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Appendix F:  Summary of Public Process and Written Public Comments and 

Agency Responses 

 

 

Summary of Public Process 
Date Action Notification Participation 

October 27, 2010 Public Scoping 
Session, Vanceboro 

Mailed invitation to abutters, 
email invitation to other 
interested parties, press release 
to Bangor Daily News, St. 
Croix Courier,  

35 members of the 
public, 1 DPPL 
Staff, 1 IF&W 
Staff 

April 20, 2011 First Draft Plan 
circulated 

Email announcement and link 
to First Draft Plan sent to 
interested parties.  Paper 
copies mailed upon request. 

 

May 10, 2011 Deadline for written 
public comments on 
First Draft Plan 

 Written comments 
received from 5 
public individuals/ 
organizations. 

May 16, 2011 Final Draft Plan 
circulated. 

Email announcement and link 
to First Draft Plan sent to 
interested parties.  Paper 
copies mailed upon request. 

 

May 31, 2011 Public Meeting on 
Final Draft Plan, 
Vanceboro 

Email invitation to interested 
parties, press release to Bangor 
Daily News and St. Croix 
Courier,  and announcements 
circulated though local 
community groups. 

30 members of the 
public, 3 DPPL 
Staff, 1 IF&W 
Staff 

June 14, 2011 Deadline for written 
public comments on 
Final Draft 

 Written comments 
received from 4 
public individuals/ 
organizations. 
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 Summaries of and Responses to Written Public Comments  

on the Final Draft and First Draft Management Plans  
(excluding typographical, grammatical or formatting corrections) 

Comment Response 

Comments on Final Draft – May 16, 2011 to June 14, 2011 

From Lee Sochasky Executive Director, St. Croix International Waterway Commission 

June 10, 2011:  The Commission has had a primary role in 
the protection and planning of this exceptional wilderness 
corridor for over 20 years.  The Commission has also 
maintained the state’s traditional St. Croix River access and 
campsites since 1995 (until 2003 at its own expense) and 
worked diligently in 2009-2010 to address Maine’s need 
for additional St. Croix campsites as a result of current 
international border security concerns.  It currently 
maintains more than 60 state and provincial backcountry 
recreation sites along the St. Croix boundary waters. 

We wish to comment on the following:  
P. 5   We are pleased to see IF&W’s Booming Ground 
Wildlife Management Area now included in this plan.  We 
recommend that clarification be provided as to which 
resources will be managed under this plan and which will 
continue to be managed under the Booming Ground WMA 
management plan.  
P. 22   The third paragraph refers to freshwater species of 
the St. Croix River Drainage, which – as the previous 
paragraph describes lake species – can lead to an 
assumption that the text is for the river.  This is incorrect: 
the species list refers to the entire watershed.  We suggest 
that the paragraph be revised to specifically focus on 
riverine species. 
P. 36   Because of the critical importance of the Forest City 
Landing and Castle Road accesses to recreational use of 
Spednic Lake, we request that the management 
recommendation for these begin with the words “As a 
priority…” 
 

 

 

P. 37   Because of the critical importance of public access 
to the river at Vanceboro and Grand Falls for recreational 
use, we request that the management recommendation for 
these begin with the words “As a priority…”   We also 
suggest the state determine if there are any legal obligations 
for rights of passage (e.g. historic canoe portages) around 
St. Croix dams, as this may influence management 
planning.  
P. 37    We feel that the recommendation regarding group 
size will, as currently written, create undue hardship for the 
many groups that rely on the St. Croix to provide young 

• The DPPL appreciates the good work of the 
Commission staff, and the generous support by 
the Commission for the management of this 
international recreational asset.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

• As noted in the First Draft response, the 
Booming Grounds will continue to be managed 
under the existing IF&W management plan, but 
recreation management is addressed in this 
document. 

 

• This text has been modified to more clearly 
distinguish among watershed species, Spednic 
Lake species and species in the river main stem 
and impoundments from Vanceboro to tidewater. 

 
 
 

• As noted in the First Draft response, the Final 
Draft Plan was updated to further stress the 
importance of public access to Spednic Lake at 
Forest City and Castle Road, but it does not 
prioritize access at these sites among other 
management recommendations within the Plan 
or among conservation priorities around the 
state. 

• As noted in the First Draft response, the Final 
Draft Plan was updated to further stress the 
importance of public access to the river at 
Vanceboro and Grand Falls Flowage, but it does 
not prioritize access at these sites among other 
management recommendations within the Plan 
or among conservation priorities around the 
state. 

• The recommendation to develop group size 
limits has been deleted from the plan. See 
response to Dave Conley below. 



 

3 
 

people an experience that may well shape their future views 
and interests about the outdoors.   Group size has not been 
a significant issue in the past but we recognize that it 
should be addressed, in order to maintain the traditional St. 
Croix experience.  We recommend that this long term plan 
not include a specific management recommendation on 
group size but instead recommend that this be addressed in 
the course of developing a full set of user rules, with 
greater deliberation and public input, as referenced on P 45. 
P. 38 and 44    We recommend that the management 
recommendations regarding guide lunch sites state that 
IF&W should establish a formal agreement with the Forest 
City Guides Association regarding the use and management 
of the guide lunch sites – not just work toward this.  Issues 
such as fire pits, overnight use and stewardship can then be 
addressed in that agreement.  
P. 38    We recommend the addition of the two Spednic 
Lake portages as a management issue, noting that neither 
are regularly maintained and that the primary portage (Joe 
Louis Carry) in part crosses private land.  The 
recommendations might be for IF&W to periodically 
maintain the portages and for IF&W to work with the 
private landowner to formalize long term public access to 
the Joe Louis Carry for canoe portage use only. 
 We hope that these comments will be useful.  We 
look forward to continuing to work with the Division of 
Parks & Public Lands and the Department of Inland 
Fisheries & Wildlife to maintain this outstanding semi-
wilderness corridor and the traditional uses and natural 
resources that it supports. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• As the proposed agreement is a cooperative 
effort, dependent on the efforts and resources of 
both parties, the term “work towards” is 
appropriate. 

 
 
 

• Both portages cross the Booming Ground WMA 
within an area designated as a potential 
ecological reserve.  Moreover, the Hawthorne 
Carry is a potential candidate for the National 
Register of Historic Place. The WMA 
Management Plan indicates that no active 
management will be undertaken at this time.  

From Dave Conley, Canoe the Wild Guide Service, East Grand School Outdoor Education Program 

May 31, 2011:  Limited group size proposal, page 37: 
IF&W and DPPL should establish group size limits of 12.  
Larger groups may be accommodated at designated sites by 
special permission. My concern is that it punishes larger 
groups who lead well organized and well behaved groups 
and doesn’t deal with the bigger issue of poor behavior by 
river users that knows no group size.   
 
From the standpoint of sites being able to accommodate 
larger groups, I have stayed at most campsites on the Saint 
Croix with groups over 12 in size and with no problems.  I 
see this policy as way too restrictive and unnecessary.  
When you remove all the campsites from the Canadian side 
of the river as an option for camping, this cuts the 
campsites in half which can be used on the Saint Croix 
River.  Next, restrict where the well organized and well 
behaved groups can stay on the Mine side (say for example 
to 1/3 of the sites), now we are down to under 17% of 
usable campsites for groups over 12 in size and only with 

• Both the  of Parks and Lands and IF&W 
understand, from many comments made at the 
public meetings and in writing, that managing 
group size raises many legitimate issues which 
are more appropriately handled not in a 15 year 
management plan but through policy and 
potentially agency rulemaking.  Therefore, the 
plan does not recommend a specific group size 
standard, or whether group size should be 
regulated at all.  Rather, it will defer that issue to 
a separate process to be initiated at such time as 
the agencies feel that recreational experiences 
and opportunities could be improved, or 
environmental issues avoided, by regulating 
group size.  Consideration of regulation of group 
size will only be pursued with a full and open 
dialogue with all parties concerned. 
 

• Regarding party groups that are adversely 
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special permission!   
 
I really think this is unnecessary regulation and discourages 
group leaders from bringing the well behaved and 
organized groups to the Saint Croix and doesn’t deal with 
the real issue of poor behavior on the upper Saint Croix 
River Corridor which is not determined by the size of the 
group but by the behavior of the group.  Your research on 
the northern Saint Croix River Corridor usage should 
reveal the biggest problems are not coming from the large 
organized groups that do overnight canoe trips on the river 
and where they camp.  It’s by far the holiday weekend 
party people (mostly day use) putting in at Vanceboro and 
McAdam (St. Croix) and taking out at Scott’s Brook.  
Many of these day groups have little or no respect for the 
river or other people.  Often they are intoxicated, toss their 
cans and bottle into the river and drop them in the 
campsites along with the trash. They often do ‘their 
business’ in the woods just off the campsite and not in the 
provided outboxes.  In contrast, I think your research will 
find, most of your organized canoe groups often have a 
head person in charge who has put careful planning and 
thought into the outing.  These often are Registered Maine 
Guides who practice Leave No Trace ethics.  I have taken 
numerous groups of 20 or more on the Saint Croix and we 
always leave our sites better than we find them.   
 
My yearly October trip with East Grand School often is 14-
15 in size for our overnight trip from Vanceboro to Little 
Falls and it looks like it is going to become much more 
difficult to do this October trip (when you hardly see 
another person on the river) under the final draft you have 
proposed. 
 
Another concern I have with limiting where larger groups 
can camp, it forces you to push on perhaps later in the day 
than planned on moving and class I-II water.  This may be 
unsafe as most accidents happen later in the day when 
group members are fatigued and before refueling from an 
evening meal.  These groups will arrive late with little time 
to set up camp and cook a meal before nightfall.  It may 
even jeopardize larger groups from finding a site at all 
resulting in the creation of more campsites or pristine 
camping because there is nowhere legally to camp.  
Another issue will be with smaller parties (first come first 
serve) occupying the designated larger group sites. 
 
I have guided dozens of groups on the Saint Croix over the 
past 22 years including groups of children from Vanceboro, 
Topsfield, the Danforth area, Camp Living Waters, and 

affecting other users and degrading the 
campsites and river, the DPPL recognizes that 
this is an issue that needs to be taken seriously.  
The Plan recommends that the Division pursue 
cooperation with our Canadian counterparts 
through the International Waterway 
Commission; that we explore targeted 
enforcement by IF&W wardens as resources 
allow; and that we increase public education 
efforts targeted to a wide range of users to deter 
this behavior. In all cases, the Plan 
acknowledges that to meaningfully affect this 
problem, additional resources will be needed.  
To this end the Plan recommends working 
jointly, as partners, with organized user groups 
and relevant management agencies on both sides 
of the border to secure those resources through 
all available means, including pursuing grants 
and donations.  
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beyond.  I have also guided canoe trips throughout northern 
Maine in the Allagash, St. John, and Penobscot Rivers and 
in eastern Maine on the Machias River.  To be honest, 
some places I don’t go anymore because it is just too 
expensive or restrictive.  Upper Management of the North 
Maine Woods echo’s my concerns, more regulation drives 
people away, less regulation provides for a more enjoyable 
camping experience.  
 
A Maine game warden shared with me recently that not as 
many people are applying for game warden positions as 
there were ten or 15 years ago due to declining interest in 
the outdoors, and the fact that less people are hunting, 
fishing and recreating in the outdoors.  As I testified at the 
meeting you held in Vanceboro late last year, we have a 
generation that is not getting outside.  Let’s not make it 
more restrictive for group leaders to take young people into 
the outdoors.  This will affect summer camps, scout, church 
and school groups.  Let’s focus on the real issues on the 
upper Saint Croix, which is poor behavior and conduct, not 
the size of group and what campsites they can or can’t 
camp in. 
 
June 4, 2011: Some additional thoughts.  . . . Imposing 
restrictions such as designating certain sites for groups over 
12 without a full time presence of paid personnel on the 
river to enforce will be a difficult thing to do.  I bet 90% of 
the traffic or more shows up from both sides of the border 
and never go through a system of checking in such as some 
groups are voluntarily doing with the waterway 
commission.  The North Maine Woods is a good example 
of spending money to pay people to collect money so they 
can get paid.  A cycle that provides a few jobs but makes 
very little sense and drives people away because it gets too 
expensive to do a river trip. 
 

June 14, 2011: I wanted to share one single thing that 
could greatly improve what I believe is the single biggest 
problem on the waterway. Poorly behaved weekend traffic 
during the holiday weekends including Memorial day 
weekend, Victoria day & forth of July weekend, Labor day 
weekend and the unofficial Canadian float day. If the 
department would team up with its counter parts in New 
Brunswick on these busy weekends and place a presence on 
the river to address the intoxicated paddler’s and those who 
trash the river, it would go along way in addressing the 
biggest problem on the river. As it was mentioned in 
Vanceboro at the hearing, the St. Croix has become a mini 
Saco River with its party crowds on certain weekends. The 
state has had to place enforcement on the Saco during those 
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busy weekends to address those problems. This Burden 
should not and cannot be shouldered by the state alone as 
perhaps the largest problem is coming from the Canadian 
side. Working closely with enforcement on the New 
Brunswick side to address this issue on their side will be an 
important aspect of addressing these problems. 

From:  Mike Patterson, Master Maine Guide, Belfast, Maine www.wildsofmaine.com 

June 13, 2011:  I have reviewed the St Croix Management 
plan with other Maine guides, most thoroughly with Dave 
Conley, whom I know you have heard from. I concur with 
Dave's input regarding size limits and campsite restrictions. 
 
I guide numerous trips on the Croix every year, some for 
camp Caribou in Winslow, and the numbers of kids on each 
of these trips is around 20. We can make due with most all 
of the campsites and have. But we must be able to utilize 
any U.S. site that is open, as the next site may be too far to 
travel on that particular day, and that one may be taken as 
well. 
 
I echo the behavior issues that Dave mentions, every time I 
travel the river, I bring out bags of trash that other people 
leave, it is mostly alcohol containers, these are not being 
left by groups of scouts, church groups, camp groups, or 
guided trips. 
 
I have two groups of Chinese students coming this June, 14 
students, 2 teachers and one other guide and I will be 
leading them. This is the only river in the state that can 
accommodate a group of this size, that we can be sure of 
having the water level necessary for a fun trip with rapids. 
 
This will most likely be a yearly thing. These groups will 
be bringing lots of tourism dollars into the state, motels, 
food, transportation services, local shuttling services, 
equipment rental, and yes guiding fees. If we have 
restrictions that will curtail this, then those dollars will be 
going else where. 
 
I also lead my church youth fellowship trips and adult 
fellowship trips on the Croix. The number of twelve as the 
limited number would effect my ability to conduct these 
trips. 
 
Whenever I'm on the river I see other camps, Kieve, 
Chewonki, groups from Vermont and else where on the 
river, they will all be impacted as well. When we do meet 
up, we compare notes and determine site usage among 
ourselves, this fosters cooperation and a good working 
relationship. 

• The recommendation to develop group size 
limits has been deleted from the plan. See 
response to Dave Conley above. 
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My biggest problems that I face on the river come when I 
end up there on a big weekend when all the big party 
groups come and trash out the place. This is what needs to 
be managed. Put a ranger or warden out there for visibility 
on those weekends, yes in a canoe, and write a few tickets 
and then you may have something. Implementation of a 
plan will require monitoring and enforcement or you will 
just have a plan that will affect the wrong groups of people, 
the ones that are already patrolling and maintaining the 
area. 

Robert Constable, Wilderness Program Director, Living Waters Bible Conference; member, MPGA 

I am a registered Maine Guide and a member of the Maine 
Professional Guides Association.  I am a Certified 
Wilderness Trip Leader Instructor, and am currently the 
Wilderness Program Director for Living Waters Bible 
Conference.  We consider the St Croix our home and 
training river, and use it on numerous occasions each 
season.  
 
Of major concern is the proposal to limit group size to 12 
as the Allagash does.  This would basically eliminate our 
use of the river for some of our groups.  We have one in 
particular that is a father and teen group that is usually 20 
to 24 campers.  During the numerous trips I have taken on 
the river it hasn’t been group size that is the problem.  The 
problem is the drunken smaller groups that don’t respect 
the river and the camp sites.  We had an incident at Little 
Falls where we had taken the campers down the portage 
trail and discussed the route to take as the run the falls.  
Before we could begin sending our group down a group of 
6 or 8 well intoxicated canoeist start running the 4 falls.  
We spent two hours helping retrieve people and equipment 
before it was safe to start sending our group down.  In 
short, how do you regulate good common sense?  On a 
positive note most of the groups that I have observed are 
well behaved and courteous.  So I don’t see a large group 
as a problem.  Most of the large groups of over 12 have put 
in at Vanceboro and take out at Little Falls, making it a day 
trip only and not using a campsite overnight.   
 
Camping in the parking lot at Little Falls can be a problem. 
 
 
A couple more campsites on the American side would be a 
plus, along with some type of a border agreement where 
organized guided groups could continue using campsites on 
both sides of the river.  Maybe, by faxing a list of 
individuals in the group to both US and Canadian customs 
and then notifying customs when off the river. The key 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The recommendation to develop group size 
limits has been deleted from the plan. See 
response to Dave Conley above. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Plan recommends that DPPL enforce policy 
prohibiting unauthorized camping in parking 
areas. 
 

• The Plan indicates that new campsite 
development must be based on documented need 
and consistent with the primary management 
goal of maintaining a backcountry experience. 
Preference should be given to expanding current 
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here being guided or organized youth camp trips. sites rather than developing new sites.  The Plan 
recommends that IF&W and DPPL reach out to 
the Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA) to 
explore ways to allow recreationists’ use of the 
Canadian side of the St. Croix. 

Comments on First Draft – April 20, 2011 to May 10, 2011 

From: Lee Sochasky, Executive Director, St. Croix International Waterway Commission 

• Our Commission greatly appreciates the efforts of the 
Department of Conservation’s Bureau of Parks & Lands 
(BPL) and the Department of Inland Fisheries & 
Wildlife’s  of Resource Management (IF&W) to develop 
a recreation and resource management plan for their fee-
simple and easement lands within the international 
Spednic Lake/ Upper St. Croix River corridor.  This plan 
supports the State’s commitment to manage these lands 
for long-term resource conservation and traditional 
recreational use, consistent with the policies of the 
ME/NB St. Croix International Waterway Management 
Plan and the obligations of Land for Maine’s Future 
Program under which these lands and easements were 
acquired. We identified a number of minor typographical 
and textual errors in the draft document that we will 
convey to you informally.  The following are items that 
we feel warrant formal comment. 

• P 2, ¶1, The description of the planning area should be 
clear from the outset that it does not include the IF&W 
fee conservation lands on Spednic Lake that lie within 
the Booming Ground Wildlife Management Area, which 
IF&W chooses to managed separately. 

 

• P 8, bullet 5. It would be useful to note that the St. Croix 
International Waterway Management Plan includes 
specific policies for the conservation and recreational 
management of the Spednic Lake/ Upper St. Croix River 
area that have resulted in these acquisitions and this plan. 

• P 10, last ¶. This could better stress the importance of 
recreation as the second largest component of the local 
economy, after forestry, and note that the dams are 
managed for a number of purposes, only one of these 
being hydropower water storage.  We can supply 
additional detail, if needed. 

• P 13 last ¶ and P 14.  This conservation timeline 
contains a number of significant errors in content and 
chronology; we can offer a revised list for consideration. 

• P 16 ¶2.  We recommend that the vision state that 
“Primitive recreational facilities are maintained…”, to 
clarify that the intent is to preserve the area’s 
backcountry tradition. 

• P 16 ¶3. We recommend that the text state that Spednic 
Lake is “…surrounded primarily by commercial 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Booming Grounds Wildlife Management 
Area was added to the planning area in the Final 
Draft Plan.  The Booming Grounds will continue 
to be managed under the existing IF&W 
management plan but recreation management is 
addressed in this document. 

• The Final Draft Plan better describes the 
relationship between the 1993 Waterway 
Management Plan and subsequent conservation 
and planning initiatives. 

 

• The Final Draft Plan notes the importance of the 
local tourism economy and clarifies the purposes 
of the Forest City and Vanceboro dams. 

 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan includes an updated and 
corrected conservation timeline. 

 

• The Vision Statement now describes the 
recreational facilities as primitive.  

  
 

• The presence of other conservation lands, in 
addition to commercial forestland, has been 
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forestland and conservation land…” to appropriately 
recognize state and provincially owned and eased 
conservation lands.  

• P 16 ¶4. This is the first reference to BPL’s St. Croix 
River lands as a State Park, until now referred to as Park 
Lands.  We recommend that this plan provide 
clarification between these two terms and refer to them 
in a consistent way throughout the document.  

• P 18 ¶2-3. The text regarding water level and flow 
obligations for Spednic Lake and the St. Croix River is 
incomplete: this might be revised to reflect IJC and 
FERC requirements and IF&W agreements, if this 
information is pertinent to the plan. 

• P 26 ¶5.  The Waterway Commission suggests that the 
plan text be refined to more concisely note that both the 
Little Falls and Loon Bay access sites have parking areas 
and vault toilets, and additionally the Loon Bay site has a 
picnic shelter.  Both sites have periodic problems with 
unauthorized camping in the parking lots.  On holidays 
and some weekends, the Little Falls parking area is 
inadequate for the number of vehicles and canoe trailers. 

• P 33 Spednic Lake access.  The Waterway Commission 
believes that guaranteed public access to the upper end 
of Spednic Lake is critical to the lake’s backcountry 
recreational use and to the sporting guides who maintain 
the area’s traditional local economy.  We ask that BPL 
and IF&W – as a priority – work with landowners, the 
Woodie Wheaton Land Trust  and other interests to 
secure adequate, permanent public access to Spednic 
Lake at Forest City and in the vicinity of the Castle 
Road, for small boat and canoe launching.  

• P 33 Upper River access. The Waterway Commission 
has long been concerned about the lack of guaranteed 
public access to the beginning and end of the traditional 
St. Croix River trip. As a priority, we ask that BPL work 
diligently to address these shortcomings.  We also 
request that BPL work with landowners to formalize 
long-term public access to the portage route around the 
Vanceboro dam. 

 

• P 33 Parking area at Little Falls.  The Waterway 
Commission feels that conflicting use of the Little Falls 
access for parking and camping has largely been 
addressed by the addition of a new authorized tent site 
off the parking lot in 2010.  The parking lot is used 
infrequently – but contrary to posted signage – by some 
wheeled campers and we suggest that this be addressed 
through BPL enforcement.  The access site is undersized 
for turning and parking vehicles and trailers: we 
recommend BPL consider a minor expansion to this area 

noted in the Final Draft Plan. 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to 
consistently refer to the DPPL’s St. Croix River 
lands as “State Park Lands”.  Further 
clarification on this term is offered on as part of 
the Statutory and Policy Guidance section.   

• The water quantity section has been updated and 
expanded in the Final Draft Plan. 

 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to reflect 
the recreation facilities at Loon Bay and Little 
Falls. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to further 
stress the critical importance of public access to 
Spednic Lake at Forest City and Castle Road.  
The Plan does not however, attempt to prioritize 
securing permanent public access at these sites 
among other management recommendations 
within the Plan or among conservation priorities 
around the state. 

 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to further 
stress the critical importance of public access to 
the river at Vanceboro and Grand Falls Flowage, 
including the portage route around the 
Vanceboro Dam.  The Plan does not however, 
attempt to prioritize securing permanent public 
access at these sites among other management 
recommendations within the Plan or among 
conservation priorities around the state. 

• The Plan recommends that DPPL enforce policy 
prohibiting unauthorized camping in parking 
areas and consider improving parking and 
maneuvering space for vehicles and canoe 
trailers accessing the river at Little Falls.  
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to better accommodate both.  

• P 34 Unauthorized campsites.  We feel this issue 
warrants greater attention than given to date.  
Unauthorized campsites fragment the St. Croix’s semi-
wilderness character, create fire hazards and degrade 
shoreland areas through tree removal, shore erosion and 
left-behind waste.  Managing use through authorized 
sites, public information and enforcement is important. 
We have a number of management recommendations 
that we can offer. 

• P 34 Future campsite development.  We recommend 
that, in considering new campsite development, the state 
give primacy to maintaining the St. Croix’s traditional 
backcountry experience over meeting increased demand.  
Should the demand for overnight use increase 
significantly on the St. Croix, we recommend that BPL, 
IF&W and the New Brunswick Department of Natural 
Resources undertake a carrying capacity assessment that 
addresses the planning area’s Vision, and make 
management changes to retain this Vision. 

• P 34 Lunch sites. Page 31 states that there is no formal 
agreement regarding guide lunch sites. It would seem 
appropriate in the context of this plan for an MOU or 
agreement to be developed to protect the natural 
resources and the traditional uses at these sites.  

• P 35.  We ask that this plan recognize the need for, and 
set management actions for, public information on 
allowable uses of the state’s St. Croix lands, to support 
the management plan’s Vision.  We recommend that the 
state provide information on authorized campsite and 
water access locations, user rules, and contacts for 
information via state website and printed materials. 

• P 38 ¶4.  The last sentence should indicate that in some 
years, a portion of BPL’s St. Croix funding has been 
contributed to a shared effort led by Vanceboro interests 
to maintain the road to Little Falls.   

• P 40 ¶1. Rules. We recommend that this plan note that 
statewide rules for all BPL Park Lands 
(http://www.maine.gov/doc/parks/programs/parkrules.ht
ml) already apply to the St. Croix River lands and state 
that BPL and IF&W will develop other site-specific user 
rules, separate from this plan.  We would be pleased to 
assist BPL and IF&W to develop these rules. We also 
ask that both agencies ensure that users have ready 
access to the rules so that they can actively partner in the 
area’s management. 

• P 40 International Coordination. Maine has a legal 
obligation, under 38 MRSA Chapter 8, to work directly 
with the Province of New Brunswick on St. Croix 
resource management issues.  The Waterway 

 

• The issue of unauthorized camping has been 
further detailed in the Final Draft Plan and the 
corresponding management recommendation has 
been expanded to more clearly address public 
information and enforcement.  

 
 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to better 
articulate the primary management goal of 
maintaining a backcountry experience on 
Spednic Lake and the Upper St. Croix River as it 
relates to potential new campsite development.  
The Plan already addresses the need for 
obtaining documented increases in demand 
before considering any new campsite 
development.   

 

• The Final Draft Plan recommends that IF&W 
work with the Forest City Guides Association to 
develop a formal MOU for the use of the 
Spednic Lake lunch sites. 

 

• The Final Draft Plan recommends that the State 
provide public information on recreation 
facilities and user rules via the DPPL’s website, 
printed materials, and kiosks at access points.  

 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to more 
accurately describe DPPL’s contribution towards 
Little Falls maintenance efforts. 

 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to reflect 
the need to develop customized Rules and 
Regulations for state-managed lands on Spednic 
Lake and the Upper St. Croix River through a 
separate public process, as has been done on the 
Allagash Wilderness Water and the Penobscot 
River Corridor.   

 
 
   

• The Final Management Plan has been updated to 
reflect the need for direct communication 
between the State of Maine and the Province of 
New Brunswick and to more accurately describe 
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Commission will continue to assist with this 
collaboration, to the extent that its resources allow.  
However, we suggest that that BPL and IF&W establish 
direct lines of communication and management planning 
with the New Brunswick Department of Natural 
Resources – Crown Lands Branch for their shared 
Spednic Lake/Upper St. Croix River corridor 
obligations. 

• P 40 International Coordination Recreation 

Management Agreements. The Waterway Commission 
would be pleased to work with IF&W toward a state 
Spednic Lake campsite maintenance agreement.  

• P 40 International Coordination Recreation 

Management Agreements. The Waterway Commission 
will continue to work with BPL on river facilities 
maintenance to the extent resources are available. 

• P 41 Unauthorized road access.  We suggest the state 
should monitor, restrict or remove unauthorized access, 
the last of these being the best means to meet the 
planning area’s goals. 

• We look forward to continuing to work with BPL, 
IF&W, the NB Department of Natural Resources and the 
St. Croix’s many users – on both sides of the 
international border – to preserve and manage the 
exceptional natural and recreational resources of the 
Spednic Lake/Upper St. Croix River section of the St. 
Croix International Waterway.  This was a primary 
objective of the commission’s founding and continues to 
guide its actions.   We are pleased to see BPL and IF&W 
now moving ahead to formalize their commitments and 
management of these exceptional lands. 

the role of the Waterway Commission in 
facilitating this communication.      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to specify 
road removal as a potentially appropriate form of 
addressing unauthorized road access in addition 
to other forms of restriction.  

From: Jay Beaudoin, Woodland Pulp 

• [Regarding the planning area description,] we retained 
ownership of any and all islands and flowed lands in 
flowed lakes including Spednic. Wagner had and has no 
ownership of any lands or islands below the high water 
line of Spednic. So if any quit claim deed /sale etc from 
them says other wise it is meaningless (i.e., Muncy 
Point) because they had no rights. My understanding is 
the islands were all in the non flowed part of the river 
which they did own. If any were in the lake and assumed 
to have been conveyed by them nothing was really 
conveyed and we still own the islands. 

• [Regarding water quality,] the IJC doesn’t have any 
requirements [for dissolved oxygen levels of pH] or 
authority to impose requirements, they do make 
recommendations though. 

• [Regarding the Forest City and Vanceboro dams,] these 
are water storage facilities not hydropower storage.  The 
difference is that hydropower storage takes water when 

• The 2003 conservation acquisitions from 
Wheaton, some formerly of Wagner, included 
44.3 acres of island on the river, which are now 
owned by DPPL.  However, IF&W does own 12 
islands in Spednic Lake: 11 islands were 
acquired in 1994 from Baskahegan Co., and 
Birch Island was acquired in 1996. 

 
 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan has been changed to reflect 
this clarification.  

 
 

• This clarification was made in the Final Draft 
Plan.  
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hydro needs it we do not. These mimic the natural 
seasonal water patterns and store water for use in low 
water periods (periodic or seasonal fluctuation in natural 
flow) for environmental and recreational purposes. The 
turbines are independent of these and studies show they 
are not important for hydropower.  We may abandon 
them if costs and demands continue to increase.  In other 
words the hydro production will occur at slightly less (- 
1-2%) the same or even greater rates if these dams did 
not exist depending on how you look at it. The reservoirs 
are also not that large especially when you consider the 
shallows and bathymetry.   

• [Regarding regulations on water quantity,] not sure is 
accurate, anyway if the dams were not there any 
more what would be different with this statement? There 
is no guarantee that they will always be there and 
someone will always pay to operate and maintain them. 
What is the plan for that scenario? What does this system 
and its recreation etc look like in an unregulated/natural 
scenario? How is the water accessed if a ring of 
land formerly flowed separates the conserved corridor 
and the water. 

• The history back to Anson in 1838 dictate that these 
dams’ maximum elevation is the highest freshet level so 
I do not agree the statement  “spring freshets would be 
higher” is true, rather flood control on the lower river 
would be problematic and  property damage would 
increase outside the normal regulated condition of 
excellent flood control.  The dams allow the water to be 
passed and regulated to control flooding. 

• [Regarding the discharge of water at Vanceboro Dam,] if 
inflow is less than 200 cfs then the flow can be lower. 

• [Regarding maintenance of stable impoundment surface 
water levels,] this may change to a fluid start date 
following water temperature. 

• [Regarding the fishway,] the fishway is in Canada. 

• [Regarding special accommodations for special river 
flow requests], maybe, rarely - this isn’t something we 
promote because one person or group’s request can be 
another’s problem. 

• What would the fisheries be like without the dam?  The 
dam and impoundment makes the excellent fishery 
especially for bass. The dam owner in turn pays to 
provide this benefit but receives little recognition and 
increasing pressure to deliver more. 

• We spent more than $250,000 on archaeological studies 
on East Grand 1994-1998. Much more than 
reconnaissance, we did phase 0, 1 & 2 studies, phase 3 
sites have been identified. 

• [Regarding a 1995 archeological survey,] we haven’t 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Plan does not speculate on Waterway 
management without the dams that are now in 
place. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The sentence regarding spring freshets has been 
removed in the Final Draft Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

• This correction was made in the Final Draft 
Plan.  

• This was removed in the Final Draft Plan. 
 
 

• This was noted in the Final Draft Plan. 

• This was removed in the Final Draft Plan. 
 
 
 

• This plan does not address fisheries 
management. 

 
 
 

• This plan does not describe archaeological 
surveys beyond Spednic Lake and the Upper St. 
Croix River. 

 

• This is referencing surveys completed upstream 
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done anything and I have no records of any studies 
related to hydro relicensing. 

• We had to spend 5000$ to put a fence up at the Forest 
City dam. 

• The Forest City Landing isn’t publicly owned?  The 
1996 deal had an agreement for this site with the state at 
the same time we donated the Spednic Lake Launch in 
1966.  Have you checked? Maybe this story and 
landowner is not correct? The FERC exhibits show the 
site and discuss the agreement? 

• Castle road was a private lease so actually it has only 
been a “historic” access since we decided not to release 
the lot a while back. 

• [Regarding the Castle Road Landing,] thanks for 
mentioning the arson & vandalism. 

• [Regarding Grand Falls Flowage,] we are real generous 
with parking, picnic area, mowed lawn, fishing dock, etc. 
and even provide a portable bathroom at Grand Falls 
each year. We do not have to allow any use here or even 
allow people to cross our land which would result in a 
long portage. We do have abuse here and haven’t seen 
much recognition, no funding, and little support for what 
is provided here. 

• Is the access at the dam and the fire road the same thing? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The 10 or so docks by the [Vanceboro] Dam are leased 
to private people by us. 

• Woodland Pulp owns Wingdam Island.  We allow 
campsites and hiking trails on a day by day basis. 

• [Regarding the unauthorized campsite near Grassy 
Islands,] is [use by locals and access by ATV] bad? Is 
backcountry only for non ATV, no tubing, people from 
away? 

• We have numerous Guide Lunch sites on Grand Falls 
flowage.   The public may use them just as well as the 
guides there is no exclusivity and never has been. 

 

• [Regarding MFS authorization lunch site fire pits,] why 
[have these sites not been authorized]? After how many 
decades? Doesn’t make any sense. 

 
 
 

• [Regarding Woodland Pulp’s portage trail at Vanceboro 
Dam], we ask that our good will such as this as be 

from the Forest City Dam and has been removed 
from the Final Draft Plan as it is outside of the 
planning area. 

 

• Ownership of the Forest City Landing remains 
unclear. 

 
   
 
 

• The word “historic” was removed in reference to 
the Castle Road Landing. 

 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan notes that Woodland Pulp 
voluntarily provides public access and facilities 
at Grand Falls Dam. 

 
 
 
 
 

• No.  These are two different locations.  People 
portaging put back in right below the dam.  
Many parties also launch their river trip from 
this site, as very few know about the Fire Road.  
Parties renting from local outfitters will use the 
outfitters' private accesses, which are both 
downstream of the railroad bridge. 

• This has been noted in the Final Draft Plan. 
 

• This has been noted in the Final Draft Plan. 
 

• The site is not authorized for any camping. 
 
 
 

• The Plan’s description of lunch sites and 
relevant management recommendations are 
intended to be specific to IF&W and DPPL 
managed lands in the planning area. 

• As a rule, guides acquire seasonal fire permits 
for regional use that are not specific to a 
particular lunch site on Spednic Lake.  Since 
lunch sites may be used by the general public, 
the Plan recommends that all sites meet Maine 
Forest Service guidelines and receive official 
authorization. 
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remembered; especially when we are being pressured or 
facing demands to provide more. 

• [Regarding hunting and trapping near recreation 
facilities,] is the 300 ft exclusion area a law? If not how 
do people know this? Why is this relevant during seasons 
– like winter trapping when the sites are unlikely to be 
used? 

 
 

• [Regarding the recreation use surveys,] really? We spent 
more than $100,000 doing a comprehensive study for 
east grand and west branch in 1996-1997 including aerial 
flyovers , economics etc  for relicensing. 

• [Regarding securing safe and permanent public access at 
Vanceboro and Grand Falls Flowage,] we are open for 
proposals. 

• [Regarding recreation use conflicts,] Local use is not 
bad, tubing also happens in this corridor. Don’t let 
agendas cloud the plan. Backcountry is but one audience. 

• [Regarding timber management,] don’t forget disease 
and pest management possibilities. 

• [Regarding on the ground maintenance of recreational 
facilities,] we maintain the dam and dam sites and Castle 
Road and have done things at Wingdam. 

 
 
 
 

• [Regarding securing permanent public access on Castle 
Road all the way to the launch site,] we could arrange for 
that if the benefit to us warranted. The Castle Road site 
and access will not become part of any relicensing 
process so what ever will happen here will need to be 
negotiated with us tour benefit. 

• [Regarding proposed rules,] I think these are overly 
restrictive and unlikely to be enforceable. Looks good on 
paper but is it really necessary for this remote area? 

• [Regarding user fees,] we can charge user fees 
throughout the watershed in many key areas, stream beds 
(Grand Lake Stream, Forest City, etc), access points, 
portages etc. Or we can lease/sell the rights to a private 
or tribal entity. The rights of riparian land owners over 
flowed lands to place docks may also require our 
permission and /or a fee.  Dredging or retaining walls etc 
also. 

• [Regarding camplot leases,] private lands might have 
some new camplot leases. 

 
 

• Restrictions on hunting and trapping within 300 
ft of recreation facilities are consistent with 
statewide State Park rules.  This and other 
proposed rules have been withdrawn from the 
Final Draft Plan in order to allow for a more 
thorough rule- making process specific to these 
properties.   

• The Plan only refers to Recreation Use Surveys 
within the planning area on Spednic Lake and 
the Upper St. Croix River. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The issues of disease and pest management have 
been added to the Timber Management section. 

• The Plan recognizes Woodland Pulp’s 
ownership and management of recreation 
facilities at Castle Road, Vanceboro, Wingdam 
Island and Grand Falls Flowage.  However, 
management recommendations are intended to 
be specific to IF&W and DPPL managed lands 
in the planning area.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

• The plan now recommends that specific rules be 
developed in a separate process at a later date. 

 

• The Plan’s description of user fees and relevant 
management recommendations are intended to 
be specific to IF&W and DPPL managed lands 
in the planning area.  

 
 
 
 

• The Plan’s description of camplot leases and 
relevant management recommendations are 
intended to be specific to IF&W and DPPL 
managed lands in the planning area.   

From Dale Wheaton, Woodie Wheaton Land Trust 
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• It is fair to say that the Woodie Wheaton Land Trust, 
Wheaton’s Lodge, and area fishing guides are supportive 
of the planning initiative, and I believe your draft 
document captures consensus on a wide spectrum of 
recreation issues that impact the natural integrity of the 
waterway. Overall, I think it is pretty good and sets a 
benchmark for recreation planning and management on 
the St. Croix River and Spednic Lake. Like any 
document of this nature, it will mature and evolve into a 
tighter policy tool with time. I will focus on my most 
serious concerns: 

• Absence of the 528-acre parcel between Spednic Lake 

and Mud Lake.  This was our first local conservation 
effort and one of LMF’s first, and its absence from the 
Plan is glaring, and not rational. I do understand that 
IFW has a plan already on this tract, which is managed 
as a WMA, and that is fine. However, the Booming 
Grounds tract hosts two portage trails from Mud Lake to 
Spednic, the beautiful Mud Lake Falls, old growth 
timber, and two traditional guide lunch sites. This parcel 
needs to be incorporated into this Plan; Spednic 
conservation lands are all under IFW, and the lake 
should be managed holistically. My suggestion is to 
outline the salient points of IFW’s plan for the WMA, 
and build out this one so as to be compatible.  

• P. 8 and after, “State Park” designation. The 
archipelago of campsites along the St. Croix River is not 
a State Park. They are managed as a State Park, because 
the acquisition does not neatly fit into the categories of 
Historic Site or Public Lands, per se. This management 
decision is understandable, and makes sense. 
Furthermore, BPL has done a good job in organizing and 
maintaining the St. Croix campsites, along with SCIWC, 
into a great outdoor experience. I understand the need for 
agency efficiencies, but a State Park it is not. The 
standard rules are not a public mandate here, and the 
management mentality should not be locked in cement. 
The nomenclature has to be clarified in the document.  

• P.13, Regional Conservation Efforts. This list should 
be combined with the three parcels noted at the top of 
p.17, to provide the reader with an immediate and less 
disjointed appreciation of the conservation achievements 
along this waterway. It is very important to explain more 
about the focal State acquisitions. Title to these 
properties did not simply fall from heaven into Augusta. 
In most cases these parcels of land came to State of 
Maine ownership through the initiation, hard work, 
passion, fundraising, commitment, and vision of local 
people and with a hell of a lot of private dollars. This 
describes all of the fee lands in the Management Plan, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Booming Grounds Wildlife Management 
Area was added to the planning area in the Final 
Draft Plan. The Booming Grounds will continue 
to be managed under the existing IF&W 
management plan but recreation management is 
addressed in this document. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to 
consistently refer to DPPL’s St. Croix River 
lands as “State Park Lands”.  Further 
clarification on this term is offered as part of the 
Statutory and Policy Guidance section. The Final 
Draft Plan also makes clear that these lands will 
be subject to a special rulemaking process, 
similar to other less-developed State Parks Lands 
such as the Allagash Wilderness Waterway or 
the Penobscot River Corridor. 

 
 
 

• The regional conservation effort timeline has 
been updated in the Final Draft Plan to include 
the conservation acquisitions within the planning 
area. Fee and easement deeds are now included 
in Appendices and referenced under 
“Stewardship Endowments,” noting that deeds 
are among the documents guiding use of the 
Stewardship Funds. 
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with somewhat lesser local input for the Baskahegan 
Easement. Birch Island and the Spednic shoreline were 
conveyed to the State of Maine by WWLT, along with 
conditions, covenants, or easements to ensure that State 
management policy coincides with the grassroots 
conservation vision. In summary, without a local vision, 
this Plan would not exist. Cooperation among the various 
parties has been noteworthy, but it is the deed 
restrictions that help set the tone for management of 
these lands, and this needs to be said! 

• P.18  Spednic Lake continues to have a strong eagle 

population—more than cited here. Numerous nests 
along both sides of the lake often result in encroachment 
of territory, resulting in eagles killing other eagles. We 
have noticed no reduction in activity, although nesting 
sites do change. The eagles thrive, without anadromous 
alewives to eat. As they always have. 

• P. 33, etc. The I-68 program is useless for guides, 
canoe trippers, and occasional waterway users. Guides, 
e.g., often do not know who their party is for a given 
day, and certainly cannot predict their itinerary on the 
lakes given changeable weather and other users. Even if 
a guide or trip counselor were covered by I-68, their 
clients or passengers are not. Hence the entire program 
breaks down. If guides or camp counselors were 
assigned, and accepted responsibility for their passengers 
such a program might work. This theme needs a 
governmental push to succeed; so far, we peons have not 
won flexibility from CBP. 

• P. 40 IFW should develop maintenance agreements 

with the guides for the day-use sites. The guides have 
been conscientious stewards in the past, but the 
agreement needs to be formalized, similar to that with 
SCIWC. The agreement should extend to the WMA, 
including the Mud Lake site and the Mouth of the 
Stream, important traditional guide lunch sites.  

• P. 40 Rules  This section, due to its placement and 
content, kind of smacks the reader in the chin. To not 
allow alcohol in the planning area is not only Draconian, 
it is absurd, and unenforceable. I am not even sure that 
the authority exists to impose this rule, particularly if the 
“State Park” designation is simply a matter of 
convenience, and hardly on IFW lands. Surely, the 400+ 
clients of Wheaton’s Lodge who contributed generously 
to the acquisition did not suspect they would be denied a 
glass of wine with a shore lunch, nor did the canoeists 
who enjoy a beer after a hard day of paddling.  Also, it is 
sometimes necessary to cut green saplings or pole stems 
for camping and outdoor cooking. 

• P. 40 Public Access Roads  The maintenance of private 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan has been updated to clarify 
that the nesting eagle population has been 
steadily rising and appears to be unaffected by 
the changes in the alewife population.  The 
nonbreeding eagle concentrations historically 
associated with the alewife run have, however, 
experienced a significant decline.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Final Draft Plan recommends that IF&W 
work with the Forest City Guides Association to 
develop a formal MOU for the use of the 
Spednic Lake lunch sites. 

 
 
 

• Specific rules presented in the First Draft Plan 
were withdrawn in the Final Draft Plan in order 
to allow for a more thorough rule-making 
process specific to these properties.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Castle Road has been added to the list of 
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roads afforded public access is, indeed, a thorny 
question. But since private landowners have no incentive 
to maintain these roads unless they are harvesting wood, 
the onus clearly falls on government at some level(s). 
Nothing is offered here in the way of resolution, and the 
problem will persist unabated unless it is addressed in 
the Plan. Castle Road should be mentioned as of highest 
priority. 

• P. 41, Easement Stewardship   And WWLT should 
equally monitor the covenants and deed restrictions on 
lands conveyed by them to the State of Maine 

 
 

• The matter of ice shack removal is not addressed in the 
Plan. These are left at landings, sometimes along the 
shore, often on the privately owned access roads—where 
they remain until the following winter. These are an 
eyesore, an embarrassment to guides, and violate the 
natural integrity of conserved lands. The landowners, 
who have the right to remove or destroy the shacks, 
could care less. Others lack the authority to do 
something. A process needs to be in place to remove 
these each spring. 

• Overall, the Plan does a good job of identifying and 
addressing issues pertaining to outdoor recreation. It 
does not do so well at addressing strictly conservation 
issues, needs, and solutions. Accordingly, while it will 
help to guide expenditures under the Stewardship 
endowment, it cannot be the only source for that 
purpose.  

 
 

• These remarks are meant to be constructive. The 
Management Plan is a good start for articulating the 
policies that will protect and enhance a very special 
place. 

priorities for investments in Public Access 
Roads. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Plan is intended to make management 
recommendations for IF&W and DPPL.  The 
Final Draft Plan has been updated to better 
reference deed restrictions on the lands within 
the planning area.  

• The plan now includes off-season storage of ice 
shacks as an issue and calls for IF&W and DPPL 
to assess the extent of the practice on state lands 
and conservation easements and make 
recommendations regarding their treatment.  

 
 
 

• The Plan now notes that natural community and 
related information is fragmented and likely 
incomplete; that DPPL and IF&W should 
develop a single comprehensive natural 
resources inventory for the state-managed lands, 
as resources allow; and that development or 
expansion of recreation sites should be preceded 
by consultation with MNAP to both protect 
fragile areas and highlight areas of special 
interest. The Plan will provide guidance for use 
of the Stewardship Fund, together with other 
documents, including the deeds of acquisition. 

 

From: Mark Berry, Downeast Lakes Land Trust 

These comments are all based on these sections describing 
the larger region and not simply the corridor along the 
river.  If you intend to only describe the corridor, I think 
you need to change the focus from the earlier discussion of 
“the region”.  Referring to the earlier planning document 
could help you do this if you choose.   

• p. 10.  Add a reference to the earlier completed Eastern 
Interior Region Management Plan.  

• p. 12 Add Downeast Lakes Land Trust and the 
Passamaquoddy Tribe to the list of other large land 
managers in the region. 

• p. 13.  Mention DLLT as a conservation partner in the 
region. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Eastern Interior Region Management Plan is 
referenced in the Final Draft Plan.   

• DLLT and the Passamaquoddy Tribe have been 
added as key land managers in the region. 

 

• Downeast Lakes Land Trust has been added as a 
conservation partner in the Final Draft Plan.   
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• p. 14.  Add 2005 acquisition of Downeast Lakes Land 
Trust’s Farm Cove Community Forest as part of 
Downeast Lakes Forestry Partnership.  

• p. 15 map – Feature Indian Township and lands of the 
Passamaquoddy Tribe in GLS Plantation? 

• Farm Cove Community Forest has been added to 
the regional conservation timeline in the Final 
Draft Plan. 

• Tribal lands are not necessarily conservation 
lands and have not been added to the Regional 
Conservation Map in the Final Draft Plan. 

From:  Richard Packert, Machiasport, Maine  

May 7, 2011:  The Plan should discourage industrial 
development such as wind power farms that could 
potentially be seen or heard from the conservation area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The Forest City Road landing needs more space to 
maneuver and park vehicles with trailers. 

• The Castle Road needs extensive repair through Wagner-
managed land. 

• Also there is an underwater “road” from the Castle Road 
landing to the island just offshore which should be 
removed. It was constructed without permission. It is a 
hazard to boats and I expect prevents natural movement 
of fish.  It could be graded back to its natural level when 
the lake is low. 

• The Division of Parks and Public Lands and the 
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 
only develop plans for the properties under their 
respective management.  The impacts of off site 
development on public resources such as the 
Waterway are considered by the regulating 
agencies (DEP or LURC) according to criteria 
largely defined in statute. Agency comments are 
sought during those regulatory proceedings.  The 
visual and auditory impacts are analyzed by the 
regulatory agencies; the  of Parks and Lands has 
no special expertise on determining how valued 
public resources are impacted by these 
developments, but the  can and does comment on 
the significance of the values that can be 
affected.  It is up to the regulatory agency to 
determine if the impacts are determinative in 
their decision.  

• This issue is now noted in the Plan. 
 

• Castle Road is identified as an investment 
priority in the Plan.  

• At this time, the legal authority to address this 
situation is unclear and requires further research. 

 



 

 

 


