports well-developed
grassy zones and shrub thickets. The barrier
is oriented at right angles to the mainland
and is just offshore in Long Island Sound
from the Village of Hawks Nest.

EOS-Hammonasset Point (Middlesex). This unit
is a long spit extending northeastward from
Hammonasset Point about three-fourths of the
way across Clinton Harbor. The community of
Cedar Island in the Town of Clinton is at the
end of the spit. The barrier protects an
extensive salt marsh system along its western
half, as well as broad tidal flats and the
entrance to the Hammonasset River. The unit
is adjacent to Hammonasset State Park.

EQO7-Milford Point (New Haven). The Milford
Point unit 1is a recurved barrier spit on
the north side of the Housatonic River en-
trance to the Town of Milford. It protects
an extensive salt marsh system that is
owned by the State of Connecticut and man-
aged as a wildlife sanctuary. A long jetty
that protects the northeast side of the
Housatonic River channel extends out from to
the point.

EOBA-Fayerweather Island (Fairfield). This
unit is a small tombolo system containing
Fayerweather Island and a narrow beach which
connects it to a coastal park in the City of
Bridgeport on the east side of Black Rock
Harbor. The unit protects the entrance to
the Black Rock Harbor.

E09-Norwalk Islands (Fairfield). The unit
consists of four major islands {Sheffieid,
Copps, Chimon, and Goose) that are part of
the Norwalk Island system in Long Island
Sound just offshore from the City of Norwalk.
The islands shelter the southeast entrance to
Norwalk Harbor. They have been included in
the newly approved Connecticut Coastal
National Wildlife Refuge. Chimon Island is
especially noted for its heron rookery, made
up primarily of yellow-crowned night herons.
It is the largest such breeding colony in
Long Island Sound.

RECOMMENDED ADDITIONS AND MODIFICATIONS

The Department of the Interior recommends
that all undeveloped, unprotected coastal
barriers and associated aquatic habitat
identified 1in Connecticut be added to the
Coastal Barrier Resources System. The DOI
also recommends that otherwise protected,
undeveloped coastal barriers be excluded from
the CBRS. Part of existing CBRS units EO2
and EO09 and all of existing units E05, EO7,
and EOBA are otherwise protected; DOI recom-
mends these areas be deleted from the CBRS.
However, if any otherwise protected, undevel-
oped coastal barrier is ever made available
for development that is inconsistent with the
purposes of the CBRA, the DOI recommends that
it then be automatically dncluded in the
CBRS. A complete discussion of DOI's recom-
mendations concerning otherwise protected
coastal barriers appears in Volume 1. Maps
of all otherwise protected, undeveloped
coastal barriers in Connecticut appear in the
following section. A table presenting the
Department's position on each unit or pro-
posed unit identified in Connecticut follows
this discussion.

The Department of the Interior's recommenda-
tions were developed after full consideration
of the many public, State and Federal agency,
and Congressicnal comments on the delinea-
tions in the Draft Report released in March
1987. The State of Connecticut reviewed the
1987 Draft Report and made recommendations on
several of the existing and proposed CBRS
units in the State. The State supports a
CBRS expansion 1in Cennecticut. The State
opposes excluding otherwise protected,
undeveloped coastal barriers from the System,
however, the State did provide DOI with
detailed information about the locations of
protected areas in Connecticut. The State's
positions on individual CBRS units are dis-
cussed in the following section, interspersed
with the appropriate maps. The State's posi-
tions on the DOI's general recommendations
are discussed in Volume 1.

The Department received eleven other Jetters
concerning Connecticut, Two of these ex-
pressed general support for a CBRS expansion
in the State. One opposed it. The others
all contained comments on specific existing
or proposed CBRS units. These are discussed
and reprinted in the following section,
interspersed with the appropriate maps.



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS IN CONNECTICUT

Fast-
Unit Shoretine Total land
D a b Congregsn iength Area Area
Lode Unit Name County Dist. {miles) {acres) (acres) Recommendation3
D08 Napatree New London 2 0.3 1,236 31 Add new area to
existing CBRS
unit
£01 Wilcox Beach New London 2 0.6 384 12 Add new area to
existing CBRS
unit
ECGLA Ram Island New London 2 1.4 24 17 Ne change to
existing CBRS
unit
CT-01 Mason Island New London 2 0.5 61 42 Add to CBRS
EG2 Goshen Cove New London 2 8.2 49 27 Eastern segment
and half of
western segment
State pro-
tected; delete
from CBRS
£EO3 Jordan Cove New lLondon 2 0.5 76 12 Add wetlands to
existing CBRS
unit
ED3A Niantic Bay New London 2 0.5 20 7 No change to
existing CBRS
unit
CT-06 Mile Creek New lLondon 2 0.2 56 16 Add to CBRS
EC3B Lynde Point Middlesex 2 0.4 171 63 No change to
existing CBRS
unit
C1-08 Cold Spring Middlesex 2 0.1 21 5 Add to CBRS
Brook
EQ4 Menunketesuck Middlesex 2 0.5 160 5 No change to
Island existing CBRS
unit
CT-09 Harbor View Middlesex 2 0.3 g5 5 Add to CBRS
EOS Hammonasset Middlesex Z . State protected;
Point delete from CBRS
CT~11 Sea View Beach Middlesex 2 D.2 42 11 Add to CBRS
CT-12 Lindsey Cove New Haven 3 0.3 9 5 Add te CBRS
CT-13 Kelsey Island New Haven 3 0.3 32 9 Add to CBRS
EQ7 Milford Point New Haven 3 o . — Federally pro-
tected (FWS);
delete from
CBRS
EO8A Fayerweather Fairfield 4 — o L Locally pro-
Istand tected; delete

{continued)

from CBRS



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS IN CONNECTICUT {CONCLUDED)

Fast~
Unit ShoreTine Total Tand
In a b Congregg. Lengthd Area e Area £
Code Unit Name County Dist. {miles) (acras) {acres) Recommendat ion?
E09 Norwalk Islands Fairfield 4 1.2 1,314 35 Delete Fader-
ally protected
areas from
existing CBRS
unit
Total ~ CBRS as Recommended 7.5 3,741 B2
Existing CBRS 8.2 3,045 333
Met Change in CBRS -03.7 +596 ~31

fUNIT 1D CODE - State initials (CT) plus a number identify a proposed new unit. An existing

unit is jdentified by the Tegal code Tetter (D or E) and number established by Congrass
in 1982.

bUNIT NAME - For proposed new units, this is a provisional name based on a prominent local
feature. For existing CBRS units, this is the legat name,

CCQNGRESSIONAL DISTRICT ~ U.S. Congressional District in which unit is located.

dSHORELINE LENGTH - For existing units with additions or deletions, this length is for the

entire unit, as modified,

®ToTAL AREA - For existing units with additions or deletions, this area is for the entire
unit, as modified.

fFASTLAND AREA - This acreage is a rvough estimate of the portion of the total area that is

above the mean high tide line (i.e., the non-wetland area). It is a very general
representation of the potentially developable land.

gRECGMM&NQATION -~ A brief explanation of the Department's recommendations to Congress. For
more detailed explanations, see the following section. Abbreviations: FWS = Fish and
Wildlife Service, NPS = National Park Service, CBRS = Coastal Barrier Resources System.




STATE COMMENT LETTER

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

June 28, 1987

Constal Barriers Study Group
Hxtionai Park Service

#.S5. Depariment of the Interior
P.O. Box 37127

Washipgron, D.C. 20013.7127

Gentlemen:

Thunk you for the opportunity 0 review and colmmest o the

REPORT TO CONGRESS: COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES SYSTEM ~ Exwcutive

Sumnsry and The maps deplcllog areas undel consideralion Ior
inciugion :nTo The Constal Barrier Resources System. On behulf
of the Governor and the Cutmissioner of Envirommentzl Protection,
The Otfice of Planning and Coordanstion/Coustal ¥ansgement hus
coordingted a revievw of these materials and Technical comments
are dttuched for your review and consideration. These cowhents
are being submitted within the Time extension grunted By Mr,
Frank McGiivery {Couastal Barriers Coordinutor).

Conaecticut continzes To SIrongly Suppoert Ibe purpose and
intent of the Coustaul Barrier Resources Act {CBRA) and many of
the recommendations proposed in the Executive Summary. We are
plensed To Bew that seversl of ithe concerns we ralsed in 19858
(sev attached document) have been resolved, However, the
deletion of viberwise protected coustal barriers from the System
is The issue of greatest concers. Previously, we recommunded
thal OTherwlise profecled barriers be iscorporsted 1nto the System
apd That the CBRA be amended $o address the specinl probiems and
oppurtunities associated with public recresaTion Areus.
Incorporation of otherwise protected barriers into the System znd
amending The Act would promote recrestional use of burriers while
allowing the federal govermmenl o eXercise conirol over the 1ype
and location of recresticnel tecilities snd activities to assure
consServation of coustal barriers, Cobaweticul recommends that
Department of the Interior (DO1} give serious copslderation to
ihe inclusion of this recommendstion.

As the DO hag 8 lesd rele in the implementation snd
oversight of the C€BRA Conmecticus recommends that DOI request
Congressional authorization for additional funds to implement
this program. Only through stuch a reguest ¢an 1 obiain tThe
stuffing necessury te effectively carry oul the purposes ot CBHA
without undiie relisnce cn state steffs,

Phont
165 Capitel Avenue #  Horiford, Conreciion 05106
An Egval Opporsunity Employer

Thank you ugain for the opportunity to comment upon the
proposed changes to the Coustul Baprrier Resources Act, 11 you
have any GUeSTIONS regearding These Comments, pludse contuct Ron
Rozgae of this office st 203-566-7404,

Sipetrély, f/\ -,
;Ziz:;iﬁ ;él 1'u4¢t5‘///j
Arthur J. Rocgue, Jr.

BDirector, Planning & Coord./
Coastul Mansgement

AJR/BRR/rr
Enciosure

ec  Freank MeGilvery
Marlye Cruz-Aponte

CORNECTICUT COMMENTS ON THE

REPORT TO CONGRESS: COASTAL BARRIERS RESOQURCES

SYSTEM (Mups and Executive Summary)

June 26, 1887

Office of Planning & Coordination/
Constal Management

{onnecticut Department of Epviroamental
Protection

71 Capitol Avenue

Hurtford, CT G606

1. COMMENTS REGARDING THE EXECDTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMERDATIONS
TG CONGRESS

Comments on the REPORT TC CONGRESS: COASTAL BARRIER
RESOURCES SYSTEW - Execu g Jusmsry deted March 1987 are
SFEEZE?ZE_?ET—E:?ETYMEETS_T__BVZ?ETT% GBP principsl concera with
the Exvcutive Summery sad Recommend2ilons to CORETess 1§ The
proposal to nov include otherwise protecicd coastal barriers in
the Systum wicepl by reference. We support the taclusioa of
othervise protected aress ien the System and the Ge¢esSsary
amendments to CBRA to address the usique peeds of these arens and
to prokibit the use of fwdersl funds for development that is
ipapproprisate, Once zgain, we urge the Department of [azerior 1o

iwciude the recombendations proposed by thies Qffice in 198BS (see
attached).

A. PROPOSED BECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADDITIONS YO OR DELETIONS FROM
THE CBRA

1. Asscociated Agustic Habitsrs

Compecticul SURPOrTS The proposed recofimendstion to inelude
all of The squatic habitats assveiated with exisziag or proposed
unlts.

2. Secundury Barriers.

Cunnecticut supporis the inclusicn 0! sSecondnry barriers
withio CBRA, Techoically, all of the wxisting &nd proposed
burriers located within Loag Islund Souad belong o this
category. In our judgement, however "Epbayed" or "low energy”
sre betier And MOre BCCUFRTe Terms Than "sccondary".

3. Qtberwise Protected Coastal Burriers.

Conascticut dows hot support the deleticn of ovtherwise
protecied ¢o&stal barriers from the CBRS, All OTherwise
protected barriers showld be added o the system gnd the CBRA
should be awended {Sewe nttached comments, [.A4 on page 2) to uilow
for the tonstruciien of new or the malntenance of eXisting
recrestionnl fecilities with federsl fundigg where epproprizte.
inless this approachk 18 adopied, funding made avasilabie through
the federul government may be used for development that 1is
inappropriate. (for exumple, construciion of sStructures Such 88
runger stations or bath houses Seaward of or on e dune, or which
slter wetiands). Implementxtion of the above recommendation
would 2llovw the federal goverament To Supporc Lppropriste
recreatioael development oan cosstal barriers and gulde how and
wherse development occurs 50 that impacis On BenSitive coastal
resources are pinimized.

For the purposes of identifying publicly owned coastal

hurriers, DOl develeoped criteris that were, 1n our oplis:ion,
general aud vague ratber thap using the existlag criteria for
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undeveloped burriwrs. Connecticut doss not support this upproach
abd recoRmends that DOI utilize the ¢rituriu deveioped for
undeveloped und unprofected coastzl barriers, Uniform criterisz
#nd stundards should be used to adenzify cozstal barriers
irrespective of owpership.

Conneeticul also recommends that DOI adopt Through
regulutzion, performancy Stuadurds that w1ii be used TO Qelermlbs
consistency of propused developmeNT HCLiViTles O OLherwise
proteczed burriers with CBRA,

¥ith respect to including the otherwise protected sites ip
the CBRS by reference, since the DOl did bot generute a list of
OLher¥l18e profected barriers, we cannol determloe 3f DOL's list
15 complute. Aiso, if Congress were to adopt DUT's
Tecommendation, we ¢ouid Bot support the inclusion of sites by »
listing process onrly. A list does oot deplet or descriBe The
bourdsries of the identified aren sind 16 likely to foster debate
and confusion. Therefore, we rscommend that DOI prepewre a full
izs5t of otherwise protected burriers und depict the bounduries of
TheSe Hrens o0 & S$eT of maps. Thie ianformsation should be
forwarded o the wffwgted states for review and COMB@RT,

B. PROPOSED CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS
1. RBegulatory Cvosistency

Connecticut fdoes uct suppoert DOL's recotmendation 1O noL
require federal regulatory programs To withhold regulutory
permits 1f the activity 1s lnconsistent with the purposss of CBRA
{Bee sitauched comments for detsil, 3.0, on pzge ). ®hile 11 1s
triv thal reguidtory programs do Tuke 101G agcount, to varylag
degress, fish and wildlife values, they often do kot tuke 18I0
HCCOUDT imMpUacis 1o the Goestul burrier itself. Ap eXcellent
example of thiz is the counzless aumdey of ‘erosion’ control
STruclures permitted aiong cORSTALI DRYFlers eVery yesr by The
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers. Stroctures such as seawalls and
groing lpcresfe erosion, significuntiy alter the ecologic and
geomorphic processss and often ihreaten the Very existedoe of the
agsociated coastal barriers, Cospnecticut therefore continues o
recommpend thuet CBRA be amcnded to reguire thst federal permilis,
lrcenses, sand certifications be consisient with the CBRA or
othyrwise withheld.

2. CUhannel Improvements and Related Struetures.

¥eo Support the proposed recommendation to Section 6(a){2)
which ®il1 require thet the “maintenance of eXistiag channel
LEPTOVEMeRLs, .. be porforned in a mananer consistent with the
purposes of this Act", HoweVer, %o COBTiNUe tO TeComBwnG (See
8.1 on prge 3 of the sztached document) Tthe following smendment
©¥ thls section to aliow for "REPLACEMENT, RECONSTRUCTION OR
REPAIR BUT NOT THE EXPANSIOR of wXigning chanuel improvements”,
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I1. EVALUATION OF PROPUSED RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADDITIGNS TO CR
DELETIONS FROM THE COASTAL BARRIER RESCURCES SYSTEM

In This section, the list of proposed and ¢XLSTIRE COusSTal
barriers wus reViewed both for completeness snd 1o assure that
the arens meet the definitions aof up undeveloped constal barrier
whose geomorpbic and ecologic processes are DOT impalred.

No reference list of otherwise protected cousts)l barriers is
provided in the Report to Congress with regurd To the proposed
recomnendations fur agditions or deletions. Im the absence of
this 1isy, 11 is 8ot possible 10 determine whether or not DOI's
list of otherwise protected barriers is complete and sccurste.

A, Deletion of Othgrwise Protected Coustal Barriers from the
'"Reference List' Which Do Not Meet the Definition of an
whtevelioped comstal barrier,

The following are otherwise protected constul berriers which
wre 1isted on pages 5 1w 7 which were recommendeg Tor deletiop in
1985 by Copnecticut {sew &3Teched comments, I1.A on page 10)
because Lbey did not meet The definitioa of an undeveloped
coustal barrier and their geomorpnic and wculogic processes nusd
been signiticuntly impsired by historic development.

1. Ocean Beach, Kew Londop

2, Rocky Neck State Park, East Lyme

3. Gulf Beuch, Milford

4. Bherwood Islend Strte Park, Westport

Again, it 35 recommended Thut these be deleted from the CBRS.

B. Deletion of Mapped Areas (proposed or existiag) Tthat M¥eel the
Othburwise Protected Definition.

There sre Several exigating zud proposed coustal burriers
that are mupped us privately owned coasts]l barriers which are
publiely owned apd held for cobservetion purposes. These sbould
be trupsferred to the reference list containing the oTherwlse
protected gites,

1. Bluff Point, Groton (LPw02). This proposed asddition 1s
locsted within the Bluff Point Coastal Reserve (aot
State Park) gnown op mup 13. 1% is owned by the Statie
of Conpecticut und i3 manuged Sy DEP.

2. Goshen Cove, Waterford (E02}, The State of Conusciicut
recently ac@iired a portion of The Strund (the barrier
located seuward of Goshen Cove) to the west of the
inlet, See attached mep fur approximste bounderies,
This repreSenis an sddition to the Herkoess State Park
which 18 managed by DEP,

3. Hammonasset State Fsrk, Clinton (E08). The proposcd
addition and the existing barriey locsted south and
southeast of the Hammonasse:i River are otherwise
protected sites. Within the existing barrier is & 2
were section owped by the Towa of Clinton. 'The
remainder WwaE acquired by The Nuture Conservxoey in 1886
and will suor be trassferrzd rTo DEP. The proposed
addition s a portior of the Hummonasset Matural Ares
thet is owned by the Stute of Connectiout zbd mepuged hy
DER.

4. Hiliford Point, Hilford (¥07}. The majority of the
wetlund ares behind the barrier is koown as the ¥heeler
Wildlzfe Management Area and is owoed by the State of
Connecticut &nd manuged by DEP, The aTea of Deach
lubeled U.8, Militury Reserve on the mal is owowd by the
Stste of Conneeticut and is maurged by DEP us & anature
sludy eres. Existing EOY7 is purt of the Connecticut
Wildiife Refuge System which 1s owned By The Nature
Conservancy and is leaswd to the U.S. Fish and ¥ildlife
Service.

5. Fayerweuwther Island, Bridgepory {EDBA}. This island 1s
ownwd by the City of Bridgeport nid 18 part of Seuside
Park.

6. Norwalk Island Complex, Norwalk and ¥Westport (E0§).
Chimon and Sheffield (with the exception of seversl
swall privete isholdings) Islunds are part of The
Connwcricut Wildlife Refuge System znd are owned by the
federwl goverament and Banaged by the U,S. Fish and
Wildlzte Service.




OTHER GENERAL COMMENT LETTERS CONCERMING CONNECTICUT
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c L F{:mnmtion Law Foundation of New England, Inc.

Aoy Street

Basion Massachusstts

DF05-14587

(617 7822500 May 29, 1usv

Coastal Barrlers Study Sroup
U.5. Department of the Interior
Hational Park Service - 498
¥.0. Box 37127

HWashington, D.C, 20013-7127

Re: Oraft Section 10 Report to Congress and Proposed
Recommendations for the Coastal Barrier Rescurces
Sygten (52 Fed. Rewg. 9618«9530, March 25, 31587}

Near Sir/Madam:

The Conservation Law Foundation of New England, Tne. {CLF}
is pleased to submit the following comments on the Coastal
Barriers Study Group’s Draft Report to Congress and its proposed
recommendations for additions to and deletions from the Coastal
Barrier Resources System {CBRS) and for conservation of the CBRS’
natural resources under Section 12 of the Coustal Barrier
Resources Act (CBRA). CLF is a non-profit, public interest,
envirommental law organization dedicated to the comservation ang
preservation of New England’s envivoament, including ite coastal
resources,

CLF also submitted comments on the Coastsal Barriers Study
Group’s draft maps, definitions, and delineation criteria for the
CBRS in 19%85. We attach a copy of those comments and incorporate
them by reference.

%I. Proposed Recommendations for Additions to or Deletions
Ixom the CBRS

A. Geoaraphic Scope

CLF supports the proposed inclusion of the Florida Reys,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands in the CBRS. The ecological
and meinland protection values of the barriers ia these areas,
combined with the severs development pressures they are
experiencing, make their inclusion in the CBRS timely and
essential,

We are dimappointed, however, by your decision not to
recommend the inclusion of the Great lakes and Pacific Coasts in
the CBRS. The initisl inventory included 269 units frow thase
regiong. Barriers along these coasts perform the same beneficial

2

functions, provide similar fish and wildlife habitat, and
experience the same storn damage/subsidized reconstruction cycles
a8 the rest of the nation’s coastal barriers. Their inclusion in
the CBRS would be consistent with both the interests enumerated
in the CBRA and the Department’s proposal to expand the
definition of a “ceastal berrier® to include geological
formations that are different from the originally protected areas
of the Atlantic and Gulf Cossts but function as coastal barriers
(sez Section I.C below). We urge you to reconsider your decision
and to recommend inciusion of the Grest Lakes and Pacific Coasts
in the CHBRS.

CLP weicowes the propossd recommendation te include all
associasted aguatic habitats in the CBRS. Their inclusion would
recognize thelr inseparability from the other parts of coastal
barrier ecosystems and @liminate the inconsistency between the
CBRA'& definition of *undeveloped coastal barrier® {which
includes aspociated aguatic habitats) and the extent of the
existing CBRS,

C. Secondary Barriexs

Az a New England organization, wa ave purticularly pleased
to see the proposed recommendation to include secondary barriers
in the CERS. Large embayments such as Iong Island Sound,
Narragensett Bay, and Buzzards Bay in Massachusetts provide many
examples of secondary barriers, which, while generally smalier
than high-energy barriers exposed to the open ocean, nevertheless
paerform all the functions of other cocastal barriers.

D. ZOsherwise Protected” Cosstal Barriers

CLF supports the inclusion of all eligible *otherwime
protected® aress in the CBRS. %o that end, wa support the
proposad recommendation to include all privately owned areas
wWithin conservation or recrastion sreas estabiished by federal,
state, or local law (inholdings), in tha CBRS, as well as any
land held for conservation purposes by private groups if the land
is later sold for development. Horeover, we urge you to work
with Congress on developing your Buggested amendment €0 the CBRA
that provides for guidelines to aid in determining whether
devalopment in such inheldings is consistent with the interests
of the Act. However, we firsly believe that the proposad
recommendiation does not go far encugh, and that inclusion of
“otharwvise protected” aress within the CBRS is desirable,

It is not safe to assume that all federally supported
projects in these “otherwime protected” areas wili be consistent
with the conmervation goals of the CBRA. A prime exampla in New
England is the Fish and Wildlife Service’s proposal several years
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age te build a large headguarters and visitor center within the
Parker River National Wildlife Refuge on Plum Island,
Massachusetts. It took a combination of lengthy negotiations
batween the government and a coalition of environmental groups
{inziuding CLF), wongressional intervention, and Financial
agsistance from a private cohgervation organization to convince
thie Fish and Wildlife Service to site ite building at an off-
island location. A wore current example is the proposal by the
Assataague Islapd National Seashore in Maryiand to spend millions
of dolisrs on a beach pourishwent proiect in sn attempt to stop
erosion along the northern portion of the island -« & project
with littie chance of long-term success and whose primary
immediate beneficiaries will be private developers who want to
build in high-hazard floodplaln areas on the mainland.

*otharwise provected” areas should be included in the CBRS,
with appropriate guidelines that allow federal expenditures
within these areas but restricts it to those projects that are
consistent with the interests of the CBRA.

E. Bxpansion.of.the Definition of “Coastal Saryrier®

Wa fully wupport an ewpanded definition of *coastal barrier”
to include landforms that function as coastal barriers bub are
not compossd entirely of unconsolidatad sediments. Among the
areas that would be added t¢ the CBRS under the breadened
definition are the granitic bedrock outeroppings and glacial
deposits that are so common in New England.

F. Eroposed Additions/Dejetions in New Enoland

As noted above, we have attached a copy of our comments on
the 1985 draft maps, definitions, and delineation oriteria.
Those comments contained detailed discussicons of our views on the
proposed additions and deletions to the CBRS in New England. We
ask you to refer tc those comments, and offer the follewing
additional cosments.

1. Malne

Wa reiterats our support for maximum protection of coastal
barriers in Maine, particularly alony the scouthern coast, where
developrent pressure is greatast.

2. Hew Hampshire

We are informed by the WHew Hampshire Office of Etate
Flanning that Wallis Sands Beach and Rye Marbor (RH-01 and WH-
02), vhich were inciuded in the 1585 inventory, have baen
eliminated from further considerstion because they are already
developed, This differs from the reason given previousiy by
Governor Sununu and the Office of State Planning for eliminsting
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these units, i.e., that they are not coastal barriers (letter
from Governor Jehn H. Sununu to Secretary James Watt, March 31,
1983: lettsr from David 6. Scott, BMeting Divector, Office of
State Planning to J. Craig Potter, March 20, 1985}, We suggest
that the Coastal Barriers Study Group reexamine the availabie
information sbout thess units and the remsons for eliminating
tham from further consideration.

The remaining units in the 1985 inventory (NH-03, NH-D4, and
HH~G5} have evidently been suciuded becsuss they are *otherwise
protected.” Hr. Scott’s 1965 comments on one of these areas,
Hampton Besch State Park (NH-05) veferred to the conseguences of
inglusion in the CBRS on *future development of the State Park.*
This upderscores the importance of including such areas in the
CBRS.

3. Massachusells

CLF supports all proposad recommendations for expansion of
the CBRS in Massachusetts. The decision te exclude all
fotherwise protected? sress iz felt strongly in the Commenweaith,
sffecting such areas as the Parker River National Wildiife Refuge
(HA-02), portions of the Cape Cod National Seashore (MA=17, Ma-
18, MA-19, and MA-2D), the Menomoy National Wildlife Refuge (MA~
21), and Waguolt Bay (C~-ig).

4. Rhigds. Xsland

e reiterate our support for maximun inciusien within the
CBRS, aspeciaily in the vicinity of Little Compton and the
Sakonnet River, inciuding Little Compton Ponds (D-0l), especially
Tunipus Pond and Briggs Marsh; Brown Point (RI-Nl), Fogland Marsh
(B-02) ; Sapowat Peint (RI-02): Sandy Point {RI-03): Almy Pond
(RI-06); Hazards Beach/Liiy Pond (RI-07); Green Hill Beach (D-
04} : Fast Beach/Charlestown Beach (p-05); and Misquamicut Beach
(RI-14}. We oppose any deletion from the Little Compton Ponds
unit (D-01). In addition, we urge full inclusion of Easton’s
Pond (RI-0%).

5. connecticut

Once again, we suppert full inclusion of all identified
gliginle arsas in Connecticut. We echo the comments of the
Connecticut Coastal Zone Management Program, which has called for
incluzion of all *othervise protected” areas with appropriats
guidelines for alliowable projects. Connecticut would especially
benefii from adoption of the propose:d recommendation to include
secondary barriers in the CBRS.




Buried in the dreaft report’s section on “fedaral
Stewardship: The Acguisition hltermative* is the proposed
racommendation that the areas currently included in the CBRS on
mititary and Coast Guard lands be deleted. We rejact this
proposal, and the underlying assumption that all milicary
spending iz esmential for national security. Coastal barriers
owned by the military angd the Coast Guard are ne different from
othar undeveloped coastal barrisys, and need and deserve just as
much protection from unnecessary development.., We eall on you to
drap this propesed recommendation and keep the military and Coast
Guard on an agqual footing with private landowners and other
federal agencies., Environmental laws should apply equally to all
parties, public and private.

B. Application of Section 5 Punding Prohibition to

Pro .ok Edie The hat LELGERS Units

CLF agrees with your conclusion that Ssetion 8 of the CBRA
prohibite fedural financia) aseistence to any proisct that serves
& CBRS unit, even if the project ip located outside the CBRS unit
in gquestion. We appiaud your recognition that federal financial
assistance to such prejects is inconsistent with the purposes of
the CERA, since they subsidize the very sert of coastal barrier
davelopment that the CBRA seeks to discourage.

©¢. Deletion of the “Essential Link? Language of
£1a143)

CLF supports the propossd recommendation to eliminate the
loophole provided by Section 6(a)(3) of the CBRA. We agree that
Section €(a)(6){F) better protects ths interests of the CBRA by
restricting the repair, replacement, or reconstruetion of roads
and othey public facilities within the CBRS to projects that are
consistent with the consarvation purposes of the CHBRA.

D. Restrictions on Dredued Material Disposal

CLF also supports the propossd recommendstion to amend
Section 6{a){2) of the CBRA to require that dredged material
disposal within the CBRS be consistent with the tonseyvation
goais of the CBRA. The smendment would close mnother potential
loopholie.

E. Deletion of the OM8 Certificaticn
RBeswivenent of Sectisn. ..

While we agree thst the Office of Man t andg get is
ili-aquipped to monitor federal agency complisnce with the CBRA
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because it lacks the capability to audit agency spending, we do
not think that the solution is to eliminrate the certification
reguirement entirely. We suggest that you instead recommend that
Congress azi the General Acoounting Office, which iz able to
audit expenditurse, to teke on the certification task.

Sincerely,
Peul Hauge
Steff Solentist
/ph
gacl.

cci  Governors and coastal zone wanagement/state planning offices
of Haine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
and Conpecticut
Congressional delegations of Maine, New Hampshive,
Massachusatts, Rhode Islend, and Connecticut
RBational Wildlife Federation

Working for the Nature of Tomnrow,

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

12 Sixteenth Street, MW, Washingion, D.C. 20036-2266  {201) 797-6800

Ceastsl Barriezs Study Group
Department of the Interior
National Park Service

P.O. Bex 37127%

Washington, D.C. Z0013.7:27

BE: Comments on the Coastal Barrler Resouwrcss Aet.-Sectlien 10 Draft
Eepott to Congress, 52 Pedegsl Begigter 9618-9619

Dear Sir of d¥Madam:

The National ®Wildlife Fedaratlon., the Natursl Besources Defenss
Council. the Coast Alliance, and the Oceanic Socliety are writing in
Fesponse to the Department of the Intaricr's Federal Register Hotice
of March 23, 19B7 solicling commonts on the Draft Repori to

egg;: 4 arrier Regources Sysfem--Bxscutive Summary.

Cur organizations have a longtime interest ia the conservation
of coastal parrisrs. The Matural Resources Defense Council was the
tounding crganization of the Barrier Istands Coalitien in 1978,
Likewise, the National Wildlife Federation, the Coast Alliance, and
the Oceanie Sveiety became mombers of that egalition ia 31979 to help
seek protection of coastal barriers.

Our crganizations have ied efforts to pass legislatien thch
would conserve the natufal resqources of c¢oastal bﬂ:zie:s—_flrEF, the
tlood insurance prohibitien ir the Omnidus Wecenciliastion Act in
198]1 and then, the Feders)l fipancial prohibition in the Ceaszal
Barrier Resources Act {CBRA) in 1982. HWe countinue to suppoert the
goals of CBRA snd sxpansion of the Coastal Barrier Resources System
{CBRS) throughout the United Stata and its territogies., The Tederal
government mhould pot be subeidiziag development in nauazdous areas
which destroyd productive eosstal edoayatoms, sendangers the livea
and properties of shorsiine residents, and costs faderal Laxpayers
willions of doilars each yeat in flood insurance claime and disaster
relief.

The need for an expanded Coastsl Barrier Resources System in
which faderal development subsidies are problbited iz bevoming
increasingly critical inm light of the projectsd rige in ses levels
due to globa) warming., As waler lavels rise. so will the costs of
protecting existing stiuctures, the dapages from sromlon and
fiooding, apnd the risk to human 1ife and property. Unfortuhately,
howewver, development in thess unmtable cosstsl areas continues Lo
grow 4t a frightening pace. We feel strongly. charefore, that it is
essentisl that the Department recoamend maximum nxp#nnlon ef the
System to include the eligible areas on all of Amarics's coants

before thess sites are irrevocabiy committed to development. An
appendix of gpecific comments ¢b sdditions to and deletions from the
System follow our genersl Comments.

ED_BECOMMENDATIONS FOR ANDITIONS TO
Qf DELETIONS FROM THE CHRS

Wa Bupport the Dspartgent's recommendation to expand the
definition of a "coawtal barrier« to include landforms which
fusction as coastal barriers in protecting the mainland and adjacent
aquatic habitatg, aven if they are not composed of unconselidated
podiments a5 are barriers im the traditional definitioen. Use of
thies expanded definition in delinesting CBRS units is consistent
with the conservation goals of CBRA and would allow for the
inciuelon of such new geological formations as undeveloped beach
rovk, cemented dunse. fringlng mangroves and associaced coral beefs,
cheniers, discontinuous outcrops of bedrock, and coarse glaclal
deposits. $Since these aresas serve the same function as coastal
parriers snd are as vulnerable 1o development pressure, gea lavel
tise, and storm damags as traditisnally-defined coastal barriers, i
ie appropriate that they zlgo be protected within the Systeam.

APPERDIX

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC COASTAL BARHRIER AREAS

The Mational Wildlife Federaticn, the Natural Rescurces Defense
Council, the Coast Alliance, and the Cceanic Society endorse the
inclusien of all undeveloped coastal barriers identified by the
pepartment of Interiovr in the March 1885 inventory, as well as some
additional areas menticned below. Following ave ouy comments on
some of the gpecific arsas,

Tonnecticut

Wwe support the propesed additions and expansions of all eligible
units listed in the Department’s 1985 inventory for Connecticut,
ineluding the sixteen ateas requested for inglusion by the State of
Connecticut,
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Coastal Barriers Study Group, Dept. of the Interior,
sational Fark Service,

P.C. Box 37427,

Washington, 2.0, 200137127

Gentlemeny

I write this letter from tWo viewnpoints: first as a
fortunate howeowner of more than 30 years on Jordan Cove
in Waterford, Connecticut and secondly as a Real Tstate
Agent who is heartsick at the wanton use of the ever-dim-
inishing coastline from New York to khode Island, It iz
not difficult to envision in the near future one iong line
of condtminiumgr-ws "HBoast your own dock® promotions! to
overpewering marinase- eg.~ Noank, Ct,-- gulping up our
noble coastline and open waterways.

Lany of these developers--well aware of the astronomical
return on their money do not hesitate to spend millions

of dollars on fill, lobbying, padding iust to sell at
equally asironomical prices, Too soon the ordinary little
fellow will not even be able to %ake his shildven %o &
public beach-- what sort of heritage is this?

If action is not immediate we shall lose forever the

last vestiges of protection for ouwr shoreline.

I implore you-~ act to preserve that which is still intaet!

Sincerely yours,

Lorraine Durivan

Highway Point lane

Waterford, 04. 063485
April 28,1987

&k“G\C\l;\&E b'\u\"\\ W

May 2%, 1987

The Coastal Barriers Study troup
Department of the Interior
Rational Park Service

FO Box 37127

Washington, K 20013-7127

Certlesman:

In regards to the "Report to Congress: Coastal Barrier Rescurce Svstem”
execytive summary, it seams to be very one-sided apd totally envircmmentally
oriented, generalizing conditions not true in every instance and Ieaving out
conditions which do eist which are bereficial,

The report starts owd, in fact 18 nmeed for the fact that the "berriers® do
protect the land from the advancing ses, and gives no credit o man's development
as a benefit. Man's construction assists nature in proteching the inmer waters,
Bewhere in the report does the idea of the guality of development potential come
into play. Developeet of the barrier islands to allow man and nature to share
the benefits while man pays o upgrade, ralss gp levels, creste wetlands as
trade offs, dredge to make deep and rlean waters in payment of development rites,
plant stabilizing vegetation, close off inlets vhere envirommentally beneficial,
create waterwiys where pecessary to assist nature, re-zone endangeved wildlife
refuges to large plotz which will encourage privete enterprize to upgrade and
suvee whole barriers thus henefiting both the birds and may.,

This report is obwiously very one-sided end slanted towards the &o nothing
developmant alternative which if adopied as lew will probebly do more to devestate

our coast in the long run. Fear of profit makers, developers and private owmership
shoald not influense National policy.

The wdersigned wonld appreciate coment.

(o Lttty

James R, Gandella
WORMALE COVE MARDNR, INC.

Ji’é;wa{% %ma z/%rzm';m, lﬁfr

BEACH ROAD, EAST NORWALK, CONNECTICUT 06855 « 203-838-2326

MARINAS + SERVICE FACKITHES « FITTING OUT SPECIALIBTS » AEPAESEN'TING
MANUFACTURERS OF THE HIGMEST QUALITY YACHTS AND RELATED AGCESSORIES




INDEX TO EXISTING AND PROPOSED CBRS UNITS IN CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT

Coastal zone
USER NOTE: To locate the map(s} of each sxisting and
proposed CBRS unit in this volume, consuli the table an
the following page.
NEW HAVEN
®/ ow.._ 2
BRIDGEPORT C7-13
EQ8A
STAMFORD
9 P
7 YL adll




MAPS DEPICTING EXISTING AND PROPOSED CBRS UNITS

Unit
ID USGS Topographic Map
Code Unit Name or Map Composite Page
Do Napatree Watch Hill i5
Mystic 16
EQ1 Wilcox Beach Mystic 16
EOLA Ram Island Mystic 16
EQ2* Goshen Cove New London 19
E03 Jordan {ove Niantic 21
EO3A Niantic Bay Miantic 21
EOQ3R Lynde Point 0ld Lyme 22
EO4 Menunketesuck Tsland Esgax 25
E05* Hammonasset Point Clinton 26
EQ7* Milford Point Mitford 30
EOBA* Fayerweather Island Bridgeport 32
EQ9* Horwalk Islands Sherwood Point 34
Norwatlk South 35
CT-01* Mason Is'land Mystic 16
CT~06%* Mile Creek 01d Lyme 22
CT=-08 Cold Spring Brook Essex 25
CT-09 Harbor View Clinton 26
CT-11 Sea View Beach Clinton 26
CT-12 Lindsey Cove Branford 28
CT-13 Kelsey Island Branford 28

*Public comment summaries and DOI responses follow unit map.

MAPS DEPICTING OTHERWISE PROTECTED, MILITARY, AND
COAST GUARD LANDS ON UNDEVELOPED COASTAL BARRIERS*

USGS Topographic Map Coastal Barrier

or Map Composite Status Page
Match Hil1l State 15
Mystic State 16
New London State 19
Niantic Private 21
01d Lyme Private 22
Clinton State 26
New Haven Local 29
Milford Federal, State 30
Bridgeport State, Local 3z
Sherwood Point Local 34
Norwaik South Federal, lLocal 35

*These maps are provided for information purposes only. DOI is not recom-
mending the addition of these areas to the CBRS unless they are made avail-
able for developmeni that is inconsistent with the CBRA purposes.
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ADD

DELETE

EXCLUDED

FEDERAL

STATE

LOCAL

PRIVATE

MILITARY

COAST GUARD

MAP KEY
Existing CBRS units

Recommended additions to or dele-
tions from the CBRS

Mititary, Coast Guard, or otherwise
protected, untdeveloped coastal
barvier

Area vecommended for addition to
the CBRS

Avrea recommended for deletion from
the CBRS

Area excluded from an existing or
proposed CBRS unit because it is
developead

federally protected, undeveloped
coastal barrier; for information
only

State protected, undeveioped
¢coastal barrier; for information
only

Locally protected, undeveloped
coastal barvier; for information
enly

Privately protected, undeveloped
coastal barrier; for information
only

Undeveloped c¢oastal barrier owned
by the military; for information
only

Undeveloped coastal barrier owned
by the foast Guard; for information
only

Maps are arranged in geographic order from east

to west.
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Report to Congress en the Coastal Barrier Hesources System

UMITED STATVES

DEPARTMENT OF TRE ITERION QUADRANGLE

i

i CONNECTICUT
SOALE
happed, sdited and pubtished ¥ . a § i MRE
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Sohd lines demet racommendations for addihons to O delstiohs from
the Coastil Barier Resowrces System. (Section 10 of PL. 87 - 348))

Dash fines depict approximate boundanes of existing units n the
Coasipl Bartier Besources Systern, for referenge purposas oy

Domred lines tepict Rppraximare noundaries of an undeveloped corstal
ngrvier that is “otherwise protacted” or & miltary or coast guard

proparty.

Azse kap s the U5 Goolopucal Sutvey 1:24.000 scale QuBATENGHE.
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C7-01 - MASON ISLAND

State Position: The State of Connecticut
supports the CBRS expansion; however, no

position on this particular unit was
expressed.

Other Comments: Three Jetters were veceived
claiming that parts of Mason Island ave
developed and should be excluded from the
proposed unit. They are reprinted below,

Response: A1l of C7-01 has been closely
examined and fully meets DOI's definitions
of an undeveloped coastal barrier. The

proposed unit fully qualifies for addition
tc the CBRS,

BOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends that

€T-01 be added to the {BRS as delineated.

[577]

Law QFFICES

O’BRIEN, BHAFNER, BARTINIK, Bruart & Ky, P.C
SADOE STAEET AT MOQUTE ONE

JORN ¢ OBRIEN
HATTHIW SHATNER
PETEM J. SARTINIK
PETER 7 BTUARY
SAROLYK # BELLY
BAANYILLE R WORAS
FRANA W EPPINGER
MYLED . LAFFEY
MARK BLOCR
EYNTHIA L. FAUSOLO™
LORWAINE D ECKERY
RAVMOHD T TREGIBACS Y
SHELLEY s, WEIBG"*+
JAMES W. ALWOOD
LALLM ABMITTRG e GHDGE 1Kk ki
KD NEW TOHR
TLALRG AGHHTTED IN SHODE (6LAND
4rALBE ABEHTTED 1M HEW YORK

Mr. ¥rank HeGilvery

POST OFFICE DRAWER BRS
AROTOR, CONRECTICUT G4340

TELEPHOHE (203 4432483

May T, 1987

$.8. Fish and Wildlife Service
pepartment of Interior

Hamilton Building

1375 K Street - Room 40C

Waghington, D.C.

RE: Coestal Barrier Rescurces Syster Quadrangle

206065

Mygtic, Connecticut

Dear Mr. MoGilvery:

HORWIEN DFFICKE
D MAIE STREZT
HATMARRET BUILOING
FOST DFFICE 00X 3ty
HOAWICH, LY O8AG0
TELEPKONE 1ED3) B8B-2803
203 ABS-ZPDA

FILE WO,

% am writing to you on behalf of Mr. Rufus Allyn, Mr. Roy
Bolanger, Mr. and Mre. Law, and Mr. and Mre. Shultz, &il of whom
are property owners on Masons Island, Mystic, Connecticut, and
whose property is proposed to be included in The Coastal Barrier

Resource Bystem.

The pection to be incliuded on Masons Island is, for the must
psrt, appropriste and would preserve an ecologically sensitive
area. There is a section of that designaetion that includes, &t
its porthwest torner, two houses and an epproved building lot
which are inappropriate for inclusion and which would cause
great financial hardship to the ownera of the property. I have
cutlined on the Asaesscr's Map for the Town of SBtonington a

proposed readijustment of the northwesterly line in 2 manner that
would exclude the three properties owned by my clients. I have
drawn a propoped new boundary line in green and would ask that
the government map bz changed accordingly.

The Shultz house #its on a rocky promontory eleyated well over
the high water line, where-as the Law property is fully
developed and, althouph lower, is occupled by an expensive home.

OPBRIEN, BRAFNER, BARTINIK, S7Y0ART & HELey, P.O.

Page —2-
May 7, 1987

The undeveleped Iot owned by Messrs Bolanger and Allyn is
vurrently on the market and meets all reguirements for a
building lot under State snd locsl law., These three properties
are served by an asphalt road and none of the properties would
seem to fall within the definition of an undeveloped coagtal
barrier.

Hessrs Bolanger and Allyn do, however, own a somewhat lsolated
house located approximately 300 yards scuth of any proposed new
boundary which weuld be included in the coastal xonpe since it is
surreunded by sccloglieally senmitive property.

1 would appreciats your attentior to this reguest and » response
to my comments at your convenience.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

C. O*Brien

skmi
Enclosure
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70 School Fouse Road
Mystic, Ct., 06355
June 4, 1987

Mr. Prank Nelfilvery

U. 8. Pish pond Vildlife Sexvice
Departuent of Interior

Tanilton Bullding

1575 K Sireet - Hoom 400
Washington, £. O, 20005

BE: Coastal Barrier Resources System {umdrangle
Masons Island, ¥ystic, Ct.

Dear Mr. MeSilvery:

With reference 1o the gbove captioned matter, it is my under~
standing that cur property falls within the confines of The Conatal
Barvier Rescurces System. Its borderline is proposed to run norih
of us, thezby exciuding our property, as well as two other honse,
plus en sehnowledged bullding lot ad Joinlng ouwr property, Irow
gvallability of flood dnsurance coverage. Siuce our home is located
high endé dry well above the median high water sark and in the
abgence of g major tldal weve in noe denger from the sep, we are
5411l facing a potential problewm in the event thal a new mortpsge
nas to be secwwed By w8 or a future buyer of the property. It is
a reasonably ssfe apsumption that the bank will require flood
insurmiee. This might nake o ssle inmpossible or at least stbstan-
tially diminish the market value of our property.

Our property is filrmly connected with the rest of Masoms Islsndé by
an msphalt road and at lemst 2.7 acres of the 3 which we own are
high, dry, cultivpted and londscmped, Therefore, 11 heardly weets
the definition and purpose of p ocoastel barrier as defined by

the Act of Congresa of Jenusry 25, 1082, entitled "Cosstal Derrier
Resowrces Aot."

We respectfully request yowr review oi the matler gné would very
much apprecizte a favorsble ruling excluding our properiy from
the classification "Undeveloped Ccostel Barrier® (Sec. 3, (1)) of
the above menticned Aot of Congress.
Very truly yours,
. Lt
W. &. Scholz -

cct  Congressmsn Sam Ge jdenson




Heport 2o Congress on the Coastal Bavrler Resources Sysiem h
UMETED STATES X Solid lines depict revommendations for additions 1o or deletions from
DEPARTRAENYT OF THE ISTEBIOR GUADRANGLE the Coastal Bardes Resources System. (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348)
N@ &@%@ s (3881 finas deplct approximate boundaries of existing units in the

Coastal Barrier Flesources System, for reference nurposes only.

CONNECTICUT
ssees  Dottad bnes depict approximata boundaries of an undeveinped coastal
" . BUALE barrier that is “oiherwise protected” or a military or coast guard
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E02 - GOSHEN COVE

State Position:. The 5State of Connecticut
opposes deleting otherwise protected barriers
from the CBRS,

Other Comments: No other comments concerning
£02 were received.

Response: The State of Connecticut provided
DOI with a detailed map of E02 showing the

precise extent of its holdings. The beundary
modification recommended by DOI follows the
delineations provided by the State.

DOl Recommendation: The DOI recommends that
the portions of E02 protected by the State
of Connecticut be deleted from the CBRS.




Report to Congress on the Coastal Barler Resources System h
UNITED STATES - Solid lines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
DEPARTHENT OF THE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE the Coastal Parier Fesaurces System. (Saction 10 of P.L. §7 - 348)
NQ&N?E@ www  Dagh lines depict approximate boundaries of existing units in the
Coastat Barrier Resources System, for referance purposes only.
CONNECTICUT 4 pup Y
sswse  Dolted lings depict approximate boundaries of an undeveloped coastal
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by the Coastal Barriers Study Group L e ’ 1
U.5. Departmant of the inferior 1000 G 1000 2000 5000 400G S000 8000 7000 FEET Q&
. E i A
Washingion, D.C, 20240 F 5 ) 1 KiLGMTEQ;;’! osth Base Map is the LS. Geological Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangle. .,




H ™
Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System
USITED STATES . Saolid lines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE the Coastal Barrier Resources System. (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348.)
@&m &nw ﬁ e Dash dines depict approximale boundaries of existing units in the
- N Coastal Basvier Hesources System, for refarence purposes oniy.
COMNECTICLY
vswow  Dotted fines depict approximate boundaries of an undeveloped coastal
N SCALE barrior that is i " ili 3
Mapped, pdited and published 1 " . il pﬁ;:z;;et is “otherwise protectad” or a miltary or coast guard
by the Coastal Barriers Study Group e v -
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e
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CT-06 - MILE CREEK

State Position: The State of Connecticut
supports the CBRS expansion; however, no po-
sition on this particular unit was exprassed.

Other Comments: One Tletter was received
indicating that a privately owned structure,
the Mile Creek Beach Club building, exists

in proposed unit CT-06. It is reprinted
below.

Response: The Mile Creek Beach Ciub building
is the only structure in proposed unit CT-06.
DOI's definition of an “undeveloped" barrier
is a barrier with less than 1 structure per
5 acres of fastland. The proposed unit fully
meets this definition and qualifies for addi-
tion to the CBRS.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends that
CT-06 be added to the CBRS as delineated,
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Desr Fellow Member,

On Sunday, April 1%, 1987, an artfcle “U.S. to Add to Coastal Barrier List™
appeared in the Connecticuz section of the W.Y. Times.

The article indicated that Mile Creek was one of the sites proposed, As 1
indicated at our annusl meeting, “Federally swbsidized fiood insursnce i oot availw
#ble in areas within the system, nor are Federal funds for such projects as roads,
uarer lines, sewers, bridges, cduseways or mavigscion chanmels,™

The lack of Federally subsidized flood insurance would make it almost ime
pessibie for people to obtain mortgages.

I went to the Department of the Interior in Washington, D.C. on Thursday,

June 4, 1957 snd met with:

Mr. Frank B. McGilvrey
Comstal Barriers Coordinator

and

Ms. Deborah Lanzone
Mareager, Cosstal Barriers Task Force

1o discuss our concerns, namely:

Mosguits & Tick Control

Groin Construction

Flood Insurance

Reipbursement for land value following
destryction of property by wave wash

Both Frank McGilvrey end Deborah Lanzone were vety cooperative and nelpful
in providing answers te ouy concerns.

A) Hosgquito and Tick Control - The State of Connecticur which currently
provides control of Mile Creek vill continue to provide control. The Federal
program in no wey supercedes the states program.

B} Croin Construction - As long as 1o Federal money is required to maintain
our groin on Mile Creek, we are free to make necesssry repairs at any time. Ve,
of course, maintain cur ows Comstruction and Meintensance fund to handle such &
Gituatien,

€} Elood Imsurance - Nome of our homes on Hawks Next Beach are within this
newly applied for area of protection, so we sre not affected. If we were within
the designuted area, it would be possible for us to continue our flood insurance
and transfer coverage to & new owner a5 long as our bullding hed not been destroyed
in excess of 50T.

D} Reimbursement for lend value following destrnetion of PIoperty by
wave wash « This i3 a very nebulous situation, sinee it £s FEMA who wWould be
called upon to #ssist us in the event of severe damage to the PYOPETLY on our
besch and FEMA hoas no money avsilabie to buy land, In some sraces, the state
itself has set wp funds for rhis purpose.

After having read che iaw, it would appear that as long ns we are willing
te do without amy Federal aid, we can build homes. jettims, etc. &s long as we
comply with local and szate lavs.

Enclosed is an enlavgement of the area {indicated {T-06) which is being
applied for, It would appear that the “Mile Creek Beach Club” is the only
structure wighin the proposal. ZInclosed also is the megazine "Restless Ribbons
of Sand” whidh Me. Lantone previded for us.

1f you wish o individually cownent on this proposed addirion to the Coastal
Barrier Act, you have until June 24, 1987 to write to:

Coantsl Barriers Study Group
Department of the Interior
Haticnal Park Service

P.0. Box 37127

Waghingron, D.C, 20013-7127

Ve have vequested that I be placed on the wmatling iist for sny new activities
and 1 donated to the 0ld Lyme—Phoebe Griffis Noyes Library coples ¢f the fellowing:

Pndeveloped Environmental Stgtement, May 1983
Restless Ribbons of Sand

Report to Congress:
Cosstal Barriers Resources System, Fed. 1987

¥y apologies for the length of this letter — hope you'll understand.

HAWKS NEST ASSOCIATION
Robert E. Knox, Pres.
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E05 - HAMMONASSET POINT

State Position: The State of Connecticut

opposes deleting otherwise protected barriers
from the CBRS.

Other Comments: One letter was receijved
opposing the proposed addition of associated
aquatic habitat to EO05 in the 1987 Draft
Report. It is reprinted below.

Response: In 1987, DOI was not aware that
all of EO5 was protected by the State;

therefore, the Department proposed adding
associated aquatic habitat to the existing
unit. Because DOI recommends deleting the
£E05 barrier, all of the associated aguatic
habitat 1is 1ineligible for addition to the
CBRS under DOI criteria.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends that

EO5 be deleted from the CBRS because it is
protected by the State of Connecticut.

DRMGHY W, MERRIAM

LAY DEFICES

CORE COMMERTIAL PLALA
HARTSDAD, CORNECTICUT ORI 3887
FOFRTE-RRCQ

ROBINSON & COLE

FINANCIAL CENTRE
POST QFFICE BOX 10105
STAMPORD, CORNECTICUT DRRTA2I0S
HARTrOND (LT TRTLY
zo3.avb-area —
TRARGOPIER HARTFOAD 203778 0849
TELECOMER STAMFORD 203-356 8576
TELEX BOTH OFFICLE B0 440 Y

June 8, 1387

UL Rt TO AR RO

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Interior
Naticnal Park Service

E.O. Box 37127

Washington, DC 20013-7127

Re: <Coastal Barrier Resources System, Associated Aguatic Habitat
Dear Madam or Sir:

As counsel to Mr. Jeffrey Shapiro of Cedar Island Marina
in Clinton., Connecticut, we would like to comment on a proposed
addition of Associated Aguatic Habitat to the (oastal Barrier
Resourves System.

After reviewing the study maps used by the Interior Department
and based on our tnderstanding of the intent of the Coastal
Barrier Resources System, we believe a portion of the proposed
Asgociated Agquatic Habitat to the west of Cedar Island Marina
should be excluded from consideration. As can be seen from
the enclosed map, the area adjacent to and west of Cedar Island
Marina is currently used as & State Department of Environmental
Protection and Army Corps of Engineers approved dredged material
disposal area and the existing elevation is well above ficod
elevation. Bevause this area has been significantly modified,
we contend its in¢lusion within the Associated Aguatic Babitat
category is inappropriate. We therefore suggest that the Assoclated
Aguatic Habitat line be moved further west to exclude the dredged
material disposal area., #his revision would retain the tidal
wetlands and other aguatic habitat within the Asscciated Aguatic
Habitat designation.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. If you
should have any questions, please contact me.

Very truly yours,
O U i
Dwight B. Merriam

DEM/ jmc
Enclosures
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EQ7 - MILFORD POINT

State Position: The State of Connecticut
opposes delteting otherwise protected barriers
from the CBRS.

Other Comments: No other comments were
received concerning this unit.

Response: The DOI proposed an addition
to EO7 in the 1987 Draft Report; however,

this area, too, is otherwise protected (by
the State).

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends that

EO7 be deleted from the CBRS because it is
Federally protected: it is part of the
National Wildlife Refuge System.
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EOBA - FAYERWEATHER ISLAND

State Position: The State of Connecticut

1 ! Response: A1l of Fayerweather Island is
opposes deleting otherwise protected barriers owned by the City of Newport and protected
from the CBRS.

as Seaside Park.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends that
EOBA be deleted from the CBRS because it is
locally protected.

Other Comments: No other comments were
received concerning this unit.
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EQ9 - NORWALK ISLANDS

State Position: The State of Connecticut
opposes deleting otherwise protected barriers
from the CBRS.

Other Comments: No other comments concerning
EO9 were received.

Response: Much of the Norwalk Islands is
part of the National Wildlife Refuge System

managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. There are some privately owned

inholdings on the islands.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends that
the portions of E09 that are Federally pro-
tected be deleted from the CBRS. The D01
also recommends that the privately owned

inholdings remain in the CBRS.

% (1.5, GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1988 0 - 221-884 (Vol. 5}



