
 

Water Planning Council Advisory Group 
 

May 16, 2017 Meeting Minutes 
 
A meeting of the Water Planning Council Advisory Group (WPCAG or group) was held at the Department of 
Energy and Environmental Protection in Hartford, Connecticut. 
 
Members Present: 

Aaron Budris   Naugatuck Valley Council of Governments 
Karen Burnaska  CT Fund for the Environment/Save the Sound 
Virginia de Lima  USGS CT Water Science Center  
Len DeJong   Pomperaug River Watershed Coalition 
John Hudak   South Central CT Regional Water Authority  
Margaret Miner  Rivers Alliance  
Denise Savageau  Town of Greenwich 
Robert Spooner  NRG Energy 
Henry Talmage  CT Farm Bureau 
Tom Tyler   MDC 
Robert W. Wesneski  Avon Water Company 
Maureen Westbrook  Connecticut Water Company 
 

Members by Phone: 
Josh Cansler   Southeastern CT Water Authority 
 

Other Attendees: 
Linda Ferraro 
Dave Kuzminski  Town of Portland 
Melissa Schlag   CT Fund for the Environment 
Bruce Wittchen  OPM 
 

Members Absent: 
Curtis Anderson  Connecticut Irrigation Contractors Association 
Eric Brown   CBIA 
David Knauf   Darien Health Department  
Vin Ringrose   Fisheries Advisory Council 
Richard Sobolewski  OCC  
Kevin Sullivan   Green Industry 
Bob Young   Middletown Water & Sewer Department 

 
1. Call to Order 

 
The meeting was called to order at 10:08 a.m. 
 

2. Approval of Minutes 
 
A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of the March 21, 2017 meeting.  Virginia de 
Lima pointed out that a sentence in the Science & Technology Committee section was misleading and 
Bruce Wittchen explained how he would correct the sentence.  The minutes were approved subject to 
that change, with Robert Wesneski abstaining because he had not attended the meeting. 
 

3. State Water Plan 
 
a. Review of Draft Plan 

 
Maureen Westbrook mentioned that the afternoon’s WPC meeting will be at the Legislative Office 
Building at 1:30 and there was a brief discussion of possible attendance by legislators.  Maureen 
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recommended the meeting begin with any committee or work group updates so the remainder of 
the meeting can be dedicated to discussing the plan. 
 
Virginia de Lima said the Science & Technical (S&T) Committee met earlier this month and CDM 
Smith did presentations regarding potential impacts of water conservation and climate change on 
the balance between the supply and demand for water in various basins.  She noted that some of the 
information presented in that meeting is also described in Sec. 3 of the draft plan. 
 
Virginia explained that CDM Smith modeled the impact of various conservation and climate change 
scenarios on the water balance for different basins.  She said that the modeled climate change 
resulted in relatively little change to the basin water balances, but noted that they only looked 25 
years into the future and projections do not vary much across that period of time.  She noted that 
the projections did indicate possible changes to winter and spring flows. 
 
Virginia said CDM Smith’s analysis indicates that the ratio of peak seasonal water demands to 
annual average demands is not a good predictor of stress in a basin.  John Hudak mentioned that 
CDM Smith also reviewed potential impacts of land use and found increased impervious cover did 
not have a large effect on the water in the basin.  This is probably because water is withdrawn in 
more rural areas of the basin.  Len DeJong noted that these factors are discussed in detail in Section 
3.1 of the plan.  Virginia added that Sec 3 and Sec 5 both include a lot of new discussion and 
recommended that people review those. 
 
Denise Savageau asked if the plan addresses water company drought triggers.  She said Aquarion 
publicizes its ability to use 100 years of data, but she is concerned that the use of such data from 
such a long period obscures recent changes.  The water plan should provide guidance regarding this.  
Margaret Miner said such language is being discussed at the legislature (e.g. SB 506). 
 
There was a discussion of the state establishing a more standardized approach and Denise Savageau 
said different water companies use different rainfall models.  She noted that they are having to use 
updated data for storm water management and such data should be used for water supply 
management too.  John Hudak said he would be concerned about locking all water companies into 
having to use the same data set and noted that many companies maintain their own data.  Virginia 
mentioned that the National Weather Service normalizes data across a moving 30-year period. 
 
There was further discussion of the use of data and Maureen Westbrook read from an expected 
amendment to SB 506 [Note:  the Senate later passed the bill with a different amendment].  Bruce 
Wittchen said there is more than one way to use data to determine drought.  He described the US 
Drought Monitor classification system, which anticipates an area to be classified as abnormally dry 
every three years or so and as being in moderate drought once every 5-10 years.  An area is expected 
to reach the highest intensity category only once every 50-100 years. 
 
There was a discussion of relationships between drought and other water supply issues.  Len 
DeJong recommended people review the plan’s data recommendations and there was further 
discussion of precipitation and other data requirements. 
 
Virginia de Lima said comments are due to committee chairs on 5/26 and committee chairs are 
expected to synthesize those comments that long weekend and then forward them to CDM Smith. 
[Note:  these dates were subsequently changed].  There was a discussion of commenting 
procedures.  Virginia said the WPC has also requested that the group develop a list of priority 
basins.  She explained that the goal is to identify three basins in each of three categories – degraded 
basins, relatively pristine basins and basins that are at a tipping point.  She noted that the most 
highly publicized problems have been at a smaller scale than regional basins. 
 
Margaret Miner said she will ask her members for feedback and noted that it might be most difficult 
to identify stream basins that are at the cusp of significant degradation.  There was further 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&bill_num=SB-506
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2017/lcoamd/2017LCO06623-R00-AMD.htm
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2017/lcoamd/2017LCO06623-R00-AMD.htm
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2017/amd/S/2017SB-00506-R00SA-AMD.htm
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discussion of expectations for this part of the process.  Virginia said CDM Smith must finish by the 
end of June and that the final draft will be available at that time.  There was a discussion of options 
for continuing the Plan adoption process after CDM Smith’s contract expires.  Virginia said the 
Water Planning Council has looked into possible funding from the US Army Corps of Engineers and 
said CDM Smith and OPM are seeking a grant. 
 
There was further discussion of the plan, public outreach needs, and the WPCAG’s expected role.  
John Hudak said the Policy Committee will meet on Thursday and Virginia mentioned that the 
Policy Committee’s white papers are included in Sec. 5 of the plan. 
 
Maureen Westbrook asked if anyone has any general observations or comments to share about the 
plan.  Len DeJong said he has not seen an Executive Summary of the plan and there was a 
discussion of the currently available plan and summary.  Len said he is concerned that people will 
mistakenly believe that the current 2-page summary was intended to fully explain what is included 
in the plan. 
 
Len said the current summary does not do the plan justice and there was a discussion of 
expectations for such a document.  The group discussed the possibility of expanding the discussion 
of some topics and eliminating others.  Virginia de Lima said she just sent a message to CDM Smith 
to ask for CDM Smith’s response to these questions. 
 
There was a discussion of how the plan should address cutbacks to USGS monitoring stations in CT 
and other partner programs.  There was a discussion of the loss of three stream gages and of USGS 
and DEEP funding for such activities.  Virginia de Lima noted that the three gages being lost were 
municipally-funded. 
 
Len DeJong said the draft plan is well done.  One change he recommends is to revise Sec. 3.1.1.2 to 
point out that the updated minimum stream flow regulations do not address ground water 
diversions.  There was a discussion of that exclusion and its significance in that section of text.  Len 
said it should be mentioned.  There was a discussion of the commenting process and of the WPCAG 
submitting comments for which the group has a consensus and of members also submitting 
comments independently. 
 
Karen Burnaska said she supports Denise Savageau’s comment about standardization and Len 
DeJong’s comment about the exclusion of ground water from the minimum stream flow regulations.  
There was further discussion of the commenting process.  Len DeJong said he has additional 
comments that he plans to submit to the S&T Committee, of which he is also a member, and there 
was further discussion of the commenting in a manner that simplifies CDM Smith’s process of 
reviewing and responding to comments. 
 
Len DeJong distributed a handout identifying responsibilities to be assigned to the WPCAG 
according to pp 1-6, 5-56, 5-57, 5-60, and 5-61 of the current draft plan.  There was a discussion of 
those expectations and Maureen Westbrook noted the continuing uncertainties regarding the water 
plan process. 
 
Margaret Miner said it is not realistic for the WPCAG to be responsible for the rapid approval 
process mentioned on pg. 1-6.  Maureen Westbrook said the WPCAG can support such a process, 
but not be responsible for developing it.  There was a discussion of the WPCAG not having staff to 
serve in such a role.  There was a discussion of the WPC trying to take charge of plan 
implementation and that, as a result, a lot of work goes to the WPCAG. 
 
Virginia de Lima said she had just received a response to the message she had sent to CDM Smith 
earlier and said, according to them, the current summary will be revised.  The discussion continued 
regarding WPCAG responsibilities, particularly the new roles assigned to the group in Sec. 5.5.3, 
and whether the WPCAG can realistically do those things.  There also was a discussion of pg 5-56’s 

https://waterwatch.usgs.gov/index.php?m=pa28d&r=ct&w=map
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statement about re-chartering the WPCAG to focus on outreach and plan implementation.  The 
group discussed its capabilities and how it can serve as a sounding board as well as how to craft 
comments regarding these aspects of the plan. 
 
Len DeJong mentioned the Other States Work Group report should be checked for information 
about plan implementation in other states.  There was a discussion of how to staff the 
implementation effort.  It was noted that some WPC members had mentioned a concern with 
leading implementation of the plan because they are frequently involved in developing regulations, 
which could be seen as a conflict.  There was further discussion of how the WPCAG can assist in the 
effort and of the meaning of re-charter as written on pg 5-56. 
 
Bruce Wittchen noted that some of the WPCAG roles described in Sec. 5.5.3 would mesh well with 
the state’s regional councils of government (COGs) and noted that Aaron Budris recently joined the 
WPCAG as a representative of COGs.  Bruce noted that COGs have differing capacities, but have a 
strong planning emphasis and the WPCAG might look into a role for them in water plan 
implementation. 
 
There was a discussion of past recommendations for the state to establish a Water Czar position and 
other ideas developed to foster water planning, such as 2002’s Water Allocation Policy Planning 
Model (see Fig. 1).  Len DeJong said the Other States Plans group’s report has the 50,000 ft 
perspective for going forward with this.  There was further discussion. 
 
Maureen Westbrook offered to draft language regarding expectations for the WPCAG discussed 
during this meeting.  She said the group can only support the process, not take the lead.  There was 
further discussion of the group’s capacity.  Denise Savageau noted Sec. 5.5.3’s mention of expanding 
the WPCAG’s membership roster and asked if anyone believes the WPCAG is currently missing 
someone who should be a member. 
 
There was a discussion of people participating in the WPCAG’s various work groups without actually 
being members of the WPCAG.  There was a discussion of the plan’s increased emphasis on 
wastewater and storm water issues and Tom Tyler was asked if other people from those sectors 
should also be WPCAG members.  Tom noted that the MDC, where he works, does not have a role in 
stand-alone storm water systems management, so that is an additional sector to consider.  There 
was a discussion of whether the draft plan’s reference to expanding the WPCAG was the WPC’s or 
the consultant’s idea. 

 
Maureen Westbrook asked Tom Tyler, being a relatively new member, how he sees the plan.  He 
noted that he approaches this from the wastewater side and said that there is not the same level of 
long-term thinking regarding wastewater management.  There was a discussion of planning 
horizons and update cycles, with the expectation being that this plan will be updated on a 5-year 
cycle. 
 
Maureen said she will circulate a draft of the prospective WPCAG comments that she compiles.  She 
added that members can independently submit other comments that don’t fit in with the WPC’s 
comments, which will be limited to points on which the group has a consensus.  Margaret Miner 
said the plan would benefit from a thorough edit and John Hudak pointed out that there are 
noticeable stylistic variations between different sections of the plan.  There was discussion of 
contradictory statements contained in the plan. 
 
Virginia de Lima mentioned that, even though a decision was made to refer to instream vs out of 
stream water uses rather than such uses being nonconsumptive or consumptive, the plan still uses 
the consumptive terminology in places.  She also mentioned that she is compiling a list of 
unexplained acronyms, terms, and plans. 

  

http://streamingwater.org/oswp/#REPORT
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Figure 1 
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Maureen Westbrook asked Aaron Budris the same question previously asked of Tom Tyler and 
Aaron said the plan can be overwhelming.  He added that COGs might be able to contribute to the 
process, but pointed out that there are significant variations in planning capacity across the state’s 
towns and COGs.  There was a discussion of local and regional aspects of water plan 
implementation. 
 
Virginia said the group should develop a to-do list compiling everything the plan assigns to the 
WPCAG.  Len DeJong suggested the WPCAG meet with the WPC in a strategic way to work out 
expectations.  Bruce Wittchen mentioned a WPC – WPCAG retreat held maybe 10 years earlier and 
Maureen Westbrook said the group could recommend holding a working session with the WPC to 
address this. 
 
There was further discussion of the plan approval process and of potential roles for organizations 
such as the CT Council of Municipalities (CCM) and the CT Council of Small Towns (COST).  Aaron 
Budris said municipalities are still reeling from DEEP’s new MS4 general permit process and might 
not be receptive to additional water-related responsibilities.  Maureen Westbrook said she will 
circulate the list of potential WPCAG comments she has compiled. 
 

b. Status Update and Next Steps – CDM Smith Report 
 
There was no further discussion. 
 

c. Assignments and feedback for WPCAG 
 
There was no further discussion. 
 

d. Policy Committee Report 
 
There was no further update. 
 

e. Science and Technical Committee Report 
 
There was no further update. 

 
4. Old Business 

 
a. Water Utility Coordinating Committee (WUCC) update 

 
There was no update. 
 

b. Legislative updates 
 
There was no update. 

 
5. New Business 

 
There was no new business. 
 

6. WPCAG Work Groups 
 
a. Work group assignments and updates 

 
There were no updates. 

http://www.ccm-ct.org/
http://www.ctcost.org/Pages/index
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7. Public Comment 

 
There were no additional comments. 
 

8. Future Meeting Date 
 
The next WPCAG meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, June 20, 2017, at PURA. 
 

9. Adjourn 
 
The meeting adjourned at 11:55 a.m. 

 
 
 
 
 
Minutes prepared by Bruce Wittchen, OPM 


