
Water Planning Council Advisory Group 
 

May 15, 2018 Meeting Minutes 
 
A meeting of the Water Planning Council Advisory Group (WPCAG or group) was held at 
the Public Utility Regulatory Authority (PURA), in New Britain, Connecticut. 
 
Members Present: 

Aaron Budris   Naugatuck Valley Council of Governments 
Karen Burnaska  CT Fund for the Environment/Save the Sound 
Josh Cansler   Southeastern CT Water Authority 
Virginia de Lima  USGS CT Water Science Center  
James Gorton   Connecticut Irrigation Contractors Association 
John Hudak   South Central CT Regional Water Authority  
Patrick Kearny  Manchester Water & Sewer 
Dan Lawrence   Aquarion 
Margaret Miner  Rivers Alliance  
Denise Savageau  Town of Greenwich 
Tom Tyler   MDC 
Robert Wesneski  Avon Water Company 
 

Members by Phone: 
Richard Sobolewski  OCC  
 

Other Attendees: 
Judy Allen   Save Our Water CT 
Dan Aubin   DPH 
Linda Ferraro   DPH 
Corinne Fitting  DEEP 
Peter Galant   Tighe & Bond 
Gail Lucchina   PURA 
Nick Neeley   PURA 
Dave Radka   CT Water Co. 
Charles Rothenberger  Rome Smith 
Elaine Sistare   CDM Smith 
Martha Smith   West River Watershed Coalition 
Bruce Wittchen  OPM 
Paul Zagorsky   Protect our Watersheds CT 
 

Members Absent: 
Eric Brown   CBIA 
Alicea Charamut  Fisheries Advisory Council 
Len DeJong   Pomperaug River Watershed Coalition 
Fred Klein   CT Power and Energy Society 
David Knauf   Darien Health Department  
Kevin Sullivan   Green Industry 
Henry Talmage  CT Farm Bureau 

 
1. Call to Order 

 

http://www.ct.gov/pura/site/default.asp
http://www.nvcogct.org/
http://www.ctenvironment.org/
http://www.waterauthority.org/
http://ct.water.usgs.gov/
http://www.cicaweb.org/
http://www.rwater.com/
http://waterandsewer.townofmanchester.org/
http://aquarion.com/
http://www.riversalliance.org/
http://www.greenwichct.org/Government/Departments/Conservation_Commission/
http://www.themdc.com/
https://www.avonwater.com/
http://www.ct.gov/occ/site/default.asp
http://www.ct.gov/dph/
http://www.ct.gov/dph/
http://www.ct.gov/deep
http://www.ct.gov/pura
http://www.ct.gov/pura
http://www.ct.gov/opm/cwp/view.asp?a=2990&q=385462&opmNav_GID=1807%20
http://www.cbia.com/home.php
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?A=2696&Q=322704
http://www.pomperaug.org/
http://www.ctpower.org/
http://www.darienct.gov/content/28025/28541/default.aspx
http://www.cfba.org/
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A quorum was not present at 1:37, so John Hudak suggested that the meeting begin with 
the Water Utility Coordinating Committee (WUCC) update of agenda item #6.  
Additional members arrived during that discussion and the group subsequently returned 
to the top of the agenda. 
 

6. Old Business 
 
a. Water Utility Coordinating Committee (WUCC) update 

 
David Radka said the draft reports prepared for all three WUCCs are available 
on DPH’s website and the next monthly meetings will be an opportunity for the 
WUCCs to adopt their plans.  He provided an overview of the process and explained 
that Milone & MacBroom is trying to compile the regional plans into a single 
statewide plan. 
 
There was a discussion of the WUCC plan process.  Margaret Miner said that, 
although the public comment period was not held open, DPH’s Lori Mathieu said she 
would accept additional comments.  She said she is concerned about the viability of 
the WUCCs’ long-term ability to update their plans and questions why there is 
disagreement between numbers calculated by WUCCs and by individual utilities. 
 
Dave Radka responded that WUCC plans are intended to be dynamic and that they 
should not wait ten years before updating.  He agreed that there is some uncertainty 
regarding the long-term process for updating the plans, which he noted were 
authored by Milone and MacBroom under a contract that will end soon.  He said it 
will be important to sustain those plans and not allow them to lag. 
 
Margaret Miner said the WUCC plans should be scaled up from the field, but 
individual water supply plans are not consistent from one utility to the next.  To be 
reliable, there should be more consistency between individual utilities’ plans.  She 
noted that the details of calculations used in water supply plans are being redacted. 
 
John Hudak pointed out that the Regional Water Authority’s plan is several years 
older than the WUCC’s plan, so some numbers differ because they were updated to 
reflect various changes.  There was further discussion. 
 
Denise Savageau said she agrees that more standardization is necessary for 
individual water supply plans and provided some background regarding Aquarion’s 
drought modeling work.  Dave Radka said Peter Galant, who will speak later, can 
explain Aquarion’s methodology.  There was further discussion of consistency and 
Virginia de Lima asked if a water company should be given more leeway in its 
drought response if it has developed more reliable numbers.  Margaret Miner said a 
water company should document what it is doing. 
 
There was further discussion of different levels of consistency and that seeking 
greater consistency between water companies should not prevent an individual 
company from working with better information.  Denise Savageau mentioned that 
water companies use different periods of record and that Aquarion uses a rolling 10-
year average.  She said that is problematic because recent drought years have 
suppressed the 10-year average, making the current condition appear better than it 
might actually be. 

http://www.portal.ct.gov/DPH/Drinking-Water/WUCC/Water-Utility-Coordinating-Committee
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2. Approval of Minutes 

 
A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of the March 20, 2018 meeting 
and the motion was approved unanimously. 
 

3. Presentation:  Drought management and response 
 
Peter Galant said his presentation today is similar to his presentation at a recent WPC 
meeting.  He explained that it is based on the work of the CT section of the American 
Water Works Association’s Water Resources Committee.  He provided an overview of 
CT’s requirements for utility’s individual water supply plans, including their drought 
response plans.  He also noted that we do not know what will happen when reservoirs 
are at low levels and explained the Water Resource Committee’s recommended 4-step 
process for setting surface water drought triggers.  He said the 4th step – test triggers – is 
a key addition. 
 
Peter explained that different utilities can have a different tolerance for risk, as well as 
different water supply and demand scenarios.  He provided some examples and noted 
that Aquarion uses a 90-day supply, at winter demands, as a target minimum reservoir 
level for designing their drought plan.  He pointed out that higher summer rates of water 
use can be reduced to winter rates by eliminating outdoor uses.  There was a discussion 
of the implications of utilities taking different approaches for selecting the target 
minimum storage level and Peter said it would be scarier if a water company that has a 
large amount of storage relative to its needs, like the MDC, were down to a 30-day 
supply, than if than if that happened to the Mystic system, which has more limited 
storage and experiences greater fluctuations. 
 
Peter Galant explained that there are alternatives to the current approach of seeking 
reductions in water use.  He showed demand reduction targets required in the Water 
Supply Plan regulations, ranging from a voluntary 10% reduction during a drought 
advisory up to a mandatory 25% reduction during a drought emergency, and an example 
of potentially more realistic smaller reductions that can be used for drought planning 
purposes, especially during October – April.  Denise Savageau pointed out that, based on 
experiences with hurricanes, people do not tend to respond when measures are 
voluntary. 
 
Peter said the approach for determining drought triggers should be specific to each 
system and more science is required for systems providing less leeway.  He showed a 
chart of drought trigger rule curves and highlighted that the highest thresholds are in 
spring because of the limited opportunity to recharge before summer demand peaks.  He 
said this approach is relatively simple, but tends to result in more false positives.  Denise 
Savageau noted that, because of the steep downward slope of the thresholds during 
summer, it can be difficult to reach a drought trigger even if water supplies are dropping 
rapidly.  Peter said this approach must be more conservative than others. 
 
Peter Galant showed a forecast based alternative approach and explained that the model 
incorporates historic stream flow data and forecasts future reservoir levels that would 
result under different inflow scenarios.  He pointed out that it is more complicated and 
difficult to explain, but can result in fewer false positives.  He noted that such a model 
must be run continuously to incorporate updated data and determine drought status. 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/f6f4idwvnsalhc8/WPCAG%20Drought%20Presentation%205-15-18.pdf?dl=0
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Margaret Miner asked if there are barriers to using such a forecast based 
approach.  Peter said there are significant costs to set up, calibrate, and operate such a 
model and detailed historical data are required to validate it.  There was a discussion of 
the proprietary aspects of Aquarion’s model, which was developed by a NC 
company.  Peter said that there are alternative non-proprietary models that can be used 
for developing and testing curve based, as opposed to forecast based, triggers. 
 
Peter showed a slide illustrating drought trigger testing and discussed minimum stream 
flow impacts different modeling approaches.  The following slide shows how frequently 
various drought stages would have been triggered, based on the historical record.  He 
said this raises important questions regarding how frequently the various drought stages 
would be triggered and what should be considered acceptable.  He noted that this 
requires an iterative process. 
 
Peter Galant said another factor to consider in addition to the frequency of drought is the 
duration.  There was a discussion of the significance and of expectations for climate 
change.  Peter said that, down the road, it will be worthwhile to recalculate the historic 
record based on future climate projections.  There was further discussion of projections. 
 
Denise Savageau said water conservation can smooth the curves and mentioned the role 
of outdoor water use in the seasonal cycle of water use.  Peter noted that conservation is 
different than drought response and pointed out there is less water use to be reduced if it 
is already being conserved.  Referring back to Peter Galant’s statement about calculating 
how the more extreme conditions projected in the future would have impacted the 
historic record, Virginia de Lima said modelers already assess extreme conditions when 
considering drought:  she remembers modeling how aquifers would respond to 180 days 
with no recharge.  There was a discussion of different modeling approaches and of the 
flashiness of certain water systems and of the onset of drought. 
 
Peter outlined the next steps to be taken by the CT AWWA committee and noted that 
developing a comparable framework will be more difficult for ground water based water 
systems.  The committee intends to convene a workshop in the fall.  The following slide 
identifies aspects of HB 5154, which did not pass, and Peter said the bill language did not 
recognize differences between the impacts of a drought on different water systems and 
the differences between the State Drought Plan and individual utility drought plans.  He 
noted that there is widespread confusion about this. 
 
The next slide identified various other drought topics and Peter Galant highlighted that 
views are evolving about the enforcement of drought restrictions.  It has proven to be too 
cumbersome to rely on towns enforcing them individually and there was a discussion of 
the additional complexity of enforcement in towns served by multiple utilities.  Peter 
said that, in his opinion, individual town ordinances are impractical for implementing 
public water supply drought restrictions.  He believes the most effective approach would 
be to provide enforcement authority to the water utilities and let them manager the 
response. 
 
John Hudak said the RWA can impose fines within its rate structure for a failure to 
follow drought restrictions and Peter said water companies can be more nimble than 
towns when enforcing restrictions.  Peter said drought triggers should be revisited 
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periodically and suggested they be reconsidered during each individual water supply 
plan update. 
 
Margaret Miner asked if water companies’ drought planning process would incorporate 
information regarding dead fish in streams affected by their diversions.  Peter said that 
environmentally protective actions triggers, if needed, should be considered separately 
because the goal of a utility’s drought response planning is to protect the water supply. 
 
There was further discussion of ground water systems and Margaret Miner asked 
whether utilities communicate if they are tapping the same aquifer.  Peter Galant said 
there is no formal requirement.  There was a discussion of how to account for water sold 
through an interconnection and whether it should be subtracted from the available 
water, as is current practice, or if it should be added to the demand. 
 
 

4. WPCAG membership and mission 
 

a. Changes to membership 
 

John Hudak said Margaret Miner is stepping down as WPCAG co-chair and, as 
discussed in a previous meeting, Alicea Charamut is willing to serve as co-chair.  He 
added that no other instream members have expressed interest and a motion was 
made and seconded to recommend that the WPC appoint Alicea to be co-chair.  The 
motion passed unanimously and John said he will convey this recommendation to 
the WPC at their next meeting. 
 
Denise Savageau said she has retired from Greenwich, so can no longer represent 
municipalities, but would like to continue with the WPCAG, representing a different 
sector.  She provided an overview of her background.  There was a discussion of the 
membership committee’s work and John Hudak suggested that Denise look at the 
committee’s report and decide where she would fit in.  John Hudak said the 
Nominating Committee will meet next week and asked everyone to let Bruce know 
when they had joined the group because that will be a factor in determining each 
member’s term of office for the upcoming annual slate to be submitted to the WPC 
this fall. 

 
5. State Water Plan 

 
a. State water plan implementation framework 

 
There was a discussion of the plan not being brought up for a vote by any of the 
committees of cognizance before the end of the legislative session and where to go 
from here.  Virginia de Lima said the WPCAG should advise the WPC to move ahead 
with action items that are under their purview already.  Margaret asked if the WPC 
wants to be advised on such a matter by the WPCAG and there was a discussion of 
possible approaches at this time. 
 
Virginia de Lima recommended that someone estimate the value of the employee 
time that has been committed to the planning effort, not just the time of state agency 
employees but the time of everyone.  Dave Radka said the group that participated in 
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the 2002-2003 planning effort tried that when they saw their efforts not being acted 
on, but it had no impact. 
 
There was further discussion of what can be done without the plan being approved 
and John Hudak recommended that this begin with the WPCAG’s Ad Hoc 
Organizational Planning Committee being assembled to help define the future State 
Water Plan Implementation Workgroup.  After further discussion, it was decided 
that the WPCAG co-chairs should request that the WPC include this topic on the 
agenda of the WPC meeting to avoid losing momentum. 
 
There was a discussion of the negotiations over the inclusion of public trust language 
in the plan.  Margaret noted that there had been much dissension and uncertainty 
regarding the language, but she believed that an agreement had been reached with 
CWWA, CCM, and COST regarding compromise language.  CBIA and agricultural 
interests remained concerned and the plan did not get approved by the end of the 
session.  She added that it was not clear what was happening at the end of the 
session, but there had been too much opposition prior to that. 
 

6. Old Business 
 
a. Water Utility Coordinating Committee (WUCC) update 

 
The WUCC discussion was moved to the beginning of the meeting. 
 

b. Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) update 
 
John Hudak said the Regional Water Authority’s (RWA’s) redacted water supply plan 
is available for viewing at DPH.  Margaret Miner said more has been shared with the 
RWA’s redacted plan compared to prior FOIA requests, but some key calculations 
remain redacted.  There was a discussion of the relative amounts of redaction done 
by RWA and by DPH.  John noted that DPH’s input generally leaned toward 
minimizing the extent of redactions and added that it was necessary to research laws 
regarding utility customer privacy. 
 

c. 2018 Legislative Session 
 
There was no further discussion of the legislative session. 
 

7. New Business 
 
a. Other 

 
There was no new business. 

 
8. WPCAG Work Groups 

 
a. Watershed Lands Work Group 

 
Karen Burnaska said the group will schedule its next meeting soon.  
 

b. Other work group assignments and updates 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_014.htm
http://www.rwater.com/
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There were no updates. 

 
9. WPCAG Member Comment 

 
Margaret Miner said her organization is cosponsoring a water conference in Roxbury on 
Friday and noted that some WPCAG members will be speaking. 
 

10. Public Comment 
 
Judy Allen asked about drought planning for public water supplies and whether it would 
be appropriate for a utility to include a provision for making ecological releases when 
calculating its supply.  Peter Galant said mandatory releases should be factored in as a 
demand and there was a discussion of water accounting. 
 
Peter Galant explained that water use might be reduced prematurely if drought triggers 
are too conservative and there was further discussion of drought triggers.  There also was 
a discussion of minimum stream flow rules, with some disagreement about whether the 
mandated releases are actually healthy flows.  There was further discussion of 
expectations for applying the regulations and for accounting for the releases.  Margaret 
Miner said other states would not experience the same problem as CT because they 
would just use a water source like the CT River.  Judy Allen noted that climate 
predictions are changing. 
 
Nick Neeley mentioned that PURA has received an application for the San Jose Water – 
CT Water merger, which has been discussed by the WPCAG, and it is Docket 18-05-03. 
 

11. Future Meeting Date 
 
The next WPCAG meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, June 19, 2018, at PURA. 
 

12. Adjourn 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:21 p.m. 

 
 
Minutes prepared by Bruce Wittchen, OPM 

http://www.dpuc.state.ct.us/dockcurr.nsf/(Web+Main+View/All+Dockets)?OpenView&StartKey=18-05-03

