
 Public Hearing of the Common Council

Tuesday, June 26, 2018
7:00 PM 

Gaffney Elementary School Auditorium
322 Slater Road, New Britain, Connecticut

NOTICE  - The Common Council will hold a public hearing on Tuesday, June 26, 2018, at 7:00 pm, at the
Gaffney Elementary School Auditorium, 322 Slater Road, New Britain, Connecticut.

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

READING OF LEGAL NOTICE

Legal notice published on Friday, June 15, 2018 and Saturday, June 23, 2018.
Legal Notice

PUBLIC HEARING

1. Pursuant to Section 1(d) of Connecticut Public Act No. 16-61, the public hearing is to address the
State of Connecticut’s Council On Environmental Quality’s Report dated May 25, 2018, from
Susan D. Merrow, Chair, to Mayor Erin E. Stewart;  the State of Connecticut’s Water Planning
Council’s Letter dated May 29, 2018, from John W. Betkoski, III, Chair, to Mayor Erin E.
Stewart; and Review/Executive Summary dated May 29, 2018 by the State of Connecticut’s Water
Planning Council.
CEQ Comments on Environmental Study for Proposed Quarry Expansion
Water Planning Council Approval of Comments
Water Planning Council's Comments, Public Act 16-61

ADJOURNMENT
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VIA EMAIL

The Herald
Classified Advertising/Legal Notice
New Britain, Conn. 06051

Please publish the following Legal Notice on Friday, June 15, 2018 and Saturday, June 23, 
2018

LEGAL NOTICE 
CITY OF NEW BRITAIN

The Common Council of the City of New Britain will hold a public hearing on Tuesday, June 26, 
2018, at 7:00 p.m., at the Gaffney Elementary School Auditorium, 322 Slater Road, New Britain, 
Connecticut for the following:

Pursuant to Section 1(d) of Connecticut Public Act No. 16-61, the public hearing is to 
address the State of Connecticut’s Council On Environmental Quality’s Report dated 
May 25, 2018, from Susan D. Merrow, Chair, to Mayor Erin E. Stewart; the State of 
Connecticut’s Water Planning Council’s Letter dated May 29, 2018, from John W. 
Betkoski, III, Chair, to Mayor Erin E. Stewart; and Review/Executive Summary dated 
May 29, 2018 by the State of Connecticut’s Water Planning Council.

The State of Connecticut’s Council on Environmental Quality Report dated May 25, 2018; the 
Connecticut Water Planning Council’s Letter dated May 29, 2018; the Connecticut Water 
Planning Council’s Report dated May 29, 2018 and Lenard Engineering, Inc.’s Report dated 
February, 2018 entitled “Proposed Quarry Expansion and Future Water Storage Reservoir” are 
available for inspection on the City of New Britain’s Internet Website; 
http://newbritainct.gov/documents/water/info.htm.

Members of the public have the opportunity to submit comments addressed to the Council on 
Environmental Quality and/or Water Planning Council within thirty (30) days of June 15, 2018;
http://www.ct.gov/ceq and/or http://www.ct.gov/water.

At this public hearing interested persons may be heard and written communications may be 
received.  Copies of the Councils’ Reports are also available for public inspection during normal 
business hours in the Office of the Town and City Clerk, City Hall, 27 West Main Street, New 
Britain.

Veronica DeLandro
Clerk of Committees
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DATE:      May 25, 2018  
 
TO:           The Honorable Erin E. Stewart 
                 Mayor, City of New Britain 
                 27 West Main St. 
                 New Britain, CT 06051 
 
FROM:     Susan D. Merrow 

                     Chair 
 
RE:           CEQ Comments on the “Environmental Study: Change in Use of New Britain  
                 Water Company Land [for the] Proposed Quarry Expansion and Future 
                 Water Storage Reservoir” 

 

Executive Summary 

 

The Council on Environmental Quality has reviewed the report, “Environmental Study: 

Change in use of New Britain Water Company Land” (the Report). It is the conclusion 

of the Council that the environmental consequences of the proposal would be ad-

verse and that the need for the additional water storage capacity is not established in 

the report. Its assumptions about increased demand and reduced supply posit the 

worst extremes of each. The potential for reductions in demand is not fully consid-

ered. 

 

Best management practices regarding quarrying operation and reclamation of former 

quarry land is absent from the Report entirely. This raises the underlying question of 

whether the environmental losses are justified since a need has not been proven, mit-

igation descriptions are vague and post-quarrying restoration is not discussed.  

 

Introduction 

 

In accord with Public Act 16-61, The Council offers the following guidance. It has been 

arranged in the order specified by PA 16-61, first describing the proposed project’s 

potential impact on the environment, next analyzing the Report’s claims regarding 

the purity and adequacy of the existing and future public water supply, and last dis-

cussing the best management practices for such operations. 

 

The Council received about 200 comments from the public, overwhelmingly in opposi-
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tion to the proposal. Many were from persons who had hiked the area. Others were 

from scientists familiar with the ecology of trap rock ridge environments and the ani-

mals and plants that inhabit them. Those comments are posted to the Council’s web-

site. 

 

This guidance is the consequence of evaluations of the Report by Council members 

and staff as well as submissions from many individuals who offered insights and anal-

ysis of their own, and was supplemented by observations made during a walk of the 

site on May 8, 2018. The Council acknowledges the cooperation of the City of New 

Britain and the Tilcon Company in providing access to the site for an orientation walk. 

 

 

The Proposal  

 

Since 1979, Connecticut has had strict restrictions (CGS Section 25- 32) on the sale, 

lease or change in use of water supply watershed lands. The proposal that is the focus 

of the Report would replace a significant portion of a nearly 700 ft. high mountain 

with a 139 acre, 130 ft. deep reservoir. It would have no natural source other than 

rain water and ground water and would need to be filled primarily from stormwater 

runoff from other sources. It would eliminate 13.6 acres of Class I watershed land and 

111.9 acres of Class II watershed land that now contribute to New Britain’s West Ca-

nal and Shuttle Meadow Reservoir to allow for the operation of a commercial rock 

mining operation for an estimated period of forty years. 

 

During the construction, the Report projects a reduction of safe yield of 70,000 gal-

lons per day, from a project that is being promoted as a strategy to reduce risk of wa-

ter shortages. When the operation is finished and the quarry allowed to fill, it would 

nearly double New Britain’s water storage capacity.  

 

1. An analysis of the “potential impacts on the environment” requires a more com-
plete description of planned mitigations, especially for the wetlands and water-
courses to be lost, and the risk posed to state listed species of concern (Jefferson 
Salamander, Spotted Turtle, Eastern Box Turtle and Fir Clubmoss).  
 
A. Habitats lost 
 
The Report’s executive summary (Chapter 1) and its comparison of benefits versus 

environmental impacts (Chapter 13) understate important environmental conse-

quences of the proposed project. Those consequences, which appear in other chap-

ters of the Report, include loss of habitat for, or risk to, at least four species of special 

concern, three imperiled landscapes and displacement of a trail of regional signifi-

cance. 
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In 1998, the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) and Univer-
sity of Connecticut (UConn) biologists Metzler and Wagner (Thirteen of Connecticut’s 
Most Imperiled Ecosystems Draft Report, Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection Natural Diversity Database) identified thirteen imperiled landscapes in 
Connecticut. The study area and adjacent impacted lands contain at least three of 
them. Seventy-two acres of forest, a trap rock ecosystem, and a regionally significant 
hiking trail would be impacted. Much of what is currently on those 72 acres would be 
gone. Chapter Seven makes clear that the impact for some of the resident flora and 
fauna is obliteration. Clearing and removing overburden on the proposed expansion 
area would eliminate entire habitats. The impact for other species, and for transient 
species, such as raptors and other migratory birds, would be diminished habitat.  
 
The Council has often encountered, in reviewing environmental studies, a presump-
tion that animals displaced from one area simply relocate to another. This cannot be 
assumed to be true. The reality is that any habitat that can accommodate a species 
will contain, at a given time, close to the carrying capacity for the location, when all 
the location’s factors like predation, disease, food availability, competition from other 
species and shelter are taken into consideration. Therefore, displacement creates an 
additional stressor on surrounding habitat to which the displaced seek to relocate.  
 
Steps to protect, relocate or compensate for the loss of endangered and threatened 

species or species of special concern are not specified in the Report. Among the spe-

cies in need of more detailed consideration of mitigation are the Northern Long Eared 

Bat, the Wood Thrush, the Jefferson Salamander, the Eastern Box Turtle and the Spot-

ted Turtle. 

 

Beyond the cases of individual species, entire categories of wildlife would be affected. 

Seventeen (39.5%) of the breeding bird species detected during surveys in May and 

June are listed as species of Greatest Conservation Need in the State’s 2015 Wildlife 

Action Plan. Of the forty-three breeding birds reported, twenty-five (58%) are mi-

grants that are protected under the federal Migratory Bird Act.  Consultation with 

IPaC regarding mitigation measures is advised and the recommendations included in 

any plan to move forward. Fourteen of the detected bird species of Greatest Conser-

vation Need are dependent on forested habitat. These species would be affected by 

the destruction of their existing nesting area, a consequence of the destruction of 72 

acres of forest. It is reasonable to expect noise pollution from site clearing and ongo-

ing quarrying operations to be disruptive to secretive interior forest birds. Raptors 

were, presumably, undercounted due to the attenuated time span of the site surveys, 

which excluded winter and autumn. An expanded survey is warranted. 

 

The Report states negative consequences for all of the amphibians and reptiles de-

tected during field surveys due to the direct loss of vernal breeding pools and lowered 

reproduction resulting from diminished depth and duration of standing water in the 

remaining vernal pools. It was made clear in the Report and on the May 8th site walk 
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that the proximity of the vernal pools to each other on the site means that they most 

likely share biological interconnectivity, even if they are not hydrologically connected. 

The relocation and reconstruction of suitable habitat is discussed as a possibility in 

Chapter 6. The specifics of the relocation plan need to be expounded. No evidence of 

successful box turtle relocation was offered, nor suitable sites located. 

  

The presence, on the site, of the only known extant occurrence in Connecticut of the 

Fir Clubmoss was revealed by the Report. The possibility of avoiding impact to this 

plant should be included in the environmental assessment. 

 

The Report’s statement that an additional 59 acres of Class I watershed land would be 
added, though true, is misleading. The “new” Class I lands are created by the 139 acre 
hole that is being dug in the middle of the currently existing watershed land. No detail 
is offered on the altered habitat that would surround the proposed reservoir. No 
claim of reclamation or restoration of the land surrounding the new reservoir is made, 
so the quality or ecology of the new landscape is unknown.  
 

B. There is a need for specifics on mitigation 

 

Though the possibility of mitigation for some of the environmental damage is men-

tioned in the Report, specifics as to exactly what mitigation would occur and where it 

would be is absent, as is analysis of its likely success. Transforming an existing location 

to be more suitable as a location for mitigation for species from elsewhere impacts 

the existing ecosystem’s “ecological goods and services”. Choice of mitigation loca-

tions must be the result of careful analysis of the suitability of the site for displaced 

plants and animals. It must also take into consideration the consequences to the ex-

isting habitat. The Tilcon company proposed in the Report to donate acreage of unde-

veloped land it already owns in mitigation for the lost habitat. Open space is not fun-

gible. Additional exposition on the likelihood of successful mitigations is warranted, as 

is analysis of the effect of transformations of existing habitats consequent to mitiga-

tion efforts. The acreage offered needs to be analyzed with regard to whether it is 

currently suitable to the same species that are being displaced. If not, the Report 

should acknowledge the permanent loss of such habitats as a consequence of the 

project. 

 

The Metacomet Trail passes over this ridgeline. It is a valuable part of the New Eng-

land National Scenic Trail. In 1995, the Connecticut Legislature passed the Ridgeline 

Protection Act (PA95-239), which authorizes municipalities to prevent the alteration 

of ridgelines by construction or quarrying or clear cutting. Included in the Act was 

Bradley Mountain, the site of the proposed quarry. Chapter Seven of the Report pro-

poses relocation of the Trail. On the May 8th walk, segments of the trail that are to 

remain were identified. This should be mapped to clearly identify the route and its 

proximity to the proposed quarry. In addition to the trail’s recreational value, trail 

6

https://www.cga.ct.gov/ps95/Act/pa/1995PA-00239-R00HB-06388-PA.htm
https://www.alltrails.com/explore/us/connecticut/berlin


5 
 

maps of the New Britain area suggest that, though interrupted by occasional major 

roadways, the trail provides some habitat connectivity. There is a strong possibility 

that the narrowing of the trail corridor would reduce its migratory value to wildlife.  

 

The Report presumes mitigation in the form of cash payment would be required by 
the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as a consequence of the wetlands permit 
that is expected to be applied for. There is no guarantee that such payment, often to 
a national conservation organization, would be applied in the vicinity of the existing 
trail and forest system, or that it would be used to construct new wetland habitat.  
 
The Report also speculates that to secure wetlands permits from the City of Plainville, 
the local wetlands commission will require proof that no feasible or prudent alterna-
tive exists to the project and that it would require mitigation beyond that which might 
be required by the USACE. Plainville would have wetlands jurisdiction over the project 
(and it also has zoning regulations that could bear on the project). The regulatory out-
come is uncertain. 
 
This begs the question of whether other laws or regulations can accomplish mitiga-
tion of lost habitat and control of off-site impacts, which will be analyzed in section 
three of these comments. 
 

2. Statements regarding the purity and adequacy of the existing and future public 

water supply require closer examination 

 
A. Water supply options are underestimated 
 
Chapter 12 of the Report explores available supply reductions. If there are no envi-
ronmental, regulatory, or contractual changes, the margin of safety for supply re-
mains above the 1.15 standard required by the Connecticut Department of Health 
(DPH). The Report states that future water demand projections are expected to in-
crease only slightly between 2018 and 2060, then lists a host of conjectural “what ifs” 
as reasons the project would be beneficial, including: DEEP water diversion policy 
changes, reductions with the Metropolitan District Commission water purchase con-
tract, water demands from a “yet to be identified future town or large user,” or a ca-
tastrophe that takes out a major source of supply. With those potential environmen-
tal, regulatory or contractual changes, it purports a margin of safety slightly below the 
DPH requirement of 1.15 in 2060, based on an estimated supply reduction of 10% due 
both to climate change and potential future regulations.  An analysis of other ways to 
meet long-term water needs and reduce risk is missing. The Quinnipiac River Valley 
has significant high-yielding stratified drift deposits. Though beyond the scope of the 
Report, an examination of that potential source for the region seems appropriate. 
Additionally, Crescent Lake, a decommissioned reservoir, lies within sight of the pro-
posed reservoir, though no mention is made of recommissioning it to supplement the 
City’s reserve. The potential of water conservation is not fully considered. This is dis-
cussed in section B, below. 
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The State’s Climate Change Preparedness Plan anticipates both greater precipitation 
and longer and more frequent droughts. This raises the question of the wisdom of 
embarking on a plan to construct a reservoir that would not be ready to be filled for 
forty years and during construction would decrease the available supply. Perhaps the 
Patton Brook and Crescent Lake sources could be accessed sooner to increase availa-
ble supply. 
 
B. New Britain can increase water supply with unexplored initiatives  
 
While it is very important to plan for climate change and unforeseen reductions in 
supply, this should not be done without comparing it to expected reductions in de-
mand that can be achieved through water conservation, improving infrastructure, wa-
ter capture and reuse, improved building standards and development planning.    
 
New Britain’s Plan of Conservation and Development predicts future commercial and 
industrial water demand growth to be limited. It does not project the maximum al-
lowable increase in dwelling units under existing zoning to be likely. The Report offers 
no estimate of the degree to which any population increase would be concurrent with 
replacement or renovation of old housing stock that would result in upgrading to 
modern fixtures and bringing old plumbing up to code. Passive water conservation 
will happen when older fixtures and appliances are replaced with those that meet 
federal standards. These reductions will happen without a public education effort or 
strict building codes. This likely conservation should be factored into the Report’s pro-
jections, especially since the Report predicts non-revenue unaccounted-for water will 
increase.  
 
Section 3 of the Final Report of the State Water Plan contains various scenarios and 
provides percentage reductions that can be utilized to calculate decreases in demand 
from conservation in the State’s water basins.  Using the most conservative estimates 
for passive conservation, there could be a decrease of 10 gallons per capita per day by 
2040.  An effort by the City of New Britain to reduce outdoor water use would reduce 
demand even further. Anticipated reductions in demand need to be included in the 
Report’s estimates of consumption and reserve supply. 
 
The Report does not factor in a reduction in unaccounted-for water. New Britain’s 
loss of potable water during transmission is about 25% higher than the norm. The 
trend data in Table 5-2 of the Report shows an ever-increasing amount of water that 
is unaccounted for over the last five years. This five-year average is masking what ap-
pears to be an increasingly leak-prone water distribution system. Table 5-2 indicates 
that 23.7% (2.23 MGD) of the City’s water supply went to non-consumptive use in 
2015.  The Report states, in Chapter 10, that “New Britain will continue to pursue 
both supply and demand conservation measures outlined in their Water Conservation 
Plan, with a long-term goal to reduce this unaccounted-for non-revenue water to 15% 
or less.” This reduction is not reflected in demand projections. A reduction in unac-
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counted-for non-revenue water to New Britain’s goal of fifteen percent amounts to a 
savings of 0.19 MGD. 
 

C. Safe yield projections have been called into question 
 
Additionally, there are issues with respect to actual and potential safe yield analysis. 
The current Safe Yield Analysis refers to, and relies on, the 2002 Water Supply Plan 
done by Lenard Engineering. The city-owned Patton Brook Well was not included as 
part of the evaluation because, at the time, it was leased to Southington.  That lease 
expired on July 1, 2014 and was not renewed.  The October 4, 2017 minutes of the 
New Britain Board of Water Commissioner’s meeting indicate the Patton Brook Well 
was tested for several weeks and produced approximately one-million gallons per 
day.  
 
Additionally, the New Britain Water Company (NBWC) owns land in Burlington ac-
quired for the development of the Lamson Corner-Burlington Brook Reservoir which, 
according to Lenard’s 2009 New Britain Water Supply Plan says “would increase sys-
tem safe yield by 2.6 MGD”. This source is included on the “High Quality Source” 
(HQS) list of the Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPH). A DPH memo from 
June 4, 2015 states that nearly all of land contributory to this potential drinking water 
supply has been protected for nearly one hundred years and is Class II water company 
land.  Though there would be economic and ecological cost to developing this source, 
its potential was not included in the reserve estimates of the Report.  
 
The inclusion of the Lamson Corner and Patton Brook sources and projections of re-
duced demand through conservation and reducing non-revenue water loss would 
have increased the reserve estimates of the Report. 
 
D. Flood-skimming and treatment costs 
 
Though development of Patton Brook and Lamson Corner have expenses attached, so 
might the new proposed reservoir. If built, it would be the deepest lake entirely with-
in Connecticut’s borders (130 feet).  Concerns have been raised about water quality in 
the reservoir which would be filled primarily with surface storm water runoff (flood 
skimmed water), which is among the dirtiest of water sources and carries the risk of 
high treatment costs. Additionally, the plan to draw from the reservoir at different 
depths, described in Chapter Eight, could also increase treatment costs when drawing 
from a potentially hypoxic layer at depth.   

Further, to prevent deterioration in the quality of the stormwater runoff that would 
provide the “surplus” to be flood-skimmed, controls over growth, paving and land use 
would need to be put in place. This is a challenge, especially if more than one political 
jurisdiction is involved. 
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3. “Best management practices” should incorporate the mitigation for lost plant and 

animal species described previously, should conform to already established plan-

ning documents, should also provide a reclamation plan and should avoid off-site 

environmental impacts.  

 
A. Consistency with other state planning documents 
 
Best Management Practices cannot be considered independently of existing planning 
documents, more thorough details on mitigation, and projections of off-site conse-
quences. The insertion of a 72-acre working quarry into a 1,000-acre forested, trap 
rock habitat is a major ecological disruption with regional consequences. The Report 
offers no reference to, or consistency with, Connecticut’s Comprehensive Wildlife 
Conservation Strategy, or of the Connecticut Forest Action Plan, or the State Plan of 
Conservation and Development.  Although information was provided on the plant 
community, a comprehensive vegetation map would have been helpful in assessing 
the project’s full impact. No larger scale maps of critical habitats or EcoRegion maps 
from US Forest Service or USEPA were provided to show broader landscape impact 
context. 
 
Needless to say, the project itself is contrary to long-established State policy of not 
allowing the intrusion of commercial activities onto Class I and Class II reservoir wa-
tershed lands as protection of water quality for drinking water sources. 
 
 
B. Need for a broader scope 
 
Though beyond the initial scope of the project, it is now apparent from review of the 
Report and of the comments received about it, that the environmental analysis of a 
project must look beyond the confines of the project boundaries to appropriately as-
sess its impact. It was evident on the May 8th site walk that the hydrology of some off-
site wetlands and vernal pools are likely to be affected by the loss of existing water-
shed. These off-parcel wetlands and watercourses should be included in the “loss to-
tals” for the project. 
 

The Report acknowledges downstream impacts to wetlands and watercourses that 
would be lost or impacted due to losses of watershed and hydrologic change. When 
the scope of work was being drafted, it was not clear to the Council that integrating 
the proposed reservoir into the existing reservoir system would require widening of 
an existing stream channel, with potential adverse consequences downstream and for 
local wildlife. Filling the new reservoir would require flood skimming from Copperm-
ine Brook. Streams and riparian health rely on seasonal flooding and scouring to clear 
debris and sediment, create habitat, and distribute nutrients and biota.  The impact of 
flood skimming on the long-term ecology downstream needs to be assessed as to 
whether changes in stream flow at Coppermine brook would have a positive or nega-
tive effect on aquatic and riparian species.  

10



9 
 

 
There is no certainty that the low flow conditions in Coppermine Brook will find reso-
lution with or without a storage reservoir. The Report indicates, in its margin of safety 
projections, that there would be a 2 MGD reduction in supply due to compliance with 
streamflow regulations. The White Bridge surface water diversion is currently exempt 
from these regulations but a release requirement would most likely be mandated as 
part of a new diversion permit for a storage reservoir. However, surface water contri-
butions to Coppermine Brook could be ineffectual if there is a downstream ground-
water withdrawal of 1.56 MGD from the Bristol Mechanic Street well. 
 
 
C. Adverse impacts should be anticipated and accounted for contractually or through 
regulation 
 
There is a great potential for erosion, sedimentation, disruption and loss of wildlife 
from this project.  The Report needs to provide information on how, or whether, con-
struction would be timed to minimize impacts on wildlife and water quality. The Re-
port lists a number of permits intended to control some of those aspects of construc-
tion. Sand and gravel mining is regulated through the State’s air pollution regulations 
with regard to dust and smoke.   
 
Control of storm water pollution leaving the site is included as an obligation of DEEP’s 
“Industrial Stormwater General Permit”. The Federal Clean Water Act, which is ad-
ministered by the State, requires the monitoring of pollutants from point source dis-
charges at such sites. These have no applicability to mines that retain their storm-
water. 
 

Connecticut has no specific regulation of sand and gravel mining.  In 2015, the Con-
necticut Supreme Court (SC 19203) determined that attempts by DEEP to control en-
vironmental effects of sand and gravel mines, like wetland infringement and habitat 
disruption, are beyond the scope of the water diversion permit. This raises the ques-
tion of the adequacy of future controls on major mining operations like this one. State 
law (CGS 22a-5) directs the Commissioner of Energy and Environmental Protection to 
provide for minimum state-wide standards for the mining, extraction, excavation or 
removal of earth materials of all types.  Such standards have not been promulgated, 
leaving issues like reclamation, mitigation, and performance bonds subject to the 
good will of the mine operator or contractual arrangements between the land owner 
and the mine operator. In the greater New England Region, the majority of states 
have some form of mining regulation. These states serve as examples of best man-
agement practices with regard to mining operations. New Hampshire requires a per-
mit with a detailed description of the reclamation plan for the site. New York requires 
a permit and submission of a plan that “must include mitigation measures to amelio-
rate any environmental impacts to the greatest extent practicable. The reclamation 
plan needs to identify the final reclamation objective of the land after mining is com-
pleted at the site.” Maine requires an uncut buffer around the site and site reclama-
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tion. In the absence of regulation, guarantees of restoration and conformance with 
the best management practices for quarrying must be contractual, enforceable and 
transparent and these should be specified in advance. 
 
In the absence of regulation, contractual obligations to guarantee acceptable perfor-
mance and to protect the surrounding community from damage, including flooding 
and blasting, are essential management tools. These guarantees should include spe-
cifics regarding which conservation lands are to be offered to make up for the land 
lost, how such lands would be preserved and protected from encroachments of the 
type that launched this Report, and commitment to reclamation and landscaping of 
damaged land. These commitments would best be guaranteed by a performance 
bond. 
 
D. Flood Control  
 
The Council has received complaints from residents about flooding that is believed to 
be a consequence of existing quarrying at the site. Concerns have been received 
about additional off-site flooding as a consequence of expansion of the quarry that 
would eliminate wetlands and porous soils that may presently reduce downstream 
flooding. The impacts of the lost watershed acreage on ground water have also been 
questioned. These should be the subject of additional engineering analysis. 
  

Bristol’s flooding problems, described in the Report, might possibly be ameliorated by 
the flood skimming proposed to fill the reservoir. Other strategies can be put into play 
as well. The Milone and MacBroom drainage evaluation, that is included in Chapter 4, 
makes the point that historic development choices cannot be easily mitigated. 
Though true, future flooding can be mitigated with proper controls on runoff. Land 
use controls, like reductions in impervious surfaces, are needed throughout the state 
to improve water quality. While flood skimming could mitigate regional flooding, this 
solution only delays implementation of needed reductions in impervious surfaces that 
has both flood reduction and ecological benefits as well. 
 
 

Conclusion 

 

The Council notes that, in general, the purpose of an environmental study is to identi-

fy issues for possible avoidance, mitigation and, often, to offer alternatives. In its re-

view of the Report, the Council has identified topics in need of further inquiry and 

elucidation that go to the heart of the legislative charge and the fundamental purpose 

of the report. Primary among these is the question of whether there is a need for the 

proposed reservoir, given the alternative potential water sources and wide ranging 

conservation measures that were not included in the Report.   
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Many questions about the consequences of moving ahead with the project were un-

answered. What mitigation is planned for species that would lose habitat, and where 

would that mitigation be? What are the properties of the lands that were offered by 

Tilcon as mitigation in exchange for the lost lands? How the lands offered, as mitiga-

tion, are to be protected from future encroachment?  What guarantees would there 

be that quarried sites would be reclaimed? What guarantees or performance bonds 

would be required to insure compliance by Tilcon? Should this project be delayed un-

til DEEP has promulgated the statutorily-directed (CGS Section 22a-5) minimum state-

wide standards for the mining, extraction, excavation or removal of earth materials?  

 

Therefore, having reviewed the large amount of information presented thus far, the 

Council cannot stipulate that this project could proceed safely or wisely without satis-

factory answers to the questions above. 
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May 29, 2018 
 
City of New Britain 
Erin E. Stewart, Mayor 
27 West Main Street  
New Britain, CT 06051 
 
Dear Mayor Stewart: 
 
The Water Planning Council (WPC) in accordance with Public Act 16-61 
An Act Concerning An Environmental Study On A Change In Use of New 
Britain Water Company Land, has reviewed the report titled 
“Environmental Study:  Change in Use of New Britain Water Company 
Land” that was submitted by Lenard Engineering, Inc. to the WPC on 
February 27, 2018. 
 
The act required the WPC, within 90 days after receiving the report, to 
review it and to (1) determine the potential impact on the environment 
and the purity and adequacy of the existing and future public water 
supply and (2) provide guidance to the New Britain Water Department 
on the suitability of the best management practices identified in the 
report for protecting the environment, the public water supply, and 
public health. 
 
The WPC voted today to unanimously approve the attached comments 
and offer our guidance concerning the proposed project’s potential 
impact.     
 
 Sincerely,  

  
     John W. Betkoski, III 
     Chairperson, Water Planning Council   
 
Attachment 
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The “Water Planning Council’s” Review Pursuant to Public Act 
16-61 of the City of New Britain’s Report entitled Environmental 

Study: Change in Use of New Britain Water Company Land 
(Proposed Quarry Expansion and Future Water Storage 

Reservoir) 
 

May 29, 2018 
 

Executive Summary 
 
Public Act 16-61, An Act Concerning An Environmental Study On A Change In Use Of New 
Britain Water Company Land, required the City Of New Britain to commission an 
environmental report  to be submitted to the Water Planning Council (WPC), the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ), and the City of New Britain’s Conservation Commission.  The 
purpose of the report was to examine the potential impact of changing the use of some of its city 
water department-owned Class I and Class II land to allow the lease of land for the extraction of 
stone and other minerals on such property. 
 
This extraction operation, which would be done over a period of 35-40 years, could potentially create 
a new public water supply reservoir of 2.31 billion gallons capacity for the New Britain Water 
Department.  The reservoir would be filled with water from a flood-skimming operation at 
Coppermine Brook in Bristol, taking an estimated 6-28 months to fill the reservoir from this source.  
The new water supply reservoir is described in the Executive Summary as being 109 acres in surface 
area (though other figures are given elsewhere in the Report) and up to 130’ deep. 
 
PA 16-61 charges the WPC and the CEQ with reviewing the report to determine: 
 

1) the potential impact on the environment and the purity and adequacy of the existing and 
future public water supply; and 

2) to provide guidance to the New Britain Water Department concerning the suitability of 
the best management practices identified for the protection of the environment, public 
water supply and public health. 

 
Much of the area that would be impacted in the proposed expanded area of quarrying is located 
in the active public drinking water supply watershed of the Shuttle Meadow Reservoir.  That 
area also includes rare habitat and, according to the city’s report, the area is also home to a plant 
species previously thought to no longer to be present in the state. 
 
As will be discussed further, the WPC finds that preparation for quarrying, including clear-
cutting the forest and removing the stumps, soil and other natural material, followed by quarry 
operations, would eliminate much of the wild habitat of the site while creating the potential for 
decades of increased risk to the city’s nearby Shuttle Meadow Reservoir. 
 
The WPC finds that the city’s report does not substantiate the need for the proposed new 
reservoir or, in fact, that the proposed reservoir would even be a viable public water storage 
facility.  Based on its review, the WPC finds that the proposal’s risks to the current public water 
system and the environment are significant and the city’s report does not make a plausible case 
for undertaking such an activity.  
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Discussion 
 
The city’s report was submitted to the WPC, the CEQ and the City of New Britain’s Conservation 
Commission on 2/27/2018.  Specifically, PA 16-61’s list of expectations for the city of New 
Britain’s study are to determine: 
 

I. likely environmental impacts of such change of use on local hydrology, forest ecology, 
natural land resources and formations, and wetlands systems; 

II. long-term water supply needs for the city of New Britain as well as interconnected, and 
reasonably feasible interconnected, water companies in the general geographic region 
surrounding the areas supplied by the city of New Britain's water reservoir system; 

III. likely safe yield increase to the city of New Britain's water reservoir system that could be 
supplied by such change of use; 

IV. impact on raw reservoir water quality that is likely to occur from such change of use; 
V. procedures and steps that are available to minimize environmental impacts from such 

change of use; and 
VI. permits required for such change of use 

 
The WPC and CEQ are required to provide their written comments to the City of New Britain 
not later than ninety days after receipt of the city’s report.  Where possible, the WPC describes 
various permitting and regulatory processes likely to apply, but it is important to note that a 
thorough determination is not possible at this time given the limited scope of the report and, 
therefore, this review. 
 
Impact on the Existing and Future Public Water Supply 
One of the WPC’s key concerns regarding the report is the discrepancy in the analysis of New 
Britain Water Department’s (NBWD’s) future supply capacity when compared to the NBWD 
Water Supply Plan and the Water Utility Coordinating Committee (WUCC) Integrated Report.  
This report identifies a number of losses of safe yield in the long-term planning periods that 
yield a margin of safety significantly lower than the other planning documents.  These projected 
losses are inconsistent with other existing plans and the report provides no documentation or 
analysis to substantiate the figures. 
 
The city’s Water Supply Plan and the WUCC Integrated Report show that the New Britain Water 
Department has excess water supply with respect to demand now and through the 50-year 
planning period, even using the increased demand projections provided by Lenard Engineering, 
without a new reservoir.  The city’s report relies upon the confluence of a series of speculative 
and undocumented contingencies relative to both water demand and supply occurring in unison 
in order to justify the need for a new reservoir.  The chance of all of these contingencies 
occurring is extremely remote.  Therefore, the need for this 2.31 billion gallon storage reservoir 
has not been documented. 
 
Much of the area that would be impacted in the proposed expanded area of quarrying is located 
in the active public drinking water supply watershed of the Shuttle Meadow Reservoir.  Surficial 
activities associated with the quarrying operation, including clear-cutting the forest and 
removing the stumps, soil and other natural material could create a significant water quality risk 
to the reservoir.  The report does not adequately document how this operation will be 
conducted.  There is no information as to whether this process will be done incrementally or 
immediately, nor what protections will be instituted.  It appears that there is a potential for 
decades of increased risk to Shuttle Meadow Reservoir, without adequate analysis of potential 
impacts to water quality and quantity.  
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Impact on the Environment 
There are multiple significant environmental issues and impacts which arise in connection with 
the proposed quarry/ reservoir.  These fall chiefly within the categories of core forest impacts, 
vernal pool and wetland impacts, impacts to State-listed species, relocation of the Metacomet 
Trail and inconsistencies with the Connecticut Water Quality Standards. 
 
The proposed project site lies within a 1,000-acre block of core forest.  Core forest, defined as 
interior forest blocks of 250 acres or more that are at least 300 feet from non-forested areas, 
have been severely impacted by development and fragmentation in Connecticut.  Due to the 
many values they serve, particularly for wildlife habitat but also for recreation and for protection 
of water quality, core forests have been targeted for preservation by Connecticut DEEP.  Core 
forest blocks of this size are particularly valuable in the more developed parts of the state such 
as central Connecticut, where this project is located. 
 
Within and immediately adjacent to the project site are eight vernal pools and ten wetlands, 
with five of the vernal pools being located within the wetlands.  The project would eliminate over 
one-third of the wetland acreage on the project site as well as three of the eight vernal pools 
including the most valuable one.  The Report is almost completely silent on measures to mitigate 
or compensate for these losses and it would be difficult, if not impossible, to implement 
meaningful mitigation or compensation measures given the hydrology and topography of the 
site. 
 
Three State-listed species of special concern, namely the eastern box turtle, the spotted turtle 
and the Jefferson salamander, would be impacted by the development of this reservoir.  In 
addition, four plant species currently known only from historic records may occur on this site, 
and one of these, last reported in Connecticut in 1879, was identified on the project site within 
the footprint of the reservoir. 
 
Several hundred feet of the Metacomet Trail, part of Connecticut’s Blue-blazed Trail system, 
would need to be relocated should the reservoir be constructed.  There is likely to be a suitable 
alternative alignment available to accomplish this.  No impacts to Sunset Rock State Park, which 
is a short distance west of the project site, are anticipated. 
 
Due mainly to the biological impacts of the proposed action, the project is inconsistent with the 
Connecticut Water Quality Standards which seek to “restore or maintain the chemical, physical 
and biological integrity of surface waters”. 
 
Procedures and Steps to Minimize Environmental Impacts 
Mitigation measures to reduce the environmental impacts of the proposed action are not 
addressed in any substantive way in the Report.  There is no discussion of the phasing of the 
reservoir construction, whether land clearing and soil stripping activities for the project would 
be done all in one operation or phased over time, or any measures to mitigate or compensate for 
the loss of wetlands, vernal pools and habitat resources.  Alternatives to reduce or reconfigure 
the reservoir to lessen impacts are not considered.  As such, the mitigation section of the Report 
is severely inadequate. 
 
Permits Required for the Proposed Action 
The proposed action may require several State permits and possibly a Federal permit also.  
These would include a Water Company Land Change in Use Permit, approval of a new drinking 
water source, and approval of certain ancillary facilities from DPH, a General Permit for the 
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Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters from Construction Activities from DEEP, 
as well as DEEP-issued Diversion Permits for 1) the alteration/elimination of existing wetlands 
and watercourses on the site, 2) for the use of the waters of Coppermine Brook to fill the 
proposed reservoir and 3) for withdrawals from the new reservoir once it is in use.  In addition, 
the Army Corps of Engineers may require a Section 404 Permit which, if needed, would also 
trigger the need from a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from DEEP. 
 
The following findings are organized in accordance with Sec. 1(b) of PA 16-61’s list of 
expectations:  
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I. Likely environmental impacts of such change of use on local 
hydrology, forest ecology, natural land resources & formations, and 
wetlands systems 
 
Habitat Quality at the Proposed Site 
 
Forest Habitat 
Chapter 7 of the Report does a comprehensive job of describing the habitat value of the project site.  
First, the project site is described as being within a 1,000-acre block of core forest.  Core forest is a 
valuable habitat type which is diminishing across Connecticut, and core forest blocks of this size are 
rare in Central Connecticut. 
 
The University of Connecticut Center for Land Use Education and Research’s (CLEAR) study 
found that between 1985 and 2006, Connecticut lost 160,960 acres of core forest to housing, 
development and other uses.  As noted in DEEP’s Connecticut Comprehensive Open Space 
Acquisition Plan (2016-2020), also known as the Green Plan, which is discussed below, if forest 
development continues at this pace, the landscape’s ability to function will be dramatically 
reduced.  For this reason, core forest land is targeted for preservation in the Green Plan and the 
Forest Action Plan by the State of Connecticut and its conservation partners such as land trusts, 
municipalities and water companies. 
 
Connecticut’s core forests, defined as interior forest blocks of 250 acres of more that are at least 
300 feet from non-forested areas, have been severely impacted by development and 
fragmentation.  DEEP’s Forest and Wildlife Action plans as well as the Green Plan call for the 
retention and protection of core forests.  The larger the core forest, the greater value and 
function of the many attributes of a core forest.  Reducing the size of the forest blocks greater 
than 250 acres has a material effect on that core forest. 
 
The functions and value of core forests are discussed in the Green Plan.  The Green Plan is a 
statewide planning document developed by DEEP in partnership with other state agencies, 
municipalities, state agencies, and numerous conservation organizations to guide land 
acquisitions toward achieving the State’s open space goals.  The 2016-2020 version of the Green 
Plan presents a coordinated approach for land conservation by the State of Connecticut, through 
DEEP, DPH, and conservation partners such as municipalities, land trusts and water 
companies. 
 
Relative to large forest blocks, the Green Plan notes their value, highlighting that “Large-scale and 
intact forests provide key habitat linkages for common and declining wildlife species, such as 
thrushes and owls, bobcats, numerous insects, and newts and salamanders.  In addition, forests add 
immensely to the quality of life for the state’s residents.  The ecosystem benefits this system provides 
are seemingly endless- forests absorb rainwater and slow runoff, reduce flooding, filter pollutants 
from the air, water and soil, regulate air temperatures, supply outdoor recreation opportunities, and 
more.”1 
 
Lastly, the DEEP Forestry Division updated the Forest Action Plan in 2015.  As the Forest 
Action Plan describes, core forests are important for protecting biodiversity.  While core forests 
provide habitat for many species including generalists that can also use non-core forest and 
non-forest habitats, some species need large, unbroken blocks of core forest to provide cover, 
                                                        
1 Connecticut Comprehensive Open Space Acquisition Strategy (2016-2020), Connecticut Dept. of Energy and 
Environmental Protection, p. 121. 
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forage, and breeding opportunities.  Many threatened and endangered species prefer or need 
large areas of core forest to survive and, as this habitat type is reduced, it becomes harder to 
keep or reestablish these species.  While the total amount of forest is declining in the state, core 
forest is declining much more rapidly because, in addition to core forest being developed, core 
forest is also being lost as nearby development turns it into edge or perforated forest, which in 
turn diminishes some of its value as habitat and its ability to protect biodiversity. 
 
Connecticut’s development pattern continues to threaten core forest by encroaching on these 
important areas from all directions.  Once core forest is lost, it is not easily or quickly regained 
or replaced in other areas so one of Connecticut’s 10 Forest Vision Statements states that “in the 
future, Connecticut will increase the amount of forest protected from development following 
priority criteria based on core forest areas, Forest Legacy potential, and vulnerability.”  While 
still difficult, it is much easier to protect and conserve core forest than it is to create new core 
forest.  The Society of American Foresters believes that “continued declines and fragmentation 
of the forestland base may lead to the impairment of our forest ecosystems’ ability to protect 
water flow and quality, to provide healthy and diverse forest habitat, and to remain a viable 
economic resource that provides recreation, timber, and other forest products.” 
 
Vernal Pools 
The habitat value of the proposed reservoir site is further enhanced by the eight vernal pools found on 
or immediately adjacent to the site.  Due to the vulnerable nature if these uniquely productive 
habitats, conservation of vernal pools has been included as a high priority action within the 2015 
Connecticut Wildlife Action Plan.   
 
Vernal pools are small, shallow depressions in the landscape which fill with water during the wetter 
periods of the year (spring and late fall), and become drier during the warmer summer months.   
They support unusually diverse and dynamic assemblages of wildlife much of which is solely 
dependent on this specialized habitat for one or more periods of their life cycle.  Because of the 
absence of permanent water, fish do not live in these ephemeral pools, making these areas very 
attractive to certain animals, particularly amphibians, which would normally fall prey to these 
carnivorous fish. 
 
The amphibian life that use these pools as breeding grounds soon migrate into the surrounding 
uplands to live out their adult phase.  Migration distances vary significantly between species, 
commonly ranging from 200 feet to a maximum of 750'.  Another phenomenon peculiar to vernal 
pools is that they often exist, as in this case, in groups, which have been shown to function as an 
interrelated unit, with the interplay between the pools in the group crucial to their long-term 
biological survival. 
 
In general, the city’s vernal pool report methodology is acceptable and its conclusions are sound.  All 
eight vernal pools were found to be of Tier 1 quality, the highest rating, due to the presence of two or 
more indicator species in each.  One such species, the State-listed Jefferson salamander, is 
particularly vulnerable within the trap rock ridge system present at this site due to their relatively low 
populations found within these systems. 
 
The impact analysis on the vernal pools presents a stark picture.  Of the five vernal pools on the site, 
three will be destroyed, including the most productive and valuable one, PVP 3.  Vernal pools 4 and 5 
will also be disturbed.  The two on-site vernal pools not directly affected, PVPs # 1 and 2, are the 
largest, but these pools would see losses to their areas of critical terrestrial habitat, the area within 
between 100’ and 750’ of the vernal pools which hosts the non-breeding habitat used by vernal pool-
dependent species.  There would be minor indirect impacts to the three studied off-site vernal pools 
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immediately south of the project parcel (PVPs # 6-8), with the loss of 9-19% of their critical terrestrial 
habitat areas. 
 
The city’s report recognizes the concept of amphibian meta-populations, i.e., the migration and 
interaction of amphibian populations between proximal vernal pools.  The report foresees 
impacts to this function as the loss of vernal pools 3, 4 and 5 would operate to disconnect vernal 
pools 1 and 2 from pools 6, 7 and 8.  An upland migration study during the migration season can 
assess where the amphibians are dispersing after breeding and determine how the upland, inter-
pool migration out of the remaining post-project pools might be affected if vernal pools 1, 2 and 
6 were to lose significant amounts of their critical terrestrial habitat.  
 
Another indirect impact on the vernal pools would be affected hydrology after excavation.  Pools 
1, 2, and 6 are close to the proposed excavation limits which might cause draining of the pools 
resulting from altered groundwater hydraulic gradients.  However, Leggette, Brashears and 
Graham’s hydrogeologic study concluded that, as expected, the pools receive most of their water 
from overland flow and precipitation, with little or no groundwater contributions.  This is 
supported by the fact that the highest value pool (#3) also is the closest to the existing quarry 
face (75’).  All pools not destroyed are topographically higher than the nearby excavation limit 
and would continue to be fed by runoff and precipitation. 
 
In general, construction should avoid vernal pools and, should this project move forward, 
impacts could be significantly reduced by reconfiguring excavation limits to avoid elimination of 
highest value vernal pool (PVP #3) and its critically necessary 100-foot vernal pool envelope.  
This could also serve to avoid impact to the western occurrence of the listed species Fir 
Clubmoss/Coastal Jointweed.  The efficacy of this plan alteration would be further informed by 
the meta-population migration study mentioned above. 
 
Regarding wetlands in general, of the 13.5 acres of mapped wetland on the site, 4.7 acres or 35% 
will be eliminated, and the largest one not eliminated (Wetland 4) will have its contributing 
hydrology severely reduced (44%) by excavation.  Mitigation plans for this loss are totally 
underdeveloped, with only a passing reference to wetland creation (the least preferred 
mitigation method) that could be performed on unaffected portions of the site.  Wetland/vernal 
pool creation would be a considerable challenge given hydrologic/topographic constraints i.e., 
shallow soils, no groundwater budget.  Off-site compensation items are not discussed in the 
Report. 
 
Impacts to State-Listed Species at the Project Site 
Chapter 7 of the Report discusses impacts to four State-listed species found at the site: eastern 
box turtle (Terrapene carolina carolina), spotted turtle (Clemmys guttata), Jefferson 
salamander complex (Ambystoma jeffersonianum) and fir clubmoss, also known as mountain 
firmoss (Huperzia appressa). The first three are species of special concern while the last is a 
species of special concern- (historic).   
 
The Report adequately describes the locations supporting these species.  With the exception of 
suggesting that suitable off-site habitat for eastern box turtle could be created by doing some 
selective clearing to create canopy openings, the Report is silent on mitigation and protective 
strategies.  To a large extent, mitigation strategies are not realistically available for any of these 
species as they are very attached to the specific site locations where they are found.  When the 
site vernal pools, wetlands, or, in the case of fir clubmoss, summit outcrops in dry, sub-acidic 
forest environment, are destroyed, there is no reasonable mitigation strategy to relocate or 
protect individuals of these species.  The fir clubmoss, discussed on pages 7-8 and 7-24 of the 
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Report, is cited as being a species of special concern.  As noted above, it is more accurately a 
species of special concern (historic), meaning the State has no NDDB records of any current 
population, and this plant is considered extirpated in Connecticut.  The last known observation 
of it was in 1879 in the West Rock area of New Haven.  Other New England occurrences of fir 
clubmoss, or mountain firmoss, are in western Massachusetts, Vermont, New Hampshire and 
Maine, and it is listed as rare or extremely rare in those areas.  Page 7-24 of the Report notes 
that the two locations where this plant was seen are within the proposed quarry limits. 
 
DEEP would appreciate the documentation of the fir clubmoss, including who identified it, 
photographs or specimens, and the deposition of any specimens, whether they are in university 
collections or a personal collection.  For the newly reported fir clubmoss, a special plant survey 
form should be completed and submitted.  This form can be found at:   
http://www.ct.gov/deep/cwp/view.asp?a=2702&q=323460&deepNav_GID=1628 
and sent to the DEEP-NDDB Program email: deep.nddbrequest@ct.gov for proper 
documentation of a state special concern plant species.  Dawn McKay of the DEEP Natural 
Diversity Data Base program should be contacted with any questions in this regard at (860) 
424-3592 or at dawn.mckay@ct.gov 
 
In addition to the State-listed species documented in Chapter 7, several other plant species may 
occur at the project site and should be surveyed for.  Squirrel corn (Dicentra canadensis) has 
historically been reported at Bradley Mountain.  This species of special concern likes partial 
shade in rich hardwood forest, particularly preferring rocky outcrops and deep ravines.  It 
blooms in April-May. 
 
Goldenseal (Hydrastis canadensis) is a State-endangered species which has been reported to 
occur just west of the site.  This plant occurs in rich woods, wooded slopes and valleys.  It also 
blooms in April-May. 
 
Tall white bog orchid (Platanthera dilatada) is primarily a wetland species, found in wet 
marshes, fens, bogs and wetlands.  It is special concern (historic), being last observed in 
Connecticut in Plainville in 1900. 
 
Short-stalked false bindweed (Calystegia sylvatica) is also a special concern (historic) listing, 
last observed in Connecticut in Plainville in 1903.  Its habitat is meadows, fields and disturbed 
sites.  As discussed in the Report, fields were formerly present on portions of the site, but 
suitable habitat may no longer by present in the project area. 
 
The dry, sub-acidic forest habitat that runs roughly along the drainage divide between the 
Quinnipiac and Mattabessett regional basins is a critical habitat type in Connecticut.  As such, it 
is valued more highly than surrounding upland wooded habitats.  Dry, sub-acidic forest is 
characterized by slow growing forest, primarily on or near summits of basalt or other mafic 
rocks. 
 
No formal contact has taken place between project representatives and the DEEP Natural 
Diversity Data Base Program.  As mentioned, DEEP would appreciate the documentation 
concerning the occurrence of the fir clubmoss on the site, given that this plant has been 
considered extirpated in Connecticut. 
 
Sunset Rock State Park and Metacomet Trail 
Sunset Rock State Park is an undeveloped State Park owned by DEEP and located west of the 
project site between Ledge Road and Interstate 84 in Plainville.  There are no amenities or 
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facilities provided at Sunset Rock State Park.  No impacts to the park are foreseen arising from 
the proposed activity should it move forward.  Some internet mapping of the project area 
erroneously labels an area immediately south of the Tilcon quarry as Sunset Rock State Park, 
which has led to some misunderstanding that the park would be impacted by the excavation of 
the new reservoir. 
 
A portion of the Metacomet Trail in the western portion of the project site would need to be 
relocated should the proposal go forward.  As the quarrying is proposed to proceed from west to 
east, the trail relocation would need to occur early in the implementation process for the 
reservoir.  The Connecticut Forest and Park Association (CFPA) manages and maintains the 
Blue-blazed Trail System, of which the Metacomet Trail is a part.  Trail relocation would need to 
be coordinated with and undertaken by CFPA.  Although not explicitly required pursuant to PA 
16-61, this report would have benefitted from an analysis of potential recreational impacts and 
benefits, both during and after the quarrying operations. 
 
General Surface Water Impacts 
The proposed quarry expansion would result in significant adverse impacts to surface waters 
through direct loss from excavation for development of the quarry.  The proposed elimination of 
these surface waters would not be consistent with Connecticut Water Quality Standards.  Under 
the Connecticut Water Quality Standards (§§22a-426-1 through 22a-426-9, inclusive), it is the 
state's goal to restore or maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of surface 
waters.  Surface water includes, among other things, streams, brooks, waterways, wetlands, and 
other natural or artificial, public or private, vernal or intermittent bodies of water (RCSA §22a-
426-1).  Where attainable, the level of water quality (i.e., the chemical, physical and biological 
conditions) that provides for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and 
recreation in and on the water shall be achieved.  This standard shall be met, unless a use 
attainability analysis prepared pursuant to subsections (g) and (j) of 40 CFR 131.10 
demonstrates that the surface water has been irreparably altered to the extent that certain 
designated uses have been permanently lost (RCSA §22a-426-4).  
 
 
II. Long-term water supply needs for the city of New Britain as well as 
interconnected, and reasonably feasible interconnected, water companies 
in the general geographic region surrounding the areas supplied by the city 
of New Britain's water reservoir system 
 
The WPC believes that any analysis of the need and/or value of any potential new drinking water 
supply source must consider regional water supplies and demands, but the city’s report does 
not.  NBWD should maintain a dialogue with neighboring public water systems, with the Central 
Corridor and Western Water Utility Committees (WUCCs) being key forums for regional water 
supply planning discussions. 
 
WUCC Plan 
The city’s report reaches significantly different conclusions about the New Britain Water 
Department’s long-term water supply and demands than the recently-circulated draft Central 
Corridor Integrated Report.  This 2017/2018 report was developed on behalf of the area’s 
WUCC, which includes the city water department, and the draft is available at 
http://www.portal.ct.gov/-/media/Departments-and-
Agencies/DPH/dph/drinking_water/pdf/CentralPreliminaryIntegratedReport_20180315.pdf. 
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The WUCCs, a collaboration between water utilities and regional planners, worked for two years 
to develop comprehensive integrated reports to guide future regional water supply planning.  
Although some of New Britain’s report was likely drafted prior to the issuance of the WUCCs’ 
integrated reports, those reports are now published and should be a primary consideration in 
the analysis of the viability of this concept.  The regional supply concept, described in detail in 
the WUCC Integrated Report should be a part of any analysis of future sources and future supply 
and demand calculations. 
 
The city’s and the WUCC’s reports differ significantly regarding margin of safety ratios and other 
conclusions.  One prominent example of the inconsistency between city’s finding and those of 
the WUCC's more thorough regional evaluation is the difference between the 2060 margin of 
safety (MOS) ratio reported by each.  The WUCC report forecasts a minimum MOS ratio of 1.41 
in the year 2060, suggesting that the city will likely have a significant surplus of water available 
at that time.  The report provided by the city, on the other hand, forecasts a ratio as low as 0.97, 
indicating that the water supply would fall short of demands. 
 
Available Water and Margin of Safety 
The New Britain Water Department has excess water supply with respect to demand now and 
through the 50-year planning period, with Table 12-1 of the city’s report indicating a current 
Margin of Safety of 1.94 and a projected Margin of Safety of 1.48 in the year 2060 using the 
demand projections provided by Lenard Engineering, even without a new reservoir.  The 
Department of Public Health recommendation is to maintain a Margin of Safety of at least 1.15.  
This information is contained in Section 3E of the DPH-approved 2007 revision to New Britain 
Water Department’s water supply plan.  It is unclear why the water supply plan analysis, also 
conducted by Lenard Engineering, offers significantly different findings than this report. 
 
The city’s report does not mention the potential Lamson Corner Reservoir in Burlington.  This 
potential future source is documented in NBWD’s approved water supply plan.  NBWD has 
made a significant investment in this source, with the acquisition of a significant amount of land 
in Burlington.  The report should identify if the proposed quarry reservoir will modify NBWD’s 
plans for this future source and why the quarry reservoir concept is preferable. 
 
The city’s report’s discussions of available water and margin of safety calculations presume a 1 
MGD reduction in the purchase of water from the MDC due to the impact of streamflow 
regulations on the MDC supply.  The report, however, did not include the availability of the 
existing 5 MGD from the MDC’s Nepaug Reservoir to the System’s total available water. The 
agreement with the MDC is infinite and the 5 MGD is available to New Britain for as long as it 
wishes (up to 10 MGD per day is permitted, though the calendar year average may not exceed 5 
MGD). The availability of such water from MDC should have been explained in the city’s report. 
 
In total, the city’s report details an approximate 7 MGD loss of safe yield in the planning report’s 
period, as follows: a 2 MGD reduction due to DEEP minimum streamflow releases, starting in 
2027, an additional 1.82 MGD (10 %) reduction in safe yield due to climate change, an 
additional 1.82 MGD (10 %) reduction due to potential water diversion permit restrictions, and a 
1 MGD reduction in available supply from the MDC interconnection.  The above noted losses are 
projections and assumptions, with the report providing no documentation or other basis for 
them.  The city report’s analysis postulates all of them occurring, and, therefore, the resultant 
reductions in water supply and margin of safety are overly conservative and speculative.  Again, 
these compounded loss assumptions are not included in the approved water supply plan 
produced by Lenard Engineering.  It also differs from the analyses done for the WUCC 
Integrated Report. 
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Relative to potential reductions in available water supply due to increases in required releases 
under the 2011 Minimum Stream Flow Regulations, the stated reductions in available water due 
to these requirements are unsubstantiated and lack a safe daily yield model analysis. 
  
The city’s report, on Page 12-1, states that New Britain will have to provide downstream releases 
to meet DEEP Minimum Streamflow regulations for all surface water sources. However, Shuttle 
Meadow Reservoir and Wasel Reservoir are expected to be exempt from these regulations, while 
North and South Hart Pond are expected to be required to make only minimum releases.  Detail 
should be provided on how the 2 MGD reduction in safe yield was estimated.  It should also be 
noted that the Kensington Fire District, Berlin Water Control Commission, and Valley Water 
Systems have no active reservoirs, so will be unaffected by the release requirements.  Finally, 
Bristol Water Department has 6 surface water reservoirs, 5 of which DEEP expects to be exempt 
from making streamflow releases.  
 
The demand projections include a number of unsubstantiated, conservative assumptions.  For 
example, page 5-17 states that Valley Water System’s Average Day Demand is expected to decrease by 
23% by 2060.  Valley has not purchased any water from New Britain over the last five years presented 
in the report, yet the maximum amount in accordance with the purchase agreement is assumed.  In 
addition, a 1 MGD reduction in available supply from the MDC interconnection was added to the 
supply assumptions without basis.  And the report speculates a 10% reduction in supply due to 
“potential water diversion permit restrictions”.  All of these assumptions are unsubstantiated 
reductions in available water supply and appear to be unrealistic. 
 
The projections do not include any expectation for further water conservation and other efficiencies, 
such as the continuing decrease in average day demand due to normal change-out of plumbing and 
replacement with low-flow fixtures.  In addition, due to energy and wastewater discharge permitting 
costs, new industrial users are highly motivated to minimize water use, so an increase in 1 MGD from 
existing and future users is unsubstantiated and appears unrealistic.   
 
The WPC notes that the city’s report, on Page 5-4, states that non-revenue water is 19.5%, which is 
above the recommended 15%.  Efforts to reduce non-revenue water to below 15% should be the top 
priority before considering adding new sources and the report does not make any mention of 
reduction of this lost water. 
 
 
III. Likely safe yield increase to the city of New Britain's water reservoir 
system that could be supplied by such change of use 
 
Although the proposed 2.3 billion gallons of storage would, when the reservoir is in full 
operation as projected in 40 years, add an expected 2 MGD to the safe yield of New Britain’s 
system, it will for now and until then reduce the system’s safe yield by 0.16 MGD due to the 
quarry operation on the class I and II water company owned land in the Shuttle Meadow 
watershed area.  It is not clear, based on the report’s description of this analysis, whether the 
described supply increase is plausible.  The report does not clearly indicate whether or not the 
water used to fill the quarry reservoir would otherwise be usable in an existing reservoir.  
 
Although not mentioned in the city’s report, the nearby Plainville Reservoir was issued an 
abandonment permit in 1997.  The report does not mention this water body or provide an 
analysis of its potential future reuse for water supply.  
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IV. Impact on raw reservoir water quality that is likely to occur from such 
change of use 
 
Perchlorate 
The report documents detectable concentrations of perchlorate in the surface water that 
currently exists at the quarry.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
determined that perchlorate is a human health risk and has indicated this contaminant will be 
regulated in the future (https://www.epa.gov/dwstandardsregulations/perchlorate-drinking-
water) as part of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Testing performed in 2017 did not detect 
perchlorate, but the minimum detection limit of this monitoring was 80 times higher than the 
original testing that detected it.  Perchlorate is a blasting agent, and is a concern in quarry 
reservoirs.  A nearby example is a quarry reservoir in Rockport, Massachusetts 
(https://www.mass.gov/lists/perchlorate-background-information-and-standards ).  The city’s 
report does not analyze the potential for an increase in the occurrence of this chemical as a 
result of expanded quarrying. 
 
Trichloroethylene (TCE) 
TCE and 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene were detected in the raw water quality monitoring.  TCE is a 
known human carcinogen and is a drinking water contaminant regulated by CT DPH and EPA 
under the SDWA.  TCE was identified in lab sample #160-22536-A-4 MS at a level that exceeds 
the proposed maximum contaminant level (http://www.portal.ct.gov/-/media/Departments-
and-
Agencies/DPH/dph/environmental_health/eoha/pdf/032415TCEmcldecember2014apdf.pdf?la
=en ).  The presence of this contaminant does not appear to be referenced or analyzed in the 
city’s report other than in the raw laboratory data.  There is a health risk associated with TCE 
and with 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, which is also a regulated contaminant 
(https://eregulations.ct.gov/eRegsPortal/Browse/RCSA?id=Title%2019|19-13-B|19-13-b102|19-
13-b102 ).  The city’s report does identify this contaminant’s occurrence and notes “this 
compound is not anticipated to be an issue.” The detection of these chemicals is a concern for 
the WPC; it is also not known if and how much the use of these chemicals would be increased 
due to the expanded quarrying operation detailed in the city’s report.  The report does not 
appear to analyze the potential for an increase in the occurrence of these chemicals as a result of 
expanded quarrying. 
 
Stratification 
According to the city’s report, the proposed reservoir will be susceptible to stratification, which 
may result in variations in water quality at different depths.  Water quality in the completed 
reservoir is a factor which is not adequately addressed in that report.  The depth of the proposed 
reservoir, up to 130’, will result in stratification of the stored water, with a potential for deeper 
water to develop low dissolved oxygen levels.  Such conditions can result in mobilization of 
metals such as iron and manganese from the walls and floor of the reservoir.  Water quality 
concerns at greater depths might render a considerable part of the reservoir’s water unusable. 
 
Manganese 
The city’s report did not evaluate the potential for manganese to exceed water quality standards in the 
proposed reservoir.  Manganese can be leached from basalt like that proposed to be quarried, with 
this risk likely increasing due to the expectation for pulverized rock from blasting or from a 
submerged rubble layer to remain in the completed reservoir.  DEEP indicates that manganese has 
been a problem in discharges from other basalt quarries in Connecticut.  Manganese is being studied 
by the EPA under the UCMR4 for possible future regulation in public drinking water.  For private 
wells, the DPH action level for manganese is currently 500 micrograms/liter. 
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Reservoir Operation 
The city’s report proposes that the reservoir would be served by an outlet structure capable of 
withdrawing water from various depths.  The report does not discuss the potential impact if 
water with low dissolved oxygen is pumped directly to the treatment plant, which is one option 
mentioned in the report.  Contaminants likely to result from water stagnation are typically 
treatable with the existing treatment process, but can significantly increase the effort and cost of 
treatment. 
 
Ideally, water would not remain in such a reservoir for an extended period of time and the city’s 
report references this on page 8-7.  The desire to use the water of the new reservoir more rapidly to  
minimize stagnation must be balanced against the high cost of pumping replacement water from 
Coppermine Brook and the need to provide available capacity in Shuttle Meadow Reservoir to 
accommodate inflow from the new reservoir. 
 
The city’s report only considered the water quality of Coppermine Brook under low or normal 
streamflow, not during the higher stream flow periods when flood-skimming would occur.  
Water quality is likely to be significantly different at that time.  In particular, the water is likely 
to have very different levels of organic chemicals, inorganic chemicals, microorganisms 
including legionella, crypto, giardia, sediments and other organic matters that can get washed 
into the brook as rain water passes through the streets and the terrain of the Coppermine Brook 
watershed. This lower quality water will then be pumped to be stored in the proposed quarry 
reservoir and the subsequent residence period is conducive to the proliferation of a long list of 
contaminants, such as perchlorate or industrial solvents, that the existing treatment plant may 
not have the capacity to properly treat. 
 
The WPC notes that drainage from the construction sequence and incremental construction 
activities would occur in areas that would remain in the watershed draining to the Shuttle 
Meadow Reservoir.  There would be a prolonged (decades-long) risk to reservoir water quality 
due to these activities in the existing drinking water watershed.  There does not appear to be 
adequate analysis of this in the report. 
 
Much of the area that would be impacted in the proposed expanded area of quarrying is located 
in the active public drinking water supply watershed of the Shuttle Meadow Reservoir.  Surficial 
activities associated with the quarrying operation, including clear-cutting the forest and 
removing the stumps, soil and other natural material create a significant water quality risk to 
the reservoir.  The report does not adequately document how this operation will be conducted.  
There is no information as to whether this process will be done incrementally or immediately, 
nor what protections will be instituted.  It appears that there is a potential for decades of 
increased risk to Shuttle Meadow Reservoir’ water quality.  
 
The city’s report mentions that Tighe & Bond analyzed one surface water sample from the existing 
quarry in 2017 and also reviewed a previous water quality sample that was taken in 2011 as part of a 
DEEP Permit application.  The report finds the quality of these samples to be acceptable as far as 
meeting drinking water quality standards, but the apparent reliance on two water quality samples is 
not adequate to fully understand water chemistry.  However, it is noted that surface runoff from the 
site would not constitute a major source of water supply to fill the proposed reservoir due to the very 
limited watershed area contributing to the reservoir. 
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The report also does not analyze or discuss the costs of pumping such a large volume of water (2.31 
billion gallons) from Coppermine Brook to the site to initially fill the reservoir or the future cost of 
pumping replacement water.  The operational costs could be considerable. 
 
 
V. Procedures and steps that are available to minimize environmental 
impacts from such change of use 
 
PA 16-61 required the report commissioned by the city to include an analysis of the procedures 
and steps that are available to minimize environmental impacts from the proposed change of 
use of the proposed quarry site.  The report, however, does not do this.  The WPC has chosen to 
organize this section around certain DEEP permitting processes likely to be triggered by the 
proposed change of use and that are intended to minimize environmental impacts of such 
activities.  Some discussion, such as that regarding individual habitats or species of concern, is 
better suited to the discussion of Sec. I and can be found there. 
 
Three categories of environmental permits are potentially required from DEEP for the proposed 
action.  These are briefly described in Chapter 11 of the Report. 
 
Page 11-2 of the Report cites a need for the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and 
Dewatering Wastewaters from Construction Activities.  Because quarries fall under the purview 
of the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activities, 
based on SIC code, this latter general permit would be required and would replace the need for a 
Construction Stormwater Permit.  Further, because the New Britain Water Department property 
is contiguous to the existing Tilcon quarry property and would be quarried by the same 
operator, the Industrial Stormwater General Permit for the existing Tilcon quarry could be 
amended to cover the new excavation, even recognizing that the new quarry would be physically 
separate from the existing one.  Though a separate Construction Stormwater General Permit will 
not be needed for the new excavation, Tilcon would have to comply with the requirements of the 
Construction Stormwater General Permit program within its Industrial Stormwater General 
Permit and its operations. 
 
Tilcon should contact the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers concerning the need for a Section 404 
Permit in connection with the wetland and watercourse impacts of the proposed action.  The 
Corps may interpret the project impacts to be non-jurisdictional because no fill is being 
deposited in the wetlands and watercourses, but rather they are being excavated.  This would be 
consistent with some previous jurisdictional rulings by the Corps.  If the Corps decides it will not 
regulate the impacts of the proposed action under Section 404, then a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification from DEEP would not be required. 
 
A Water Diversion Permit, pursuant to the Connecticut Water Diversion Policy Act, C.G.S. sec. 
22a-365 through 22a-378, may be required for the construction of the reservoir because the 
elimination of wetlands and watercourses at the proposed reservoir site will alter the 
instantaneous flow of water at that location.  As noted in the Report, the Plainville Inland 
Wetlands and Watercourses Commission would have jurisdiction over wetlands impacts and 
mitigation/ compensation at the site, as the proposed action is a private activity, not a state or 
federal action. 
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VI. Permits required for such change of use 
 
There are a series of DPH statutory and regulatory reviews that would be required of a proposed 
new surface water drinking water source.  A DPH water company land change in use permit 
would be required pursuant to CGS Section 25-32.  Approval of the new source would be 
required pursuant to CGS Section 25-33(b).  Ancillary facilities would require a regulatory 
approval pursuant to RCSA Section 19-13-B102(d)(2).  Compliance with additional statutes and 
regulations would need to be established as well, such as Sec. 25-41. Cemetery not to be within 
one-half mile of reservoir and RCSA Section 19-13-B32, Sanitation of Watersheds.    
 
In addition to the Water Diversion Permit described in the previous section regarding the 
elimination of wetlands and watercourses, two additional diversion permits would likely be 
required due to the proposed reservoir operation.  Diversion Permits for consumptive water use 
would be required both for the flood-skimming operation to fill the proposed storage reservoir 
with water from Coppermine Brook and, separately, for withdrawals of water from the proposed 
reservoir once in use. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
PA 16-61 and the report it prompted focused on the potential increase in water storage possible 
by developing a reservoir in the future.  The WPC’s review followed the requirements of the 
Public Act.  As discussed in the above review, the WPC finds that the city’s report does not 
substantiate the need for the proposed new reservoir or, in fact, that the proposed reservoir 
would even be a viable public water storage facility.  Based on this review, the WPC finds that 
the proposal’s risks to the current public water system and the environment are significant and 
the city’s report does not make a plausible case for undertaking such an activity and, therefore, 
does not justify the loss of forest and the ecological, recreational and environmental impacts. 
 
The WPC notes that, if a state agency were to consider undertaking a state or federally funded 
project comparable to this, it could be subject to two processes that require a broad, rigorous 
review of the project objectives and potential impacts, both direct and indirect.  The first is a 
requirement for state agencies to determine the extent to which a proposed state action is 
consistent with the state conservation & development policies plan (State C&D Plan), in 
accordance per Chapter 279 of the CT General Statutes. 
 
If the proposed action was found to be consistent with the State C&D Plan, a state agency 
undertaking an action of this magnitude would follow the CT Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) 
review process, per Chapter 439 of the statutes.  A key component of the CEPA process is the 
establishment of a purpose and need statement for the proposed action.  Only with a clear 
understanding of the underlying purpose and need for an action can other agencies and the 
public help identify potential alternatives for addressing the need and better inform the agency’s 
decision-making process. 
 
Given that the proposed change of use is not an action of a state agency, neither the State C&D 
Plan consistency nor CEPA review processes apply.  The WPC is not suggesting that statutes be 
amended to make this particular project or other comparable projects be subject to such review, 
in part because of procedural issues arising when a state agency cannot reasonably be 
considered the project sponsor.  If state or federal funding is sought in the future, however, such 
as to assist in developing flood-skimming capacity for Coppermine Brook, it would be too late 
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for a state agency to conduct a meaningful review.  By that point, the most significant impacts 
could be locked in. 
 
The CEPA and State C&D Plan review processes tend to lead to a broader consideration of issues 
than was done in the city’s report.  For example, the WPC notes that the report indicates that 
“the preliminary sequence of quarrying would proceed from west to east for work on the New 
Britain parcel, to further delay and reduce impacts to residential neighborhoods in New Britain 
located to the east”.  State agency reviews of their own projects would ordinarily give much 
greater consideration to the magnitude and timing of such impacts. 
 
The WPC appreciates the opportunity to review the submitted report and offer the above 
comments. 
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