
1 
 

Water Planning Council Advisory Group 
 

October 17, 2017 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: 

Karen Burnaska  CT Fund for the Environment/Save the Sound 
Josh Cansler   Southeastern CT Water Authority 
Len DeJong   Pomperaug River Watershed Coalition 
Virginia de Lima  USGS CT Water Science Center  
Lee Hoffman (alt)  CT Power and Energy Society 
John Hudak   South Central CT Regional Water Authority  
Patrick Kearny  Manchester Water & Sewer 
Dan Lawrence   Aquarion 
Margaret Miner  Rivers Alliance  
Denise Savageau  Town of Greenwich 
Henry Talmage  CT Farm Bureau 
Tom Tyler   MDC 
Robert Wesneski  Avon Water Company 
 

Members by Phone: 
Aaron Budris   Naugatuck Valley Council of Governments 
David Knauf   Darien Health Department  
Vin Ringrose   Fisheries Advisory Council 
Kevin Sullivan   Green Industry 
 

Other Attendees: 
Judy Allen   Save Our Water CT 
Steve Anderson  DoAg 
Alicea Charamut (alt)  Fisheries Advisory Council 
Paula Clarke   Gaffney Bennett 
Gail Lucchina   PURA 
Tony Mitchell   Rivers Alliance  
Nick Neeley   PURA 
Martha Smith   West River Watershed Coalition 
Lori Vitagliano (alt)   South Central CT Regional Water Authority 
Betsey Wingfield  DEEP 
Bruce Wittchen  OPM 
 

Members Absent: 
Curtis Anderson  Connecticut Irrigation Contractors Association 
Eric Brown   CBIA 
Richard Sobolewski  OCC  

 
1. Call to Order 

 
The meeting was called to order at 1:32 p.m. 
 

2. Approval of Minutes 

http://www.ct.gov/pura/site/default.asp
http://www.ctenvironment.org/
http://www.waterauthority.org/
http://www.pomperaug.org/
http://ct.water.usgs.gov/
http://www.ctpower.org/
http://www.rwater.com/
http://waterandsewer.townofmanchester.org/
http://aquarion.com/
http://www.riversalliance.org/
http://www.greenwichct.org/Government/Departments/Conservation_Commission/
http://www.cfba.org/
http://www.themdc.com/
http://www.nvcogct.org/
http://www.darienct.gov/content/28025/28541/default.aspx
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?A=2696&Q=322704
http://www.ct.gov/doag/site/default.asp
http://www.ct.gov/pura
http://www.ct.gov/pura
http://www.ct.gov/deep
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.ct.gov/occ/site/default.asp


2 
 

 
A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of the September 19, 2017 
meeting and the motion was approved unanimously, with Lee Hoffman and Tom Tyler 
abstaining because they had not attended the meeting. 
 

3. WPCAG membership 
 
b. Ad hoc procedures subcommittee 

 
John Hudak said he had provided a working draft of the procedures document to the 
WPC at their recent meeting.  He noted that there had been a discussion of the 
manner in which CGS 25-33o specifies WPCAG membership and that WPC member 
Garrett Eucalitto said that, because the statute says, “The advisory group may 
include representatives of…”, it should not be considered restrictive.  John also 
mentioned that the WPC does not want the document giving the WPCAG powers that 
it does not already have.  He also said the WPC would want to be informed before the 
WPCAG would take any action to expel a member. 
 
Alicea Charamut said she had incorporated most of John Hudak’s suggestions into 
the current draft and the draft was displayed on the room’s screens for further 
editing (see (Attachment 1, which is the draft following the edits made during the 
meeting).  Alicea mentioned that she would prefer to include direct quotes of the 
statutes, such as in Sec. II.1., because doing so can inform the reader of the origin of 
some requirements. 
 
John Hudak explained that he would prefer to avoid such quotes and pointed out 
that their inclusion could force the group to revise the document.  There was a 
discussion of the merits of each approach and Virginia de Lima recommended that 
the document just refer to the statute while including a link.  She pointed out that 
most people are likely to read it electronically. 
 
There was a discussion of whether Len DeJongs’ suggested edits had been 
incorporated yet and Alicea said they had not been.  There was a discussion of 
alternative approaches to term limits, including staggering members’ terms.  Denise 
Savageau pointed out that the appointment of members is the responsibility of the 
WPC and the document should not grant authority over that to the WPCAG, such as 
in Sec. II.3 and II.4.  The document was reworded to clarify the WPC’s authority. 
 
There was a discussion of the timing of the WPCAG recommending membership and 
leadership changes, as specified in Sec. III.2, and the group decided that October 
would be the most appropriate month. 
 
The group discussed the chain of report review as specified in Sec. IV.4 and decided 
that the key issue is whether a particular work group or subcommittee had been 
created under the WPCAG or is independent of the WPCAG.  That led to a discussion 
of whether or not the water plan implementation group will be under the WPCAG.  
The group also discussed whether there is a distinction between work groups and 
subcommittees.  Henry Talmage recommended inserting “WPCAG” in front of 
“workgroups” in Sec. IV.4 to clarify which work group reports are to be reviewed by 
the WPCAG before going to the WPC. 
 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_474.htm#sec_25-33o
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Alicea Charamut recommended the draft be sent to the WPC for consideration at the 
WPC’s November meeting and, if they accept it, the WPCAG can vote to adopt the 
document at its November meeting.  A motion was made and seconded to send the 
revised draft for WPC review and action. 
 
There was a discussion of the adoption process and Vin Ringrose said that, based on 
his experience with various groups, it is important to push for adoption of a plan 
when there is an opportunity.  There was further discussion of options and Len 
DeJong called the question.  Fifteen voted in favor of the motion, with Len DeJong 
voting against the motion expressing his concern that items discussed during the 
meeting had not been resolved to his satisfaction and Karen Burnaska abstaining 
because she was unable to read the revised document.  Karen asked that the revised 
draft be circulated to members. 
 

c. Ad hoc state water plan implementation committee 
 
John Hudak said this is still on hold and Len DeJong asked the co-chairs to 
encourage the WPC to adopt an implementation approach. 
 

d. Ad hoc membership subcommittee 
 
John Hudak said the group had a conference call to discuss the composition of the 
WPCAG.  He said there was consensus among the subcommittee members that the 
WPCAG should not be expanded to gain balance.  They discussed the relative 
numbers of members representing consumptive and nonconsumptive interests and 
the group did not consider it to be a significant problem.  The group believes the 
imbalance can be addressed gradually, through attrition, but wants to know what 
other WPCAG members think. 
 
Margaret Miner said the imbalance is larger than people think and she believes it 
does affect outcomes.  She would prefer that the group recommend that some effort 
be made to correct the imbalance between consumptive and nonconsumptive 
interests.  There was a discussion of what constitutes balance in this group. 
 
Henry Talmage asked who decides what is meant by balance.  Virginia de Lima said 
part of the problem is that the WPC has been too quick to say yes when someone 
wants a seat on the WPCAG and recent additions have increased the imbalance.  
Alicia Charamut noted that, although the statute requiring balance refers to 
consumptive and nonconsumptive interests, the terms used in the state water plan 
are out-of-stream and in-stream. 
 
Denise Savageau said the WPCAG has not discussed some topics because of the 
expectation that members would not be able to reach a consensus.  She said the 
group should be willing to discuss them and to address a lack of agreement through a 
minority report.  She also mentioned that another factor to consider when judging 
the balance of the group is whether participation is part of a member’s job or whether 
the member is a volunteer or participates in addition to their job. 
 
John Hudak asked if the group agrees to address the imbalance through attrition and 
there was further discussion of the current membership and of members’ 
participation rates.  Bruce Wittchen was asked to compile a list of each member’s 
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meeting attendance.  Len DeJong said a disproportionate number of the members 
representing consumptive interests are from water companies and there was further 
discussion of the balance of different interests within the WPCAG. 
 
Betsey Wingfield said the WPCAG should forward its recommendations to the WPC 
as soon as possible with a request for specific action by the WPC.  She noted that she 
was speaking as an individual, not on behalf of the full WPC, and said the WPCAG’s 
recommendations should be as clear as possible and added that WPCAG members 
discussing those recommendations at the WPC meeting should point out if the 
WPC’s response is not clear enough. 
 
There was further discussion of the process for work group recommendations to be 
reviewed and endorsed.  Len DeJong recommended that the membership 
subcommittee meet again to follow up on this meeting. 
 

4. State Water Plan 
 
a. Outreach Update 

 
Betsey Wingfield recommended that everyone review the WPC’s PowerPoint 
presentation and watch the plan outreach webinar, which is available on YouTube.  
She provided an overview of upcoming meetings and noted that details are available 
at the www.ct.gov/water website.  She said the WPC has received twenty comments 
so far and they are available on the website.  She said comments can be submitted 
through the website and the submission deadline is 11/20. 
 
Virginia de Lima said the PowerPoint presentation works better if it is downloaded 
first rather than being viewed online.  There was a discussion of how submitted 
comments will be reviewed and Betsey Wingfield said the WPC is considering its 
options, noting that CDM Smith might be retained to assist with that if funds are 
available.  
 

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

 
Dan Lawrence said the WUCCs are still at work and he noted that the Western 
WUCC that he participates in is reaching out to the area’s smaller utilities. 

 
b. Legislative update/recap 

 
Margaret Miner said the Governor has issued a new budget proposal.  It is said to be 
similar to the budget previously prepared by the House Democrats and further 
review is required.  She noted that USGS stream gaging no longer has its own line in 
the budget, so continued funding relies on DEEP.  She mentioned that two gages 
have been lost due to a loss of funding and Betsey Wingfield said both had relied on 
matching funds from a municipality, not the state.  There was a discussion of the 
implications for the stream gaging network as budgets get tighter and funders drop 
out. 
 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/7oypyitqtdw8yuz/Final%20Core%20Connecticut%20State%20Water%20Plan.pdf?dl=1
https://www.dropbox.com/s/7oypyitqtdw8yuz/Final%20Core%20Connecticut%20State%20Water%20Plan.pdf?dl=1
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V6OD6QGesEE&feature=youtu.be
http://www.ct.gov/water
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Margaret said the League of Conservation Voters has issued its annual scorecard and 
scores are down.  She noted that the General Assembly didn’t act on SJ-39, which 
would amend the state constitution to require a greater level scrutiny before the state 
transfers environmentally significant state lands.  Other bills will roll back various 
protections and very few helpful bills passed. 
 
Denise Savageau said the state is in its 3rd year of drought and we need to improve 
the process for utilities and towns to coordinate with the state.  She mentioned the 
state’s interagency drought group and said she participated in a conference call 
regarding Aquarion’s Greenwich system and state agencies were not coordinated. 
 
Denise pointed out that the state has accumulated a large precipitation deficit over 
the last 3 years and this will reduce the state’s long-term average annual, masking the 
problem.  She added that Aquarion’s water supply modeling indicated that there is a 
10% probability of the Greenwich system being reduced to a 90-day supply in 
December.  There isn’t a lot of expertise at the municipal level for dealing with such 
situations and no one is even looking at residential wells. 
 
Bruce Wittchen mentioned that the state’s interagency drought group is scheduling a 
meeting to discuss conditions.  They also have a subcommittee that is looking at the 
draft updated drought plan prepared by the WPCAG’s drought plan work group.  He 
said that the state’s experience with the Drought Watch that ended earlier this year, 
highlighted some deficiencies in the draft plan and they are considering possible 
improvements. 
 
Margaret Miner said drought should be a standing item on WPCAG agendas and 
there was further discussion of the state’s drought response role.  Dan Lawrence said 
state drought announcements provide backing for water companies that seek water 
use reductions. 
 

6. New Business 
 
a. FOIA update 
 

Margaret Miner said she is concerned about PA 17-211, which revised the 
state’s Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) to improve access to water company 
information needed for water planning purposes.  She described the chronology of 
changes to FOIA that restricted access and subsequent efforts to limit those 
restrictions. 
 
Margaret said there is broad agreement that PA 17-211 was a good bill, but DPH is 
still following the earlier, more restrictive requirements.  A DPH attorney said they 
will continue to follow a FOI Commission ruling from 2010.  Margaret said that 
should no longer apply because of the changes in PA 17-211. 
 
Margaret distributed a handout from Rivers Alliance regarding this issue 
(Attachment 2) and another from Valerie Rossetti regarding the Metropolitan 
District Commission’s (MDC’s) water supply plan, which has been heavily redacted 
(Attachment 3).  John Hudak said water companies are also seeking clarification 
about the application of PA 17-211 and there was further discussion of FOIA. 
 

http://www.ctlcv.org/
http://www.ctlcv.org/2017-scorecard.html
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/CGABillStatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&bill_num=SJ39
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Public+Act&which_year=2017&bill_num=211
https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_014.htm
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Margaret mentioned that Rivers Alliance is monitoring Eversource’s acquisition of 
Aquarion and said little attention is be paid to it.  There was a discussion of public 
information regarding the deal being redacted.  Lee Hoffman said any acquisition 
premium paid by Eversource will be addressed in a separate PURA rate case.  
Margaret said she has some concern about the conflicting interests of power and 
water utilities and Denise Savageau said there has been little publicity and the 
process is moving rapidly.  

 
7. WPCAG Work Groups 

 
a. Work group assignments and updates 

 
Margaret Miner mentioned that OPM has been accepting comments regarding the 
update of the state’s Plan of Conservation & Development (POCD) and said Class 1 
and Class 2 lands should remain a priority.  She added that a number of 
organizations interested in source water protection have submitted comments, 
including the South Central CT Regional Water Authority and CT Section of the 
American Water Works Association’s Source Water Protection Committee. 
 
Karen Burnaska said there should be greater consistency between the state’s POCD 
and water plan and there was a discussion of different interests in watershed 
protection.  She mentioned the proposed sewer from Goshen that would cross a 
public water supply watershed and asked if regulations should be developed for such 
a situation. 
 
Margaret Miner said DPH has issued a finding that the project does pose a risk and 
the agency does have jurisdiction.  She said that is a substantial step in the right 
direction.  There was a discussion of the difference between this situation and a 
scenario in which a sewer is extended into a watershed area to address failing septic 
systems. 

 
8. WPCAG Member Comment 

 
There were no additional comments. 
 

9. Public Comment 
 
Judy Allen said that, when considering the balance between members representing 
consumptive and those representing nonconsumptive interests, there has been some 
discussion about how some represent both.  She believes those people will look at things 
in a different way than someone who represents a purely in-stream interest.  
 

10. Future Meeting Date 
 
The next WPCAG meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, November 21st, 2017, at PURA. 
 

11. Adjourn 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:29 p.m. 

 
 

http://www.ct.gov/opm/cwp/view.asp?a=2990&q=383182&opmNav_GID=1807
http://www.rwater.com/
http://ctawwa.org/content.php?page=Source_Water_Protection_Committee
http://ctawwa.org/content.php?page=Source_Water_Protection_Committee
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Minutes prepared by Bruce Wittchen, OPM  
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Attachment 1 
WATER PLANNING ADVISORY GROUP 

OPERATING PROCEDURES 

ARTICLE I – THE WATER PLANNING COUNCIL ADVISORY GROUP 

Under the authority of CGA Sec. 25-33o(c), the Water Planning Council (WPC) established an 
Advisory Group to assist in researching and analyzing water resource issues and advise on 
matters of interest.  The statute requires that the Advisory Group be balanced between 
consumptive and non-consumptive interests. Hereafter it shall be referred to as the Water 
Planning Council Advisory Group or the WPCAG. 

ARTICLE II - COMPOSITION 

Section 1.  Membership: Members are appointed in accordance with CGA Sec. 25-33o(c). 

Section 2.  Appointment: The WPCAG may vote to recommend membership candidates for 
approval by the WPC.  The membership term length is four years and may be renewed. 

Section 3: Alternates: each member is encouraged to identify an alternate representative for 
their seat who may attend any and all meetings and may participate as a voting member in the 
member’s absence. The alternate must be a representative of the same category as the 
member and be approved by the WPC. 

Section 4.  Attendance at meetings: A member who has missed three or more meetings within a 12 
month period may be recommended for removal to the WPC by a 2/3 vote of the members of the 
WPCAG attending a meeting, provided the individual has received notice of potential dismissal and for 
which such removal has been noticed as a meeting agenda item. Attendance via telephone is an 
acceptable form of attendance. 

ARTICLE III - OFFICERS AND THEIR DUTIES 

Section 1.  Officers of the WPCAG shall be Co-Chairs each to serve a two year term. The role of 
the Co-chairs is to ensure that the WPCAG functions properly, that there is full participation 
during meetings, that all relevant matters are discussed, and that effective decisions are made 
and carried out. The Co-chair representation should reflect an emphasis on balance with one 
Co-chair representing non-consumptive (in-stream) water needs and the other representing 
consumptive (out of stream) water needs. 

Section 2. WPCAG will submit annually a recommended membership slate and co-chairs to the WPC for 
approval for the October meeting of the WPC.  Recommendations may be made by an individual or 
from the floor for vote by the WPCAG membership to put forth to the WPC for consideration at 
the October  meeting.  Special appointments may be held in the event an officer leaves office 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_474.htm#sec_25-33o
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before his/her term expires.  In such case, the term of office will be until the next regularly 
scheduled appointment. 

Section 3.  Duties of the WPCAG Co-Chairs shall include responsibility for the business of the 
WPCAG.  They will also preside over all meetings of the WPCAG, serve as chief spokesperson of 
the WPCAG, and represent the WPCAG interests to the WPC. 

Section 4.  A representative of an agency of the WPC shall serve in an administrative support 
role: distributing agendas, recording the minutes of all meetings, distributing those minutes, 
and keeping all records of the WPCAG. 

ARTICLE IV - COMMITTEE STRUCTURE 

Section 1.  Standing Workgroups of the WPCAG may be established by the WPCAG or the WPC 
as needed to research and analyze specific technical or policy issues, advise the WPC on 
matters of interest and meet other needs of the WPCAG. The WPCAG shall appoint workgroup 
chairs, who will provide regular updates to the WPCAG on the status of workgroup activities. 

Section 2.  Ad hoc workgroups of the WPCAG may be established by the WPCAG Co-chairs as 
needed to address specific issues or projects.  

Section 3. In addition to WPCAG members, membership on any WPCAG workgroup shall be 
open to interested stakeholders or individuals with particular subject matter expertise who are 
not members of the WPCAG.  

Section 4.  Final reports or work products of the WPCAG workgroups shall be submitted to the 
WPCAG for review and/or to solicit feedback and then forwarded to the WPC for adoption or 
other action as deemed appropriate.  

ARTICLE V - MEETINGS 

Section 1.  WPCAG Meetings of the WPCAG shall be scheduled on a monthly basis at a time and 
location determined by the committee at the start of the calendar year which shall be posted. 

Section 2.  A quorum shall be constituted by the presence of more than 50% of the currently 
appointed WPCAG members.. 

Section 3. WPCAG membership may designate a Chair if both Co-chairs are absent from a 
meeting. 

Section 4.  Special Meetings may be called by the Co-Chairs or at the request of the WPC or 
upon written request of not less than one-half of the WPCAG members. 

Section 5. All members and their alternates are encouraged to debate and contribute to 
conversation on agenda issues and to suggest agenda items for discussion. 
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Section 6. Each seat shall have one vote.  Except as otherwise provided in these Operating 
Procedures, passage of motions shall be by simple majority of the attending members. A seat’s 
alternate member shall be entitled to attend all WPCAG meetings and functions; however, the 
alternate member shall have voting rights only when acting as the organization’s 
representative. 

Section 7. Rules of order and procedure during WPCAG business shall be Robert’s Rule of Order 
and Procedure to govern matters of order and procedure not covered by these Operating 
Procedures. 

Section 8. The WPCAG is subject to FOIA and should adhere to public accessibility, noticing and 
posting requirements as such. 

ARTICLE VI – OPERATING PROCEDURES AND AMENDMENTS 

Section 1.  Operating Procedures process: The Operating Procedures of the WPCAG may be 
adopted, added to, amended or repealed by a vote of at least 2/3 all WPCAG members and by a 
vote of the WPC.  Said vote will be taken at the meeting following a meeting where proposed 
changes are read and discussed.  Said vote shall be conducted in accordance with Article V, 
Section 6.  
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Attachment 2 
 
October 17, 2017 

To: CT Water Planning Council; WPC Advisory Group 

Regrettably I am unable to be present in person at the WPC and WPC Advisory Committees this month, 
but would like to submit a public comment concerning access to water planning information and the 
calculation of safe yields. 

I am certainly no expert in water planning; merely a member of the public who became concerned 
about the decision-making process involved in committing 1.8M gallons of treated drinking water/day to 
an out of state corporation (Niagara Bottling) in perpetuity. The question of whether there would be 
“enough water” came up in the minds of MDC’s residential customers.  It appears that the only real 
constraint on such a commitment is that a margin of safety of 10% of the available water of the involved 
water supply system be maintained. This 1.8M gallons could use up the last several percent of this 
margin of safety or leave many millions of gallons in the system to be used for future development.  The 
public doesn’t really know because safe yield and available water data are being kept hidden as security-
sensitive information. In addition, it is unclear as to whether this decision is made based solely on the 
current average daily demand or with consideration of projections 10, 20 or 50 years into the future.  
Also, there is no mechanism for prioritization of uses for our drinking water:  essentially anyone who 
asks for available water gets it if that margin of safety is maintained.   

As a concerned citizen, I asked to see the MDC 2008 Water Supply plan, my interest specifically being 
how the calculation of safe yields was being performed:  e.g., given climate change, were any values, 
such as evaporation coefficients, being amended for increased temperatures; had the stream flows from 
decades ago that were used to calculate the safe yield been re-verified; when were the last actual 
calculations of safe yields?  After a FOI request, a FOI Commission hearing, and a prolonged wait while 
the DPH, MDC, and DAS redacted what they felt was security sensitive information, I was allowed to see 
the plan this September. This required an identity check and a supervised visit to DPH. 

To my disappointment, almost every significant quantity, map, and geographic location was blacked out, 
even those readily available on the internet. I had hoped the recent passage of CT PA 17-211 would now 
allow safe yield data calculations to be examined. Instead the entire section of this calculation was 
redacted. Safe yield data may well be the bedrock of water planning.  With its concealment, all but the 
state agencies and water utilities are in the dark. Here are several questions and comments: 

• Revision of safe yields over time: The current MDC safe yield (1996) was publicly announced to 
be 77.1Mgd during multiple information sessions held during the Niagara debate and in 
publications released to the public by the MDC. Interestingly, the safe yield of the MDC system 
has been revised upward since the 1980’s despite no changes to the physical reservoirs. Those 
previous numbers are all blacked out, but one Farmington River Watershed Association 
document lists the MDC safe yield as 68Mgd until a 1991 revision. Changes were made to the 
assumptions involved in calculating safe yield, specifically during a period in which the MDC was 
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projected to be unable to meet its future average daily demand. Fortunately, population 
growth, industrial water use, and per capita water use did not correspond to the predictions; 
otherwise the average daily demand for the system would have exceeded available water by 
10M gallons/day in 2000 and almost 30M gallons/day in 2030 (see the 1989 Integrated Report 
for the Upper CT River Water Supply System).  Apparently, it was felt that in calculating safe 
yield, all 4 reservoirs (the Barkhamsted as well as the Nepaug and the 2 W. Hartford systems?) - 
and not just the Barkhamsted- could be drained during a drought; the evaporation rates for the 
reservoir surfaces were lowered; and the height at which the reservoirs could function was 
lowered. These were all reviewed and found acceptable by the DPH and its expert reviewers. 

• Groundwater Seepage: The safe yield figures do not include any deduction for seepage from the 
reservoir bottom into groundwater, which mass balance calculations normally include. This was 
felt to be difficult to measure and probably “minor”. 

• Safe yield vs Available Water:  Safe yield refers to what the reservoir system can yield after 
deductions for evaporation, seepage, committed transfers, and required releases.  Available 
water, a crucial distinction, includes the constraints of the delivery system: how much of that 
water can be treated, pumped, and delivered without losses….and how much of that water is 
committed elsewhere already.  It’s somewhat confusing as to where in the calculations 
commitments of raw water and treated water to other entities are considered:  under safe yield 
or available water.  In an engineer’s depiction of safe yield via mass balance in the water plan, 
deductions include stream flow releases as well as transfers out. However, in one section of the 
water supply plan, a letter from DPH to MDC (July 15,1996) notes that its raw water 
commitments to New Britain and to Collinsville (in cases of drought) need to be deducted from 
safe yield (77.1-6.15mgd) to yield available water, which should actually be 70.95Mgd, a figure 
9% less. Also, no deductions from available water are included for releases into Lake 
McDonough as it is considered recreational and therefore non-essential. 

• Are non-consumptive losses included in Available Water calculations? It’s unclear whether 
non-revenue losses (e.g. due to pipe leaks, water main breaks, hydrant flushing, etc), which are 
noted as high as 12% in one area of the document, are ever considered in what the MDC can 
actually deliver.  The DPH worksheet for available water notes that these are to be included 
(RCSA Section 25-32d-4(d)). Should available water be further reduced? 

• MDC Future Projections:  In its 2008 estimate of water supply needs in 5, 20, and 50 years, the 
MDC notes a progressively dropping margin of safety, from 31% down to 16% at 50 years, even 
with its 77.1Mgd safe yield. This kind of information is crucial to the public when making 
decisions as to committing water to something like a water bottling plant.  If MDC’s large 
reservoirs are needed for emergency backup or state interconnections, 16% leaves only a small 
amount of excess capacity while still maintaining a 10% margin of safety. 

Thank you for considering all the above.  As the WPC moves forward, could it consider the following: 

1. Mandate a review and if necessary a revision of all safe yield calculations at a reasonable point in 
the future.  Although water supply plans require updating, there is no requirement to update the 
safe yield calculations which are its bedrock. In the light of climate change, should evaporation 
constants be changed given higher yearly temperatures; should stream flows be re-verified given 
increased development and pavement of surfaces and more intense storms with fewer gentle rains; 
should seepage from large reservoir beds and non-consumptive losses be included? 
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2. Allow the public, and especially its environmental community, to access past and future safe yield 
data and projections. Water availability drives community economic and development decisions.  
Shouldn’t we really know how much water there is, rather than having that statistic be accessible to 
only water utilities and state agencies? Shouldn’t our recently enacted law insure access to this 
information? 
 
Valerie Rossetti 
88 Kenmore Rd 
Bloomfield, CT  06002 
valerie.rossetti@gmail.com 

 

 

 

October 17, 2017 

To: CT Water Planning Council; WPC Advisory Group 

An addendum to my letter of 10-17-2017 to the WPC and WPC Advisory Group: 

One additional argument for the updating of safe yields- and perhaps one of the most critical- is the 
ongoing institution of streamflow requirements in many water supply areas.  These are, I believe, 
subtracted directly out from safe yield quantities. 

Again, thank you for your consideration, 

Valerie Rossetti 
88 Kenmore Rd 
Bloomfield, CT  06002 
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Attachment 3 
 
RE NEWSLETTER & WEBSITE & SENT TO DPH 
AND DPH RESPONSE 
 
Article  Response 
 
WATER UTILITY SECRECY STILL EXTREME 
Public Still Denied Right to Know How Much Water Is Held Where 
 
Public Act 17-211, AAC Access to Water Planning Information, appeared to restore to the public 
most of their traditional rights to access information about their water utilities’ use of public 
water.  In 2003, water utilities and the Department of Public Health pushed through draconian 
security laws.  In these years, following the attacks of September 11, 2001, security was 
sweeping but little analyzed for effectiveness.  Reservoirs were blurred out on state maps (but 
not Google Earth), locations of water mains were secret until pipe ruptures and mini-floods 
made the locations all too obvious; the size and depth of reservoirs were blacked out in utility 
documents but still available in fishing guides, and so forth.  As the law was interpreted from 
2003 to 2017, no member of the public could be privy to a utility’s available water or margins of 
safety for its various sources.   
 
Public Act 17-211, the product of two years’ negotiation, was supposed to restore common 
sense to security provisions.  Under this new law, lots of material can still be kept secret but the 
basic data essential to water planning and management was assumed to be freed up.  
Apparently not.  As of this writing, the Department of Public Health (DPH) is continuing to 
withhold vital data in the water supply plan of the Metropolitan District Commission (the 
Hartford-region water utility).  Valerie Rossetti of Save Our Water (based in Bloomfield), who 
years ago requested to see this plan, reports that maps have been removed along with all 
descriptions of safe-yield calculations and other relevant information.  At the Water Planning 
Council’s meeting on October 5, DPH member Lori Mathieu announced that she had received 
legal advice that all redactions approved in the past by the Freedom of Information Commission 
under the old law were still in effect.  Most of these requests under the old law were filed by 
Rivers Alliance and the results were heavily redacted, largely useless documents.         
 
The advocates for transparency in utility operations accepted a number of painful compromises 
in the 2017 law in exchange for pledges of reasonable access to information needed for 
understanding the operations of one’s utility.  The viability and credibility of the Draft State 
Water Plan hinges on such access.  Rivers Alliance will continue to pursue this cause.     
 
  Response from Lori Mathieu 

[Thank you] We are working on a response to your email to me from last week with your 
questions that concern this issue. 

 

Margaret Miner, for WPCAG, 10/17/17 


