






November 29, 2004

Representative John Frey

2 Copps Hill Road

Ridgefield, CT 06877







Re: Ridgefield Lake Association

Dear Mr. Frey:

Thank you for taking the time to meet with the board members of the Ridgefield Lakes Association (hereinafter “RLA”) during our October board meeting. As you know, the RLA Board is comprised of 18 members elected by local residents with deeded access rights to Rainbow Lake. The RLA is supported voluntarily by members in about 110 to 125 households (varies from year to year) who pay dues to the RLA ranging between $150 and $350 depending on their proximity to the lake. 

One of the principal duties of the RLA is to ensure that the Lake remains in a healthy condition, not only because we are stewards for our current members and future generations, but because we are part of the Saugatuck River system and, as such, have an obligation to those downstream.

Over the years, this task has become increasingly difficult. Rainbow Lake, also known as Wataba Lake, is man-made, being built in the 1940s as a part of a cottage development. The lake has gradually become shallower over the years, particularly in the alcoves. The more shallow the lake becomes, the more difficult it is to manage the weeds and algae because the water warms up more rapidly in the summer and because the light reaches the bottom of the lake easier. Consequently, we have increased plant growth. 

Rainbow Lake also presents several other challenges. First, the watershed that drains into the lake is large relative to the size of the lake, resulting in very high nutrient levels. Second, as previously mentioned, the lake is part of the Saugatuck River system, which restricts the chemical treatment options available to the RLA because the Saugatuck is used to provide drinking water to local communities. 

Over the past five years we have retained various experts, at our own expense, to test our water, identify the source of our issues and to suggest remedies available to ameliorate our algae and weed problem. We have lowered the water table to just a few feet in the winter in an attempt to freeze and destroy the plant life.  We have discussed a range of options, including the use of triploid carp to control the weeds in the lake. 
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Although the use of carp is an attractive option, there would be some logistical challenges (assuming that we were allowed to stock the lake) most notably we would be required to build a large fence across our outflow dam. Given our financial condition and limited income flow, dredging is cost prohibitive. You may recall a few years ago we even tried to create a tax district, but lost the vote.  One thing we have learned is we must limit the inflow of nutrients to our lake.

For several years we have worked with Aquatic Control Technologies (ACT), a company specializing in the control of weeds and algae through the use of chemical treatments. Both the RLA and ACT hope that by carefully managing the weed population in our lake, for example by preventing perennial weeds from setting seed, we will gradually be able to reduce the amount of chemical treatment required each year.

In the last two years we feel that our efforts to reduce the dependency on chemical treatment have been hindered by the delays associated with obtaining permits for treatments from the DEP. The permit application process in 2004 was particularly bad for us. Even though we originally applied for our permit in February, we were not able to perform an herbicide treatment until early June. This delay caused a number of problems. Because we had not been able to treat the weeds before they became established, the treatment resulted in a large amount of nutrients – in the form of decaying plant material - being deposited in the lake. 

The second major problem occurred because prior to receiving a treatment we have to lower the lake level by 18 inches to maximize its efficacy. Because of the delay in permitting, we missed the spring rains, which meant that the level of the lake remained well below normal for a significant portion of the summer. The fact that the lake level was down for many weeks during the summer prevented residents from enjoying the natural beauty of the lake. Another effect of the permitting delay was that the number and extent of the treatments that were required during 2004 was larger than it needed to be had we been able to treat at the optimum time.

I have included herewith, summary chronologies of the treatments of Rainbow Lake for the last two years.  I have also included several images that show the condition of the lake in June and August this year. You will see from the images that the lake looked unpleasant owing to the large quantities of weed and algae.

We are asking for you to contact the DEP to determine if there is anything that can be done next year to prevent permitting delays similar to those that we have experienced in the last two years.  We believe we have a good plan for managing the lake responsibly, but our best efforts are being hindered by delays in obtaining the appropriate permits in a timely manner. We would also like to meet with you again for the purpose of developing a plan with the town and state to help limit the amount of nutrients, which flow into our lake, both from upstream and from the surrounding area.
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Should you have any questions I can be reached at the numbers given below. Thank you for your help in looking into this matter.

Sincerely,

Norman B. Naishtut

President of the RLA

Cc: Michael Harder, Interim Chief, Bureau of Waste Management

The condition of the lake in Early June 2004 – weeds and algae cover much of the lake prior to the first herbicide treatment

IMAGES REMOVED TO REDUCE THE FILE SIZE

The condition of the lake in Early August, 2004. Although the weeds are gone, algae continues to clog much of the lake including the areas in front of the RLA beaches (top image).
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2004 Lake Treatment

2/5/04 
Informed ACT that we wish to go ahead with the proposed treatments.

4/14/04 
Contacted ACT to determine if they had heard back on the permit – they had not.

4/21/04
ACT receives the DEP permit for the use of cutrine (algaecide) but not Sonar (herbicide). ACT contacts DEP and is told the permit application has gone for further review by fisheries. 

4/23/04
Algae appears on Lake – ACT comes out to inspect. 

Middle-Late May 
ACT’s original target date for SONAR treatment.

4/26/04
ACT informs RLA that they have heard from the DEP and the permit is approved and awaiting signature.

5/19/04
ACT performs algae treatment.

5/19/04
Brad Robinson informs RLA (Farrow) that permit was out for signature two days earlier and we should have it in a couple of days. Treatment planned for 5/27.

5/27/04
Permit still not received – called Brad Robinson

6/1/04 
Permit received. Treatment scheduled for 6/7/04 to allow for draw down.

6/7/04
Sonar treatment part 1 performed. 

6/19/04
Second phase of Sonar treatment performed.

6/29/04 
Follow-up algae treatment (billed to RLA).

7/12/04
Algae treatment scheduled for few days later. No Charge to RLA.

8/17/04 
Additional algae treatment performed. 

2003 Lake Treatment

(taken from posting on the RLA website)

Wondering what happened with lake treatment this year? Here’s a chronology of events.

February: Aquatic Control Technologies, the company that handles the treatment of Rainbow Lake, outlined treatment options for 2003 and suggested that we consider applying Diquat, rather than Sonar, owing to its favorable match with the weeds in our lake and its lower treatment cost. Diquat, however, requires a more stringent review process by the DEP than Sonar. Given the potentially longer time-lines for review, the Board decided to go ahead and apply for a permit for Diquat treatment. If a permit were granted, the Board then would have had to decide whether or not to apply a Diquat treatment.

March 12th: A permit application was sent to the DEP for the use of Diquat and two algaecides. 

March 27th: Aquatic Control Technologies and Dr. Paul Rowland made presentations to the Board on treatment options for the Lake. 

For many weeks we heard nothing from the DEP. Because of cutbacks at the DEP the permit review process was much slower than it had been in recent years. 

June 16th: We learned that the DEP had rejected the permit application for Diquat treatment. The permit application was withdrawn and an application for Komeen treatment was substituted. At this point, it was too late in the season to apply Sonar.

June 26th: A permit was received from the DEP for algaecide treatment but due to a DEP error the approval for Komeen was not included. The DEP were contacted to correct this. A preliminary copper sulfate treatment of the algae was performed.

July 17th: The approval for Komeen use was received and treatment scheduled. Due to the density of the weeds the treatment must be done in two phases. 

July 21st: The first of two Komeen treatments was made

Aug 4th: The scheduled date for the final phase of Komeen treatment.
