From: George Buck <georgebuck2@earthlink.net>
Date: February 27, 2017 at 10:53:43 PM EST
To: "stevens_cynthia@sbcglobal.net" <stevens_cynthia@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Fw: Don't Poison Candlewood Lake- Action Required
Reply-To: George Buck <georgebuck2@earthlink.net>
Cynthia, this is an excellent piece of work by Scott.   We should keep a copy in our BPAC files for future reference.  
-----Forwarded Message----- 
From: Save Candlewood 
Sent: Feb 24, 2017 1:49 PM 
To: savecandlewood@optimum.net 
Subject: Don't Poison Candlewood Lake- Action Required 
You are receiving this email as one of over 2300 people who signed the petition opposing New Fairfield’s proposed use of dangerous chemicals in Candlewood.
At 7 pm on March 2, 2017, at the Meeting House Hill School, 24 Gillotti Road, New Fairfield CT, a public meeting will be held concerning New Fairfield’s unprecedented plans to use widespread herbicides and algaecides in Candlewood Lake. This meeting is being hosted by New Fairfield at the request of the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP), who will also be in attendance. It is critical that all who treasure Candlewood- be they homeowners, fishermen, boaters, swimmers or beach goers- attend this meeting and strongly express their opposition to this plan. 
If you wish to receive future communications related to the preservation of Candlewood Lake, please click on this link which will bring you to a short form to fill out. 
The petition opposing New Fairfield’s plans has been shared with DEEP, Department of Public Health, Candlewood Lake Authority (CLA), FirstLight, elected officials and others. DEEP has the ultimate authority to approve or deny New Fairfield’s application and will strongly consider public input; Email comments directly to deep.pesticidepermitting@ct.gov
Sincerely,
Scott Randall
Sherman Resident, Member CT Federation of Lakes, Delegate- Candlewood Lake Advisory Committee
 
Questions/concerns to bring up at the March 2nd meeting include:
Excess nutrients including nitrogen and phosphorous are important factors in driving excess milfoil growth and are the underlying cause of cyanobacteria blooms. Dr.  George Knoecklein, consultant to FirstLight, has indicated that in order to reduce these nutrients- both those within  the lake and those flowing in from the watershed- a full “nutrient balance” study would be required- simply put it would seek to identify the sources of these nutrients and then suggest a plan to reduce them. (Remarks made at Lake meetings Spring 2015, 9/13/2016).  Why isn’t New Fairfield using its allocated “lake studies” funds to address the fundamental causes instead of a dangerous plan that could result in a downward spiral requiring a growing dependency on chemical treatments? Better vegetated buffers, reduced fertilizer usage, better storm water management, better septic management are all important tools to improve the ecological health of Lakes- without resorting to chemicals. Why isn’t New Fairfield focusing its efforts in these areas?
 
Risk to Carp Program/fisheries: All five Towns, the DEEP and the CLA agreed to the use of sterile Carp to manage the milfoil in a natural, environmentally friendly manner. Lakes are not swimming pools- a certain amount of vegetation is necessary to have a healthy lake and a healthy fishery.  In order to protect the delicate environmental balance within Candlewood, a multi-year approach- and patience- is required. We know that the use of herbicides can lead to depleted oxygen levels as milfoil decomposes- risking both the health of the Carp population as well as all sport fish.  Given these risks- and the prior agreement by all to use Carp- why is New Fairfield going down this path on its own?  Diquat is not commonly used alongside a Carp program- are there any large, public lakes in Connecticut that have done this?  Dr. Robert Kortmann, limnologist, specifically recommended against the use of either Diquat or copper sulfate in Candlewood (see remarks at 2/8/2017 CLA meeting). Lake Lillinonah and Lake Zoar resorted to the use of limited amounts of herbicide only as a last resort- they were not able to use grass carp due to containment issues that are a necessary requirement of any permit. Fishermen have indicated that the fisheries in these waterbodies are no longer as productive following the use of herbicides. (see petition “don’t poison candlewood lake”).
Short term approach that masks the underlying issues Copper Sulfate compounds are ten times more toxic to the organisms that consume cyanobacteria than to the cyanobacteria itself- why risk damaging one of the natural control mechanisms? Copper Sulfate can cause cyanobacteria to release toxins in large quantities- all lake managers know this. Reduced oxygen levels can favor cyanobacteria growth causing a long term increase in cyanobacteria production. Why would New Fairfield risk this approach? (See Dr. Robert Kortmann remarks at 2/8/2017 CLA meeting).
Risk to health: Studies have concluded that Diquat is a “strong contender” for being a Parkinson’s disease causing environmental toxin (see “Investigate the Chronic Neurotoxic Effects of Diquat”, Division of Pharmacology and Toxicology, Auburn University, 2012). According to the State of Wisconsin and Cornell, Diquat contains small amounts of ethylene dibromide- classified by the EPA as a “probable carcinogen”. How much? There is no way of knowing as the manufacturer lumps it into an “other” category that it does not disclose. Diquat can stay in the water column for up to 35 days, ample time for it to be distributed throughout the Lake. (See Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Diquat Chemical Fact Sheet). As science advances and better understands the role of environmental triggers in diseases, what is the risk that expensive remediation would be required at some point? GE has been forced to spend $1.6 billion to remediate the Hudson River.  Both Diquat and copper compounds can remain in the soil for decades. Who would pay for this cleanup?  Is Diquat dibromide really something that we want to put in our Lake? Diquat can be “moderately toxic” to birds- how would that affect the numerous endangered or protected birds around Candlewood- including our resident bald eagles? (See, Extension Toxicology Network, Pesticide Information Profile on Diquat Dibromide).  Even the manufacturer of Diquat indicates on the label that it is “Toxic to Aquatic invertebrates” and lists “Hazards to humans and domestic animals”.
According to Cornell, Michigan State University, Oregon State University and others, chronic or over exposure to Copper Sulfate can cause liver disease, reproductive effects, heart disease, mutations and tumors. (See, Extension Toxicology Network, Pesticide Information Profile on Copper Sulfate) Is this really something that we want to put in our Lake? Are the use of “safe levels” of copper sulfate a moving target that could result in health issues due to long term, chronic exposure in the future?
All lakefront homeowners, town and private beaches have been controlling milfoil by a combination of hand pulling, diver assisted suction harvesting, mechanical harvesting and benthic barriers. Given the special risks to children exposed to pesticides/ herbicides/algaecides, aren’t non-chemical control methods better? The EPA indicates that children take in more pesticides relative to body weight than adults and have developing organ systems that are more vulnerable and less able to detoxify toxic chemicals. (See Beyond Pesticides Fact Sheet, “Children and Pesticides Don’t Mix”), (see “Mechanisms underlying children’s susceptibility to environmental toxicants” Environmental Health Perspectives, 2000).
Risks to the Fishery: A widespread (60 acre) application of diquat- in a single day- can lead to low oxygen levels as weeds decompose that in turn can cause fish die offs- including not only the sterile carp but bass and other sport fish as well.  Solitude will not guarantee that fish won’t be harmed, but according to New Fairfield’s First Selectman they have committed to replacing any dead fish. How would that work???? (See News Times Jan 17).  Why would New Fairfield risk the important fisheries aspect of Candlewood that is a key driver of economic activity in the area?  Solitude’s President, Marc Bellaud, acknowledged that Carp are very sensitive to copper treatments (see remarks at Danbury forum 9/13/2016) .  Copper Sulfate is known to be very toxic to fish (see Extonet, Pesticide Information Profile, Copper Sulfate).
Risks for homeowners: Potential impact on property values- Candlewood is surrounded by homes, with many having shallow wells in close proximity to the Lake. If any wells become contaminated, who would compensate homeowners for the direct costs and the accompanying decline in property values? Why is no pretreatment/ post treatment well testing for the estimated 1200 private and public wells within 100 feet of the Lake included in Solitude’s proposal? Candlewood has very high bedrock leakage rates increasing the risk to wells around Candlewood. (see “Candlewood Lake: a Tentative Plant Nutrient Budget”, Charles R. Frink, CT Ag Experiment Station)
Risks for New Fairfield residents and property holders: New Fairfield held a required Town Meeting on October 13, 2016 to allow residents to vote on spending an unbudgeted $30k. The Town indicated that the vote was for “lake studies” a far cry from what we now know is a proposed unprecedented herbicide/algaecide treatment. How was a decision by only 14 residents in attendance who approved   “lake studies” reflective of the will of the people? (See- New Fairfield Town website, meeting minutes). Why wasn’t New Fairfield more forthcoming about their plans?  How many residents would have attended the Town Meeting if it was more accurately described as seeking approval for an herbicide/algaecide treatment? What would the outcome of the vote have been?  (See Town Tribune 2/23 letter by New Fairfield’s Bob Stryker)
Would New Fairfield’s Town liability insurance rates change due to the inherent risks of this program? If New Fairfield’s insurance carrier hasn’t been kept abreast of these plans, could they deny coverage leaving New Fairfield- and ultimately its taxpayers- at risk for any liability (health, property, fisheries etc.) associated with these actions?
[bookmark: _GoBack]Risks for Danbury Residents: As recently as 2005, Danbury considered using Candlewood as an emergency reservoir. Although a decision to explore the use of Candlewood Lake as a water source was ultimately deferred, given the recent drought, could this be considered again? Diquat is not on the States list of approved chemicals to be used in reservoirs. (see MOU between CT DPH and DEEP Log#2013-1502, 2012 ) Is it wise to potentially eliminate or complicate Candlewood’s use as a potential emergency reservoir?  (See WCCOG/HVCEO “2008 Candlewood Lake as a Water Supply”)
