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1.0 Introduction and Background 

1.1 Introduction 

Eagle Creek Hydro Power, LLC; Eagle Creek Water Resources, LLC; and Eagle Creek Land Resources, LLC 

(collectively and hereinafter "Eagle Creek") are the Licensees of the Swinging Bridge Hydroelectric Project 

(FERC No. 10482), the Mongaup Falls Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 10481), and the Rio Hydroelectric Project 

(FERC No. 9690) (collectively "Mongaup River Projects" or "Projects"). Collectively, the Projects are located on 

Black Lake Creek, Black Brook, and the Mongaup River in Sullivan and Orange Counties, New York. 

On April 14, 1992, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC” or “Commission”) issued three original 

and separate licenses for the operation of the Projects in accordance with the Commission’s delegated 

authority under the Federal Power Act. Each Project’s original license was issued for a term of 30 years and 

expires on March 31, 2022. Consequently, Eagle Creek is pursuing new licenses for the Projects and has opted 

to use the Commission’s Integrated Licensing Process (ILP), as detailed at 18 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 

Part 5 of the Commission’s regulations. 

In accordance with 18 CFR §5.15, Eagle Creek conducted studies pursuant to Eagle Creek’s January 10, 2018 

Revised Study Plan (RSP) as modified in the Commission’s February 9, 2018 Study Plan Determination (SPD). 

This report describes the methods and results of the Shoreline Management Assessment Study conducted in 

support of obtaining new licenses for the Projects. 

1.2 Background 

The FERC project boundary for the Swinging Bridge Project is generally comprised of the Swinging Bridge 

Reservoir, Toronto Reservoir, Cliff Lake Reservoir, and a small portion of Black Lake Creek from the Swinging 

Bridge Development Side Channel Spillway to the confluence with the Mongaup River. As set forth below, there 

are a number of non-project uses of Project lands, for which Eagle Creek issues license agreements pursuant 

to its current shoreline management guidelines. Private residential development along the shoreline currently 

exists only at Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs. There is no private residential shoreline development 

around Cliff Lake Reservoir.  

The FERC project boundary for the Mongaup Falls Project is generally comprised of the Mongaup Falls 

Reservoir, portions of the Mongaup River extending upstream and downstream of the reservoir, and the Black 

Brook Development. There is no private residential shoreline development around Mongaup Falls Reservoir.  

The FERC project boundary for the Rio Project is generally comprised of the Rio Reservoir and portions of the 

Mongaup River upstream and downstream of the Rio Reservoir. The Rio Reservoir is largely undeveloped with 

very limited private developments on the east side of the reservoir.  

Eagle Creek grants permission to others for non-Project uses of the Projects’ lands in accordance with the 

provisions within of the Projects’ licenses and Eagle Creek’s current Shoreline Management Guidelines for Use 

and Occupancy of Project Lands and Waters. These guidelines are applicable to all of the lands owned or 

controlled by Eagle Creek within the Projects’ FERC project boundaries. Use or occupation of Eagle Creek’s land 

is authorized only pursuant to the terms of a license agreement that has been executed by Eagle Creek and in 
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accordance with Articles 407, 408, and 410 of the Swinging Bridge, Mongaup Falls, and Rio Project licenses 

(FERC 1992a, 1992b, and 1992c), respectively. 

As a FERC Licensee, Eagle Creek is responsible for shoreline management on its lands within the Projects’ FERC 

project boundaries. Input from adjacent private shoreline property owners will help inform the development 

of a Shoreline Management Plan that would be implemented over the terms of new licenses issued for the 

Projects. 

2.0 Goals and Objectives 

The goal of this study is to obtain information on the adequacy and appropriateness of current shoreline 

management practices. The specific objectives of this study are as follows: 

 Solicit information using a questionnaire from abutting shoreline property owners at Swinging Bridge 

and Toronto reservoirs about their recreation activity participation, areas visited, perspectives about 

reservoir levels and current shoreline management practices, perceived conflicts and crowding, and 

their satisfaction with or desire for recreational opportunities and facilities.  

 Use the study results along with resource information derived from other studies to inform the 

development of a Shoreline Management Plan that would be submitted with the Draft License 

Application. 

3.0 Study Area 

Private residential development currently exists only at Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs. Thus, the 

shoreline management assessment solicited information from abutting shoreline property owners at Swinging 

Bridge and Toronto reservoirs. Abutting private shoreline property owners include those private property 

owners who have waterfront property on Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs and private property owners 

who may not have waterfront property but have a license agreement with Eagle Creek for private, non-Project 

reservoir rights.  

4.0 Methodology 

For this study, Eagle Creek finalized the questionnaire that was included in the RSP to address modifications 

required by the Commission’s SPD. The revised questionnaire, provided in Attachment 1, was designed to 

collect information from private shoreline property owners abutting Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs 

by asking about their use of the reservoirs for recreation and their perceptions of potential shoreline crowding 

and/or recreational use conflicts, current shoreline management practices, and reservoir water levels.   

Eagle Creek consulted via email with representatives of the various shoreline property owners and homeowner 

associations regarding the most effective means of distributing the questionnaire. Eagle Creek also requested 

mailing lists from the representatives of the various shoreline property owners and homeowner associations 

to supplement Eagle Creek’s shoreline abutter database.  
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Eagle Creek administered the questionnaire as a direct mail survey, following a modified Dillman1 approach. 

Eagle Creek mailed the questionnaire on August 8, 2018 to private shoreline property owners if a mailing 

address was available. If a mailing address was not available, Eagle Creek distributed the questionnaire via 

email on August 9, 2018. Additionally, on September 10 and 11, 2018, the questionnaire was mailed and 

emailed a second time to those residences who had not returned a questionnaire.    

A copy of each returned questionnaire is provided in Attachment 2. 

5.0 Results 

The questionnaire was designed to ask shoreline property owners about their use of reservoirs for recreation 

and their perceptions of potential shoreline crowding and/or recreational use conflicts, current shoreline 

management practices, and reservoir water levels. Of the 378 questionnaires mailed and/or emailed to 

property owners, 182 questionnaires (48%) were returned with 177 (47%) of the questionnaires completed. 

Table 5-1 summarizes the responses to the property owner survey. 

Informational Question Responses 

Of shoreline property owners that responded to the questionnaire, 68% indicated that their property provides 

access or that they have access rights to Swinging Bridge Reservoir and 32% indicated that their property 

provides access or that they have access rights to Toronto Reservoir. One percent (1%) indicated they had 

access to both Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs. 

The majority (59%) of the respondents were year-round residents, while 39% were seasonal or part-time 

residents. The majority (84%) of the respondents indicated that their property was waterfront, while 94% of 

the respondents indicated that their property was residential. The majority (93%) of the respondents indicated 

that they access the adjoining reservoir from their property for recreation purposes. 

The property owners were asked to indicate whether others accessed the reservoir across their private 

property. Most (80%) indicated that others do not access the reservoir across their private property. Thirteen 

(8%) respondents indicated that others access the reservoir across their private property without their 

permission and some provided comments such as “entering from Public Access Area,” “hunting season,” 

“fishermen,” “from adjoining property,” “day fishermen use coves on most weekends from June thru 

September; sometimes more in kayaks,” or “others access our private property from reservoir.” Several 

respondents noted “rights of way” and that people accessing the reservoir across their private property was 

an issue.    

When asked if others utilizing the adjacent reservoir and abutting lands (via public or private access) for 

recreation purposes affected their property, the majority (73%) of the respondents responded “no.” Of the 45 

respondents who responded “yes,” 44 provided additional explanation for their response. The most common 

                                                             

1 Dillman, Don A., Smyth, Jolene D., Christian, Leah Melani. 2014. Internet, Phone, Mail and Mixed-Mode 

Surveys: The Tailored Design Method, 4th edition. John Wiley: Hoboken, NJ. 
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explanations reported were related to: boat wakes/shoreline erosion (9 respondents), trespassing (8 

respondents), activity (8 respondents), and noise (6 respondents). Table 5-2 summarizes the explanations 

provided. 

Eighty-one percent (81%) of the respondents indicated they have a private boat dock. The average number of 

boats accommodated by private docks is 3 boats, with 2 being the average of number of boats typically docked 

at the private docks. Fifty-three percent (53%) of the respondents have other private recreation facilities 

associated with their property along the reservoir shoreline. The most common types of facilities reported were: 

shoreline path/path, stairway/steps, swimming platform/swimming area/swimming beach, and sitting 

area/patio/deck/firepit/gazebo.    

Property owners were also asked about their use of the Project reservoirs. When asked the number of days 

they use the reservoir adjacent to their property for recreation purposes, 54 (31%) of the 174 respondents 

indicated approximately 51-100 days, 46 (26%) of the respondents indicated approximately 26-50 days, and 43 

(25%) indicated over 100 days. Only 6 (3%) respondents indicated approximately 0 days and 25 (14%) 

respondents indicated approximately 1-25 days.  

When asked approximately how many days per year they used the other Swinging Bridge Project reservoirs 

(e.g., Cliff Lake, Toronto Reservoir [for those with property or access rights at Swinging Bridge Reservoir], or 

Swinging Bridge Reservoir [for those with property or access rights at Toronto Reservoir]) for recreation 

purposes, 99 (57%) of the respondents indicated approximately 0 days and 58 (33%) indicated 1-25 days. Only 

17 (about 10%) of the respondents indicated more than 25 days.  

When asked approximately how many days per year they used the Mongaup Falls Reservoir for recreation 

purposes, the majority (149 or 85%) of the respondents indicated approximately 0 days, 23 (13%) indicated 1-

25 days, and 3 (2%) indicated 26-50 days.  

When asked approximately how many days per year they used the Rio Reservoir for recreation purposes, the 

majority (156 or 89%) of the respondents indicated approximately 0 days and 20 (11%) indicated 1-25 days.   

The majority (124 or 73%) of the respondents indicated that they do not use the public recreation sites 

associated with the Projects, with 47 respondents (27%) of the 171 respondents answering that they had used 

the public recreation sites associated with the Projects. Respondents utilized a variety of recreation sites within 

the Projects’ FERC project boundaries including: Swinging Bridge East Access, Starlight boat ramp, Toronto East 

Access, Cliff Lake parking and access, Mongaup Falls eagle viewing, and unspecified recreation sites (including 

responses such as “Swinging Bridge Reservoir,” “Swinging Bridge Project,” “Mongaup Falls,” and “Rio”). Table 

5-1 summarizes the responses to the property owner survey.  
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TABLE 5-1  
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ASSESSMENT RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY 

OWNER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Informational Question  
Number of 

Respondents 
Response Summary 

Circle to which reservoir your property provides 
access or to which you have reservoir rights 
through a license agreement with Eagle Creek. 

173 Swinging Bridge Reservoir = 68% (117) 
Toronto Reservoir = 32% (56) 
Swinging Bridge & Toronto Reservoirs = 1% (2)  

Circle whether your property is waterfront or 
whether you have reservoir rights   
 

172 Waterfront = 84% (144) 
Not waterfront but I have a license agreement 

with Eagle Creek for reservoir rights = 16% 
(27) 

Both = 0.6% (1) 

Categorize your abutting property by type of 
residence and land use. 1 

171 Year round (e.g. more than 6 months) =  59% 
(101) 
Seasonal = 39% (66) 

Current use of land (circle all that apply).2 175 Residential = 94% (165) 
Future Residential = 10% (17) 
Landscape = 9% (16) 
Tree Growth = 5% (9) 
Recreational (including water access, fishing, 

boating, hunting) = 3% (6) 
Conservation Land = 2% (4) 
Vacant Land = 2% (3) 
Future Conservation Land = 0.6% (1) 
Common area for multiple lots = 0.6% (1) 

Do you, as an abutting shoreline property 
owner, access the adjoining reservoir from your 
property for recreation purposes? 

176 Yes = 93% (163) 
No = 7% (13) 

Do others access the adjacent reservoir across 
your private property?  
 
 

172 No = 80% (138) 
Yes = 20% (34) 
With permission = 12% (20)  
Without permission = 8% (13) 

Do others utilizing the adjacent reservoir and 
abutting lands (via public or private access) for 
recreation purposes affect your property?  

169 No = 73%  (124) 
Yes = 27% (45) 
 

Do you have a private boat dock?  176 Yes = 81% (142) 
No = 19%  (34) 
Average Number3 of Boats Accommodated: 3 

Average Number3 of Boats Typically Docked: 2 

Do you have any other private recreation 
facilities associated with your property that 
are located along the reservoir shoreline?   

143 Yes = 53% (76) 
No=  47% (67) 

Approximately how many days per year 
do you use the reservoir adjacent to your 
property for recreation purposes? 

174 0 = 3% (6) 
1 to 25 = 14% (25) 
26 to 50 = 26% (46) 
51 to 100 = 31% (54) 
Over 100 =  25% (43) 
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Informational Question  
Number of 

Respondents 
Response Summary 

Approximately how many days per year 
do you use the OTHER Swinging Bridge 
Project reservoirs (Toronto Reservoir, 
Swinging Bridge or Cliff Lake) for 
recreation purposes? 

174 0 = 57% (99) 
1 to 25 =  33% (58) 
26 to 50 = 4% (7) 
51 to 100 = 5% (9) 
Over 100 =  0.6% (1) 

Approximately how many days per year do 
you use the Mongaup Falls Project reservoir 
for recreation purposes? 

175 0 = 85% (149) 
1 to 25 = 13% (23) 
26 to 50 = 2% (3) 
51 to 100 = 0%  (0) 
Over 100 =  0%  (0) 

Approximately how many days per year do 
you use the Rio Project reservoir for 
recreation purposes? 
 

176 0 = 89% (156) 
1 to 25 = 11% (20)  
26 to 50 = 0% (0) 
51 to 100 = 0% (0) 
Over 100 = 0% (0) 

Do you ever use the public recreation sites 
associated with the Mongaup River 
Hydroelectric Projects (Swinging Bridge Project, 
Mongaup Falls Project, or Rio Project)? 

171 Yes = 27% (47) 
No=  73% (124) 
 

Notes:   
Percentages may not sum to 100% because of rounding. 
1 Four respondents noted something other than seasonal or year round (vacant land or residence), which are not 
included in the results. 
2 Respondents could select more than one answer. 
3 If respondent provided a range, the higher number was used for purposes of calculating the average. If 
respondent indicated a number of boats and a number of jet skis, the two numbers were added together for 
purposes of calculating the average. 
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TABLE 5-2  
RESPONDENT EXPLANATIONS RELATED TO HOW OTHERS UTILIZE THE ADJACENT RESERVOIR AND 

ABUTTING LANDS (VIA PUBLIC OR PRIVATE ACCESS) AFFECT THEIR PROPERTY 

Explanation Number of Respondents 

Boat wakes/shoreline erosion  9 

Trespassing 8 

Activity (such as “activity visible,” or responses noting a specific 
recreation activity)  

8 

Noise 6 

Other 5 

"Right of way"/easement 4 

Litter/trash 3 

Safety 3 

Unpermitted/unauthorized facility or activity 3 

Crowding/traffic 1 

Encroachment 1 

Minimal 1 

Property owners were asked to indicate for each season which recreation activities they participate in or have 

participated in over the past five years at the reservoir along which their property is located or to which they 

have access rights. The most popular recreation activities reported by respondents include walking, eagle 

viewing, nature observation, power boating, swimming, and kayaking, regardless of the season. Walking, 

nature observation, eagle viewing, kayaking, and power boating were popular in spring, summer, and fall. In 

the summer, many respondents also reported enjoying swimming, sunbathing, and fishing from shore. Nature 

observation, photography, walking, and eagle viewing were popular responses in winter. Table 5-3 summarizes 

the responses.   

TABLE 5-3  
RESPONDENTS INDICATING RECREATION ACTIVITIES IN WHICH THEY HAVE PARTICIPATED IN THE PAST 
FIVE YEARS AT THE RESERVOIR ALONG WHICH THEIR PROPERTY IS LOCATED OR TO WHICH THEY HAVE 

ACCESS RIGHTS 

Activity1 Spring  
(3/1- 5/31) 

Summer 
(6/1-8/31) 

Fall 
(9/1-10/31) 

Winter 
(11/1-2/29) 

Total  
(All Seasons) 

Backpacking 17 18 17 10 62 

Birding 51 58 53 36 198 

Camping 6 18 10 3 37 

Canoeing 60 83 67 13 223 

Dog Walking 69 74 71 57 271 

Driving for Pleasure 56 69 64 40 229 

Eagle Viewing 91 113 104 65 373 

Educational Programs 6 10 8 3 27 

Fishing from a Boat 63 91 74 14 242 

Fishing from Shore 73 100 81 21 275 

Hiking 74 77 77 51 279 

Horseback Riding 3 4 5 3 15 

Hunting 6 4 17 16 43 

Ice/Winter Fishing 5 4 4 35 48 
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Activity1 Spring  
(3/1- 5/31) 

Summer 
(6/1-8/31) 

Fall 
(9/1-10/31) 

Winter 
(11/1-2/29) 

Total  
(All Seasons) 

Kayaking 86 125 100 10 321 

Mountain Biking 26 35 29 8 98 

Multi-day Float Trip 3 6 4 2 15 

Nature Observation 94 100 99 75 368 

Orienteering 2 3 3 1 9 

Other 3 2 2 2 9 

Paddle Boarding 31 60 45 6 142 

Photography 78 85 83 69 315 

Picnicking 33 50 39 9 131 

Power Boating 83 131 106 9 329 

Riding Jet Skis 28 54 36 5 123 

Road Bicycling 41 46 40 9 136 

Rowing 26 41 29 1 97 

Running 46 53 47 19 165 

Sailing 11 24 16 2 53 

Sightseeing 55 63 60 40 218 

Skiing 6 7 6 25 44 

Snowmobiling 4 4 4 28 40 

Snowshoeing 7 5 4 41 57 

Sunbathing 53 110 67 6 236 

Swimming 74 148 94 7 323 

Tubing 50 95 61 5 211 

Walking 98 108 103 66 375 

Waterskiing 36 77 51 6 170 

Whitewater Boating 2 4 2 0 8 

Note:  
1 Respondents could select more than one activity. 

Opinion Question Responses  

The property owner questionnaire asked a range of opinion questions. On the topic of their perception of the 

amount of use occurring on weekdays on the reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in vicinity of their 

property, 50% of all respondents indicated that they felt not crowded and 36% of all respondents indicated 

that they felt slightly crowded. The average rating of all respondents was 1.7, between not crowded and slightly 

crowded. However, when asked about their perception of the amount of use occurring on weekends or 

holidays on the reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in vicinity of their property, 44% of all respondents 

indicated that they felt somewhat crowded and 25% of all respondents indicated that they felt moderately 

crowded. The average rating of all respondents was 3.3, between somewhat crowded and moderately crowded. 

Table 5-4 summarizes the responses received on perceptions related to recreation use.    
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TABLE 5-4  
PERCEPTION OF THE AMOUNT OF USE OCCURRING ON THE RESERVOIR OR ALONG THE RESERVOIR 

SHORELINE IN VICINITY OF PROPERTY 

What is your perception of the amount of use occurring on weekdays on the reservoir or along the reservoir 
shoreline in vicinity of your property? 

Reservoir 
Number of 

Respondents 
Average 
Rating 

1 
Not 

Crowded 

2 3 
Somewhat 
Crowded 

4 5 
Extremely 
Crowded 

Don’t Know 

Combined  174 1.7 50% 36% 10% 3% 0.6% 0.6% 

Swinging 
Bridge 

114 1.6 57% 31% 9% 2% 0.9% 0.9% 

Toronto 56 1.8 36% 50% 13% 1.8% 0% 0% 

What is your perception of the amount of use occurring on weekends or holidays on the reservoir or along 
the reservoir shoreline in vicinity of your property? 

Reservoir 
Number of 

Respondents 
Average 
Rating 

1 
Not 

Crowded 

2 3 
Somewhat 
Crowded 

4 5 
Extremely 
Crowded 

Don’t Know 

Combined  174 3.3 6% 12% 44% 25% 14% 0% 

Swinging 
Bridge  

114 3.5 4% 7% 40% 33% 16% 0% 

Toronto 56 2.8 9% 25% 52% 9% 5% 0% 

Note:  Percentages may not sum to 100% because of rounding.  

On the topic of their perception of the amount or level of recreational conflicts occurring on weekdays on the 

reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in vicinity of their property, 57% of all respondents indicated no 

conflicts and 30% of all respondents indicated slight amount of conflicts. The average rating of all respondents 

was 1.6, between no conflicts and slight amount of conflicts. However, when asked about their perception of 

the amount or level of recreational conflicts occurring on weekends or holidays on the reservoir or along the 

reservoir shoreline in vicinity of their property, 33% of all respondents indicated moderate amount of conflicts, 

26% indicated slight amount of conflicts, and 23% of all respondents indicated no conflicts. The average rating 

of all respondents for weekends or holidays was 2.6, between slight amount of conflicts and moderate amount 

of conflicts. Table 5-5 summarizes the responses received on perceptions related to recreational conflicts.      
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TABLE 5-5  
PERCEPTION OF THE AMOUNT OR LEVEL OF RECREATIONAL CONFLICTS OCCURRING ON THE 

RESERVOIR OR ALONG THE RESERVOIR SHORELINE IN VICINITY OF PROPERTY 

What is your perception of the amount or level of recreational conflicts occurring on weekdays on the 
reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in the vicinity of your property? 

Reservoir 
Number of 

Respondents 
Average 
Rating 

1 
No 

Conflicts 

2 3  
Moderate 
Amount of 
Conflicts 

4 5 
Extreme 

Amount of 
Conflicts 

Don’t 
Know 

Combined 174 1.6 57% 30% 10% 2% 1% 0.6% 

Swinging 
Bridge 

114 1.6 60% 26% 11% 0.9% 2% 
0.9% 

 

Toronto 56 1.7 48% 384% 11% 4% 0% 0% 

What is your perception of the amount or level of recreational conflicts occurring on weekends or holidays 
on the reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in the vicinity of your property? 

Reservoir 
Number of 

Respondents 
Average 
Rating 

1 
No 

Conflicts 

2 3  
Moderate 
Amount of 
Conflicts 

4 5 
Extreme 

Amount of 
Conflicts 

Don’t 
Know 

Combined 174 2.6 23% 26% 33% 7% 10% 0% 

Swinging 
Bridge 

114 2.7 18% 23% 38% 10% 11% 0% 

Toronto 56 2.3 29% 36% 25% 4% 7% 0% 

Note:  Percentages may not sum to 100% because of rounding.  

The property owner questionnaire asked about satisfaction with Eagle Creek’s implementation of its current 

shoreline management guidelines and with Eagle Creek’s practices specifically related to structures within the 

reservoir or along the shoreline, 64% of all respondents responded satisfied, moderately satisfied, or extremely 

satisfied. Thirty-six percent (36%) responded moderately unsatisfied or Not Satisfied at All. The average rating 

of all respondents was satisfied. Respondents were asked to explain if they reported being less than satisfied. 

A total of 59 respondents provided comments. The most common response topic was related to water 

level/low water level2/unpredictable water levels. Table 5-6 summarizes the ratings and comments.    

  

                                                             

2 From approximately 2005 until the summer of 2017, the five-foot-high flashboards were required to be removed 
from the Swinging Bridge spillway resulting in a maximum reservoir elevation of 1,065 feet (5 feet lower than 
normal maximum reservoir elevation). Normal operating elevations were restored in the summer of 2017 after 
reinstallation of the flashboards and authorized use of the Obermeyer pneumatic gate system at the Swinging 
Bridge spillway. 



Mongaup River Hydroelectric Projects  Shoreline Management Assessment Study 

11 

TABLE 5-6  
SATISFACTION WITH EAGLE CREEK’S IMPLEMENTATION OF ITS SHORELINE MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

AND PRACTICES SPECIFICALLY RELATED TO STRUCTURES WITHIN THE RESERVOIR OR ALONG THE 
SHORELINE 

Overall, how satisfied are you with Eagle Creek’s implementation of its shoreline management guidelines and 
with Eagle Creek’s practices specifically related to structures within the reservoir or along the shoreline? 

Reservoir 
Number of 

Respondents 

1 

Not Satisfied 
at All 

2 

Moderately 
Unsatisfied 

3 

Satisfied 

4 

Moderately 
Satisfied 

5 

Extremely 
Satisfied 

Combined 1591 18% (28) 18% (28) 44% (70) 13% (21) 7% (11) 

Swinging 
Bridge 

1041 14% (15) 13% (13) 45% (47) 19% (20) 8% (8) 

Toronto 52 27% (14) 27% (14) 40% (21) 2% (1) 4% (2) 

Reasons for less than satisfied rating  (59 respondents) Number of Responses2 

Water level/low water level/unpredictable water levels 29 

Violations/unpermitted structures/lack of staff/control/unclear what 
Eagle Creek is doing 

7 

Unfair/not balance uses well 3 

Dissatisfaction with management of the safety, security rules and 
regulations of public and private areas 

3 

Toronto is Dam control building (only structure/condition is uncertain) 2 

Give advance notice of water level changes  2 

Not familiar with guidelines/they are unpublished 2 

Work with homeowners on a more friendly basis 1 

No restriction on easement docks 1 

Permanent dock would be easier than floating dock/desire for a gazebo 1 

Allowance of non-property owner access/extended property line access 1 

Debris 1 

Policy to only deal with owners of Rights of Way 1 

Gate house needs repairs 1 

Abandoned structures 1 

Public boat access/launch  2 

Too much boat/jet ski traffic 1 

Erosion  1 

Notes:  
1 One respondent indicated “No” but did not provide a specific rating. Since the exact rating could not be 
determined from the response, this response was not included in the rating totals.   
2 Respondents could provide more than one reason. 

 



Mongaup River Hydroelectric Projects  Shoreline Management Assessment Study 

12 

The property owner questionnaire asked questions related to reservoir water levels. When asked about their 

satisfaction in the past five years (2012-2017) with reservoir water levels3 on the reservoir adjacent to their 

property or to which they have reservoir rights, 43% of all respondents responded not satisfied at all, and 35% 

of all respondents responded moderately unsatisfied. The average rating of all respondents was moderately 

unsatisfied. Respondents were asked to explain if they reported being less than satisfied. A total of 120 

respondents provided comments. The most common response topic was related to water levels too low/boat 

access/boat/and dock damage/reduce water levels too early3; variable water levels/water levels vary too much 

with extreme changes/work to move boats and docks out of water; and lack of notification of lowering of 

reservoir/need better notification/communication of water level changes. Table 5-7 summarizes the ratings 

and comments.    

                                                             

3 From approximately 2005 until the summer of 2017, the five-foot-high flashboards were required to be removed 
from the Swinging Bridge spillway resulting in a maximum reservoir elevation of 1,065 feet (5 feet lower than 
normal maximum reservoir elevation). Normal operating elevations were restored in the summer of 2017 after 
reinstallation of the flashboards and authorized use of the Obermeyer pneumatic gate system at the Swinging 
Bridge spillway. 
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TABLE 5-7  
SATISFACTION WITH RESERVOIR WATER LEVELS IN THE PAST FIVE YEARS (2012-2017) 

In the past 5 years (2012-2017), how satisfied have you been with the reservoir water levels on the reservoir 
adjacent to your property or to which you have reservoir rights. 

Reservoir 
Number of 

Respondents 

1 

Not Satisfied 
at All 

2 

Moderately 
Unsatisfied 

3 

Satisfied 

4 

Moderately 
Satisfied 

5 

Extremely 
Satisfied 

Combined 169 43% (73) 35% (59) 15% (26) 5% (9) 1% (2) 

Swinging 
Bridge 

109 32%  (35) 36%  (39) 23% (25)  7% (8) 2% (2) 

Toronto 56 66% (37) 32% (18) 2% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0) 

Reasons for less than satisfied (rating of 1 or 2) (120 respondents) Number of Responses1 

Water levels too low/boat access/boat and dock damage/reduce 
water levels too early 

84 

Variable water levels/water levels vary too much with extreme 
changes/work to move boats and docks out of water 

54 

Lack of notification of lowering of reservoir/need better 
notification/communication of water level changes 

11 

Water level  better recently 6 

Low water levels aesthetically unpleasant 5 

Concerns over ecosystem/fish/eagle impacts of low water levels 4 

Low water levels provide public with easy access to and more area 
to trespass 

2 

Debris 1 

Outflow from Swinging Bridge needs to be adjusted. 100 cfs, 60 cfs 
in drought too much 

1 

Reduced water levels/flow affect Iroquois Hunting and Fishing Club 
access 

1 

High water level erodes property line 1 

Lack of shoreline management practices at Toronto resulting in 
buildup of siltation 

1 

“Toronto” 1 

Notes: 
1 Respondents could provide more than one reason. 

When asked if reservoir water levels in the past five years (2012 – 2017) have affected their use of the 

reservoir, 79% of all respondents responded yes, and 21% of all respondents responded no. Respondents 

were asked to explain if they responded yes (Table 5-8). A total of 129 respondents provided comments. The 

most common response topic was related to water levels too low4 for boating.     

                                                             

4 From approximately 2005 until the summer of 2017, the five-foot-high flashboards were required to be removed 
from the Swinging Bridge spillway resulting in a maximum reservoir elevation of 1,065 feet (5 feet lower than 
normal maximum reservoir elevation). Normal operating elevations were restored in the summer of 2017 after 
reinstallation of the flashboards and authorized use of the Obermeyer pneumatic gate system at the Swinging 
Bridge spillway. 
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TABLE 5-8  
RESERVOIR WATER LEVEL EFFECTS ON USE OF RESERVOIR IN THE PAST FIVE YEARS (2012-2017) 

In the past five years (2012 – 2017) have reservoir water levels affected your use of the reservoir? 

Reservoir Number of Respondents Yes No 

Combined 169 79% (133) 21% (36) 

Swinging Bridge 110 71% (78) 29% (32) 

Toronto 55 96% (53) 4% (2) 

 

When asked if reservoir water levels in the past five years (2012 – 2017) have affected their decision to acquire 

a boat, 57% of all respondents responded no, and 41% of all respondents responded yes. Respondents were 

asked to explain if they responded yes (Table 5-9). A total of 79 respondents provided comments. The most 

common response topic was related to low5 or fluctuating water levels.     

TABLE 5-9  
RESERVOIR WATER LEVEL EFFECTS ON DECISION TO ACQUIRE A BOAT 

IN THE PAST FIVE YEARS (2012-2017) 

In the past five years (2012 – 2017) have reservoir water levels affected your decision to acquire a boat? 

Reservoir Number of Respondents Yes No 

Combined 169 41% (70) 57% (97) 

Swinging Bridge 109 27% (29) 72% (78) 

Toronto 56 71% (40) 29% (16) 

When asked if reservoir water levels in the past five years (2012 – 2017) have affected their decision to remove 

a boat from the reservoir or delay putting a boat back in the reservoir, 61% of all respondents responded yes, 

and 38% of all respondents responded no (Table 5-10). Respondents were asked to explain if they responded 

yes. A total of 101 respondents provided comments. The most common response topic was related to low5 or 

fluctuating water levels.     

                                                             

5 From approximately 2005 until the summer of 2017, the five-foot-high flashboards were required to be removed 
from the Swinging Bridge spillway resulting in a maximum reservoir elevation of 1,065 feet (5 feet lower than 
normal maximum reservoir elevation). Normal operating elevations were restored in the summer of 2017 after 
reinstallation of the flashboards and authorized use of the Obermeyer pneumatic gate system at the Swinging 
Bridge spillway. 
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TABLE 5-10  
RESERVOIR WATER LEVEL EFFECTS ON DECISION TO REMOVE A BOAT FROM THE RESERVOIR OR 

DELAY PUTTING A BOAT BACK IN THE RESERVOIR IN THE PAST FIVE YEARS (2012-2017) 

In the past five years (2012 – 2017) have reservoir water levels affected your decision to remove a boat from 
the reservoir or delay putting a boat back in the reservoir? 

Reservoir Number of Respondents Yes No 

Combined 162 61% (99) 38% (62) 

Swinging Bridge 108 50% (54) 50% (54) 

Toronto 51 90% (46) 8% (4) 

When asked if in the past five years (2012 – 2017) there have there been occasions where their dock length 

was inadequate due to reservoir levels6, 79% of all respondents responded yes, and 17% of all respondents 

responded no (Table 5-11). Respondents were asked to explain if they responded yes. A total of 119 

respondents provided comments. The most common response topic was related to moving docks in and out 

of the reservoir due to water level fluctuations and lengthening the dock.     

TABLE 5-11  
RESERVOIR WATER LEVELS AND DOCK LENGTH IN THE PAST FIVE YEARS (2012-2017) 

If you have a dock, have there been occasions in the past five years (2012 – 2017) where your dock 
length was inadequate due to reservoir levels? 

Reservoir Number of Respondents Yes No 

Combined 150 79% (119) 17% (25) 

Swinging Bridge 98 79% (77) 18% (18) 

Toronto 50 86% (43) 10% (5) 

When asked if in the past five years (2012 – 2017) reservoir water levels6 affected aesthetic values at the 

Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs, 76% of all respondents responded yes, and 24% of all respondents 

responded no (Table 5-12). Respondents were asked to explain if they responded yes. A total of 120 

respondents provided comments. The most common response topic was related to low water levels causing 

unsightly exposed areas.     

                                                             

6 From approximately 2005 until the summer of 2017, the five-foot-high flashboards were required to be removed 
from the Swinging Bridge spillway resulting in a maximum reservoir elevation of 1,065 feet (5 feet lower than 
normal maximum reservoir elevation). Normal operating elevations were restored in the summer of 2017 after 
reinstallation of the flashboards and authorized use of the Obermeyer pneumatic gate system at the Swinging 
Bridge spillway. 
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TABLE 5-12  
RESERVOIR WATER LEVELS AND AESTHETIC VALUES IN THE PAST FIVE YEARS (2012-2017) 

In the past five years (2012 – 2017) have reservoir water levels affected aesthetic values at the Swinging 
Bridge and Toronto reservoirs? 

Reservoir Number of Respondents Yes No 

Combined 167 76% (127) 24% (40) 

Swinging Bridge 110 66% (73) 34% (37) 

Toronto 54 98% (53) 2% (1) 

When asked if they were aware of any scenic views that are important or of value at the Swinging Bridge or 

Toronto reservoirs, 63% of all respondents responded yes, and 37% of all respondents responded no (Table 

5-13). Respondents were asked to describe and identify the location of the scenic view. A total of 106 

respondents provided additional information. The most common response topic regarding the location of the 

scenic view was the overall reservoir shoreline or the entire area, followed by responses related to the view 

from the respondent’s property and responses related to eagles. Specific locations noted by more than one 

respondent included:  southern end of Swinging Bridge, Forestburgh and Lumberland lots, waterfalls/a series 

of waterfalls located near public launch on Starlight Road, southern view facing Iroquois Hunting Lodge/south 

shore overlook on Iroquois property, Lakeshore Drive views, Starlight Marina/view across from Starlight 

Marina, Moscoe Road Public entrance, and northeast side of Toronto Reservoir. 

TABLE 5-13  
IMPORTANT OR VALUABLE SCENIC VIEWS AT THE SWINGING BRIDGE OR TORONTO RESERVOIRS 

Are you aware of any scenic views that are important or of value at the Swinging Bridge or Toronto 
reservoirs? 

Reservoir Number of Respondents Yes No 

Combined 167 63% (106) 37% (61) 

Swinging Bridge 109 54% (59) 46% (50) 

Toronto 55 84% (46) 16% (9) 

The property owner questionnaire contained five general, open-ended questions designed to fully capture the 

opinions and perceptions of respondents. In total, 530 comments were provided, with some respondents giving 

multiple comments to a single question and some comment repetition.  

When asked what they like most about the recreation experiences available on the reservoir adjacent to or to 

which they have access rights, 151 respondents provided responses. The response received most frequently 

was some sort of a recreation activity (86) followed by beauty/scenery/views (55). Other comment topics 

included:  peaceful/quiet/not crowded (44) and outdoors/nature (17). Table 5-14 below summarizes the 

comments received.  
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TABLE 5-14  
SUMMARY OF OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES REGARDING WHAT IS LIKED MOST ABOUT RECREATION 

EXPERIENCES AVAILABLE 

What do you like most about the recreation experiences available to you on the reservoir adjacent to your 
property or to which you have rights? 

Response Number of Comments 

Beauty/scenery/views 55 

Recreation activities (including boating, swimming, kayaking, fishing, sunbathing, 
snowmobiling, snowshoeing)  

86 

Peaceful/quiet/not crowded 44 

Outdoors/nature 17 

Easy Access/convenient 10 

Clean/clear water/pristine 13 

Bald eagle watching/wildlife/birding 10 

High water levels/consistent water levels/ Appropriate seasonal water levels 12 

Other (open areas, enjoy time with family/friends, relaxing, sometimes lively) 7 

Not commercial/rustic environment 3 

Dock on water 2 

No restrictions 1 

Lot of activities 1 

Everything  1 

When asked what they like least about the recreation experiences available on the reservoir adjacent to or to 

which they have access rights, 145 respondents provided responses. The response received most frequently 

was variable/unpredictable/fluctuating water levels/water levels vary too much/putting dock in and out (50) 

followed by water levels too low7 (42). Other comment topics included:  wave/large boats/jet skis/other 

boaters, boat noise/speed, and wakes. Table 5-15 below summarizes the comments received. 

                                                             

7 From approximately 2005 until the summer of 2017, the five-foot-high flashboards were required to be removed 
from the Swinging Bridge spillway resulting in a maximum reservoir elevation of 1,065 feet (5 feet lower than 
normal maximum reservoir elevation). Normal operating elevations were restored in the summer of 2017 after 
reinstallation of the flashboards and authorized use of the Obermeyer pneumatic gate system at the Swinging 
Bridge spillway. 
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TABLE 5-15  
SUMMARY OF OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES REGARDING WHAT IS LIKED LEAST ABOUT RECREATION 

EXPERIENCES AVAILABLE 

What do you like least about the recreation experiences available to you on the reservoir adjacent to your 
property or to which you have rights? 

Response Number of Comments 

Variable/unpredictable/fluctuating water levels/water levels vary too much/putting 
dock in and out 

50 

Water levels too low 42 

Wave/large boats/jet skis/other boaters 16 

Boat noise/speed 16 

Wakes 14 

Crowding 13 

Litter/garbage 5 

Trespassers 4 

Public not obeying rules and regulations (alcohol use at public access area; overnight 
camping; campfires) 

4 

Nothing  4 

Use of public access after curfew  2 

Lack of notification of water level changes 3 

Navigate around people swimming from public access into the middle of the lake 2 

Hazards are not marked 1 

Docks on easement 1 

No maintenance of ROW 1 

Access from property too steep/tree cutting restrictions 1 

No control of shoreline dock rules 1 

Lack of trails 1 

Other (dirty/murky water, "Starlight Marina no wake buoys beyond reasonable 
distances from the docks"; renters abusing lake; lights at night; noise from people; 
loud music; development) 

7 

A total of 102 respondents provided a response for the question asking for additional comments regarding 

public recreation opportunities and facilities at the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs. The responses 

covered a wide range of topics. The response received most frequently was related to water levels being too 

low8 or too variable/unpredictable. Other comment topics included: boat wakes/shoreline erosion; boat 

size/watercraft noise; specific comments on recreation facilities; and boating hazards/safety. Table 5-16 below 

summarizes the comments received. 

                                                             

8 From approximately 2005 until the summer of 2017, the five-foot-high flashboards were required to be removed 

from the Swinging Bridge spillway resulting in a maximum reservoir elevation of 1,065 feet (5 feet lower than 
normal maximum reservoir elevation). Normal operating elevations were restored in the summer of 2017 after 
reinstallation of the flashboards and authorized use of the Obermeyer pneumatic gate system at the Swinging 
Bridge spillway. 
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TABLE 5-16  
SUMMARY OF OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REGARDING PUBLIC 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES AND FACILITIES AT THE SWINGING BRIDGE AND TORONTO RESERVOIRS 

Do you have any additional comments regarding public recreation opportunities and facilities at the Swinging 

Bridge and Toronto reservoirs? 

Response Number of Comments 

Water levels (low, unpredictable) 36 

Boating hazards/public safety 6 

Better communication is needed (with Chapin Estates homeowners/better 
communication regarding water levels) 2 

Too many boats 1 

Enforcement (recreational activities need to be monitored better/Toronto, East boat 
launch, is used as a hangout) 5 

Public use of reservoir has negative effects 1 

Crowding 3 

Specific comments on recreation facilities (lengthen public launch for low water 
levels; Swinging Bridge public launch needs to be fixed; extend ramp at Swinging 
Bride East access; need a place to store kayaks for those with access but not 
lakefront, bathrooms should be installed) 9 

Boat size/watercraft noise 8 

Boat wakes/shoreline erosion 9 

Public use and recreation access is welcome 5 

Litter 2 

Positive Comments 3 

Give Toronto same recreational consideration as Swinging Bridge/recreation 
important in new license 2 

Aesthetic values affected by shoreline changes 1 

Need to stock fish 2 

“Stay private” 1 

A total of 47 respondents provided a response for the question asking for additional comments regarding 

private recreation opportunities and facilities at the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs. The responses 

covered a wide range of topics. The response received most frequently was related to water levels being too 

low9 or too variable/unpredictable. Other comment topics included: concerns related to certain types of 

watercraft and safety/security. Table 5-17 below summarizes the comments received. 

 

                                                             

9 From approximately 2005 until the summer of 2017, the five-foot-high flashboards were required to be removed 
from the Swinging Bridge spillway resulting in a maximum reservoir elevation of 1,065 feet (5 feet lower than 
normal maximum reservoir elevation). Normal operating elevations were restored in the summer of 2017 after 
reinstallation of the flashboards and authorized use of the Obermeyer pneumatic gate system at the Swinging 
Bridge spillway. 
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TABLE 5-17  
SUMMARY OF OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REGARDING PRIVATE 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES AND FACILITIES AT THE SWINGING BRIDGE AND TORONTO RESERVOIRS 

Do you have any additional comments regarding private recreation opportunities and facilities at the 
Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs? 

Response Number of Comments 

Water levels (low, unpredictable, maintain adequate water levels for recreation) 24 

Concerns about certain watercraft (prohibit some large boats, close to all motorcraft, 
wake boats are a nuisance, jet skis create safety issue) 5 

Safety/security (security, rules and regulations must be enforced and obeyed; the 
recreational activities need to be monitored better)  4 

Educational/organized public events (recommend arrangement for small fishing 
groups, birding groups to learn sponsored by Company; kayaking/rowing club; more 
fishing tournaments (organized public events)) 3 

Provide notification of large drawdowns 2 

Enforcement of watercraft (jet ski rules, water skiers) 2 

Wakes (damage private docks and property) 2 

Private residences welcome public use of reservoirs 1 

Permanent structures are needed at waterfront 1 

Shoreline management overhaul 1 

Marinas should be upgraded to include bathrooms/changing areas 1 

Protect from overcrowding 1 

Remove floating debris 1 

Would like marked hiking trails 1 

Other  3 

General Positive Comment 3 

A total of 85 respondents provided a response for the question asking for additional comments regarding Eagle 

Creek’s shoreline management guidelines or implementation of the guidelines. The responses covered a wide 

range of topics. The response received most frequently was related to water levels10. Other comment topics 

included:  management/enforcement; the need for better communication; and concerns related to certain 

types of watercraft and safety/noise. Table 5-18 below summarizes the comments received.  

 

 

                                                             

10 From approximately 2005 until the summer of 2017, the five-foot-high flashboards were required to be removed 
from the Swinging Bridge spillway resulting in a maximum reservoir elevation of 1,065 feet (5 feet lower than 
normal maximum reservoir elevation). Normal operating elevations were restored in the summer of 2017 after 
reinstallation of the flashboards and authorized use of the Obermeyer pneumatic gate system at the Swinging 
Bridge spillway. 
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TABLE 5-18  
SUMMARY OF OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REGARDING SHOReline 

management guidelines or implementation of the guidelines 

Do you have any additional comments regarding Eagle Creek’s shoreline management guidelines or 
implementation of the guidelines? 

Response Number of Comments 

Water levels (low water levels; maintain stable water levels; winter water level too 
high; reduce mandated releases; two comments noted improvement) 47 

Management/enforcement (need for better management or enforcement of 
violations; need more staff) 11 

Need for better communication (communicate with public/residents inform in 
advance of water drawdowns; post drawdowns/generating on website/more 
communication with Chapin Estates homeowners) 8 

Boating (enforce wake rules; establish speed, wake and boat noise limits; keep 
oversized and noisy boats off the lake; close to boats with engines; enforcement of 
boating safety rules) 6 

Doing good job 3 

Don’t know what the guidelines are/guidelines are not readily available for review. 3 

Improved (improved in last 12 months/once the recert program started, they slightly 
improved) 2 

Monitoring of recreational activities/ranger patrols/should be responsible for public 
access site and the swimming/bathing at the Toronto boat launch for public safety 3 

Consider homeowner concerns with equal weight 2 

Right of ways (would like a clear understanding of rights, liability, maintaining of the 
ROW; create a useable policy for all using right of ways) 3 

Recommend arrangement for small fishing groups 1 

Allow more structures to minimize erosion 1 

Swinging Bridge Property Owners Association helped write the plan/in agreement with 
principals 1 

Allowing fixed docks would be helpful 1 

Clear policy regarding use of easements would be helpful 1 

Better markings for trails, especially Cliff Lake Trail 1 

Keep it as close to nature if possible 1 

Litter along shoreline 1 

Ease the restrictions of the Bald Eagle Preservation zone 1 
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6.0 Summary 

In accordance with the RSP and the Commission’s SPD, the Licensee conducted a shoreline management 

assessment. The purpose of the assessment was to obtain information on the adequacy and appropriateness 

of current shoreline management practices by soliciting information using a questionnaire from abutting 

shoreline property owners at Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs about their recreation activity 

participation, areas visited, perspectives about reservoir levels and current shoreline management practices, 

perceived conflicts and crowding, and their satisfaction with or desire for recreational opportunities and 

facilities.  

Responses to the questionnaire developed for this assessment provided comprehensive information about the 

abutting shoreline property owners’ recreation activity participation, areas visited, perspectives about 

reservoir levels and current shoreline management practices, perceived conflicts and crowding, and their 

satisfaction with or desire for recreational opportunities and facilities. In total, 378 surveys were distributed 

and 177 (47%) completed questionnaires were returned.  

Of shoreline property owners that responded to the questionnaire, 68% indicated their property provides 

access or that they have access rights to Swinging Bridge Reservoir and 32% indicated that their property 

provides access or that they have access rights to Toronto Reservoir. One percent (1%) indicated they had 

access to both Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs.  

Eighty-one percent (81%) of the respondents indicated they have a private boat dock. The average number of 

boats accommodated by private docks is 3 boats, with 2 being the average of number of boats typically docked 

at the private docks. Fifty-three percent (53%) of the respondents reported that they have other private 

recreation facilities associated with their property along the reservoir shoreline.   

Regarding their recreation use of the Projects’ reservoirs, most (82%) of the respondents indicated they used 

the reservoir adjacent to their property for recreation purposes 26 days or more per year. The majority (85%) 

of the respondents indicated they used the Mongaup Falls Reservoir for recreation purposes approximately 0 

days per year. The majority (89%) of the respondents indicated they used the Rio Reservoir for recreation 

purposes approximately 0 days per year.   

Reponses to the questionnaire indicated that the most popular recreation activities reported by respondents 

include walking, eagle viewing, nature observation, power boating, swimming, and kayaking, regardless of the 

season. Walking, nature observation, eagle viewing, kayaking, and power boating were popular in spring, 

summer, and fall. Many respondents also reported enjoying swimming, sunbathing, and fishing from shore in 

the summer. Nature observation, photography, walking, and eagle viewing were popular responses in winter. 

The questionnaire results also indicated that on a scale of 1 to 5 regarding the topic of their perception of the 

amount of use occurring on weekdays on the reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in vicinity of their 

property, 50% of all respondents indicated that they felt not crowded and 36% of all respondents indicated 

that they felt slightly crowded, with an average rating of 1.7 (between not crowded and slightly crowded). 

However, when asked about their perception of the amount of use occurring on weekends or holidays, 44% of 
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all respondents indicated that they felt somewhat crowded and 25% of all respondents indicated that they felt 

moderately crowded, with an average rating of 3.3, between somewhat crowded and moderately crowded.  

On a scale of 1 to 5 regarding their perception of the amount or level of recreational conflicts occurring on 

weekdays on the reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in vicinity of their property, 57% of all respondents 

indicated no conflicts and 30% of all respondents indicated slight amount of conflicts, with an average rating of 

1.6, between no conflicts and slight amount of conflicts. When asked about their perception of the amount or 

level of recreational conflicts occurring on weekends or holidays, 33% of all respondents indicated moderate 

amount of conflicts, 26% indicated slight amount of conflicts, and 23% of all respondents indicated no conflicts, 

with an average rating of 2.6, between slight amount of conflicts and moderate amount of conflicts.  

The questionnaire results also indicated that on a scale of 1 to 5 regarding their satisfaction with Eagle Creek’s 

implementation of its shoreline management guidelines and with Eagle Creek’s practices specifically related to 

structures within the reservoir or along the shoreline, 64% of all respondents responded satisfied, moderately 

satisfied, or extremely satisfied.  

The questionnaire results also indicated that on a scale of 1 to 5, regarding their satisfaction in the past five 

years (2012-2017) with reservoir water levels on the reservoir adjacent to their property or to which they have 

access rights, 43% of all respondents indicated that they were not satisfied at all, and 35% of all respondents 

indicated moderately unsatisfied. As noted in this report, questionnaire responses may have been influenced 

by the lower than normal operating elevations at Swinging Bridge Reservoir from approximately 2005 through 

mid-2017 as a result of the requirement to remove the 5-foot-high flashboards at the spillway in support of 

dam remediation efforts.  

When asked what they like most about the recreation experiences available on the reservoir adjacent to or to 

which they have access rights, the response received most frequently was some sort of a recreation activity 

(86) followed by beauty/scenery/views (55). The responses received most frequently from respondents about 

what they like least about the recreation experiences available on the reservoir adjacent to or to which they 

have access rights was variable/unpredictable/fluctuating water levels/water levels vary too much/putting 

dock in and out followed by water levels too low.   

A total of 102 respondents provided additional comments regarding public recreation opportunities and 

facilities at the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs. The responses covered a wide range of topics but the 

response received most frequently was related to water levels being too low or too variable/unpredictable.   

A total of 47 respondents provided additional comments regarding private recreation opportunities and 

facilities at the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs. The response received most frequently was related to 

water levels being too low or unpredictable and the need to maintain adequate water levels for recreation. 

Other comment topics included: safety/security and concerns related to certain types of watercraft. 

7.0 Variances from Approved Study Plan 

There were no variances from the approved study plan. 
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8.0 Correspondence and Consultation 

As discussed in Section 4.0, Eagle Creek consulted via email with representatives of the various shoreline 

property owners regarding the most effective means of distributing the questionnaire. Eagle Creek requested 

mailing lists from the representatives to supplement Eagle Creek’s shoreline abutter database. Eagle Creek 

requested mailing lists for abutting private shoreline property owners including those private property owners 

who have waterfront property on Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs and private property owners who 

may not have waterfront property but have a license agreement with Eagle Creek for access rights. Copies of 

this correspondence are provided in Attachment 3. 

As discussed in Section 4.0, Eagle Creek mailed the questionnaire on August 10, 2018 to private shoreline 

property owners if a mailing address was available. If a mailing address was not available, Eagle Creek 

distributed the questionnaire via email on August 10, 2018. Additionally, on September 10 and 11, 2018, the 

questionnaire was mailed and emailed a second time to those residences who had not returned a 

questionnaire.   
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Attachment 1  

Shoreline Management Assessment Questionnaire 

  



1  

Shoreline Management Assessment 

This survey and map are part of a shoreline management assessment, which Eagle Creek 

Renewable Energy (Eagle Creek) is conducting pursuant to a request from the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC) in connection with the FERC relicensing of the Swinging 

Bridge Hydroelectric Project. The survey is directed primarily at private residential property 

owners with waterfront property on Swinging Bridge and Toronto Reservoirs and private 

property owners who may not have waterfront property on these two reservoirs but have a 

license agreement with Eagle Creek for reservoir rights. The survey/questionnaire is intended to 

systematically collect information from residential shoreline property owners regarding reservoir 

shoreline management, private recreation use of the reservoir, and reservoir levels. 

Your responses will remain anonymous and will be used in connection with the results of other 

studies being conducted in connection with the FERC relicensing of Eagle Creek’s Mongaup 

River Hydroelectric Projects to help develop future recreation initiatives.  Additional information 

about the FERC relicensing of Eagle Creek’s Mongaup River Hydroelectric Project can be found 

at: http://www.eaglecreekre.com/facilities/operating-facilities/mongaup-river-ny/relicensing-

information.  

1. Please circle to which reservoir your property provides access or to which you have reservoir

rights through a license agreement with Eagle Creek.

Swinging Bridge Reservoir 

Toronto Reservoir 

2. Please circle whether your property is waterfront or whether you have reservoir rights

Waterfront 

Not waterfront but I have a license agreement with Eagle Creek for reservoir rights 

3. Please categorize your abutting property by type of residence and land use by circling below.

Residence: Seasonal Year Round (e.g. more than 6 months) 

4. Current Use of Land (Please circle all that apply):

Residential 

Landscape 

Cropland 

Livestock 

Tree Growth 

Future Residential 

Conservation Land 

Other  
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5. Do you, as an abutting shoreline property owner, access the adjoining reservoir from your 

property for recreation purposes? 

Yes No   
 

6. Do others access the adjacent reservoir across your private property? Yes   No   

With your permission?    Without your permission?    

Comments   
 

7. Do others utilizing the adjacent reservoir and abutting lands (via public or private access) for 

recreation purposes affect your property? Yes_   No   

If yes, explain   
 

 

 

8. What is your perception of the amount of use occurring on weekdays on the reservoir or 

along the reservoir shoreline in the vicinity of your property? (Circle one rating) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not Crowded  Somewhat 

Crowded 
 Extremely 

Crowded 
 

9. What is your perception of the amount of use occurring on weekends or holiday on the 

reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in the vicinity of your property? (Circle one rating) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not Crowded  Somewhat 

Crowded 
 Extremely 

Crowded 
 

10. What is your perception of the amount or level of recreational conflicts occurring on 

weekdays on the reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in the vicinity of your property? 

(Circle one rating) (Examples of conflicts might be potential conflicts between swimmers 

and boaters, or potential conflicts between anglers and swimmers, etc.) 

1 2 3 4 5 
No conflicts  Moderate Amount 

of Conflicts 
 Extreme Amount of 

Conflicts 
 

11. What is your perception of the amount or level of recreational conflicts occurring on 

weekends or holidays on the reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in the vicinity of your 

property? (Circle one rating) (Examples of conflicts might be potential conflicts between 

swimmers and boaters, or potential conflicts between anglers and swimmers, etc.) 

1 2 3 4 5 
No conflicts  Moderate Amount 

of Conflicts 
 Extreme Amount of 

Conflicts 
 

12. Do you have a private boat dock? Yes No    

If yes, how many boats can it accommodate?    

How many boats are typically docked at your dock?    

What types of boats are typically docked at your dock? (list)   
 

13. Do you have any other private recreation facilities associated with your property that are 

located along the reservoir shoreline?  (Please list). (Examples might include, shoreline path 

or stairway, swimming platform, fishing pier, etc.) 
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14. Approximately how many days per year do you use the reservoir adjacent to your property 

for recreation purposes? 

0 1-25 26-50 51-100 Over 100 

 

15. Approximately how many days per year do you use the OTHER Swinging Bridge Project 

reservoirs (Toronto Reservoir, Swinging Bridge or Cliff Lake) for recreation purposes? 

0 1-25 26-50 51-100 Over 100 

 

16. Approximately how many days per year do you use the Mongaup Falls Project reservoir (see 

provided map) for recreation purposes? 

0 1-25 26-50 51-100 Over 100 

 

17. Approximately how many days per year do you use the Rio Project reservoir for recreation 

purposes? 

0 1-25 26-50 51-100 Over 100 

 

18. Do you ever use the public recreation sites associated with the Mongaup River Hydroelectric 

Projects (Swinging Bridge Project, Mongaup Falls Project, or Rio Project) (see provided 

map)? No Yes    

If yes, which ones?    
 

19. Please indicate which of the following recreation activities you participate in or have 

participated in by season in the past five years at the reservoir along which your property is 

located or to which you have reservoir rights from Eagle Creek? (check all that apply) 

 
Activity Spring 

(Mar. 1 – 

May 31) 

Summer 

(June 1 – 

Aug. 31) 

Fall 

(Sept. 1 - 

Oct. 31) 

Winter (Nov. 1 

– Feb. 29) 

Backpacking     

Birding     

Camping     

Canoeing     

Dog Walking     

Driving for Pleasure     

Eagle Viewing     

Educational Programs     

Fishing from a Boat     

Fishing from Shore     

Hiking     

Horseback Riding     

Hunting     

Ice/Winter Fishing     
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Activity Spring 

(Mar. 1 – 

May 31) 

Summer 

(June 1 – 

Aug. 31) 

Fall 

(Sept. 1 - 

Oct. 31) 

Winter (Nov. 1 

– Feb. 29) 

Kayaking     

Mountain Biking     

Multi-day Float Trip     

Nature Observation     

Orienteering     

Other:       

Paddle Boarding     

Photography     

Picnicking     

Power Boating     

Riding Jet Skis     

Road Bicycling     

Rowing     

Running     

Sailing     

Sightseeing     

Skiing     

Snowmobiling     

Snowshoeing     

Sunbathing     

Swimming     

Tubing     

Walking     

Waterskiing     

Whitewater Boating     

 

20. What do you like most about the recreation experiences available to you on the reservoir 

adjacent to your property or to which you have rights? 
 

 

 

21. What do you like least about the recreation experiences available to you on the reservoir 

adjacent to your property or to which you have rights? 
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22. Overall, how satisfied are you with Eagle Creek’s implementation of its shoreline 

management guidelines and with Eagle Creek’s practices specifically related to 

structures within the reservoir or along the shoreline? (circle number)  

1 2 3 4 5 
Not Satisfied at all Slightly Satisfied Satisfied Moderately Satisfied Extremely Satisfied 

 

If less than satisfied, could you explain why?    
 

23. In the past five years (2012 – 2017) how satisfied have you been with the reservoir water 

levels on the reservoir adjacent to your property or to which you have reservoir rights (circle 

number) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not Satisfied at all Slightly Satisfied Satisfied Moderately Satisfied Extremely Satisfied 

If less than satisfied (rating of 1 or 2), could you explain why? 
 

 

 
 

 

24. In the past five years (2012 – 2017) have reservoir water levels affected your use of the reservoir? 

Yes No   

If yes, please describe in what way: 
 
 

 

25. In the past five years (2012 – 2017) have reservoir water levels affected your decision to 

acquire a boat? Yes  No   

If yes, could you explain why? 

 

 

26. In the past five years (2012 – 2017) have reservoir water levels affected your decision to 

remove a boat from the reservoir or delay putting a boat back in the reservoir?  

Yes           No    

If yes, could you explain why? 

 

 

27. If you have a dock, have there been occasions in the past five years (2012 – 2017) where your 

dock length was inadequate due to reservoir levels? Yes No   

If yes, please describe any measures taken (e.g., lengthening or moving the dock) so that you 

could use your dock during the recreation season? 
 
 

 

28. Are you aware of any scenic views that are important or of value at the Swinging Bridge and 

Toronto reservoirs? 

Yes No   

If yes, describe and identify the location of the scenic view.    
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29. In the past five years (2012 – 2017) have reservoir water levels affected aesthetic values at 

the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs? Yes   No        

If yes, please describe in what way: 
 
 

 

30. Do you have any additional comments regarding public recreation opportunities and facilities 

at the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs? 
 

 

 

31. Do you have any additional comments regarding private recreation opportunities and 

facilities at the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs? 
 

 

 

32. Do you have any additional comments regarding Eagle Creek’s shoreline management 

guidelines or implementation of the guidelines? 
 

 

 

Thank you very much for your time and participation in this survey. 
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MONGAUP FALLS PROJECT RECREATIONAL FACILITIES  
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RIO PROJECT RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 
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Shoreline Management Assessment 

This survey and map are part of a shoreline management assessment, which Eagle Creek 

Renewable Energy (Eagle Creek) is conducting pursuant to a request from the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC) in connection with the FERC relicensing of the Swinging 

Bridge Hydroelectric Project. The survey is directed primarily at private residential property 

owners with waterfront property on Swinging Bridge and Toronto Reservoirs and private 

property owners who may not have waterfront property on these two reservoirs but have a 

license agreement with Eagle Creek for reservoir rights. The survey/questionnaire is intended to 

systematically collect information from residential shoreline property owners regarding reservoir 

shoreline management, private recreation use of the reservoir, and reservoir levels. 

Your responses will remain anonymous and will be used in connection with the results of other 

studies being conducted in connection with the FERC relicensing of Eagle Creek's Mongaup 

River Hydroelectric Projects to help develop future recreation initiatives. Additional information 

about the FERC relicensing of Eagle Creek's Mongaup River Hydroelectric Project can be found 

at: htt://wi ww. ea~lecreekre. com/facilities/o eratin&~-facilities/monuau -river-nv/relicensin&~- 

information. 

1. Please circle to which reservoir your property provides access or to which you have reservoir 

rights through a license agreement with Eagle Creek. 
S B d R servoir 

2. Please circle w ether your property is waterfront or whether you have reservoir rights 

ater ront 

o v er ront but I have a license agreement with Eagle Creek for reservoir rights 

3. Please categorize your abutting pro f residence and land use by circling below. 

Residence: Seasonal ear Round (e. more than 6 months) 

4. Current Use of Land (Please circle all that apply): 

Landscape 
Cropland 
Livestock 
Tree Growth 
Future Residential 
Conservation Land 
Other 
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5. Do you, as an abutting shoreline property owner, access the adjoining reservoir from your 

property for recreation purposes? 
Yes No 

6. Do others access the adjacent reservoir across your private property? Yes 
With your permission? Without your permission? 
Comments 

No rats. 

7. Do others utilizing the adjacent reservoir and abutti lands Qvy. public or private access) for 
recreation purposes affect your property? Yes No 

If yes, explain 

8. What is your perception of the amount of use occurring on weekdays on the reservoir or 

9. What is your perception of the amount of use occurring on weekends or holiday on the 

10. What is your perception of the amount or level of recreational conflicts occurring on 

weekdays on the reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in the vicinity of your property? 
(Circle one rating) (Examples of conflicts might be potential conflicts between swimmers 

11. What is your perception of the amount or level of recreational conflicts occurring on 

weekends or holidays on the reservoir or along the reservoir shoreline in the vicinity of your 

property? (Circle one rating) (Examples of conflicts might be potential conflicts between 

12. Do you have a private boat dock? Yes No 
lf yes, hoss many boats can it accommodate? ~~ 
How many boats are typically docked at your dock? 
What types of boats are typically docked at your dock? (list) 

13. Do you have any other private recreation facilities associated with your propei+ that are 

located along the reservoir shoreline? (Please list). (Examples might include, shoreline path 

or stairway, swimming platform, fishing pier, etc. ) 
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14. Approximately how many days per year do you use the reservoir adjacent to your property 

for recreation purposes? 
0 1-25 26-50 51-100 0 er 100 

15. Approximately how many days per year do you use the OTHER Swinging Bridge Project 
r 

' 
(Toronto Reservoir, Swinging Bridge or Cliff Lake) for recreation purposes'? 

0 1-25 26-50 51-100 Over 100 

26-50 

16. Approximately how many days per year do you use the Mongaup Falls Project reservoir (see 
pr map) for recreation purposes'? 

lO 125 26-50 51-100 Over 100 

17. Approximately how many days per year do you use the Rio Project reservoir for recreation 

p po 
0 1-25 51-100 Over 100 

18. Do you ever use the public recreation sites associated with the Mongaup River Hydroelectric 
Projects (Swin ing Bridge Project, Mongaup Falls Project, or Rio Project) {see provided 

map)? No Yes 
If yes, w ich ones? 

19. Please indicate which of the following recreation activities you participate in or have 

participated in by season in the past five years at the reservoir along which your property is 

located or to which you have reservoir rights from Eagle Creek? {check all that apply) 
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20. What do you like most about the recreation experiences available to you on the reservoir 

adjacent to your property o hich y u have rights? 

21. What do you like least about the recreation experiences available to you on the reservoir 

adjacent to your property or to which you have rights? 
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22. Overall, how satisfied are you with Eagle Creek's implementation of its shoreline 

management guidelines and with Eagle Creek's practices specifically related to 

structures within the reservoir or along the shoreline? (circle number) 

1 2 4 5 

Not Satisfied at all Slightly Satisfied atisfied Moderately Satisfied Extremely Satisfied 

If less than satisfied, could you explain why? 

23. In the past five years (2012 — 2017) how satisfied have you been with the reservoir water 

levels on the reservoir adjacent to your property or to which you have reservoir rights (circle 
number) 

I 2 3 4 5 

ot Satisfied 1 S I ightly Satisfied Satisfied Moderately Satisfied Extremely Satisfied 

than satisfied (rating of I or 2), could you explain why? 

V1S a~e o l~ a. 
S, ~ o e 

24. In th 

Yes 
If ye 

e years (2012 — 2017) have reservoir water levels affected your use of the reservoir? 

No 
describe in what way: 

tiltiL~ Ititfe. l letty cattyioI look~ e ~ S~tW 
0 

25. In the past five years (2012 — 2017) have reservoir water levels affected your decision to y ~p Q ~5 
acquire a boat? Yes No tfyisfslh4tj 
If yes, could you expl in why? 

f o f bbAV bktAASC 
40 &ICAL' 

26. In the past five years (2012 — 2017) have reservoir water levels affected your decision to 

remove a b t fiom the reservoir or delay putting a boat back in the reservoir? 

Yes No 

If yes, could you explain why? 

5 

27. If you have a dock, have there been occasions in the past fiye years (2012 — 2017) where your 

dock length was inadequate due to reservoir levels? Yes No 

lf yes, please describe any measures taken (e. g. , lengthening or moving the dock) so that you 

could use your dock during the recreation season? 

lo &&c 'h irrt ~ CO 
28. Are you aware of any scenic views that are important or of value at the Swinging Bridge and 

Toro t reservoirs? 
Yes No 
if yes, describe and identify the location of the scenic view, 6 /VS V iffy tii rftttPJ 

lake ic. aditi'c 
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29. 1n the past five years (2012 — 2017) have reservoir wat r levels affected aesthetic values at 

the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs? Yes No 

If yes, please describe in what way: 

Lomb u) 0 o M 

30. Do you have any additional comments regarding public recreation opportunities and facilities 

at the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs? 

31. Do you have any additional comments regarding private recreation opportunities and 

facilities at the Swinging Bridge and Toronto reservoirs? 

32. Do you have any additional comments regarding Eagle Creek's shoreline management 

guidelines or implementation of the guidelines? 

Thank you very much for your time and participation in this survey. 
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