
Water Planning Council Advisory Group 
 

September 20, 2016 
Meeting Minutes 

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

Gil Bligh   City of New Britain 
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  
Maureen Westbrook  Connecticut Water Company  
 

Members by Phone: 
Karen Burnaska  Endangered Lands Coalition/CFE 
 

Other Attendees: 
Judy Allen   Save our Water CT 
Steve Anderson  DoAg 
Lou Burch   CCE 
Mike Johnson   Sullivan & LeShane 
Gail Lucchina   PURA 
David Murphy   Milone & MacBroom 
Nick Neeley   PURA 
Nick Salemi   MDC 
Elaine Sistare   CDM Smith 
Martha Smith   West River Watershed Coalition 
Bruce Wittchen  OPM 
Paul Zagorsky 
 

Members Absent: 
Curtis Anderson  Connecticut Irrigation Contractors Association 
Eric Brown   CBIA 
James Butler   SCCOG 
Josh Cansler   Southeastern CT Water Authority 
David Knauf   Darien Health Department  
Vin Ringrose   Fisheries Advisory Council 
Denise Savageau  Town of Greenwich 
Robert Silvestri  PSEG 
Richard Sobolewski  OCC  
Kevin Sullivan   Green Industry 
Henry Talmage  CT Farm Bureau 
Robert W. Wesneski  Avon Water Company 
Bob Young   Middletown Water & Sewer Department 
 

 
1. Call to Order 

 
The meeting was called to order at 1:38 p.m. 
 

2. Approval of Minutes – July 19, 2016 and 8/16/2016 
 
A quorum was not present and it was not possible to approve the minutes. 
 

http://www.ct.gov/pura/site/default.asp
http://www.ct.gov/pura/site/default.asp
http://www.newbritainct.gov/index.php/city-services/water-department.html
http://ct.water.usgs.gov/
http://www.pomperaug.org/
http://www.rwater.com/
http://www.riversalliance.org/
http://www.ctwater.com/
http://ctenvironment.org/endangered-land.cfm
http://www.ct.gov/doag/site/default.asp
http://www.ct.gov/pura/site/default.asp
http://www.ct.gov/pura/site/default.asp
http://cdmsmith.com/
http://www.ct.gov/opm/cwp/view.asp?a=2990&q=385462&opmNav_GID=1807%20
http://www.cicaweb.org/
http://www.cbia.com/home.php
http://www.seccog.org/
http://www.waterauthority.org/
http://www.darienct.gov/content/104/114/163/default.aspx
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?A=2696&Q=322704
http://www.greenwichct.org/Government/Departments/Conservation_Commission/
http://www.pseg.com/family/power/index.jsp
http://www.ct.gov/occ/site/default.asp
http://www.cfba.org/
http://www.cityofmiddletown.com/content/117/123/185/default.aspx
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3. State Water Plan 
 
a. Status Update and Next Steps – CDM Smith Report 

 
Elain Sistare said CDM Smith has been busy and looks forward to receiving comments.  She 
mentioned the fact sheet prepared by CDM Smith and noted that comments on that draft were due 
last week.  She added that the 1st year’s workshop is scheduled for 9/29 and further information will 
be distributed. 
 
Elaine said CDM Smith has been coordinating with the Policy Committee.  She added that each 
WPC committee and work group can also provide comments and that comments are due 9/23 and 
will be discussed in October.  She referred to Kirk Westphal’s August memo (Attachment 1), which 
identified each group’s responsibilities. 
 
Elaine said CDM Smith continues to look for feedback and Virginia de Lima said she had told Kirk 
that the WPCAG will provide a reality check regarding documents as they are generated.  Elaine 
provided an over view of the responsibilities and timeframe for the second year of this project. 
  

b. Assignments and Feedback for WPCAG 
 
Maureen Westbrook explained that a draft plan is due in April-May and then it goes to the 
legislature.  There will be little time to discuss comments.  She said the WPCAG should have a 
review role and mentioned the group’s broad scope.  She mentioned the Pomperaug basin as being a 
good prospect for one of the proposed case studies mentioned in Kirk’s memo and said there needs 
to be more thought about others. 
 
Margaret Miner said there needs to be more outreach to watershed and other groups and Virginia 
de Lima said the transcribed flipcharts from the 2014 brainstorming session might be helpful.  
There was further discussion of the WPCAG’s the extent of reach into various interest groups and 
other entities and of council of governments (COG) participation in the WPCAG. 
 
Karen Burnaska suggested that the WPCAG also consider reaching out to the CT Conference of 
Municipalities (CCM) and CT Council of Small Towns (COST) and mentioned that CCM has an 
environment & energy committee. 
 
Maureen said the water planning workshop is quickly approaching and said that, while it is 
important to distribute information as promptly as possible in the current ad hoc manner, such 
outreach should be more organized in the future. 
 
Margaret Miner said there is a gap in water planning that needs to be filled by local health directors 
and there was a discussion of current health director representation on the WPCAG, given that the 
group’s health department representative resigned.  There was a discussion of other groups that 
should participate in this effort, including the CT Business & Industry Assoc. (CBIA), the state’s 
association of Water Pollution Control Authorities.  Steve Anderson said the Dept of Agriculture can 
publicize this effort in the state’s weekly Ag Report and there was a discussion of other possible 
contacts in the agriculture sector. 
 
Maureen said CDM Smith should show how their schedule matches the deadlines for deliverables as 
mandated by the water plan legislation.  Len DeJong suggested the WPCAG establish a subgroup to 
handle the WPCAG’s review role more efficiently.  There was further discussion of the outreach, 
planning and review processes and Maureen said she will redistribute the WPCAG’s outreach 
guidelines.  There was a discussion of press releases and other outreach options and Elaine Sistare 
said CDM Smith will get information out any way it can. 
 

http://www.ccm-ct.org/
http://www.ccm-ct.org/
http://www.ctcost.org/Pages/index
https://www.cbia.com/
http://www.ct.gov/doag/cwp/view.asp?a=3243&q=400466


3 
 

There was a discussion of the CDM Smith white papers and Margaret asked who the intended 
audience is for those documents.  She said they read like some agency PowerPoints she has seen and 
asked if, we are uncertain of the audience and its interests, should there be so much effort to 
produce the white papers?  She added that the Excel spreadsheet provided for submitting comments 
is awkward. 
 
Elaine Sistare explained that CDM Smith original plan for the white papers was to provide 12-15 
pages, without an executive summary.  There is interest in also having an executive summary and 
they might write one to cover all four white papers. 
 
Virginia de Lima explained how she had incorporated comments from Science & Technical 
Committee members into that group’s document.  Elaine described CDM Smith’s approach.  
Margaret asked if the 2nd draft of the white papers should be considered the final draft.  She also 
asked if the white papers have a central role in the process or whether they are ancillary to it.   
 
There was a discussion of whether the white papers are to become the body of the plan.  Margaret 
said she is concerned that the white papers might be too long and contrasted them with other, 
shorter reviews.  She added that less might be more.  There was a discussion of the degree of detail 
necessary in the body of a planning document and it was suggested that state and federal 
requirements can be listed in an attachment. 
 
There was a discussion of the draft “current situation” white paper and of concerns about the 
inclusion of certain opinions and goals.  John Hudak reminded the group of the 2002 work groups’ 
efforts and there was a discussion of incorporating information developed then.  There was further 
discussion of the white papers collecting information from various sources and of comments to be 
submitted by the WPCAG. 
 
Virginia de Lima said it will be important to keep the legislature informed of this ongoing effort.  
There was a discussion of how that can be done and also of CDM Smith’s general notice of the 
meeting and other outreach regarding the workshop.  Elaine Sistare said the workshop will only set 
up the next stage of the process and decisions will not be made there regarding the plan itself.  
Virginia noted that thorough outreach helps protect against people later trying to derail the process 
by saying they did not know about it. 
 
There was further discussion about opportunities for public input.  Maureen Westbrook asked if 
CDM Smith will accept public comment afterwards and Gail Lucchina mentioned that three public 
meetings will also be held during Phase 1.  Karen Burnaska asked if the information sheet developed 
by CDM Smith should specify where comments can be sent.  Gail said PURA’s Jack Betkoski has 
requested that comments go through the PURA docketing systems.  There was further discussion of 
outreach regarding the three upcoming public meetings and of comment deadlines. 
  

c. Steering Committee Activities 
 
Maureen said DEEP proposed making significant changes to the diversion regulations.  She said it 
was followed by a lively discussion and DPH did not appear to be in agreement. 
  

d. Policy Committee Report 
 
Maureen said the committee covered much of the same material as the WPCAG went through here.  
Elaine Sistare said the Policy Committee winnowed down the list of issues to be addressed and 
Maureen Westbrook suggested that the current list be compared with the suggested Table of 
Contents developed by the Other States’ Plans work group.  She also mentioned that committee 
member Elin Katz of the Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC) had raised a question about the rate 
impacts of potential changes.  John Hudak noted that data for registered water diversions are still 
unavailable because a reporting form has never been developed in accordance with 22a-368a. 

http://ct.gov/occ/site/default.asp
https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_446i.htm#sec_22a-368a
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e. Science & Technical Committee Report 

 
Virginia said she will forward the group’s comments regarding the white papers. 

 
4. Old Business 

 
a. Water Utility Coordinating Committee update 

 
David Murphy provided an update regarding the ongoing Water Utility Coordinating Committee 
(WUCC) process and said two of the three WUCC reports are now available and that the third might 
be available tomorrow.  Comments are due next month.  Margaret said comments are available on 
DPH’s WUCC site and asked if those have also been sent to WUCC members.  David said comments 
will be compiled and forwarded as a package and there was further discussion of the WUCC update 
process.  

 
b. WPC review of New Britain/Tilcon study 

 
Margaret Miner said the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) will review this at their meeting 
tomorrow.  There was a discussion of the review process and of documents available to CEQ.  Paul 
Zagorsky said meetings are ongoing.  He noted that New Britain’s mayor now says the city does not 
need as rapid of a review as was said previously.  Margaret Miner said the League of Women Voters 
plans to hold a forum on this in New Britain after the elections.  Nick Neeley said the WPC expects 
to receive the city’s and CEQ’s reports in October. 
 

5. New Business 
 
a. Member contact lists and outreach tools 

 
This was addressed in an earlier discussion at this meeting.  

 
b. Other 

 
Len DeJong asked Bruce Wittchen to provide an update on Interagency Drought Work Group 
actions.  Bruce provided an overview of current data and of the recent drought advisory update 
issued by OPM.  He noted that he had not yet found it online, but pointed out that it was broadly 
distributed to media outlets and he has seen a number of references to it. 
 
Virginia de Lima said she had heard the group had intended to point out that reducing outdoor 
watering was an especially effective way to reduce water use, but that does not appear in the press 
release.  Bruce said he did not know what led to that change, but noted that there were several other 
changes too, with some statements moved further towards the beginning or end of the release. 
 
Margaret Miner said the portrayal of the state in the US Drought Monitor might be too extreme and 
added that there is much to do regarding the state’s drought policy. 
 

6. WPC Work Group Updates 
 
a. Watershed Lands Work Group update 

 
Karen Burnaska said the group will meet with DPH’s Lori Mathieu regarding DPH’s review of 
applications for green energy installations on watershed lands.  Margaret Miner said watershed 
groups are concerned about the WUCC process getting out ahead of the rest of the state’s water 
planning and added that some groups have sent a letter to the WPC about this. 

 

http://www.ct.gov/dph/wucc
http://www.ct.gov/ceq/site/default.asp
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7. Public Comment 
 
Judy Allen asked how the information sheet discussed during this meeting will be circulated and there 
was a discussion of the document’s availability and of how people can submit comments. 
 
Lou Burch provided an overview of comments he will submit to the WPC, including that water supplies 
must be protected, especially in a time of drought, and the public water supply should be the highest 
priority.  He added that his organization also has concerns about how the state addresses drought and 
about grandfathered water diversion registrations.  He noted the state’s experiences with Shepaug and 
Fenton Rivers and said his organization is concerned about minimum stream flows and supports 
conservation pricing.  He said he is concerned about the low level of public engagement in water 
planning and recommended that there be better outreach.  He will submit the group’s comments to the 
WPC. 
 

8. Future Meeting Date 
 

Maureen noted that the October meeting will be the 2nd Tuesday of the month, not the usual 3rd 
Tuesday.  There was a discussion of the schedule for upcoming WPC and Steering Committee meetings 
and of the accessibility of transcripts of those meetings.  The next WPCAG meeting is scheduled for 
Tuesday, October 11th, at PURA. 

 
9. Adjourn  
 

The meeting adjourned at 3:27 p.m. 
 
 
Minutes prepared by Bruce Wittchen, OPM 



 

Attachment 1 
Draft Memorandum 

Proposed Roles of Working Groups in Support of Connecticut State Water Plan 

Prepared By: K. Westphal, CDM Smith 

Date:  August 2016 

 

The four committees / working groups supporting the Connecticut State Water Plan (listed below) represent collections 
of expertise and experience that are vital to the successful development of a consensus-based Plan.  Also vital to the 
success of the Plan is the efficiency of the planning process.  To efficiently capitalize on each group’s expertise and 
experience, CDM Smith proposes the following tasks for each group which are carefully aligned with the scope of work, 
and which we believe will focus their unique expertise on specific elements of the Plan itself.  This list is not intended to 
limit the functionality of these work groups in any way, but rather to focus a portion of their efforts on critical aspects of 
the State Water Plan. 

 

POLICY WORK GROUP 

1. Review Policy White Papers.  As deliverables for the project, drafts of these four white papers will be 
distributed by NEIWPCC for review by designated representatives of various work groups and state agencies, as 
directed by the WPC.  However, it would be beneficial for the Policy Work Group to assume a lead role in 
reviewing these documents and assisting with the compilation of comments from various sources.  The themes 
of the papers, per the scope of work, will be: Current Water Management Structure, Land Conservation and 
Economic Trends, Water Management Alternatives (for the future), and Conflicts and Challenges with respect to 
water planning in Connecticut.  There will be additional white papers in Phase II.  This task will directly expedite 
and improve the ultimate content of Tasks 1B-1 through 1B-4, each of which will become a chapter in the State 
Water Plan. 

2. Pre-screen Draft Policy Recommendations: The work group has drafted proposed policy language for a variety 
of issues that will be addressed in the Plan.  The Work Group could review these drafts and identify which issues 
are most likely to garner consensus during this one-year planning process (and which could therefore be 
included in the Plan with recommended legislative or regulatory language), and which would likely require 
additional study, data, or consensus-building.  This would be a pre-emptive approach to preparing for the third 
workshop (task 2A-1.2).   

3. Refine Language of Consensus Policy Recommendations:  Based on #2 above, the group should focus on 
refining the language only of the recommendations that are likely to pass through the one-year planning process 
with consensus.  This may be only two or three issues, but a focused effort by this group on refining the 
language of policies and/or management strategies that are likely to be included as Plan recommendations 
would a) streamline the workshops in Phase II, and b) make the Plan more substantial by helping to get more 
issues to the point of recommended language for legislative review.  This task would directly expedite and 
simplify the 5th workshop in this planning process, as defined by Task 2A-1.4. 
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SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY WORK GROUP 

1. Review Data Summary and Data Gaps Memo:  CDM Smith will deliver in the next several weeks a summary of 
data that we’ve collected for the Plan, including sources, intended uses, and any relevant caveats based on 
guidance from the QAPP.  This work group can help evaluate the completeness of our data sets, and also help 
identify ways that certain data gaps might be filled, of which we may not be aware.  This work would directly 
improve and expedite Tasks 1C-2.2, 1C-2.3, 1C-2.4, 1C-3.1, 1C-3.2, and 1C-4.1. 

2. Identify Case Study Opportunities:  Some of the policy and management recommendations can be made 
without detailed technical evaluation.  Other issues will require some evaluation at the resolution at which data 
have been aggregated to support the Plan – the ~43 regional basins (water inventories and interbasin transfers, 
for example).  However, the potential impacts of other recommendations might only be apparent at a more 
localized scale, but the scope and schedule of the planning process will not allow evaluation of every utility or 
municipality or river reach.  For example, understanding the potential impacts of climate change on reservoir 
yield or the flow in a river might require “zooming in” to the scale of the local resource. Therefore, we suggest 
that this work group identify case study areas for which the impacts of particular management decisions or 
future conditions can be instructive throughout the state.  The need for such examples will evolve as the 
planning process moves forward, and CDM Smith will provide examples, suggestions, and lists of possibilities, 
but early discussions have helped to establish this awareness and need.  This task could directly help improve the 
comprehensiveness and credibility of results from Tasks 1C-4 and 2C. 

 

WATER PLANNING COUNCIL ADVISORY GROUP 

1. Local Implementation Guidelines:  Many of the recommendations in the Plan will be broad enough to address 
issues at a statewide level, as the Plan is intended to be a collection of guidelines for statewide water 
management policies.  In some cases, translation of the recommendations in the form of local implementation 
guidelines will be helpful, as outlined in Task 2B-3 of the scope.  This group, which is already discussing ways in 
which certain broad guidelines can be translated into local action (response measures to statewide drought 
indicators, for example) can help identify the need for local implementation guidelines, and also help develop 
them.  CDM Smith will work with the group on defining where such guidelines may be needed, and as 
applicable, can help develop outlines or provide examples (again, an example would drought response:  While 
statewide drought conditions may be fairly uniform, the impacts of these conditions can vary considerably 
between large and small supply systems – the localized guidance could take the form of a uniform approach for 
utilities to develop their own system-specific triggers for drought management that build on statewide drought 
levels, with respect to conservation, emergency supplies, etc.)  This will directly assist with Task 2B-3, and will 
also help render the Plan as a more practical document for water managers throughout the state. 

2. Approval Preparation for the Plan:  In its advisory capacity, this group will eventually need to advise the WPC on 
the routing of the Plan through proper channels of review and adoption.  Because the statutory deadlines for 
Plan completion and delivery to the Legislature are closely spaced in 2017, it would be wise to begin defining 
this process now.  Doing so might have the auxiliary benefit of identifying key personnel involved in the ultimate 
approval process who may benefit from seeing elements of the Plan during its development.  This group could 
begin to specify a clear and definitive routing process for taking the Plan at the conclusion of the one-year 
development process through the State review process, delivery to the Legislature, and ultimate adoption.  This 
work would directly assist with the efficiency of the overarching process of adopting the Plan once it has been 
drafted. 
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WATER PLANNING COUNCIL STEERING COMMITTEE 

1. Formulate Future Water Management Structure:  In addition to facilitating progress and recommendations to 
the WPC, this group is well configured to help formulate organizational structures (non-overlapping roles and 
responsibilities of work groups, agencies, WPC, COGs, etc.) at the state, regional, and local levels to help 
“implement” the Plan.  That is, the current structure of the WPC, its work groups, and committees may lend 
itself differently to Plan Implementation than it does to Plan Development.  Indeed, the roles and 
responsibilities of the participating State Agencies may benefit from adaptation to implementation of the Plan.  
Important to the long-term efficacy of the Plan will be the clarity of roles and responsibilities, and non-
overlapping charters for work groups and agencies as the Plan recommendations are adopted.  Redefinition and 
even reconstitution of certain groups may or may not be appropriate for the implementation phase, but 
efficient implementation will require non-overlapping responsibilities.  This group could reserve a portion of 
each meeting (and possibly establish a Task Committee) for formal discussions on this topic, in ultimate support 
of an important component of the Plan.  This work would directly support and pave the way for Task 2B-4, which 
is the recommendation of a Water Management Organizational Structure to implement the Plan. 

 

 

 


