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Connecticut State Water Plan  

Responses to Comments Received 

By:  CDM Smith 

Dated: January 11, 2018 

1. Introduction 
The Final Draft of the Connecticut State Water Plan dated June 2017, was developed during a 1-

year process which included a collaborative phased approach by the Water Planning Council 

(WPC), its Steering Committee comprised of various stakeholders, its Policy Subcommittee, its 

Science and Technical Subcommittee, and its Advisory Group (as detailed in the State Water Plan 

Report itself). 

Following WPC review and acceptance of the Final Draft Plan dated June 2017, the WPC made the 

applicable documents available to the public and solicited public comment during a time of not 

less than 120 days (per statute requirement). The documents were available for download at the 

WPC website (www.ct.gov/water) and copies were available at the State Library and other public 

locations.  

Almost 200 comment submissions were collected during the public comment period. Appendix A 

summarizes how the comments were categorized into groups and the organizations that 

submitted within these groups. The public comment period ended on November 20, 2017.  

The WPC is modifying the Final Draft to create a “Final Report Connecticut State Water Plan” 

dated January 2018, which will be submitted to the General Assembly and Governor (per statute 

requirement). The modifications include clarifications and corrections corresponding to 

comments received, editorial updates to reflect version and public comment activities, and a new 

subsection in Section 6 (Implementation) that summarizes components brought up during the 

public comment period.  

As stakeholder consensus was vital during development of the State Water Plan, and will 

continue to have utmost importance during implementation, the project team has endeavored to 

only modify the text of the Plan to correct inaccuracies, clarify issues that could be 

misinterpreted, and note issues that may be worthy of discussion by the WPC as the Plan is 

implemented, even if the issues were not prominent to the stakeholders during the Plan 

development process.   

To this end, there were a number of comments received that have been documented in Section 6 

for future discussion and stakeholder input. These issues are offered in addition to the primary 

recommendations in the Plan, either because they are new issues, or a preponderance of 

comments suggested that the issues warranted further consideration.   

Also, many comments suggesting substantive thematic changes or changes to the forcefulness of 

crafted language in sections that represented the result of carefully debated and crafted text by 

http://www.ct.gov/water


 CT State Water Plan  •  Memorandum of Responses to Comments Received  

1-2 

the WPC, its subcommittees, and/or the broader group of stakeholders were noted.  These 

recommended changes were not incorporated, since the substance of the Plan was heavily reliant 

on text that all stakeholders could agree upon during development, even if it does not go as far as 

some reviewers may prefer.   Changes in emphasis can be made during the Plan implementation 

process, as the WPC prioritizes its near-term and long-term activities, but at this time, it was not 

appropriate for the project team to change the language that had resulted from the collaborative 

decision-making process.  

This memorandum has been developed as part of the responses to public comments received to 

the June 2017 Final Draft of the Connecticut State Water Plan. The memorandum includes the 

following sections and attachments: 

• This Section 1: Introduction 

• Section 2: Recurring Themes as Discussed with the Water Planning Council [on 

December 15, 2017 Special Meeting] 

• Section 3: Organization of Responses to Comments  

• Appendix A:  

List of Comments Received by Category 

Comment Log with Responses 

2. Recurring Themes as Discussed with the Water Planning Council 
The section outlines themes that were prevalent in the comments received, which required WPC 

guidance to frame the response and modification (if applicable) to the Plan. These topics were 

discussed at the WPC Special Meeting Working Session held on December 15, 2017. The objective 

of that meeting was “WPC consensus on response and/or modification for recurring themes from 

the public comments that are not easily clarified or corrected in the Plan”.  

Themes are summarized below, and the Comment Response table included in Appendix A often 

refers to this discussion as part of the responses. As part of the WPC December 15, 2017 

discussion, it was agreed that a new section in Section 6 Implementation will be developed, which 

covers a wide range of new topics prevalent in the comments received (and/or topics that were 

not brought to the forefront during stakeholder-consensus Plan development efforts). This new 

section is 6.8.6 Additional Topics for WPC Discussion. 

2.1 Registered Diversions 
Many comments included multiple concerns and considerations regarding the state’s existing 

registered water diversions. This topic is of great interest to many stakeholders in the state, with 

differing concerns. Section 5 of the Plan has both a recommended water management policy on 

“Obsolete Registered Water Diversions” and a pathway forward on “Registered Water 

Diversions”. This topic has been included in the Plan, with recommendations on components that 

achieved stakeholder consensus during Plan development, and with potential steps outlined that 

can be used to continue discussions and management decisions as part of Plan implementation. 



CT State Water Plan •  Memorandum of Responses to Comments Received 

1-3 

Many commenters have called for a review of all registrations; if this is a priority during 

implementation, it can be done through the pathway forward. 

As part of implementation, the WPC intends to prioritize topics for near-term goals, and therefore 

this topic of early-stage prioritization has been added to Section 6.  

2.2 Balance and Public Trust  
Comments on the Plan’s definition and use of the word “balance” were prevalent. While the 

Executive Summary has a subsection titled “What does the Plan mean by Balance”, many 

comments discussed balance as part of instream and out-of-stream uses. Indeed, when used in 

the context of the river basin summaries, the concept of balance can be simplified to a basin’s 

ability to satisfy all instream and out-of-stream needs with equal reliability.  More broadly, 

though, the term “balance” is used to remind decision makers to consider social, environmental, 

and economic factors of all uses, and to ensure that all aspects of planning and decision making 

are data-driven to the practical extent possible.   As with so many components of the Plan, the use 

of the word “balance” needs to be taken as part of the overall Plan, not necessarily specific to one 

component, and that “balance” considered during future water management decisions needs to 

be topic-specific.  

A second but related topic that was prevalent in the comments is the theme and support for water 

as a public trust. WPC discussion included noting the DEEP statute as part of Chapter 439 as 

follows: 

Sec. 22a-15. Declaration of policy. It is hereby found and declared that there is a public trust 

in the air, water and other natural resources of the state of Connecticut and that each person is 

entitled to the protection, preservation and enhancement of the same. It is further found and 

declared that it is in the public interest to provide all persons with an adequate remedy to 

protect the air, water and other natural resources from unreasonable pollution, impairment or 

destruction 

WPC discussion included that the way the Plan uses “balance” is founded on public trust: each use 

of water is important. Other notes are that while this statute is specific to public trust, there are 

other statutes that are based on water planning, including historical situations throughout past 

decades and even centuries of water management planning. Public trust along with other 

applicable laws must be considered during implementation (and are often referenced in 

pathways forward and other applicable topics). Finally, although the theme “public trust” was a 

prevalent theme in the comments, it was not brought up specifically during the collaborative Plan 

development process (i.e. similar to how the concept of health equity has been brought up during 

the comment period, without being noted for discussion during Plan development). The concept 

of public trust and health equity have been added to Section 2 in the discussion of current policy 

assessment, and the need for further discussion on these topics has been added to Section 6.  

2.3 Bottling 
In recent years, the issue specific to water bottling has become a much-discussed theme related 

to water management.  Many comments expressed a desire for the WPC to determine whether 

bottling should be allowed or incentivized with rate structures.   However, following the overall 
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theme of “balance” as described above, the WPC deliberately decided not to elevate any one use 

over another during the Plan formulation, but instead, to make data available and recommend 

policy priorities that could help guide case-by-case decisions on specific uses in the future.    

As written in Section 5 of the Plan related to framework for conflict resolution: 

“Recently, the prospect of new water bottling facilities has been an example of such a 

conflict. Solutions to such conflicts are often local, and should be based on the resources, 

conditions, and needs using site-specific rationale. Again, the Plan does not prioritize any 

specific use over others, nor does it advocate for statewide controls over specific uses, 

which would require legislative action. However, the Plan does offer information and 

principles that can help resolve these conflicts, and there are many actions that the WPC 

can take on its own behalf in order to help resolve current and future conflicts…” 

As part of implementation, water bottling as a topic, including the need for data gathering and 

considerations as related to balance and the Triple Bottom Line, has been added to 6.8.6 New 

Topics for WPC Deliberation. Discussion at the December 15, 2017 meeting noted how data 

collection, economic considerations, margins of safety and water supply plans all relate to these 

implementation discussions.  

2.4 Private Wells 
The topic of private wells and continuing efforts towards management was a common comment. 

Section 5 on the Plan includes a pathway forward on the topic of private wells. The discussion on 

December 15, 2017 included how implementation of the Plan should consider prioritization of 

this topic. Additional steps during implementation could include making a near-term goal, adding 

more data and background information, and/or forming a workgroup to work on the topic. Like 

all recommendations in the report, opportunities to enhance knowledge of private wells and 

recommend improved testing and management should be included in the WPC’s overall 

prioritization efforts.  

2.5 Groundwater in the Streamflow Regulations 
Another topic that received many comments is streamflow regulations, with varying aspects of 

comments and concerns. Section 5 of the Plan includes a policy recommendation and a pathway 

forward related to this topic, noting that consensus-building for the policy recommendation 

required multiple discussions between both the Policy Subcommittee and the WPC itself.  

The December 15, 2017 discussion noted that the impacts of minimal streamflow are measured 

under the existing regulation, with the presence of multiple off ramps. DEEP’s streamflow 

regulation is a collaborative process with a lengthy implementation, including classifications of 

streams, long-term implementation (perhaps 10 years in the future), and corresponding 

modifications to infrastructure. The process includes considerations for potential loss of existing 

sources and relation to water suppliers’ safe yield, along with potentially related quality impacts. 

Many of these topics will be included during implementation of the regulation, and there are 

solutions, although they can be complicated and require many resources. Pathway Forward 

5.3.2.11 on Instream Flow is included in the Plan. 
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Many comments noted that wells are absent from the streamflow regulations, considering both 

public supply wells (i.e. highly publicized local cases of public gravel-packed wells nearby 

streams) and the widespread existence of individual residential wells throughout the state.  While 

the relationship between groundwater and instream flow regulations was not prioritized by 

stakeholders during Plan development, the relationship between registered diversions and 

streamflow was prioritized.  Pathway Forward 5.3.2.3 on Registered Diversion is intended to 

moderate the impact of registered diversions that are causing impairments, and such registered 

diversions include both groundwater and surface water diversions.  While not a regulatory tool 

like streamflow regulations, the Pathways Forward is an alternative approach to achieve 

environmental improvement rather than direct regulation of groundwater through the 

streamflow regulations.    

2.6 Regionalization 
Comments included potential solutions to water management issues through the concept of 

regionalization. The Plan includes both a policy recommendation and a pathway forward for 

discussion on the topic of regionalization. The December 15, 2017 meeting included a discussion 

on the number of public water suppliers, and while the number of major water suppliers has 

decreased over the last few decades (PURA-regulated systems from 33 systems down to less than 

10 systems), there are still many locations in the state where the number of non-community 

systems (i.e. restaurants, small businesses) increases as localized areas grow. One example is the 

Town of Brookfield, where there are 180 non-community public water suppliers. That public 

water supplier growth in Brookfield corresponded with the area having public sewer installed 

(but without public water mains).  

This topic will continue to be discussed through the Plan’s framework as part of implementation.  

During the development of the Plan, stakeholders noted that consolidation of water systems 

carries both benefits and risks, and that both should be included in future discussions, either at 

the statewide level or in specific cases. 

2.7 Taking a Stance on FOIA 
Multiple comments requested the Plan to more strongly make recommendations related to the 

Freedom of Information Act. The Plan has been modified to include a reference to the Act that 

was passed in 2017. Per recent WPC monthly meetings, the WPC continues discussion to 

collaborate on implementation and interpretation.  

2.8 Health Equity 
The concept on health equity was discussed at the December 15, 2017 WPC meeting, as it was a 

topic that had not been discussed in any detail during the development of the Plan. Although, the 

concept is important to the state’s public health program (and was commented on by DPH). 

Discussions included that DPH has a strategic goal of reviewing the adequacy and availability of 

high quality water for human consumption. The basis of health equity is that the highest level of 

health is attainable for all people, with discussion noting that health considerations include access 

to high-quality drinking water that is affordable. Discussions also included that a similar goal is 

part of the Environmental Justice program, including that no one population should be impacted 

related to environmental equity, i.e. related to water planning, that an underprivileged 
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community should not have less healthy water. The WPC agrees that this is an important topic; 

however, since Plan development did not include a consensus-driven discussion on this topic, this 

topic has been added to the new subsection in Section 6., as is the topic of environmental equity. 

One noted suggestion was that DPH and DEEP present to the WPC on these topics during 

implementation, with consensus-building efforts as part of future implementation and updates to 

the Plan.  

2.9 Wastewater, Stormwater, and Reuse 
Multiple comments were received noting that the State Water Plan focuses mostly on water 

supply and drinking water, without similar detail on the many other types of water, including 

wastewater, stormwater and reuse water. This topic was part of the prioritization process during 

Plan development (see Section 5.3), which ultimately selected other topics and components to 

focus on during Plan development. Recognizing this lack of detail during Plan development, 

multiple pathways forward are included in the Plan for these types of water to encourage next 

steps during implementation.  The Plan and the process also recognized the prevalence of 

organized initiatives already in place that focus on stormwater and wastewater, specifically the 

work to improve water quality in Long Island Sound, the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 

programs, MS4 Stormwater programs, etc. 

The December 15, 2017 meeting discussion also noted that there are some related existing CT 

General Statutes, including Section 22a-424a regarding reporting of sewage spills and Section 

22a-497 through 22a-499 regarding formation of local stormwater authorities.  

2.10 Water Conservation and Rates 
Multiple comments were in support of the Plan’s recommendation for water conservation, and 

encouraged stronger language regarding conservation; although, there are also noted concerns 

related to public water suppliers realizing reduced revenue due to lower water use. The Plan 

notes this concern as part of the Section 3 white papers, and also the importance of water rate 

structures that provide conservation incentive, as noted under the Land Use policy 

recommendation in Section 5. The Plan includes both a recommended policy for promoting 

conservation and a pathway forward for focusing on its potential and its consequences in more 

detail   Considering how infrastructure can be appropriately maintained to ensure future 

reliability is a factor in these discussions.  The December 15, 2017 WPC meeting included 

discussion agreeing that a focus group will be necessary to effectively move this recommendation 

forward. Discussion also included that conservation impacts the state’s drought management, and 

the topics need to be coordinated for solutions.  

As with all the Plan’s recommendations, the recommendations for conservation will be included 

in the prioritization of next steps by the WPC. 

2.11 Economics and Funding 
Many comments were received on how implementation of the Plan would be funded, both during 

implementation and any indirect costs of the outcomes of the implementation and management 

decisions. Specific to municipalities, already facing recent historic budget cuts, are very 

concerned about unfunded mandates. The Plan endorses the use of the planning tool “Triple 

Bottom Line”, where alternatives or decisions are evaluated based on their social, environmental 
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and economic factors. There is a pathway forward that recommends further study on how best to 

evaluate the economic costs and benefits of any of the Plan’s recommendations.  The December 

15, 2017 WPC meeting discussion reminded participants that the Plan is not a mandate, as the 

Plan does not direct change, but rather makes recommendations and builds a framework for 

consistent management of the state’s water. Any regulation or legislation that may result from the 

Plan’s recommendations and WPC implementation would need an analysis of associated costs, 

and stakeholder input would be part of that analysis.  

2.12 Roles of the WPC and Authority 
Multiple comments were received related to the role of the WPC, its authority, and concerns that 

the Plan’s stakeholder-consensus process would circumvent traditional processes for legislative 

changes. The December 15, 2017 WPC meeting discussion noted that the Plan speaks for itself, 

and that the Plan was developed to meet existing statute and was developed encouraging public 

participation (see Section 4). The Plan will be an active document, that is used as a management 

and decision-making platform – in and of itself it includes no mandates or changes to laws, 

authorities, or responsibilities.  The WPC cannot veto any other specific plans.  

2.13 Decentralized Sewage 
Comments included noting that the Plan did not detail wastewater and specifically decentralized 

sewage as much as other water. The pathway on wastewater and water reuse notes the need for 

future consensus-building related to centralized and decentralized sewage systems. The 

December 15, 2017 WPC meeting discussion noted that there are ongoing work and coordination 

efforts by and between DPH and DEEP related to this topic. Past discussions between these 

agencies have included non-point source management, the use of clean water state revolving 

funds and decentralized wastewater management. WPC agrees that continued discussions are 

needed, including agency-led workgroups. This topic has been added to the new subsection in 

Section 6 to consider for prioritization during implementation, including note of the Connecticut 

Non-point Source Management Program.  

2.14 Utility or User-Based Water Restrictions 
Many comments related to utility or user-based water restrictions included conservation 

measures, relation to the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan, and how 

enforcements and communications are sometimes split between water utilities and 

municipalities. The Plan includes a policy recommendation on consistency with existing state 

plans, and a pathway forward on statewide drought planning. Development of the State Water 

Plan specifically did not detail components of drought management in recognition that the state is 

updating the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan as a separate effort. The 

December 15, 2017 WPC meeting discussion noted that the State Water Plan recommendations 

and implementation measures should coordinate with the Drought Preparedness and Response 

Plan, while noting that there is a distinction between the two Plans.  

2.15 Other Themes: Climate Change, Dam Removal, Emerging Contaminants, 

Agricultural and Industry 
The December 15, 2017 meeting also included discussion of topics that were relatively prevalent 

in the comments received and/or that were new ideas that may have not been reviewed in detail 
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during Plan development. Relating to climate change, the WPC noted that in addition to CIRCA 

(Connecticut Institute for Resilience and Climate Adaptation), there is the State Agencies 

Fostering Resilience Council ("SAFR Council"). Implementation of the State Water Plan will 

consider these other state efforts and coordinate related recommendations. Related to dam 

removal, discussion included that the state (DEEP Fisheries specifically) works on a variety of 

programs to address health and safety and long-term viability of the dams. This is often 

complicated in part since the majority of the state’s dams are privately owned. Related to 

emerging contaminants, the WPC agrees that this issue is an important component of water 

planning, as the issue includes emerging, re-emerging and/or future contaminants. In addition to 

the Connecticut Nonpoint Source Management Program as discussed as part of decentralized 

sewage, the Phosphorus Reduction Strategy for Inland Non-Tidal Waters would be included in 

implementation discussions related to these topics. Relating to comments about agricultural and 

industry not having an equal level of detail, there are Plan inclusions such as the recommended 

policy, along with noted statements of water users including agricultural and industrial. These 

topics have been added as examples of water management components that may need more 

discussion during Plan implementation.  These topics have been added to the new subsection at 

the end of Section 6 for further discussion and prioritization by the WPC. 

2.16 Tracking Implementation 
The December 15, 2017 WPC meeting also included discussion on how implementation of the 

Plan would be tracked. Section 6 includes tracking the Plan development to the statute 

requirements and notes that implementation of the Plan should also circle back to those 

requirements, as well as the goals and objectives as developed through stakeholder consensus.  

2.17 Implementation / Do More 
Many comments encouraged continued activities, data collection, modeling and other efforts that 

more strongly build the framework for water management in the state. These are all good ideas 

for the WPC to consider during implementation. Appropriate implementation and future efforts 

will need the continued support of the stakeholders to ensure the Plan is a first step towards 

long-term good management of the state’s water.  

3. Organization of Responses to Comments 
Section 2 of this memorandum offers responses to the more prevalent comments received, 

including discussion of these themes with the WPC. The response as included in the comment log 

(Appendix A), refers to this memorandum for the applicable theme. In addition, there were many 

comments received that do not necessary fall within those themes. As framed during Plan 

development (and as included in the Fact Sheet),  

“The State Water Plan is intended to be a framework to identify data needs, recommend 

policies and management strategies, prioritize key issues, identify opportunities for 

improved or more efficient water management in the future, and identify mechanisms for 

resolving conflict. It is not intended to provide answers or resolution to all of 

Connecticut’s water issues.”  

Responses to those comments that are not covered by the themed responses above are shown in 

the comment log, and often can be categorized as follows: 
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• Editorial comments and corrections were made and the response notes as such. 

• Comments that relate more directly with other reports or initiative (i.e. the Drought 

Preparedness and Response Plan).  

• Comments that include topics that were not addressed during the phased development 

of the Plan and the response notes that topic is outside the scope of the Plan. (Again, it 

is important to note that this does not mean that topic is outside of the WPC review 

and/or implementation of the Plan, but that instead of consensus-driven Plan 

components, those new or isolated topics are best addressed by using the Plan’s 

framework for consideration, discussion, and consensus-building in future efforts.) 

• Comments that focus on actions and future work, the response notes the applicability of 

those decisions during implementation of the Plan.  

• Finally, there were many comments offering support for the Plan and its development. 

Responses note our heartfelt appreciation for that recognition.  
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Appendix A 

Stakeholder Groups that Submitted Comments 
As the comments were reviewed, they were categorized for distribution to team members. The 

comments were organized by the type of organization, using the following 10 groups in 

alphabetical order (plus an 11th category for those comments received at the Public Hearing).  

It is important to note that this categorization was done as a working effort to assist with 

response preparation and organization. There are likely some groups or individuals that could fall 

within more than one group, or could be categorized differently by others.  

1. Business Group 

2. Citizen-Led Group 

3. Environmental Group 

4. Industry 

5. Members of Public 

6. Municipal 

7. Specialty Group 

8. State Agencies 

9. Water Suppliers 

10. WPC Workgroup 

11. Public Hearing Comments Received 

Comments Received From 
Those types of stakeholders that submitted comments are listed below, including the number of 

comments received and the organization. Again, organizations/commenters are listed in 

alphabetical order (organizations are in alphabetical order by last name of individual submitting).  

1. The Business Group category has 8 comments submitted by:  

• The Connecticut Water Pollution Abatement Association (CWPAA) & Connecticut 

Association of Water Pollution Control Authorities (CAWPCA) 

• Connecticut Business & Industry Association (CBIA) 

• Connecticut Water Works Association (CWWA) 

• Connecticut Irrigation Contractors Association (CICA) 
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• Connecticut Association of Golf Course Superintendents 

• National Federation of Independent Business (NFIB/Connecticut) 

• Middlesex County Chamber of Commerce 

• Connecticut Economic Resource Center, Inc. 

2. The Citizen-Led Group category has 19 comments submitted by: 

• [submitted as from] 87 individuals from multiple Cities, Towns, and organizations 

• Save Our Water CT 

• Seabury Retirement Community Action Forum 

3. The Environmental Group category has 28 comments submitted by: 

• The New Haven Environmental Advisory Council  

• Connecticut River Conservancy 

• Pomperaug River Watershed Coalition 

• Farmington River Watershed Association 

• Jonah Center for Earth and Art Board of Directors 

• Clean Water Action 

• Quinnipiac River Watershed Association 

• West River Watershed Coalition 

• Connecticut Fund for the Environment/Save the Sound 

• CFE/Save the Sound 

• River Advocates of South Central CT 

• Member of Greenwich Conservation Advocates 

• Rivers Alliance of Connecticut  

• Park Watershed 

• Lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook Wild & Scenic Study 

• Pequabuck River Watershed Association 

• The Nature Conservancy 
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• Connecticut Conservation association 

• Norwalk River Watershed Association 

• Eightmile River Wild & Scenic Coordinating Committee and Salmon River Watershed 

Partnership 

4. The Industry category has 5 comments submitted by: 

• CPV Towantic, LLC 

• Lenard Engineering 

• Aqua-Lawn, Inc. 

• Quantum Biopower 

• International Bottled Water Association 

5. The Members of the Public category has 77 comments submitted by many members of the 

public from various cities and towns.  

6. The Municipal category has 22 comments submitted by: 

• Wallingford Water Division  

• Town of Madison 

• Bridgeport Department of Health 

• Naugatuck Valley Council of Governments 

• East Hartford Health Department 

• Town of Wilton 

• Town of New Milford/ New Milford Health Department 

• Newton Health Department 

• First Selectwoman Kathleen Devlin 

• Connecticut Council of Small Towns (COST) 

• Darien Health Department (CADH) 

• Pomperaug Health District 

• Conservation, Energy & Environment Committee, Town of Bloomfield 

• Westport First Selectman James Marpe  
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• Old Saybrook WPCA 

• Woodridge Lake Sewer District 

• Westport Conservation Director 

• Connecticut Conference of Municipalities 

• Town of Simsbury WPCA 

• Western CT Council of Governments 

• Greater New Haven Chamber of Commerce 

7. The Specialty category has 5 comments submitted by: 

• CT League of Conservation Voters 

• CT Earth Mercy Committee of Sisters of Mercy 

• Environmental Professionals' Organization of CT 

• The New Haven Bird Club 

• Mentor for FLL Team 32397 Silver Metal Falcons 

8. The State Agency category has 11 comments submitted by: 

• Connecticut Department of Agriculture 

• Senate Democrats – 6th Senate District, 12th Senate District, and 27th Senate District 

• Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection (CT DEEP) 

• Connecticut Department of Health (CT DPH) 

• State Representative – 85th District  

• Connecticut Department of Economic & Community Development (DECD) 

• State of Connecticut – Office of Consumer Counsel 

• CTDPH State Health Improvement Planning 

• Council on Environmental Quality 

9. The Water Suppliers category has 7 comments submitted by: 

• First Taxing District Water Department 

• South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority 
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• The Metropolitan District (MDC) 

• Aquarion Water Company 

• Connecticut Water Company 

10. The WPC Workgoup category has 3 comments submitted by: 

• Science & Technical Group 

11. The Public Hearing category has 7 comments submitted by: 

• Laurel Lock Campground (Specialty Group) 

• 4 comments submitted by members of the public  

• Save Our Water (Citizen-Led Group) 

• Protect Our Watersheds CT (Environmental Group) 
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Comment Log with Responses



Response

No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

A-1 11/20/2017 Business Group Michael Bisi Glastonbury

Connecticut Water Pollution 

Abatement Assoc & CT Assoc 

of WPCAs 

2017 CWPAA & CAWPCA State Water Plan Response.pdf The comments submitted touch on several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments. The Plan was developed to specifically address the requirements established by Public Act 14-163. These 

requirements focus primarily on issues related to water supply. The Plan acknowledges that wastewater, reuse and stormwater are broad issues that will 

need to be addressed outside of the WPC (with applicable coordination). 

A-2 11/20/2017 Business Group Eric Brown Hartford CBIA

Draft Water Plan.pdf Economic needs are explicitly mentioned in the Executive Summary and the body of the Plan. On Page ES-2, the Plan's goal of balancing social, 

environmental and economic needs is presented. Economic needs are further explained on page ES-4, and detailed in specific sections of the Plan.

A-3 11/20/2017 Business Group Elizabeth Gara West Hartford CWWA

Comments - SWP - CWWA.pdf The comments submitted touch on several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments. The Plan suggests a process to identify and differentiate obsolete registered water diversions from registrations that 

are partially utilized or held for future use - preserving the registrations that are partially utilized or held for future use  for needed future use, but 

reallocating the obsolete registrations (Section 5.2.3.7). The limitations of the basin screening approach are carefully and purposely presented, beginning 

in the Executive Summary (pg ES-13, second column) and extending through the sections where the maps and fact sheets are presented. There will always 

be data gaps. The key is to fill important gaps, to the extent practicable, to support key decisions. The implementation of policy recommendations should 

occur once data gaps that may be needed to support the specific policy recommendation are filled. The Plan appropriately acknowledges the importance 

of interconnections, and emphasizes them throughout (e.g., see recommendations beginning on pg. 5-40). The Plan outlines an approach for 

implementation that stresses the continued need for balance. Only through broad involvement and representation from all stakeholders, can that balance 

be achieved.

A-4 11/20/2017 Business Group Stephen Geckeler East Granby
CT Irrigation Contractors 

Association (CICA)

CICA CT WATER PLAN Comments 11-20-17.pdf The Plan identifies both recent improvements in irrigation systems (e.g., pg 2-47) and potential conservation opportunities as they relate to irrigation (e.g., 

pg. 3-19). Section 5.2.3.3 Water Conservation discusses several conservation opportunities that related to irrigation.

A-5 11/20/2017 Business Group Peter Gorman Woodbridge
Connecticut Association of 

Golf Course Superintendents

Water Plan Written Comments - CAGCS.pdf  The Plan suggests a process to identify and differentiate obsolete registered water diversions from registrations that are partially utilized or held for 

future use  - preserving the registrations that are partially utilized or held for future use for needed future use (including use by small businesses), but 

reallocating the obsolete registrations (Section 5.2.3.7). 

A-6 11/20/2017 Business Group Andy Markowski Avon

National Federation of 

Independent Business 

(NFIB/Connecticut)

Letter to PURA re state water plan 11.20.2017.pdf The Plan acknowledges the importance of balance and stresses economic factors, as well as social and environmental factors, to be considered to achieve 

balance. The impact of specific policy changes to the rate-payer is certainly something to be considered prior to making those changes.

A-7 11/17/2017 Business Group Jeff Pugliese Middletown
Middlesex County Chamber of 

Commerce

Middlesex Chamber State Water Plan Comments-Nov.2017.pdf The comments submitted touch on several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments. The Plan acknowledges the essential role of public water supplies to meet the needs of businesses and communities. 

The balancing of those critical needs with other needs will be one of the major challenges of impementation.The Plan suggests a process to identify and 

differentiate obsolete registered water diversions from registrations that are partially utilized or held for future use  - preserving the registrations that are 

partially utilized or held for future use for needed future use, but reallocating the obsolete registrations (Section 5.2.3.7). The Plan was developed to 

specifically address the requirements established by Public Act 14-163. These requirements focus primarily on issues related to water supply. The Plan 

acknowledges that stormwater, dam removal and other issues that will need to be addressed outside of the WPC. Their will always be data gaps. The key is 

to fill important gaps, to the extent practicable, to support key decisions. The implementation of policy recommendations should occur once data gaps that 

may be needed to support the specific policy recommendation are filled. 

A-8 11/20/2017 Business Group Robert Santy Rocky Hill
Connecticut Economic 

Resource Center, Inc.

WaterPlan letter.docx The Plan notes that current and future non-potable uses of water should be reviewed by individual users to determine if Class B could be an 

environmentally prudent and cost-effective alternative. The Plan acknowledges that water use restrictions must be considered with regard to their impact 

on the economy.
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November 16, 2017 

 

State Water Planning Council     

c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority         

10 Franklin Square 

Hartford, CT 06051 

 

RE:  Comments on the Draft Connecticut State Water Plan 

 

Members of the Connecticut State Water Planning Council, 

 

The Connecticut Water Pollution Abatement Association (CWPAA) was formed in 1966 to support 

wastewater issues for the State of Connecticut. We represent nearly 100 Water Pollution Control 

Facilities and a network of over 850 certified wastewater operators serving more than 2,000,000 

Connecticut residents. As representatives of the CWPAA, we wish to provide commentary on the 

proposed draft State Water Plan, as it will affect the Connecticut wastewater community.   

The Connecticut Association of Water Pollution Control Facilities (CAWPCA) is dedicated to 

improving, enhancing knowledge, and understanding the interests of publicly owned/operated WPCA’s 

or wastewater management entities within Connecticut. We represent our members as well as the 150+ 

Connecticut WPCAs which serve more than 3,000,000 sewered and non-sewered residents. 

The CWPAA & CAWPCA both recognize that the development of a strategic statewide water plan is a 

critically important undertaking. Surprisingly, Connecticut is one of the few states remaining in the U.S. 

that does not have a comprehensive water plan, and our wastewater utilities and local WPCAs feel the 

repercussions of this lack of policy every day. As you would expect, the CWPAA & CAWPCA have 

been very supportive of the State Water Planning Council’s development of a State Water Plan, in 

accordance with Public Act 14-163. 

The leadership team of our organization has read the Draft State Water Plan and provides the following 

comments for consideration: 

• In general, we were disappointed in the lack of attention the Draft Plan has for Wastewater topics. 

This document reads as a “Draft Drinking Water Plan” with less mention of wastewater than 

appropriate. There are some very important challenges regarding wastewater in Connecticut, 

which the Plan did not identify. These include: 

o Major challenges faced by shoreline communities in protecting the water quality of Long 

Island Sound balanced against the perception of sewer induced growth. The CTDEEP is 

attempting, but struggling, to find a suitable solution, and shoreline communities are 

spending incredible amounts of public funds on partial solutions. The Draft Water Plan 

must include suggestions for revisiting current wastewater disposal policy through a more 

modern lens. 

o Biosolids are a byproduct of both water and wastewater treatment therefore are a critical 

consideration in the State’s water future. Connecticut lags most other States in how 



utilities can handle biosolids (land application, agricultural recycling, etc.), and the Draft 

Water Plan is silent on this issue. Section 5.2.3.6 discusses “Agricultural Practices,” and is 

a good place to mention biosolids as a recycling/reuse component (i.e. land application) 

that should be addressed. 

o The State’s water comprises Stormwater, Drinking Water, Wastewater, and 

Surface/Ground Water; however, the Draft Water Plan paid very little attention to 

Stormwater issues. In fact, the majority of the Draft Plan focuses on Drinking Water, 

which is one of the smallest pieces of the State’s total water picture. 

o We did not observe any discussions in the State Water Plan about the challenge of 

working in the Water industry with multiple state agencies having varying policies. 

CTDEEP generally regulates the wastewater community and the CTDPH generally 

regulates the water community. However, there is overlap, and these overlaps often result 

in significant challenges and disputes being the agencies and their respective policies. This 

can be very disruptive to the utilities causing delays, increased costs, and a general lack of 

clarity. The State Water Council from the early 2000’s recommended a merging of the 

agencies upon the conclusion of their work and the Draft Water Plan should reiterate and 

build from the recommendations of this group’s efforts. 

• Sewer authorities have a critical role in charging sewer use charges and each individual WPCA is 

required under current state statute to set Sewer Use Fees at their local level. There are multitudes 

of rate collection models that are generally appropriate for the local community they serve. 

Section 5.2.3.1 item 5 suggests that established structured sewer service connection fees and rate 

structures should be revisited. The Plan should acknowledge that this is up to the local WPCA and 

clarify that the State should not dictate how local sewer rates are structured. 

• Wastewater reuse or recycling is a current trend in Connecticut and throughout the nation. We are 

pleased that the Draft Water Plan mentions reuse in several areas. Section 5.2.3.2 item 11 states 

that the State should review and appropriately modify existing regulations, guidance, and policy 

documents for wastewater reuse; however, there are no current regulations, guidance and policy 

documents for wastewater reuse. In fact, Connecticut is one of the last four states in the U.S. 

without them. 

Thank you for considering our comments on the Draft State Water Plan. We may provide additional 

commentary as details further evolve, and we suggest that in subsequent statewide planning efforts, 

groups with larger vested interests should not be superseded by louder and smaller interested parties. 

Sincerely, 

Michael J. Bisi      Denis A. Cuevas, PE 

CWPAA President      CAWPCA President 

 

Superintendent of Sanitation     General Manager Water Pollution Control 

Town of Glastonbury      City of Waterbury 



 

 

 

November 20, 2017 

 

State Water Planning Council 

c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT  06051   Re:  Comments Regarding the Draft State Water Plan 

 

Dear State Water Planning Council Members: 

 

On behalf of the Connecticut Business & Industry Association (CBIA) and its thousands of small, 

medium and large business across the state that depend on a reliable supply of water to provide jobs and 

wealth for Connecticut and its citizens, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft 

State Water Plan.   

 

CBIA would first like to express its appreciation to the Water Planning Council and its Steering 

Committee for all the hard work and dedication in producing this Draft Plan – the first such plan where, 

as it states, “Connecticut has had so much scientific information about water consolidated in a single 

document.”  For refining the draft, CBIA offers the following suggestions: 

 

1. Provide better context for the report relative to the state’s long-term economic health 

 

Recent events regarding the state budget have served as a “wake-up” call that Connecticut’s quality of 

life, its environment, and its ability to offer its citizens ample opportunities for achieving a high standard 

of living are all threatened if we are unable to attract private-sector investment, grow jobs and our 

economy.  The Draft Plan states in several areas that its purpose is not to prioritize a particular water use 

or water use category over others.  We agree with that sentiment but do not believe it is sufficiently 

reflected in the Draft Plan.  For example, we did not find a definitive statement in the Draft Plan that one 

of its goals is to ensure sufficient quantities of water for future economic development.  Economic 

development needs are not expressly mentioned in the explanation of what is meant by “balancing” 

different interests.  Neither is it mentioned in the “Stakeholder-Defined Goals for the State Water Plan” 

(pg. ES-7).  Instead, vague references are made to economic “impacts” or “factors”.  

 

2. Clarify further how the Plan is to be used. 

 

CBIA found the Draft Plan’s explanation of how the it should be used somewhat confusing.  In several 

areas, the plan indicates it is a repository of scientific information and a “framework for future decision 

making.”  Yet it also contains recommendations for future legislation and regulations.  Further, one may 

conclude that the draft suggests that many of these recommendations have been fully vetted, reflect 

broad consensus and are ready for legislative or regulatory rule-making – even in advance of the Draft 

Plan’s own public comment period.  CBIA urges that the Draft Plan clarify that it includes possible 

strategies and options for policymakers and the public to consider, but that it not imply these as broadly 

supported recommendations necessarily meriting enactment by the General Assembly or state regulatory 

agencies. 



 

3. Caution regarding the future role and authority of the Water Planning Council  

 

CBIA is concerned with sections of the draft plan regarding the future authority of the Water Planning 

Council.  For example, one may read section 5 to say that the Water Planning Council will need to be 

consulted and perhaps need to approve a wide variety of state and regional plans, including the 

Department of Economic and Community Development’s Economic Development Strategy, to ensure 

there are no, in the opinion of the Water Planning Council, inconsistencies between these plans and the 

State Water Plan.  We are very concerned about the Water Planning Council having any manner of veto 

power over these other plans.  Further, we are concerned that State Water Plan or the imprimatur of the 

Water Planning Council, may be used to justify future proposed legislation, regulations or permit 

decisions in a manner that conveys the comments and concerns of other stakeholders, including state 

agencies, individuals, businesses or other organizations, are less valid or worthy of consideration, simply 

because of the self-described “broad consensus” reflected in the Draft Plan or its adoption by the 

General Assembly.    CBIA urges that the Draft Plan clarify that the Water Planning Council continue its 

current role as a valuable resource to other agencies, the legislature, the regulated community and other 

institutions regarding matters of water planning, but not position either the final State Water Plan nor the 

Council as the definitive resource or arbiter on future water policy decisions. Accordingly, we are also 

skeptical on the need to hire a “water chief” or mediation staff. 

 

 

4. Increase the focus on education and conservation 

 

The report correctly points out that Connecticut leads the nation in its protection of water and having a 

quality of water that is virtually unsurpassed anywhere in the United States.  The primary challenge for 

water planning then, aside from making sure this high quality is maintained, is that we ensure the state 

has the quantity of water it needs on a consistent basis to support a healthy environment and a thriving 

economy in the future.  CBIA believes that the most effective and cost-efficient strategy to achieve these 

goals is to educate the end users as to the importance of water stewardship and conservation at all times 

but, in the case of conservation, especially at those times when conditions place our surface and ground 

water resources under stress. 

 

Thank you again for your work in putting together a remarkable resource of data on Connecticut’s water 

supplies and discussing some of the key issues and strategy options that policymakers may wish to 

consider as they move forward on the paramount goal of ensuring the future sustainability of 

Connecticut as a healthy and prosperous place to live and work. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 

Eric Brown 

Senior Counsel 
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November 20, 2017 

 

Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT 06051 

 

RE: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft State Water Plan.  

The Connecticut Water Works Association (CWWA) commends CDM Smith, Milone & MacBroom, and 

the Water Planning Council and its respective committees and working groups for its work in developing 

a State Water Plan that meets the goals outlined under Public Act 14-163.  We submit the following 

comments for your consideration: 

PROTECTING THE AVAILABILTY OF PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIES 

Developing a state water plan is a critical step to ensuring that Connecticut has sufficient public water 

supplies to meet the state’s current and future public health, safety, and economic development needs 

while providing for other water resource needs such as agriculture, recreation, aquatic life, and the 

environmental.  The State Water Plan highlights the need to ensure balance between sometimes 

competing uses, noting that when instream uses are fully considered, following implementation of 

stream flow regulations, it may make it difficult for a basin to satisfy all out-of-stream and instream 

needs at the same time in all locations.  

CWWA is concerned that this framework for achieving balance may be implemented or interpreted in a 

way that will result in the implementation of policies that will undermine the availability of public water 

supplies.  This is of particular concern given the numerous comments submitted calling for 1) the 

elimination of registered diversions, which public water suppliers have invested in and relied upon to 

meet public water supply needs; 2) the extension of stream flow regulations to groundwater supplies 

which may result in water shortages in certain areas; 3) the imposition of stringent water conservation 

requirements that may impose unnecessary and/or unachievable burdens on public water suppliers and 

customers; and 4) new permitting requirements on high volume water users that will add unnecessary 

costs and administrative burdens on water companies and customers.  

PROTECTING THE USE OF REGISTERED DIVERSIONS TO MEET PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY NEEDS 

The State Water Plan acknowledges that the state lacks sufficient data regarding registered diversions, 

noting that legislative adopted in 2004 required the state Department of Energy & Environmental 

Protection (DEEP) to develop an annual reporting form although the form has not been developed, to 

date.  Although CWWA supports efforts to eliminate “obsolete” registrations, obtaining accurate data 

regarding registered diversions should be the first step in addressing this issue.  

Moreover, the State Water Plan should maintain the ability of water companies to fully rely on their 

authorized water diversions to meet public water supply needs and support efforts to access additional 

sources of supplies as necessary to meet customer needs. Water utilities have made long term 

investment and planning decisions based upon the availability of registered and permitted diversions, 
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which helps preserve the long-term stability and availability of existing public water supplies and meet 

the needs of the communities served.   

ADDRESSING LIMITATIONS OF BASIN SCREENING 

The State Water Plan notes that the Basin Fact Sheets and maps can help inform discussions regarding 

future water allocation.  However, it is difficult for public/regulators to understand limitations on basin 

screening and this should be noted in the Plan. For example, 1) ecological flow needs in the basin 

analysis are rough statistical based estimates not intended to be suitable as future basin-wide flow 

requirements; 2) the implementation of new stream flow regulations and the impact on public water 

supplies should be reflected in maps; 3) the basin analyses outputs correspond to the terminus of 

regional basins and do not illustrate where there may or not be stress in local watersheds; and 4) there 

are factors that are not reflected in reviewing maps in isolation, e.g. reservoir storage is not considered 

in maps representing “stress”. These factors need to be evaluated collectively with their limitations in 

mind when addressing the balance of instream and out of stream uses. 

NEED TO IDENTIFY DATA GAPS & LIMITATIONS 

The State Water Plan appropriately recognizes the importance of collecting and using scientific data to 

inform decisions regarding the state’s water resources.  It also notes that there are certain data gaps 

that should be identified and addressed. The data included in the State Water Plan appears to be the 

“best available” data, but it may not be up-to-date or as comprehensive as needed. The State Water 

Plan should stress that data gaps should be identified and addressed before the state moves forward 

with implementation of any policy recommendations.  

In addition, efforts to obtain data should be mindful of administrative and cost burdens associated with 

reporting.  State agencies should be directed to work with public water suppliers to ensure that data can 

be reported in way that is useful to regulators and others without being overly burdensome.  

PROMOTING A STRONG WATER CONSERVATION ETHIC 

The report indicates that “…the State lags in its water conservation ethic”.  It further notes that 

“Outreach that builds on utility initiatives is one of the most important recommendations in this Plan”. 

The State Water Plan should include recommendations for promoting a strong water conservation 

ethics for all water users and not place a disproportionate burden on water companies and their 

customers. Irrigation, for example, contributes to high water consumption, however, the State Water 

Plan does not fully address recommendations to address irrigation.  

Moreover, water conservation efforts have been driven by 1) state building codes which require more 

water efficient appliances, such as low flow toilets and shower heads; 2) the introduction and promotion 

of EPA Water Sense products such as front-loading washing machines; and 3) efforts to reduce sewer 

discharge costs and water usage costs by businesses.  The State Water Plan should highlight these 

efforts and include recommendations to build on such efforts.  

In addition, the State Water Plan should note the differences in water company ownership and how this 

may impact conservation mechanisms.  For example, “decoupling” and Water Revenue Adjustments are 

not available to regional and municipal water departments to promote conservation while ensuring 

adequate revenues. 
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ENSURING THE AVAILABILITY OF DATA 

The State Water Plan indicates that “Connecticut is somewhat unusual” in that data that is publicly 

available in other states is not available in Connecticut.  It is our understanding that very few states 

collect the breadth of information that Connecticut does in water supply plans and other regulatory 

submittals.  This statement should therefore be clarified to ensure its accuracy in the context of other 

state data collection efforts.  

Recognizing that public water supply information is necessary to the development of a State Water Plan, 

CWWA supports efforts to facilitate the sharing of water supply data to support state water planning 

efforts without jeopardizing the security of the state’s public water supply systems. The State Water 

Plan does not address the changes to the Freedom of Information Act adopted in 2016 intended to 

achieve this balance. The Plan should be updated to reflect these changes.  

PRESERVING CLASS A WATERS FOR PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIES 

The State Water Plan appropriately recognizes the importance of preserving the highest quality water 

for drinking.  It also references support for the use of Class B waters for non-potable uses.  CWWA 

supports efforts to use non-Class A waters for non-potable uses provided such use does not create 

cross-connection issues or impose cost burdens on water companies and their customers.  

SUPPORTING REGIONAL APPROACHES TO ADDRESSING PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY NEEDS 

Interconnections – The State Water Plan acknowledges that interconnections are critical to 

ensuring the availability of public water supplies in certain areas in the state.  It also 

acknowledges that there is opposition to the use of interconnections. The State Water Plan 

should emphasize the importance of Interconnections and support policies to eliminate 

regulatory barriers to the use of Interconnections.  

Interbasin Transfers – The State Water Plan references the use of interbasin transfers to ensure 

the continued availability of public water supplies.  The importance of interbasin transfers to 

ensuring the resiliency of public water supplies and enabling balancing of instream and out-of-

stream needs should be highlighted in the State Water Plan.  

SUPPORTING THE STATE’S ENERGY EFFICIENCY GOALS 

The State Water Plan references that water treatment and distribution processes are energy intensive 

and a significant cost-driver.  However, the State Water Plan only focuses on conservation to address 

this concern, indicating that a reduction in water usage would also reduce energy costs. Although this is 

true, the State Water Plan fails to include recommendations supporting efforts to facilitate the use of 

energy efficient technologies, such as virtual net metering and fuel cells, to reduce energy costs and 

position the state to meet its energy goals. The use of such technologies will go a long way toward 

reducing costs and reducing the state’s energy consumption.   

ADDRESSING IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES OF STREAM FLOW REGULATIONS 

The State Water Plan notes that when instream uses are fully considered, following implementation of 

stream flow regulations, it may make it difficult for a basin to satisfy all out-of-stream and instream 

needs at the same time in all locations.  It concludes that this emphasizes the need for “detailed 

evaluation of specific utilities or water systems in order to prevent shortages through conservation, 



 
 

1245 Farmington Ave., 103  West Hartford, CT 06107  Tel. 860-841-7350 

interconnections, alternative supplies, or other measures.” CWWA believes that if the implementation 

of stream flow regulations is expected to create water supply shortages in certain areas, the State Water 

Plan should include recommendations to 1) emphasize the use of drought triggers and “off ramps” 

included in the state’s stream flow regulations, which are designed to protect a company’s safe 

yield/margin of safety; and 2) revise the regulations in the event that allowed release reductions related 

to drought and margin of safety triggers are insufficient to ensure the ability of public water suppliers to 

meet public health, safety, and economic development needs.  

ADDRESSING ISSUES INVOLVING THE REGULATION OF SMALL SYSTEM ISSUES 

The State Water Plan should include recommendations for addressing issues involving the regulations of 

small systems, particularly given the limited agency staff available to oversee such systems. Small 

systems include homeowner/condo associations, mobile homes, and other developments where 

providing water is not the primary function but an incidental activity. Not surprisingly, small systems 

often lack the financial, technical and managerial capacity to adequately maintain systems, make 

necessary system improvements, and comply with rigorous state and federal public health and 

environmental laws.   

When small systems fail to meet their obligation to provide safe, adequate public water supplies, there 

is a process under Connecticut law whereby regulators can order another water company to acquire the 

system.  In addition, some community water systems, recognizing that their revenues and/or 

infrastructure are inadequate, may pursue a voluntary acquisition agreement with a water company, 

which is subject to review and approval by state regulators. 

There are a number of things that we would suggest to improve the viability of small systems and 

streamline the acquisition process when acquisition is necessary, including 1) Requiring that the 

‘scorecard’ recently developed by DPH or some other objective method to assess the viability of these 

small systems be implemented and systems evaluated prior to takeover proceeding; 2) Ensuring that the 

rates charged are adequate to maintain that system and make needed system improvements; 3) 

Streamlining the acquisition process; 4) Utilizing the Certificate of Public Convenience & Necessity process 

to ensure that new small systems have the requisite financial, technical, and managerial capacity; 5) 

Targeting DPH State Revolving Fund loans to small systems; and 6) Requiring small systems to develop 

and implement asset management plans.  

IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN 

As noted in the State Water Plan, the process for determining how to implement the State Water Plan 

must be collaborative, consensus-driven, and based on data and sound science. As noted above, we are 

concerned that policymakers and stakeholders may use the Plan to cherry pick issues to support 

changes in policies that may undermine the balance required under Public Act 14-163. To address this 

concern, CWWA recommends the following: 

“Triple Bottom Line” Analysis - The State Water Plan utilizes a “Triple Bottom Line” analysis to 

evaluate alternatives and decisions based on their social, environmental, and economic factors.  

We support efforts to ensure that recommendations are analyzed based on these factors.  

However, it is unclear whether this analysis adequately reflects consideration of issues such as 

the importance of protecting the availability of public water supplies, and the need to minimize 

cost and administrative burdens on state agencies, residents, and the regulated community. 
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Identifying Legislative & Regulatory Changes – Consistent with the process used in developing 

the State Water Plan, the process for identifying legislative and regulatory proposals and 

priorities needed to implement the plan must be collaborative and consensus-driven. The State 

Water Plan indicates that the Water Planning Council should be tasked with providing an early 

review of proposed legislation related to water.  However, CWWA is concerned that the Plan 

does not outline any clear parameters or criteria for the Water Planning Council to adopt a 

position on proposed legislation/regulations. Given the weight that the Water Planning Council’s 

position would have in shaping public policies affecting water, there needs to be a clear process 

for developing a position, including a formal opportunity for public hearing and comment.  

State Agency Staffing & Resource Limitations – Given the magnitude of the state’s ongoing 

economic and budgetary challenges, the State Water Plan should acknowledge the limitations 

on state agency staffing and resources and include recommendations for moving forward with 

implementation in ways that are realistic and achievable.  CWWA recommends that the State 

Water Plan: 1) Ensure that the Triple Bottom Line analysis reflects consideration of state agency 

staffing and resources limitations; 2) Focus on identifying and addressing data gaps; 3) Pilot 

implementation in a local basin and determine what issues should be addressed as a result of 

the pilot; and 4) Target implementation in areas where there are actual impairments in water 

quality or documented low flows in streams.  

State Agency Efficiencies – The State Water Plan should include recommendations for 

improving the efficiency of various regulatory processes, such as permitting and water supply 

plans, to minimize delays in processing various regulatory submittals.  

Water Rates - The State Water Plan should strive to maintain affordable water rates for 

consumers by carefully considering the impact of any policy changes on customer rates. In 

addition, the Plan should emphasize that the cost of developing and implementing a State 

Water Plan should be equitably borne by all users, not just utility customers.   

Volunteer River Basin Committees – The State Water Plan includes a recommendation to utilize 

Volunteer River Basin Committees.  However, there must be clear parameters regarding the 

composition, mission, and role of such committees to ensure that they are not used to advance 

parochial agendas.  

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Very truly yours, 

Elizabeth Gara 

Elizabeth Gara 

Executive Director 
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November 20, 2017 
 
John W. Betkowski, 
Chairman – Connecticut Water Planning Council 
Vice Chairman – Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 
 
W. David LeVasseur 
Vice Chairman – Connecticut water Planning Council 
Acting Undersecretary – Connecticut Office of Policy and Management 
 
Lori Mathieu 
Member – Connecticut Water Planning Council 
Public Health Section Chief – Connecticut Department of Public Health 
 
Betsy Wingfield 
Member – Connecticut Water Planning Council 
Bureau Chief – Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
 
Connecticut Water Planning Council 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, Connecticut 06051 
 
Re: Connecticut Irrigation Contractors Association (CICA) 

Comments for the State Water Plan Draft Report 
 
Dear Water Planning Council Members, 
 
We appreciate your acceptance of Curtis Anderson from Anderson Turf Irrigation as a member 
of the WPC Advisory Group Committee so he could represent the CICA as a CT Water Plan 
Stakeholder during this Draft process.  We know that Mr. Anderson was able to provide details 
regarding our organization and our desire to be influential.  Items that should be shared in this 
Water Plan and throughout the legislative development include: 
 

 It should be noted in the water plan that irrigation is a licensed trade within the State of 
Connecticut.  CT is one of the few states to license this trade.  Irrigation is licensed under 
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the State Plumbing Code as J3 and J4 licenses.  To receive a license one must complete 
an apprenticeship program that includes on the job and class training.  A State test must 
be taken and passed to receive a J4 Journeyman’s license.  After 2 years in the field, 
another test is required to become a J3 Contractor License holder.  Continuing 
Education Units (CEU’s) are required to retain the irrigation license. 
 

 The Connecticut Irrigation Contractors Association (CICA), is a membership organization 
for irrigation contractors, designers, suppliers and manufacturers.  Founded in 1988, the 
CICA promotes excellence in the field of landscape irrigation service and installation.  
The CICA is dedicated to the achievement of standardization within its area of expertise, 
through relevant licensing, involvement in educational seminars, trade shows and open 
communications within and outside our membership.   Our website is 
www.cicaweb.org. 
 

 The CICA was instrumental in the development of the CT Irrigation license details and 
implementation. 

 

 The CICA developed the proper classes to satisfy the state CEU requirements.  These 
CEU classes train our members on the latest conservation tools, smart watering 
technologies and current industry standards.   
 

 Through our lobbying efforts and involvement from our members we were instrumental 
in helping pass the existing CT Rain Sensor Legislation to help promote responsible 
water use in the State of Connecticut. 

 

 The CICA is an affiliate member of the national Irrigation Association (IA) 
www.irrigation.org.  The IA mission is to promote efficient irrigation through advocacy 
and professional development.     

 

 There is a science and study behind the concept and practice of irrigation that goes well 
beyond the visible use of agriculture and landscape irrigation.  We have spent decades 
researching our profession, the landscape, soils and environment as well as the supply, 
movement and management of water for irrigation purposes.  Both organizations (The 
CICA and IA) would like to offer our professional assistance and knowledge to this Water 
Planning Council and the Connecticut State Legislature during this draft proposal and 
beyond.   
 

 The IA has developed multiple certifications for irrigation professionals interested in 
improving their knowledge and understanding of irrigation principles.  The IA offers 
many certifications that are recognized in other states as license requirements and the 
EPA WaterSense program has recognized certain certifications in their programs.  
Current certifications include: 
 

http://www.cicaweb.org/
http://www.irrigation.org/
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-01/documents/ws-outdoor-water-efficient-landscaping.pdf
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o Certified Irrigation Technician (CIT) 
o Certified Landscape irrigation Auditor (CLIA) 
o Certified Landscape Irrigation Auditor – Drip (CLIA- - Drip) 
o Certified Golf Irrigation Auditor (CGIA) 
o Certified Irrigation Contractor (CIC) 
o Certified Irrigation Designer (CID) 
o Certified Landscape Water Manager (CLWM) 
o Certified Agricultural Irrigation Specialist (CAIS) 
o Certified irrigation Designer – Agriculture (CID) 

 

 As part of the mission to promote efficient irrigation, the IA partners with experts and 
stakeholders from industry, academia and the public sector to define best practices in 
efficient water management, establish benchmarks and guidelines for products and 
application and advocate for water policies based on sound science.  Following are some 
items that might be helpful to the Water Council: 

 
 Landscape Irrigation Best Management Practices (BMP) 
 Principles of Efficient Agricultural Irrigation 
 Smart Water Application Technology (SWAT) Initiave 
 Multiple Position Papers including Alternative Water Sources 
 2015 Drought Summit, 2016 Drought Summit and 2017 Drought Summit 
 
The CT Water Plan Draft states, “The Plan in and of itself is not the solution to Connecticut’s 
water issues, but it is a collection of scientific information, policy recommendations, and 
forward-looking steps that should help frame the future water management laws, regulations, 
and resolution of specific local issues.”  Within this Draft, Conservation is considered one of the 
five most important points.  The CICA realizes that water conservation includes the irrigation 
industry and our customers.  We would like the Plan to identify the irrigation industry as part of 
the conservation opportunity; while recognizing irrigation’s impact as an industry to the health 
of Connecticut, irrigations value as a business and the employment of CT residents, Our 
association’s (CICA and IA) knowledge of the efficient science and standards in irrigation, and 
the CICA’s and IA’s commitment to licensing and education.  As CT residents with families and 
friends throughout the state, we know we can be stewards of CT water in partnership with this 
Water Council and the CT Legislature.    
 
Please continue to consider us as a partner in the State. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Stephen A. Geckeler  CLIA, CIC 
CT Irrigation License #PLM.028654-J4 
President 
Connecticut Irrigation Contractors Association (CICA) 
 

http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Certification/Landscape-Certifications/CIT/IA/Certification/CIT.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Certification/Landscape-Certifications/CLIA/IA/Certification/CLIA.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Certification/Landscape-Certifications/CLIA/CLIA-Drip-Specialty/IA/Certification/CLIA-Drip.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Certification/Landscape-Certifications/CGIA/IA/Certification/CGIA.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Certification/Landscape-Certifications/CIC/IA/Certification/CIC.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Certification/Landscape-Certifications/CID/IA/Certification/CID.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Certification/Landscape-Certifications/CLWM/IA/Certification/CLWM.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Certification/Agriculture-Certifications/CAIS/IA/Certification/CAIS.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Certification/Agriculture-Certifications/CID-Agriculture/IA/Certification/CID-Agriculture.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Advocacy/Standards-Best-Practices/Landscape-Irrigation-BMPs/IA/Advocacy/Landscape-Irrigation-BMPs.aspx?hkey=93b546ad-c87a-41b8-bf70-8c4fd2cff931
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Advocacy/Standards-Best-Practices/Principles_of_Efficient_Agricultural_Irrigation/IA/Advocacy/Principles_of_Efficient_Agricultural_Irrigation.aspx?hkey=5aca42ea-7adc-4078-881a-71ea6943b0aa
http://www.irrigation.org/SWAT
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Advocacy/Position-Statements/IA/Advocacy/Position-Statements.aspx?hkey=82f2c037-cbf7-4bc0-93bf-a823ed122b36
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Advocacy/Position-Statements/Alternative_Water_Sources_for_Irrigation/IA/Advocacy/Alternative-Water-Sources-for-Irrigation.aspx
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Advocacy/Research-Reports/2015-Drought-Summit/IA/Advocacy/2015-Drought-Summit.aspx?hkey=5f369d74-20ac-4465-8e9f-573dea4f787e
http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Advocacy/Research-Reports/2016-Drought-Summit/IA/Advocacy/2016-Drought-Summit.aspx?hkey=6c7e388e-0f67-43f7-9635-04a442016402
https://irrigation.org/2017Show/Education-Certification/IA-Water-Summit/2017Show/Education-Certification/IA-Water-Summit.aspx?hkey=c3045580-6528-4ff3-aa39-3fc072c231e7
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November 20, 2017 
 

The Connecticut Association of Golf Course Superintendents (CAGCS) supports many aspects of 

the proposed State Water Plan, and congratulates the Water Planning Council (WPC) and their 

consultants, CDM Smith and Milone & MacBroom on the quantity and quality of work that went 

into the final draft.  The golf industry is extremely grateful to have been invited to participate in 

the development of the plan working with the Science and Technical Workgroup.   

The finished product includes input from a wide variety of water interests, including policy 

groups, conservation coalitions, public water suppliers, and other water related industries.  The 

collective input from multiple water interests contributes to the balance included in the original 

mandate that initiated the development of the plan.  While the plan was never intended to 

solve all water related issues throughout the state, it does clearly address some of the most 

critical issues related to ensuring high quality water resources for public health, ecological 

requirements, and economic development.  The preservation of the Class A/AA drinking water 

standard ensures the citizens of Connecticut will have the highest quality drinking water in the 

country.  The information and recommendations found throughout the plan have a strong 

science foundation, which will be critical for future water planning and development decisions.  

The plan emphasizes conservation, which will preserve and hopefully improve the balance 

between in-stream and out-of-stream demands for future generations.   

The golf industry in Connecticut represents nearly two hundred small businesses that supports 

11,500 jobs, provides $336 million in wage income, and contributes $1.1 Billion in economic 

impact.  Golf tournaments raise over $30 million in charitable revenue supporting a variety of 

organizations including; Police and Fire department benevolent funds, scholarship funds, 

medical research including ALS, Alzheimer’s, and a broad spectrum of cancer research groups, 

churches, athletic programs, and numerous community based organizations including Lions, 

Rotary, and Kiwanis Clubs. The PGA Tour is the only professional sport whose entire business 

model is based on donating their profits to charity, including more than $1.7 Million raised by 

the Greater Hartford Jaycees at the 2017 Travelers Championship. 

Golf Courses and Water 

Golf courses require large areas of open space comprised primarily of turfgrass and woodland 

areas.  In highly populated areas dominated by impervious surfaces and extensive storm water 

management, golf courses provide benefits related to water quality and quantity.  Turf systems 

are extremely effective biofilters for precipitation and runoff, improving the quality of water 

that reaches the water table.  Based on average annual precipitation (44”), golf courses have the 

potential to supply over 1.1 million gallons of water per acre annually, and many golf courses 

have over 100 acres on their property.  These benefits are realized throughout the year, 

compared to irrigation withdrawals that are concentrated to approximately four months.   

 

 

mailto:cagcs@sbcglobal.net


Golf course superintendents are diligent and responsible water managers.  Providing playing 

conditions desired by most golfers requires water use be kept to a minimum.  Supplemental 

irrigation is applied based on a variety of measurements and observations, and is often 

managed by sophisticated control software that provides precision, accuracy, and flexibility.  

Irrigation schedules are influenced by extensive use of weather measurements and forecasts, 

daily soil moisture monitoring, and visual observation.  Golf courses invest a lot of money and 

manpower into the design, installation, and maintenance of their irrigation systems to maximize 

efficiency and efficacy, and minimize leakage and waste.   

Golf and the Water Plan 

The success of the State Water Plan is dependent on voluntary buy-in by private citizens and 

industry.  Golf Course Superintendents have earned a reputation as environmental stewards and 

responsible users of water, fertilizer, and pest control products. CAGCS is leading a collaborative 

effort to develop comprehensive Best Management Practices (BMP) for Golf Courses, including 

chapters on Surface Water Management, Water Quality, Water Quantity, Irrigation, Fertilizer 

Use, and Pest Control.  The recommendations will be developed by independent university 

researchers, and will improve our efforts to minimize the impact of maintenance operations on 

the environment and maximize the environmental benefits golf courses provide their 

communities.   

As part of the BMP process, CAGCS hopes to work with UCONN and the Department of Energy 

and Environmental Protection (DEEP) to revise and update the Best Management Practices for 

Golf Course Water Use document, including updating references to current Best Available 

Technology and the latest research related to irrigation and utilizing drought tolerant turf 

species.  We are also interested in developing drought management recommendations that will 

be consistent with the proposed Drought Preparedness and Prevention Plan that is currently 

being developed by the WPC.   

Items of special concern to the golf industry are related to the future of registered diversions 

and the associated grandfathered water allocations.  We acknowledge the flaws in the 

registration process, but are concerned about the economic impact that revoking the diversions 

and the allocations will have on many small businesses.  We propose focusing first on identifying 

the data gap registrations represent due to a lack of reporting information, and then 

determining how much the stress the withdrawal contributes to the watershed.   

In conclusion, CAGCS supports the State Water Plan as a foundation for future water planning in 

Connecticut, and hopes to not only develop a collaborative relationship with the WPC as we 

work to improve water management on golf courses, but also to serve as an example of how 

such a relationship can improve water management and planning for other industries 

throughout the state.   

Respectfully submitted, 

Peter J. Gorman 

Vice President, CAGCS 

Golf Course Superintendent 

Pine Orchard Yacht and Country Club 

Branford CT 06405 
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November 20, 2017 
 
State Water Planning Council 
c/o Public Utility Regulatory Authority 
10 Franklin Street 
New Britain, CT 06051 
 
Dear State Water Planning Council Members: 

First let me offer my congratulations on the completion of the state’s first comprehensive State Water Plan.  The 
underlying statute requiring development of the Plan appropriately recognized the balance that must exist 
between protecting important ecological assets and meeting the state’s need for economic growth.  This balance 
must recognize the advantage that the state’s plentiful water resources provide in attracting investment and 
creating jobs for our residents.   

The Connecticut Economic Resource Center (CERC) is a public private partnership between the state and our 
regulated utilities.  Our Board of Directors includes representatives of the major electric, gas and water utilities in 
addition to government and other private sector organizations.  We have long recognized that Connecticut has an 
advantage over other possible business locations because of our plentiful water resources.  Over the past two 
years, we have included information on water resources as part of our marketing materials used to attract 
investment to Connecticut.  It is critical that we continue to reflect the importance of water availability in our 
economic development marketing efforts, since it provides a significant competitive advantage for Connecticut in 
the marketplace for inbound investment. 

We believe that any recommendations to encourage class B or reclaimed water for non-potable use, such as 
industrial, should be more fully explored with appropriate stakeholders to ensure such efforts are both feasible 
and prudent.  Also, while water use restrictions are understood to be occasionally necessary in times of 
emergencies, any measures that unreasonably target commercial and industrial customers, could needlessly harm 
the state’s economy.   

CERC maintains and develops data and research on various parts of Connecticut’s economy.  There is no substitute 
for robust data and research to improve the quality of public decision-making.  We would be pleased to work with 
the Council as implementation of the Plan progresses to ensure that research which fully considers “economic 
development plans and needs” and potential negative impacts on the economy is fully considered in the 
implementation scheme. 

Sincerely, 

 
Robert W. Santy 
President & CEO 



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

B-1 11/18/2017 Citizen-Led Group
87 

Individuals
87 Individuals Multiple Multiple

Dear Water Planning Council Members:  

I am writing to push for a stronger State Water Plan (SWP) that offers specific policy solutions to protect Connecticut's water supplies and ensure adequate stream flows for fish and 

aquatic wildlife. Due to the impacts of climate change and drought being felt in communities across Connecticut and the nation, our state needs a water plan that sustainably balances 

public and private water needs with those of a healthy environment. The current draft of the SWP falls short in this regard.

The WPC should release a final State Water Plan that makes the following recommendations to the state Legislature:

- Water Conservation: The final SWP should recommend automatic, enforceable conservation measures for large water users, including private water companies and municipalities, during 

times of drought.

- Drought Planning: Connecticut needs a drought plan with a uniform, sensible set of triggers and actionable drought levels for all 169 towns, to be completed as soon as possible.

- Registered Diversions: The SWP should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not adversely 

impact water levels.

- Streamflow Regulations: The plan should recommend that water withdrawals attained through groundwater pumping be subject to Connecticut's streamflow regulations.

Thank you for your consideration.

The plan recommends a Pathway Forward for conservation, based on stakeholder consensus.  Expanding this has been identified as a key priority for plan 

implementation.  The State Water Plan was developed at the same time as the State Drought Plan (still draft at this time) and therefore did not attempt to 

duplicate issues.  Please see the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo regarding Registered Diversions, and Streamflow Regulations.

B-2 9/4/2017 Citizen-Led Group Judy Allen West Hartford Save Our Water CT

In Section 5 there is a suggestion that the state consider some sort of monetizing of water.  I think this would be a very bad precedent.  In CT water is a public trust, held for the benefit of 

all.  When water gets privatized people begin to think that they "own" pieces of CT water.  A water company provides infrastructure for delivery of water to its customers, but its customers 

are paying for the infrastructure not the water.  Across the country and indeed the world, the privatization of water has led to water wars, lack of water for people who desperately need it, 

conflicts, and the use of water as a resource for power.  It may seem that these are unlikely occurrences here in CT, but Fryeburg, ME is an example of how water can be grabbed by the 

bottled water industry if safeguards are not put in place.

The suggetion for monetizing water is only made to enable comparison of value in economic terms (one of the Pathways Forward).  It is not intended to be 

the sole discription of value of water, but one piece of the Triple Bottom Line.  A clarification will  be added.

B-3 9/4/2017 Citizen-Led Group Judy Allen West Hartford Save Our Water CT

The plan does not address the bottled water industry in any meaningful way.  It deserves its own category among the possible economic and development plans.  When water is bottled 

nothing is manufactured except plastic containers.  The water is not used in the manufacture of other products such as air plane parts, or to cool power generation systems.  The water 

used in agriculture creates a crop that can be locally eaten with far less transportation costs than bottled water.  The large volumes of water bottled here in CT leave our state never to 

return.  Because of this I believe bottled water deserves its own consideration.

Please see the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED memo for a discussion of water bottling in the Plan.

B-4 9/6/2017 Citizen-Led Group Judy Allen West Hartford Save Our Water CT
Section 5.5  I particularly like the suggestions for conflict resolution.  I hope the Advisory Group can make these part of their mission with a pathway for the public, on behalf of the 

environment to bring issues forward.  I like hat the State Water Plan could be used as a guide for resolving conflicts so that it is not resolved solely by people's special interests.

Thank you for this support.  The Advisory Group is currently working with the WPC to help define roles and responsibilties for conflict resolution and 

Pathways Forward during the Implementation Phase of the Plan, using the guidance from the Plan itself.

B-5 9/6/2017 Citizen-Led Group Judy Allen West Hartford Save Our Water CT

I'm wondering if an index could be created.  While the table of contents is great, it does not let you find information that may not have its own section.  For example:  In the wake of 

Hurricane Harvey I went to our draft plan to see what it could tell me about flooding.  An index could point me to the right places where flooding was considered. Coastal flooding is not 

addressed in the plan because there are other plans being compiled. But what about in-land flooding?  I found some references to floods, mostly related to climate change.  Climate change 

may result in heavier and more frequent precipitation leading to flooding.  Is there some kind of flood index like a drought index that can address things related to floods.  What are the 

environmental implications of flooding?  I assume that it's location specific for small flood events.  What is the probably that CT could face a major in-land flood for water quality and 

drinking water availability.  Is our infrastructure adequate to handle a major flood? To me the implications of a drought are clearer than the implications of a flood.

An index would be a useful tool, but is beyond the current scope of work at this time.  It may be a useful addition during the implementation phase, or the 

next plan revision.  Inland flooding may also be a worthy topic during the next round of updats to the Plan, but the stakeholders did not prioritize it during 

this initial development phase.

B-6 11/13/2017 Citizen-Led Group Ingrid Boelhouwer Bloomfield
Seabury Retirement 

Community Action Forum

We are members of the Seabury independent Living Community in Bloomfield CT.  We care deeply about the future of our environment for our children,grandchildren and beyond.  We 

applaud everyone who has worked so hard on the waterplanning document.  We like to talk more about water as a public trust resource, that water belongs to  Everyone in the State and 

that we are the custodiansof this resource, talk about   Water conservation to increase supply.  We all have a stake in waterplanning because it is about all of out future.  We should have 

streamflow regulations, review grandfathers contracts.  Respectfully   Ingrid Boelhouwer, Sally Foster, Richard Watson, Patricia Zwerling,  Birch Milliken, Mims Butterworth, Anne Brock, 

Betty Cornish, Bobby Taylor,   Nancy Bancroft, Carol Fine,Jo Fandel, Shirley Dudley, Alice Cruikshank,  Shirley Keezing , Linda Isham,BJ Hardeston,Peggy Igleheart, Selma Squire  

Please see the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED memo for a discussion of water as a Public Trust.

B-7 11/12/2017 Citizen-Led Group Lynne Bonnett New Haven

I believe that water is held in public trust and belongs to all of us.  We have clean water because we have taken care of this resource.   We need to balance water usage for in stream and 

out of stream uses.  It is important to evaluate water diversion for each water basin to make sure that in stream and out of stream uses remain in balance.  The following points are critical 

for a good water plan, in my opinion.  1)  All registered diversions must be evaluated for their impact on balanced water usage, including grandfathered registrations.  Diversion permits 

should be revised according to the evaluation results.  2)  Water held as a public trust should not be sold by anyone or any entity.  Especially egregious was the bottling and selling of 

publicly held water at a discount so that the corporation that bottled the water made a profit from selling our clean water.   3) The State of CT needs to evaluate water usage based upon 

river basin or watershed geography and  promote regional decision making per watershed to manage the resource.  4) We need a reasonable use doctrine to protect the resource.  5) The 

State of CT should guarantee more funding for communities to enhance their water quality through education, storm water management, conservation, and reduction of chemical land 

applications that leach into the water.   6) We should not allow contaminated waste water from gas fracking to be imported and / or treated in the State of CT.  Thank you for soliciting our 

comments.  I hope that they are meaningful to those making decisions.  Not all decisions should be the cheapest available for the State but should be made with a long term view for what 

is best for our State and our water resource.   

Please see the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED memo for a discussion of water as a Public Trust, registered diversions, and water bottling.  The data 

in the Plan were developed on a river-basin basis, with the hope that the State will indeed use the information to make case-by-case decisions.  The State 

Plan cannot specify or guarantee funding, as this is beyond the purview of the WPC - however, the WPC can recommend legislation that would include a 

public process in which funding issues could be addressed, and individual agencies may also request funding to implement the Plan recommendations.  The 

issue of fracking waste was not discussed, as the stakeholdrers did not proirotize it, but we encourage you to raise the issue during the Plan 

Implementation and Update phases in the future.

B-8 10/30/2017 Citizen-Led Group Myles Connell Bloomfield Thank you for your efforts to preserve clean water as a precious state resource.  Please adopt all further measures recommended by Save Our Water.  Thank you for this support, and we encourage you to read our responses to the referenced comments from Save Our Water.

B-9 10/30/2017 Citizen-Led Group Josh Davidson Farmington

In 2010, a U.N. resolution recognized safe,clean drinking water and sanitation as an essential human right. Our water is a public trust resource and NOT a corporate asset. The state plan 

recommends "balancing the uses of water". We believe it should prioritize residents, ecologic health, and local agriculture and industry, NOT out-of-state water bottling corporations 

focused on private profit.    The plan does not suggest any regulatory oversight for large scale water bottling plants which send treated drinking water out of our native state basins. Once 

water is allocated to these corporations, it is forever gone to residents.    Ecological needs must be recognized as vital. We cannot allow our streams to completely dry up. Unused 

registered diversions, which were granted in the past without regard to environmental consequences, should be reassessed.    Safe yield calculations, the bedrock of water planning, should 

be reviewed given climate change and new stream flow requirements.    Our drought plans need to be standardized; the drought triggers revised; and uniform municipal drought responses 

adopted.    Our Class I and Class II Watersheds need definitive protection; not protection that can be altered for the benefit of corporations such as Tilcon.    The state lags in prioritizing 

water conservation. Encourage the large municipal water utilities to consider conservation pricing and promote "Watersense" products to CT residents.

Please see the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED memo for a discussion of water as a Public Trust, water bottling, and conservation - the Plan 

specifically does NOT prioritize water uses because it is based on the consensus of all stakeholders who participated, and the WPC agreed that prioritizing 

allowable uses would contradict the primary thesis of the Plan, which is to help balance water for all uses.  The plan does not address safe yield 

methodologies, as the stakeholders did not prioritize this issues, though climate change impacts are recommended for furhter study as the plan is 

implemented (and this may also be an appropriate topic for the WUCC process).  The State Water Plan was developed at the same time as the State 

Drought Plan (still draft at this time) and therefore did not attempt to duplicate issues. 

B-10 10/30/2017 Citizen-Led Group Meredith Davidson Farmington

In 2010, a U.N. resolution recognized safe,clean drinking water and sanitation as an essential human right. Our water is a public trust resource and NOT a corporate asset. The state plan 

recommends "balancing the uses of water". We believe it should prioritize residents, ecologic health, and local agriculture and industry, NOT out-of-state water bottling corporations 

focused on private profit.    The plan does not suggest any regulatory oversight for large scale water bottling plants which send treated drinking water out of our native state basins. Once 

water is allocated to these corporations, it is forever gone to residents.    Ecological needs must be recognized as vital. We cannot allow our streams to completely dry up. Unused 

registered diversions, which were granted in the past without regard to environmental consequences, should be reassessed.    Safe yield calculations, the bedrock of water planning, should 

be reviewed given climate change and new stream flow requirements.    Our drought plans need to be standardized; the drought triggers revised; and uniform municipal drought responses 

adopted.    Our Class I and Class II Watersheds need definitive protection; not protection that can be altered for the benefit of corporations such as Tilcon.    The state lags in prioritizing 

water conservation. Encourage the large municipal water utilities to consider conservation pricing and promote "Watersense" products to CT residents.

Please see response directly above.



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

B-11 11/14/2017 Citizen-Led Group Sarah Jonelis New Haven 

Dear Water Planning Council,  Thank you for your hard work drafting this plan. Having a comprehensive evidence based understanding of our water use is essential to our future as an 

environmentally educated state. I think that the plan should have a heavier emphasis on water being a public resource that belongs to everyone, and stress the importance of investing in 

green infrastructure for storm-water management which keeps water where it should be and brings it back to the people more cleanly and efficiently, as well as protecting watershed 

lands from pollution and misuse.  We need a vigorous water conservation program spearheaded by entities other than water utilities that will act in their own self-interest. If we are really 

going to take climate change seriously, if we are really going to position ourselves as environmental leaders we need to pivot towards a future whose primary focus is sustainability rather 

than pure-profit.   Thank you

Please see the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for discussions of water as a Public Trust and conservation.

B-12 10/16/2017 Citizen-Led Group Paula Jones Bloomfield

I’m a Bloomfield resident, and I’m an active member of the citizens’ group SAVE OUR WATER CT.     I’d like to comment today on 3 topics:    1.  Drought planning:  I know that the State 

Drought Plan is being updated.  We need uniform descriptions of drought stages and responses and updated drought triggers.      Water utilities make the point that municipalities have 

more control over water conservation than the utilities do during drought.  I know that only one or two Connecticut municipalities currently have drought ordinances.  Being from 

Bloomfield, I expect that after the upcoming November municipal election my new Town Council will be receptive to the idea of developing such an ordinance, so I will be advocating for 

that.  Does the Water Plan address the need for some type of uniform municipal drought action plan and municipal enforcement?  Does it provide guidance or references of where to go 

for guidance?    2.  Protection of Class I and II watersheds:  The draft plan highlights the continued need for protection of Class I and II watersheds.  How will we insure that Tilcon does not 

violate this state priority?    3.  Water Conservation:  The draft plan points out that “While Connecticut leads the nation in protections of drinking water quality, the State lags in its water 

conservation ethic.”      Large water bottlers can take advantage of this.  Quoting from a recent Bloomberg article (“Nestlé Makes Billions Bottling Water It Pays Nearly Nothing For”, Sept. 

22, 2017 – by Caroline Winter -     http://readersupportednews.org/news-section2/318-66/45909-nestle-makes-billions-bottling-water-it-pays-nearly-nothing-for):    "...[I]t illuminates how 

Nestlé has come to dominate a controversial industry, spring by spring, often going into economically depressed municipalities with the promise of jobs and new infrastructure in exchange 

for tax breaks and access to a resource that’s scarce for millions. Where Nestlé encounters grass-roots resistance against its industrial-strength guzzling, it deploys lawyers; where it’s 

welcome, it can push the limits of that hospitality, sometimes with the acquiescence of state and local governments that are too cash-strapped or inept to say no."    I would add cash-

strapped water utilities to the last sentence I just quoted.  Which brings me to my point:  Large municipal water utilities need cash to take care of aging infrastructure.  Conservation 

practices can be revenue limiting.  Does the plan recommend ways of decoupling revenue from quantity of water sold so that water utilities structured as municipalities have reliable cash 

flows, regardless of the weather?    

The State Water Plan was developed at the same time as the State Drought Plan (still draft at this time) and therefore did not attempt to duplicate issues.   

Please see the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for a further discussion on conservation and water bottling.  Regarding enforcement of 

recommended policies - Neither the Plan nor the WPC have enforceable authority for water policy, but they both recommend policies to be implemented 

by agencies, the legislature, water users, etc.  Other mechanisms would be needed to enforce any of the Plan's recommendations, including the continued 

protection of Class I and II land.

B-13 11/14/2017 Citizen-Led Group Adelheid Koepfer Wallingford

CT water is a public good, bottling corporation gains should not come at the expense of CT public. Bottling and shipping CT water out of state should be restricted to availability only after 

meeting CT public needs.   Keep refund for plastic bottles, to avoid further pollution of watershed, contaminating water and endangering wildlife and natural filters.   Enforce regulations 

for industrial and general effluents. Retire unused water registrations.   Update drought triggers, as well as response. Increased withdrawal and climate change need to be considered.   

Implement “Watersense” designation. 

Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for a discussion of water as a Public Trust, diversion registrations, and water bottling.  

Also, the State Water Plan was developed at the same time as the State Drought Plan (still draft at this time) and therefore did not attempt to duplicate 

issues. 

B-14 10/27/2017 Citizen-Led Group David Macbride Bloomfield

"The state lags in prioritizing water conservation.  Encourage the large municipal water utilities to consider conservation pricing and promote Watersense" products to CT residents."    from 

Save Our Water CT    There is an inherent conflict in interest between water conservation and water profit.  The MDC is raising its rates so it can charge customers more for more water 

used, while Niagara and other corporate entities use our water for their profit.     Reward customers who use less water by implementing conservation pricing.  People understand issues 

when they affect their pocketbook.  Make it clear that a customer will be rewarded for using less water (much lower rates for these customers than currently), and customers will be 

penalized financially for using a lot of water (higher rates).  Niagara, as one of the largest single consumers of water, should pay huge rates for its water; so high that they realize it is not 

viable to continue business in Connecticut.    We must reduce/sacrifice now for the sake of future generations.  Droughts will be a part of life during the rest of this century, water will 

become more and more scarce.  Think and be proactive for our collective long-term interests (quality of life for future generations), not reactive based on short-term conditions (market 

forces, etc.).    "The state seriously lags in prioritizing water conservation.  Demand that the large municipal water utilities implement conservation pricing and promote "Watersense" 

products to CT residents."    (my version)

Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for a discussion of water conservation.  Also, the Plan includes a Pathway Forward for 

conservation, which the stakeholders agreed would represent a small step forward in the right direction.

B-15 10/22/2017 Citizen-Led Group Tollie Miller Bloomfield

COMMENTS FOR OCTOBER 3 WPC MEETING.docx Please see the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for discussions of water as a Public Trust and water bottling.  Also, the WPC will not be retiring 

diversion registrations - this will require action by regulatory agencies and possibly the legislature - the Plan simply advocates for the retirement of 

obsolete diversion registrations as a reasonable first step.  Also, The State Water Plan was developed at the same time as the State Drought Plan (still draft 

at this time) and therefore did not attempt to duplicate issues.   Also,  regarding enforcement of recommended policies - Neither the Plan nor the WPC 

have enforceable authority for water policy, but they both recommend policies to be implemented by agencies, the legislature, water users, etc.  Other 

mechanisms would be needed to enforce any of the Plan's recommendations, including the continued protection of Class I and II land.

B-16 10/17/2017 Citizen-Led Group Valerie Rossetti Bloomfield

Letter to WPC, WPC Advisory Council 10_17-2017.pdf Please see the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for a discussion of water bottling and Freedom of Information.  Also, the Plan did not address 

any specific safe yield value for individual water providers, as it was beyond the scope of work.  The hope is that the principles and data in the Plan can be 

used in the future to help guide these decisions and processes.

B-17 10/17/2017 Citizen-Led Group Valerie Rossetti Bloomfield

Addendum to WPC, WPC Advisory Group 10_17_2017 Letter.pdf Please see response directly above regarding safe yield.  Many water providers are conducting independent studies of the impacts of streamflow 

regulations on firm yield, but it was beyond the scope of the Plan to do so here.  The Plan does recommend, however, that these impacts be studied 

further and more universally in Section 5.

B-18 10/26/2017 Citizen-Led Group Valerie Rossetti Bloomfield Save Our Water CT

Our water is a public trust resource and NOT a corporate asset. The state plan recommends "balancing the uses of water" and refrains from prioritizing any use over another. It SHOULD 

prioritize residents, ecologic health, and local agriculture and industry, NOT out-of-state water bottling corporations focused on private profit. When we approach using up to the 10% 

margin of available water, we SHOULD prioritize where that water goes.   -The plan does not suggest any regulatory oversight for large scale water bottling plants which send treated 

drinking water out of our native state basins. Once water is allocated to these corporations, it is forever gone to residents. There are no requirements for what should be a renewable inter-

basin transfer.  - Ecological needs must be recognized as vital. We cannot allow our streams to completely dry up. Unused registered diversions, which were granted in the past without 

regard to environmental consequences, should be reassessed. Leaving the huge issue of registered diversions up in the air is problematic.  Some of our watersheds have more registered 

diversions than available water and the plan avoids the difficult decisions involved in addressing these.  - Safe yield calculations, the bedrock of water planning, should be reviewed- and be 

made public- given climate change and the implementation of new stream flow requirements.   - Our drought plans need to be standardized; the drought triggers revised; and uniform 

municipal drought responses adopted.In 2016 the governor declared drought restrictions in Hartford County but MDC continued to send out notices of adequate water reserves to its 

customer.  Who to believe?  - Our Class I and Class II Watersheds need definitive protection; not protection that can be altered for corporate benefit, such as for Tilcon. This would set a 

very regrettable precedent.  - The state lags in prioritizing water conservation. Residents are asked to conserve, but then the large utilities look for increased sales. Encourage the large 

municipal water utilities to investigate conservation pricing & decoupling income from water sales. Promote "Watersense" products. 

The Plan does not prioritize water uses, because it is based on the consensus of all stakeholders who participated, and because the WPC agreed that 

prioritizing uses would contradict the fundamental tenet of balancing water uses between all needs (as a guiding principle).  Please refer to the RESPONSES 

TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of water as a Public Trust and the concept of "balance."  Please also see above response to Josh 

Davidson regarding the issue of safe yield methodologies.

B-19 10/27/2017 Citizen-Led Group David Schonfeld West Hartford

Along with other members of Save Our Water CT, I believe that:        In 2010, a U.N. resolution recognized safe,clean drinking water and sanitation as an essential human right. Our water is 

a public trust resource and NOT a corporate asset. The state plan recommends "balancing the uses of water". We believe it should prioritize residents, ecologic health, and local agriculture 

and industry, NOT out-of-state water bottling corporations focused on private profit.        The plan does not suggest any regulatory oversight for large scale water bottling plants which send 

treated drinking water out of our native state basins. Once water is allocated to these corporations, it is forever gone to residents.        Ecological needs must be recognized as vital. We 

cannot allow our streams to completely dry up. Unused registered diversions, which were granted in the past without regard to environmental consequences, should be reassessed.        

Safe yield calculations, the bedrock of water planning, should be reviewed given climate change and new stream flow requirements.        Our drought plans need to be standardized; the 

drought triggers revised; and uniform municipal drought responses adopted.        Our Class I and Class II Watersheds need definitive protection; not protection that can be altered for the 

benefit of corporations such as Tilcon.        The state lags in prioritizing water conservation. Encourage the large municipal water utilities to consider conservation pricing and promote 

"Watersense" products to CT residents.  

Please see response to Josh Davidson, above.



COMMENTS FOR OCTOBER 3 WPC MEETING 

My name is Tollie Miller, and I reside in Bloomfield. I am a member of 

SAVE OUR WATER CT and have been watching the progress of this 

planning for the safe use and preservation of our precious resource. I 

would like to comment on a few areas of concern. 

There is barely any mention of industrial size water bottling operations 

in the plan.  At this point, a decision to allow operation of a large water 

bottling plant is based only on the current margin of safety with no 

future projections taken into consideration. Water can now leave a 

watershed with NO diversion permit.  I believe that there should be 

oversight of any large use of public trust water for corporate profit (as 

is happening in Bloomfield at the Niagara plant) . At least a diversion 

permit. Certainly we should not incentivize use of water for corporate 

profit with discounts, especially declining block discounts.  The business 

of water bottling creates staggering amounts of single use plastic water 

bottles which foul our environment and stress aquatic life. The Water 

Plan should address these concerns and suggest methods of oversight 

of any large scale water bottling operation. 

Secondly, the water plan highlights the fact that there are stressed 

watersheds in CT and watersheds where registered diversions exceed 

supply! How will the WPC move ahead with actual implementation of a 

plan to “retire” these unused diversions? 

Thirdly, the drought plan needs to be officially updated. We need a 

uniform table of drought stages and responses. The drought triggers 

need to be updated. We need a uniform municipal drought action plan 

with outlined enforcement.   And we need to take the health of our 

rivers and streams into account . 



Fourthly,  protection of Class 1 and 2 watersheds is emphasized in the 

draft. How will we insure that Tilcon upholds that state priority? 

Finally, at the last WPC Advisory meeting, it was pointed out that there 

is an over-representation of consumptive users on the committee. It is 

great that you are addressing this and creating more balance.  

 

Thank you for your attention to these concerns and questions as you 

finalize the draft of the state Water Plan.  



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 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? 

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 

 



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

C-1 11/10/2017 Environmental Group Louis Burch Hamden

CCE comments SWP FINAL.pdf 1. The Plan is only intended to be a platform for making informed decisions in the future - the WPC will continue its work by prioritizing the 

recommendations and guiding their implementation (including data needs, green infrasturcture, etc.).  There was clear stakeholder consensus on not 

mandating change, but providing the platform for it to begin - hence the language is a starting point, and not a directive.  2. Please refer to the RESPONSE 

TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of registered diversions, drought management, water as a public trus,t water conservation, 

streamflow regulations (and groundwater), and FOIA  3.  The Plan recommends a Pathway Forward to better understand the economic importance of ALL 

water uses.  The Plan is careful to refer to economic considerations not only in terms of fiancial cost, but of economic benefit (part of the desired balance).  

The Plan does not suggest that PLANNING should only occur where economically practical, but that implementation of certain policies should take 

economic practicalities into consideration, an area for which the Plan clearly recommends further study, both for economic costs and benefits.  4. The 

report explains the climate change patterns:  More total rainfall is likely on an annual basis, but it will likely be concentrated in certain months, leading to 

drier summers, and more intense rainfall in the fall, winter, and spring (hence the flood risk).

C-2 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Laura Cahn New Haven

Dear Water Planning Council:    Thank you for compiling a comprehensive water analysis for Connecticut.    I hope this plan will help us preserve our natural resources and not encourage 

squandering them.    Suggestions:    Conservation –    Set public water limits for synthetic turf, golf courses, commercial properties with large lawns, and other non-essential users.  They 

should be encouraged to collect and store rainwater for their use.      Give athletic field maintenance entities accurate information about the true cost of synthetic turf on the environment -- 

not just water use, but also the impact of covering large pieces of soil with plastic and preserving it with chemicals.    Educate users to maximize benefits of water use: by watering lawns 

early in the morning (if at all), for example.    Balance -    Consider the effect on wildlife of every use of the water and the land around it.  Keep access for birds, bees, bats, insects, and 

animals that depend upon this habitat.      Maintain Highest Quality Drinking Water and Maintain Scientific Data –    Test water for chemicals used on lawns and gardens, such as glyphosate 

and dicamba, as those chemicals do not dissipate and are especially likely to be a factor when water levels are low and water is taken from near the bottom of a source.      Laura Cahn  

Concerned Citizen and Chairwoman of The New Haven Environmental Advisory Council  

Many of these suggestions are issues that should be handled during the implementation of the Plan's recommendations, as they focus on HOW to roll out 

the policy recommendations.  We encourage you to retain an active voice at WPC meetings.  Also, please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Memo for further discussion on conservation and balance.

C-3 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Alicea Charamut Middletown
Connecticut River 

Conservancy

CRC Draft Final Report CSWP Comments.pdf Thank you for the recommended text changes - we will make them to the extent that they do not extend the text that was agreed to by consensus of the 

stakeholders.  Much of the language in the report is inteded to be a platform for improved decisions, but not specific directives, so we encourage you to 

maintain an active voice with the WPC to support specific initiatives and issues.  For example, the stakeholders and WPC were very clear that we should 

not change "could" or "can" to "should."  This is for the WPC, legislature, and agencies to determine as the principles of the plan are put into practice.  

Please also refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of Drought Planning and the concept of "Balance."  Also, we 

have included a Pathway Forward to develop ways to more fully assess the economic costs and benefits of water uses throughout the state.  We will add 

Margin of Safety and Safe yield to the list of terms.  We also tried to remove references to the term "stress" and replace it with the concept of "ability to 

satisfy all instream and out-of-stream needs," or "balance" - we will amend the noted section.

C-4 11/9/2017 Environmental Group Leendert DeJong Woodbury
Pomperaug River Watershed 

Coalition

PRWC State Water Plan Comments - November 9 2017.pdf 1. Thank you for support of continued modeling and analysis, as recommended in the Plan.  We agree that streamflow guages are the foundation of good 

river basin planning, but the stakeholders agreed that the Plan should not advocate for initiatives without funding to initiate or expand, though the data 

gaps are a clear priority for the WPC.  Please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of groundwater in streamflow 

regulations and registered diversions, as well as private wells.  We also thank you for supporting the Plan's recommendation to examine the feasibility of 

Class B waters for certain non-potable uses, generally on a case-by-case basis.  We agree that implementation of the Plan is critical, and the WPCAG is 

working with the WPC to formulate roles, responsibilities, and processes for prioritizing and embarking upon future work arising from the 

recommendations in this plan, for which it serves as a platform.

C-5 11/17/2017 Environmental Group Eileen Fielding Simsbury
Farmington River Watershed 

Association

FRWA comments draft water plan.pdf 1. We will be adding notes to the basin fact sheets and maps reiterating that they are at a regional scale, and are not necessarily indicative of localized 

conditions.  They were used to help prioritize basins for further study, detailed modeling, etc.  2, 4, 5. Please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of "balance," egistered diversions, groundwater as it relates to streamflow regulations, FOIA.  3. Thank you for 

correctly pointing out and helping to emphasize that the Plan is a platform for making future decisions, and that the decisions are not embedded in the 

document itself.  

C-6 11/7/2017 Environmental Group John Hall Middletown

Executive Director, on behalf 

of Jonah Center for Earth and 

Art Board of Directors

2017-11 Water Plan Comment by Jonah Center.pdf Please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of the concept of "balance."  We appreciate the many interpretations 

that this can have, but fundamentally seek to provide a platform for decision making that considers ALL needs for water resources equally, and which 

raises concern when ANY of the needs cannot be satisfied.

C-7 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Anne Hulick Hartford Clean Water Action

CWA comments to state water plan  FINAL.pdf Please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of registered diversions, water bottling, and drought.  Thank you for 

supporting the Plan's dvocacy of stormwater education and management, and hope that you will continue to be an active voice in this work.  Note that we 

plan on elevating the risk of emerging contaminants by including this issue in a new list in Section 6 for the WPC to take under advisement for near-term 

prioritization.

C-8 11/19/2017 Environmental Group David James Meriden
Quinnipiac River Watershed 

Association

QRWA111917.docx The plan has been conceived as a platform for future decision making, but does not recommend new measures with the specificity recommended in these 

comments, nor can it ensure funding for its recommendations.  We encourage you, along with the WPC, to take these issues forward into the 

implementation phase of the work.

C-9 11/6/2017 Environmental Group Tom Lehtonen New Haven
West River Watershed 

Coalition

To the Water Planning Council:  Thank you for your work on drafting the CT State Water Plan.  I think that the fact that water is a public trust resource should be mentioned more in the 

Plan.  I am very much in favor of a plan that includes protection of watershed lands; including prohibition of commercial businesses on water company lands and prohibition of acceptance 

of fracking wastes.   I would also like to see The Plan include the areas of stormwater management and green infrastructure.      Thank you for your efforts

Please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of water as a public trust,and the concept of "balance" and water 

conservation.  While stormwater and green infrastructure are noted in the Plan, these were not elevated by stakeholders to high priority (particularly 

because of other ongoing initiatives), but are being added to a list of future topics for the WPC to take under advisement.

C-10 11/20/2017 Environmental Group John Looney New Haven
Connecticut Fund for the 

Environment / Save the Sound

2017.11.20 Additionla Comment on Frnal Draft State Water Plan..docx Rapid notice of pollution is an issue best handled by individual regulatory agencies, in response to the referenced Act.

C-11 11/19/2017 Environmental Group Leah 
Lopez 

Schmalz
New Haven CFE/Save the Sound

CFE_Save the Sound's State Water Plan Comments.pdf 1. Stakeholders specifically required that the phrase "except to solve or prevent a water quality problem" be included after discussing this issue 

extensively.  The suggested concepts of local stormwater authorities and fertilizer regulastions may be important mechanisms for implementing the Plan's 

recommendations, but it is beyond the scope to recommend action that is this specific at this time - great topic for Plan Implementation.  Likewise, the 

Plan cannot say "Implement" or "Require," because a) the WPC does not have the authority to enforce recommendations, and b) this may require funding 

that may not be available.  The Plan is a platform for decisions, and not the decisions themselves.  We agree that there remain many data gaps - a key 

recommenation that garnered the consensus of stakeholders is that the state should consolidate water data into a centralized portal, and that gaps should 

be filled within practical reason as part of the Plan's implemtation.  We will add the clarification about the relationship between river flow and near-shore 

salinity in LI Sound in our discussion of climate change risks.  Please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of water 

conservation.

C-12 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Leah
Lopez 

Schmalz
New Haven CFE/Save the Sound

CFE-STS State Water Plan Comments Addendum.pdf See new section in Section 6 related to near-term prioritization of issues by the WPC, including dam removal (new bullet references Section 2 white paper 

subsections on dam safety and dam removal and fish passage. 
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C-13 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Martin Mador Hamden
River Advocates of South 

Central CT.

1. The new water plan must provide for a procedure to examine grandfathered registrations and determine whether each should be continued or retired. These registrations had no 

environmental review of the consequences when issued and carried a promise there would never be one.    At the Wallingford November 8 hearing, I told the story of a registration 

obtained when the diversion system was instituted in the early 1980s. In accord with the new rules, the applicant demonstrated that millions of gallons of water were taken from the river 

in 1915 to fight a fire. So the registration was granted for that amount with no examination whatsoever of the consequences.  The diversion was subsequently halted for over a decade. 

Again following the rules, it was reinstated years later with no review of the consequences.    2. Diversions for sections of the Quinnipiac River are so extensive that owners actually have 

the legal right to withdraw more water than exists in the river. There must be a procedure for examining these over allocated river segments and ensuring that the needs of the river itself 

are honored.    Martin Mador  President, River Advocates of South Central CT  Board of Directors, Rivers Alliance  Past President, Quinnipiac River Watershed Assn.  Co-Founder, Mill River 

Watershed Assn.  Legislative and Political Chair, Sierra Club-Connecticut Chapter

Please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion on registered diversions.  The Plan offers a consensus-based Pathway 

Forward to examine registrations going forward, which is an important first step, but it cannot change current law on its own.

C-14 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Richard Margenot Greenwich
Member of Greenwich 

Conservation Advocates

FOR THE WATER PLANNING COUNCIL2.docx Please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of conservation, droughts, groundwater and its relation to 

streamflow regulations, registered diversions, FOIA, and public trust.

C-15 8/21/2017 Environmental Group Margaret Miner Litchfield Rivers Alliance of CT
I am submitting this comment early because it calls for action that we  believe should be taken now, before the Plan is further distributed.  The NEIWPCC Appendix G to the Water Plan 

should either be corrected or deleted.

Appendix G has been removed from the Final Report. Section 4 of the Plan has been modified to summarize the number of docket comments and includes 

a link to the docket. 

C-16 10/30/2017 Environmental Group Margaret Miner Litchfield Rivers Alliance of CT

Water Plan MM comments 10-30-17.docx Please refer to the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for further discussion of drought, "balance, " groundwater in streamflow regulations, 

registered diversions, water bottling, and FOIA.  Regarding governance, the WPCAG and WPC are working together to establish roles, responsibilities, and 

processes as we move into the implementation phase of the Plan.

C-17 11/13/2017 Environmental Group Margaret Miner Litchfield Rivers Alliance of CT
Water Plan MM comments 10-30-17.doc Please see responses above.

C-18 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Margaret Miner Litchfield Rivers Alliance of CT

171120-FINALtRACOMMENTSondrftWaterPlan.doc Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for discussions of "Balance," diversion registrations, conservation, private wells, and 

instream flow.  Regarding the basin water summaries, we are adding notes to each sheet to remind readers of the point made in the text that these are 

intended only to help prioritize basins for further study - they are not intended to identify localized areas of stress.  The modeling work that we present as 

an example for the Quinnipiac basin is suggested as a reliable means to dig deeper into any particular regional basin.  We are avoiding revisions to the 

white papers unless there are factual inaccuracies, as these have been thoroughly reviewed by numerous stakeholders.  We disagree that the report views 

instream flow as a problem to be solved - it is highlighted repeatedly as a recognized use/need that should be considered in the overall balance - however, 

there are impacts of implementing these new regulations, just as there are impacts to streamflow from other out-of-stream uses, and for the sake of 

balance, all uses must be considered equally, for their benefits and their risks.   We also point out that sentences like "When intream uses are considered, 

gaps become apparent" highlight the fact that a basin is out of balance BECAUSE of all the uses - the gaps do not apply only to water supply or instream 

flow - the basin simply is not able to satisfy all needs.  This is a recurring theme throughout the report, and very important to point out to decision makers 

that one of the reasons so many basins appear close to their limit of available water is the new legislation requiring flow to remain instream has changed 

the character of the state's water from a perception of overabundance to a more realistic assertion that there is not always enough to satisfy all needs.  

We also remind readers of the important point made by the Science and Technical Committee - that even natural flow variation, in the absense of 

withdrawals, is sometimes not optimal for ecological habitat - the Committee strongly believed that this point needs to be included in the report.  We will 

amend the report to indicate that there have been cooperative efforts to develop streamflow studies.   Regarding stream gages, while the Plan can 

advocate for more data, the WPC wants to avoid directives that do not have associated funding.  We do not understand the assertion that the Plan 

suggests that the streamflow standards will not be met - our analysis does not attempt to prioritize uses, and we conclude that the introduction of the 

streamflow standards has illuminated the fact that not all basins can satisfy all needs all the time, a stark contrast from the long standing perception of 

water abundance.  We appreciate the other suggestions for text modifications - however, we feel that much of the text was carefully crafted by 

stakeholder consensus and should not be changed, though we will note the importance of maintaining partnerships with USGS for flow and groundwater 

monitoring. Thank you for the voice of support for other organizations who also commented, and for your endorsement of the Triple Bottom Line 

philosophy.

C-19 7/21/2017 Environmental Group Tony Mitchell New Hartford Rivers Alliance of CT

Thank you for using SurveyMonkey for public comments on the Draft State Water Plan. So far it seems like a much easier system to use than the other docket comment systems. We will 

put links to it on our Topic: State Water Planning webpage (http://www.riversalliance.org/Topics/Water_Planning.php) .

Thank you for the helpful feedback - we are glad that many people took the opportunity to submit comments.

C-20 11/13/2017 Environmental Group Tony Mitchell Litchfield Rivers Alliance of CT

Water Plan TM comments 10-30-17.doc We appreciate the suppport for continued modeling work to delve deeper into localize issues within basins that appear to be at risk of not satisfying all 

needs.  The Plan itself cannot mandate this continued work, but it remains an opportunity that the WPC has taken under advisement during the 

implementation phase, and discussions on potential means of funding continued analysis have begun.

C-21 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Mary Pelletier Hartford Park Watershed

Park Watershed_StateWaterPlan_Nov2017.pdf We are not certain what is meant by "…the study ought not assume the volume of water supply is the critical economic value."  In Section 5, it includes a 

Pathway Forward for better understanding the economic value of ALL water uses, and acknowledges that a great deal more work is needed here to be 

able to support the concepts of "balance" and "triple bottom line" when considering all uses together.  Also, while the Plan endorses continued 

improvements in Green Infrastructure, it cannot be a vehicle for recommending funding allocation - this will be part of the WPC's responsiblity moving 

forward, as it works with stakeholders, the agencies, and the legislature to establish aggreable priorities from the Plan.  Also, the WPC is currently focused 

on establishing roles and procedures for moving into the prioritization/implementation phase of the Plan.

C-22 11/17/2017 Environmental Group Sally Rieger Simsbury

Lower Farmington River and 

Salmon Brook Wild & Scenic 

Study

State Water Plan draft comments111717.pdf Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for discussions of streamflow and registrations.  Thank you for supporting the Plan's 

recommended policies on improved agricultural water management throughout the state.

C-23 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Mary Rydingsward Bristol
Pequabuck River Watershed 

Association

WaterPlanComments.docx Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for discussions of water as a public trust.  Regarding groundwater pumping, please also 

refer to the referenced memo on a discussion of the relationship between groundwater and instream flow regulations.  The stakeholders did not arrive at 

a consensus statement on how groundwater should be regulated moving forward, but we hope that the information in the Plan can aid the WPC, agencies, 

and legislature as they continue this important discussion.

C-24 11/13/2017 Environmental Group Martha Smith Litchfield Rivers Alliance of CT

171030-CommentsforWPHearing.doc Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for discussions of streamflow standards and water as a public trust.  We disagree with the 

statement "Whenever real or portential water shortages are discussed, instream flow requirements are always identified as the culprit."  To the contrary, 

the Plan points out that sometimes natural flow conditions alone are enough to render streams unable to satisfy all needs, and the Plan stresses 

repeatedly that all uses should be considered equally - in balance - and that all of their impacts (positive and negative), risks, and benefits be included in 

discussions.  The Plan does acknowledge that the advent of the streamflow standards enable the current and more realistic view that not all basins in the 

state can support all needs all the time, but the Plan does not blame the instream flow standards for creating this problem.  Rather, the Plan advocates for 

working together to improve the balance now that a more realistic and scientific view of water availability has been established.   We also disagree that 

the Plan does not acknowledge the benefits of stream flow regulations.  The plan states over and over that instream uses must be included in the balance 

of overall water management because of the ecological needs of the river, and that in fact the streamflow standards on their own (which focus only on 

isolated areas) do not fully portray the ecological needs of any basin.
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C-25 11/20/2017 Environmental Group David Sutherland New Haven The Nature Conservancy

Comments - Water Plan - The Nature Conservancy 11-20-2017.pdf Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for discussions of instream flow, FOIA, registered diversions, and conservation.  We will 

incorporate as many of the clarifications as we can, as these are factual enhancements that do not change the tone or intent of the stakeholder-developed 

wording - however, we cannot change the words "could" or "can" to "should," as these were very specific guidelines from the WPC and stakeholders.  We 

will add notes to the basin summary sheets to indicate that they are intended only to help prioritize basins for further study by highlighting possible risks 

of not satisfying all needs all the time, and appreciate your advocacy of continued modeling at the sub-regional level. 

C-26 11/20/2017 Environmental Group William Urban Seymour
Connecticut Conservation 

association

The Connecticut Conservation Association fully supports the comments regarding the Draft CT State Water Plan submitted by the Farmington River Watershed Association and Rivers 

Alliance of CT.     William (Bill) Urban  Executive Director  CT Conservation Association    (submitted by Margaret, Miner, Rivers Alliance of CT at the request of Mr. Urban who does not use 

email)

Thank you - please see our responses to the comments submitted by these organizations.

C-27 11/19/2017 Environmental Group Louise Washer Georgetown
Norwalk River Watershed 

Association

water plan letter 11-19.docx Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for discussions of registered diversions, conservation, and private wells.

C-28 11/20/2017 Environmental Group Patricia Young Haddam

Eightmile River Wild & Scenic 

Coordinating Committee and 

Salmon River Watershed 

Partnership

CTWaterPlan.pdf The Plan does state that filling data gaps in coming years is a priority, but it refrains from identifying specific gages or gaps that should be filled first - this 

will depend on WPC's prioritization, available funding, and support needs for other initiatives that are high priorities of Plan implementation.  Please refer 

to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for discussions of emerging contaminants and conservation, and please continue to voice your ideas 

regarding low-impact development to the WPC during the implementation phase.   We agree that volunteer river basin commissions could incur some 

administrative costs.
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Comments on the Draft CT State Water Plan 

By Louis W. Burch 

Citizens Campaign for the Environment 

 

November 10, 2017 
 

Distinguished members of the Connecticut State Water Planning Council, thank you for the opportunity to offer 

comments on this important issue.   

 

Supported by over 80,000 members in Connecticut and New York, Citizens Campaign for the Environment 

(CCE) works to empower communities and advocate solutions that protect public health and our natural 

environment.   The following are CCE’s official written comments on the draft Connecticut State Water Plan. 

 

The State Water Plan (SWP) is intended to act as a guidance document to help policy makers make informed 

water management decisions that are consistent across the state and based upon a set of agreed-upon, 

stakeholder defined principles and sound scientific data.  This process is most timely, and the recommendations 

contained in the final draft report for the SWP are of critical importance; especially due to the impacts of 

climate change already adversely impacting communities in Connecticut and across the Nation.   

 

In light of these changes and their anticipated impacts on our precious water resources, it is imperative that the 

final SWP recommend strong protections for Connecticut’s public water supplies and other high quality water 

resources on issues related to drought, safe yield, water conservation, access to water planning information, and 

others.  Strong water protections are needed in order to ensure that future water planning decisions strike a 

sustainable balance between the needs of a healthy environment with those of the various public and economic 

development interests in our state.  The draft SWP lays the groundwork for a detailed and thorough water 

management guidance document, and provides a number of valuable priorities related to data collection, 

planning, and water conservation.  Unfortunately, the final draft report fails to recommend strong, 

concrete policy solutions to achieve the goals identified in those recommendations and address 

Connecticut’s diverse water supply needs.   

 

CCE supports a number of provisions in the draft SWP and we urge their inclusion in the final SWP. 

CCE supports the following provisions, although we have recommendations to significantly improve a 

number of these provisions: 

 

Section 5.1 Future Water Data Needs 

 

 CCE supports the plan’s recommendation to meter and record daily or monthly withdrawals by 

registered water users, and to report the data to DEEP on an annual basis.  This data is critical to the 
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development of sustainable watershed modeling and should be collected on a regular basis. 

 CCE supports the establishment of a database of all public and private groundwater wells in 

Connecticut. 

 CCE supports the development and implementation of a water quality testing program for private wells 

with automatic reporting to the Department of Public Health (DPH) and local health districts.CCE 

recommends the SWP implement specific protections for groundwater wells, including but not limited 

to, regulations regarding regular maintenance of septic systems, pesticide use, and the use of streamside 

buffers. 

 

Section 5.2.2 Consensus-Based Policy Recommendations 

 CCE strongly supports the elimination of unused or obsolete registrations.  CCE  recommends that the 

CGA go farther by requiring that all registered diversions be reviewed and amended, if necessary (see 

“Registered Diversions” section, below). 

 CCE appreciates that the plan reaffirms support for the protection of Class 1 and Class 2 watershed 

lands, and encourages the acquisition and protection of additional watershed lands. 

 CCE strongly agrees that the plan should include a recommendation for an education and outreach 

strategy, to reach key constituencies that may not have been involved during the plan’s development.  

The current process falls short both in terms of its efficacy in generating meaningful public participation, 

and also in promoting water conservation equitably across the public, industrial, and agricultural sectors 

(see “Water Conservation” section, below).  Improving public outreach as the process moves forward is 

critically important. 

 CCE supports the evaluation of “Class B” water for appropriate non-potable uses, while emphasizing 

that the availability of Class B water should not necessitate or allow for the easing of protections over 

Class A and Class AA water sources at any time in the future.  

 

Section 5.2.3.2 Water Quality and Quantity Management 

 CCE supports the plan’s recommendation that the state employ measures to identify the risks of climate 

change as it relates to both water quality and water quantity management, and develop recommendations 

for addressing those risks.  The plan offers a great deal of information regarding current and projected 

precipitation models, water levels and seasonal drought impacts.  Unfortunately, the plan falls short on 

offering specific policy solutions that can help manage or mitigate the projected impacts to the state’s 

water systems, particularly during times of drought (see “Drought Planning” section, below). 

 CCE strongly supports the use of storm water management techniques, including green infrastructure as 

a means of improving water quality and supporting the process of groundwater recharge, however, the 

plan does not go far enough with respect to actually recommending GI technologies to be implemented 

in strategic areas to help with storm water management.  Green Infrastructure approaches to stormwater 

management are proven, effective strategies that urgently need to be implemented, especially in high-

density urban settings. GI technologies can easily be incorporated into planning designs and/or redesigns 

and should be utilized to the maximum ability. 

 

CCE has identified the following areas to improve the CT State Water Plan: 

 

Balancing Economic Costs and Benefits 

CCE appreciates that the draft plan seeks to strike a sustainable balance between the economic costs and 

benefits of various water conservation efforts, planning approaches and measures to protect the environment.  

However, we remain concerned that the overarching tone of this document seems to weigh the perceived costs 

of such measures disproportionally over the potential environmental and economic benefits they carry.  The 

executive summary of the plan explains that the document provides “a basis for implementing progressive water 

management strategies only where it makes economic sense to do so,” and similar language is subsequently 
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used throughout the document.  It is deeply troubling that this language suggests the important work of water 

planning should be done only if some assurance can be made that those efforts will not interfere with or have a 

negative financial impact on some economic interest.  

 

The necessary truth is that as Connecticut begins to deal with the impacts of climate change taking hold in our 

communities, there may be instances where economic development interests stand in direct conflict with the 

health and/or integrity of certain public water systems.  In these cases, it may be necessary to modify the water 

rights of certain large-volume users in order to ensure that their normal operations do not adversely impact the 

availability of water for public consumption and to maintain a healthy environment.  Water is a public trust 

resource and not simply a consumer commodity.  The goals of the water plan should ensure that the 

needs of the public and the needs of a healthy environment are balanced with sustainable economic 

development.  Furthermore, the plan should place a higher premium on the potential benefits of water 

conservation and protection, instead of simply focusing on the economic costs such measures might incur.   

 

Climate Change Mitigation 

The draft SWP indicates that in each of the climate models developed, trends consistently suggested that 

average annual rainfall and runoff will be higher in 2040 than they are today.  Additionally, the report suggests 

that the potential for reservoir refill from higher winter runoff could positively affect the reliability of certain 

water supplies.  However, the report also warns that the potential for future flood risks could increase under 

those models, and that the potential for increasingly dry summer conditions exist, despite the anticipated 

increase in rainfall.  This explanation of potential future climate models is confusing and needs clarification.   

 

Water Conservation 

CCE appreciates that the draft SWP identifies water conservation as a priority and seeks to promote effective 

water conservation measures among the public.  The plan includes a recommendation that the state work with 

water utilities to develop an outreach strategy to better educate members of the public about the importance of 

sound water conservation strategies.  Additionally, it calls for the integration of water conservation efforts into 

existing conservation and development plans, to ensure that important water conservation themes are adopted 

uniformly across a multitude of state and local planning processes.  These are critical components of a statewide 

effort to promote water conservation in our communities and should remain a top priority of the final plan. 

Unfortunately, the draft SWP needs a more consistent, comprehensive approach to water conservation.  The 

draft plan puts the greatest emphasis on the need for residential water conservation efforts, but uses excessively 

weak language with respect to implementing concrete conservation measures among industrial, municipal and 

agricultural users. CCE recommends that the following be included in the “water conservation” section: 

 Drought Protection: The SWP repeatedly refers to the drought planning process currently underway at 

the Interagency Drought Management Group, suggesting that much of the work of preparing for and 

mitigating drought impacts is contingent on this process.  Unfortunately, that body has been working on 

an updated drought plan for over 10 years, with no clear timeline for completion and implementation in 

sight.  The SWP presents an opportunity to recommend strong protections that require large users to 

meet certain conservation requirements at each step of the drought advisory process.  Ensuring adequate 

water supplies for public consumption and for a healthy environment is critical during times of drought.  

The final SWP should recommend automatic conservation measures for large water users during 

times of drought, to be implemented as soon as possible. 

 Municipal Conservation Efforts: The draft SWP recognizes the importance of residential water 

conservation and offers some useful recommendations on steps families can take to conserve, but 

overlooks the impacts municipalities have on water supplies.  In reality, municipalities are some of the 
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largest water customers in the state, and many are operating under grandfathered registrations that can 

be problematic during certain times of the year.  Disappointingly, the draft plan makes no 

recommendations for enforceable water conservation measures for municipalities.  For example, CCE 

recommends that the plan include a recommendation for each municipality in the state to identify and 

address leaks in the municipal water system, to conserve water and avoid wasted tax dollars.   

Practical conservation measures for municipalities are especially important during times of drought, as 

water utilities currently have no enforcement mechanisms over cities and towns that use tremendous 

water resources. While the Governor has the authority to declare statewide drought emergencies, 

droughts and other water emergencies frequently occur at the local or regional levels. The final SWP 

should include recommendations for mandatory water conservation measures for municipalities, 

with water utilities as the enforcing authority. 

 Conservation Pricing: Conservation pricing models incentivize water conservation by offering all 

customers one low rate for water service, then using a sliding scale that increases the water rate as a 

user’s consumption goes up.  This is a common-sense approach that rewards users who take steps to 

conserve, while requiring larger users who consume a greater volume to pay their fare share.  This 

model has been adopted and proven effective in other states, including California
1
.  The final SWP 

should recommend a conservation pricing model for utilities in Connecticut. 

 Public Education/Dissemination: While CCE appreciates the efforts of the WPC to conduct public 

outreach and provide transparency into the process, given limited resources available to the 

agencies, much more needs to be done to ensure meaningful public participation.  Unfortunately, 

the process of providing advance public notice and meaningful opportunities for public comment have 

not been well organized or timely, and have not promoted effective engagement beyond those groups 

that would already be involved in such an undertaking (i.e. environmental advocacy NGOs).  Effective 

dissemination of information requires a coordinated approach among stakeholders, community groups 

and members of the community, in order to achieve the best results.  CCE strongly recommends that 

the final plan call for a partnership between the WPC and the various consumer and 

environmental advocacy groups that can leverage their experience with public education to engage 

the broader public on the findings of the plan. 

Drought Planning 

While the draft plan acknowledges the importance of drought planning as a critical component of future water 

planning efforts, it does not go far enough to recommend specific measures to protect public water supplies 

during periods of drought.  The plan repeatedly points to the work of the Interagency Drought Management 

Group, but this group is unfortunately making slow progress and the draft SWP offers no urgency with respect 

to finalizing that process.  Connecticut urgently needs a statute-based drought management group and 

drought plan, with a uniform, sensible set of triggers and actionable drought levels for Connecticut 

communities.  It is also critical to ensure that local water supply plans use a consistent, predictable, and 

science-based drought advisory process, which includes a clear enforcement authority.  Currently, no 

formal enforcement mechanisms exist at the state or utility level, to ensure municipalities and other large users 

take action when conservation measures are needed. 

 

Registered Diversions 

Registered Diversions (commonly referred to as “registrations”) are large water diversions that were 

grandfathered from permit requirements laid out in the Water Diversion Policy Act of 1982. As a result, those 

                                                           
1
 https://www.gov.ca.gov/docs/4.1.15_Executive_Order.pdf 

 

https://www.gov.ca.gov/docs/4.1.15_Executive_Order.pdf
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sources that registered their existing water use with DEEP as of July 1, 1983 could continue to consume water 

without obtaining a DEEP permit and without an impact evaluation. There are currently more than 1,300 

registered diversions in the state, and fewer than 250 permitted diversions. This means that, approximately 82% 

of the major water users in the state were not required to obtain DEEP permits or subjected to any type of 

environmental review
2
.  In practical terms, this means that water users operating under a registration are 

allowed to withdraw up to the limit of their registration, without safe yield limits, and with no legal recourse for 

the state or any other party to pursue in the event that a given water source is pumped dry. 

CCE appreciates that the draft SWP acknowledges the problem with registered diversions and recommends that 

obsolete/unused registrations be eliminated. Registrations that are no longer in use should be removed, as to not 

use up capacity allocations for water that is not needed currently or likely to be needed in the future.  This is a 

critical first step in clarifying actual water demands and available capacity necessary to meet the state’s diverse 

water supply needs.  Unfortunately, the draft plan lacks a recommendation to address active registrations, 

leaving regulators with no formal authority to revise, enforce or otherwise act upon unwieldy and problematic 

diversions. 

Currently, registrations account for about 80% of all documented water diversions in Connecticut.  In some 

cases, these registrations have been to blame for water shortages that resulted in dangerously low stream flows, 

adversely affecting marine ecosystems.  There are a number of examples of this in recent memory, including the 

legal battle over the City of Waterbury’s registration to withdraw 30 million gallons/day (this resulted in 

dangerous impacts to the Shepaug river in the late 1990’s), the infamous over-pumping of groundwater by the 

University of Connecticut in 2005, resulting in the Fenton River drying up, and multiple others.  Many of the 

major water supply conflicts that have inspired this water planning process have involved active registrations.  

The SWP should call for a thorough review of all registered diversions, in order to determine if they can 

be maintained sustainably, or if they should to be amended to ensure that users who hold them do not 

adversely impact water levels. 

Stream Flow  
Stream flow standards are a critical component of Connecticut’s water management policy, as they establish 

minimum water levels necessary to maintain healthy streams and waterways.  Connecticut’s stream flow 

regulations were the result of a years-long stakeholder process that required significant investments of time and 

state resources to complete.  Unfortunately, the draft SWP seems to view these kinds of safe yield requirements 

in a negative light, repeatedly using problematic language related to the use of safe yield standards “where 

economically feasible.” It is of critical importance that the final SWP put a greater emphasis on the benefits 

(including ecological and economic benefits) related to our state’s streamflow regulations, and not simply focus 

on the economic costs. 

 

 Groundwater Pumping: Connecticut’s current streamflow regulations provide an important baseline to 

help determine the appropriate limits of consumptive diversions, but regulations are overdue for an 

update.  Currently, the streamflow regulations do not address diversion by way of groundwater 

pumping.  This is a major oversight that should be addressed in the water plan.   

 

Absent common-sense regulations related to groundwater pumping, owners of registered diversions can 

technically pump up to the limit of their registrations, often resulting in devastating impacts to rivers and 

streams.  Many of the State’s past water supply emergencies have been, in part, the result of 

unsustainable groundwater pumping.  These include the UCONN/Fenton River incident in 2005, as well 

                                                           
2
 Sullivan, Michael, “Water Response Letter to Louis W. Burch, Citizens Campaign for the Environment,” Sept. 

2016 
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as the Coppermine Brook dilemma, in which groundwater reserves were virtually depleted from 2014-

2015 due to over-pumping by the Bristol and New Britain Water Companies.  In order to strike a fair, 

sustainable balance between the needs of large water users and the needs of a healthy 

environment, the final SWP should recommend that any withdrawals attained through 

groundwater pumping should be addressed in the state’s streamflow regulations. 

 

Access to Water Planning Information 

The CT General Assembly passed legislation in 2017 (PA 17-211) to ensure that planners, advocates and 

affected parties can get access to water supply information previously classified under the Freedom of 

Information Act.  Despite this, water protection groups continue to experience difficulty in getting access to 

specific water supply info, even after the implementation of that law.  The final SWP should include a 

recommendation for full implementation of the 2017 FOIA law, with an affirmation that the policy allows 

for public access to data regarding information about specific water sources, including geographic 

location of water sources, safe yield data, available water and margin of safety (available water vs. actual 

demand), as well as any enforcement actions taken in that watershed. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, and for the opportunity to comment on this important issue.  

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

November 20, 2017 

Water Planning Council 

c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT 06051 

Re: Comments on the Final Draft Report of the Connecticut State Water Plan 

Dear Members of the Water Planning Council, 

On behalf of the Connecticut River Conservancy, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to 

comment on the Final Draft Report of the Connecticut State Water Plan. I would also like to extend 

our appreciation to the Water Planning Council and to the many stakeholders who lent their time 

and expertise to the development of this Plan as well as to the staff of CDM Smith and Milone and 

MacBroom for accomplishing the monumental task of putting this plan together on such a tight 

schedule. It was an honor to take part in this process. 

The Connecticut River Conservancy (CRC), formerly the Connecticut River Watershed Council, is 

the principal nonprofit environmental advocate for protection, restoration, and sustainable use of 

the Connecticut River watershed.  

While this plan may not be everything we had hoped and dreamed it would be, we have come a long 

way in the time that we had for this draft. It’s important for everyone involved in this process as well 

as to public to keep in mind that this plan is iterative and this is an important first step in the 

process. It’s not done. There is still work to do. There are very important issues that still need to be 

properly addressed. But we cannot continue this work  unless we move forward on  improving the 

draft plant to the extent possible and keep a focus on working hard in the next five years to bring 

the plan around to a TRUE platform for consistent, informed decision making. 

A tremendous benefit of this plan is that issues in water management are more adequately identified 

and defined through the presentation of current data and definitions of current resource 

management practices. Recommendations in the plan on Water Conservation (p 5-12 thru 5-14) and 

the use of Class B waters for Non-Potable Uses (p 5-29 thru 5-30) are only two examples of issues 

on which good recommendations are put forward within the Plan. In addition, having all 

management information and a significant amount of water data in one place will provide citizens 

with a tool to be more informed about the management of their water. 

The following are CRC’s specific comments on the substance of the draft Plan.  

http://www.ctriver.org/
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CHARACTERIZATION OF STREAMFLOW REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS 

Section 5.3.2.11 Instream Flow: Ecological Flows and Stream Flow Standards and Regulations (p 5-

58 thru 5-60) characterizes minimum streamflow requirements as the sole factor that would have an 

impact on the safe yield of public water supplies. This is not the case. Water conservation by utility 

customers and system efficiency are also both major factors that affect safe yield. It must be spelled 

out in this section that all three factors should be considered in concert. The Recommendations 

section for Water Conservation (p 5-12), clearly states that “Water conservation activities statewide 

are some of the most inexpensive implementation strategies today, and will allow water providers to 

be more efficient with the water resources.” Furthermore, the Executive Summary states that, 

“conservation initiatives discussed above, in addition to promoting the future adequacy of Class A 

water supply for human health, will also help ensure that more flow can remain in the streams and 

satisfy environmental needs.” If conservation is such an effective and efficient implementation 

strategy to increase safe yield and ensure that flow remains in our streams, why must our rivers and 

streams be put forth for sacrifice when conservation could be the answer? 

RECOMMENDATION: Include the following language (underlined) to the second bullet 

under information needs in Section 5.3.2.11 Instream Flow: Ecological Flows and Stream 

Flow Standards and Regulation. 

“It is recommended that the WPC assess the effects (financial and otherwise) of regulatory 

reservoir releases to water utilities, recreation and others in accordance with the “triple 

bottom line” approach described earlier alongside an assessment of water conservation 

activities within the system and system efficiency”. 

Additionally, as David Sutherland of the Nature Conservancy repeatedly emphasized at Policy 

Subcommittee meetings and in written comments on previous drafts as well as on this draft, there 

were carefully negotiated provisions included in the Stream Flow Standards and Regulations. This is 

noted in Section 3.1.1.2 – “Additional exceptions apply due to drought triggers or factor of safety 

triggers that can help avoid impacts to safe yield of a water supply during times of hydrologic 

stress.” 

RECOMMENDATION: The statement from Section 3.1.1.2 must be reiterated in the 

Acknowledgments of section 5.2.3.8 Implementation of Minimum Stream Flow 

Requirements as well as in Section 5.3.2.11 Instream Flow: Ecological Flows and Stream 

Flow Standards and Regulations. 

STRONGER DIRECTION FOR A TRULY CONSISTENT DECISION MAKING 

PROCESS 

It is still legal to dry up a stream in Connecticut . This plan does not go far enough in its 
recommendations and actions to fix this problem and until this is adequately addressed, we cannot 
have a consistent decision making process here in Connecticut. Nor can we achieve balance. Pages 
5-43 thru 5-45 offer a pathway forward for registered diversions. But the Water Planning Council 
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should be directed to address the impact that registered diversions have on our rivers and streams in 
a defined period of time or else it will not be addressed. CRC recommendation is by the next plan 
iteration. 

In addition to the impact that registered diversions have had and will continue to have on our rivers 
and streams, they undermine the public trust doctrine for our water. The diversion permitting 
process allows for input from the public on a proposed diversion while there is no opportunity for 
public involvement in any expansion of the utilization of registered diversions. This is a crucial step 
in a decision making process for a resource in which we cannot live without. 

RECOMMENDATION: CRC agrees with The Nature Conservancy’s recommended 
changes to the Summary of Action Items for the WPC in Section 5.3.2.3 Registered Water 
Diversions: 

 The WPC can consider SHOULD RECOMMEND the collection of additional data to 
support ongoing monitoring and decision making: 

 “The WPC could SHOULD request Connecticut DEEP issue the annual 
reporting form for registered diversions in accordance with Public Act 04-185 
and CGS Section 22a-368a in order to obtain current usage data for registrations 
each year. 

 “The WPC can consider SHOULD COMPILE AND providEing more 
detailed examples or case studies of the effects of over-allocation of basins…..” 

 “The WPC can consider SHOULD COMPILE AND providEing more 
detailed examples or case studies of how problems concerning over-allocation of 
basins have been solved in the past, such as flow management plans, instream 
flow studies, adjusted operating rules, etc. 

 The WPC can consider SHOULD forming partnerships for further investigation of this 
topic: 

 “The WPC can consider discussing with registered diversion stakeholders the 
potential for legislative refinement regarding registration modification / 
registration exchange/abandonment of unused portion of registered quantities / 
abandonment of unused registrations / creation of an “emergency” registration 
category where the registration is for emergency usage only. 

 The WPC could SHOULD work with registered diverters to establish a trigger 
for evaluation of a mechanism to manage impairment. Diverters could monitor 
nearby streams, and continue use of their registered diversion until they reach the 
trigger level, in which they should follow their Flow Management Plan. 

 Based on facilitated discussions, the WPC can consider SHOULD developing a 
list of possible incentives so that individual discussions can be tailored to actual 
needs, such as waste load allocation adjustments, ecological needs, financial 
incentives, training assistance, permit schedules, regionalization incentive, 
etc……” 

 The WPC can consider SHOULD providEing a framework for statewide policy 
decisions: 

 The WPC could SHOULD determine a potential legislatively-authorized 
process for registration abandonment and registration modification, including all 
or a portion of the registered quantity, which would be effective periodically or 
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in perpetuity. This could include an incentive-based program promulgated by 
Connecticut DEEP. 

 The WPC can SHOULD consider legislation as needed to provide authorities for the 
above. 

DROUGHT MANAGEMENT 

Connecticut currently does not have a comprehensive Drought Plan. Drought is handled differently 
at the municipal, utility, and state levels through various stages and degrees of enforceability of 
conservation measures. Even the terminology of drought stages are not consistent for all entities 
involved in water management. In the midst of crisis or potential crisis, this causes quite a bit of 
confusion. 

RECOMMENDATION: Senators Kennedy, Gerratana and Leone proposed an amendment 
to SB 506 in last legislative session that gave specific direction to the Water Planning 
Council. Language from this amendment restated below should be considered as an addition 
to the Summary of Action Items for the WPC in Section 5.3.2.8 Statewide Drought 
Planning. 

 The Water Planning Council shall review state and local authorizations concerning 

drought events in this state, including, but not limited to, state and local processes and 

authorities for the issuance of any drought advisory, watch, warning or emergency and 

any attendant voluntary or mandatory water use restrictions during any such advisory, 

watch, warning or emergency. 

 Every three years thereafter, the Water Planning Council  shall submit a report to the 

joint standing committees of the General Assembly having cognizance of matters 

relating to the environment and public health that: (1) Synthesizes such authorities, 

processes and water use restrictions, (2) makes recommendations for the standardization 

of initiating drought advisories, watches, warnings and emergencies in this state, 

including, but not limited to, recommendations concerning the appropriate level of 

reservoir depletion and public drinking water supply depletion for triggering any such 

advisory, watch, warning or emergency, (3) makes recommendations for the attendant 

voluntary and mandatory water use restrictions for any such drought advisory, watch, 

warning or emergency, including, but not limited to, the implementation of mandatory 

water use restrictions during any drought advisory or watch, (4) prescribes an effective 

public notification system for any such drought advisory, watch, warning or emergency 

that utilizes any available Internet web sites and social media of the affected water 

companies and municipalities where such water companies operate and that 

recommends the appropriate drought level for use of emergency notification systems as 

part of such public notification system, (5) discusses the viability and effectiveness of 

enforcement mechanisms designed to assure compliance with any mandatory water use 

restrictions. 
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 In undertaking any such review and in developing any such report pursuant to this 

section, the Water Planning Council may consult with the Water Planning Council 

Advisory Group. 

Furthermore, we can sustainably utilize our abundant resource of water for economic development 

only if we ensure that we have the proper mechanisms in place to maintain public and 

environmental health during drought. This has not been addressed within the plan nor is it 

adequately addressed by our current regulations and policy. A prominent example of Connecticut’s 

regulatory shortcomings in this respect is Niagara Bottling Company in Bloomfield. Water bottling 

companies have a long history of continuing to draw on the water resource during drought 

conditions with little regard for the health and welfare of the community with which they share a 

drinking water supply. According to a Water Supply Fact Sheet distributed by the Metropolitan 

District Commission in February of 2016, the MDC would not even PLAN to cut back industrial 

users such as Niagara until reservoirs are 27% of full capacity. At 10% there is a cut back of 

designated industrial uses (for reference, residents should voluntarily restrict water use at 75%). 

Niagara could use up to 1.8 million gallons per day yet the possibility that a definitive request to cut 

back production would not be made until the reservoir is at 10% of full capacity. As long as this 

situation is allowable for any large volume industrial user, we are far from managing our water in a 

sustainable manner for future generations. We won’t have water for fish and faucet for generations 

to come. We will be left with water solely for profit. 

BARRIER TO IMPLEMENTING PROACTIVE AND CONSISTENT 

CONSERVATION AND DROUGHT MEASURES 

When customers conserve water either in compliance with a general conservation ethic or voluntary 

or mandatory conservation measures invoked due to drought, water utilities lose revenue. This leads 

to a lack of incentive on the part of water utilities to educate and encourage their customers to 

conserve or to be proactive when drought is imminent.  The Water Infrastructure and Conservation 

Adjustment (WICA) charge brings a steady stream of revenue for infrastructure costs to water 

utilities so that conservation could be made a priority without the concern over this loss of revenue. 

The problem is, this solution can only be applied to investor-owned utilities regulated by the Public 

Utilities Regulatory Authority. Good solutions to incentivize general conservation and timely action 

during drought often cannot be applied to water utilities unilaterally. Oddly enough, this is 

mentioned only in Section 5.3.2.2 Regionalization/Interconnections as a barrier to consensus 

building: “The fact that Connecticut has three (3) different administrative types of Public Water 

Supply systems: Private investor-owned, Regional Quasi-governmental, and Municipal. Each type 

has different funding mechanisms, rate structures, and expense structures that could complicate 

water sharing without consistent guidelines and/or facilitation from the WPC” even though this has 

been discussed more often as a barrier to conservation and drought response. This disparity is 

mentioned in neither Section 5.2.3.3 Water Conservation (which impedes the ability to implement 

recommendations 3, 5 and 6) nor in the pathways forward Section 5.3.2.1 Water Conservation. 

RECOMMENDATION: Include an acknowledgement in Section 5.2.3.3 Water 
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Conservation that the three different administrative types of Public Water Supply systems 

are a barrier to some of the Suggested Policy Recommendations in that section and include 

language in Section 5.3.2.1 Water Conservation (pathways forward) that directs the Water 

Planning Council to investigate ways in which these three types of utilities could be regulated 

more consistently. 

WATER IN OUR RIVERS HAS ECONOMIC VALUE 
We must continue to work to change the narrative that water is only of economic value when taken 
out of our rivers and streams. Local outfitters, outdoor guides, kayak and canoe rental 
establishments and the businesses that surround recreation locales know that there is monetary value 
in ensuring there is adequate water in our rivers and streams.  According to the 2011 Fish and 
Wildlife Service National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and and Wildlife Associated Recreation, there 
were 3,518,000 days of freshwater fishing in Connecticut (trips) and 26% of those were for trout 
(914,680). If an angler spends $20 on average each trip, expenditures for trout fishing in the state of 
Connecticut is almost $18.3 MM per year. That’s almost $20 million annually to local economies. 
Just for trout fishing. 

RECOMMENDATION: We commend the reminder that water in our rivers and streams 
has value in the Economic Cost and Benefits section of the Executive Summary. “The Plan 
also recommends that the WPC determine if there is a consistent way to associate financial 
value of water for the needs represented in the Plan (including recreational and 
environmental) and the different types of utility ownership throughout the state.” This 
sentiment should be applied more consistently throughout the plan. 

BALANCE 

It is important that the balance of in-stream and out-of-stream needs receive due consideration and 

we appreciate that balance is one of the five most important messages in the plan. It should remain 

prominent on that priority list. But not as words on paper or as a lofty, feel-good ideal that gets 

tossed aside when we are facing very difficult decisions about how to manage Connecticut’s most 

valuable resource. Balance must be well defined. Rivers Alliance of Connecticut provides a good 

starting point definition for balance: “an ongoing condition of sustainability, such that preservation 

of waters in the public trust coexists with human health and societal wellbeing.” 

In the Out of Stream needs category, you have big lobbying firms, large trade organizations, and 

even state-sanctioned committees with resources to ensure that legislation and regulation work in 

their favor. Because the critters that need water to live can’t speak for themselves, there are many 

organizations speaking up for the fish, the turtles, and every other creature that is essential to healthy 

riverine ecosystem. We work as efficiently as we can on our shoestring budgets. Some even 

advocating as volunteers. We work hard. But our efforts are sometimes no match for moneyed 

interests of for-profit entities. 

The Water Planning Council has the authority to ensure that this priority is upheld.  
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REGULATORY DISCONNECT BETWEEN GROUND AND SURFACE WATER 

Groundwater withdrawals are not addressed in streamflow regulations. While we appreciate the 

acknowledgements in Section 3: Preparing for Change of the importance of groundwater to 

adequate water quantity and better water quality, it will be necessary for the Water Planning Council 

to lead the way in devising a regulatory solution. 

REDUCTION IN OUTDOOR WATER DEMANDS IN SUMMER MONTHS 

Outdoor water demands in the summer can increase a community’s water use two-fold. This is well 

depicted in a 2011 OPM report to the legislature 

Irrigating just ⅛ acre of lawn with the recommended 1” of water per week requires 3,400 

gallons of water per week. That is more than two weeks of indoor water use for a family of 

four. At five gallons per minute, it would take 11 hours to water a 1/8 acre lawn, with the 

sprinkler being moved around for full coverage. The increasing number of automatic 

sprinklers in use can easily apply that much water over even larger areas, without requiring 

anyone’s attention.  

Seasonal outdoor water demands not only increase the stress on sensitive ecosystems, as will 

be discussed later in this report, such demands also lead to water rates being structured in a 

manner that makes water companies depend on peak demands and forces water systems to 

be over-built to handle those demands. Even then, systems might strain to handle the 

demand. 

Connecticut witnessed the impact that summer outdoor water demands have on our public water 

supply when the City of Greenwich found itself in a public water supply emergency with only 60 

days of water supply remaining in September of 2016. While this is an extreme example that 

occurred in drought conditions, consistent, overall reduction in outdoor water demands in summer 

would result in more reliable quantities of water for public and environmental health.  

RECOMMENDATION: This is crucial, ongoing issue that requires implementable solutions in the 

very near future. Section 5.3.2.1 Water Conservation which is a pathway forward should provide 

more specific action items. 

EDITS AND COMMENTS ON FORM 

Executive Summary 

On page ES-3 under the Heading “Human Health,” We recommend bulleting the three sets of 

measures aimed at increasing the availability of Class A water. These measures should stand out. 

Also among the Top-Ten policy RECOMMENDATIONs are three sets of measures aimed at increasing the 

availability of Class A water in the future, or at least reducing the impact of expanded dependence upon it.  
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 The first is increased conservation practices throughout the state, following the example already established by 

many water utilities (Sections 5.2.3.3 and 5.3.2.1).  

 Second, the Plan recommends that Class B water be considered more routinely for non-potable uses in the 

future, thereby reducing the consumptive use of Class A water for uses that could be lawfully satisfied with 

other sources (Section 5.2.3.11).  

 Third, the Plan recommends progressive agricultural practices to help reduce impacts of irrigation on other 

water needs (Section 5.2.3.6). 

On page ES-13 bold the results are generalized to the basin scale, and are not indicative of potential risks to small 

tributaries, river reaches with localized well fields nearby, or other local subsystems of the basin. This is an 

important detail that should not be missed by someone who will only read the Executive Summary. 

Terms and Acronyms 

Add Margin of Safety and Safe Yield to the list of terms. 

Section 3: Preparing for Change 

Section 3.1.5.1 Additional Indicators of Potential Basin Risks – It should be made clear what “water 

stress” means in this section. It’s too easy to assume that “water stress” may mean water quality 

issues. Which would lead to a reader seeing the statement, “Most land use categories exhibited no 

correlation with risk of water stress,” and believing that development has no impact on water quality 

which could not be further from the truth. 

Section 5: Recommendations 

On page 5-41 under Possible Partnerships: They are included under Consensus Building (Section 4 of this 

document) for consideration of the Water Planning Council. This appears to be a bad reference. 

After approval of the plan in the next legislative session, I encourage the Water Planning Council to 

begin the work of drafting language for legislation for the 2019 session which will allow for action 

on priority policy recommendations within the Plan. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Final Report of the Connecticut 

State Water Plan. 

Sincerely, 

 

Alicea Charamut 

River Steward
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Connecticut State Water Plan Comments 

By 

Pomperaug River Watershed Coalition 

November 9, 2017 

 

The State Water Plan (“Plan”) presents a landmark opportunity in the history of State of Connecticut 

water resource planning.  The Plan is a first-ever comprehensive look at water data and the policies that 

will be needed to balance State water resources in terms of human health and environmental health 

with an appreciation of economic costs and benefits.  The development of the Plan was thoughtfully and 

credibly guided by the members of the State Water Planning Council (“WPC”) with support from 

numerous sub-committee based stakeholders and with exemplary assistance provided by the Plan’s 

consultants. 

 

The Pomperaug River Watershed Coalition (“PRWC”) assisted with the development of the Plan through 

its participation as a member of both the Water Planning Council Advisory Group (“WPCAG”) and the 

Plan’s Science & Technical Committee.  It was our privilege to be a “voice at the table” and to have 

worked with the tremendous pool of professionals associated with the Plan’s development.  As a science 

and research based organization, our goal was to export local knowledge of the Pomperaug River 

Watershed (one of the 44 regional basins studied within the Plan) into the Plan with the desired 

outcome that the Plan would establish a framework that would provide for future policies to address 

the aforementioned water resource balance.  Our coalition-based work within the watershed is in itself 

a balance of source protection and water use stewardship.  

 

Overall, PRWC believes that the Plan is highly effective to our goal.  However, further consideration and 

clarification of the following will be necessary to successfully implement the Plan within our watershed:   

 

 Basin Data and Scale – Caution needs to be observed on how the regional basin data is 

interpreted and used given the high level assumptions utilized in the development of the Plan’s 

basin summaries.  Those who developed the data recognize that Plan data must be looked at 

more closely and refined when being used for the purpose of addressing specific basin issues.  

Basin scale is also a matter of importance.  At the current Plan’s basin summary scale, long 

standing issues such as streamflow within the Pomperaug River sub-basins will go unnoticed and 

potentially unaddressed in the future.  PRWC believes that the basin summary information must 

be accompanied by future basin modeling (such as the SWAM program highlighted in the Plan) 

to successfully address the balance of water resources. 

 Streamflow Measurement – A critical pathway to funding and maintaining the USGS stream 

gauges should be solidly anchored within the Plan.  There is no more important tool to water 

resource managers than the availability and use of the gauges.  The development of the Plan 

would not have been possible without the data that the gauges provided.  The successful 

implementation of the Plan will go unanswered without them. 

http://www.pomperaug.org/
mailto:info@pomperaug.org
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 Groundwater Withdraw and Streamflow – The Pomperaug Watershed is essentially a 

groundwater withdrawal basin.  Balance within the basin cannot be achieved unless 

groundwater demands are linked to streamflow.  The Plan needs to re-address promptly the 

exclusion of groundwater found within the current Streamflow Regulations.   

 Registered Diversions – Echoing language found within the Plan, further identifying underused 

registered diversions is critical to accurately understanding the water inventory within the 

Pomperaug Basin.   More critical is having a workable approach within the Plan to fairly and 

timely retrofit registered diversions using a science-based permit-like analysis. 

 Water Reuse and Class B Waters – The Plan revisits long thought of, but infrequently 

implemented water supply alternatives for non-potable use.  With the ongoing construction of a 

large gas-fired power plant, groundwater public water supplies within the Pomperaug Basin 

would have benefited from policies and regulations requiring the same.   Had such policies been 

in place, State agencies and councils (such as the CT Siting Council which approved the facility 

construction) would have the support and tools they need to more fully consider alternative 

water sources where potable water is not required. We see this as “low hanging fruit” in terms 

of Plan actions to receive high priority and immediate attention. 

 Private Wells – Those drawing a water supply from private wells within the Pomperaug Basin 

experience the same issues as other across the State.  While the Plan calls out improvements 

needed in education, testing and reporting the urgency of the same is not stressed.  New 

technology and innovative private-public-partnerships are seen as opportunities to provide for a 

focused and timely response to this issue. 

 Plan Implementation – The Plan (Section 5.5) suggests a management structure and decision 

making approach for implementing the Plan.  Additional information on Plan implementation, 

including critical funding needs and sources, is described in Section 6.  PRWC is concerned that 

Plan implementation planning has not advanced to the point that it can be demonstrated that 

the Plan will be sustainable and encourages the WPC to move quickly to do so.  The WPCAG has 

presented the WPC with a framework concept for Plan implementation for their consideration.  

While PRWC recognizes the importance of prioritizing work on the Plan comments and 

preparing the Plan for General Assembly submittal, work should also focus on creating a 

sustainable implementation platform for the Plan.   

 

With anticipated consideration for the above, PRWC strongly supports the Plan and endorses its 

submittal to the General Assembly for approval.  We applaud the WPC for its leadership in developing 

the Plan and thank all those who worked so diligently and skillfully toward its success. 

 

 

Leendert T. DeJong 

Executive Director 
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Comments from the Farmington River Watershed Association 

on the Draft State Water Plan 

 

The Farmington River Watershed Association (FRWA) has a special interest in the outcome of 

the state water planning process.  It was public outcry in 2012 over the possible sale of water 

from the Farmington River Watershed (specifically the Metropolitan District Commission’s 

Barkhamsted Reservoir) to the University of Connecticut in Storrs that provided the political 

pressure to finalize a state water plan after years of hiatus.  Farmington Valley residents were 

surprised that MDC could propose a sale to such a distant customer, and objected to what 

seemed to be an ad hoc approach to solving UConn’s water supply problem.  They realized that 

without a state water plan, there was a lack of readily available information about water 

resources statewide, and a lack of guidance as to whether any proposed water sale made sense 

for the state as a whole, or for water as a public trust.   

 

FRWA participated as a stakeholder in the preparation of the Draft State Water Plan, serving on 

the Water Planning Council Advisory Group’s Science and Technical Committee, attending 

meetings of the Water Planning Council and the Water Utility Coordinating Committees, and 

participating in workshops hosted by the consulting firms CDM Smith and Milone and 

MacBroom.   

 

As a river advocacy organization, FRWA looked for a planning process that would  

1. clarify the state of Connecticut’s water resources;  

2. set forth the needs and the options for balancing in-stream water requirements with 

human water consumption demands;  

3. propose fair mechanisms for deciding how water could be extracted, sold, and moved 

by water utilities vs. allocated for other essential purposes; 

4. fully recognize the value of maintaining aquatic ecosystems such as rivers, streams, and 

wetlands, since these are not only valuable in themselves, but also tied closely to human 

well-being;  

5. be transparent and have mechanisms for input from a broad range of stakeholders and 

the general public.   

In reality, the Draft State Water Plan does not, and cannot, fully address these concerns, but it 

does make some progress in the right direction.  The following comments expand on that 

remark. 

 



1.  Clarifying the status of CT water resources.  Overall, given its tight timeline and its budget 

constraints, the Draft State Water Plan is an impressive compilation and presentation of 

information, and a useful framework for next steps.  The Water Planning Council, the 

supporting Committees, and the consulting firms are to be thanked and congratulated on 

reaching this point.   

Even though this summary of Connecticut’s water resources is perhaps the most broad and 

comprehensive to date, the water data in its basin summary sheets should be interpreted with 

care.  For some estimates on those sheets, the margin of error was necessarily large.  Also, 

figures for water availability that represent averages over time can mask the severity of short-

term fluctuations in available water.  Lack of information about registered diversions introduces 

uncertainty.  For example, the basin summaries show the natural flow of a river, and how much 

of that flow is usually in the channel or diverted for human use.  But in many basin summaries, 

the number of registered diversions on a river exceeds the total flow of the river.  The obvious 

conclusion is that the registered diversions are not all in use, or there would be far more dry 

riverbeds than at present.  But which registrations are in use?  Which are obsolete?  Which 

might be re-activated and cause a problem later on?  Added to that, how might climate change 

amplify future flow variation? Those questions need answers in order to craft a reasonable plan 

for any given river. 

 

Another cautionary note relates to the geographic scale of the basin summaries.  In the 

Farmington River basin, there is often a disparity between flow in small tributaries and flow in 

the mainstem, especially since the latter is artificially maintained by releases from 

impoundments.  We might be lulled by the fact that the basin as a whole looks robust.  But to 

evaluate possible impacts of our actions on smaller streams within the watershed we should 

check more localized data, and do location-specific modeling.  This warning applies to other 

river basins as well. 

 

The draft plan and its executive summary already contain these caveats.  We repeat them here 

to emphasize that the Draft State Water Plan is the starting point for much more work. 

 

. Needs, and options, for balancing in-stream water requirements with human consumption 

demands.  The draft plan repeatedly states the intent to balance in-stream water needs with 

human consumptive needs.  However, we agree with comments by Rivers Alliance of 

Connecticut and others, that “balance” needs clearer definition.  One obstacle to defining 

balance is that there’s a wealth of quantitative data about how to meet human consumptive 

needs for water, and a large number of people who are familiar with that information; but 

biological needs for water in aquatic habitats, and the value of meeting those needs, are less 

well documented and understood by fewer people.  Lack of knowledge is easily interpreted as 



lack of importance; despite intent to be even-handed, the better documented side carries more 

emphasis.   That said, the basin summary sheets do graphically present ecological use and 

human consumptive use side by side for each of the 44 sub-basins studied.  This is a step in the 

right direction.  Going forward, our understanding of “balance” should be finer-tuned as more 

information emerges about the ecosystem services and economic values of our streams and 

rivers.  

The available options for balancing in-stream requirements with water supply demands are 

presented in the draft plan as information only, without expressed preference, which is a 

necessary first step.  How we decide to choose among options is deferred to some later stage.   

 

3. Fair mechanisms for deciding how water can be extracted, sold, and moved by water utilities 

vs. allocated for other essential purposes.   It’s fair to say that this issue generated the political 

impetus in 2012-13 for developing a State Water Plan (and for organizing the Water Utility 

Coordinating Committees). But in actuality, it covers a broader area of concerns, and involves 

more regulations, plans, and policies, than this State Water Plan can encompass.  The draft plan 

provides no formulas or criteria for allocating water to this or that purpose.  Rather than 

prescribing a resolution for the conflict that spurred the legislature to authorize this State 

Water Plan in the first place, the draft plan organizes information and options that will be 

relevant to resolution later on.  Again, it’s a platform for future decisions rather than a set of 

decisions in itself. 

 

4. Fully recognizing the value of maintaining aquatic ecosystems such as rivers, streams, and 

wetlands. This point was discussed above, but two more points can be added that we 

recommend as additions to the draft plan.  The value of aquatic ecosystems would be better 

recognized if: 

1. An estimated dollar value was put on their “ecosystem services” such as water filtration, 

pollution detoxification, the transport and cycling of nutrients, etc., as well as other 

public goods such as recreation, wastewater reception, etc.; and 

2. The water plan explicitly points out that it should not be legal to pump a river dry.  Right 

now, a waterway can be legally pumped dry if it is over-allocated to registered 

diversions; or due to the fact that groundwater pumping is not currently included in 

state streamflow regulations. 

5.  Transparent process with mechanisms for input from a broad range of stakeholders and the 

general public.  The development of the draft state water plan was an open public process, and 

inclusive of many stakeholders.  There was one glaring lack of transparency, however, arising 

from the exemption of water supply plans from Freedom of Information requests.  Despite the 

best efforts of advocacy groups and the Department of Public Health, this problem was never 

satisfactorily resolved.  It is still virtually impossible for a citizen of Connecticut to obtain a 



water utility’s water supply plan without unreasonable delay (if it can be obtained at all) and 

without a degree of redaction that goes well beyond what’s necessary for security purposes.   

Fortunately, the consultants who prepared the Draft Water Plan were granted access to the 

information, so we can be reasonably sure that the aggregated data are credible.  But going 

forward, more people must have access to more information, if stakeholders and citizens are to 

have any meaningful role in all the policy decisions that still lie ahead.   On this point, and on 

many others, we concur with the comments provided by Rivers Alliance of Connecticut. 

As emphasized repeatedly in the Draft State Water Plan itself, the document is a starting point.  

It identifies gaps in scientific knowledge, procedures that need to be established but are as yet 

undeveloped, and unresolved policy decisions that remain to be addressed.   

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Eileen Fielding 

Executive Director 
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Comment on the Connecticut State Water Plan Draft 

By John C. Hall, Executive Director 

And The Jonah Center for Earth and Art Board of Directors 

November 7, 2017 

 

First, we wish to state our strong support for the state-wide, comprehensive, scientific and 

data-based approach embodied in the Connecticut State Water Plan draft document. The 

draft reflects much careful consideration and contains much common sense in terms of 

the benefits of regionalization, preparing for the impacts of climate change, and the need 

to correct obsolete and unused allowances for water diversion. We applaud the efforts of 

the Plan’s authors to involve the public in the process. Thank you for this opportunity to 

comment. 

Our primary concern about the draft Water Plan involves the use of the term “balance” – 

as in the Mission Statement of the State Water Plan Project,  reflecting the language 

stating the requirements of the authorizing statute: “Recommend the utilization of the 

state’s water resources … in a manner that balances public water supply, economic 

development, recreation, and ecological health.” 

“Balance” is an agreeable-sounding term. Who can oppose “balance”? But we need to 

face the question: what should this balance really look like? The plan refers to achieving 

a balance between “in-stream water” and “out-of-stream water” – the latter going to a 

variety of purposes beyond drinking water supply, such as industrial processes, 

agriculture irrigation, lawn and golf course irrigation, car washing, and others. Surely, a 

balance between “in-stream” and “out-of-stream” uses would not divide a river’s flow by 

assigning 50% to each. So how would “balance” be defined? Any useful definition 

should recognize that, when water supply is threatened, or when a river is literally going 

dry, some uses of water have a greater claim to moral legitimacy than others. Most 

important, when it comes to our environmental needs in the largest sense -- insuring long-

term sustainability in the relationship between humans and other forms of life, the forms 

http://www.thejonahcenter.org/
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of life we ultimately depend on for our own health and survival -- the goal of “balance” is 

not a nicety whose meaning should be assumed to be universally agreed upon.   

When it comes to taking water out of a river, any talk of “balance” should recognize that 

the needs of the river itself come first, and that certain human enterprises (like lawn-

watering in the summer) might have to come last.  In preparation for inevitable future 

crises, we should establish that “balance” does not mean that every conceivable use of 

water is insured a certain, proportionate share of the water. We ask that the Water Plan 

state some principles to give practical definition as to what “balance” means. Otherwise, 

we can be quite certain that, when the power struggle over water rights heats up, the 

rivers and the fish alive in those rivers will come last. 

Even if our State continues to have an abundance of water supply overall, localized and 

transient water shortages in the form of depleted river flows and low reservoir and aquifer 

levels will continue to occur. Pressures to take water from rivers or underground for 

industrial purposes and human convenience will not disappear. We can imagine many 

possible crises that will provoke a clamor to suspend or override regulations on minimum 

flows and diversions -- perhaps following a period of drought, a major infrastructure 

failure, cyber-attack, or other natural or human-created disaster.  

In such a situation, the owner of the golf course and the lawn irrigation company, the 

water bottling company and the industrial developer will argue for their just allowance of 

water, even if it means depleting the water flow of a river to the extent that aquatic life is 

threatened or extinguished. And here’s the critical point: the aquatic life will have no vote 

in the matter, and the voices of those few citizens advocating for that aquatic life will be 

drowned out by the well-financed lobbyists of industry, as they almost always are. 

In short, when it comes to “balance” in protecting non-human forms of life, the needs, 

desires, imagined needs, wasteful habits, and commercial lust of human beings will 

always be honored before the needs of benthic invertebrates, fish, birds, and amphibians. 

This pattern has been demonstrated so consistently in human history as to be a law of 

nature. As such, it deserves a place in any Water Plan that claims to be scientific and 

data-driven. Humans, after all, are by far the most domineering element in the ecosystem 

that we are trying to protect and manage.  

This fact, a scientific fact supported by mountains of data — of human beings’ habitual 

overreach and destruction of other life forms — needs to be incorporated into the Water 

Plan in a manner that affords some special protection for the ecological needs of 

waterways, giving these ecological needs a higher priority than many, if not all, human 

uses. Simply put, we humans must find ways to provide ourselves with drinking water 



 
Our mission: to foster sustainable relationships among people, other creatures, energy resources, and the 

environment and to promote interdisciplinary community partnerships in scientific,  
artistic, and other cultural endeavors. 

 

and livelihoods without destroying rivers. Without such explicit acknowledgement 

attached to the term “balance,” the Water Plan’s goal to protect our river ecosystems will 

be fatally undermined.  

Our push for a definition of “balance” that recognizes the dominating impacts of human 

beings and the vulnerability of non-human life forms will lead, we hope, to a far greater 

emphasis on conservation of water, water-conserving technology changes in human 

behavior, and stricter limits on diversions of water, than would otherwise be the case. 
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November 20th, 2017 

 

Clean Water Action thanks the Water Planning Council for the detailed analysis, thought and work that 

went into developing the draft state water plan. We believe that water is a public trust, not a corporate 

asset.  We appreciate the overall goal of balancing water needs for all and to provide factual information 

and a framework of guiding principles to inform policies and implementation plans. While the draft does 

not prioritize uses of water, we concur with Save Our Water’s comments that the state should prioritize 

water uses. We applaud the focus on conservation and believe it imperative that we create a “conservation 

ethic” across Connecticut and through all sectors.  The final plan must include metrics and timelines as 

well as on-going review process to assure success in protecting and managing precious water resources for 

public health, the health of all species, and the health of the environment while planning for CT’s future in 

a changing climate. 

 

We offer the following points: 

 

Registered Diversions:  The issue of registered diversions must be resolved. Under the Water Diversion 

Policy Act (1982), there is no requirement that registered sources can actually yield the amount that they 

are registered for.  Many water bodies are over-allocated and some streams could be legally pumped dry if 

the holders of these registered diversions decide to do so.  The final plan must address this difficult issue 

once and for all.  

 

Large-scale water bottling:  The plan must address and put steps into place to guard against future water 

bottling companies like Niagara from getting rights to withdraw large amounts of water for profit with no 

safeguards, limits during drought or independent environmental review in place.  Water bottling for profit 

should not be prioritized with other goals of balancing CT’s water uses.   

 

Drought:  Drought standards must be standardized, with revised triggers for declaration of a drought and 

proactive and consistent measures adopted across municipalities for public notice, the requirement of 

conservation measures and enforcement.   

 

Stormwater runoff:   We appreciate the plan’s analysis of the scope of stormwater runoff.  Education of 

public and municipal leaders on sources of stormwater runoff, individual actions, local assessment of 

runoff sites and mitigation measures should be a high priority in the final plan.  New and creative thinking 

on partnerships with municipal leaders, advocacy groups, local business leaders can augment other work 

with local planning officials.  Consistent measures to reduce stormwater runoff into streams and rivers 

could be incorporated more consistently into local Plans for Conservation and Development. 

 

Nutrient and other sources of contamination:  Changes in water temperature and widespread use of 

fertilizers contributes to harmful algal blooms and cyanotoxins in many ponds and streams.  Pesticide 

application on lawns also poses a risk to human health and to the environment.  Like stormwater runoff, 



we support stricter guidelines, concerted public education programs on the potential harms of nutrient and 

pesticide applications with more consistent incorporation into POCDs.  Partnership with local health 

departments, advocacy groups and the newly launched Sustainable CT might be good options to broaden 

public awareness and build support for individual and broader local action.  

 

Emerging contaminants:  We applaud CT’s consistent, high quality standards for protecting water 

sources from contaminants but urge that the state be vigilant and proactive in determining ways to 

complete lead service line replacement, to assess for other emerging contaminants such as perflourinated 

chemicals and 1-4 dioxane and determine the impact of salts and other de-icing chemicals that may be 

contaminating water bodies.  Vermont, New York and New Jersey have recently established standards for 

certain perflourinated chemicals and CT should continue its leadership in this area.   

 

Conservation:  We are gratified to see the focus and recommendations on water conservation in the final 

draft plan and fully support the recommendations previously submitted on October 30th (Items needing 

Prompt Action) by Rivers Alliance.  In addition, we support the following: 

 

1) Water utilities should provide consistent and more frequent recommendations for water 

conservation including EPA WaterSense information that routinely goes to their customers.  More 

comprehensive education and utility sponsored programs and partnerships with advocacy groups 

would be helpful in building a “conservation ethic” across all sectors.   

2) To the extent possible, state incentives for water conservation including reviewing and updating 

building codes and incentives for agricultural industries should be developed.   

3) Explore conservation pricing models. 

4) Water reclamation projects such as those at UCONN and Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation 

should be highlighted, barriers examined and addressed as possible and options for using these as 

models for future projects explored.  

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 
 

Anne Hulick, CT Director 

 



The job of the water council is to evaluate the natural water resources of the state of CT and to 
formulate guidelines establishing healthy policies involving these resources. This data by definition 
must include historic trends as well as reasonable future predictions. We have sufficient data to show 
that: 
 

1) CT occupies a geographic location placing us in the hydrologic cycle with abundant water 
resources. 

2) That geographic location in the North East corridor also has the highest human density in the 
US. 

3) This equation has historically balanced in favor of more than adequate fresh water for CT’s 
needs. 

4) This equation has also contributed to a situation where demand has begun to compete with 
supply, especially in populated areas. Examination of present trends, including climate 
change, reveals increasing stress on a healthy hydrologic system. Water categorized as clean is 
in decline, recharge is increasingly irregular and extreme, and allocation continues to outstrip 
supply, impacting water table health and sustainability. 

 
Specifically we believe state standards should be established for:  
 
1)  100’ vegetative buffer zones for development near water resources,  
2)  strict restrictions on use of chemicals, including road spray and herbicide deposition near 
waterways,  
3)  incentive mechanisms to encourage  “green development” like pervious pavement, green roofs, 
and infiltration basins,  
4)  recognition of resource “rights” which would balance allocation and other development with 
aquatic functions such as recreation and biologic sustainability – this legal precedent has been 
established in other governmental entities 
5)  adequate funding to at least enforce present environmental standards through DEEP, DHS, CEQ 
and other relevant agencies. 
 
Closing 
 
The Quinnipiac River Watershed Association has been both participant and witness to the 
improvement of the water quality in the Quinnipiac Watershed as well as the increase in hydrologic 
stress. Flash flooding has increased both nonpoint pollution and riparian erosion to the point that 
navigation is impossible without continual volunteer maintenance. We would also suggest a study to 
determine a “reasonable” non-permit allocation threshold. 50,000 gallons a day per withdrawal 
seems arbitrary, absurd and unsustainable. The standard should be those required for a healthy 
river.  
QRWA, with Fuss and O’Neill, completed a watershed base plan in 2014 which identified numerous 
proposals in towns all along the Quinnipiac River. We would love to partner with the State in 
implementation of any of these projects designed to improve the environmental quality of the 
stressed Quinnipiac River Watershed. 
 
Thank you, 
 
David James 
President 
QRWA 
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RE: Connecticut Fund for the Environment/Save the Sound’s Addendum to Comments on 

the Draft State Water Plan  

Connecticut Fund for the Environment, and its bi-state program Save the Sound (CFE/Save the 

Sound) submits this additional comment on the State Water Plan draft (The Plan), as an 

addendum to the document submitted on November 19, 2017: 

One of the main purposes of the State Water Plan is to use the information in the plan to 

collaborate with the legislature in the formulation of future legislation to protect water sources in 

the state. The plan should also recommend that future legislation require a means to provide 

rapid notice to the public of releases to the waters of the state that cause “pollution” or “render 

unclean or impure” any water of the state as those terms are defined in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-

423. For purposes of the protection of the public health and safety, the principles of timely and 

beneficial notice as intended in the Sewer Right to Know Act should be incorporated in the plan.  
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          November 19, 2017 

RE: Connecticut Fund for the Environment/Save the Sound’s Comments on the Draft State 

Water Plan 

Dear Water Planning Council Members, 

Connecticut Fund for the Environment, and its bi-state program Save the Sound 

(CFE/Save the Sound) commends the State Water Planning Council on publishing the 2017 State 

Water Plan draft (The Plan), established pursuant to Public Act 14-163.  This is the first blueprint 

of its kind for Connecticut and we appreciate the significant time, staffing, and coordination 

invested in this effort by state agencies, consultants, legislators, non-profits, water-companies, 

citizen groups and others. This wide-ranging document compiles much-needed data on the 

state’s 44 regional river basins, seeks to use that data to identify how the state can protect water 

quantity and quality, and provides policy and data considerations given the realities of climate 

change on future water needs and uses. 

While there are numerous critical provisions in this plan, CFE/Save the Sound will focus 

on the recommendations in areas that impact three of our organizational priorities: Conserving 

Watershed Lands, Implementing Green Infrastructure, and Protecting Long Island Sound. 

WATERSHED LANDS 

CFE/Save the Sound is grateful to see that one of the Top 10 Consensus Based Policy 

Priorities is to “Reaffirm support for the protection of Class I and II land contributing to water 

supply. Expand protection of other watershed lands and land that feeds aquifers used for public 

water supply or by private wells.”  CFE/Save the Sound strongly supports this policy priority and 

The Plan’s endorsement of land protection measures, as outlined in Section 5.2.3.1., for both 

surface water bodies and groundwater aquifers so that high quality drinking water can be 

preserved into the future. 

We suggest two modifications to policy recommendation # 1 of that section. First, 

remove the clause “except to solve or prevent a water quality problem” as it is captured in the 

preface “Where possible.” Second, add a sentence recommending that the policy be codified and 

that if there are exceptions, the public will be notified and the agencies with cognizance will 

actively coordinate. 

Suggested Language Change to Section 5.2.3.1. #1: 



 1. Public Water Supply Lands: Reaffirm support for the protection of Class I and Class II 

lands, as well as watershed property protected for water supply. Encourage the 

acquisition or protection of additional watershed lands including lands contributing to the 

protection of groundwater quality. Continue to carefully manage water company owned 

lands, which have additional protections established by state statute. Strive for 

consistency with the recommendations of the State’s Green Plan. Where possible, avoid 

the construction of new sewer, gas and oil pipelines through public water supply 

watersheds. except to solve or prevent a water quality problem.  This construction 

avoidance policy should be codified in law. Any exceptions to this policy will be 

explained to the public and shall be subject to coordinated state agency action. 

Protecting watershed land results in environmental, economic, and quality of life benefits.  

This “triple bottom line” analysis is consistent with the benefit analysis that has been stressed in 

the draft plan. 

 

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 

Green Infrastructure, a valuable tool in reducing stormwater and combined sewer 

overflow pollution, has begun to move out of its pilot phase and into wider adoption.  This year 

alone, CFE/Save the Sound constructed 27 such projects in Bridgeport (4); New Haven (12); 

Southington (10); Wallingford (1); Plainville (1); and Trumbull (1).  We wholeheartedly support 

The Plan’s recommendations designed to increase implementation in the coming years. 

 

Specifically, in section 5.2.3.1 we would like to voice support for two related 

recommendations: 

 3. “Low-Impact Development: In coordination with recommended Public Outreach 

programs, help educate Connecticut citizens about the benefits of Low-Impact 

Development using LID tools and practices already available.” 

 

 5. “Encourage the use of local development tools: Through training, information and 

regulation encourage local governments to incorporate best management practices for 

water demand management, water efficiency, and water conservation into land-use 

decisions.” 

We would also ask the Council to consider an additional recommendation, either as part of 

recommendation #5 or as a stand-alone: 

 Establish and support a necessary processes that allow communities to voluntarily 

develop and implement Stormwater Authorities, both to aid in the compliance of 



municipal MS4 permits and to generate revenue to help fund local green 

infrastructure projects. 

Additionally, in Section 5.2.3.2 we strongly support recommendation #3 but would suggest 

one language modification as reflected below: 

 3. “Evaluate Implement Green-Infrastructure: Define green-infrastructure approaches, 

and explore ways in which entities can use green infrastructure to address water quality.  

 

LONG ISLAND SOUND AND ITS TRIBUTARIES 

For decades, excess nitrogen entering our coastal waterways devastated the health of 

Long Island Sound. The impacts are clear: low-oxygen waters and fish die offs, more algae 

blooms, murky waters, and coastal marshes with barren, flooded patches. The goals of 

swimmable and fishable waters are thwarted when low oxygen feeds algae blooms, reduces 

water clarity, and drives out desirable fish.1 We have reduced human generated nitrogen 

pollution over the last 20 years, in large part to the dedicated efforts by Connecticut, New York, 

and the regional municipalities to fund sewage treatment plant upgrades and wastewater 

infrastructure. Connecticut alone has invested over $2.5 billion in the last decade and created 

approximately 51,500 jobs since 2008, with an additional estimated 6,100 to 7,300 once all FY 

2016/2017 dollars are allocated. But we must make further reductions, guarantee that our 

infrastructure is resilient, open riverine habitats, and ensure flow levels that support ecosystem 

health are met, if we truly want to achieve a healthy Sound and vibrant tributaries that are safe 

for people and wildlife.  To this end The Plan outlines several recommendations and pathways 

that CFE/Save the Sound strongly supports. 

In Section 5.2.3.2 Water Quality and Quantity Management we would like to highlight 

two such policies and suggest an addition: 

 2. Monitoring and Assessment: Continue investment in statewide monitoring that 

supports assessment of the quality- and quantity-integration goals and measures 

 

 13. Consider Trading Programs: Investigate the potential to develop water quality trading 

programs. Innovations on water quality trading can promote improvements in water 

quality from agriculture in lieu of expensive water treatment costs. Science-based trading 

programs can achieve water quality goals by promoting water quality improvements in 

source water regions of headwaters of streams and rivers. Science-based water quality 

trading programs can promote water quality improvements and expand the revenue 

streams for agricultural producers. Reference the EPA “2003 Water Quality Trading 

                                                             
1 Save the Sound, NYC Nitrogen Report: East River and Long Island Sound (2017), 4. 



Policy” and the “2007 Water Quality Trading Toolkit for Permit Writers” for state water 

quality trading program structure guidance. 

 

 Investigate potential regulatory mechanisms to limit and/or control fertilizer inputs. 

We applaud the Council for highlighting the need to better understand flow requirements 

to help the state maintain ecological health for our waterbodies in Section 5.2.3.8 Implementation 

of Minimum Stream Flow Regulations. In fact, as section 7-1 lays out, “The basin summary 

sheets in Appendix E and the basin maps in Sections 2 and 3 indicate that on an average daily 

basis, the basins in Connecticut appear to be well supplied with water to meet the needs of 

current and projected future out-of-stream uses. When instream uses, including those necessary 

to support aquatic life are considered, gaps become apparent especially in the summer months, 

although storage and flow management plans may alleviate this to varying degrees [emphasis 

added].” 

And as section 7-4 explains “The Plan sheds a great deal of light on new information 

concerning ecological flow needs in streams throughout the state. In addition to the state’s new 

regulations on Minimum Streamflow Requirements downstream of certain reservoirs, which the 

Plan endorses in Section 5.2.3.8, the Plan focuses new attention on estimated flow requirements 

throughout each basin in order to help maintain good ecological health (see Sections 2 and 3, and 

the Basin Summary Sheets in Appendix E). While the Plan does not recommend that the 

estimated ecological flow needs be used in a regulatory context beyond the existing Minimum 

Streamflow Requirements, the Plan does recommend that they be further studied in order to 

determine potentially allowable variances during periods of drought, and to better understand the 

impact of maintaining instream flow on water supply yield, margin of safety, and cost (Section 

5.3.2.11).” 

As noted, the Council acknowledges the ecological health concerns,2 but declines to 

recommend fully regulating flow for ecological health. While we understand why this is the 

currently the case, we do support the development of data through flow monitoring and study to 

determine the viable next steps that will ensure flow is protective of ecological health.  

Additionally, we support the Aging Infrastructure Pathway outlined in Section 5.3.2.4 

and Section 5.2.3.7’s recommended retiring of unused water allocations.  

While we support a number of policies contained in The Plan, our Soundkeeper, Bill 

Lucy, also identifies the following specific concerns for the Council to consider: 

                                                             
2 “Ecological flow needs are not wholly regulated under current state law. The impact of these needs, which include 

minimum stream flow requirements, is depicted in the Basin Summary Sheets for use in future planning” 5.2.3.8 
Implementation of Minimum Stream Flow Regulations, #1 bullet 4. 



 There are large data gaps, including unreported groundwater and surface water removals 

under 50,000 GPD.  The number of private wells is high in CT (23%) and depending on 

the location and depth of the wells, they could, through the “zone of depression,” be 

responsible for dewatering Class 1 tributaries. 

 

 The impacts on Long Island Sound come in the form of estuary processes.  If rivers 

drastically drop in stream flow, the nearshore salinity will increase and change the littoral 

ecology of the Sound.  While not an immediate threat, it may be an issue to consider in 

the context of increased water use and decreased instream flow, especially in light of 

drought and climate change.   

OTHER KEY POLICY PROVISIONS 

In addition to CFE/Save the Sound’s three core priorities above, we strongly support 

developing water conservation incentives and structures, incorporating the realities of climate 

change into future planning for drinking and wastewater infrastructure and water consumption, 

investigating the use of reclaimed water to assist in closing water quantity gaps, and improving 

access to water data, both through additional collection of science-based information and actual 

availability of water system data to the public. 

CFE/Save the Sound commends the Connecticut General Assembly for initiating the 

development of the State Water Plan, the Water Planning Council for undertaking the 

painstaking task, and of course the stakeholders and residents who tirelessly contributed to 

moving the process forward. The Plan, which is a living document with issues that need 

continued review and study, is the beginning of a dialog that provides the groundwork for current 

and future analysis of water quantity needs and water quality protection. Thank you for your 

consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

 

Leah Lopez Schmalz 

Chief Program Officer  

Connecticut Fund for the Environment, and its bi-state program Save the Sound 

900 Chapel Street, Upper Mezzanine 

New Haven, CT 06510 

203.787.0646 ext. 121| lschmalz@savethesound.org|lschmalz@ctenvironment.org 

www.ctenvironment.org 

www.savethesound.org  
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          November 20, 2017 

RE: Connecticut Fund for the Environment/Save the Sound’s Addendum to Comments on 

the Draft State Water Plan 

Connecticut Fund for the Environment, and its bi-state program Save the Sound 

(CFE/Save the Sound) submits this additional comment on the State Water Plan draft (The Plan), 

as an addendum to the document submitted on November 19, 2017: 

While dams are mentioned throughout The Plan, derelict dam removal is only mentioned 

to convey that Connecticut does not have a program that supports removal at the state level, like 

Vermont and Massachusetts. Given that this is document is the Connecticut Water Plan and there 

are over 4,000 regulated dams in the state, we would request that a recommendation on dam 

removal be included.  Suggested language for the Council’s consideration: 

 Dam Removal and River Restoration: Working with municipalities and 

NGOs, identify and describe the scope and scale of the fragmentation, cost, 

and risk of allowing Connecticut's dams to fall into disrepair. Investigate and 

develop a state program designed to encourage investment in dam removal 

and river restoration. 

 



 
 
FOR THE WATER PLANNING COUNCIL 
 

PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY OF  Richard J. Margenot on current proposed 
draft State Water Plan (SWP) for Connecticut 

November 20, 2017 
 
The development of a State Water Plan (SWP) presents a unique opportunity for the people 
of Connecticut, to protect our valuable natural waters for own and future generations. It is 
our responsibility not only to move this Plan forward but to be sure that it consequential. 
Long under development, the SWP must propose precise means to solve the problems 
highlighted below in a timely manner: 
 

• Everyone must conserve water, including large companies:The final SWP should 
recommend automatic, enforceable conservation measures for large water users, including 
private water companies and municipalities, during times of drought. 

 Plan for the inevitability of droughts: Connecticut must complete a drought plan for all 
169 towns as soon as possible and include enforceable triggers for when conservation 
measures must be taken. 

• Protect healthy streams. Maintaining streamflows is critical to protecting water quality and  
• habitat for fish and wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water 

withdrawals attained through groundwater pumping be closed and require those 
withdrawals to be subject to Connecticut's streamflow  regulations. It is currently legal to 
drawdown or extract water from groundwater and other sources creating artificial droughts 
resulting in aquatic wildlife kills. Prior regulatory language that served to protect our water 
supplies was eliminated in 2012.  

•  
• The importance attached to a well-conceived SWP should include the establishment of tiers 

of use and thresholds of restraint/restriction when rainfall deficits produce obvious 
reductions in available resources. Since this resource has been monitized, so should it’s 
negligent overuse in times of relative scarcity. 

•  
• Establish and approve a governing structure for the existing Water Planning Council to 

properly and effectively oversee the best use and management of water sources in the 
public trust. 

•  
• Evaluate all existing large water diversions: Many large water diversions were 

grandfathered in decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential impacts on 
water supplies. The final SWP should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered 
registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not 
adversely impact water levels. 

•  

• A SWP  needs to directly identify and communicate the social and financial benefits of 
Connecticut’s natural water resources as well as the necessity of adequate natural water 
resources for the subsistence and benefit of the general public and wildlife in 
the public trust. 

 
 
 

 



• A CT SWP must unequivocally support and allow for complete transparency of utility 
water use and management data by the State, and more specifically, water utility 
exemptions from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) must be eliminated. 

 
A SWP must conserve and protect our Well Water and underground aquifers that feed them 
from diffuse and non diffuse pollution---water is a 
finite resource . (All the water there is exists now). 
 
A SWP must safeguard our finite supplies. 150,000,000US residents , and a portion of those are 
in Connecticut , depend upon water from rivers and streams for their daily drinking water . 
Federal regulations protecting these Water sources are being relaxed putting critical resources 
in irreparable harm's way. 

Once gone our precious  water is gone forever . 

Sincerely 
 
 
 
Richard J. Margenot 

203-869-7888 

 

 



 

 
  
FOR THE WATER PLANNING COUNCIL 
PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY OF RIVERS ALLIANCE OF CONNECTICUT  
ON ITEMS IN THE PLAN NEEDING PROMPT ACTION 
October 30, 2017 
 
Rivers Alliance of Connecticut is a statewide, non-profit coalition of river organizations, individuals, and 
businesses formed to protect Connecticut's waters by promoting sound water policies, by uniting and 
strengthening the state's many river groups, and by educating the public about the importance of water 
stewardship. 
 

The development of a state water plan (the Plan) presents a unique opportunity for the people 
of Connecticut, to protect our valuable natural waters for our own and for future generations.  
  
It is our responsibility not only to move this Plan forward but to be sure that it is consequential. 
The Plan does a good job of identifying problems.  But that is not enough.  These problems are 
already familiar; after all, it was these very problems that led the General Assembly to mandate 
creation of the plan.  The Plan must propose precise means to solve these problems in a timely 
manner.    
  
Last week, at an agency presentation of the plan in Westport, a resident asked:  if this plan is 
adopted, what will change? The answer was:  Nothing will change.  He asked:  How can we 
advocate for it then? 
  
Rivers Alliance is advocating for the plan as a platform on which change can be based. Not 
change in the undefined future, but change in the close future, including the 2018 legislative 
session.  There is no good reason to keep postponing better protection of state waters.   
  
Here are several of the issues that could and should be addressed with urgency. 
  
Drought:  Since before 2000, the state and all stakeholders have recognized that Connecticut 
does not have an effective or comprehensive program for responding to drought.  Draft 
drought plans have been in the works nonstop.  None are comprehensive.  None have been 
adopted.  Efforts by legislators to reform aspects of drought response inevitably fail because we 
do not even have consistent definitions of levels of drought or consensus on who should do 
what.  Get this fixed.  Please.   
  



 

Water Governance.  Responsibility for water stewardship is extremely fragmented at both the 
state and local levels of government.  In 2001, the Connecticut General Assembly created the 
Water Planning Council in the hope that it would bring some order to the situation.  But the 
Council (which consists of DEEP, PURA, DPH, and OPM) was only given authority to submit an 
annual report; in 2014, this authority was extended to development of the Plan, which is to be 
submitted to the legislature; thus, the Plan is a kind of super report.  There is no governing 
structure for the Council, no rules for decision-making.  On this issue, the Plan and the Council 
itself express quite clearly that prompt action is needed.   
  
Dried Up Streams.  Since 2014, it has been the stated goal of Rivers Alliance that, under the 
Plan, it shall no longer be legal to dry up streams.  Many of our streams suffer artificial drought 
every year.  Some are reduced to a trickle; a few show bare stream beds.  Our state gets on 
average approximately 50 inches of rain each year.  This is a water fortune.  So why are people 
asked to choose between water in the faucet and water in their streams?   
  
Groundwater Pumping.   A major source of water supply is groundwater, and, going forward, 
groundwater will be used in greater and great volumes; it is easier and cheaper to access.  
Nevertheless, there is nothing in our streamflow-protection regulations that limits groundwater 
pumping.  That portion of the regulation was stripped out in response to political pressure.  At 
the time (2012), leading legislators promised to take up the problem in the next session.  The 
science is clear:  excessive groundwater pumping draws down surface water and kills aquatic 
wildlife.  There is no need to tolerate this kind of harm in this state.   
  
Registrations.  Since 1982, utilities and others taking water were exempted from environmental 
regulation of those diversions if they registered with the state the amount they were using or 
were likely to use.  Under this compromise law (Water Diversion Policy Act), there was and is no 
requirement that the sources registered as used actually could yield the amounts registered.  
There is nothing to stop a registered user from egregious abuse of sources.  Legislators first 
became aware of this problem around 2000, when multi-town litigation over the Shepaug River 
was in progress and DEEP (then DEP) submitted a report documenting that the great majority of 
diversions and of the water volumes diverted were exempt from oversight or limits.   Among 
the numerous other problematic cases have been the increased impoundment of the Mill River 
in New Haven, the desiccation and fish kill in the Fenton River at UConn, and the similar 
desiccation of the Copper Mine Brook trout stream in Bristol.   As long as most of our water is 
allocated for use with no environmental limits, we will not be able to protect natural waters in 
Connecticut.   
  
Water Bottling and Other Large-Volume Water Sales.  The controversy that flared up in 
Bloomfield over sales of public water to a private bottling company is one of the many critical 
spin-offs of the registration system.  To have credibility, the Plan cannot be silent or evasive on 
this issue.    
  



 

The Benefits of Healthy Natural Waters.  The Plan should include a clear statement of why so 
many people in Connecticut value their natural waters and want them protected.  Detail the 
benefits to the world around us and to our individual health and wellbeing.   
  
Balance.  The Plan prominently calls for balance in water policy and practices.  However, if the 
balance in question is between environmental protection and societal claims on water, then we 
are starting in a situation of stark imbalance.  Balance should not mean that we start with the 
status quo and that, thereafter, each step to protect natural waters must be balanced with a 
step to get those waters out of the natural environment and into a pipe.   We define “balance” 
as an ongoing condition of sustainability, such that preservation of waters in the public trust 
coexists with human health and societal wellbeing.  The Plan verges on this principle in its 
positive references to the “triple bottom line.”  The term refers to a balance in public and 
private policies between three sectors usually identified as People, Planet, Profits (the human 
race, the natural world, private businesses).       
    
Public Access to Water Data.  In 2003, water utilities successfully supported sweeping 
exemptions from the Freedom of Information Act for their data.  Together with the Department 
of Public Health (DPH), water companies redacted, deleted, or otherwise withheld from the 
public all information on the location, safe yield, and margins of safety of their sources.  In a 
series of challenges by Rivers Alliance, the water companies’ rights to data secrecy were upheld 
by the Freedom of Information Commission.  Prior to the start of work on the comprehensive 
state Water Plan and on the parallel plans being developed by Water Utility Coordinating 
Committees (WUCCs), Rivers Alliance and other organizations maintained that no policy 
decisions relating to allocation and management of the public’s water should be approved 
unless the public had the chance to see the underlying data.  In 2016, compromise legislation 
was passed that seemed to give the public access to this basic utility data.  However this month 
(October 2017), DPH stated at a meeting of the Water Planning Council that its attorney and 
the attorney for the Department of Administrative Services maintained that the adverse rulings 
in the Freedom of Information Commission (mostly in 2010) still were legally binding.  The case 
that precipitated this conclusion was a request by Save Our Water to see the supply plan of the 
Metropolitan District Commission.  Redacted material included the all-important calculations of 
safe yield, which are essential to calculating margins of safety.     THERE IS NO POINT IN ASKING 
THE PUBLIC TO PARTICIPATE IN OR ACCEPT WATER PLANS IF THE DATA ON WHICH THE PLAN IS 
BASED CANNOT BE SEEN BY THE PUBLIC.   
  
  
  
Margaret Miner, Executive Director 
Rivers Alliance of CT  



 

 
  
FOR THE WATER PLANNING COUNCIL 
PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY OF RIVERS ALLIANCE OF CONNECTICUT  
ON ITEMS IN THE PLAN NEEDING PROMPT ACTION 
October 30, 2017 
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The Plan does a good job of identifying problems.  But that is not enough.  These problems are 
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coexists with human health and societal wellbeing.  The Plan verges on this principle in its 
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of Public Health (DPH), water companies redacted, deleted, or otherwise withheld from the 
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RIVERS ALLIANCE OF CT’S COMMENTS REGARDING THE DRAFT CONNECTICUT STATE WATER PLAN 
 

On behalf of Rivers Alliance of Connecticut, we would like to express our appreciation to the 

Water Planning Council for the opportunity to comment on the June 2017 draft Connecticut State 

Water Plan. 

 

Rivers Alliance of Connecticut is a statewide, non-profit coalition of river organizations, 

individuals, and businesses formed to protect Connecticut’s waters by promoting sound water 

policies, by uniting and strengthening the state’s many river groups, and by educating the public 

about the importance of water stewardship. 

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The development of a state water plan (the Plan) presents a unique opportunity for the people of 

Connecticut, to protect our valuable public trust waters for our own and for future generations.  

This effort represents many perspectives, compiles a great amount of data, reviews policy to 

establish, as well as possible, the state of the state’s water resources.   

 

We have much to be proud of in Connecticut, including good supplies of high quality water, and 

policies that protect water supply lands.  The past investments and wise actions of political, 

conservation activists, water utilities, and citizens who made decisions with a regard for both 

present and anticipated future water needs continue to pay dividends today.  We hope that this 

first state water plan will also be a landmark step forward to ensure Connecticut’s water 

resources will be of the highest quality and ample for people and the environment, now and into 

the future. 

 

This is the first water plan written for Connecticut and it is noteworthy for its comprehensiveness 

of data and policy.  We are submitting our comments as one document, though we have prepared 

comments at different times and by different people; and we apologize for the differing formats 

of the comment sections. 

 

We’ve broken comments out by major topics of concern: 

• Balance and Triple bottom Line 

• Basin Water Summaries 

• Land Conservation 

• Registrations 

• Water Conservation 

• Private Residential Wells 

• Instream Flow/Streamflow/Ecological Flows 

• Wáter Plan Comments: Sections 5 and 6 

 

mailto:rivers@riversalliance.org
http://www.riversalliance.org/
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------------------------------------------------------------------- 

BALANCE and TRIPLE BOTTOM LINE 

The policy of “Balance” is highlighted in the Executive Summary, though not always carried 

forward throughout the Plan’s text.  We do support the idea of “Balance” in the form of the 

“Triple Bottom Line” (pages ES-3 and ES-4) where alternatives or decisions are evaluated based 

on their social, environmental, and economic factors.  However, discussion of issues in the text 

does not always cover all three elements all the time. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

BASIN WATER SUMMARIES (Appendix E) 

The effort to compile available data and present a summary of conditions in Connecticut’s 44 

basins during normal and summer conditions is the first time this exercise has been performed.  

However, we are concerned that the basin graphs and maps require a bold disclaimer to casual 

reviewers that this is a first broad brush effort.  It isn’t clear that the maps and graphs have 

limitations due to the data inputs and calculations, and require greater scrutiny, better data, and 

perhaps a rethinking of the calculations.  We ask for caution as these maps could very easily be 

used for planning and development, but do not represent detailed local conditions in the basin, or 

even perhaps for the entire basin.  It would be helpful to include on each page the statement: 

“These stress graphs are for reconnaissance and consideration.  Due to lack of data there 

is a large margin of error.” 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

LAND CONSERVATION 

The recently adopted “Green Plan” highlights the great importance of protecting and conserving 

land for water resources, but it is barely referred to in the Plan, and the concept is missed in at 

least a couple of sections where it should be noted. 

 

In Section 2.1.5.4 (starting on page 2-42) Planning for the Future 

The discussion lists a number of infrastructure requirements to be implemented for water quality 

improvements, but neglects to mention land conservation. 

 

In White Paper 1-8 (starting on page 2-67) Water Quality and Watershed Management 

There is also no mention of the “Green Plan” as policy to protect lands for water quality and 

supply.  It should be included. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

REGISTRATIONS 

Registered Water Diversions (“Registrations”) were established in 1982-1983 (under the Water 

Diversion Policy Act). The Registrations are grandfathered rights to take (divert) large amounts 

of water. (A “diversion” is any artificial alteration in a water body, whether by damming, 

pumping groundwater, gravity-piping, etc.). The law was meant to protect natural waters via a 

permitting requirement for diversions in excess of 50,000 gallons per day; the required permit 

includes a strict environmental review. (The quantity requiring a permit is any quantity in excess 

of 50,000 gallons per day.) But an unfortunate compromise in the law provided an exemption 

from the permitting process for all existing diversions registered with the state by the user. 
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 These registered diversions, or “Registrations,” account for more than 80 percent of the 

number of water diversions under the state’s permitting system. Frequently, the quantities 

authorized in a registration exceed the water in the source. It is in fact legal in Connecticut 

to pump a river dry. There is no environmental review and no legal recourse.  

GOOD:  The Plan strongly recommends that obsolete registrations should be taken off the books 

as a potential water demand. For example, on paper it might appear that, because of a 

registration, there is no water available in a given aquifer. But, in fact, the registration may be 

obsolete or unusable. An example would be a registration for agricultural irrigation, but now the 

farm and farmer are long gone; a residential subdivision has replaced the farm. That registration 

should be taken off the books. (There is less agreement over whether “unused” registrations 

should be retired because these allow diversions that the water utility or other registration holder 

might want to use in the future.) 

BUT:  The draft Water Plan tiptoes quietly around the fact that Registrations are a major 

roadblock to good water resource planning. Almost all major water conflicts in Connecticut 

have involved registrations, and these conflicts are the main reason the state decided that a 

comprehensive water plan is needed. Over and over in the Plan, when Registrations are 

mentioned, they are acknowledged as an obstacle to understanding or solving an issue. But the 

Plan is weak on recommendations for removing or breaching this roadblock. Here’s a review of 

several of the policy areas in which Registrations are problematic. 

Conservation: Registered water diversions are not required to implement water conservation 

measures. 

Ecological Needs: Registered water diversions were granted with no environmental review and 

allow pumping volumes that dry up streams. There is still no process for environmental review 

now. 

Regional Water Planning:  A number of the regional basins are shown with critical water 

needs. Some basins have real water deficits that need to be addressed and others do not, but 

because of registrations included as water claims, realistic planning cannot proceed. 

Public Trust Resource:  There is no discussion that water is a public trust resource, held in trust 

by the state for the benefit of current and future uses. When registrations are regarded as “carved 

in stone” claims on water resources, but no longer benefit current or future uses, the state is not 

conducting responsible management of our public trust water resources. 

No “Pathway Forward” Proposed:  Lack of any discussion of revisions to or retirement of 

registrations in the draft Plan, because it is a politically difficult issue, means the draft Plan does 

not seriously address improvements in future water resource planning. If we can’t address 

current problems, how will the draft Plan help us going forward? The Plan needs a bold and 

brave proposal for a commission to study and prepare a plan recommending how to retire 

registered water diversions. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------- 

WATER CONSERVATION 

GOOD:  The draft Plan has a unanimous goal of encouraging water conservation. Yay! 

Everyone likes conservation! (We, of course, feel that conservation of natural waters is as 

important as conservation of water running in pipes.)  

BUT:  We find the following areas in need of improvement if the goal is a robust and effective 

water-conservation policy.  

Conservation Effort:  The Plan is biased toward modest water-customer conservation efforts, 

led by the water utilities. But water use by customers has dropped significantly (about 12 

percent) in recent years. And, since water conservation normally means less revenue for water 

utilities, one can hardly expect an energetic and enthusiastic conservation program with utilities 

in the lead. 

Water Conservation Pricing:  One promising approach to water conservation that does not 

unduly stress water utilities is water pricing that separates the direct connection between volumes 

of water sold and revenue gained.  The approved water rate is sufficient for infrastructure 

maintenance.  This is sometimes called “decoupling.”  Connecticut has adopted decoupling 

provisions for private water companies. Public utilities have not been enthusiastic.  They do not 

want state rate regulation. 

Drought Planning.  Connecticut has been working on an updated drought plan for more than 10 

years.  There is universal agreement that we need a plan that provides for fair and prudent water 

management in times of drought (such as the summers of 2015 and 2016).  But in the state draft 

Plan, there is no urgency with respect to moving a state drought plan forward for approval.  It is 

critical to have a better drought plan in place before the next drought. 

Water Conservation and Ecological Health:  The Plan states that droughts or other water 

shortages that harm streams must be addressed in planning.  Having water available in pipes 

while streambeds are dry is not acceptable.  But, in general, there is little emphasis on using 

conservation measures to protect natural streams.  Taken as a whole, the Plan implies that 

meeting instream or ecological needs will be difficult or impossible, as if the impracticality of 

saving high-quality streams is a foregone conclusion. 

Municipal Conservation Efforts:  The draft Plan gives only slight attention to the role of 

municipalities and the need for adoption of enforceable municipal water conservation measures.  

This is important in times of drought and emergency as water utilities have no enforcement 

powers.  The state governor has authority (yet to be exercised) to declare a statewide drought 

emergency.  But often drought and water emergencies occur on a local or regional scale.  A local 

lawn-watering ban might be what is needed, enforced by the municipality.  But if the town hasn’t 

enacted an emergency water conservation ordinance, it can’t enforce a lawn-watering ban or any 

other water conservation measures. 

Water Conservation = Energy Conservation:  The Plan needs to give more attention to the 

relationship between water conservation and energy conservation.  Energy is used to treat water 

before distribution, during distribution, and for wastewater treatment after use.  Water is used for 

cooling power facilities and delivering hydropower.  One of the most effective approaches to 

conserving water and energy is to control peak demand.  Entire streams are diverted and power 

plants built to meet demand in peak-use times.  For example, a hydro facility may impound a 
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river year round so that the plant can supply a small amount of electricity for, say, three months 

of the year. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL WELLS 

Approximately one quarter of Connecticut residents get their water from private residential 

wells. Residential wells are spread across the state in mostly rural and suburban areas making 

management as a water resource challenging. 

The state Department of Public Health, working with local Health Districts, provides the 

majority of regulatory oversight for these wells.  While drinking water quality rules are 

established, there is no requirement for testing after a well has been installed.  Looking at the 

water quantity side of private wells, with no required pumping data, quantities used by private 

well owners can only be rough estimates.  Much of the actual data for private wells either is not 

available or has not been converted to useful digital formats.  Consequently, the role private 

wells play in the use Connecticut’s water resources is murky, at best. 

GOOD:  The Plan lists a number of actions which could improve management of private wells 

in Section 5.3.2.14 Private Wells (p. 5-67, PDF file p. 343 of 612), and we endorse them. Plan 

recommendations we liked: 

More Education:  Recommendation for more effort educating private well owners on best 

practices 

Digital Well Reports:  Requiring well completion reports in a digital format, and converting 

older reports into a digital, searchable format. 

Periodic Water Testing:  Recommendation for a water quality testing and reporting program 

for private wells. 

The first two recommendations are very doable, not expensive, and would be a big step forward 

in understanding the private well component for any state wide water resource evaluation.  We 

feel there should be more urgency in moving forward on these. 

BUT: 

Periodic Water Testing: The requirement for water quality testing of private wells is critically 

important to ensure public health, but is not discussed in detail and with enough urgency.  We 

think this might be because more testing is expensive and may lead to discovery of expensive 

problems.  What do you do if you find out your well water is no longer safe to drink?  Potential 

costs are one reason why both home owners and regulatory agencies are reluctant to do periodic 

water quality testing. 

We believe people should know they have a safe water supply to keep their families healthy. 

 Exploration of cost effective ways to test private wells should be proposed in the Plan.  For 

instance, local health districts could offer information and support for homeowners to collaborate 

and negotiate a group rate for testing.  

Who should be part of this discussion?  Certainly the private well owners, but we note their 

omission in the Plan recommendations to bring; “Homebuilders, real estate associations, and 

laboratories” into the discussion about private well testing and water quality reporting (p. 5-69). 

http://www.ct.gov/water/lib/water/compressed_draft_state_water_plan_june_2017.pdf#page=343
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Outreach to Private Well Owners:  While outreach to well owners for best practices is 

proposed in the Plan, we are concerned it may be passive outreach, such as a website.  A more 

vigorous outreach program needs to be included, especially considering the large percentage of 

Connecticut residents who rely on their own well for water supply.  While wells likely fall into 

most homeowners’ concern only if they are “broken;” educational messages about preventing 

contamination and understanding that ground water is a shared resource need to be emphasized.  

Also as noted above, well owners should be included in any discussions about residential water 

quality testing. 

Water Supply Protections:  Private residential well owners do not have any legal protection if a 

nearby well pumps the local groundwater source dry.  This should be acknowledged in the Plan, 

along with suggestions to move forward to find a solution. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

INSTREAM FLOW/ STREAMFLOW/ ECOLOGICAL FLOWS  

Stream flow regulations are the single most important legislation enacted to protect and improve 

our water resources since the Clean Water Act.  However they have been under attack primarily 

from water utilities who removed initial language from the draft act that “included provisions for 

cutting back groundwater withdrawals to protect instream flows.”(page 3-88) 

Achieving “balance” is the overarching goal of the Connecticut Water Plan (Plan), but the 

language used for streamflow and ecological flows topics often casts them in a negative light.  

The streamflow act was passed in 2005 to ensure some stream water was reserved for ecosystem 

health (e.g. fish) and to prevent streams from being pumped dry.  Initial language in the 2005 law 

included groundwater withdrawals, though this was removed in a later version. These regulations 

were enacted after many years of discussion and review.  Yet this draft state water Plan portrays 

streamflow regulations as a big problem and rarely recognizes the overarching “balance” healthy 

stream flows provide for humans and long term economic and ecological health of our state. 

Positive factors or benefits of ensuring healthy stream flows are omitted in many sections where 

they should be included.  Our streams are given short weight on the scale measuring balance in 

the Plan, and the following comments on specific sections aim to help bring more balance to the 

topic of streamflow in the draft Connecticut Water Plan. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Executive Summary treats streamflow regulations and ecological flows with far more 

balance than in the Plan’s text. 

GOOD: 

On page ES- 3, we like the very important note that basin summary estimates of ecological flow 

are generalized and require further study in local reaches.  We will provide a separate set of 

comments on the basin summary maps. 

Page ES-6 provides a good neutral review of the state streamflow requirements. 

On page ES-18, at the end of the Water Conservation summary, we endorse the observation 

linking water conservation to increased supplies; “water conservation could be an effective 

management tool to improve the balance between instream and out-of –stream water uses…” 

REVISE for balance: 
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On page ES-3, the language use of “impacts of maintaining streamflow” should be changed to 

more neutral wording such as the “effects of maintaining streamflow, or the impacts, good and 

bad, of maintaining streamflow.”  The wording used castes streamflow and ecological flows in a 

negative light.  This is objectionable since the Plan has a goal of balance but includes little 

discussion of the benefits of maintaining healthy ecological flows. 

Similarly, on page ES-4, we like the format of referencing the Plan’s sections where a subject is 

mentioned providing a reference for a more in depth discussion in the Plan’s text.  However, 

there is no mention of the benefits of stream flow regulations and ecological flow, whereas 

“impacts and costs” of providing water to ensure ecological health of streams is repeatedly 

noted. 

Section 2  CURRENT CONDITION ASSESSMENT 

Section 2 continues the trend of only viewing the instream flow regulations as the problem to be 

solved, instead of how to ensure healthy streams, and we provide suggested edits to balance and 

give a neutral view the topic. 

Section 2, page 2-1, ¶2, 2nd sentence: replace ”instream” with “all”, so the sentence reads: 

“When instream However when all uses are considered, gaps become apparent, 

especially in the summer months.” 

Section 2, page 2-20, ¶2, 3rd sentence:  It is the exceptional occasion in nature which causes 

harm to stream life whereas human effects are most often the cause of harm in aquatic 

environments.  Our current practices which permit drying up of stream beds nearly every 

summer are harmful at best and lethal in many cases to aquatic life.   Delete end of sentence on 

page 2-20 as no supporting information is provided: 

“Generally, ecologically protective flows are considered to be flows that support 

desirable aquatic life at densities similar to those expected under natural conditions; 

however, natural flows may not be optimal flows and natural variability in flow over time 

may adversely impact aquatic life even in the absence of human influence.” 

Section 2.  White Paper 1-10 Streamflow Regulations. (pages 2-72 through 2-74)  

We are commenting on this white paper because it deals with fundamental questions concerning 

the future of state waters, a question that led to the creation of the Water Planning Council and 

eventually to the development of this Plan.  The questions are: Should there be a legal limit on 

how much water can be taken out of streams (and associated aquifers)?  What should that limit 

be?  Unfortunately, this paper fails to reflect the reasons that led the public so strongly to support 

streamflow protection.  The protections appear primarily as a problem.  The result is a 

misleading text.  

This white paper gives a brief description of streamflow regulations, but notes only the water 

utility concerns for meeting safe yield.  There is no mention of healthy stream flow benefits and 

the long process which addressed most of the water supply concerns when the law and 

regulations were drafted.  The discussion of streamflow regulations needs balance and we 

suggest inserting the following text to the 1st paragraph on page 2-72: 

“The Connecticut Stream Flow Standards and Regulations were passed and became 

effective in 2011.  They were enacted in 2005 as Public Act 05-142, after concerns and 

conflicts for many years over low flow or no flow occurring in streams, due to a 
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combination of factors such as low summer flow coupled with high demand for watering 

and irrigation.  One widely documented incident in September 2005 was the desiccation 

of the Fenton River by pumping from UCONN’s nearby wells. 

Implementation of streamflow regulations will help restore and maintain aquatic life in 

some of the highest quality cold water streams in the state.  Besides increasing the 

ecological (aquatic and terrestrial) health of the whole watershed, keeping water flowing 

in streams will provide economic and recreational benefits locally and downstream all the 

way to Long Island Sound. 

The standards classify each stream in the state according to degree of alteration by human 

use and define minimum flow standards for each class that are intended to be protective 

of instream habitats. …..” 

In the final paragraph of this white paper, on page 2-73, there is a particularly confused 

statement, which we feel should not stand without, at the least, adding a balancing sentence to 

the end of the paragraph about other factors which should be considered about safe yield 

calculations: 

“Implementation of the Stream Flow Standards and Regulations may reduce safe yield of 

some public water supply sources if significant releases are required.  Safe yield 

reductions will reduce margins of safety and will need to be considered by water utilities 

in meeting DPH requirements for public water suppliers.” 

These two sentences make little sense.  Why does the text say that the regulations “may” 

reduce safe yield of “some” supply sources “if”  “significant” releases are required.  Where 

does the “if” come from?  The requirements are already law.  Is the implication that the law 

should be reconsidered?  What is the meaning/reference of “significant”?  The releases 

already “required?”  Or something different?  Why are only “some” supply sources affected?  

Is “some” supposed to be the same as:  all supply sources covered by the regulation?  Or 

what?  

“Safe yield reductions will reduce margins of safety.”  Not necessarily.  An upgrade of 

supply infrastructure could lead to more available water.  A downturn in demand (as has been 

happening for more than a decade) also would improve the margin of safety.  (The margin of 

safety is the ratio of available water to demand.)   All in all, these summary sentences reflect 

a view that water supply is probably not safe under the flow regulations that both water 

utilities and the Department of Public Health recently negotiated and approved as safe. 

If the above problematic text is retained, at the very least we suggest adding this final 

sentence to add some balance: 

However, it is unknown how the combination of other unknown future effects, such as 

climate change, water conservation programs, and changing demand will also factor in 

the balance between water supply and healthy streams. 

Section 3  PREPARING FOR CHANGE:  FUTURE CONDTIONS AND 

OPPORTUNITIES 

Section 3  White Paper 3-1 Demand Management Alternatives 

We endorse the listing of benefits of water conservation in the 1st paragraph; in particular that 

water conservation can leave “additional water in streams and rivers.”  
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Section 3  White Paper 4-2 Challenges Unique to Certain Water Uses or Sectors 

White Paper Section 4-2.2.1 pg. 3-87.  Situations Where Instream Flow Needs are not 

Considered 

The introductory discussion on pg 3-87 starts out well, though we suggest that in the 4th 

sentence in the 1st ¶ include mention of water conservation.  This section should read: 

“This could include a reliance upon new interconnections and interbasin transfers, or new 

source development, or vigorous water conservation programs”. 

We also approve the inclusion noting the challenge of the interrelationship of streamflow and 

groundwater withdrawals in the 4th ¶ of the section on pg 3-88.  The 5th sentence of this 

paragraph though casts some uncertainty and consequently minimizes the problem by stating that 

many withdrawals “may be causing adverse impacts to instream flows.”  We suggest this 

sentence be reworded thus: 

Therefore, there are groundwater withdrawals in Connecticut that cause adverse impacts 

to instream flows. 

In Section 3 on page 3-89, we endorse the listing flow-impaired streams on the Impaired Water 

List. 

Section 3, White paper 4-2.2.4 (pg 3-90)  

We concur with the cautionary note that there is no existing process for conducting instream 

flow studies and a consistent, quantitative approach as opposed to relying on anecdotal needs.  

We’re also unsure of the factual origin or intent of the 2nd sentence 

 “Likewise, the development of streamflow management plans and compacts appears to 

be left up to the regulated communities at this point.”   

Many of the stream flow studies we know of were cooperative efforts, except the 

Pomperaug which was conducted independently of the water utilities, and Wallingford 

which was conducted privately for and by the utility (and is not available for public 

review.) 

Section 5  PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 

We note omission of mentioning stream gages anywhere in this section’s recommendations 

related to instream flow, and request its inclusion.  It’s a struggle to maintain funding of the 

state’s stream gages and they are critical to evaluating stream conditions and understanding 

optimal ecological flows. 

Section 5.2.3.3 Water Conservation 

We endorse the opening statement as it specifically acknowledges the benefits of water 

conservation for instream flow needs: 

“Water savings resulting from water efficiency activities can reduce out-of-stream water 

demands and support the goal of satisfying all out-of-stream and instream water 

demands.” 
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Section 5.2.3.12 Data Availability, Accessibility and Accuracy (pg 5-31) 

The policy recommendation for Coordination of Data Collection and Monitoring for Streamflow 

Regulations (pg 5-31 and 5-32) does not include the observation from Section 3, WP4-2.2.4 (pg 

3-90) that a better process should be developed for conducting future instream flow studies.   

We also suggest inclusion of the recommendation for studies documenting economic and 

ecological benefits of streamflow, to achieve a balanced understanding of the effects, good and 

bad, of stream flow regulations. 

 

Section 5.3.2.11 Instream Flow:  Ecological Flows and Stream Flow Standards and 

Regulations (pp. 5-58 to 5-60)   

This recommendation section is a mixed bag, including discouraging assumptions that the 

instream flow requirements can’t be met (even before they are implemented!); and no real 

recognition of the benefits of healthy instream flows.  However there are a few good 

recommendations mixed in. 

We endorse using the “triple bottom line” approach as a good method to evaluate reservoir 

releases. 

We also fully support the final paragraph on page 5-60, where water conservation is seriously 

considered as a method to increase water supply. 

This section ends on page 5-60 with a forward looking and needed recommendation for enabling 

state legislation to allow appropriate conservation enforcement tools on the municipal level in 

times of drought. 

Section 5.4 Water Issues Addressed by Other Plan or Initiatives 

On page 5-70, a bulleted paragraph about the Stream Flow Standards promulgated by DEEP 

states that: 

“The Plan acknowledges that the Stream Flow Standards promulgated by DEEP are being 

implemented throughout the state now and in coming years, and does not attempt to 

change direction on this issue.” 

This appears to contradict the recommendations on pages 5-58 to 5-60 (Section 5.3.2.11) 

which assume the standards won’t be met.  Does the draft Plan support the enacted 

stream flow standards or not?  We recommend revision to pages 5-58 through 5-60 so 

they reflect an approach to meet the enacted streamflow goals. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

WÁTER PLAN COMMENTS: SECTIONS 5 & 6 

Sections 5 and 6 have been identified as the most significant and possibly controversial sections 

of the Plan.  These sections, like much of the document, are somewhat confusing.  The cause is 

primarily the tight schedule for drafting the plan.  The drafters leaned toward being sure that 

every idea was included, somewhat at the expense of clarity and prioritization.  Therefore, we try 

to focus on the high points.  Absence of comment does not imply approval or disapproval. 
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Section 5. Plan Recommendations 

Future Water Data Needs, Sec. 5.1 Throughout, the Plan emphasizes the need for more reliable 

data.  This section should include the following insert.   

Maintain and extend the state partnership programs with the USGS for flow and groundwater 

monitoring.  

Rewrite the bullet on FOIA as follows.  

Support and implement policy that provides public access to water company data and 

information, with exceptions necessary for security-specific records.   

 

Section 5.2.2Water Conservation.   

Make the following insert. 

There is an urgent need for development of statewide standards and rules for drought 

management that apply to all water users and suppliers, with enforcement measures 

included.   

Add a bullet:  Large Volume Sales to Water Bottlers.  

Assess the question of whether large=volume sales of public water to water bottlers is in 

the public interest, and under what conditions this might o might not be the cae.  This 

question is prominent in the minds of residents because of recent events.  It is likely to 

remain an issue in Connecticut because of the uniquely high quality of our water supply.   

Section 5.2.3.1  Land Use ….   

Edit the Headline as follows: 

[Suggested] Policy Recommendations: 

A recommendation is a suggestion.  No need to make it weaker than that. 

Add:  Statewide Setbacks from Surface Waters.   

Re-examine legislation introduced in the past to require vegetated buffers as protection 

for surface waters, as well as measures used in neighboring states and in some of our 

local towns, such as Groton.  Buffers are the cheapest, most reliable means of protecting 

water quality and quantity.   

Groundwater Protection.  This is a weak section, probably because groundwater protection is 

so weak itself. 

• Aquifer Protection Program.  Insert  

“ …. By CWS serving more than 1,000 people.  This program falls short of the original 

intention of broad, strong protection of high-quality groundwater.  It is essentially 

wellhead protection for relatively large public-water supply wells.  The protection does 

not go far beyond banning start-up of certain operations highly likely to cause 

groundwater pollution.  To conserve AA water for future benefits, this program 
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should be reviewed for adequacy, with an eye to extending itin area and in 

constraints on polluting activities.   

Section 5.2.3.2Water Quality and Quantity Management 

Purpose. The list of existing “significant” programs includes at least one that did not work out 

(Drinking Water Quality Management Plan) and a couple that are too general to be specifically 

helpful.  Delete “significant.” 

Add a sentence: 

These programs have the potential to be sharpened and implemented in a manner to better 

protect groundwater quality. 

Section 5.2.3.3 Water Conservation. 

This entire section is weak and tentative.  The public, as well as many legislators and business 

leaders, look to this Plan to provide strong, actionable, and enforceable recommendations.   

Section 5.2.3.4A Good, helpful compilation of relevant plans. 

Section 5.2.3.7 [Obsolete] Registered Diversions. 

See the edit  --  delete “obsolete”.  Add the following: 

Registrations, while useful in organizing and stabilizing public water supply, should not 

trump public-health concerns or the sustainability of the state’s aquatic ecology.  

Section 5.2.3.8.  Implementation of …. Flow Regulations. 

We address this issue in a separate section of comments above.   

Section 5.2.3.12 Data Availability .. 

Streamflow Regulations.  This bullet is infuriatingly vague, with disturbing implications.  Add 

a sentence: 

Data collected by WUCCS or by water utilities relating to streamflow must be available 

to the public if it is to be used for planning or advocacy.  

Sections on Water Management Organization (Water Planning Council) and Conflict 

Resolution. Thank you for your helpful and thoughtful attention to the issues.   

Section 6. Implementation of the State Water Plan.  Again, we thank the drafters for a 

generally helpful guide to various approaches and steps in implementation.   

Section 6.8.5 Possible Future Legislation. We particularly support the items in this section, and 

believe that their endorsement could be somewhat less timid. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------- 

BOTTOM LINE 

The bottom line of Rivers Alliance is that we believe the concept of the triple bottom line, 

introduced rather later in the multi-stakeholder planning discussions, is the most prudent and 

wise guideline for water allocation decisions.  Frequently, it is stated thus: 

People, Planet, Profits. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------- 

We thank other organizations who also submitted comments or testimony  we support;  The 

Nature Conservancy, Connecticut River Conservancy, Citizen’s Campaign for the Environment, 

the Farmington River Watershed Association and other supporters of clean natural waters. 

Final note:  this document from Rivers Alliance of Connecticut supplements but should not 

replace our public hearing testimony of October 30, 2017. 

 

Comment document prepared by: 

Martha Smith, Margaret Miner, and Tony Mitchell 

Rivers Alliance of Connecticut  11/20/17   



 

 
  
FOR THE WATER PLANNING COUNCIL 
PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY OF RIVERS ALLIANCE OF CONNECTICUT  
ON ITEMS IN THE PLAN NEEDING PROMPT ACTION 
October 30, 2017 
 
Rivers Alliance of Connecticut is a statewide, non-profit coalition of river organizations, individuals, and 
businesses formed to protect Connecticut's waters by promoting sound water policies, by uniting and 
strengthening the state's many river groups, and by educating the public about the importance of water 
stewardship. 
 

The draft State Water Plan contains summaries of the huge amount of data available on water 
in Connecticut, yet it is clear that even more data, updated regularly, is needed to plan for 
Connecticut's water.  Consistent, transparent, and reliable use of  presently available and future 
additional measurements and estimates of our state’s water will be required. A unified system 
of presenting water data and calculating the results of change over time, if available to all 
participants in the water planning process, is critical to the management of this public resource. 
It would enable us to quickly resolve disagreements over the possible effects of water 
management options and move to consideration of which options provide the greatest public 
good.  
 
In the basin summaries and other data projections the margin of error is large, often in the 
range of 30 percent.  Gathering additional data will make these summaries more accurate.  
However, their usefulness is limited by the fact that the basins studied are the 44 regional 
basins.  Most people and planners must deal with a more local scale, that is, the subregional 
basins.  But since these number about 357, resources and data were not available to work at 
this scale.     
 
In Section 3.1.6.1; Water Allocation Model;  (PDF file page 212 of 612, printed page 3_44) the 
Plan describes a demonstration of a computer program that takes many different 
measurements and estimates and could display the water in a regional basin, or sub-regional 
basin, or even individual stream systems in a way that could help us understand the effects of 
any proposed changes to water use. 
 

“CDM Smith’s Simplified Water Allocation Model (SWAM) … was originally developed to 
address an identified need for a networked generalized water allocation modeling tool 
that could be easily and simply applied for planning studies by a wide range of end-
users.” 

http://www.ct.gov/water/lib/water/compressed_draft_state_water_plan_june_2017.pdf#page=212


 

Whether the right answer is SWAM or something developed by another company or by a state 
agency, it is clear that something of this sort should be accessible to everyone involved in water 
planning.  CDM Smith reported that the model is available (in another state) to any organization 
that gets training on its use, a reasonable limitation.  The results of anyone's various model runs 
can become publicly accessible, a necessary component when considering a public resource. If 
watershed associations, Councils of Government, town officials could all use the system to try 
out possibilities with an expectation that the model results would actually represent reality, 
consensus regarding water management will be streamlined. 
 
For example, increasing the number and size of interconnections between water systems is 
mentioned often in the materials published by the three Water Use Coordinating Committees 
(WUCCs) as a potential way of improving water supply emergency reliability, to address future 
changes in water consumption, to alleviate the results of drought conditions and to address 
contamination of supply sources. With a publicly available model such as SWAM, the effects of 
interconnections could be predicted in a way we all could agree on.  Of course a computer 
program cannot predict if a particular decision is the best course of action, that’s what 
committees are for. But if all parties concerned were able to say "Yes, that is what 
WOULD happen if we...." then the debate can move on to applying public policy to decide if 
that is what SHOULD happen.  
 
We recommend that the Plan specifically call for creation of a system and training in SWAM or 
a similar program to make the research useful at the more local level. 
 
Tony Mitchell, Science Department 
Rivers Alliance of CT 
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Park Watershed, a 501c3 urban-suburban citizen stewardship organization for the Park River regional watershed          page 1 of 3 

 

20 November 2017 
 
State Water Planning Council      
c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 

 https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/CT_StateWaterPlan 
 
Re: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments   

Comments from:  
Mary Rickel Pelletier 
Founding Director Park Watershed 
 Also resident: 80 Elizabeth Street, Hartford, CT 06105 
 +  Member of MDC Clean Water Project Citizens Advisory Committee  
    from September 2004 through December 2014  

 
Dear State Water Planning Council Members: 

Park Watershed appreciates the opportunity to comment upon the draft Connecticut State Water Plan, 
and respects the important work of the State Water Planning Council along with numerous 
stakeholders involved in this process. We trust that when approved the Connecticut State Water Plan, 
(hereafter the referred to as “Plan”) will be a living document that continues to evolve so as to balance 
Plan goals with respect to 21st century changes in climate, new technology, democratic civic 
engagement, ecological and economic vitality as well as public health interests. 
 
Park Watershed is a 501c3 organization for citizen stewardship in the urban-suburban Park River 
regional watershed. Our mission statement is as follows; Through community engagement, scientific research and 
ecological revitalization, Park Watershed Inc., cultivates clean water and healthy urban environments within the 
municipalities of the Park River regional watershed. Community engagement includes educational programs in science, arts 
and cultural heritage, as well as environmental justice issues. Ecological revitalization involves habitat assessment and 
restoration, land conservation, green infrastructure design and transportation planning that will ensure civic responsibility 
for local water quality. 

A primary goal of Park Watershed is to assist with implementation of the North Branch Park River 
Watershed Management Plan. The need for a citizen stewardship organization was identified in the 
North Branch Park River Watershed Management Plan, which was approved by US EPA in 2010, and 
is available for review: http://www.ct.gov/deep/cwp/view.asp?a=2719&q=379296&depNav_GID=1654 

The Park River regional watershed stretches east of the Metacomet Ridge to the Connecticut River. 
Brooks in West Hartford, Hartford, Bloomfield (68%), northern neighborhoods of New Britain, 
Newington and the eastern third of Farmington flow into either the North or South Branches, which 
converge as the Park River. Although the Park River is conveyed ~3 miles to the Connecticut River via 
a buried conduit, tributaries of the Park River flow through neighborhoods, scenic city park landscapes, 
backyard gardens, nature trails, recreational paths, and woodlands throughout the 78 square mile 
watershed, which hosts a population of over 270,000 citizens.  
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As a stewardship organization for the urban-suburban Park River regional watershed, we recognize the 
benefits of coordination and collaboration with other non-profit environmental organizations so as to 
strengthen the local, state, and regional environmental conservation networks. Thus we support 
comments submitted by Rivers Alliance of Connecticut, The Nature Conservancy, and Connecticut 
River Conservancy, formerly Connecticut River Watershed Council. We agree that the goal of balance 
must be accurately define the need for the Plan to respect water as a public trust – and that the public 
often assumes government will protect water quality for potability, recreational uses as well as healthy 
aquatic habitat and vibrant stream corridor ecosystem connectivity. We also agree that there needs to be 
stronger language within the final State Water Plan to support stream flow regulations, and prioritizes 
water resources as a citizen public trust.  
 
Please note that a primary challenge of Park Watershed is balancing the same thoughtful goals as 
identified in the draft State Water Plan: Public Engagement, Science, Planning for climate change, Ecological 
concerns; Public Health, and Implementation. These goals must be balanced with the pressing need for 
economic development, and new jobs. There are problematic neighborhoods of concentrated poverty 
throughout the City of Hartford, and other municipalities within the Park River regional watershed. 
However, historically, the City of Hartford, and State of Connecticut have been national leaders in the 
evolution of high quality municipal public water supply, distribution, environmentally sensitive 
municipal planning strategies and public policy. Yet recent advances in 21st century green infrastructure 
for stormwater management have been hindered locally by the lack of funding and coordination with 
major infrastructure projects – such as MDC Clean Water Project and the I-84 Project. These 
important projects have received millions of dollars in state and federal taxpayer funding, yet have 
invested miniscule sums in projects that would revitalize degraded stream corridors within urban-
suburban neighborhoods. Even site specific municipal projects such as re-paving state parking lots, 
synthetic turf athletic fields, which have received substantial municipal and state taxpayer funding have 
not been adequately coordinated with known green infrastructure opportunities, as well as goals 
outlined by the North Branch Park River Watershed Management Plan.  
 
We appreciate that the Water Planning Council has recommended a study to how water is related to 
competitive economic development for businesses and residential population growth. However that 
study ought not assume the volume of water supply is the critical economic value. Instead, this study 
ought to explore beneficial relationships of enhanced water resource management, the value of 
ecological and recreational uses, advances in distribution of public water so as to reduce 
plastic bottling, and includes city planning projects that integrate high-density development 
along with green infrastructure, habitat revitalization, and natural resource conservation. 
Assessment of desirable residential neighborhoods typically involves reliable public utilities - such as 
affordable clean drinking water - good schools, public safety, and access to jobs. Yet planners routinely 
overlook the significant appeal of access to safe, vibrant natural resources. Scenic aquatic and wildlife 
refuges are an important amenity of real estate values – even in high-density urban-suburban areas.  
 
Hence the economic value of water is greater than calculating water supply and profits from water sales. 
New technologies that increase water conservation, such as low-flow faucets and toilets, demonstrate 
how inventive appliance design can conserve water without reducing functionality. If the focus of 
economic value is simply focused on profit from the sale of water, innovative advances in shared civic 
interests will be overlooked. The economic value of water should also be rooted in the creative 
management and distribution of water for diverse uses that support basic human and ecological 
functions, yet also enrich cultural appeal and natural resource capacity. 
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Moving forwards, Park Watershed recommends that there be funding allocations provided by state 
and municipal for development projects in urban-suburban areas need to comply with green 
infrastructure – and state water planning goals. Invest in six to eight integrative planning projects 
for green urban stream corridors, such as the North Branch Park River, that integrate water 
quality improvements, with reductions in combined sewage overflows, green infrastructure for 
stormwater management, revitalization of stream corridor connectivity, flood control 
mitigation, high-density urban development, neighborhood walkability, and recreational 
opportunities, with land conservation, removal of invasive species, and native plant habitat 
revitalization. Case study projects could foster implementation of benefits of integrative – 
interdisciplinary innovations in green infrastructure and green urbanism. At this time, there is no one 
federal, state or municipal government agency that can synthesize the diverse goals of distinct 
professional which often receive funding with specialized, “silo” objectives. The State Water Plan ought 
to highlight benefits, and recommend incentives that encourage greener, integrative municipal 
development planning along urban-suburban tributaries.   
 
With respect to implementation, there is a need for innovative, and inclusive partnerships between 
municipal and state agencies, public utilities, and with civic organizations, local non-profits and private 
organizations to develop 21st century water conservation and water delivery methods. Connecticut 
needs to develop new strategies to balance abundant affordable clean drinking water, with revitalization 
of wildlife and aquatic habitat, local food security, economic development and climate change 
resiliency. We hope the Water Planning Council will recognize the need to diversify support for Plan 
implementation. The draft State Water Plan is the result of an important process, managed by dedicated 
stakeholders and volunteers. Nevertheless, the 612 pages of the draft Plan represent complex 
professional data, interests and aspirations. The Water Planning Council recommends the hiring of a 
Water Plan Chief to oversee all aspects of Plan implementation. The Water Planning Council ought 
to also recommend funding strategies to support collaborative local-regional cooperation 
throughout the state. This support ought to be based upon balancing implementation of the State 
Water Plan with respect to public trust interests – that include expanding economic innovation with 
respect to green jobs, natural resource conservation and urban-suburban watershed management within 
the context of increasing quality of life within high-density urban-suburban areas. 
 
Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment in the draft Connecticut State Water Plan, and 
trust that this will be an iterative process as new technology, climate and community conditions of the 
21st century unfold. Once again, thank you for having developed this important draft Plan. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Mary Rickel Pelletier 
   Founding Director of Park Watershed 

 
c: 1st Assembly District, State Representative Matthew Ritter, House Majority Leader 
c:  2nd District State Senator Douglas McCrory 
c:  Betsey Wingfield, CT DEEP, Bureau Chief, Bureau of Water Protection & Land Reuse 



Lower Farmington River 

And Salmon Brook Wild and  

Scenic Study Committee 

November 11, 2017 

 

The Lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook Wild and Scenic Study Committee appreciates the effort that the Water 

Planning Council and its Advisory Group have put in to developing the draft state water plan.  The Committee submits 

the following comments on several aspects of the draft Plan and appreciates the opportunity to do so. 

 

Stream Flow and Registrations: Registrations of water withdrawal were established without consideration of the 

ecological impacts of withdrawing water from streams. Overall, the WPC needs to present a much stronger voice on 

maintaining stream flows adequate for sustaining the wildlife in and around them.  Meeting this need requires 

addressing existing registrations. Because political interests that do not necessarily reflect environmental concerns or 

the public interest are at play in resolving the issues surrounding registrations, the draft State Water Plan recognizes the 

serious problem, but it does not put forth a clearly defined path leading to a resolution. A fair and scientifically based 

method that protects stream flows and recognizes water as a public trust needs to be worked out. The situation in the 

Farmington River Basin (Basin #43) makes the nature of the problem very clear, especially given the recent droughts. 

According to the chart providing information on the Farmington River Basin, the water volume of “unused surface water 

registrations” exceeds by three-fold the average amount of water in the basin, not considering the much smaller water  

volume that represents a summer low-flow event.  The plan recognizes that it should be possible to identify and 

eliminate what are called “obsolete” registrations where the circumstances that prompted a registration no longer exist.  

 

Although dealing with both active registrations that are a current danger to stream health  and “unused” registrations 

that are potential threats, is politically difficult, the WPC must show determination to take action that will preserve the 

ecological function of rivers and streams by protecting the flows. Indeed, in regard to the particular interests of the 

Lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook Wild and Scenic Study Committee, the Legislature of the State of Connecticut 

voted unanimously in 2008 to support a Wild and Scenic designation for the Lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook.  

A major purpose of the original Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is to maintain the free-flowing nature of certain rivers.  A river 

with no or little water cannot be “free-flowing”, meaning that state agencies have an obligation to take action to protect 

the Farmington’s flows, given that that is the expressed will of the legislature. 

 

Protecting flows in the Farmington River is also critical to the particular “Outstandingly Remarkable Values” (ORVs) 

which make the river appropriate for Wild and Scenic designation. These are the aspects of the river and of Salmon 

Brook that the state legislature implicitly endorsed when it supported designation.  Biodiversity requires adequate and 

reasonably consistent flows for river organisms such as mussels and fish.  Recreation: recreational users who fish and 

paddle the river have had to stop or limit their activities in dry years. These uses have economic implications for river 

towns and are important to the quality-of-life in the communities. These activities require adequate water in the river.  

  

Cultural Landscape: The Cultural Landscape ORV includes the tradition of farming on land along the river and Salmon 

Brook. These farms are valued by the public both as a source of local food and for the character that they give to Valley 

towns.  They also contribute to the economy.  The WPC recognizes the need of agriculture for water.  Recognizing that 

some farms do pump groundwater near the river and brook or pump water directly from the river, the Wild and Scenic 

Study Committee asks that the Water Planning Council advocate strongly for the use of water conserving irrigation 

practices.  

 

Thanks you for reading through these comment on behalf of the Lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook Wild and 

Scenic Study Committee.  



 

November 20, 2017 

Re: CT Water Plan comments 

To whom it may concern, 

For more than 25 years, the Pequabuck River Watershed Association 

(PRWA) has worked in Bristol, Burlington, Farmington, Harwinton, 

Plainville, and Plymouth to promote a healthy watershed and protect our 

waterways through education, advocacy, and outreach.   

We appreciate the crafting of a State water plan and thank the commission 

and all the committee volunteers for their valuable time.   

However, of concern to the Board of the Pequabuck River Watershed 

Association are four apparent omissions.  

Statement of the Benefits of Healthy Natural Waters.  The Plan 

should include a clear statement of why so many people in Connecticut 

value their natural waters and want them protected.  The plan should 

detail the benefits to the world around us and to our individual health and 

wellbeing.  

Water as a public trust.  We affirm water is a human right and should 

not be owned by any entity but rather held in trust to be used by all in an 

equitable manner. Connecticut has a wealth of healthy water and, as such, 

has a high level of stewardship responsibility. We request that the plan 

include language to this effect. 

An action plan for diversions.  An inventory of the actual use of diversions 

should be mandatory in the plan. Otherwise, the plan itself will lack 

necessary information for decision-makers.  With the total diversions 

issued, some streams can be pumped dry.  Legislators first became aware 

of this problem around 2000, when multi-town litigation over the Shepaug 

River was in progress and DEEP (then DEP) submitted a report 

documenting that the great majority of diversions and of the water 

volumes diverted were exempt from oversight or limits.  

Recommend a law to prevent excessive goundwater pumping. 

The science is clear:  excessive groundwater pumping draws down surface 

water and kills aquatic wildlife.  There is no need to tolerate this kind of 

harm in this state.  

We respectfully request the inclusion of the four above-stated items. 

Kind regards, 

Mary Rydingsward, President 
Pequabuck River Watershed Association 
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FOR THE WATER PLANNING COUNCIL 
PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY OF RIVERS ALLIANCE OF CONNECTICUT  
ON ITEMS IN THE PLAN NEEDING PROMPT ACTION 
October 30, 2017 
 

Rivers Alliance of Connecticut is a statewide, non-profit coalition of river organizations, 

individuals, and businesses formed to protect Connecticut's waters by promoting sound water 

policies, by uniting and strengthening the state's many river groups, and by educating the public 

about the importance of water stewardship. 

 
Stream Flow: 
We are alarmed at the number of negative references and wording that implies implementation of 
the 2011 stream flow regulations will be a bad thing for our state’s water resources.   
 
During the Plan’s drafting, we noted the constant use of the negative sounding “impacts of stream-
flow regulations.” We suggest the use of more neutral phrasing, such as, “effects, good and bad, of 
stream-flow regulations.”   If the Plan is really “balanced” it should be using neutral language. 
 
Whenever real or potential water shortages are discussed, instream flow requirements are always 
identified as the culprit, suggesting if we could only eliminate this requirement there’d be enough 
water.  Why isn’t water conservation included as a potential way of increasing supply?  We know 
that dramatic savings can be achieved by an aggressive water conservation program and this should 
be presented as a viable method of meeting water supply demands instead of sacrificing stream 
health as the first option. 
 
There are a few mild acknowledgements that water must be reserved for healthy rivers and the 
aquatic resources they support but nowhere is there a discussion of the benefits of the stream-flow 
regulations, recognizing ecological benefits for the whole river system, along with recreational 
benefits and economic benefits.  A balanced water plan should include recognition that 
implementing the 2011 stream flow regulations will have benefits. 
 
An Omission:  Section 5 on Future Water Data Needs does not include instream flow studies or 
stream gauges.  Both are critical to understanding our water resources and should be included as 
data needs. 
 
 
 
 



 
Water is a Public Trust Resource: 
 
I’ve attended many of the meetings while this Plan was being drafted and also served as a member 
of the policy work group.  I commend everyone who’s worked and already commented on the 
Plan—the hard work and time contributed from people who care deeply about our state’s water 
resources is amazing. 
 
However, I’m wishing there was a clearer overall theme to this water plan.  While the stated goal is 
to “Balance the use of water to meet all needs,” it isn’t clear how everything in the Plan will 
accomplish that goal.  The Plan feels kind of impersonal. 
 
Why aren’t we emphasizing and talking more about water as a public trust resource?  Why aren’t 
we explaining to everyone that this is their resource too, that water belongs to everyone in the 
state and to our collective futures, and the future beyond our lives?  The very wise, and now sadly 
missed Russ Brenneman once said, “the public trust is not merely a legal doctrine but a state of 
mind that suggests how we might wisely and ethically look at resources.”   
 
Declaring that water belongs to everyone should be emphasized, and mentioned frequently in the 
Plan, to make it a clear overarching theme, or “state of mind” that we all have a stake in water 
planning, and the Plan is about us and our futures. 
 
Martha Smith, Policy Director 
Rivers Alliance of CT 
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Comments by David Sutherland – Director of Government Relations;  

Sally Harold - Director River Restoration and Fish Passage; and  
Shelley Green – Director of Conservation Programs 

Regarding the Final Draft Report for the Connecticut State Water Plan 

 

On behalf of The Nature Conservancy, we would like to express our appreciation to the Water 
Planning Council, the Water Plan Steering Committee and its subcommittees, CDM Smith, and 
Milone and McBroom for the extensive work and expertise that they brought to the drafting 
and reviews of the final Draft Report of the Connecticut State Water Plan (“the plan” or “the 
draft plan”), and for the critical information, concepts, and recommendations it contains. We 
look forward to continued collaboration as we work together to implement recommendations, 
add to the available data, and ensure protection of our valuable natural resources across the 
state. 

The Nature Conservancy is a science-based global conservation organization with a mission to 
conserve the lands and waters on which all life depends. 
 

The plan seeks to identify and describe the availability of water, water demands, and water 
management challenges across the state and to present recommendations aimed at protecting 
water supply to meet consumptive needs and protect stream health. The challenges are 
complex and varied across the state and the Plan does a good job at describing the complexities 
of water management. 

The draft plan includes much valuable data and analysis and many important recommendations 
which are not addressed in these comments. Our focus on the following components of the 
plan is not intended to imply any disregard for the importance of, or necessarily support for or 
opposition to, sections on which we have not commented. 

INSTREAM FLOW: ECOLOGICAL FLOWS, GROUNDWATER, AND STREAM FLOW 
REGULATIONS 

The Plan emphasizes in many places the need for a balanced approach to addressing instream 
and out-of-stream uses. As part of this focus, the plan should highlight the fact and implications 
of water being a public trust, and should include a more robust description of a river system’s 
need for water. Healthy stream function is not only about fish, it also entails allowing rivers to 
flood across their floodplains, supporting the varied habitats and species that rely on them and 
are part of the food web – birds, mammals, and marine and other freshwater species.  



We commend the distinction drawn in Section 5.3.2.11 and in several other sections between 
1) flow levels maintained by required reservoir releases and 2) flows needed - beyond those 
required levels and in stretches and basins not affected by those releases - to ensure ecological 
health. We also commend the equal consideration given in this section to ecological needs. For 
example, on page 5-59, the draft states:  

“Currently, water withdrawals are allowed by permits or registrations up to the 
permitted or registered amount, and certain reservoir releases are required by the 
Stream Flow Standards, but the basin-wide ecological flow ranges presented in this 
report are currently not governed by law or by regulation, though this does not imply 
that they should not be considered in the overall balance of flow needs throughout the 
hydrologic spectrum.”  

 
A significant factor contributing to the lack of adequate ecological flows in some basins, even 
those subject to required reservoir releases, is groundwater withdrawals, which are not 
addressed in the streamflow regulations. We have long maintained, and still do, that 
streamflow statutes and regulations should cover groundwater withdrawals. While we 
recognize that there is sufficient disagreement among the Steering Committee on this point to 
preclude its inclusion in this plan, we do commend the acknowledgement on page 3-88:  

“Instream flow can be affected by groundwater withdrawals. At the basin scale, the net 
effect of groundwater withdrawals includes reduced discharge to streams and rivers. At 
a more localized scale, the effect can include reduced discharge and induced infiltration. 
The diversion permit process includes a review of impacts, but the registration process 
did not (as noted above). Therefore, there are many groundwater withdrawals in 
Connecticut that may be causing adverse impacts to instream flows.” 

 
And we commend the acknowledgement of the importance of groundwater to stream health 
and management noted on page 3-70:  

“The necessity and benefit of conjunctive water management are apparent when 
surface water and groundwater are hydraulically connected. Well-planned conjunctive 
management that prevents groundwater depletion and helps maintain baseflow to 
streams and support for ecosystem services not only increases the reliability and the 
overall amount of water supply in a region, but also provides other benefits such as 
flood management, environmental water use, and water quality improvement. In 
Connecticut maintaining baseflow can be accomplished by preventing groundwater 
depletions along smaller streams. Except for very short reaches, almost all streams are 
gaining reaches.” 

 
On page 5-58, the last two bulleted points recommend further study of the ecological flow 
targets in order to assess the impacts of satisfying these needs “on water utilities, with respect 
to yield, margin of safety, and cost” and to assess “the actual water needs of the ecosystem and 
the potential flexibility in the ecological flow targets”.  
 
The plan should discuss consideration of Indicators of biologic integrity (IBI) to support 
maintaining flow for species’ health.  Recognizing the importance of identifying the unique 
needs of species and aquatic habitats in addition to regulatory flow requirements would 
provide greater protection to stream system health during water planning discussions at the 
local basin level.   There’s a high degree of uncertainty related to functional impacts of water 



withdrawal.  Deviation from natural stream flow (any withdrawal) causes impacts to a stream – 
most basically, decreasing the available habitat.  The greater the deviation, the greater the 
impact. These tradeoffs should be well understood and described, especially because there are 
cumulative impacts causing stress to our states’ streams including rising ambient temperature, 
increased polluted runoff, speedier runoff due to development, loss of riparian habitat and the 
changing duration and timing of storms and droughts. The plan should encourage the use of 
optimization tools that enable an evaluation of the tradeoffs of various water management 
decisions. Where uncertainties exist, adaptive management should be considered, as well as 
improved collaborative data gathering and sharing. 
 
The last bullet on page 5-58 states that ecological flow targets cannot always be met and have 
not been historically, and implies that the sole reason for better understanding ecological needs 
is to assess when flow targets can be diminished for water supply purposes. We recommend 
that this bullet be edited to read: 

“Likewise, it is advisable to better understand, USING TOOLS SUCH AS INDICATORS OF 
BIOLOGICAL INTEGRITY (IBI), the actual water needs of the ecosystem and the potential 
flexibility in the ecological flow targets, knowing that they cannot ALWAYS BE MET (and 
have not) always been met historically), BUT THAT SUCH UNMET NEEDS CAN AND 
HAVE RESULTED IN IMPAIRED FISH POPULATIONS.” 

 
We recommend that the next bullet on page 5-59 be edited to state:  

“It could be useful to extend the work of tThis study and SHOULD ALSO quantify (or 
estimate) the amount of basin-wide ecological flow that occurs in headwater streams 
(typically Class A), to better understand the potential impacts on AND ROLE OF these 
sensitive areas IN SATISFYING A RIVER SYSTEM’S FLOW TARGETS as well as THE 
IMPACTS OF considerINGations for THEM FOR future water supply.” 

 
We recommend that the following related sentence on page ES-3 in the Executive Summary 
be amended to read: 

“While the Plan does not recommend that the estimated ecological flow needs be used 
in a regulatory context beyond the existing Minimum Streamflow Requirements, the 
Plan does recommend that they be further studied in order to determine potentially 
allowable variances during periods of drought, and to better understand the impact of 
maintaining instream flow on water supply yield, margin of safety, and cost, AND THE 
CONSEQUENCES OF NOT MAINTAINING SUFFICIENT FLOW FOR ECOLOGICAL NEEDS. 
(Section 5.3.2.11). 
 

At the end of the second bullet on page ES-6, after “This could, however, limit future drinking 
water sources.”, we recommend adding: “High quality waters are critical to stream health and 
solely relying on these sources to meet consumptive demands could also have environmental 
impacts.” 
 
We agree with the last sentence on page Page 2-16, but feel that it would be more informative 
if worded: “Headwater streams ARE SOME OF THE MOST SENSITIVE STREAM HABITATS AND 
ARE CRITICAL TO supportING cold water species SUCH AS THE NATIVE BROOK TROUT and are 
important to the lifecycle of many aquatic organisms.”  



The second paragraph on page 2-20 notes that natural variability in streamflows can negatively 
impact aquatic life even in the absence of human impacts. Any such statement should be 
accompanied by mention of the critical role that natural variability of flows plays in maintaining 
aquatic life.  We recommend that the following sentences on page 2-20 be amended to read:  

“The amount of instream flow necessary to support and protect aquatic life has been 
the subject of much study and debate in Connecticut and in other states. Generally, 
ecologically protective flows are considered to be flows that support desirable aquatic 
life at densities similar to those expected under natural conditions;. however, 
ATHOUGH natural flows may not ALWAYS be optimal flows and natural variability in 
flow over AT SPECIFIC timeS may adversely impact aquatic life even in the absence of 
human influence; NATURAL VARIABILITY IS A CRUCIAL FACTOR FOR CERTAIN LIFE-
SUSTAINING FUNCTIONS. EXAMPLES INCLUDE FLOODPLAIN FLOODING WHICH 
PROVIDES ACCESS TO THE FLOODPLAIN FOR JUVENILE SPECIES AND SEED DISPERSAL, 
AND HIGH SPRING FLOWS WHICH CUE UPSTREAM SPAWNING MIGRATIONS. 

 
Section 3.1.1.2 makes note of the exceptions to the streamflow regulations for drought triggers 
and margin of safety factors: “Additional exceptions apply due to drought triggers or factor of 
safety triggers that can help avoid impacts to safe yield of a water supply during times of 
hydrologic stress.” These were important and very carefully negotiated provisions of the 
regulations, and as such, we feel that the plan should make note of them wherever it provides a 
lengthy description of the regulations. Section WP1-10.1, for example, notes that: 
“Implementation of the Stream Flow Standards and Regulations may reduce safe yield of some 
public water supply sources if significant releases are required. Safe yield reductions will reduce 
margins of safety and will need to be considered by water utilities in meeting DPH 
requirements for public water suppliers.” This would be a critical place to reference, and we 
therefore recommend that this paragraph note, that the streamflow regulations (Sections 26-
141-6 (b) and (c) ) allow for alterations to flow requirements when drought or margin of 
safety criteria are triggered.  
 

SUB-REGIONAL WATER BASINS MAPS 

To communicate the state-wide status of supply and demand, maps for each of the state’s 44 
sub-regional basins were provided in the Plan. Each of these maps provides information about 
current or anticipated conditions related to water availability in a specific sub-basin. Due to 
privacy rights and lack of available data, it was not possible to convey this information to the 
public using a finer basin scale that would have included 312 basins.  Page ES-13 suggests the 
“results in this report can be used to screen basins for management activity based on their 
relative potential for use.”  However, without carefully reading the Plan, the reader may not 
understand that data for a sub-basin is generalized across the basin area.   

Water demands for a sub-basin can appear inconsequential at the larger scale, but may in fact 
seriously affect a small stream system within the sub-basin. In some basins, where there 
appears to be an abundance of available water, the delivery systems may not be connected or 
the capacity of a well pump may not allow delivery to meet demand. Decisions about water 
allocation are often made at a more local scale, so the sub-basin maps may not provide an 
accurate depiction of the resource status. 
 



Given that many readers may restrict their review of the plan primarily to their own sub-
regional basin map, and may not read the plan’s important statement on pages ES-3 or 7-4: “It 
should also be noted that the estimates of ecological flow needs are necessarily generalized at 
the regional basin level, and specific needs in local reaches would require further study.”; we 
recommend the addition on each map of a helpful reminder to the reader to interpret the 
maps carefully, in the form of disclaimer bullets: 

• These maps provide a generalized snapshot of supply and demand across the entire 
sub-basin. 

• Localized impacts of water withdrawal may not be evident. 

• Water transferred out of basin (demand) may not represented. 

• Only water demands and supply within the basin are represented here. 
 
We recommend that local watershed-scale modeling and training on use of a program such as 
The Small Watershed Model (SWAM) be encouraged to identify challenges and opportunities 
related to water conservation and use at the system scale. 

LACK OF PUBLIC ACCESS TO CRITICAL DATA 

On page 2-5, the plan notes that: “Water supply plans and sanitary surveys are exempt from 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) reviews under state security laws, in order to maintain the 
security and integrity of our water supply areas and facilities. The exemption from disclosure of 
information in water supply plans and sanitary surveys creates a data gap because the 
equivalent information must be found elsewhere (when possible) and is not as easily 
assimilated.” 
 
The plan notes on page 3-95: “The secure nature of data contained in Water Supply Plans and 
other water utility documentation has slowed the pace of data collection for the State Water 
Plan, except in cases that the data is already available in public sources such as DEEP diversion 
permit files and on the DPH web site.”; and further: “Going forward, there may be other 
reasons for the public to have access to certain public water system data and information.” 
 
The further discussion on page 3-94 of 2016 legislation regarding access to water utility 
information under FOIA statutes is out of date. In order to be most informative and up-to-date 
on this topic, the plan should note Public Act 17-211, which was passed this year with the 
intention of opening up additional information to the public, and should also note the 
subsequent continued restriction of information by State agencies contrary to the intention of 
the Act. 
 
Public Act 17-211 listed specific information regarding water utilities, and their facilities and 
records that would be continued to be restricted for public access. All other water utility 
information possessed by state agencies would be released. The act provided an exception for: 
“any other record if there are reasonable grounds to believe the disclosure of such record may 
result in a safety risk…”. This exception was intended by those negotiating the legislation, and  
as noted in the transcript of the House of Representatives’ discussion of the bill, for “an area of 
data which we had not anticipated, or if technologies or circumstances change”; that is, for 
technical or security situations that are currently unforeseen but which become evident at a 
later date. Unfortunately, state agencies are apparently now using that provision in at least one 



case to restrict access to safe yield information, some of which is available online, and even 
though safe yield is not a component of information that is currently unforeseen.   
We support recommendation #3 on page 5-32: “The Plan supports ongoing efforts to make 
certain data available from Individual Water Supply Plans while protecting security sensitive 
information to protect the safety and quality of water systems.”; and recommend that Section 
WP4-2.5.2 - Proposals for Legislation on page 3-94 be replaced with: 

Public Act 17-211 was passed this year with the intention of making additional 
information regarding water utilities’ sources of supply available to the public, and 
more precisely clarifying what types of information would continue to be restricted 
for public access and which would be available. Subsequently, different 
interpretations of the Act are resulting in the continued restriction to information that 
is critical to full public participation in water planning. The Water Planning Council 
should address the intentions and implications of the legislation and make 
recommendations necessary for further action or legislation to ensure that 
information necessary for public participation in water planning is available to the 
public. 

 

REGISTERED DIVERSIONS 

In Section WP1-9.2 (page 2-71), the plan provides an important history of the registration 
program for water diversions over 50,00 gallons per day, noting that there are over 1,800 such 
registrations, under which such diversions are exempt from diversion permit requirements in 
perpetuity. This section also notes: “Many water sources were registered for much greater 
quantities than owners have used since that time, because the registered numbers reflect 
capacities of pumps, intakes, pipes, etc.” 
 
In Section 2.1.2.2 - Current Data Gaps, on page 2-5, the plan notes a critical gap this registration 
regime creates in our capacity to perform comprehensive water planning, when it states:  

“True, actual water usage is not known for many of the registered water 
diversions…..Although there are other methods of determining water use for public 
water system registrants (e.g., water supply plans and Public Utilities Regulatory 
Authority (PURA) annual reports for certain systems), registrants that are not public 
water systems do not commonly report actual water use. This includes many 
agricultural users, nurseries, golf courses, industries, power generation facilities, 
extraction and processing (sand and gravel) users, ski facilities, and others. The lack of 
current water use estimates is considered a significant data gap, given changes in water 
demand and use over the last 10 to 15 years. This data gap has already been recognized 
by DEEP. Per PA 04-185, registrants are to report water usage to DEEP upon 
development of a form by DEEP in consultation with a work group of registrants and 
agencies, which to date has not be [sic] implemented by DEEP.” 

 
The plan also notes in Section WP4-2.1.3 (page 3-87) that we do not know the impacts of 
thousands of significant withdrawals that fall under the 50,000 gallons-per-day threshold. The 
plan also notes on page 5-43: “There is evidence that some registered diversions are causing 
environmental impairments by removing water from streams. In some instances, such as the 
Fenton River in 2005, groundwater pumping desiccates the streambed and has caused fish 
kills.” 
 



We strongly support recommendations 3 and 4 that the plan makes on pages 5-23 and 5-24:  

3. Unused Diversion Registrations: The state should consider a means of identifying 
whether a diversion registration quantity is obsolete in whole, and if so, removing it 
from the record. Implementation of PA 04-185 by the DEEP would help to identify 
obsolete registrations through reporting or failure to report. 
4. Obsolete Registration Quantities: As a second step, the state should consider a 
means of identifying whether the quantity associated with a diversion registration is 
obsolete in whole or in part. Implementation of PA 04-185 by the DEEP would help to 
identify obsolete registrations through reporting or failure to report. This could result 
when there is no use or planned use of a diversion resulting from changes in property 
ownership, or voluntary surrender of registrations by individuals, utilities, corporations, 
farms, etc. In other instances, a diversion registration may be in use or held for future 
use, but the quantity associated with that use may be less than the amount registered. 
The state may wish to consider incentives for surrender of unused registration 
quantities that are not needed for future uses, perhaps in the form of permit conditions, 
a water quantity trading program, etc. Because of the legal status registered diversions 
hold, a clear mechanism (including likely legislative action) would be needed to 
allow an unused registration or any unused quantities to be permanently abandoned. 
 

On page 5-43, we recommend that the following paragraph be amended to read:  
“During development of the Plan, participants and commenters have expressed concern 
about the potential effects of the registered diversions and sought opportunities to 
remedy this. EVEN Where registered diversions are not causing impacts, AND there is 
not a CURRENT concern, THE UNCERTAINTY OF TIMING AND USE OF REGISTERED 
WITHDRAWALS MAY PRESENT ONE IN THE FUTURE, AS THE OWNER OF THE 
REGISTRATION COULD EXERCISE THEIR RIGHTS TO WITHDRAW WATER AT ANY TIME. 
However, where an impairment is being created, there needs to be a mechanism to 
manage the impairment. Effective policy must be established through the Plan to 
moderate the impact of registered diversions that are causing impairments. 
 

We also strongly support the suggestions made under “Summary of Action Items for WPC” that 
starts on page 5-44, and recommend that these Pathway Forward suggestions  be made into 
recommendations in the plan or as soon thereafter as possible by the WPC: 

• “The WPC can consider SHOULD RECOMMEND the collection of additional data to 
support ongoing monitoring and decision making: 

• “The WPC could SHOULD request Connecticut DEEP issue the annual 
reporting form for registered diversions in accordance with Public Act 04-185 
and CGS Section 22a-368a in order to obtain current usage data for 
registrations each year. 

• “The WPC can consider SHOULD COMPILE AND providEing more detailed 
examples or case studies of the effects of over-allocation of basins…..” 

• “The WPC can consider SHOULD COMPILE AND providEing more detailed 
examples or case studies of how problems concerning over-allocation of 
basins have been solved in the past, such as flow management plans, 
instream flow studies, adjusted operating rules, etc. 

• “The WPC can consider SHOULD forming partnerships for further investigation of 
this topic: 



• “The WPC can consider discussing with registered diversion stakeholders the 
potential for legislative refinement regarding registration modification / 
registration exchange/abandonment of unused portion of registered 
quantities / abandonment of unused registrations / creation of an 
“emergency” registration category where the registration is for emergency 
usage only. 

• The WPC could SHOULD work with registered diverters to establish a trigger 
for evaluation of a mechanism to manage impairment. Diverters could 
monitor nearby streams, and continue use of their registered diversion until 
they reach the trigger level, in which they should follow their Flow 
Management Plan. 

• Based on facilitated discussions, the WPC can consider SHOULD developing a 
list of possible incentives so that individual discussions can be tailored to 
actual needs, such as waste load allocation adjustments, ecological needs, 
financial incentives, training assistance, permit schedules, regionalization 
incentive, etc……” 

• The WPC can consider SHOULD providEing a framework for statewide policy 
decisions: 

• The WPC could SHOULD determine a potential legislatively-authorized 
process for registration abandonment and registration modification, 
including all or a portion of the registered quantity, which would be effective 
periodically or in perpetuity. This could include an incentive-based program 
promulgated by Connecticut DEEP. 

• The WPC can SHOULD consider legislation as needed to provide authorities for the 
above. 

 
WATER CONSERVATION  

On page 5-12, the plan notes the water supply and other societal, political, and environmental 
benefits of water conservation. As demonstrated in many reports, including Watts in a Drop of 
Water: Savings at the Water-Energy Nexus https://aceee.org/sites/default/files/watts-in-
drops.pdf, a 2014 report by the  American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, which 
compiles results from various other studies; another important benefit of conservation is 
energy savings. The Carbon Footprint of Water, a 2009 report from the River Network, states 
that a 5% reduction in water distribution leakage would save 270 MGD of water and 313 million 
kWh of electricity, equal to the electricity use of over 31,000 homes. In addition, approximately 
225,000 metric tons of CO2emissions could be avoided. We recommend that the following 
bullet “Reduced Energy use at virtually every stage of water processing” be added to those 
benefit bullets on page 5-12. 
 
Water conservation should not only be stressed in regards to private water users installing 
water-smart technologies (It’s estimated consumer use represents less than 12% of the total 
demand), but also in regards to potential water and energy savings if leaks in water delivery 
systems were addressed and corporations and private businesses implemented water 
conservation measures.   
 
We support the recommendations offered by the plan on page 5-14. 

https://aceee.org/sites/default/files/watts-in-drops.pdf
https://aceee.org/sites/default/files/watts-in-drops.pdf


CLIMATE CHANGE 

We commend the focus directed towards climate change and its likely and potential impacts on 
water resources and availability, and in particular, the extensive analysis of potential impacts of 
climate change in Section 3.1.4; the recommendations on page 5-65; and the focus on 
designing sewage treatment plants to better withstand sea level rise and extreme precipitation 
events on page 2-84.  
 

LAND CONSERVATION AND LAND USE 

We strongly support the considerations given the impacts of land use on water resources in 
Section 3.1.5.1 and the recommendations regarding land use and land protection contained in 
Sections 5.2.3.1 and 5.2.3.2. 

STATE DROUGHT MANAGEMENT PLAN 

We support the objectives of the draft Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan, 
as described on page 2-66 of this plan, and support this plan’s call on page 5-71 that “Drought 
Plan recommendations should be included in the State Water Plan.” 
 

LONG ISLAND SOUND BLUE PLAN JURISDICTION 

The box on Page 2-75 states: “With the Blue Plan under development, it is not yet clear where 
the State Water Plan’s “jurisdiction” will end. At the present time, it appears that the State’s 
coastal area management may be germane to the State Water Plan. Therefore, a description of 
the State’s coastal area management is provided in this report.” This statement is correct in 
focusing more on the Coastal Zone Management program as the Blue Plan’s jurisdiction starts 
at a depth of ten feet and extends out into the water. 
 

DAM REMOVALS AND FISH PASSAGE 

Due to changes in the dam safety statutes made in Public Act 13-197, we believe it would be 
more accurate on Page 2-88 for this sentence to read: “Upon inspecting a dam in disrepair, 
DEEP’s inspectors AN ENGINEER RETAINED BY THE OWNER will typically advise the owner of 
the option of removing, replacing, or repairing the dam. If the owner wishes to remove the 
dam, funding can be acquired MAY BE AVAILABLE through a number of PUBLIC AND private 
entities.” 

LIST OF TERMS 

In the list of terms that begins after the list of acronyms on page Terms-6, we recommend that 
the definition of Safe Yield and Margin of Safety be included and the list of terms be 
alphabetized. 

 



 

November 19, 2017 
 
State Water Planning Council 
c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 
 
RE: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments 
 
Dear Water Planning Council Members, 
 
The Norwalk River Watershed Association (NRWA) respectfully submits the 
following comments on the State Water Plan Draft Report.  NRWA is a not-for-profit 
membership organization whose mission is to improve the water quality and fish 
and wildlife habitats of the Norwalk River watershed.   
 
NRWA applauds the work of the Water Planning Council and supports the goal of 
creating a State Water Plan which will “Balance the use of water to meet all needs.” 
However, in the Norwalk River watershed, we have particular concerns about the 
way registrations currently allow some streams to be drained dry, and whether the 
Plan will address this problem. We believe conservation is the solution to dry 
streambeds and other problems in our watershed and would like to see stronger 
guidelines for conservation in the Plan. We also would like to see strengthening of 
sections of the Report pertaining to private wells, which make up a large percentage 
of the drinking water supply in our watershed.  
 
Diversions 
NRWA supports the stated goal of Rivers Alliance that, under the Plan, it shall no 
longer be legal to dry up streams.  We think the Plan should provide a foundation for 
reconciling the problems created by exemptions granted from the Connecticut Water 
Diversion Policy Act. NRWA supports required permitting for any diversion of water 
in order to ensure that environmental impact is evaluated in every instance.  This 
should be part of any state water plan. We are very concerned that approximately 84 
percent of allowed water takings for water supply are done through registrations, 
not permits, and that there is therefore no environmental review.   
 
In the Norwalk River watershed, we experience the consequences of the fact that 
currently there is nothing to stop a registered user from egregious abuse of water 
sources.  We continue to experience the extreme effects of diversion from the 
Comstock Brook, the second largest tributary to the Norwalk River. The South 
Norwalk Electric and Water Company is registered to remove up to 13 million 



gallons per day from this stream, which leaves it completely dry most summers. For 
this native brook trout stream, this means:  

Aquatic life suffers. The dispersal and migration of aquatic and semiaquatic 
organisms, including fish, amphibians, plants, microorganisms, and 
invertebrates that use both upstream and downstream habitats are disrupted. 
Every time the Comstock Brook dries up, the brook trout lose more than one 
mile of important habitat that might improve their chances of survival as 
climate change impacts the region, according to Trout Unlimited.  
Water quality suffers. The Norwalk River is placed at added stress in the 
summer as the cool, clean waters of Comstock Brook no longer reach the 
Norwalk to help lower temperatures and provide a refuge for the wild brown 
trout in the stream. Also interrupted are the physical, chemical, and biological 
connections between this headwater stream and downstream waters, which 
otherwise “interact via integrative processes such as nutrient spiraling, in 
which stream communities assimilate and chemically transform large 
quantities of nitrogen and other nutrients that otherwise would be 
transported directly downstream, increasing nutrient loads and associated 
impairments due to excess nutrients in downstream waters (WV DEP).” 

 
The droughts over the last three years have compounded the problems caused by 
diversion of the Comstock. Permission to drain Comstock Brook was granted by city 
charter in 1874 and “grandfathered in” with registration in 1982.  The result is that 
our watershed has no legal recourse for protecting this vital brook. While NRWA 
recognizes the vital importance of protecting water sources for public utilities, we 
feel that it is in the best interest of the citizens of Connecticut to consider the 
sustainability of water planning with regard to the health of our rivers, streams, 
wetlands and aquatic life.  Every plan should be a careful balance between the 
demand of water utilities and the minimum streamflow requirements of waterways. 
Environmental impact evaluations should be part of state water planning at all levels. 
 
Conservation 
A vigorous and clear focus on conservation in the Plan is of vital importance to class 
A streams such as the Comstock Brook.  While the Plan addresses conservation, it 
does not go far enough in calling for change. We ask that the Plan require that a state 
drought plan move forward for approval. After a decade in the works, it is time. We 
need a better drought plan in place before the next drought. The Plan states that 
droughts or other water shortages that harm streams must be addressed in 
planning. Such wording will not protect the Comstock Brook from continuing to run 
dry. While we understand the need to protect water supplies to households and 
businesses, having water available in pipes while streambeds are dry is not 
acceptable.  Protecting in-stream flow requirements of high-quality streams should 
be a primary goal of the Plan.  

The draft Plan gives only slight attention to one solution, the adoption 
of enforceable municipal water conservation measures.  We need the municipalities 
in our watershed to enforce local lawn-watering rules, for example, during 



droughts. Currently, however, if the town hasn’t enacted an emergency water 
conservation ordinance, it can’t enforce a lawn-watering ban or any other water 
conservation measures. 

Private wells 
We applaud that the Plan lists a number of actions which could improve management 
of private wells including more education, requiring well completion reports in 
digital format and converting older reports, and recommendations for periodic water 
testing for private wells. However, we hope that a final version of the Plan will 
include a more extensive discussion of the importance of water quality testing of 
private wells and a greater emphasis on the urgency of such testing for the 
protection of public health.  
 
In our watershed recent findings of wells contaminated by petroleum products from 
buried oil tanks and from road salts point to a problem the extent of which we know 
very little. Some additions to the plan could be proposals for cost-effective ways to 
test private wells, such as support for homeowners to negotiate a group rate for 
testing. We hope that private well owners will be part of the discussion regarding 
this issue and that provisions for vigorous and sustained outreach to private well 
owners will be included. Finally, NRWA is concerned that private residential well 
owners do not have any legal protection if a nearby well pumps the local 
groundwater source dry.  This should be acknowledged in the Plan, along with 
suggestions for how to find a solution. 

Finally, when discussing the State Water Plan with our members, one thing we have 
noticed is that people don’t understand who “owns” our water. NRWA thinks the 
Plan should do more to emphasize that water belongs to all of us and not to utilities, 
taxing districts or private well owners. We think the Plan should stress that water 
belongs to everyone in the state and to our collective futures, and the future beyond 
our lives, and that its principals should reflect that fact.  

 
Sincerely, 
 
Louise Washer, President 
Norwalk River Watershed Association 







No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

D-1 11/20/2017 Industry John Breen Braintree, MA CPV Towantic, LLC

Connecticut State Water Plan - Towantic Comments Nov 20 2017.docx The Plan acknowledges that more public education may be needed regarding use of non-Class A waters (e.g. pg 5-29). The Connecticut Siting Council's 

responsibilities with regard assessing water availability when locating generating facilities is identified on pg 2-102. The Plan summarizes the 

Comprehensive State Energy Strategy (pg. 2-74), including the energy-water nexus.

D-2 11/20/2017 Industry James Ericson Glastonbury Lenard Engineering

As a consulting engineer with 35 years of working with both Water Utilities and State Agencies, I applaud the State for preparing a very balanced Statewide water plan. One of the top 

priorities in the plan is and should continue to be protecting public health through preserving adequate supplies of high quality drinking water. In addition to protecting public health, cities 

and towns rely on these supplies to facilitate growth and foster a strong economy. The adequacy and reliability of these water systems are a testament to the foresight of previous 

generations, who obtained and developed these major sources of supply that we take for granted. Where would Hartford be with the MDC reservoir, or greater Boston without Quabbin.  

As an environmentalist as well as an engineer, I am very concerned about some of the comments submitted which would severely undermine the adequacy of water supplies in 

Connecticut; specifically, comments that recommend 1)eliminating registered diversions, 2) extending streamflow regulations to groundwater supplies, 3) imposing stringent water 

conservation requirements that may be unattainable, and 4) imposing new permitting requirements on high volume users.     The current DEEP Water Diversion policy, although not 

perfect, strikes a fair balance between consumptive uses and other essential uses of water. The water utilities we work with work hard to meet their customers demands under the current 

regulatory status. Providing additional regulatory requirements to this already highly regulated resource will result in losses of vital available supplies, reduce the margins of safety the 

State mandates these system maintains, creating more frequent water shortages, and restrict potential economic growth, which is needed now more than ever.   I ask the Water Planning 

Council keep Public Water Supply as a top priority when considering how to address competing water needs.

As the comment deals primarily with other comments submitted, no response as been prepared other than to acknowledge that the WPC understands the 

importance of public water supply needs, and seeks to appropriately preserve and protect those needs as the Plan is implemented.

D-3 11/20/2017 Industry Stephen Geckeler Fairfield Aqua-Lawn, Inc.

1.  At page ES-20 The Water Plan should note for #3 -  "Encourage use of current and future innovations in Landscape and Agricultural irrigation practices."    As an irrigation professional in 

the state, I am aware of the large Landscape Irrigation industry that has significant scientific advances in efficient irrigation practices that could and should be utilized.      2. ES-20 #6 - I 

would like to make the Water Plan Council aware of an Irrigation Association (IA) Educational program and Elementary Curriculum that could be used as a resource.     

http://www.irrigation.org/IA/Resources/Elementary_School_Curriculu/IA/Resources/Elementary_School_Curriculum.aspx    or     http://ymiclassroom.com/lesson-plans/irrigation/    Thank 

you for the ability to provide some feedback to the Draft Plan.    

Thank you for the comment and reference to education materials that can be used to help implement some of the recommendations associated with 

water conservation.

D-4 11/2/2017 Industry Brian Paganini Southington Qantum Biopower

Good Morning:    Quantum operates the State's first anaerobic digester system, located in Southington, CT.  We recycle 140 tons/day of food waste material, creating methane through a 

natural process, and using that methane as fuel for a combined heat and power unit.  We create 1.2MW of Class I renewable power, 10,000 tons/year of compost and soil amendments 

from our process. The environmental impact of this facility are significant; our facility displaces 5,000 tons of CO2/year by recycling food waste.      At full throughput our facility produces 

30,000 gallons/day of water.  The water we produce straight from the digester is rich in nitrogen and phosphorous, and BOD.  During the design phase of this project, we decided to build a 

biological nutrient removal (BNR) process to "clean" our wastewater after the digestion process. This BNR process removes 98% of the nutrients from our water.      In Connecticut, the 

function of anaerobic digestion is considered an industrial process, and as such, we are considered to produce an industrial discharge from the water we create from the process. The water 

we produce, after nutrient removal, is free from metals, and very low in constituents of N & P.  This water has value in the marketplace, and needs to be classified outside of an industrial 

discharge.  

Thank you for the comment and explanation regarding the anaerobic digestor system discharge.

D-5 11/20/2017 Industry James Toner Alexandria, VA
International Bottled Water 

Association

CT Water Plan Comments Final 112017.pdf The Plan provides recommendations that may result in new policy, guidance and legislation to preserve and protect our water resources. The Plan stresses 

the importance of evaluating impacts to businesses (i.e., economic impacts), in support of a consensus-based approach to any new policy or legislation.
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CPV Towantic, LLC’s Comments on Draft Connecticut State Water Plan 
November 20, 2017 

 
 

 CPV Towantic, LLC (“CPV”) appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on 
the Final Draft Connecticut State Water Plan, dated June 2017 (“Plan”).  CPV is the 
developer of a 785 megawatt electric generating facility currently under construction in 
Oxford, Connecticut.  Further, CPV’s affiliates have developed and managed power plants 
throughout the United States. We recognize and appreciate the various stakeholders’ 
extensive work in developing the Plan.  CPV submits these comments to address certain 
sections of the Plan that address water use by the energy generation sector. 
 
 Section WP3-2.1  - Section WP3-2.1 discusses the potential options for electric 
generating facilities to use Class B Water or Reclaimed Water for cooling purposes.  First, 
it is important to note that many generation facilities, such as its Oxford facility, use 
relatively little water in its daily and routine operations.  Additionally, CPV has employed 
dry cooling and process water recycling at the Oxford facility which greatly reduces the 
use of water.  Also, CPV has incorporated substantial (1.75 million gallons) water storage 
into the plant’s design to minimize daily draws on the potable water supply system. 
 
 Based on regulatory policy, CPV was required to design the plant to use oil as a 
backup source of fuel.  Greater quantities of water are required to operate the facility on 
oil.  Realistically, oil will be used on only a few days per each year.  In identifying a viable 
water source for oil backup, CPV had to consider what water was available, the logistics 
of transporting the water to the facility, and the quality of the water to ensure it did not 
deteriorate or negatively impact the equipment at the plant.  CPV was able to obtain 
potable water from Heritage Village Water Company (that was subsequently merged 
into Connecticut Water Company).  During its Connecticut Siting Council process, CPV 
did explore alternative water supplies, particularly in response to concerns raised by 
intervenors.  Obtaining water from the surrounding river or local wastewater treatment 
facilities were not viable options due to distance, lack of regular and consistent water 
volumes from these sources, and permitting issues. 
 
 We agree with the concept expressed throughout the Report that enhanced use of 
Class B or Reclaimed Water by electric generators would be beneficial to the 
environment.  However, the Report fails to recognize the likely public opposition (due to 



 

 
www.cpv.com 

perceived concerns about odor, particulates, and health) and the additional costs and 
energy usage in processing Class B or Reclaimed Water.  Most importantly, there is a lack 
of consensus between and within Connecticut agencies that Reclaimed Water usage is 
beneficial and should be adopted.  This lack of consensus is most evident in the lack of an 
established or viable State of Connecticut permitting process and guidelines for the use 
of Reclaimed Water.  As a result, there are very few permitted uses of reclaimed water in 
Connecticut. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Section WP4-2.1.2 – One of the issues discussed in this section is the development 
of electric generating facilities and related water usage.  It is important to recognize that 
for energy generation facilities, the Connecticut Siting Council has exclusive jurisdiction 
over the siting of these types of facilities and is statutorily required to consider 
environmental impacts and state policies, including on water supply related issues.  As 
discussed above, the Connecticut Siting Council duly considered water supply issues in 
its decision approving CPV’s Oxford facility and will do so for future facilities.   
 
In conclusion, CPV endorses the initiative to create a comprehensive State Water Plan.  
However, CPV submits that the Plan should more properly consider the reduced use of 
water by more efficient electric generating facilities and the established statutory and 
regulatory framework, such as the Connecticut Siting Council process, that already fully 
considers water usage and environmental impacts.  Imposing a requirement to use Class 
B or Reclaimed Water will only be successful if significant changes are made to the 
State’s policy and permitting requirements to facilitate the use of Class B or Reclaimed 
Water in a timely and cost-efficient manner. 
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November 20, 2017 

 

 

Connecticut Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

Water Planning Council 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT 06051 

ATTN:  State Water Plan Draft Report Comments 

 

RE: International Bottled Water Association (IBWA) Comments on the Connecticut Draft State 

Water Plan 

 

Chairman Betkoski and members of the Connecticut Water Planning Council, on behalf of 

members of the International Bottled Water Association (IBWA), we thank you for considering 

our comments on the Final Draft of the State Water Plan. We commend the Council for its 

thorough due diligence during the 18-month process of compiling data and collecting input on 

your draft plan, which was released last summer. 

The bottled water industry has a long and deeply-held tradition of effectively and responsibly 

protecting and managing our vital natural resources. Sustainable, protected, and naturally 

recharged water sources are the single most important aspect of our business. This commitment 

to environmental excellence holds true wherever bottled water facilities are located -- in 

Connecticut and throughout the US. 

As various parts of the US face periodic droughts, IBWA and its members remain committed to 

the responsible and efficient use of all natural resources related to bottled water production. Our 

industry is proud to continuously be at the forefront of water conservation and management, the 

efficient use of water, and responsibly managing groundwater and public water system resources. 

Bottled Water as an Environmental Steward 

Bottled water production accounts for less than 0.01% of all the water used in the United States 

each year. Similarly, bottled water production accounts for less than 0.04% of all the fresh water 

used in Connecticut. And the amount of water used by the bottled water industry is relatively 

tiny compared to tap water volumes. 

● Put into context, in 2016, total annual U.S. bottled water consumption was 12.8 billion 

gallons. New York City goes through that amount of tap water in slightly over two 

weeks. (New York City Department of Environmental Protection: total 2016 daily water 



IBWA Comments on Connecticut State Water Plan 
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consumption for New York City is 1.002 billion gallons/day. Bottled water industry use: 

11.7 billion gallons x 1.32 = 16.9 billion gallons. 16.9 billion gallons/1.002 billion 

gallons = 16.8 days) 

  

● By comparison, according to the United States Geological Society, at almost 45%, 

thermoelectric power is the largest user of water in the U.S., followed by irrigation at 

32%, and public supply at 12%. In Connecticut, where numbers are slightly different, 

bottled water remains one of the lowest users of water. Public water use – 56.9%, 

thermoelectric power – 26.4%, industry use (excluding bottled water) – 8.8%, bottled 

water – 0.04%.    

  

● Consumers are not buying bottled water because of elaborate marketing campaigns; they 

are choosing bottled water instead of less healthy packaged beverages. Most people who 

drink bottled water also drink tap water, and that’s fine with us. Water is the healthiest 

beverage, and bottled water provides consumers with a safe, convenient, refreshing, and 

responsible choice. 

  

The bottled water companies comply with all local and state regulatory requirements that apply 

to other water users in the same class, and they will continue to do so. Bottled water is now the 

number one beverage in the US, by volume, but still has the smallest water and energy footprint 

of any packaged beverage. The results of a 2014 IBWA benchmarking study show that the 

amount of water and energy used to produce bottled water products in North America is less than 

all other types of packaged beverages. On average, only 1.32 liters of water (including the liter of 

water consumed) and 0.24 mega joules of energy are used to produce one liter of finished bottled 

water. 

With bottled water having the lowest energy and water use of all packaged beverages, this 

healthy choice trend is actually reducing the overall beverage environmental footprint, equating 

to 6.4 billion gallons of water saved each year. 

  

● 100% of bottled water is intended for human consumption, one of the most important and 

efficient uses of water. Conversely, less than 1% of tap water is used for human 

consumption. A vast majority of municipally sourced water is used in agriculture, 

households, and for industrial applications. 

  

● The fact is that bottled water production is among the smallest and most efficient of all 

industry water users. 

Principles of Groundwater Management 

      The bottled water industry prides itself on the efforts that have been made to ensure the 

conservation of our nation’s and Connecticut’s water resources. IBWA members fully 

understand the importance of proper water usage and how drought conditions impact all users. 

Since water is the essence of our industry, IBWA has spent significant time and resources 

examining water use during times of abundance as well as times of drought. Given this 

knowledge, IBWA welcomes the opportunity to share this information with the Committee. 
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IBWA believes that comprehensive groundwater resource management must be supported by a 

foundation of sound science, which provides for projections of use and determines the limitations 

of the resource base. Such comprehensive resource management planning and policy must also 

incorporate a capability to resolve conflicting interests based on the principle of equitable use of 

the resource. 

IBWA offers the following guiding principles as the foundation for executing a comprehensive 

groundwater resource management policy and plan. 

 

● The primary effort of protecting and managing groundwater resources must be based on a 

solid foundation of appropriate and reasonably applied science. The various factors 

affecting a groundwater resource must be analyzed and considered in the design of a 

management plan. The entire aquifer must be viewed within the context of science 

supported by empirical data. Advanced research techniques and the collection of baseline 

data of groundwater resource characteristics and source use must be utilized to assist in 

the analysis and design of groundwater management policies. 

 

● Effective management of a groundwater resource must be multi-jurisdictional by its very 

nature. Watersheds, streams, rivers and aquifers are not contained by local political 

boundaries (city, municipal, county, etc.). Local control of the management of 

groundwater resources cannot effectively address the impact of withdrawals from an 

aquifer that flows through many local jurisdictions. In addition, the multi-jurisdictional 

approach to management of groundwater resources will prevent the fragmentation of 

permitting authority and overlapping management of the resources. 

 

● In developing a comprehensive groundwater resource management program, the impact 

of use on quantity and quality must be fully assessed. Quantitative measures on the 

impact from various influences on groundwater resources must be developed and 

incorporated into any groundwater resource management approach. This includes 

withdrawal reporting and permitting, surface water impacts of groundwater withdrawals, 

“water budgeting,” and well siting. By using quantitative measures, the permitting of 

water withdrawals can be more equitably managed through comprehensive understanding 

of the impact of the withdrawal on the total aquifer. 

 

● Requests for water withdrawals must be reviewed under objective criteria that are based 

on science. Allocation of water resources should not be subject to requirements 

exceeding those applied to users of similar quantities and quality, such as moratoriums of 

new or increased permits for only bottled water facilities. All users must be treated in an 

equitable manner with an emphasis on providing priority use of the groundwater resource 

for human consumption. 

 

● A comprehensive groundwater resource management program should provide for the 

sustainability of the aquifer to meet current and future needs. Human consumption is 

recognized as one of the highest and best uses of groundwater by many states as 

evidenced in many drought plans. Bottled water is an efficient means of meeting human 
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needs with approximately 87% of the water withdrawn for bottling being consumed by 

humans. 

 

By moving to a scientific basis supported by acceptable quantitative measurements, the 

balance of competing interests may be better evaluated and lead to beneficial conflict 

resolution that supports the rights equitably for all interested parties. It is essential for each 

user of groundwater to act as a steward of this renewable water resource in order to maintain 

both quality and quantity of the source and the system at large. 

The State Water Plan must ensure that it does not impose requirements on businesses that 

exceed existing state and federal requirements. The State Water Plan references numerous 

activities that should be undertaken to address water quality issues, using Low Impact 

Development, disconnecting impervious surface, and addressing other stormwater 

management issues. Business and industry are already regulated and should not be subject to 

additional requirements beyond the scope of existing permits and regulations. 

In conclusion, as an industry, we support comprehensive water resource management that 

regulates both the quality and quantity of groundwater, treats all users equitably, provides for 

the sustainability of the resource, and balances the interests and rights of those using this 

natural resource today and in the future. Environmental stewardship is part of the bottled 

water industry’s history, and protecting, maintaining, and preserving water resources for 

future generations is something we take very seriously. 

Thank you in advance for accepting this submittal and please do not hesitate to contact us 

with any questions related to the information provided to you today. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

James P. Toner, Jr. 

Director of Government Relations 

International Bottled Water Association 
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E-1 11/20/2017 Member of Public Keith
Ainsworth, 

Esq.
Madison

 I am an environmental attorney who has consistently represented the public interest in CT for nearly 30 years. I believe the most important element of any plan or regulatory system of 

protecting water as a public resource which properly resides in the public trust, is to repeal or at least sunset water registrations.  Many of these registrations were made at a time when 

the volumes of water which could be safely drawn from surface water systems and the adjacent subsurface acquifers was misunderstood. As we now know that the combined registrations 

are not sustainable, there should be an expeditious repeal and release of these waters back to the public trust. Following that, interbasin transfer permits and regulated withdrawal of 

water can be made after proof that cold water fisheries, riverine habitats and other wetlands will not be degraded.        Another rule should be the immediate confirmation that water 

supply volumes and capacities in existing impoundments and reservoirs should be publicly available without redaction so that the public may assess any claims of safe yield and capacity 

made by water companies and other stewards of the public's water.

The plan provides Pathway Forward recommendations to address all registrations.  Revisions to Statutes in 2017 are addressing availability of safe yield 

information.

E-2 8/20/2017 Member of Public Judy Allen West Hartford

In regard to Section 3, WP4-2.1.2  Public water companies are required to assess whether they have the capacity to supply to water to a new large volume water development.  The 

assessment should include a calculation of future needs as well.  It should include consideration of needs in times of drought and the unique demands not only of current customers but for 

other companies who might need to connect in order to meet the public health needs of its citizans.  An assessment of capacity needs to be balanced and include in-stream requirements 

for sustaining stream flow and aquatic life.  When a public water utility is not able to meet those requirements during times of drought, then they do not have the capacity to serve new 

large volume water developments. Recent attempts by water companies to keep rates down have led to finding new ways to sell more water. Large water bottlers can seem an attractive 

answer.  However, a public water company should never be in the business of economic development.  As this section points out, it is the responsibility of a municipality to review land use 

and development within its boundaries in accordance with its economic development plan.  A water company should be aware of the future development plans for the towns it serves and 

take them into consideration. While it is not the place for one municipality to dictate development to another town, when a public water company serves more than one town there needs 

to be a mechanism for taking these into account when determining available capacity.  For example, just because one town entices a large volume water user to locate in its town, should 

not then preclude another town's plans just because they didn't put in its desire for water before.  In short, assessing the ability to provide the water capacity required needs to include 

much more than the depth of a reservoir.

Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  Regarding the need for 

balanced water needs, the plan provides significant discussion about balance and it is a highlight of both the 2-page and full executive summaries.  

Additional text has been added to provide a bit more clarification.

E-3 10/30/2017 Member of Public Judy Allen West Hartford

10:30 comment.pdf The point in this comment about alternate pricing for water is appropriate for plan implementation.  Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several 

locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  The other points in the letter are also appropriate for implementation.

E-4 11/19/2017 Member of Public Philip Arnold Woodbridge

1) Take care to maintain at least a minimal water flow in streams and rivers in times of drought.  2) Distribute info on how to make rain gardens to reduce runoff and pollution from roads 

and paved areas. Rain barrels as well.  3) Encourage the use of water saving bathroom equipment; shower heads, toilets.etc.  4) Discourage over watering lawns and the use of excessive 

fertilizer on lawns and other flora.  5) Test water in rivers and streams periodically for pollution.

These five specific comments are appropriate for implementation.  The foundation is provided in the plan through Policy and Pathway Forward 

recommendations about instream flow, droughts, water conservation, etc.

E-5 10/30/2017 Member of Public Louisa Barton Hartford

Water, pure and clean is so essential to a healthy peaceful life that it should be afforded the highest respect and protections a society can provide. It must be made available to human 

beings, animals and plants in a pure unadulterated state. Bogs and wetlands must be protected for their essential filtration and purification processes they provide. Water is also essential 

for aesthetics and peace of mind. These essentials common to all life must come before profits in all cases.   Bottled water is a false, immoral and extremely destructive industry. 

Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  The other parts of the 

comment are consistent with the call for balance in the plan.

E-6 11/20/2017 Member of Public Jon Berardino Westbrook

I am concerned that the State Water Plan outlines broad recommendations without clearly identifying how implementation of the plan will impact the state budget. Clearly, the state 

should not be moving forward with comprehensive new programs without determining what the impact will be on taxpayers. In addition, it appears that the plan may be used as a vehicle 

to impose additional barriers on new housing and commercial projects. The state should refrain from enacting policies that create additional roadblocks and/or cost burdens on private 

development. While it is important to protect the state’s water resources, the plan should target recommendations to areas affected by contamination or inadequate water supplies. 

The plan does not provide a specific mandate that can be evaluated for consequential costs.  Rather, the plan provides a platform for development of 

policies, programs, and laws.  Any mandate or law that results from the plan in the future will be evaluated in detail for cost implications.

E-7 11/7/2017 Member of Public Martha Blume Cheshire

First, I applaud those involved in creating a water plan for our state.  I want to comment on the item, use of class B water for non-potable uses. I would like to see this water be available to 

businesses and citizens at a lower rate.  Also, I would support any measures that could be taken to prevent bottled water businesses from taking groundwater, as in the case of Niagara in 

the town of Bloomfield, CT, and shipping and selling it all across the US. 

Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  The comment about 

use of Class B waters is left for implementation related to that issue.

E-8 11/16/2017 Member of Public Erin Bouchard Cos Cob

The final SWP should recommend automatic, enforceable conservation measures for large water users, including private water companies and municipalities, during times of drought.    

Connecticut must complete a drought plan for all 169 towns as soon as possible and include enforceable triggers for when conservation measures must be taken.     Maintaining 

streamflows is critical to protecting water quality and habitat for fish and wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water withdrawals attained through 

groundwater pumping be closed and require those withdrawals to be subject to Connecticut's streamflow regulations. It is currently legal to drawdown or extract water from groundwater 

and other sources creating artificial droughts resulting in aquatic wildlife kills. Prior regulatory language that served to protect our water supplies was eliminated in 2012.      Establish and 

approve a governing structure for the existing Water Planning Council to properly and effectively oversee the best use and management of water sources in the public trust.     Evaluate all 

existing large water diversions: Many large water diversions were grandfathered in decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential impacts on water supplies. The final SWP 

should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not adversely impact water levels.      A statewide 

water plan needs to directly identify and communicate the social and financial benefits of Connecticut’s natural water resources as well as the necessity of adequate natural water 

resources for the subsistence and benefit of the general public and wildlife in the public trust.     A CT State Water Plan must unequivocally support and allow for complete transparency of 

utility water use and management data by the public. State, and more specifically, water utility exemptions from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) must be eliminated.

The plan provides a pathway forward to address all registrations.  Revisions to Statutes in 2017 are addressing availability of water company information.  

The other specific points in the comment letter are appropriate for implementation, such as completion of drought planning and establishment of drought 

ordinances.

E-9 11/20/2017 Member of Public Jean Bruder Cos Cob

Protect healthy streams. Maintaining streamflows is critical to protecting water quality and habitat for fish and wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water 

withdrawals attained through groundwater pumping be closed and require those withdrawals to be subject to Connecticut's streamflow  regulations. It is currently legal to drawdown or 

extract water from groundwater and other sources creating artificial droughts resulting in aquatic wildlife kills. Prior regulatory language that served to protect our water supplies was 

eliminated in 2012.       Evaluate all existing large water diversions: Many large water diversions were grandfathered in decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential 

impacts on water supplies. The final SWP should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not 

adversely impact water levels.    

Policy and Pathway Forward recommendations are provided for reviewing registrations and for addressing instream flow.  For example, the plan already 

calls for review of registrations.

E-10 10/23/2017 Member of Public Sonia Caban Woodbridge

Water belongs to the public and the state of CT needs to make sure that the public interest is a priority over corporate and financial interests. The water belongs to the public and that 

should be made clear as much as possible in this plan. Also there needs to be improved communications to the public about this water plan as well as resources and information about 

water, water quality and management. Some Public Service Announcements or Campaigns and public education about pesticide use/fertilizer on residential property and commercial 

property especially in areas in danger or run off or storm water drainage.   There should be tighter controls around pesticide use near waterways and prohibition of accepting fracking 

wastes.   

Commentary has been added relative to water being in the public trust.  Issues related to communication and pesticides/fertilizer will be addressed 

through plan implementation.

E-11 11/18/2017 Member of Public Cheryl Chase Ashford

Plan comments Cheryl Chase.pdf Specific comments 1 and 2 will be addressed in implementation.  Comment 3 has resulted in minor editing in the Executive Summary.  Comment 4 has 

resulted in an edit to Section 5.3.2.3.  Comment 5 involves future makeup of the Water Planning Council which is being addressed during implementation.  

Comment 6 is hereby acknowledged.

E-12 11/20/2017 Member of Public R Kingsbury Chase Simsbury I endorse the comments made by the Farmington River Watershed Assoc. Acknowledged.

E-13 11/1/2017 Member of Public Bruce Clark Danbury

As a former Lake Waubeeka Board member who was responsible for our water system upgrade, we dealt with the state water officials and established that there was no connection 

between the Saugatuck River and our well system. The Saugatuck River has several branches other than the branch which starts at the RT 7 pond and runs along West Redding Road.    I 

would be happy to testify at a hearing about this false issue

Acknowledged.

E-14 11/20/2017 Member of Public Wanda Colman Tariffville To3.docx Generally in support of having the plan; acknowledged.
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E-15 11/15/2017 Member of Public Alice Cruikshank Bloomfield

Connecticut must continue to manage our water resources for the benefit of its citizens in an up-to-date and scientific fashion. Climate change is already affecting our resources, and we 

must plan ahead to meet future events such as flooding and drought.  The CT State Water Plan enumerates 10 important and doable goals. I urge that they be implemented.  Thank you. 

Generally in support of having the plan; acknowledged.

E-16 11/19/2017 Member of Public Virginia de Lima West Hartford

I have some main concerns that are not addressed in the State Water Plan:   1)Analysis at the regional scale is pretty meaningless (although I get it that was all that was possible with 

time/money constraints) because most of our issues are at a very local scale (think dry stream channels near wells)   2) the plan does not establish a mechanism for making decisions about 

water use; when push comes to shove, who's going to "win"? and who will make that decision?    Those of us who were involved in the process of developing the draft State Water Plan 

understand that this is a great FIRST STEP in moving towards proper management of water resources in Connecticut. We know that this plan presents a framework for moving forward and 

is not the answer to all our water issues; there has to be an on-going, iterative process. Unfortunately, I don't believe this is fully understood by the public. There are many issues that have 

been brought up that are not addressed because there was not consensus around them.     Therefore, I think there needs to be an additional section in the report that addresses these 

concerns and either "bins" them into pathways forward or proposes another mechanism by which they can be addressed.

We acknowledge many of the specific points.  Regarding a location for additional concerns, some of these will be captured in the additional subsection 

added to Section 6 and new text.

E-17 7/22/2017 Member of Public Francis DeCapua Milford

I find this entire "water plan" complete nonsense. We need to pass stricter dumping and EPA laws in order for this to make sense. Triple the fines that are currently in place. Then, maybe 

companies will take it seriously. 

Although dumping laws were not addressed specifically in the plan, additional discussions can and should be addressed during implementation.

E-18 11/20/2017 Member of Public Frank DeFelice Durham

Draft Water Plan Comments.docx Comments 1-1 and 1-2 require additional discussions by the Water Planning Council going forward.  Specifically, Comment 1-1 should be brought to the 

Water Planning Council for ongoing discussions regarding the WPCAG composition.  Comment 1-2 cannot result in an edit at this point because the goals 

originated from consensus, but future plan revisions should consider this.  Comment 2-1 appears to be born from a misunderstanding, as the plan does not 

recommend using Class B waters for drinking.  Comment 3-1 can be addressed during implementation.  Comment 4-1 needs additional explanation, but 

this will need to occur through future plan revisions.  Comment 5-1, 6-1, and 7-1 are all to be addressed during implementation.  Finally, it is important to 

note that making the edit requested by comment 7-1 would negate the consensus achieved to date.

E-19 11/19/2017 Member of Public Shirley Dudley Bloomfield

I am in agreement that Connecticut needs a comprehensive statewide water plan.  I am also aware that there is a CT Water Planning Council working on this idea.  For many of us several 

things have stood out recently to cause concern about the future of our water usage and supply. The first is the possibility of more droughts due to climate change.  Many of us do not have 

the knowledge or incentive to know best how to conserve water in those instances of drought and, more importantly, do not think that it is our responsibility.  We think that there is a 

never-ending supply. The second thing was the authorization of a water bottling plant in the vicinity of Bloomfield – even when there was a drought.  This woke us up to a potential 

shortage in the future.  We could not believe that this happened without our knowledge, certainly without an opportunity to weigh in on the matter. Recently I attended a very good talk 

for our Adult Learning Program by Andrew Fisk, Executive Dir. of the CT River Conservancy, on River Critters and River’s Flow and Change.  He gave us a very good understanding of how 

climate change along with other factors affect fish and other critters in our streams, and the effect that stocking reservoirs has on the down streams.  He helped us understand some of the 

changes that need to be made to encourage the safe passage of some of our fish and many thoughts about the interplay of the river’s extensive biology, hydro-electric needs, and safe-

drinking water. There are already places in our country where people have insufficient water supplies and there are disagreements.  A sensible Water Plan to aid in the decision-making of 

the future makes extremely good sense. 

Generally in support of having the plan; acknowledged.

E-20 11/19/2017 Member of Public Lee Dunbar Mansfield Center

There are several areas where the plan as drafted falls short of meeting its stated goals:    1. "Management should follow scientific examples" is identified as the first Top 10 Consensus-

based Recommendation. I concur. To achieve this goal there must be recognition that "good" or "sound" science absolutely cannot be performed in the absence of access to control or 

reference sites where the ecological condition that would exist in the absence of human influence can be observed. Environmental science is by its nature a comparative endeavor. You 

cannot do valid science to evaluate and quantify the impact of human activities on the natural ecology without reference sites. Separating the effects of human activity from natural 

variability and the effects of broad scale changes (e.g. climate change) requires that scientists can monitor locations where human influence is minimal. The plan notes that resources are 

needed for monitoring and water data collection, management, and analysis. It does not stress that protections need to be provided for those few stream segments in the State where 

human influences (principally diversions and development) minimally impact water quality or quantity. This is perhaps the Plans greatest flaw.    2. The plan advocates for protection of high 

quality water for current and future drinking water supplies. Good. However, the plan only mentions providing adequate quantity for aquatic life use. Where is the balance here? Healthy 

aquatic ecological systems require clean water to an even greater extent than is necessary to support human uses since aquatic organisms are incapable of applying technology to treat 

water prior to its use. If there is any hope of developing a truly balanced plan for managing water resources, there must be recognition that aquatic ecosystems require not just adequate 

amounts of water but also adequate amounts of high quality water. It is not enough to highlight protection of Class I and II land for human use - similar  efforts are needed to protect 

watersheds for ecological use.    3. The plan must highlight the need to resolve the issue of registered diversions. The "grandfathered" problem is the single greatest impediment to rational 

and informed management of the state's water resources. The issues associated with grandfathered diversions are too numerous to list here but resolution must be a priority - perhaps a 

diversion credit trading program to preserve registrants perceived rights to water, perhaps a gradual transition to permits, perhaps sun-setting legislation. Something must be done, soon.    

4. Balance requires that the WUCC planning process be consistent with the State Water Plan. The WUCC plans address human use and human need/supply. Balance dictates that these 

plans be developed to implement the human use side of the balance established in the State Plan - not dictate the human use needs and expect the ecological uses side of the equation to 

make do with what's left over.The appropriate hierarchy would be - State Plan of Conservation and Development, State Water Plan, WUCC Plan.    Thank you for your time and attention.

Comments 1 and 2 are specific perspectives that have not been articulated yet and should be taken up in the plan implementation, since there isn't 

sufficient time to reach consensus for adding them to the current edition of the plan.  Comment 3 is addressed through a Policy Recommendation about 

registered diversions and a Pathway Forward about registered diversions; taken together, they provide significant foundation for the Water Planning 

Council to address many aspects of registrations.  Relative to Comment 4, significant strides are being taken to directly incorporate State Water Plan 

policies and recommendations into the Coordinated Water System Plan process and documentations.

E-21 11/20/2017 Member of Public Ed Edelson Southbury

Excellent and comprehensive report.  My main concerns based on the executive report are: 1) stronger statement on handling unused diversion registration to minimize risk of future 

withdrawals at time of drought, 2) the concept of balance is not just between water uses but also with land uses; the latter affects water recharge and groundwater quality and it is not just 

about agricultural use, 3) I did not see reference to the need for municipalities to be able to enforce restrictions in time of severe drought.    I would encourage some words about the need 

not to constrain economic development based on the severe drought scenario; instead focus should be on low-impact development that minimizes impact of severe drought situation.  

Towns should be encouraged to consider retrofitting infrastructure to apply LID.    I continue to believe that the ecological models are in need of refinement/calibration before they can be 

used reliably.  This is based on my experience with the Meso-Habitat simulation tool used in the Pomperaug Watershed.  Its modeling results did not correlate well with our anecdotal 

experience.  More work is needed here.

Much of the commentary (registered diverions, drought management, drought response, low impact development) is addressed in several places in the 

plan.  These issues will be addressed further through implementation.

E-22 11/20/2017 Member of Public Art Elmers Fort Lee

When considering ways to conserve potable water I ask that there consideration be made for all those in the irrigation industry in Connecticut. Please don't simply ban outside watering of 

landscapes or restrict usage to two days a week. This only serves to destroy an industry and leads to the loss of thousands of jobs as well as reduces any mitigation of green house gases 

provided by healthy turf and landscapes.   Strategies to be considered to conserve outdoor water use on landscapes include:  1.  Require or encourage use of Smart Irrigation Technology   

2. Sales Tax Holidays for the purchase of Water Conserving Products  3. Set water allotments based on lot size which could be adjusted for different drought levels and allows the consumer 

to prioritize which areas of their property to maintain.  4. Require flow monitoring, recording and reporting of outdoor water usage.  5. Multi-Tiered water pricing.  6. Require or encourage 

the use of high efficiency micro or drip irrigation.  7. Require or encourage use for outdoor landscaping of reclaimed water wherever possible.    Consider that Irrigation Professionals know 

the ways in which to reduce outdoor water use and to arbitrarily curtain outdoor water use without using the knowledge base of these professionals is a waste of our most precious 

resource, the Human one.

These comments regarding outdoor water use (landscaping, irrigation) include many specific suggestions that are ideal for plan implementation.

E-23 9/22/2017 Member of Public Joanne Z Evans Milford 

Please remove fluoride from our water.     When there are sooo many studies showing the harm in having fluoride in our bodies,  why are we still subjected to fluoridated water? I will not 

bore you with the names of these studies as I am certain that it would not only be redundant. it would waste your valuable time. Just let the record reflect that I, Joanne Z Evans, of Oak 

Bluff Road in Milford, CT, no longer want the water at my home to be fluoridated.    As a resident of Milford for the past sixty (60) years, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to 

have my concerns expressed.    Sincerely,   Joanne Z Evans

This comment regarding fluoride is relatively specific and is appropriate for implementation, as there was no discussion during the plan development.
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E-24 11/20/2017 Member of Public Kathy Fay New Haven

 Thank you for all your hard work drafting the CT State Water Plan.  Water is one of Connecticut’s most valuable resources and understanding more about it helps everyone to use it wisely.    

Water is a public trust resource and that fact should be mentioned more often in the Plan.  It is owned by all of Connecticut’s citizen’s and should be managed for everyone’s benefit, now 

and into the future.  This should be the guiding principle for all water management decisions and stated front and center in the State Water Plan.    Related to acknowledging water as a 

public trust resource, I think allowing the grandfathered taking of water is wrong.   Registered Diversions which dry up streams and kill fish is bad water management and should be 

prohibited.  Registered Diversions should be addressed in more concrete steps, such as subjecting them all to CT DEEP’s environmental review by 2020.     Since water is a public trust 

resource, we should have a vigorous water conservation program, making sure water is regarded as a valuable resource for everyone.  This program should be spearheaded by entities 

other than water utilities, whose revenues are based on volume of water sold.     Personally, I think it is crucial to focus more on stormwater management and green infrastructure and 

protection of watershed lands. Additionally, a prohibition of acceptance of fracking wastes or allowing pesticides to be used near state waterways is crucial. Not only are humans 

depending on our water resources, but all the other species with which we share this public resource.     Thank you for your consideration

Commentary has been added relative to water being in the public trust.  Relative to registered diversions, recommendations are provided as Policy 

Recommendations and Pathways Forward; taken together, the stated concerns can be addressed.  Water conservation is a significant theme in the plan 

and will also be addressed through implementation.  Finally, the plan provides a foundation for addressing stormwater, green infrastructure, fracking 

wastes, and pesticides through plan implementation, even though these were not significant issues in the plan as writen.

E-25 11/8/2017 Member of Public Stephanie FitzGerald New Haven

1. The water in Connecticut belongs to its residents.  The water utilities don't own our water; they manage it for us.  2. In August many of our smaller waterways dry up. A strategy needs to 

be developed/utilized to preserve stream flow throughout the year.

Commentary has been added relative to water being in the public trust.  Relative to streams druing up, recommendations are provided as Policy 

Recommendations and Pathways Forward for registered diversions and for instream flow; taken together, the stated concerns can be addressed. 

E-26 11/13/2017 Member of Public Sara Foster Bloomfield
I  approve the Ct State Water Plan with the recognition of present  global warming  threats to our states environment's  health Generally in support of having the plan; acknowledged.

E-27 11/20/2017 Member of Public Stephanie C. Fox Bloomfield

Water bottling operations are an unnecessary and private drain on a public resource. Once a water bottling corporation sinks its pumps into a well, it will never, ever stop sucking water 

out. It will spend money - and it has that money to burn - on attorneys to delay its ever being forced to do so. Meanwhile, it will crash the ecosystem it is drying, leaving human residents 

and other species with ruin and insufficient water. The revenue stream from this idiocy will be temporary, and the damage permanent. Do everything you can to impede that! Thank you.

Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  Relative to drying of 

water resources,  recommendations are provided as Policy Recommendations and Pathways Forward for registered diversions and for instream flow; 

taken together, the stated concerns can be addressed.

E-28 11/10/2017 Member of Public Frances Funk Coventry

Moving water from one watershed to another to supply an area that has exceeded its local water supply is a practice that should be prohibited.     Also, the admission of high-capacity 

water-bottling plants that ship water from a local supply out of the area should also be prohibited.     Water should be available where it is. To do otherwise runs the risk of none being 

available to the people at the source of local water. To move water from one watershed to another is disruptive to the environment and incredibly expensive.     Populations exceeding the 

local water supplies should be reconsidered. Water availability should be included in the planning considerations of municipalities. 

Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  Relative to the moving 

of water from one watershed to another, the plan addresses this through several avenues (Policy Recommendations and Pathways Forward for 

regionalization, interconnections, registered diverions [which may include interbasin transfers], and instream flow). 

E-29 11/14/2017 Member of Public Barbara Gurr Berlin

I appreciate the work of the WPC in devising this plan.I urge the council to devise SPECIFIC and BINDING regulations about the use of water in our state, particularly for industrial purposes 

(such as the CPV power plant in Oxford). Further, I would like to see the Council address the bottled water industry directly. Connecticut's water should NOT be monetized in ANY fashion, 

as suggested may be possible in section 5 -- are you crazy? NO private water, no monetized water. You absolutely MUST guarantee that CT's water is NEVER sold. It is NOT a taxable good, it 

is a PUBLIC good. I believe the drought planning needs to be strengthened, and we need an ACTUAL plan for conservation, one not led by industry (come one, seriously?) but that industry 

must FOLLOW. Thank you again for all this work. I understand that it is time-consuming and perhaps frustrating, but it is essential to our well-being. 

Commentary has been added relative to water being in the public trust.  Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been 

added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  The comment regarding development of "specific and binding" regulations is best deferred to plan 

implementation, which is when the Water Planning Council anticipates that new laws could be developed.  Relative to drought planning, the plan 

recommends several approaches and the Water Planning Council intends to address these recommendations while also addressing the State Drought 

Preparedness Plan.

E-30 11/15/2017 Member of Public William Hoefer Riverside

The development of a State Water Plan (SWP) presents a unique opportunity for the people of Connecticut, to protect our valuable natural waters for our own and future generations. It is 

our responsibility not only to move this Plan forward but to be sure that there are consequences for failing to adhere to it. Long under development, the SWP must propose precise means 

to solve the problems highlighted below in a timely manner. Everyone must conserve water, including large companies: The final SWP should recommend automatic, enforceable 

conservation measures for large water users, including private water companies and Plan for the inevitability of droughts: Connecticut must complete a drought plan for all 169 towns as 

soon as possible and include enforceable triggers for when conservation measures must be taken.    •Protect healthy streams: Maintaining streamflows is critical to protecting water 

quality and habitat for fish and wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water withdrawals attained Establish and approve a governing structure for the existing 

Water Planning Council to properly and effectively oversee the best use and management of water sources in the public trust.    •Evaluate all existing large water diversions: Many large 

water diversions were grandfathered in decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential impacts on water supplies. The final SWP should call for a thorough review of all 

grandfathered registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not adversely impact water levels.      •A statewide water plan needs to directly identify 

and communicate the social and financial benefits of Connecticut’s natural water resources as well as the necessity of adequate natural water resources for the subsistence and benefit of 

the general public and wildlife in the public trust.    •A CT State Water Plan must unequivocally support and allow for complete transparency of utility water use and management data by 

the public. State, and more specifically water utility, exemptions from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) must be eliminated. 

Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including specific enforeceable methods to promote water conservation; completion of 

the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; instream flow (Policy recommendation and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered); 

and existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).  

Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  And finally, new statutes adopted in 2017 will address availability of water utility 

information.

E-31 11/16/2017 Member of Public George Jacobi Mansfield

Dear Water Planning Council Members:

I am writing to push for a stronger State Water Plan (SWP) that offers specific policy solutions to protect Connecticut's water supplies and ensure adequate stream flows for fish and 

aquatic wildlife. Due to the impacts of climate change and drought being felt in communities across Connecticut and the nation, our state needs a water plan that sustainably balances 

public and private water needs with those of a healthy environment. The current draft of the SWP falls short in this regard.

Almost all of our surface freshwater comes from MA, NH, and VT, making the CT situation riskier than most.

The WPC should release a final State Water Plan that makes the following recommendations to the state Legislature:

- Water Conservation: The final SWP should recommend automatic, enforceable conservation measures for large water users, particularly private water companies and municipalities, 

during times of drought.

- Drought Planning: Connecticut needs a drought plan with a uniform, sensible set of triggers and actionable drought levels for all 169 towns, to be completed as soon as possible.

- Registered Diversions: The SWP should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not adversely 

impact water levels.

- Streamflow Regulations: The plan should recommend that water withdrawals attained through groundwater pumping be subject to Connecticut's streamflow regulations.

- Let’s not sell any of CTs ground water to private companies, i.e. Pepsi, Coke, Nestle.

Thank you for your consideration.

George Jacobi

Mansfield, CT

Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including specific enforeceable methods to promote water conservation; completion of 

the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; instream flow (Policy recommendation and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered); 

and existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).  

Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  And finally, regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has 

been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  

E-32 9/23/2017 Member of Public Lisa James Waterbury Protect our water, it's imperative to humans, animals, and plants, in fact the earth itself. Acknowledged.

E-33 11/19/2017 Member of Public David James Meriden
Water as a utility should be guaranteed and priced by use. We have decoupled with electricity, we can do so with water. Conservation= sustainability. Profit=depletion The plan recommendations provide a method for this to be addressed in implementation.



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

E-34 11/20/2017 Member of Public Iris Kaminski New Haven

Please consider including the following in the plan.    1.Water is a basic necessity that one cannot live without; and therefor should be defined as belonging to the public not be sold to for-

profit entities.   2.Pricing:   a.The plan should consider what is the true cost of water and pricing should be done accordingly. The state could consider tier pricing or conservation pricing in 

ensure efficient use of water.   b.As a necessity, water pricing should be equitable.  c.Stormwater pricing should be included in the plan.  3.Preventing water pollution should be high on the 

list. It is easier to prevent pollution than to treat pollution, and in many cases pollution is irreversible. For example ground water once polluted – will self clean in a thousand years. 

Preventing pollution is crucial to preserve our water resources. I will just mention two types of pollution with my comment:   a. Pollution from unsafe herbicides and pesticides used on 

private home lawns, golf courses, and for agriculture: These should be addressed in the Water plan. These types of pollutions should be stopped as soon as possible. Alternatives that are 

proven to be safe should be highly considered as substitutes. In my opinion it would be wise to out-phase known dangerous herbicides and pesticides use in Connecticut altogether.  b.  

Pollution from sewage overflow: Some towns/cities have combined sewage systems that do not have capacities to carry additional loads when it rains. In these cases, raw sewage may 

overflow into our streams, rivers and into the Sound. I believe we should be proactive about finding ways to reduce loads (pricing mentioned in section 2), education, continue building bio 

swales, and encouraging people to rain harvest and conserve.           Thank you very much for reviewing my comments.    

Comment 1 involves water being in the public trust; text has been added to the plan to clarify this.  Comment 2 is largely about pricing of water, 

conservation, and stormwater; these specific suggestions are meant to be addressed in implementation, as the plan sets the foundation for these topics.  

Comment 3 contains many suggestions that are collectively about pollution from various chemicals, pesticides, sewage, etc.  Pollution prevention was not 

a primary theme for consensus during the development of the plan, but it may be important to address going forward through implementation and/or 

future plan editions.  Note that the plan does affirm commitment to maintaining water quality through use of the State's water quality standards.

E-35 11/20/2017 Member of Public Patrick Kearney Mancheseter

Although the State Water Plan Final Draft Report was full of information, it did not look at how we got to this point.  The report should include a section discussing historical usage of water 

in the State.  I think it would be beneficial since most of our cities and towns were located in areas with the abundance of water.  This was for irrigation, power, travel, etc.  As the cities and 

towns flourished, dependence on water changed.  Are we now at the point where this needs to change?    The plan is also very one sided, it looks mostly at water system and their usage.  

This is most likely due to the available data.  I think the State Plan should look at all the competing interests, the water needed for each and the economical impacts.  It really does not.  

What needs to be done is look at entire State's water needs as a whole, not just water systems.  Diversion Regulations are only one part of it.      The State needs to spend more time doing 

investigative research.  This needs to be done scientifically.  The State doesn't have the stream flow gauges necessary to draw conclusions.  It doesn't have the ground water monitoring in 

place necessary to make recommendations.      This report shows that more work is needed before any new regulations are implemented.  The report also does not really acknowledge that 

there are many different surface water classifications and ground water classification than A and B.  Seeing this makes the document suspect.      Thank you for your time.        

Regarding the historical use of water in the state, this may be an interesting topic to incorporate into the ongoing education and outreach components of 

the plan development, which will directly feed into the education and oureach related to plan implementation.  The remaining commentary is mainly 

about available data and lack of certain data.  The plan acknowledges this and contains specific recommendations to address data gaps.  The comments 

also note that "more work is needed before any new regulations are implemented" and we concur.  The implementation phase will provide opportunities 

for additional work and developing new regulations.

E-36 10/13/2017 Member of Public Jennifer Kleindienst Middletown

Private Residential Wells: I appreciate that this section recommends education for well owners.  In the final plan, I would like to see this education active, not just on a website people may 

not know about, I appreciate that this section calls for periodic water testing for well owners and that well reports will be made searchable.  I am concerned that this is not required.  Well 

testing can make a well owner aware that issues present health concerns.  The final plan should investigate ways to make testing cost-effective, since this is often a barrier to testing.The 

final plan should provide solutions to legal issues if a well pumps local groundwater dry, as this affects drinking water for many more households, businesses, and wildlife.      Water 

Registrations:It should not be legal to pump rivers dry, and I’m pleased to see that obsolete registrations will be taken off the books.  However, the plan does not go far enough to address 

registrations, which have caused many water conflicts in our state.  The final plan must have strong recommendations for ways to address these roadblocks, which can impact water in the 

following ways: Water should be a right, not a privilege, and therefore should be a public trust resource.   Registrations disrupt this, making water management impossible and 

irresponsible. Current diversions are not required to implement conservation measures, nor do they require environmental review, potentially damaging our natural resource and habitats.  

Our state has a variety of water needs, but it’s hard to see which areas need the most attention because of registrations.  We need to identify to have realistic planning. Registrations 

should not exist in perpetuity, but should be revised or retired when appropriate.  If we can’t address the ongoing grandfathered registrations, how will this plan help Connecticut in the 

future?    Water Conservation: Water conservation should be paramount in the plan.  The plan supports conservation as a goal, but needs a lot of improvement to make this goal robust 

and effective.  Connecticut needs a comprehensive drought plan before the next drought, not after.  There is not enough urgency currently. Household water use has dropped significantly.  

Future conservation efforts should not be lead by biased utilities. Water pricing needs to be decoupled for public utilities to encourage conservation. Stream health is critical for a healthy 

ecosystem.  The plan does not give enough attention to the value of these streams during droughts and seems to regard dried-up streams as a necessary casualty of drought.  This is 

unacceptable as a planning principle. Many droughts aren’t statewide, but local or regional within the state.  Municipalities should (and should have the authority to) enact emergency 

water conservation ordinances to allow temporary bans on watering lawns or other emergency water conservation measures.Water and energy conservation are closely related, as energy 

is needed to treat water at all stages, and water is used to cool power facilities.  Controlling peak energy demand helps to conserve water.  Both should be given more attention in the final 

plan. 

Regarding private wells, all of the comments are appropriate recommendations for the implementation phase.  The Pathway Forward for private wells will 

enable any number of these suggestions to be addressed.  Registrations are handled with Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward 

recommendations which together will enable review of all registrations during implementation.  Water conservation is "paramount" in the plan, as 

suggested.  Numerous specific recommendations in the plan will provide a platform for conservation-related implementation.  The Connecticut Drought 

Preparedness and Response Plan is under review by the Water Planning Council parallel to this plan.  Finally, the connection between water and energy is 

addressed in the plan but could be further investigated going forward, with elements directed to implementation and elements directed to future plan 

editions.

E-37 11/15/2017 Member of Public Jane
Kochersperge

r
Cos Cob

Everyone must conserve water, including large companies: The final SWP should recommend automatic, enforceable conservation measures for large water users, including private water 

companies and municipalities, during times of drought. Plan for the inevitability of droughts: Connecticut must complete a drought plan for all 169 towns as soon as possible and include 

enforceable triggers for when conservation measures must be taken.  Protect healthy streams: Maintaining streamflows is critical to protecting water quality and habitat for fish and 

wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water withdrawals attained through groundwater pumping be closed and require those withdrawals to be subject to 

Connecticut's streamflow regulations. It is currently legal to drawdown or extract water from groundwater and other sources creating artificial droughts resulting in aquatic wildlife kills. 

Prior regulatory language that served to protect our water supplies was eliminated in 2012. Establish and approve a governing structure for the existing Water Planning Council to properly 

and effectively oversee the best use and management of water sources in the public trust. Evaluate all existing large water diversions: Many large water diversions were grandfathered in 

decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential impacts on water supplies. The final SWP should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered registrations (not just expired 

or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not adversely impact water levels.  A statewide water plan needs to directly identify and communicate the social and financial benefits 

of Connecticut’s natural water resources as well as the necessity of adequate natural water resources for the subsistence and benefit of the general public and wildlife in the public trust.  A 

CT State Water Plan must unequivocally support and allow for complete transparency of utility water use and management data by the public. State, and more specifically, water utility 

exemptions from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) must be eliminated.

Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including specific enforeceable methods to promote water conservation; completion of 

the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; instream flow (Policy recommendation and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered); 

and existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).  

Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  And finally, new statutes adopted in 2017 will address availability of water utility 

information.

E-38 11/20/2017 Member of Public Matthew L Kocyba Cos Cob

The development of a State Water Plan (SWP) presents a unique opportunity for the people of Connecticut, to protect our valuable natural waters for own and future generations. It is our 

responsibility not only to move this Plan forward but to be sure that it consequential. Long under development, the SWP must propose precise means to solve the problems highlighted 

below in a timely manner:    Everyone must conserve water, including large companies:The final SWP should recommend automatic, enforceable conservation measures for large water 

users, including private water companies and municipalities, during times of drought.       Plan for the inevitability of droughts: Connecticut must complete a drought plan for all 169 towns 

as soon as possible and include enforceable triggers for when conservation measures must be taken.    Protect healthy streams. Maintaining streamflows is critical to protecting water 

quality and habitat for fish and wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water withdrawals attained through groundwater pumping be closed and require those 

withdrawals to be subject to Connecticut's streamflow  regulations. It is currently legal to drawdown or extract water from groundwater and other sources creating artificial droughts 

resulting in aquatic wildlife kills. Prior regulatory language that served to protect our water supplies was eliminated in 2012.     The importance attached to a well-conceived state water 

plan should include the establishment of tiers of use and thresholds of restraint/restriction when rainfall deficits produce obvious reductions in available resources. Since this resource has 

been monitized, so should it’s negligent overuse in times of relative scarcity.    Establish and approve a governing structure for the existing Water Planning Council to properly and 

effectively oversee the best use and management of water sources in the public trust.    Evaluate all existing large water diversions: Many large water diversions were grandfathered in 

decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential impacts on water supplies. The final SWP should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered registrations (not just expired 

or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not adversely impact water levels.    A statewide water plan needs to directly identify and communicate the social and financial 

benefits of Connecticut’s natural water resources as well as the necessity of adequate natural water resources for the subsistence and benefit of the general public and wildlife in the public 

trust.    A CT State Water Plan must unequivocally support and allow for complete transparency of utility water use and management data by the State, and more specifically, water utility 

exemptions from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) must be eliminated.

Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including specific enforeceable methods to promote water conservation; completion of 

the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; instream flow (Policy recommendation and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered); 

and existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).  

Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  And finally, new statutes adopted in 2017 will address availability of water utility 

information.
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E-39 11/20/2017 Member of Public
Anitra 

Brooks
Kocyba Greenwich

The development of a State Water Plan (SWP) presents a unique opportunity for the people of Connecticut, to protect our valuable natural waters for own and future generations. It is our 

responsibility not only to move this Plan forward but to be sure that it consequential. Long under development, the SWP must propose precise means to solve the problems highlighted 

below in a timely manner:    EVERYONE MUST CONSERVE WATER, INCLUDING LARGE COMPANIES:The final SWP should recommend automatic, enforceable conservation measures for 

large water users, including private water companies and municipalities, during times of drought.       PLAN FOR THE INEVITABILITY OF DROUGHTS: Connecticut must complete a drought 

plan for all 169 towns as soon as possible and include enforceable triggers for when conservation measures must be taken.    PROTECT HEALTHY STREAMS:  Maintaining streamflows is 

critical to protecting water quality and habitat for fish and wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water withdrawals attained through groundwater pumping be 

closed and require those withdrawals to be subject to Connecticut's streamflow  regulations. It is currently legal to drawdown or extract water from groundwater and other sources 

creating artificial droughts resulting in aquatic wildlife kills. Prior regulatory language that served to protect our water supplies was eliminated in 2012.     The importance attached to a well-

conceived state water plan should include the establishment of tiers of use and thresholds of restraint/restriction when rainfall deficits produce obvious reductions in available resources. 

Since this resource has been monitized, so should it’s negligent overuse in times of relative scarcity.    Establish and approve a governing structure for the existing Water Planning Council to 

properly and effectively oversee the best use and management of water sources in the public trust.    EVALUATE ALL EXISTING LARGE WATER DIVERSIONS: Many large water diversions 

were grandfathered in decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential impacts on water supplies. The final SWP should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered 

registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not adversely impact water levels.    A statewide water plan needs to directly identify and communicate 

the social and financial benefits of Connecticut’s natural water resources as well as the necessity of adequate natural water resources for the subsistence and benefit of the general public 

and wildlife in the public trust.    A CT State Water Plan must unequivocally support and allow for complete transparency of utility water use and management data by the State, and more 

specifically, water utility exemptions from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) must be eliminated.    

Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including specific enforeceable methods to promote water conservation; completion of 

the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; instream flow (Policy recommendation and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered); 

and existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).  

Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  And finally, new statutes adopted in 2017 will address availability of water utility 

information.

Please consider the following issues in the draft CT Water  Plan:  - Registration of diversions over 50,000 gallons/day  Conservation: Registered water diversions are not required to 

implement water conservation measures.  Ecological Needs: Registered water diversions were granted with no environmental review and allow pumping volumes that dry up 

streams. There is still no process for environmental review now.  Regional Water Planning: A number of the regional basins are shown with critical water needs. Some basins have real 

water deficits that need to be addressed and others do not, but because of registrations included as water claims, realistic planning cannot proceed.  Public Trust Resource: There is no 

discussion that water is a public trust resource, held in trust by the state for the benefit of current and future uses. When registrations are regarded as “carved in stone” claims on water 

resources, but no longer benefit current or future uses, the state is not conducting responsible management of our public trust water resources.  No “Pathway Forward” Proposed: Lack of 

any discussion of revisions to or retirement of registrations in the draft Plan, because it is a politically difficult issue, means the draft Plan does not seriously address improvements in 

future water resource planning. If we can’t address current problems, how will the draft Plan help us going forward? The Plan needs a bold and brave proposal for a commission to study 

and prepare a plan recommending how to retire registered water diversions.    - Conservation of Water:  Conservation Effort: The Plan is biased toward modest water-customer 

conservation efforts, led by the water utilities. But water use by customers has dropped significantly (about 12 percent) in recent years. And, since water conservation normally means less 

revenue for water utilities, one can hardly expect an energetic and enthusiastic conservation program with utilities in the lead.   Water Conservation Pricing: One promising approach to 

water conservation that does not unduly stress water utilities is water pricing that separates the direct connection between volumes of water sold and revenue gained. The approved water 

rate is sufficient for infrastructure maintenance. This is sometimes called “decoupling.” Connecticut has adopted decoupling provisions for private water companies. Public utilities have not 

been enthusiastic. They do not want state rate regulation.      Drought Planning. Connecticut has been working on an updated drought plan for more than 10 years. There is universal 

agreement that we need a plan that provides for fair and prudent water management in times of drought (such as the summers of 2015 and 2016). But in the state draft Plan, there is no 

urgency with respect to moving a state drought plan forward for approval. It is critical to have a better drought plan in place before the next drought.  Water Conservation and Ecological 

Health: The Plan states that droughts or other water shortages that harm streams must be addressed in planning. Having water available in pipes while streambeds are dry is not 

acceptable. But, in general, there is little emphasis on using conservation measures to protect natural streams. Taken as a whole, the Plan implies that meeting instream or ecological needs 

will be difficult or impossible, as if the impracticality of saving high-quality streams is a foregone conclusion. Municipal Conservation Efforts: The draft Plan gives only slight attention to the 

role of municipalities and the need for adoption of enforceable municipal water conservation measures.  This is important in times of drought and emergency as water utilities have no 

enforcement powers. The state governor has authority (yet to be exercised) to declare a statewide drought emergency. But often drought and water emergencies occur on a local or 

regional scale. A local lawn-watering ban might be what is needed, enforced by the municipality. But if the town hasn’t enacted an emergency water conservation ordinance, it can’t 

enforce a lawn-watering ban or any other water conservation measures.  

Water Conservation = Energy Conservation: The Plan needs to give more attention to the relationship between water conservation and energy conservation. Energy is used to treat water 

before distribution, during distribution, and for wastewater treatment after use. Water is used for cooling power facilities and delivering hydropower. One of the most effective approaches 

to conserving water and energy is to control peak demand. Entire streams are diverted and power plants built to meet demand in peak-use times. For example, a hydro facility may 

impound a river year round so that the plant can supply a small amount of electricity for, say, three months of the year.    Thank you

E-41 11/18/2017 Member of Public Juerg Loser Cos Cob

Evaluate all existing large water diversions: Many large water diversions were grandfathered in decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential impacts on water supplies. 

The final SWP should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not adversely impact water levels. A 

statewide water plan needs to directly identify and communicate the social and financial benefits of Connecticut’s natural water resources as well as the necessity of adequate natural 

water resources for the subsistence and benefit of the general public and wildlife in the public trust. 

The plan provides a foundation for reviewing all existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway 

Forward recommendations are offered).  Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  

E-42 11/18/2017 Member of Public Erika Loser Cos Cob

Everyone must conserve water, including large companies: The final SWP should recommend automatic, enforceable conservation measures for large water users, including private water 

companies and municipalities, during times of drought.  Plan for the inevitability of droughts: Connecticut must complete a drought plan for all 169 towns as soon as possible and include 

enforceable triggers for when conservation measures must be taken. Protect healthy streams: Maintaining streamflows is critical to protecting water quality and habitat for fish and 

wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water withdrawals attained through groundwater pumping be closed and require those withdrawals to be subject to 

Connecticut's streamflow regulations.

Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including specific enforeceable methods to promote water conservation; completion of 

the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; instream flow (Policy recommendation and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered); 

and existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).

E-43 11/10/2017 Member of Public Jay Louden Greenwich

Having attended a public meeting of the Planning Council and heard that data from wells is not comprehensive, I mentioned to Ms. Mathieu and submit here that the planning council 

might consider the use of a technology available to drilled-well owners that allows them to wirelessly monitor the static head of their individual wells. This capability involves installation of 

a stand-alone unit installed under/through the well cap that sends a signal via a transponder downward to the water level in the well, and returns the signal for calculation of that point, 

converting to a measurement of height in the well. A small antenna - not unlike that employed by solar panel lessors like Solar City - transmits that data point wirelessly to a internet-

connected receiver on the property. In addition to the value of the information to the well owner, that information could be sent to a central data center for its predictive and diagnostic 

value in forming water usage policy and practices, even where water resources are centrally provided by reservoirs.    The installation of these monitoring devices could be incentivized by a 

small compensation either in the form of a one-time free installation/maintenance agreement or a permanent/long-term (10 years) reduction/deduction against a town or state tax or 

other fee.    The benefit of installation of hundreds of these monitors across the state seems obvious: at any moment, with the right analytical software, all the interested parties to the 

management of our water resources become able to increase knowledge of water resource status with great precision, and over time, recommend policies both locally, regionally and 

statewide as to what practices should be invoked to preserve the greatest possible benefit from declining water resources during periods of drought. If adopted by our neighboring states, 

the value of this data is inestimable, given the possibility of more drought periods in New England. 

These comments regarding private well monitoring include many specific suggestions that are ideal for plan implementation.  The Pathway Forward for 

private wells provides the foundation for this work.

WallingfordKoepferAdelheidMember of Public9/27/2017E-40

Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including the numerous specific comments about existing diversion registrations 

whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).  Text has been added to the plan 

about water being in the public trust.  Water conservation is a significant theme in the plan, and implementation will address many specific comments 

about conservation such as incentives, water pricing, etc.  Likewise, the plan contains recommended policy and pathways forward for drought 

management and municipality-driven water conservation, all of which can lead to specific actions during implementation.  The plan certainly does not 

"imply that meeting instream or ecological needs will be difficult or impossible," and it offers Policy and Pathway Forward recommendations for instream 

flow.   Finally, the connection between water and energy is addressed in the plan but could be further investigated going forward, with elements directed 

to implementation and elements directed to future plan editions.
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E-44 11/17/2017 Member of Public Chris Lund Groton

I recently reviewed the draft water plan.  Unfortunately, it deals almost exclusively with drinking water issues and therefore lacks adequate consideration of the stormwater and 

wastewater components one would expect to find within a truly comprehensive plan.  At a minimum, an annex or appendix on wastewater and stormwater should be a part of the project.  

Remember, drinking water starts as stormwater (in the form of rain) and ultimately ends up as wastewater.  All three parts need consideration.    The State should consider  moving 

responsibility for regulating and managing drinking water from DPH to DEEP, so all environmental regulating and permitting is completed by one agency.  This consolidation would also 

ensure better coordination and communication between the various water functions and consistent policies that did not conflict between agencies and organizations.    One example of 

conflicting policy:  The drinking water industry uses various phosphate based corrosion inhibitors in their systems.  The phosphate that leaches into the water must then be removed by the 

wastewater industry to prevent nutrient overload in the environment.  The cost of removal is born wholly by the treatment industry while there is no incentive or disincentive to the 

drinking water industry to reduce or eliminate the phosphates from their product.  DEEP cannot enforce a standard on drinking water because DPH is the regulatory body.

Stormwater and wastewater were not elevated to the same level of concern as consensus issues during the plan development process, but there is some 

discussion in the plan.  A new section has been added to further acknowledge the individual issues that were not addressed as heavily, such as 

stormwater.  Regarding the consolidation of DPH and DEEP relative to water management, this is something that can be discussed by the Water Planning 

Council and the legislature outside the context of the plan.  The State Water Plan needed to be developed with an assumption that multiple agencies will 

continue to manage water as they presently manage water, or it will be difficult to implement.

E-45 10/29/2017 Member of Public Sharon Marcantonio East Hampton
Communities...the people that live there..should come before BIG BUSINESS,PERIOD!  THEY PAY TAXES.... Acknowledged.

E-46 11/20/2017 Member of Public Joan Margenot Cos Cob

FOR THE WATER PLANNING COUNCIL.docx Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including specific enforeceable methods to promote water conservation; completion of 

the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; instream flow (Policy recommendation and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered); 

and existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).  

Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  And finally, new statutes adopted in 2017 will address availability of water utility 

information.

E-47 11/20/2017 Member of Public Kim McClain Glastonbury

We need to ensure that we are doing everything within our ability to leave a positive legacy and protect our precious natural resource - water.It is abundantly clear that we do not have a 

limitless supply of fresh water given our recent experiences with sever drought in our state. Drought plans should be required of all towns.  Bottled water should not be allowed to be sold 

out of state as this depletes our own water supply.  Fertilizers and herbicides and pesticides should have sales tax apply for all non-farm use.  State and town governments need to have a 

stronger partnership to educate our citizens about water including posting of information about proper use of chemicals in town halls, websites and at the point of purchase. Significant 

fees should apply to the permitting for lawn irrigation systems.  All new systems should be required to have humidity sensors so water is not wasted. 

The Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan and the Pathway Forward in the State Water Plan will help advance drought planning at the 

municipal level.  Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  The 

plan provides a foundation for addressing fertilizers and pesticides through plan implementation, even though these were not significant issues in the plan 

as writen.  Finally, partnerships in education are important as the comment notes, and the implementation phase will include ongoing outreach, education, 

and public involvement.

E-48 11/19/2017 Member of Public Marija Mikolajczak Greenwich

Innovative ideas for water protection and safety should be considered. For example replacing traditional sewage treatment with municipal biodigesters (create energy, clean compost, and 

clean water). Another example, promoting composting toilets at home and commercial levels with preference over septic and changing regulatory situation to promote the more 

environmentally based composting over septics which lead to nitrogen overload.      Everyone must conserve water, including large companies:The final SWP should recommend automatic, 

enforceable conservation measures for large water users, including private water companies and municipalities, during times of drought.     Plan for the inevitability of droughts: 

Connecticut must complete a drought plan for all 169 towns as soon as possible and include enforceable triggers for when conservation measures must be taken.    Protect healthy streams. 

Maintaining streamflows is critical to protecting water quality and habitat for fish and wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water withdrawals attained 

through groundwater pumping be closed and require those withdrawals to be subject to Connecticut's streamflow  regulations. It is currently legal to drawdown or extract water from 

groundwater and other sources creating artificial droughts resulting in aquatic wildlife kills. Prior regulatory language that served to protect our water supplies was eliminated in 2012.     

The importance attached to a well-conceived state water plan should include the establishment of tiers of use and thresholds of restraint/restriction when rainfall deficits produce obvious 

reductions in available resources. Since this resource has been monitized, so should it’s negligent overuse in times of relative scarcity.    Establish and approve a governing structure for the 

existing Water Planning Council to properly and effectively oversee the best use and management of water sources in the public trust.    Evaluate all existing large water diversions: Many 

large water diversions were grandfathered in decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential impacts on water supplies. The final SWP should call for a thorough review of 

all grandfathered registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not adversely impact water levels.    A statewide water plan needs to directly identify 

and communicate the social and financial benefits of Connecticut’s natural water resources as well as the necessity of adequate natural water resources for the subsistence and benefit of 

the general public and wildlife in the public trust.    A CT State Water Plan must unequivocally support and allow for complete transparency of utility water use and management data by 

the State, and more specifically, water utility exemptions from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) must be eliminated.

Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including specific enforeceable methods to promote water conservation; completion of 

the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; instream flow (Policy recommendation and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered); 

and existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active (Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).  

Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  And finally, new statutes adopted in 2017 will address availability of water utility 

information.

E-49 11/18/2017 Member of Public Susan Murray Hartland

Good plan with the exception of making water companies exempt from plan.  Better think about changing plan as water will soon be more valuable than gold & CT residents will be left 

high & dry.  We have the best water in the country... don't let others legally take it from us with us having a leg to stand on.  Advocate water protection for the residents of CT  Thanks

Water companies are not exempt from the majority of the laws and programs described in the plan, nor will they be exempt from many of the laws that 

are developed subsequent to the plan implementation.  We believe the plan does advocate for water protection.

E-50 10/27/2017 Member of Public Karen Nichols Middletown

I am very concerned that our water rights are protected in the State of CT and not sold for corporate interests.  Water has become a commodity and research shows that we need to 

protect its rights to remain a viable state.  Recent droughts can attest to this fact and proper water management is vital to the continued health of our state.  Please listen to our concerns 

as citizens and taxpayers and protect this valuable asset.    Thank you.    

Acknowledged.

E-51 10/25/2017 Member of Public Pamela O'neil Hamden

Please prioritize water as a public trust, strengthen minimum streamflow standards, enact stronger conservation measures for large water users, and provide thorough reviews of 

registered diversions to ensure a healthy environment and protect consumers.  Please consider communicating thorough all media that we are in a drought and issue suggestions for 

preserving our precious water.  Take a page out of the playbooks of Calif. and the Southwest .  thank you

 Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  Policy and Pathway Forward recommendations have been provided for instream 

flow standards.  Numerous water conservation recommendations are offered for implementation.  Policy and Pathway Forward recommendations are 

provided for review of all registered diversions. 

E-52 11/17/2017 Member of Public Linda Pagani Bloomfield

Linda Paganicomments on state water plan.pdf The first set of comments about water conservation and the need to focus on non-residential water conservation along with residential is well-suited for 

implementation, since that is the phase that will be able to address the specifics of how water conservation is advanced, working with different water 

users.  Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  Regarding the 

Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan, the Water Planning Council is working through its review.

E-53 7/27/2017 Member of Public Mike Papa Stamford Artscape organic care llc

Stamford 7 27 / 2017.  Dear ladies & gentlemans .   My Name is Mike g Papa. I attended many water plan meetings . I come to the conclusion that we ( as people).. underestimate the 

potential benefits we just leave behind as a result of mediocre water management strategy in place today at the local , state and federal levels . Even as we suffer the consequences of 

pollution in the waterways , chronic diseases , shortage of water , still .... the public individually or trough the elected representatives are not in tune with the implementation and 

exsecution of TRUE stewardship work that include first and foremost an EXCELLENT STRATEGY of managing the water in a way that will be (((an asset ))) helping the mineralization and 

immobilization of nutrients in the landscape ecosystem , avoiding leaching then into the waterways Today we the people of this greath state and country are suffering the consequences of 

our own lack of involvement ! We are at the mercy of the WEATHER ! The idea to allow the water company to solve water problem it is not working . The solution it is to work at each (( 

local  level of government ))to being able to deliver some EXCELLENT stewardship work from witch the rest of people and private sector can learn . Local government being non profit are 

qualified to attend classes at u conn , deep etchetera and DELIVER !!!  The problem today at all level of government there is to much NARRATIVE and very little EXSECUTION . ... Nature will 

do most on it's OWN if we take the time to manage it's laws . Sincerely. Mike g Papa.

Acknowledged.

E-54 10/23/2017 Member of Public Mike Papa Stamford 

Dear Water Planning Council : In our humble opinion I sincerely feel that an EXCELLENT strategy need to be put in place . This water plan ... that all of you are working on it is to complex to 

follow with the many narratives without real RESULTS !!   I noticed our state suffered the drought cisting the TAX PAYERS a fortune In a desperate move we spend millions of dollars to pipe 

water to different locations . Today as we take the pipes out , it looks like we are going to spend additional millions ((to return with the pipes again )) , since we are suffering another 

drought . During the last 7 years attended many public hearings warning of the importance of LOCAL GOVERNMENT to play a more active role to educate the general public about the 

importance of making better use of WATER in the landscape ecosystem , and to allow our professional municipal workers to become professionals in this regard !  But as of today not much 

it is done .  The state of Connecticut it is FAILING MISERABLY IN THIS REGARD !  The ct consumer protection agency license BUSINESS without any training at all about water management 

and agronomy !!  I sincerely consider this behavior from our state a CRIME ! As a result we are at risk of going BROKE ! . I urge all people of GOOD WILL to practice true stewardship 

strategy . A failure in this regard will make us suffer the consequence.   

Acknowledged.



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

E-55 11/19/2017 Member of Public Rod Parlee Bolton

The plan should include detailed data and maps of Level "A" aquifers in the state.    Encourage support of the CT DEEP RBV and Stream temperature monitoring program.    Develop a 

statewide baseline of stream, pond and lake temperatures.    Have detailed data on salt water intrusion and set goals on how to manage.    Address the issue of importance of water 

conservation vs over consumption.    Make the reduction of extraction during droughts mandatory!    

Mapping associated with the Level A program is available from DEEP separate from the plan.  Comments about monitoring programs, temperature 

monitoring, and salt water intrustion data are aligned with the recommendations in the plan about data gaps, and should be addressed during 

implementation.  Water conservation is a significant theme in the plan and includes several recommendations.

E-56 11/20/2017 Member of Public Gary Pozzato Vernon

I see a big loop-hole for CT water utilities. The loop-hole is this:    The Water Diversion Program regulates activities that cause, allow or result in the withdrawal from, or the alteration, 

modification or diminution of, the instantaneous flow of the waters of the state through individual and general permits.    The WDP regulates pertain to water delivered via pipe line. 

Bottling water companies sending the bottles by truck anywhere out of that area or state should require a total review by DPH and DEEP and require a "Diversion Permit".    Thank you for 

your time and consideration.

Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  Relative to how 

bottling fits into the Water Diversion Policy Act and its statutes and regulations, this is an issue that can be taken up during plan implementation.

E-57 9/22/2017 Member of Public Stacy Prince Westport

I thank you for your work.    I'd like to see more done on the conservation front. Our current water distribution model actually hurts conservation efforts, since more water flowing through 

pipes = more money for water companies. So we have to think about controlling peak demand and separating water company profits from water company sales right?     The fair 

distribution of potable water will be the most important issue facing the world in the next generation. Taking steps now to put the health of residents first by protecting water sources and 

reigning in corporate excesses with better regulation AND enforcement is the best way to protect Connecticut's future.    

Acknowledged.

E-58 10/3/2017 Member of Public Beverly Propen Orange

As a parent, grandparent and environmentalist and Master Wildlife Conservationist, I urge you to have strict regulations to protect the drinking water for wildlife and everyone in 

Connecticut. Protect our water sources from fracking waste and other contaminants.  Do not allow any development in or near any watersheds .  The Indian River running through Orange, 

CT supports an array of wildlife and flows through many peoples' backyards.  We do not want any contaminants that may affect the quality of these waters.  Thank you.

Acknowledged.

E-59 9/22/2017 Member of Public Jacob R. Raitt Bridgeport

I have looked over the Connecticut State Water Plan Final Draft Report, and I am afraid that I have seen nothing guaranteeing the residents of the State that  Connecticut's water shall 

never be sold.      We all know that Nestle, as an example, has no qualms about stealing water from a State [see California], and then selling it back to the residents of the State.    I wish to 

see a written guarantee to the people of Connecticut that there are laws, rules and regulations in effect demonstrating that this will not and can not happen in the State.    Sincerely.

A planning document cannot make a guarantee, but this is the type of issue that can be addressed during implementation.

E-60 11/19/2017 Member of Public Sally Rieger Simsbury
state water plan personal comments.docx This letter requests that the Water Planning Council adopt the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan to help municipalities with drought 

ordinances.  Comments on the State Water Plan are not offered.

E-61 8/5/2017 Member of Public Ronald Roberts Wallingford

I believe we need to have tighter controls, laws and regulations limiting the amount and types of fertilizers that are used by homeowners, facilities (public & private) e.g. golf courses, 

school campuses etc. I also believe the above misuse and overuse products that are harmful to our water supply. I propose the use on natural, ecological friendly products for use. Litter, 

trash, rubbish dumped on the roadways, parking lots contribute harmfully to our water supply, sources and recreational areas. 

The plan provides a foundation for addressing fertilizers, litter, trash, and rubbish through plan implementation, even though these were not significant 

issues in the plan as written. 

E-62 10/8/2017 Member of Public Hugh Rogers Washington

Comments on the Draft CT State Water Plan Hugh Rogers  10.pdf Implementation of the plan will address many of these comments including the group of comments about private wells (through the Pathway Forward 

recommendations), methods to promote water conservation; completion of the Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; instream flow 

(Policy recommendation and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered); and existing diversion registrations whether unused, obsolete, or active 

(Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations are offered).  Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust. 

E-63 11/14/2017 Member of Public Sarah Ruden Hamden

Dear Water Planning Council Members:

Perhaps in fear of liability, the amount of chlorine added to water for domestic use seems to have risen in the town of Hamden. My skin is sensitive, and now reacts, with red, painfully 

itching burns, as it does to over-chlorinated pools.

May I at least know what the present chlorine content is, so that I can communicate this to a dermatologist in seeking treatment and a filter? The proliferation of chlorine filters in the 

consumer marketplace speaks to the overzealous use of chlorine by municipalities.

Although quality of distributed treated water was not addressed in the plan for any one specific water utility, water quality can be addressed during 

implementation.

E-64 9/21/2017 Member of Public Kendall Sanford Oxford

I am very concerned about the amount of water that will be used by the CPV Power Plant which is being built in Oxford, CT.  It will probably seriously deplete the aquifer which all the 

communities around Oxford depend on.    This needs to be seriously monitored, and if it is seen as depleting the aquifer, the power plant should be shut down.    The town of Oxford is not 

taking this seriously and has no plan in effect to determine if or when the aquifer is in danger of being being depleted.

Current laws limit the amount of water that can be withdrawn by the sources that are operated by the water utility.  Going forward, the Policy and 

Pathway Forward recommendations regarding instream flow and registered diversions can be used to address situations such as the one described here.

E-65 11/20/2017 Member of Public Jennifer Siskind South Glastonbury

There needs to be better transparency for environmental organizations and planning purposes. Public Act 17-211 was supposed to partially instill this, but maps remain dedacted and FOIA 

requests are still being denied.    This plan needs to recognize that water resources are a public right. In times of need, public need and access needs to be priority over business enterprise, 

especially non-essential water uses or sales.     There should be no monetizing of public water resources, period, and any mention of it needs to be removed from the state water plan.     

No further contracts similar to the MDC large volume sales to Niagara should be issued in the future. Water resources that exist in the state should not be bottled and sold out of state for 

profit. All possible measures to rescind the current Niagara and MDC contract should be made.    Low water, pre-drought and drought conditions need to be better considered, and large 

volume users, such as bottling plants, should be subject to reduction and suspension of use for the public good and to maintain adequate reservoirs.    Registered water diversions should 

be subject to environmental impact reviews, with low water flows considered.Retirement of registrations also needs to be considered.    

As a planning document, the plan itself cannot achieve the unilateral prohibitions offered in the comments.  Review of existing diversion registrations 

whether unused, obsolete, or active are addressed in the Policy recommendations and Pathway Forward recommendations.  Text has been added to the 

plan about water being in the public trust.  Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added to Section 6 to provide 

additional clarifications.

E-66 11/13/2017 Member of Public Crystal Sorber Branford

Water is vital to human life and should be safe, clean and available to the public. Private families' water use is only a small fraction of water use and waste.

Housing property management, municipal works and industrial businesses use and waste and contaminate far more water!

I wonder why there aren't stiffer regulations on coastal/watershed use of pesticide/fertilizer chemicals which can run off and harm waterways from northern CT to the sound. I have seen 

the bank of America and pine orchard golf club in Branford running their sprinklers during a tropical storm!

In addition, as a child I remember freely obtaining clean spring water from an area by the pine orchard golf club and greenway trail and by the year 2000 the club bought the parcel of land 

and placed a slab over the spring they undoubtedly have polluted by now. 

All people need water! Clean water! Industry and business and property owners must be held accountable for their wasteful activities. 

Acknowledged.

E-67 9/21/2017 Member of Public Kim Suminski Norwich

Why is the Norwich water supply filled with poisons that have reached unhealthy levels ? That have reached beyond the legal level ?  Why do we need a huge plant and chemicals at all  

when a steam machine and a charcoal  filter would be so much more effective than the chemicals that are making everyone sick !  Stop  the chemicals ! 

Although quality of distributed treated water was not addressed in the plan for any one specific water utility, water quality can be addressed during 

implementation.

E-68 9/21/2017 Member of Public Colette Thorpe Fairfield 
Please stop poisoning our water with fluoride. Individuals who think this is an acceptable drug should be free to decide for themselves whether or not to take it. The rest of us should be 

free to choose NOT to drug ourselves.

This comment regarding fluoride is relatively specific and is appropriate for implementation, as there was no discussion during the plan development.

E-69 10/29/2017 Member of Public Nancy Urban West Hartford

I believe that it is important that CT establish a state water plan that gives priority to local use.  There should be no further contracts with companies that bottle water to sell for profit.  And 

in the case of drought, priority should be given to local residents and companies for water use.  There should also be an incentive to conserve with households and companies that use less 

water pay a lower rate that those that use more.

Acknowledged; some of these issues can be taken up during implementation using the foundations developed in the plan.

E-70 9/21/2017 Member of Public Kelly Vaillancourt West Hartford

I would like to see the MDC disbanded and a new structure put in place.  I no longer trust this corporation (it is NOT a public non profit) with our public resources.  We need to have greater 

focus on making a plan on upcoming drought conditions and a smaller focus on monetizing a community resource that the MDC is stealing and selling.  The structure of how the towns 

unevenly pay for sewage is also an issue and should be rolled into the individual bills.

Acknowledged; these are issues that should be addressed outside the plan.
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E-71 10/23/2017 Member of Public Carissa Vega Woodbridge

I feel very strongly that the Water Plan needs to highlight that our water is a PUBLIC trust and that it belongs to the people (the residents in the community/state). That being said, the 

PUBLIC needs to be made more aware of issues (current and future) with regards to the water and water management. I also believe there needs to be a policy to prohibit the selling of our 

PUBLIC water for PRIVATE corporate uses (bottling companies).   We also need to have tighter regulation with regards to the acceptance of Fracking wastes and do everything possible to 

keep our water clean and safe for future generations. We should not be taking in toxic materials and instead be conserving our reservoirs and making sure the water is safe and accessible 

to public residents. 

Text has been added to the plan about water being in the public trust.  Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been added 

to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  While fracking waste was not elevated to be an issue discussed in the plan, it can be addressed going 

forward through implementation since it could impact water quality.

E-72 10/23/2017 Member of Public Mauriel Vega Woodbridge

Our water is a PUBLIC resource and should be treated as such. We must avoid temptations by corporations to come in a bottle our water to sell it. There needs to be regulation to avoid 

these types of transactions.    We need to be thinking about green infrastucture and storm water management to avoid contamination and preserve clean drinking water for everyone.    

We also need increased funding to pay for programs to protect and improve water quality.

Commentary has been added relative to water being in the public trust.   Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been 

added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  Finally, the plan provides a foundation for addressing stormwater and green infrastructure through 

plan implementation, even though these were not significant issues in the plan as written.

E-73 11/19/2017 Member of Public Richard Watson Bloomfield

 To Whom it may Concern,  I have a motto I try to live by that may help shed light on the issue of “balance” in the plan.  I am glad this subject in included already, even with its inconclusive 

and debated slants on the subject.  It seems that some aspects of “Compassion” have been raised although not by name.  I would like to add this word into the mix in the context of our 

American Pledge of Allegiance to the of American flag and the “Republic for which it stands,” one nation, indivisible, with liberty and JUSTICE for ALL."     Now that may seem 

inconsequential to most, or far too broad for in the water plan situation, but it certainly is NOT!  It is, in fact, one of the conclusions to (nearly) all the world’s faith traditions. We are here 

not for the powerful who wish to grab as much of the world’s goods for themselves at the expense of the less powerful!  We are here to learn to live in harmonious relationship with all 

Nature’s creations and benefits, with Compassion, aka Justice, for all.  These benefits include sanctuary, security, and equitable access to the gifts of the world’s resources, including clean 

air, and clean WATER, in balance with the social needs of communities.     So I offer this bit of all-important wisdom which I pen under all my communications, I wish I could find the author:      

Compassion means justice—and compassion is 'just' to the extent  that it gives to each person what is rightfully his or hers ...and theirs or its!  (even fish, streams, oceans, mountains, 

animals. ad infinitim!     Thank you for your interest and consideration, and best wishes for the best Water Plan in America!     Richard Watson        P.S. For greater information on this and 

related subjects, always consider THE EARTH CHARTER @earthcharter.org 

Acknowledged

E-74 11/20/2017 Member of Public Maureen Westbrook Clinton

As one who has been involved in the State Water Plan process from the onset with roles on various committees, I want to commend the WPC for the timely completion of the draft plan 

and the extent to which it strives to achieve the intended balance required by the Public Act.   There was considerable effort to carefully craft text and any recommendations to reflect a 

consensus of stakeholders.  Where that could not be achieved, the issues or concepts were appropriately noted and recommended for further study.      There are clearly more areas such 

as stormwater management, wastewater, and land use that need to be explored to have a full picture of the state’s water resources.  The plan provides a solid foundation to which those – 

and other issues - can be considered as time allows and more data and information is available.  The plan provides an approach and process for examining such issues which should be 

followed, with the current document considered a ‘start’ to the process.      With that in mind, I urge you to consider all the public comments received but NOT to make any substantive 

changes or additions to the plan recommendations in areas that were not already discussed or would not be consistent with the interests of all the stakeholders.  Specifically, if the plan is 

revised to include recommendations that would pursue amendments to expand the streamflow regulations before the impacts of the current rules are fully understood or to revoke or 

reduce registrations that are in use and not truly ‘obsolete’ there would be considerable opposition to that.   Further, new requirements for drought response or water use restrictions for 

large water users which have been suggested have not been vetted through the process would clearly cause concerns by a number of parties.     There is still an unknown legislative process 

before the plan is adopted and it is important to avoid complicating that by making substantive changes now to the plan that would take away from the stakeholder driven, consensus-

based approach that has been used to date.      Finally, it is critical that the plan identify a process and criteria for the WPC to consider before proposing or supporting any legislation to 

ensure it fully considers and reflects the intent of the plan and does not select single issues or take information out of context to advocate for a particular position.     Thank you.   

Acknowledged

E-75 11/9/2017 Member of Public Nicole Westfall New Haven

Dear Water Planing Council:    Thanks for your hard work in drafting the CT State Water Plan. This is a  great way to emphasize how valuable water resources are to our state.    Water is a 

public trust resource belonging to all Connecticut residents. I believe that point should be emphasized more often in the Plan. Connecticut's water should be managed for everyone's 

benefit, now and into the future. This should be the guiding principle for all water management decisions stated front and center in the state water plan.    I think also we should have a 

more rigorous water conservation that makes sure our water is regarded as a valuable resource for everyone. this program should be spearheaded by entities other than the water 

companies as they have a vested interest in exploiting our water resources.Conserving water is not only beneficial to our ecosystems, but it helps make our state more resilient to climate 

change and ensures our resource will be available for our children and our children's children.    Thank you again for all your hard work and I hope you take these comments, as well as all 

others you receive, into consideration and implement suggestions into the plan. 

Commentary has been added relative to water being in the public trust.   Regarding water conservation, the plan provides Policy recommendations and 

Pathway Forward recommendations that can provide the platform for many actions during implementation.

E-76 11/10/2017 Member of Public Cynthia Willauer Lyme

Re:  land management    The spread of impervious and poor management of storm water is resulting in excessive accumulation of silt and other earth materials in stream channels.  In 

some case these accumulations are impairing the natural flow of the stream and are associated with loss of deeper, colder rivers and the incubation of life therein.  Support for stormwater 

management and erosion control should also, in appropriate cases, be associated with restoring the river channel to its natural condition.    I submit this opinion in relation to the several 

streams in close relation to which I live, but my broader view corresponds with that of all who value Connecticut's streams and water courses for their benefit to the world around us and 

to our individual health and wellbeing.  This means that addressing the "balance" in water policy and practices requires corrective vision, for greater weight has been tended to societal and 

business claims on water than to the Planet's.  This opinion is dramatically and beautifully expressed in Pope Francis' encyclical letter of 2015 "On Care for Our Common Home, a short 

document that for all of us who are engaged in protecting our waters for our own and future generations is a "must read."    Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the State Water 

Plan and to make a suggestion for reading we might all benefit from, painful regarding the short term though it is, but destined for essential healing of our vulnerable common home. 

Stormwater was not elevated to the same level of concern as consensus issues during the plan development process, but there is some discussion in the 

plan.  A new section has been added to further acknowledge the individual issues that were raised but not given detailed attention.

E-77 11/20/2017 Member of Public Susannah Wood Norfolk

The plan should establish that water is a public resource. It seems too obvious to have to state, but our lives depend on access to clean water, as do the ecosystems we depend on. Private 

bottling companies should not have unlimited access to our water and their acquisition of it should be part of a larger plan that takes note of potential droughts and who has first rights to 

the water of the state - its citizens. The plan needs to tackle protection of watersheds and streams in drought conditions more clearly and fully. Also, as we live in an area with many private 

wells, I strongly urge much more positive effort to make well-testing easily available and more public outreach to alert the public to the need for such testing.

Commentary has been added relative to water being in the public trust.   Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been 

added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.  Protection of watersheds and streams in droughts will be advanced through implementation using 

the Policy and Pathway Forward recommendations about instream flow and droughts.  Finally, the Pathway Forward about private wells will provide the 

foundation for specific recommendations to be implemented regarding testing.



Comments for the State Water Plan

I am increasingly concerned about the belief that water can be owned by some who then controls 
access to that water by others.   

The WUCC process seems broken and disconnected from the process envisioned by the state water 
plan.  Holders of ESAʼs seem to enjoy the benefits but little of the responsibilities for all who live 
within those areas.

Itʼs not acceptable for a water utility to provide water to an industry who asks for it, even pay for the 
infrastructure to bring that water to them, while denying to provide water for an individual or 
community in need of safe water because it would be too expensive.  Should an industry such as a 
bottled water plant take priority over citizens of our state?  Because an industry or individuals have 
the wealth to buy access to water and others do not, violates the human right to have access to 
clean, safe, drinking water at an affordable cost.

Those who use more should pay more, itʼs the only way to ensure equity in water supply.

If a water utility discovers that the service from the street to a customerʼs home contains lead.  They 
are required to disclose this to the customer along with the dangers of not replacing this pipe. If the 
customer cannot afford or choses not to replace the pipe and the water utility does not want to pay for 
the replacement itself, who is responsible for the child or children living in that residence who are 
drinking water contaminated with lead?  Doesnʼt that child have the right to drinking water that is 
clean and safe.

If wells are contaminated or running dry in parts of CT and the water utility in that ESA chooses not to 
pay for the connection to bring them water, and the well owners canʼt afford it themselves, who is 
responsible for the children who need water?

The DPH cannot afford to correct all these inequities, nor should it have to.  Private water utilities 
should be required to consider the health and safety of all within its ESA, not just the ones they 
choose, not just those they believe they can make a profit off of. When a private water company is 
responsible to shareholders and not the public, inequities increase.

I donʼt have all the answers, but the state water plan needs to address this.  I understand that there 
are many things the shapers of the plan could not come to consensus about, but a priority needs to 
be placed on things that violate the human right to access to clean, safe drinking water, especially for 
our children who have no power or say in our decisions.

I think CT needs to explore alternative ways of pricing for water utilities that is more sustainable and 
equitable.  Our water needs to be in the hands of the public.  Water should not be a resource for 
making profits.  Human rights to water needs to be embedded in legislation.

Judy Allen



November 18, 2017 

Water Planning Council 

c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT 06051 

 

Re:  State Water Plan Draft Report Comments 

 

To the members of the Water Planning Council: 

 

First, congratulations on the release of the draft State Water Plan. It has clearly been a herculean effort 

on the part of many, many people. As someone who was involved in this issue until my retirement in 

2016, I am very excited to watch the continuation of the process as it nears completion. My comments 

are as follows. 

 

1. I agree that the recommendations concerning the collection, storage, and review of water data are 

essential to the implementation of the Plan, particularly when it comes to balancing water needs. 

Getting these recommendations off of square one will take considerable money and political will. 

Wherever possible, the use of existing platforms such as those available at the USGS should be 

considered, since IT issues often hold up even the simplest of data management projects. 

2. As a test case, the implementation of 04-185 and 22a-368a should precede any attempts at new 

legislation. It would be good to know that legislation passed over a decade ago could be 

navigated successfully before throwing new requirements on the table. 

3. The section in the Executive Summary describing Economic Costs and Benefits contains run-on 

and confusing sentences. Consider re-writing that section for clarity. 

4. Section 5.3.2.3. contains the statement: “Enlist registered diverters with high likelihood of 

impairment to document whether their withdrawals are causing impairments or not.” This is 

unrealistic. If registered diverters are expected to participate in this project, a better word might 

be “incentivize” (imagination needed). 

5. Having clear roles described for the WPC is a fantastic step in the right direction. Adding a 5th 

non-regulatory member to avoid tie votes is an intriguing idea worth following up on. 

6. Balance is the key factor in making this plan work. It is clear that “needs” are not the same thing 

as “wants.” The WPC can provide significant leadership in the future in guiding decisions with 

consideration to balancing needs – not wants. It should be kept in mind that out of necessity, 

difficult decision may be made that do not meet the desired outcomes of all interests, and that 

some needs may actually surpass others, depending on the situation.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and I look forward to seeing the final Plan when it is 

released. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Cheryl Chase 

 
 

 



To: 

FROM:   Wanda H. Colman,  14 Main St. Ext., Tariffville, CT 06081 

Re:  Public Comment on the Draft Connecticut State Water Plan    

To:  Whom it may concern: 

I wish to comment in support of this draft of a Connecticut State Water Plan.  

First, I would like to thank all involved in this most difficult task for getting to this point in a State water 

plan for Connecticut.  This draft is an excellent beginning. 

I would hope that the plan will be a dynamic  document which is forever willing to adjust to the ever 

changing needs of both water and the humans who cannot exist without it.  

At this time in my life I am limited in close up vision so must keep my comments short.   

I support every word of the comments presented by Rivers Alliance of CT, The Farmington River 

Watershed Association, and the committee for the Wild &Scenic designation of the Lower Farmington 

River and Salmon Brook of which I am still a patient member after many wonderful years of studying  

the many outstanding resource values of this wonderful area of Connecticut.  I am blessed to live along 

the banks of the Farmington River and to enjoy water delivered by The Tariffville Water Company.   

I have had a well. I have been a customer of the MDC.  I have been active in protests against MDC 

diverting water to UCONN, and Bloomfield’s decision to allow Niagara.  

 WE SO BADLY NEED THIS PLAN!!!!  It needs to grow and keep moving forward to protect our water for 

ourselves, the planet, and future inhabitants.  The plan must be at least one giant step ahead of 

anything detrimental to water.  We must continue to work harder to educate and advocate for 

everything to do with conserving and protecting water, not only for use by humans but all life on our 

planet.   By the time the reports of tainted wells, water bottling plants, stories of Town storage of de-

icing chemicals by streams and rivers, the destruction of stream and river buffers, storm run-off damage, 

etc., reach the press it is too late.   Hopefully this plan is not too late and will help make people, 

industries, developers, zoning commissions, understand the necessity and value of conservation and 

protection of water.     

The Constitution State of Connecticut has a solid good 600+ page beginning in this draft plan.  Keep up 

the good work.    

Thank you, 

Wanda H. Colman 



Frank C. DeFelice 

32 Cherry Lane 

Durham, Connecticut 06422 

 

November 20, 2017 

State Water Planning Council 
c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 

RE: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments 

 

State Water Planning Council Members,  

Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback on the draft of your State Water Plan. I wish to 

acknowledge the work done by the State Water Planning Council (WPC) in developing this 

extensive plan in accordance with Public Act 14-163. After reviewing the draft I offer the following 

comments: 

 

Comment 1) The proposed plan would significantly impact all sectors; however, in reviewing the 

make-up of the Steering Committee (the “Stakeholders”), it is clear that some sectors have 

received little or no representation, while others have received an excess of representation. 

According to Table 4-1, eight (8) out of fifteen (15) members represent Environmental Protection 

interests; while Agriculture and Industry, which rely heavily on water (and so would be greatly 

impacted by the proposed plan), had little or no representation.  

This inequitable distribution of representation is unfair. The effect of this imbalance is vivid; for 

when we look at the Stakeholder Defined Goals we observe that “Protect the Environment” is 

specifically listed as a goal, while “Protect Agriculture” or “Protect Connecticut’s Industry and 

Economy” is not. This contrasts with the May 30, 2017 analysis of public comments received via 

Docket 14-08-09 (included in the draft plan); wherein Michael Jennings of the New England 

Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission (NEIWPCC) states that “only 38% of public 

comments (211 of 553) wanted the statewide water plan to consider “environmental impacts”. 

Recommended Action #1-1: Re-balance the Steering Committee such that Agriculture and 

Industry are specifically represented.  

Recommended Action #1-2: List “Protect Agriculture” or “Protect Connecticut’s Industry and 

Economy” as goals; and revise the draft to include recommendations for the protection of these 

sectors.   

 



Comment 2) The use of Class B waters should not be pursued for drinking water or gray-water 

purposes; except potentially for Stream Flow release. 

Without question, regulations pertaining to the use of Class B waters would include restrictions 

prohibiting septic discharge within some certain distance from these rivers and reservoirs; and this 

would create havoc with the many thousands of homes and businesses located in the vicinity of 

these waters. 

Furthermore, should Class B waters be used to supplement Class A and AA waters for human 

consumption (as is done in other states) water utilities would experience higher costs for 

processing; including filtration, segregation, treatment and aeration. These are all energy-intensive 

processes and add complexities and vulnerabilities to the state’s water supply network. Thus, the 

use of Class B waters should not be pursued for drinking water. 

Recommended Action #2-1: The plan should be revised to remove consideration of Class B 

waters for drinking or other purposes (other than recreational); with the possible exception of using 

it for Stream Flow release, in lieu of Class A and AA waters.  This would provide a measure of 

Stream Flow water while insuring that Class A and AA drinking waters remain plentiful for human 

consumption. 

 

Comment 3) Section 5.4 lists some of the many regulations and initiatives which impact the plan; 

including: 

• Stream Flow 

• State Drought 

• Water Quality Compliance.  

For the State Water Plan and WPC to be effective at balancing the distribution of the water of the 

state, these individual regulations and initiatives need to be eliminated, and their functions brought 

into the domain of the State Water Plan and WPC. 

Recommended Action #3-1: Following approval, the WPC should pursue legislation that 

eliminates these individual regulations and initiatives; and places responsibility for them under the 

umbrella of the State Water Plan. 

 
 
Comment 4)  In Section 3 of the draft entitled “Preparing for Change: Future Conditions and 
Opportunities”, it states: “When instream uses are fully considered following the phased 
implementation of the CT Stream Flow Standards and Regulations, more gaps become apparent, 
especially in the summer months”.  
 
However, if the patterns shown in Figure 2-7 are accepted as factual, then streamflow and water 
demands by all other users is not coterminous over time. Thus, the forecasted deficits in many 
basins (because of Stream Flow releases) are suspect.  
 
Recommended Action #4-1: Reconcile the assertions made regarding basin shortfalls with the 
use patterns shown in Figure 2-7.  
 



 
Comment 5) With the intent of offering ecological benefits by mirroring “natural” conditions, Stream 
Flow regulations reduce the safe yields of public water supplies. Often, with the best of intentions, 
mankind has attempted to dictate some “optimum” condition for nature (including aquatic life); 
dismissing the fact that adversity strengthens the species. Stream Flow releases resulting in an 
artificial need for supply augmentation; causing many basins to appear to have shortfalls, when in 
fact, the deficiency is caused by the regulation. 
 
Recommended Action #5-1: Ecological flow needs are not wholly regulated under current state 
law; therefore, the plan should include a recommendation that legislation restricting these releases 
to only Class B (and lessor) waters should be considered. This will further insure that Class A and 
AA waters remain plentiful for human consumption.  
 

Comment 6) In Section 5.2.3.1 entitled “Land Use Practices and Protection Related to Water” the 

plan states: “Land Integration does not mean dilution of local control. Connecting these planning 

disciplines will not diminish private property rights, and local zoning and development control.”  

However, on numerous occasions, the draft mentions regulatory and legislative paths which would 

clearly dilute local control, diminish private property rights, and usurp local zoning and 

development control.  

Recommended Action #6-1: The plan should not consider actions which would dilute local 

control, diminish private property rights, or usurp local zoning and development control.   

 

Comment 7)  Registered Water Diversions grant, by law, the holder the right to withdraw water up 

to the stated amount. These registrations run with the land, in perpetuity. 

When the diversion regulations (CGS §22a-367 - §22a-379) were established in 1982, a provision 

was included to grandfather existing diversions through a registration process. Existing diverters 

were allowed to register the location, capacity, frequency, rate of withdrawal, and description of 

water use and water system. Although withdrawal volumes (particularly in our state’s current 

economy) may be less than the registered amount, the legal right to withdraw the full amount 

remains intact, in perpetuity; and because these rights run with the land, they are fully transferable.    

Recommended Action #7-1: Remove all references to possible regulation which would attempt to 

reduce or negate (other than voluntarily) Registered Water Diversions.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Frank C. DeFelice 

Frank C. DeFelice 



 
 
FOR THE WATER PLANNING COUNCIL 
 

PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY OF  Joan Margenot on current proposed draft 
State Water Plan (SWP) for Connecticut 

November 20, 2017 
 
The development of a State Water Plan (SWP) presents a unique opportunity for the people 
of Connecticut, to protect our valuable natural waters for own and future generations. It is 
our responsibility not only to move this Plan forward but to be sure that it consequential. 
Long under development, the SWP must propose precise means to solve the problems 
highlighted below in a timely manner: 
 

• Everyone must conserve water, including large companies:The final SWP should 
recommend automatic, enforceable conservation measures for large water users, including 
private water companies and municipalities, during times of drought. 

 Plan for the inevitability of droughts: Connecticut must complete a drought plan for all 
169 towns as soon as possible and include enforceable triggers for when conservation 
measures must be taken. 

• Protect healthy streams. Maintaining streamflows is critical to protecting water quality and  
• habitat for fish and wildlife. The plan should recommend that the loophole that allows water 

withdrawals attained through groundwater pumping be closed and require those 
withdrawals to be subject to Connecticut's streamflow  regulations. It is currently legal to 
drawdown or extract water from groundwater and other sources creating artificial droughts 
resulting in aquatic wildlife kills. Prior regulatory language that served to protect our water 
supplies was eliminated in 2012.  

•  
• The importance attached to a well-conceived SWP should include the establishment of tiers 

of use and thresholds of restraint/restriction when rainfall deficits produce obvious 
reductions in available resources. Since this resource has been monitized, so should it’s 
negligent overuse in times of relative scarcity. 

•  
• Establish and approve a governing structure for the existing Water Planning Council to 

properly and effectively oversee the best use and management of water sources in the 
public trust. 

•  
• Evaluate all existing large water diversions: Many large water diversions were 

grandfathered in decades ago, with no permit process to evaluate the potential impacts on 
water supplies. The final SWP should call for a thorough review of all grandfathered 
registrations (not just expired or unused ones!) to ensure that active diversions do not 
adversely impact water levels. 

•  

• A SWP  needs to directly identify and communicate the social and financial benefits of 
Connecticut’s natural water resources as well as the necessity of adequate natural water 
resources for the subsistence and benefit of the general public and wildlife in 
the public trust. 

 
 
 

 



• A CT SWP must unequivocally support and allow for complete transparency of utility 
water use and management data by the State, and more specifically, water utility 
exemptions from the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) must be eliminated. 

 
A SWP must conserve and protect our Well Water and underground aquifers that feed them 
from diffuse and non diffuse pollution---water is a 
finite resource . (All the water there is exists now). 
 
A SWP must safeguard our finite supplies. 150,000,000US residents , and a portion of those are 
in Connecticut , depend upon water from rivers and streams for their daily drinking water . 
Federal regulations protecting these Water sources are being relaxed putting critical resources 
in irreparable harm's way. 

Once gone our precious  water is gone forever . 

Sincerely 
 
 
 
Joan  Margenot 

203-661-1228 

 

 



Linda Pagani 
Bloomfield, CT 

November 16, 2017

Comments on the June 2017 
Final Draft Report of the Connecticut State Water Plan

Members of the Connecticut Water Planning Council,

Before the advent of the Final Draft Report of the Connecticut State Water Plan, it was daunting if not impossible 
for concerned citizens to wend our way through the maze of water information available from the various state 
agencies that have jurisdiction over this resource. The plan consolidates that information into an excellent state 
of the state’s water resources, and all those involved in producing this draft in such a short time-frame are to be 
commended. 

I also thank State Representatives John Hampton and Mary Mushinsky for their leadership on the issue of 
Connecticut’s water, and in passing Public Act 14-163, “An Act Concerning the Responsibilities of the Water 
Planning Council,” which directed the council to develop a plan to manage our water resources.

In general, I agree with the recommendations delineated in Section 5, including those for obsolete registered 
water diversions, and access to data in individual water supply plans, and urge the council to move quickly to make 
these a reality. My comments below reflect a few of the areas that stood out as I read through the plan.

Conservation
Conservation efforts, education, and programs should be aimed at all users. The stated overarching goal 
of the water plan is to “balance the use of water to meet all needs.” However, it seems the plan relies on an 
imbalanced approach to conservation. The plan makes much of conservation at the residential level. While this is 
a commendable goal, conservation efforts need to be equally focused on non-residential users. Not only because 
it’s fair and just, but because both residential and non-residential conservation, in short, conservation for all users, 
can contribute to the “conservation ethic” cited in the plan.

Conserving water, a resource necessary for all life, is simply the right thing to do. One way to convince users to 
conserve is to show how they can save money. It’s alarming to read, therefore, that some water utilities may include 
a conservation surcharge “to compensate for revenue reductions due to conservation.” In other words, users 
will pay a penalty for their conservation efforts. A more equitable approach is to institute inclining block rate or 
conservation pricing, where the price increases as users increase their water use.

In addition to adopting such conservation pricing, I would also like to see Connecticut emulate Oregon, which the 
“Other States’ Plans Work Group Report” (Appendix B) notes “appear(s) to successfully use incentives for water 
conservation to redistribute a portion of conserved water for the environment and other uses.”

Water Bottling
The plan states that it “does not attempt to prioritize any particular water use or water use category over others. 
Likewise, specific uses of water, if currently authorized by state law and regulation, are neither advocated nor 
diminished relative to other uses…”

I believe the plan is exactly the place where the issue of large-scale water bottling should be addressed. Citizens 
raised this issue during public comment portions of Water Planning Council meetings, and it’s disappointing to see 
that it is mentioned only in passing in one or two sentences.

The plan observes that Connecticut has some of the highest quality drinking water sources in the country. 
Therefore, barring a catastrophe, Connecticut residents have no pressing need for bottled water since what comes 
out of our taps is equal to or better than what can be purchased (at a premium cost) in a bottle. I don’t believe 



that allowing private corporations to bottle our public trust water, ship it out of state, and sell it is the best 
and highest use for Connecticut’s highest quality water.

The existence of large-scale water bottling in Connecticut is antithetical to the plan’s stated goal of water 
conservation. For example, recently a large-scale water bottler was enticed to locate in Bloomfield through 
negotiations brokered by the Metro Hartford Alliance between the Metropolitan District Commission 
(MDC) and the town. The bottler may receive a declining block rate, a discount reward for using high 
volumes of water. The rate will be decided every year by the MDC board.

For those in MDC towns who can afford to pay for as much water as they use, there is no incentive to 
conserve when they know that up to 1.8 million gallons per day of Connecticut’s Class A drinking water will 
be used to bottle water which is then shipped out of the watershed (and most likely, the state), and sold. 
This will happen in perpetuity whether there is an abundance of water in the MDC system, or whether that 
water system is in drought.

Large-scale water bottling also has a negative impact on Connecticut’s environment, in part by producing 
vast quantities of single-use plastic bottles, which then become the environmental headache of whatever 
municipality in the United States (or elsewhere) they end up. The same is true if the water were packaged 
in single-use containers made of paper, glass, or other materials.

Finally, few local citizens reap the benefits of employment, since the manufacturing process is highly 
robotized and produces few jobs.

Drought
I believe, as suggested in Section 5.3.2.8, “Statewide Drought Planning,” that the Water Planning Council 
should refine the latest draft of the State Drought Plan, and finalize it. It’s critical this be completed as soon 
as possible so that everyone in the state is clear about and prepared for how to manage water use during 
times of drought stress and other water emergencies.

I also urge the Water Planning Council to act quickly on the plan recommendation in Section 5.3.2.11, 
“Instream Flow: Ecological Flows and Stream Flow Standards and Regulations”:

“It will be important to have appropriate enforcement tools, during times of drought or other water 
shortages, to enforce any mandated restrictions, whether through local drought ordinances and/or 
broader powers through state legislation.”

Thank you for your consideration.



          November 19, 2017 

          9 Stodmor Rd. 

          Simsbury, CT 06070 

 

To the Water Planning Council: 

 

As a resident of Simsbury, a Farmington Valley town, I ask that the Water Planning Council put 

forth a comprehensive drought emergency plan which clearly defines drought and provides 

flexibility to restrict nonessential water uses such as lawn watering and outdoor car washing in 

individual towns, not just the whole state, based on where water supply emergencies exist. The 

Town of Simsbury provides a good example of why this is essential. Simsbury relies entirely on 

groundwater for potable water, both from water utilities and private wells.  In the summer of 

2016, Aquarion Water Company imposed voluntary water restrictions on its customers and  

reinforced its request by contacting individual customers who seemed to be violating the 

recommended limits.  A number of homes on private wells needed to have their wells redrilled. 

There was no way for anyone to require by law that water use be limited.  Neighbors could water 

to their hearts’ content, thereby running not only their own, but their neighbors’ wells dry.   

Aquarion had to supply its customers, whether they conserved or not, and so the utility had to 

maintain a certain level of pumping from its wells.  The wells near the Farmington River and 

Stratton Brook only helped to reduce the flow in those watercourses to remarkably low levels.   

 

In response to the drought situation, a Simsbury citizen, relying on the state model and the Town 

of Greenwich regulation, wrote a draft drought ordinance which was vetted by the town attorney 

and approved unanimously by the Conservation Commission. The Board of Selectmen 

considered the regulation in the spring of 2017, but it did not reach a vote:  it became clear that 

the vote would have split entirely on party lines, so it was referred to an ad hoc subcommittee for 

more study and potential change.  At the time of this writing, the regulation has not come back to 

the BOS, although it is expected to do so in the future. In the meantime, there is no entity with 

legal authority to require conservation, thus protecting the citizenry from running out of potable 

water. 

 

While Simsbury may well end up with a drought ordinance.  If it does, it will be one of only a 

few towns that have protected its citizens.  A lack of political will to propose or support a 

drought ordinance, the lack of a willing volunteer in a position to write one and the lack of  town 

staff with appropriate expertise are all obstacles to towns’ coming up with their own ordinances. 

The role of government is to do what people cannot do individually.  The Water Planning 

Council, with its expertise,  needs to develop an effective and locally oriented drought ordinance 

and push the legislature to enact it for the benefit of all Connecticut’s residents. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sally S. Rieger 

 



Comments on the Draft CT State Water Plan Hugh Rogers  10/8/17 
 
With regard to the section on Private Wells: 
 
The Draft Water Plan needs to include- 
 
 Private well owners should be supported in efforts to obtain reduced rates 
for well testing. 
 Outreach to private well owners should be active, not passive, especially in 
education to prevent contamination and understanding that ground water is a 
shared resource. 
 The Plan should include water supply protection suggestions if a nearby well 
pumps the local groundwater source dry. 
 
With regard to the section on Water Registrations: 
 
 The Draft Water Plan needs to include- 
 
 Registered water diversions should be required to comply with water 
conservation measures. 
 Registrations should be required to undergo environmental reviews.  They 
should be prevented from pumping streams dry. 
 As more than 80% of all diversions, registrations need to be measured, so 
that regional water planners have an accurate picture of water basin resources. 
 The Water Plan needs to include a firm statement that water is a public trust 
resource held for benefit of all current and future uses.  Registrations need to be 
subject to all measures aiming to fulfill this mandate, not be excluded from it.  
 The Water Plan needs to include a strong provision for a path to retiring 
registrations.  A Water Plan that excludes 80% of the resource from compliance is a 
failure from the start. 
  
With regard to the section on Conservation of Water:  
 
 The Draft Water Plan needs to include- 
 
 The water conservation effort should be lead by an entity other than the 
utilities, which have a bias towards selling more water, not less.  The Plan should 
establish or name such an entity. 
 
 The Water Plan should include a provision that implements water pricing 
that “decouples” volumes sold from revenues gained for public utilities. 
 
 The Water Plan needs to include an updated State Drought Plan now that 
provides for fair and prudent water management during droughts. 
 



 The Water Plan needs to provide clear protection for in stream flows, 
especially during periods of drought or other water shortages.  Pumping streams 
below their ecological health limits is not acceptable. 
 
 The Water Plan needs to require municipalities to adopt enforceable water 
conservation ordinances, and the measures to ensure that they are upheld. 
 
 The Water Plan needs to include measures to control peak demand for 
electricity in order to limit water consumed during electricity generation. 
 
    Respectfully submitted, 
 
    Hugh Rogers 
    10/8/17    
  
 
 



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

F-1 11/18/2017 Municipal Neil Amwake Wallingford Wallingford Water Division

WWD State Water Plan Comments 2017-11-17.pdf The comments submitted touch on a number of important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that 

were recurring throughout the comments. The current and future conditions assessments (Sections 2 and 3) used the best available data and followed 

established engineering and scientific methods, many of which have been successfully used in other states to support statewide and regional planning 

efforts. The Plan was developed to specifically address the requirements established by Public Act 14-163 and covers much more than just water supply 

issues. During implementation, economic impacts of the recommendations will undoubtedly be addressed. It was beyond the scope of this planning effort 

to evaluate return on investment of conservation measures, but that is an excellent suggestion as conservation measures are further evaluated for 

implementation. While many data needs have been identified in the Plan, those and other needs will be further evaluated during Plan implementation. 

The limitations of the basin fact sheets are thoroughly explained within the Plan and the User's Guide in Appendix E. All summary sheets come with a bold 

disclaimer that they are part if a State-wide screening tool and not intended to be used as stand-alone guidance.

F-2 11/20/2017 Municipal Tom Banisch Madison Town of Madison

The State Water Plan must refrain from imposing any new or expanded unfunded mandates on municipalities. Policymakers must be careful not to create any additional barriers to 

economic development that would undermine efforts of towns to grow their grand lists and provide much-needed jobs for residents.  Ensuring the availability of public water supplies to 

meet the public health, safety and economic development needs of residents and businesses should be of paramount importance.  The process for determining how to implement the State 

Water Plan must be collaborative, consensus-driven, and based on data and sound science. The State Water Plan must ensure that it does not impose requirements on municipalities that 

exceed existing state and federal requirements.   Given the magnitude of the state’s economic and budgetary problems, the State Water Plan should focus its resources on addressing 

areas where there are actual impairments in water quality or documented low flows in streams. The State Water Plan should ensure that state policies support the use of interconnections 

and Interbasin Transfers by removing regulatory barriers. There should be a clear process for determining how recommendations should be developed and implemented, ensuring ample 

opportunity for municipalities to weigh in on how the recommendations may impact municipalities and property taxpayers.  As drafted, the plan appears to cede too much authority to the 

Water Planning Council, which does not include a municipal representative. The State Water Plan should identify regulatory issues that undermine efforts to address water quality and 

availability issues and/or support new businesses. The plan should acknowledge the limited staff and resources available to state agencies and identify recommendations for streamlining 

permit processes and other regulatory approvals. 

The comments submitted touch on a number of important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that 

were recurring throughout the comments. As noted throughout, the Plan's guiding principle is to balance the many competing needs for water. Consensus-

driven prioritization of one use over another may be an outcome of Plan implementation. The process outlined for implementing the Plan is intended to be 

collaborative, consensus-driven, and based on data and sound science, as noted in the comment. A clear and transparent process is envisioned to ensure 

ample opportunity for all stakeholders to provide input. The Plan was intended to help focus the State's efforts on addressing the areas most stressed, 

including areas where impairments actually exist and where low flows are known or expected, based on comparison of availability and current/future 

demand.

F-3 11/20/2017 Municipal Maritza Bond Bridgeport
Bridgeport Department of 

Health

Water Plan Comments.pdf Regional water basins with high risks (where water demand approached and/or exceeded available water) were identified clearly in the Plan and 

recommendations, including conservation were targeted to these basins. The Plan emphasizes the importance of available, high quality water, which is a 

cornerstone of public health protection.

F-4 11/15/2017 Municipal Aaron Budris Waterbury
Naugatuck Valley Council of 

Governments

Page A-4 Table A-2 - WPCAG member Aaron Budris represents the Naugatuck Valley Council of Governments (NVCOG) - Not SCCOG. This will be corrected in the Plan.

F-5 11/20/2017 Municipal Jim Cordier East Hartford
East Hartford Health 

Department

1. Plan should make reference to and have integration with the State Plan of Conservation and Development making it a part of our policy blueprint.  Doing so would give the plan more 

“force of law” in a manner of speaking. This could facilitate more local Planning and Zoning Board designations of aquifer protection zones and appropriate allowable uses (and implicit 

restrictions) therein.  The Plan should also reference the state enabling legislation and best local practices for the establishment of such zones.  The new plan should be an instrument that 

can be used by local Inland Wetlands Commissions when they consider subdivision plan applications (under CGS 22a – 45)  and when they update their respective I/W regulations and 

assign appurtenant setbacks from wetlands, watercourses and aquifers that hold potential for future drinking water sources. 

2. The Plan should also address excessive residential well drawdowns (such as filling large swimming pools) to help reduce rates of water consumption during droughts. 

The Plan discusses and references the State Plane of Conservation and Development (POCD), and one of the major policy recommendations are 

implementing of the Plan to be consistent with the POCD (and other related plans).  The Plan addresses private water supply well usage in several areas 

and recommends that the State's private well program be empowered to provide best practices to private well owners. The Plan will be updated to also 

address the importance of conservation by private well owners during droughts [possibly in Section 5.2.3.1 and page 5-67].

F-6 11/20/2017 Municipal Elizabeth Craig Wilton Town of Wilton

State Water Plan - Craig.pdf Regional water basins with high risks (where water demand approached and/or exceeded available water) were identified in the Plan. These include basins 

most likely to experience dry streams, whether it be due to natural factors (e.g., drought) or a combination of natural factors and water usage. 

Recommendations, including conservation were targeted to these basins. Enhancing conservation measures was offered as one of the most important 

recommendations of the Plan.

F-7 11/20/2017 Municipal Michael Crespan New Milford
Town of New Milford / New 

Milford Health Department

With regard to water supply issues, I recommend that consideration be given to requiring or providing incentives for public water supply companies to take a more active role in the 

expansion of their water supply systems. This is important for resolving problems related to accessing basic water service as well as for potential water quality and quantity issues with 

private wells.      In the municipality I represent, New Milford, there are commercial properties where the public water supply mains are close by but still far enough away so that it is not 

financially feasible for one customer to extend the water main and connect to the public water supply. In these cases it would seem reasonable for the public water supply company to be 

involved in extending the water mains. The public water companies reap a benefit from extended water mains and it would seem fair for these companies to be financially involved in 

assisting with these extensions. They are adding to their customer base from the property owner that wants to have service as well as other from other property owners with private wells 

(or vacant properties) that may choose to connect in the future.    In some cases, these gaps in service in New Milford have caused very serious problems for property owners and the 

public water supplier has been completely uninvolved and uninterested.    Whether there is some mechanism such as legislation or funding assistance or a combination, I think the public 

water supply companies should bear greater responsibility for seeing that the property owners in their exclusive service areas are provided an opportunity to access public water service at 

a reasonable cost.     

The Plan notes the challenges associated with water system expansion, namely the lack of discretionary funding available from the utility, whether it be 

public, private, local or regional. As part of Plan implementation, the WPC is encouraged to study and monitor future expansion needs, so that they can be 

met appropriately.

F-8 11/20/2017 Municipal Donna Culbert Newtown
Director of Health Newtown 

Health District

First, thank you for this Draft State Water Plan, clearly it is an extraordinary effort by many many people, to address the most precious resource of our state.  Connecticut must maintain its 

position that our drinking water be of the highest quality, its not something we can lose and then regain.   From a local public health perspective, two issues stand out (although all issues 

identified in the plan are important and relevant).  Conservation must become a high priority and future effort will determine how to best accomplish the outreach and education 

necessary.  And private water supply wells, which serve much of our population, will need to be elevated in our statewide outreach and education efforts as well.  Implementation - The 

effort to bring this Plan forward must be maintained.  Balancing our State's water needs is an on-going process - it will not be a completed process, nor should it.  It will require the 

commitment of all stakeholders and a commitment of resources to keep the effort one of integrity.  

Thank you for the comments which touch on important aspects that the Plan highlights, including the need for an increased conservation ethic; enhanced 

education and outreach for private well owners; and a strong and lasting commitment to implementing of the Plan.

F-9 10/26/2017 Municipal Kathleen Devlin Somers First Selectwoman

Efforts to develop a plan for water conservation, use of water sources, and protection of natural resources is well overdue.  The concern that might be raised is new regulations and 

unfunded mandates that may be a concern to many towns.  We in Somers have already issued an ordinance for water testing, and having public informational meetings helped acceptance.  

Your idea is conceptually a good idea.  My best advice is to move slowly under these hard economic towns.  

The Plan (and WPC) acknowledge that the cost to implement and economic impact of new regulations must be well understood before they are enacted, 

so as not cause more harm than good.

F-10 11/19/2017 Municipal Betsy Gara West Hartford
CT Council of Small Towns 

(COST)

Comments - State Water Plan 2017.pdf The comments submitted touch on several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments.  The Plan strives to balance the use of water to meet all needs. One way it does this is by promoting human and 

environmental health, with focused awareness of economic impacts and opportunities. The Plan explicitly discusses barriers to regionalization on pg 3-91 

and elsewhere. Section 6 outlines an implementation process that is collaborative and consensus-driven. 

F-11 11/17/2017 Municipal David Knauf Darien CADH

comments_on_water_plan_11-17.docx The comments submitted touch on several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments.  The Plan identifies and recommends a variety of water quantity management and conservation measures for 

evaluation and potential implementation including green infrastructure, wastewater reuse, incentives for reducing outdoor watering, etc. Continued and  

increased monitoring of groundwater levels is a data gap that is identified on page 5-31. The question as to whether certain uses can be curtailed during 

times of drought is a good one, and should be considered as the Plan is implemented.



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

F-12 11/20/2017 Municipal Neal Lustig Southbury Pomperaug Health District

A very well prepared and thought out CT State Water Plan Summary which will be useful for generations of CT citizens.  AS a long term Olcal Director of Health, clean  and sufficient 

drinking water is a key component in the maintenance of good public and environmental health for the citizens of our communities.  I will note one serious omission in the 692 page report 

and 44 page Executive Summary.  The impact of polluted ground water systems, especially those affecting public well water supplies was not addressed anywhere in this report.  A 

significant portion of CT Well Water Supply system has been affected by volatile solvent compounds from numerous industrial activities inclding dry cleaners, gas stations , machine shops 

and improper disposal of hazardous waste. In the Pomperaug Basin of Ct this has severely impacted the well fields  in Woodbury and has been noted since 1979.  Orders were issued by 

DEEP and rescinded and other orders to study and abate were prepared and written but never signed by the Commissioner.  As a a matter of fact public health was protected by the 

installation of Carbon Filters and late on Air Strippers.  While this solved the immediate short term public health problem it never served to clean up and ground water systems, especially 

in public stratified drift supplies, not was justice ever served.  The untoward side effects of this failure to "enforce" was the never ending gradual degradation of "clean public water" 

supplies but the inevitable economic black holes left behind.  IN that situation the "owners" of the properties associated with the "pollution" can never pass an environmental sector 

commercial survey and therefor remain in a state of environmental and economic never never land. This policy, presently the CT standard of sorts, lead to few cleanup of pollution ever 

occurring and serious economic dislocations in the local immediate area.  While there is a section titled "Environmental Health" it refers to the "aquatic environment". In the public health 

world , "environmental health" refers to environmental factors that affect humans in some way.  I suggest the paln be updated to at least make references to the numerous groundwater 

pollution areas in Ct, especially those affecting public well fields or future potential public well fields.  Thank you

The recently released Preliminary Water Supply Assessments for the Western, Central, and Eastern Public Water Supply Areas provide summaries of the 

major groundwater quality issues in each area. The plan references the Assessments in Section 2.1.5.3, and provides a very high level summary of the most 

common, statewide groundwater quality issues. That section also notes the fact that many urban, groundwater-based water supply systems are concerned 

about volatile organic compounds, and many are required to have treatment processes in place to remove them.

F-13 11/20/2017 Municipal Marie MacDonald Bloomfield

Conservation, Energy & 

Environment Committee, 

Town of Bloomfield

From the Bloomfield Conservation, Energy, and Environment Committee:        Water is arguably our most vital public resource. Given our state's poor rating for water conservation, the 

state plan needs to recommend endorsement of "Watersense" appliances and the promotion of water conservation policies. Conservation may result in less need for expanded "new" 

infrastructure, less stress on water treatment plants, greater margins of safety during periods of drought, and healthier streams and rivers.      "Conservation pricing" for water should be 

studied for use by the large municipal water utilities. There is a need to de-couple water utility income from the volume of water sold; otherwise, there will always be economic impetus to 

sell more water and a disincentive to conserve. The state plan should specifically oppose "declining block rate structures" which charge lower rates for entities who use more water.      The 

state water planning process should move ahead ASAP with creation of a  drought response plan which uses a uniform classification of the stages of drought, allows the declaration of 

regional drought, calls for the revision of/earlier drought triggers, and develops a standardized municipal action plan to be initiated when drought occurs.      The state should expeditiously 

establish a procedure for reviewing/retiring all unused water registrations, especially in watersheds which are stressed.       Class I and Class II watershed land should be protected from 

development or disturbance. As these lands provide key protection for the quality of CT's Class A water supply, enacting exemptions to this current state law will result in a dangerous 

precedent.      Stream flow regulations should be expanded to include streams affected by ground water pumping. Streams and rivers in CT should not be pumped dry.      Reasonable 

regulations providing oversight of large, industrial water bottling operations should be developed, especially as this industry sends treated municipal drinking water out of local watersheds 

and out of state. A renewable permit system based on long term water demand forecasts should be considered. During periods of drought, when water restrictions are enacted for 

residents, they should apply to large scale water bottlers as well.      

The comments submitted touch on a number of important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that 

were recurring throughout the comments.  Section 5.2.3.3 Water Conservation presents recommendations that mirror some of the specific conservation-

related recommendations of the comment. Recommendations in other sections (e.g., 5.2.3.1) also emphasize establishment of rate structures that provide 

conservation incentive. The Plan suggests a process to identify and differentiate obsolete registered water diversions from registrations that are partially 

utilized or held for future use - preserving the registrations that are partially utilized or held for future use for needed future use, but reallocating the 

obsolete registrations (Section 5.2.3.7). The comments regarding expanding streamflow regulations to include streams affected by groundwater pumping  

and development of reasonable regulation providing oversight of large, industrial bottling operations are good examples of issues identified by the Plan as 

needing further study during implementation.

F-14 11/20/2017 Municipal James Marpe Westport First Selectman Water Plan comments.docx See response under comments provided by Alicia Mozian of Westport.

F-15 11/7/2017 Municipal Robbie Marshall Old Saybrook Old Saybrook WPCA 2014 CT Water Reuse Bill.docx No response prepared, as the comment was the 2014 Act Establishing a Reclaimed Water Policy for the State of Connecticut.

F-16 11/7/2017 Municipal Robbie Marshall Essex

I previously submitted an example of a Water Re-Use Ordinance in my capacity as the Old Saybrook WPCA Coordinator.  The Ordinance was written by Jay Sheehan P.E. of Woodard and 

Curran.    Besides suggesting that the State become more invested in water re-use, I am very concerned about the quality of the water.    Connecticut is listed in the top 10 states for 

highest cancer rates.  I believe we should consider that may stem from water quality issues.  For example wells in the Haddam region that are unsafe.    But, I also believe that we need to 

implement pesticide and herbicide controls to protect aquifers and groundwater.  We are already replacing septic systems in Old Saybrook to reduce nitrogen levels in the Sound.  Now we 

need to consider going further and banning the chemicals that are killing us, as well as researching and finding ways to address pharmaceuticals getting into the drinking water.    I think the 

plan is good as far as conservation and climate change are concerned, but it does not go far enough to protect us from exposure to dangerous chemicals.  

The comment suggests that the importance of protecting and improving water quality - especially groundwater quality should be better stressed in the 

Plan. The recently released Preliminary Water Supply Assessments for the Western, Central, and Eastern Public Water Supply Areas provide summaries of 

the major groundwater quality issues in each area. The plan references the Assessments in Section 2.1.5.3, and provides a very high level summary of the 

most common, statewide groundwater quality issues. That section also notes the fact that many urban, groundwater-based water supply systems are 

concerned about volatile organic compounds, and many are required to have treatment processes in place to remove them.

F-17 11/20/2017 Municipal Jim Mersfelder Goshen
Woodridge Lake Sewer 

District

State Water Plan Draft Woodridge Lake Sewer District Comments  11.20.17.pdf The comments submitted touch on several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments. The Plan was developed to specifically address the requirements established by Public Act 14-163. These 

requirements focus primarily on issues related to water supply. The Plan acknowledges that wastewater is a broad issue that will need to be addressed 

outside of the WPC. 

F-18 10/27/2017 Municipal Alicia Mozian Westport
Westport Conservation 

Director

Water Plan Comments 102717.doc The comments submitted touch on several important topics which will be further considered during Plan implementation. The Plan acknowledges that 

wastewater is a broad issue that will need to be addressed outside of the WPC. The recommendations to fill hydrologic data gaps focus primarily on 

stream gauging and groundwater levels - items which more directly help assess water availability.

F-19 11/20/2017 Municipal Michael Muszynski New Haven
CT Conference of 

Municipalities

CCM Comments - Draft State Water Plan.pdf The comments submitted touch on several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments. Section 6.6 of the Plan outlines funding needs and opportunities. As recommendations are considered for 

implementation, their costs will be estimated.  it was outside the scope of the Plan to develop cost estimates; however, it acknowledges that 

understanding the cost implications (and funding) is an important aspect of Plan implementation.

F-20 11/20/2017 Municipal Anthony Piazza Simsbury Town of Simsbury WPCA

2017 Simsbury State Water Plan Comments.pdf The comments submitted touch on several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments. The Plan was developed to specifically address the requirements established by Public Act 14-163. These 

requirements focus primarily on issues related to water supply. The Plan acknowledges that wastewater and stormwater are broad issues that will need to 

be addressed outside of the WPC. Section 5.2.3.2 will be revised to be consistent with the fact that their are no existing regulations on wastewater reuse. 

The Plan references  plans that address wastewater in Section WP1-15 Wastewater Management, beginning on pg 2-81.

F-21 11/15/2017 Municipal Curtis Read Bridgewater
Western CT Council of 

Governments

Comments on the Executive Summary Draft- Basically an excellent document !    Page 5- Requirements of the State Water Plan- Items 4&16 are basically the same.  Suggest adding bullet 

for evaluation of water resources organized by watersheds(basins) and subwatersheds    Page10-Collaborative Approach to Planning - Need to encourage DEEP & DHS co-reviews of 

development projects for wastewater and drinking water as one affects the other. Now agencies act in separate silos.    Page18-19-Policy and Water Mgn't Background-New Policy 

Recommendations  - Real-time flow monitoring is very important (USGS or other gages)  - Suggest changes to regs re: Affordable Housing only allowable where public water&sewer 

available and prohibit or minimize large project locations at top of sensitive (Class A) watersheds.  - Develop database of historic and current pvt wells test results from state certified labs 

(DHS responsibility).  - Agricultural Practices need to cooperate with USDA/NRCS or CT Conservation Districts for manure management & storm water run-off control.  - Unused Registered 

Water Diversions need to be eliminated over short timeframe or reapplied for showing need.    Page20-Top10 #9- Not only "reaffirm", but also "strengthen" by specific controls and 

prohibitions in Class I&II lands    Page23-put realistic timeframe on Near Term Steps-like 5 years  - don't allow fuzzy open ended language for timing

The comments submitted touch on a several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments. The 17 specific requirements of the State Water Plan listed on page 5 of the Executive Summary are from Public Act 

14-163 (and thus will not be changed). Increased data collection, especially as it relates enhanced streamflow monitoring, is one of the major 

recommendations of the Plan, and is essential to support future decision making. The Plan suggests a process to identify and differentiate obsolete 

registered water diversions from registrations that are partially utilized or held for future use - preserving the registrations that are partially utilized or 

held for future use for needed future use, but reallocating the obsolete registrations (Section 5.2.3.7).

F-22 11/20/2017 Municipal Tony Rescigno New Haven
Greater New Haven Chamber 

of Commerce

Water Plan comments Greater New Haven Chamber.pdf The comments submitted touch on several important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that were 

recurring throughout the comments.  The Plan strives to balance the use of water to meet all needs. One way it does this is by promoting human and 

environmental health, with focused awareness of economic impacts and opportunities. Section 6 outlines an implementation process that is collaborative 

and consensus-driven. The Plan has been developed using sound science and available data, but acknowledges that additional work is needed to fill data 

gaps and evaluate localized issues. Section 6.6 of the Plan outlines funding needs and opportunities. As recommendations are considered for 

implementation, their costs will be estimated. 
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Date: November 20, 2017 

To:  Water Planning Council 

From: Maritza Bond, MPH, Director of Health & Social Services  

Re: Connecticut Water Plan Summary  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

Overall, the Connecticut Water Plan provided a comprehensive plan which included guiding principles which 

may potentially influence future policies, this, fostering equity of water utilization and conversation across 

Connecticut.  Upon review, I have outlined comments and/or recommendations for the Planning Committee to 

review/consider: 

 

 

· The Water Plan should illustrate high risk/usage areas for which conservation should be a 

priority.  Currently, many smaller towns/cities rely on larger cities for their water supply.  Policy 

makers should have a summary of current water usage/wastage broken down by town.  

· The Water Plan was only available in English.  What efforts are in place for individuals which 

English is not their first language.  When promoting or creating policies.  We need to ensure that 

individual with language barriers can assess this information.  

· The Water Plan should promote an explicit Public Health Component.  The plan should provide 

recommendations on the importance for Health Departments/Districts to take a prevention approach  

· The Water Plan should promote standardization with local ordinances.  If we are promoting 

conservation, then Cities across Connecticut should have a local ordinance that can support water usage 

and quality.  

· The Water Planning Council should promote diversity.  Currently, members of the Council lack 

diversity. I would recommend that the Council conduct a skills/diversity matrix to ensure that there is a 

good representation of different expertise. 

 

 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 
 

 

 

Maritza Bond, MPH  



Director of Public Health & Social Services 



November 20, 2017 


State Water Planning Council 

c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT 06051 


RE: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments 


Dear Water Planning Council Members, 


Regarding the State Water Plan Draft report, I appreciate your goal of creating a state water plan 

that will “balance the use of water to meet all needs”. However, serious concerns remain  

about the use of registrations that currently allow some streams to be drained dry and if the plan 

in its present form is able to address these concerns. Stronger guidelines for conservation of 

water are needed and for protections for private wells. 


Of particular concern here in Wilton, CT is the continued low to no flow of the Comstock Brook 

in summer, due to water being diverted. This most negatively impacts one of Wilton’s most 

popular parks, Merwin Meadows. The town holds its summer camp here with its large 

playground, sandy beach and pond. Plant and animal life is suffering, the natural area with its 

stream that children have previously enjoyed playing in turns bone dry and dead. Canopy trees 

and shrubs along the stream buffer are stressed as the stream dries up in the summer, yet flashes 

with spring melt and rains. Erosion is a serious concern, large trees that previously shaded the 

stream have toppled over prematurely.. Please help by addressing excessive water diversion and 

by making it illegal to dry up streams. Conservation is the solution for dry stream beds and as 

such needs stronger guidelines. Water taking should be strictly permitted, not permitted in an 

unlimited fashion to ‘registered’ users. Protecting in-stream flow requirements of high-quality 

streams should be a primary goal of the Plan. 

As a homeowner, dependant on a private well as many are in Connecticut, I’d like to see 

strengthening of the sections in the Report that protect private wells.  

Our water is our wealth in Connecticut, please protect this vital resource that belongs to all. 


Thank you, 


Elizabeth Y Craig 

46 Cheese Spring Rd 

Wilton, CT 06897 
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Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 
 
RE: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments 

The Connecticut Council of Small Towns (COST) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft 
State Water Plan.  

COST agrees that developing a comprehensive state water plan to protect the state’s public water 
supplies and other water resources is an important goal.  CDM Smith and Milone & MacBroom, working 
with the Water Planning Council and other stakeholders, prepared a thoughtful, comprehensive draft 
State Water Plan that provide a framework for guiding decisions affecting the state’s water resources.  

However, COST is concerned with certain aspects of the State Water Plan and how the Plan may be used 
to “inform decisions across the state or on a case-by-case basis”.  Given the potential impact of the State 
Water Plan on the state’s water resources and public water supplies, COST recommends that the Plan  
reflect the following considerations: 

▪ Ensuring the availability of public water supplies to meet the public health, safety and economic 
development needs of residents and businesses should be of paramount importance.  COST recognizes 
the importance of policies aimed at protecting the state’s water resources to support environmental 
goals. Protecting the quality of the state’s water resources and preserving open space and watershed 
lands are vital to the quality of life in Connecticut’s small towns as well as critical to supporting tourism, 
recreation, and other economic interests. In view of the comments already submitted on the State 
Water Plan, however, we are concerned that the Plan may be implemented or interpreted in a way that 
undermines the availability of public water supplies, which should be considered of paramount 
importance.   

▪ The State Water Plan must refrain from imposing any new or expanded unfunded mandates on 
municipalities. Municipalities are facing considerable budgetary pressure and uncertainty. Given recent 
cuts in municipal aid and other programs, towns and cities are responsible for picking up a greater share 
of the costs of delivering critical services, including education, public safety, and transportation. This is 
putting an untenable burden on already overburdened property taxpayers.  The State Water Plan 
references the need for various activities that may impose unfunded mandates on municipalities, 
including 1) private well testing, 2) regulation of sand and gravel aquifers, 3) local tax incentives to 
promote water management, 4) implementation of water and land use management plans, 5) adoption 
of new ordinances, such as “water smart” ordinances and drought/water use restriction ordinances; and 
6) expanded Stormwater management activities.  

▪ The State Water Plan should not further undermine Connecticut’s state and local economies.  
Homeowners are bearing the brunt of property tax burdens because the commercial tax base in many 
towns is shrinking.  Moreover, the state has shifted responsibility to municipalities for funding a greater 
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portion of social services to assist struggling households, such as the Renters’ Rebate program and 
Elderly Circuit Breaker program. Policymakers must be careful not to create any additional barriers to 
economic development that would undermine efforts of towns to grow their grand lists and provide 
much-needed jobs for residents. Barriers may include 1) additional permitting requirements or 
limitations on commercial development that rely on high volumes of water, such as manufacturing, 
microbreweries, nurseries, hotels, and restaurants; 2) extension of stream flow requirements to 
groundwater supplies that may create water shortages or moratoriums on economic development in 
certain areas; and 3) the imposition of unrealistic water use restrictions on commercial and agricultural 
activities.  

▪ The State Water Plan must ensure that it does not impose requirements on municipalities that 
exceed existing state and federal requirements.  The State Water Plan references numerous activities 
that municipalities should undertake to address water quality issues, including adopting land use 
policies that encourage Low Impact Development, disconnecting impervious surface, and addressing 
Stormwater management issues. Municipalities are already undertaking these activities in order to 
comply with the recently revised MS4 General Permit.  These requirements should not be expanded 
upon beyond the scope of the General Permit.  Instead, the Plan should focus on ways of assisting 
municipalities in conducting education and outreach efforts and performing activities to support MS4 
Compliance, such as the state’s NEMO program.  

▪ Given the magnitude of the state’s economic and budgetary problems, the State Water Plan should 
focus its resources on addressing areas where there are actual impairments in water quality or 
documented low flows in streams. Many of the recommendations in the plan, if implemented, would 
require state agencies to undertake a wide range of new activities.  However, state agencies do not have 
the staff and resources to undertake these activities.  Prior to moving forward with implementing the 
State Water Plan, policymakers must perform a comprehensive cost benefit analysis to determine how 
much the plan will cost and how it will be funded.  The plan references a “Triple Bottom Line” analysis 
but it is unclear whether this analysis appropriately considers the budgetary issues facing the state and 
municipalities.  

▪ The State Water Plan recommends regional approaches to address many water issues without fully 
identifying barriers to regionalization. Interconnections and Interbasin Transfers are critical to ensuring 
the availability of public water supplies in various regions of the state.  The State Water Plan should 
ensure that state policies support the use of interconnections and Interbasin Transfers by removing 
regulatory barriers. It should also determine what other regulatory barriers exist that may undermine 
regional approaches before recommending changes in funding that give priority to regional approaches. 
In addition, the State Water Plan should incorporate recommendations from the regional Councils of 
Government regarding these issues.  

▪ The State Water Plan unfairly characterizes “Home Rule” as a challenge to implementing a State 
Water Plan.  Although Home Rule is listed as a challenge to implementing a State Water Plan, the plan 
later notes that Home Rule is not a barrier.  This creates confusion that may lead to unnecessary efforts 
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to undermine local land use and water resources management decisions as well as services provided by 
municipal water departments, many of which serve other towns.    

▪ Given the potential impact of implementation of the State Water Plan on municipalities, there 
should be a clear process for determining how recommendations should be developed and 
implemented, ensuring ample opportunity for municipalities to weigh in on how the recommendations 
may impact municipalities and property taxpayers.  As drafted, the plan appears to cede too much 
authority to the Water Planning Council, which does not include a municipal representative.  

▪ The State Water Plan should identify regulatory issues that undermine efforts to address water 
quality and availability issues and/or support new businesses. Municipalities faced with contaminated 
water supplies have struggled to address problems due to limitations associated with state programs 
designed to address contamination issues as well as inadequate state funding.  The state should target 
resources to addressing these issues before it takes on additional regulatory obligations.  Moreover, the 
state should streamline permitting processes and regulatory approvals to allow towns and industry to 
move forward with projects.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the State Water Plan. 

Betsy Gara 

Betsy Gara 
Executive Director 
bgara@ctcost.org 
860-841-7350  
 

mailto:bgara@ctcost.org


 

1. The plan references reduced rates of per capita water use in recent years. Does this take 

into account the ever increasing proliferation of lawn irrigation systems being installed? 

Recent drought conditions in lower Fairfield County have highlighted the impact that 

seasonal irrigation systems are having on our potable water supplies. This continued 

desire for beautiful, irrigated lawns is likely to continue expanding statewide and with 

that in mind, 
➢ Minimal emphasis has been placed on the mandatory adoption of water conservation 

measures, including encouraging, via tax credits or other incentives, the use of grey 
water or recycling systems for non-potable uses such as irrigation systems. It seems to 
be incredibly wasteful to continue using the precious resource of potable treated 
drinking water (or well water) on our lawns.  

➢ Building pipelines to transport water across watershed areas doesn’t seem like good 
long term policy planning. 

➢ Mandate use of infiltration systems for roadway and parking lot construction to increase 
groundwater aquifer replenishment. 

➢ Establish rate structures that results in higher rates for those using lawn irrigation 
systems. 

 
2. It seems likely that our future water needs in CT will be met by drilling wells, because surface 

reservoir construction is HIGHLY unlikely. To that end, we need to have more robust monitoring 
of ground water levels – In other parts of the country, municipal sewer systems in areas served 
by groundwater wells has been shown to lower groundwater levels due to reduced aquifer 
recharge. This needs to be incorporated into the plan by adopting an aggregate diversion permit 
review program when water is taken out of one aquifer (deep groundwater) and discharged to a 
stream (surface), forever lost to the bedrock aquifer and likely to contribute to groundwater 
depletion over time. Continued economic development and expansion of municipal sewers into 
areas served by groundwater wells, public and/or private, without a detailed hydrogeological 
study to evaluate groundwater aquifers would seem to be very short-sighted from a planning 
perspective and could lead to the need to costly expansion of water supplies and complex 
diversions of watersheds. An example of that would be the discussion of having MDC supply 
water to Storrs. Without adequate planning and review, those types of discussions may become 
more prevalent in the not-too-distant future. 

 
3. Water is a commodity being sold by ‘for-profit’ companies, meaning conservation will be a 

tough sell since reduced consumption means reduced income. Just as the price of any 
commodity increases in times of shortage, can a mechanism be established creating a sliding fee 
schedule in times of enforced conservation during droughts to cover lower revenues? 
 

4. A concern has been raised about "private entities profiting by harvesting our natural resource of 
water”, i.e. bottled water sales. Is there a mechanism to ensure water "harvesting" doesn't 
result in "depletion"? Are there “triggers” established to stop harvesting in times of drought? 
 

5. Has the plan taken into account “Superfund”, hazardous waste or former landfill sites into 
account? Improved aquifer protection zones are needed in areas being used for groundwater 
supplies 
 



6. Not enough attention has been given to private wells that serve a significant portion of CT’s 
population. Residents need better information regarding well water use, water quality, 
treatment systems and quantity issues. 
 

7. Representation of elected local officials on these committees is lacking. Water policy decisions 
can have major impacts on local communities and patterns of development. 

 
 
 
Thank you! 
 
David  
 

David Knauf, MPH, MS, REHS 
Director of Health 
Town of Darien 
Darien, CT 06820 



 

 

 

 

November 20, 2017 

Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT 06051 

Re: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments  

Dear Council Members: 

Thank you for your hard work in putting this document together. It is obvious from the depth and 

breadth of the report that a lot of time and effort was put into establishing what is the first ever water 

management plan for the state. As our landscape is continuously bombarded with more and more 

competing interests, we need this kind of thoughtful, forward-thinking management tool so that all 

needs can be met to the best of our ability. On behalf of the First Selectman and the Town of Westport 

we offer the following comments for your consideration: 

1. We would prefer that water companies not have the ability to sell Class I land. Therefore, we are 

very supportive of Recommendation #9 on page ES-20 of the Executive Summary which states: 

“Reaffirm support for the protection of Class I and II land contributing to water supply. 

Expand protections to other watershed lands and land that feeds aquifers used for 

public water supply or by private wells.”  

 

2. We are concerned with the acquisition of the Aquarion Water Company by Eversource. These 

are for-profit businesses that will now have a monopoly on both our water and electric needs 

which are utilities that are essential to human health. In general, how will for-profit water 

companies be encouraged to promote water conservation among its rate-payers? 

 

3. The plan’s intent is to provide a roadmap toward a balance of the water supply we have with 

the supply that we need. However, are all uses acceptable? The plan should include a list of 

prohibited uses that would significantly deplete or pollute our water supply. 

 

4. Education of homeowners to encourage conservation is supported but some will still prefer to 

have a green lawn no matter what. Therefore, anything that can be done to encourage irrigation 

companies to put timers on sprinkler systems and more importantly, discontinue watering at 

the end of the growing season would be helpful. 

 



5. Precipitation = Evaporation + Runoff. Stormwater, especially over impermeable surfaces is a 

pollutant source. Municipalities should be encouraged to include Low Impact Development 

principles and practices in their Zoning Regulations to promote groundwater recharge.  

 

6. We recommend this plan be used by PURA to help in their decision making process. This would 

be similar to a Town Plan of Conservation and Development being used by a local Planning  

Commission when making its decisions.  

 

7. Note 3 in Figure ES-5 entitled “Example Summary Sheet for the Quinnipiac Basin” states:  

“Net groundwater demand accounts for the difference between groundwater 

withdraws and estimated recharge through on-site wastewater systems.”  

How much do septic systems contribute to groundwater recharge in Connecticut? Or, asked 

another way, how much of the state is sewered?  Interestingly, nitrogen discharge to Long Island 

Sound is a problem. We are encouraging our shoreline towns to install sewers or use alternative 

on-site wastewater disposal systems. The coastal areas of Connecticut may need to have 

different recommendations than other parts of the state. Sewers may be better suited to treat 

wastewater in sandy soil conditions than septic systems even though septics contribute to 

groundwater recharge. This difference should be acknowledged in the plan and other strategies 

like LID could be encouraged/required instead.  

 

8. Is there a recommendation to install more USGS rain gages? If not, it should be determined if 

more are needed.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for your hard work on this very important document. 

Sincerely, 

 

Alicia M. Mozian 

Conservation Director  

 

Cc: James Marpe, First Selectman  

 

Alicia/jm/water plan comments  



AN ACT ESTABLISHING A RECLAIMED WATER POLICY FOR THE STATE OF 

CONNECTICUT. 

Whereas, the encouragement and promotion of clean water, water conservation and use of 

reclaimed water, as defined by the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 

Protection, are state objectives and are considered to be in the public interest. The Legislature 

finds that the use of reclaimed water is a critical component of meeting the state’s existing and 

future water supply needs while sustaining natural systems, maintaining water quality and 

protecting our valuable inland and coastal water resources. 

(1) The Legislature finds that wastewater treated by facilities operated under an approved 

reclaimed water discharge permit by the Connecticut Department of Energy and 

Environmental Protection shall be considered environmentally acceptable and not a threat 

to public health and safety. The Legislature encourages the development of incentive-

based programs for reuse implementation. Incentive-based programs include but are not 

limited to funding priority, funding allocations or set-asides, and increased grant 

percentages for reclaimed water projects. 

(2) Local governments may allow the use of reclaimed water for outside activities, including, 

but not limited to residential irrigation, agricultural irrigation, industrial uses, landscape 

irrigation, irrigation of other public access areas, land disposal of reclaimed water,  and 

transfers to other reclaimed water utilities, provided the reclaimed water is from domestic 

wastewater treatment facilities which are permitted, constructed, and operated in 

accordance with Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection. 

(3) Local governments may allow the use of reclaimed water for inside activities, including, 

but not limited to toilet flushing, fire protection, and decorative water features, as well as 

for outdoor uses, provided the reclaimed water is from domestic wastewater treatment 

facilities which are permitted, constructed, and operated in accordance with Connecticut 

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection. 

(4) The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection will develop a new 

General Permit for the treatment and distribution of reclaimed water from domestic 

wastewater treatment facilities within the State of Connecticut. 

(5) All applicants for new permits to construct, operate or expand a domestic wastewater 

treatment facility shall prepare a reclaimed water feasibility study as part of their 

application for a discharge permit. The plan of study shall include detailed descriptions of 

applicable treatment and water supply alternatives to be evaluated and the methods of 

analysis to be used. The plan of study shall be submitted to the department for review and 

approval. 

(6) Reclaimed water feasibility studies shall be prepared in accordance with Connecticut 

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection guidelines adopted by rule and shall 

include, but are not limited to: 

a. Evaluation of environmental and water resource benefits associated with 

reclaimed water use. 

b. Evaluation of monetary costs and benefits for several levels and types of 

reclaimed water. 

c. Evaluation of water savings if reclaimed water is utilized. 

d. Evaluation of rates and fees necessary to implement reclaimed water use. 

e. Evaluation of economic, environmental, and technical constraints. 



f. A schedule for implementation of reclaimed water use that shall consider phased 

implementation. 

(7) After conducting a reclaimed water feasibility study, domestic wastewater treatment 

facilities that dispose of effluent by surface water discharges or by land application 

methods must implement reuse water to the degree that reclaimed water is feasible, based 

upon the applicant’s reclaimed water feasibility study. 

(8) Water or wastewater utilities implementing reclaimed water projects are encouraged to 

meter use of reclaimed water by all end users and to charge for the use of reclaimed water 

based on the actual volume used. Metering and the use of volume-based rates are 

effective water management tools for the following reuse activities: residential irrigation, 

agricultural irrigation, industrial uses, landscape irrigation, irrigation of other public 

access areas, commercial and institutional uses such as toilet flushing, and transfers to 

other reclaimed water utilities. The Connecticut Department of Energy and 

Environmental Protection may at its discretion, require each domestic wastewater utility 

that provides reclaimed water for the activities listed in this section to include a summary 

of its metering and rate structure as part of its monthly report to the department. 









 

 

 

 

October 25, 2017 

Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT 06051 

Re: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments  

Dear Council Members: 

Thank you for your hard work in putting this document together. It is obvious from the depth and 

breadth of the report that a lot of time and effort was put into establishing what is our first ever water 

management plan for the state. As our landscape is continuously bombarded with more and more 

competing interests, we need this kind of thoughtful, forward-thinking management tool so that all 

needs can be met to the best of our ability. I offer the following comments for your consideration: 

1. I do not want water companies to have the ability to sell Class I land. That is why I am very 

supportive of Recommendation #9 on page ES-20 of the Executive Summary which states: 

“Reaffirm support for the protection of Class I and II land contributing to water supply. 

Expand protections to other watershed lands and land that feeds aquifers used for 

public water supply or by private wells.”  

2. I am concerned with the acquisition of the Aquarion Water Company by Eversource. These are 

for-profit businesses that will now have a monopoly on both our water and electric needs which 

are utilities that are essential to human health. Will the Connecticut consumer be at their mercy 

when it comes to rate hikes?  In addition, we want people to conserve water for example, 

especially in times of drought. However, conserving means less water usage and therefore, less 

profit to these companies. Will they want to sell land to make up for lost revenue? In general, 

how will for-profit water companies be encouraged to promote water conservation among its 

rate-payers? 

3. The plan’s intent is to provide a roadmap toward a balance of the water supply we have with 

the supply that we need. Understood. However, are all users worthy of our water? For example, 

do we want a water bottling company to set-up shop in Connecticut? Do we want fracking waste 

to come here and pollute our water supply? Can the plan include a list of prohibited uses? 

4. Education of homeowners is great but some will feel entitled to have a green lawn no matter 

what. Therefore, anything that can be done to encourage irrigation companies to put timers on 

sprinkler systems and more importantly, discontinue watering at the end of the growing season 

would be helpful. 



5. Precipitation = Evaporation + Runoff. Stormwater especially over impermeable surfaces is a 

pollutant. It should be mandatory for municipalities to include Low Impact Development 

principles and practices to be included in their Zoning Regulations to promote groundwater 

recharge.  

6. Question: Will this plan be used by PURA to help in their decisions? This would be similar to a 

Town Plan of Conservation and Development being used by a local P&Z Commission when it is 

making decisions.  

7. Note 3 in Figure ES-5 entitled “Example Summary Sheet for the Quinnipiac Basin” states: “Net 

groundwater demand accounts for the difference between groundwater withdraws and 

estimated recharge through on-site wastewater systems.”  

 

How much do septic systems contribute to groundwater recharge in Connecticut? Or, asked 

another way, how much of the state is sewered?  Interestingly, nitrogen discharge to Long Island 

Sound is a problem. We are encouraging towns to sewer our shoreline towns or use alternative 

on-site wastewater disposal systems. The coastal areas of Connecticut may need to have 

different recommendations than other parts of the state. Sewers may be better suited to treat 

wastewater in sandy soil conditions than septic systems even though septics contribute to 

groundwater recharge. This difference should be acknowledged in the plan and other strategies 

like LID could be encouraged/required instead.  

 

8. Is there a recommendation to install more USGS rain gages? If not, it should be determined if 

more are needed.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for your hard work on this very important document. 

Sincerely, 

 

Alicia M. Mozian 

Conservation Director  

 

Alicia/jm/water plan comments  



 
 

CONNECTICUT STATE WATER PLAN 
CCM Formal Comments  

November 17, 2017 
 
The Connecticut Conference of Municipalities (CCM) is Connecticut’s statewide association of 
towns and cities and the voice of local government. Our members represent over 96% of 
Connecticut’s population.  
 
CCM has had the opportunity to review the draft report of the State Water plan. We commend 
the time, effort, and initiative towards modernizing and providing a plan for Connecticut.  While 
the plan is a comprehensive approach for Connecticut’s water usage, CCM intends to focus 
comments on those issues particularly impacting towns and cities. 
 
We understand that the plan imposes a holistic approach to water in Connecticut.  Understanding 
the implementation of other state plans and proposals (unrelated to water), a concern of 
comprehensive plans such as this is always “cherry picking” particular recommendations and in 
doing so neglecting others.   Proposals chosen may hinge on other recommendations and 
therefore hinder overall implementation if other issues are neglected.  We encourage the Council 
and state leaders to consider the plan for how it was developed, as a singular statewide plan. 
 
As clearly identified in the Plan, Connecticut has enjoyed plentiful water resources that promotes 
the needs of public health, public safety, agricultural, recreation and economic development.  
CCM understands that an inclusive plan may be necessary to guide water usage and 
conservation.  In addition, CCM commends the foundational principles of the Plan being based 
on scientific data.  As well as continued efforts to provide education and outreach to the public 
and elected officials.   
 
The Plan outlines a variety of initiatives that should be pursued, including changes to water 
conservation, utility and well testing laws or regulations.  As you know, imbedded in 
Connecticut’s foundation is the concept of “home rule”.   Our local governments in home rule 
are free to pass laws and ordinances as they see fit to further their operations.  Imposing greater 
regulation and laws may impact efforts that could conflict with the basis of home rule, including 
land use, water resource management decisions, and services provided to municipal water 
departments.   
 
Furthermore, while the Plan does contain many proposals and concepts for implementation, there 
is very little to no cost estimation.  Specifically, any cost or burden that it would have on 
municipal governments.  Unfunded mandates only impose a financial strain on local finances and 
property taxpayers that would reduce other critical municipal services such as education, public 
safety and transportation.  The Plan would require additional testing, imposing regulations, and 



impose requirements for new ordinances without any definitive regard for cost.  This may 
impose new mandates on local government, as well may be contrary to what towns and cities 
already do.  We caution against impinging the home rule doctrine as well as imposing new 
unfunded mandates on towns and cities. 
 
In addition, CCM encourages caution against undermining efforts to encourage economic 
development.  A greater shift of these requirements to the local level could impact what positive 
efforts are already occurring. Barriers could include additional permitting requirements, 
impacting stream flow regulations, and imposing unrealistic restrictions on commercial and 
residential property taxpayers.  As well, any adjustments in current regulations proposed in the 
Plan need to ensure that they do not impact other federal or state regulations that have been 
carefully discussed and plans are in place for implementation (ex. MS4 permit).    
 
Through our review, we also encourage the Council to consider other issues that do not appear to 
be considered in the Plan, including: 
 

• Fire Hydrants - In some communities, the municipality is required to pay the actual fee 
associated with providing water for the fire hydrants.  For instance, the City of Milford 
appropriates $1.5 million annually and it continues to increase.  Other water companies 
do not charge a particular rate for the water used in fire protection.  As a result, there is a 
lack of parity throughout the state on water usage and rates for this service.   

• Reservoirs - Several communities have reservoirs within their geographic boundaries.  
These are protected bodies of water, however in several towns regulations are imposed to 
prevent the usage of water from those reservoirs including establishing economic 
development within an area around those bodies of water. 

• Road Salt - There appears to be no indication of the impact of salt used in snow and ice 
treatment on our roadways has on water resources and supplies. 

• Non-Transit Water Systems - Existing permitting is already cumbersome, in particular 
as it related to non-transit community water system.  The plan should address this issue as 
it is important factor to be included in a comprehensive state water plan as well as an 
effort that communities can use to encourage economic development.   

 
In conclusion, the draft Plan may be a positive step in establishing a platform for Connecticut’s 
water resources and supplies.  As these projects are considered further, CCM hopes to continue 
our work with stakeholders in providing a municipal voice towards the development of a final 
plan. 
 

     

For more information, please contact Mike Muszynski (mmuszynski@ccm-ct.org) or Donna 
Hamzy (dhamzy@ccm-ct.org) of CCM at (203) 498-3000. 
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11/20/2017 

Comments of Anthony Rescigno, president 

Greater New Haven Chamber of Commerce 

Regarding the Draft State Water Plan 

 

On behalf of the Greater New Haven Chamber of Commerce and its 1,000 partners, 

I’m writing to provide comments on the draft State Water Plan mandated to be developed by 

the Water Planning Council pursuant to Public Act 14-163. 

Our mission is to provide unrivaled partner services and lead economic growth 

through bold and effective advocacy for New Haven and 14 towns in the Greater New Haven 

area. We represent businesses and nonprofits of all sizes and from all industry sectors. A 

large part of our representation is advocacy for public policies that will promote a positive 

business climate for the region. We thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on 

the State Water Plan. 

We wish to commend the Water Planning Council for its effort in developing this plan 

and its attempt to balance the public health, safety, and economic development needs of the 

state. We fully agree that the plan must consider environmental and health concerns but 

want to ensure that the plans recognizes the role of public water supplies to meet the needs 

of business and industry across the state. We are concerned that the Plan may be 

implemented in a way that imposes limitations on the use of public water supplies to divert 

water resource to the environment even if there are no impairments. The process for 

determining how to implement the State Water Plan must be collaborative, consensus driven 

and based on data and sound science. 



 

The State of Connecticut is struggling economically. It is vitally important that 

policymakers not create barriers to economic development at this critical time in our state 

history. Do not impose regulations that will result in cost burdens on business. Examples of 

these burdens include limitation on commercial development that relies on high volume of 

water; extension of stream flow requirements to ground water supplies that may create 

water shortages; and cumbersome water use restrictions on commercial activities. Be very 

wary of the unintended consequences of proposals made by opponents of bottled water 

operations. 

It is also critical that the State Water Plan does not exceed state and, in particular, 

federal requirements. Connecticut is a high cost state to conduct business. Our partners 

compete in a national and international market. Do not impose requirements beyond 

existing permits and regulations that add to the cost of doing business in state. 

We also urge you to look closely at available state resources needed to implement the 

plan. Many proposals in the plan call for a wide range of new activities that, given staffing 

limitations in state agencies, cannot be implemented. Conduct a cost benefit analysis to 

determine the cost of the plan and how it will be funded. Prioritize wisely. 

In closing, we wish to applaud the efforts of all involved with the development of the 

draft plan. We are grateful for the opportunity to provide our thoughts and concerns. It is 

our fervent hope that you will fully consider the issues raised by the business community 

when finalizing the State Water Plan. 

Sincerely, 

 

Tony Rescigno 

President, Greater New Haven Chamber of Commerce  



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

G-1 11/20/2017 Specialty Group Lori Brown Hartford
CT League of Conservation 

Voters

State Water Plan testimony 11-20-17.docx Registered water diversions are addressed with a Policy recommendation focused on obsolete registrations and a Pathway Forward recommendation that 

addresses review of all registrations.  The specific comments in this letter can be addressed through plan implementation and the actions that follow the 

Policy and Pathway Forward recommendations.  Regarding the 2017 statute that addresses water utility information, implementation will occur separate 

from the plan.

G-2 10/29/2017 Specialty Group Carmela Garofalo Bloomfield
CT Earth Mercy Committee of 

Sisters of Mercy

Knowing what water bottling companies have done in a number of states including California and Maine I am deeply concerned about the same thing happening in CT.  Once these 

corporation obtain rights to water there is no going back, even in times of drought.  i strongly believe that water is a public trust  belonging to the people and not to increase the wealth of 

corporations.  I want to see clear guidelines in the plan so that what happened in Bloomfield with Niagara will not happen anywhere else in CT. Water is for people not for profit of 

corporations

Commentary has been added relative to water being in the public trust.   Regarding bottling, the plan addresses it in several locations.  Text has been 

added to Section 6 to provide additional clarifications.

G-3 11/20/2017 Specialty Group Seth Molofsky Amston
Environmental Professionals' 

Organization of CT

EPOC Comments on Final Draft Report on CT State Water Plan.pdf A series of bulleted comments was provided, with some that can be acknowledged but many require further discussion after the plan adoption such as 

those regarding specific parameters for private well testing; judicious use of interconnections; limitations on bottling; consideration of existing and new 

reservoirs for reducing streamflow depletion and promoting climate resilience; special review of groundwater supplies next to class B streams; and 

consideration of GB groundwater for consumption to relieve stress on other resources. These are very specific and should be left to address during plan 

implementation.

G-4 11/20/2017 Specialty Group
Craig & 

Deborah

Repasz & 

Johnson
New Haven The New Haven Bird Club

Water Plan comments from The New Haven Bird Club.docx Acknowledged

G-5 11/18/2017 Specialty Group Braden Truscinski Middletown
Mentor for FLL Team 32397 

Silver Metal Falcons

CT State Water Plan Comments From FLL Team 32937 Nov 16 2017.pdf Use of the application for tracking water use is an appropriate suggestion to pick up in the implementation phase as the Policy and Pathway Forward 

recommendations for water conservation are addressed.



 

 

November 20, 2017 

To:  Connecticut State Water Planning Council 

From: Lori Brown, Executive Director, Connecticut League of Conservation Voters 

Re: Comments on Draft State Water Plan 

On behalf of the CT League of Conservation Voters, thank you for the opportunity to provide 

comments on the draft State Water Plan.  CTLCV worked with advocates to pass PA 14-163 

calling for the plan, and have been involved in multiple legislative efforts to address problems 

over the years at the Connecticut General Assembly, often involving DEEP and DPH.  We are 

determined that the plan must contain stronger recommendations for resolving the issue 

of unused grandfathered water registrations, and provide clear direction for actions and 

policies needed to protect in-stream and aquatic needs.   

The plan should call for a thorough review of all registered diversions to determine if they can 

be maintained sustainably, or if they should be amended to ensure that users who hold them do 

not adversely impact water levels, aquifers and aquatic life. 

The need to change the status quo on how our water is managed was first spotlighted when the 

Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) proposed diverting water from the Farmington River 

and pipe it across the state for sale to UConn Storrs campus.  UConn was already under 

scrutiny for drying up the Fenton River, in some areas draining it down to the rock bed, killing all 

aquatic life and the ecosystem dependent upon it. This raised other concerns about what 

damage might be done to the Farmington, and how that water would be managed. It should 

not be legal in our State to drain a river or stream.  In the case of UConn, the proposed 

transfer of water from the Farmington River through new pipes would cross into a new water 

basin.  This fortunately triggered public hearings and ultimately caused the ill-conceived project 

to be revisited and stopped.  This outcry is what led to a bipartisan effort with strong support 

from Governor Malloy to set an actual timeline and accountability for development of a 

statewide water plan called for in PA 14-163.  

Since that time, there has been a second effort by MDC to use its grandfathered diversion 

registration to sell our state water supply to a predatory out of state water bottling company, 

again for profit.  But because our laws are out of sync with new threats such as this, there is no 

law that triggered an environmental review or need for a permit for a new withdrawal of $1.8 

million gallons per day from the MDC reservoir.   Neither was there a requirement for MDC or 

the DPH to provide data to prove they were making accurate projections for future water 

reserves that considered new needs and impacts of drought due to climate change.   

Additionally, the inter-basin transfer of water that would have triggered public hearings was 

bypassed because the water would be transported by trucks, not by pipeline.  This loophole in 

our law concerning inter-basin transfers must be closed with state legislation.   



The state water plan should recommend guarantees that the public is never shut out of 

decisions about its public water supply. We support the recommendations that call for the 

Water Planning Council to continue to preside over the process of implementation, to 

assist in formulating or vetting legislation, to monitor progress, and to provide a formal 

public process to resolve disputes.  The future role of the Council should include close 

monitoring of how the plan is implemented.  It should review any mandated reporting and should 

have full access to water data currently unavailable to the public to answer citizen questions and 

verify the accuracy and sources of the data provided by the water utilities in their projections.  

We hope the final plan will include recommendations that outline a serious education and 

outreach strategy to inform and engage the public on important water policies. This will also 

help with strategies to engage the public in water conservation efforts across all sectors—

public, private, industrial and agricultural.  

In furtherance of keeping the public informed, the final plan should recommend full 

implementation of the 2017 law that allows public access to data regarding information 

about specific water sources.  This should include geographic location of water sources, safe 

yield data, available water and margin of safety, and any enforcement actions taken in each 

watershed. 

The draft plan insists on neutrality on prioritizing uses for our public trust waters. However, it is 

common sense to prioritize the needs of our state’s citizens and the protection of our healthy 

streams and aquifers above private commercial interests.   While the draft plan has many good 

recommendations, we ask the Council to place a stronger emphasis on healthy rivers and 

streams, and ESTABLISH the need for better protections for in-stream needs that will stand up 

to the pressures of consumer and commercial demands.  The current system is out of balance 

in that regard, and this document seems to reinforce that imbalance in some of its evaluations. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

Lori Brown 

CTLCV 

553 Farmington Avenue 

Hartford, CT 06105 

860-236-5442 

ctlcv@ctlcv.org 



 

Environmental Professionals’ Organization of Connecticut 

P.O. Box 176 
Amston, Connecticut 06231-0176 
Phone: (860) 537-0337, Fax: (860) 603-2075 

 

 

20 November 2017 

 

Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, Connecticut 06051 

 

Attention: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

On behalf of the Environmental Professionals’ Organization of Connecticut (“EPOC”), its Board of 

Directors has prepared this letter to submit public comments on the Connecticut State Water Plan Final 

Draft Report dated 30 June 2017 (the “Draft Report”).  EPOC represents the interests of Licensed 

Environmental Professionals (“LEPs”), who are individuals authorized under Section 22a-133v of the 

Connecticut General Statutes to supervise and approve the investigation and remediation of 

environmentally contaminated sites in Connecticut.  LEPs are intimately involved in the investigation and 

clean-up of contamination affecting the State’s valuable water resources.  Additionally, many LEPs are 

scientists and/or engineers who work on projects directly related to conservation and development of 

water resources in Connecticut, involving for example exploration  of new supplies, water diversion 

permits, water discharge permits and Level A aquifer mapping.  It is encouraging to see that the Draft 

Report recognized statewide improvements to water quality over the last several decades, in part due to 

expanded treatment of wastewater and remediation of polluted waters.   

  

Overall, the “Draft Report” is thoughtful, well-researched, well-crafted, and contains a prodigious amount 

of information.  As such, the Draft Report is a valuable repository and unifying platform for scientific 

information and data, and provides guiding principles and a roadmap for future decision-making and 

planning.  The Draft Report comprehensively summarizes information on the natural water cycle as 

projected to be impacted by climate change, current water allocations (e.g., total runoff versus demands) 

for Connecticut’s major and regional drainage basins,  drainage basins where need/demands are not being 

met (or are at risk of not being met), water system infrastructure, and the panoply of laws, regulations, 

plans and stakeholder groups involved in decision making.   

 

We found much to commend in the report, and have some recommendations.  We particularly concur 

with, and have provided comments and recommendations on, the following elements of the Draft Report: 

 

• Adherence to the overarching goal that the State Water Plan balances consumptive and non-

consumptive water demands by considering social, environmental and economic factors as the 

“triple bottom line”. 

• Advocacy for continued collection and use of scientific information.   

 

• We note that the Draft Report recommends required water quality testing for private wells with 

automatic reporting to the DPH and local health districts.  We recommend that such testing 

include analysis for pesticides and fumigants in selected areas of the State known or suspected to 
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be at potential risk associated with the widespread presence of these substances in groundwater 

due to land use. 

 

• Regarding interconnections, regionalization, and inter-basin transfers, we recommend that these 

management tools continue to be used in a limited, judicious manner, focused on alleviating 

emergencies and increasing resiliency.  We recommend that limitations on the transfer of water 

out of state be considered, for example by limiting the amount of water permitted to leave the 

state as a commodity (e.g., bottled water) to a small percentage of a drainage basin’s total 

runoff/streamflow.   

 

• We support the directive that “where a [streamflow] impairment is being created, there needs to 

be a mechanism to manage the impairment”, and support consideration of the judicious use of 

current and possibly expanded and/or new storage facilities (e.g., reservoirs) to mitigate 

environmental impairment such as depleted stream flows from consumptive uses, and possibly 

drought.   

 

• We support the strong consideration of the projected effects of climate change, which include a 

generally, but unevenly, hotter/wetter near-future climate for Connecticut.  We recommend that 

these projections (which point to wetter wet seasons and drier dry seasons), be used in  

stakeholder considerations of how storage facilities may take advantage of such climate shift by 

accumulating water during the wet seasons and releasing stored water during the dry seasons 

(e.g., to a adjust toward “pre-climate change stream flow conditions”).    

 

• We support the recommended future role of the Water Planning Council (WPC) to complete early 

reviews of proposed water-related legislation, and to develop proposed legislation as needed. This 

would allow for those most informed to appropriately take the lead in setting policy.     

 

• We strongly concur with the policy of using only the highest quality of water occurring naturally 

for human consumption (generally Class A or AA surface water and Class GA or Class GAA 

groundwater).  In Connecticut, these high quality waters are generally segregated from waters 

used for large-scale waste assimilation (e.g., as associated with discharges from sewage treatment 

plants).   We note, however, that some of the highest yielding well fields in Connecticut draw 

from aquifers that do or may underlie (and therefore may indirectly receive water from) Class B 

or SB rivers (such as the Connecticut River) through induced infiltration.  We recommend 

consideration for managing water supplies that are or may be affected by Class B or SB surface 

water as a separate category of water supply subject to additional evaluation and testing to the 

extent that this is not already the case.  In this way, public water supply customers using such 

water can be assured of benefiting from the lower risk associated with not consuming 

contaminants from Class B and SB surface waters, including emerging contaminants.  We also 

note that the groundwater quality in some GB areas may be suitable for human consumption with 

added testing and possibly treatment, either because such groundwater is of Class GA quality 

despite the classification, or because the contaminants of concern are well known and can be 

reliably removed.  Such use of Class GB groundwater may help alleviate excess demand on 

waters with higher classifications.  Hence, we recommend that the WPC consider setting 

guidelines for the possible use of such class GB groundwater as drinking water.           
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• Finally, we support continued outreach efforts directed to stakeholders and the general 

Connecticut Public.  The Draft Report is comprehensive and detailed enough such that LEPs and 

other members of the Connecticut Public, can, after digesting the report, be knowledgeable 

enough to make informed contributions to the Public discourse and have valuable input to 

decisions surrounding one of the State’s most precious natural resources: water.     

In conclusion, the Draft Report is extensive in scope, intensive in detail, principled but not judgmental, 

and fact- and science-based but sensitive to historical circumstances (such as “home rule”).  We believe 

that the Draft Report is a useful framework for future decision and policy making, and we support its 

adoption and implementation. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Seth Molofsky 

Executive Director 

 

Cc: Betsey Wingfield, DEEP, WPC Steering Committee Member and Policy Subcommittee Participant                 



November 2017 

To The State of Connecticut Water Planning Council 

The New Haven Bird Club has been a continuous organization since its inception in 1907, and is 

the second oldest birding group in the United States.  The club works cooperatively with local 

organizations that share our goals and interests.  The stated aim of the NHBC is to make 

available to members and the general public more opportunities for recreation and education 

in bird watching.  The club is dedicated to the conservation of natural resources in New Haven 

and surrounding areas.  It is in that context that we comment on the proposed Connecticut 

State Water Plan. 

Clean water in abundance is an absolute requirement for birds.  Birds require habitats such as 
marshes, shorelines, lakes, springs, ponds, streams and even rain puddles that are conserved 
against habitat loss and with water flows, including groundwater, that are not depleted by 
demands made on water supplies by competing needs not essential to natural wildlife and 
human residential needs.  Water, water sources, and the lands that protect them should be a 
top priority.   
 
Even 50 years ago, the threats to bird populations stated loss of wetlands as a major factor and 
hence a priority for conservation.   In this time of great environmental change, our natural 
habitats are increasingly threatened.  Ultimately, the biggest threats to bird populations are the 
dwindling numbers of suitable wetlands and nesting sites, caused by habitat destruction and 
human disturbance.   
 
Connecticut is well known in the birding and conservation communities for its abundant bird 
life.  Birds are a magnet that attract birders to the state from distant places and is a positive 
economic force, particularly during both Spring and Fall migrations.  Altering or diminishing 
pure and abundant water supplies will likewise diminish the birds and their admirers.     
 
We appreciate the work of the Water Planning Council in developing a State Water Plan.  We 
strongly encourage conservation efforts within the plan, and encourage active input from a 
wide body of conservation biologists and other environmentalists in further refining the plan to 
allow the greatest advantage to the avian populations that rely on our actions to meet their 
needs.    
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,   
Deborah L. Johnson, Conservation Co-Chair 
Craig Repasz, President 

11/20/17 









































No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

H-1 11/20/2017 State Agency Stephen Anderson Hartford
Connecticut Department of 

Agriculture

171120 Water Plan Comments.pdf We thank you for supporting the cited policy recommendions in the Plan.  In Section 5, we will add the assertion that agriculture is an important economic 

driver in CT.  Also, we will mention the NRCS Conservation Standardsand clarify what we mean by water quality impacts in Section 5.

Terry Gerratana 6th Senate District

Ted Kennedy 12th Senate District

Carlo Leone 27th Senate District

H-3 11/20/2017 State Agency Robert Kaliszewski Hartford CT DEEP

DEEPCommentsSWP112017.pdf Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for a discussion of water as a public trust, water registrations, and water bottling.  2a: We 

cannot remove the phrase "only where it makes economic sense…" because this was specificall mandated by the stakeholders.  2b and 2c: OK.  3. 

Regarding streamflow regulation data - we placed this in Section 2 so that  it could be objectively listed as a data need, and did not want to associate any 

cause-effect relationships when all we are saying is that more data are needed - in truth, it is relevant to almost every section of the report, but here it is 

simply listed objectively.  4. OK  6. We will review the white papers because this concept should be prevalent there - if not, we will update.  7.  Single 

Agency Maintaining the Data Portal:  This was a specific consensus recommendation of stakeholders and we do not feel that it would be wise to change it.  

During implementation, we encourage discussion of alternative options.  8. These are good issues, and are addressed in the summary memo, or should be 

taken under advisement for future implementation.   We will also address the typographical revisions.  With respect to the Green Plan revisions in the 

White Paper, some of the requested deletions represent historical involvement of other organziations, and the text was agreed upon by stakeholders after 

a great deal of discussion.  We will incorporporate suggested comments to the extent that they are corrections, updates,  or additions to the information 

presented.

H-4 11/20/2017 State Agency Lori Mathieu Hartford CT DPH

20171120161213288.pdf 1. It was agreed with the WPC that establishment of workgroups and prioritization of issues will be a part of the implementation process.  2.  The Plan does 

outline the need to track two things:  complance with the 17 requirements in the driving statute, and actual achievement of stakeholder goals.  This will 

also be part of implementation planning, and should be determined after the WPCAG finalizes its roles and processes. 3. Please refer to the RESPONSES TO 

COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for a discussions of Regionalization, Conservation, Health Equity, Private Wells, and Decentralized Sewage.  4. Emerging 

Contaminants will be added to a new section in Section 6 which lists critical issues for near-term discussion and prioritization.  5. We will clarify the White 

Paper to indicate the LID is not universally applied or one-size-fits-all.  6.  The Plan does advocate for a centralized data portal for water data.  7. We will 

make requested editorial clarifications where appropriate. Some of them get into too much detail that is beyond the primary themes or scope of the 

Water Plan.  With respect to water demands for non-community systems:  We used the daily average demand as reported in DEEP’s database, for non-

community systems. If the DEEP demand data was based on the 1.5 to 2 safety factors, then that was included (and the estimates were then likely 

conservative). But, the cumulative amounts of the non-community systems were so small on a relative basis that they were basically lost in rounding when 

reporting total demands. 

H-5 11/20/2017 State Agency Mary Mushinsky Wallingford
State Representative 85th 

District

Comments of Rep. Mary Mushinsky re Draft Water Plan.docx 1. The Plan uses July as a reference month not because of needing the lowest streamflow for analysis, but because if typically represents the greatest 

IMBALANCE between natural flow and water demand (greatest differrence between demand and streamflow).  In this excercise, we were seeking to 

identify risks (not calculate safe yield), and streamflow depletion is only one part of that risk evaluation.  Flows in July are typically very low, close to 

August flows, but demands in July are higher than other months, and this imbalance was key to understanding risks.  2. The Plan cannot mandate changes 

in water rates or specific funding, but well data are listed in the section on data gaps..  3.  Sub-regional basins were beyond the scope of work - the focus 

on Regional Basins was intended to identify the RISKS of current and future imbalance and identify priority basins for future work (Section 6), but not to 

locate the problem areas specifically within each basin.  Our example of basin modeling (for the Quinnipiac Basin) illustrates how the results of the 

prioritization can be highly refined through tributrary and river network modeling within each basin.  4.  The Plan recommmends a Pathway Forward to 

better understand the economic value of ALL water uses, including instream uses.  5. Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for 

discussion of Water as a Public Trust and Registered Diversions.  The Plan does offer a Pathway Forward for Registered Diversions, recognizing that a good 

first step is the consensus agreement to find a way to eliminate obsolete registrations.  Beyond that, for now, there was no observable consensus of the 

stakeholders on how to proceed, so the Plan outlines steps to carry the process forward.

H-6 8/9/2017 State Agency Catherine Smith Hartford

Connecticut Department of 

Economic & Community 

Development (DECD)

DECD Letter_State Water Plan_Final.pdf (0.5 MB) Thank you for this letter of support, and please continue to actively contribute your voice to future discussions during the implementation of the Plan, as 

economic factors will need to become a more quantitative aspect of discussions and decisions during implementation.

H-7 11/20/2017 State Agency Richard Sobolewski New Britain
State of CT - Office of 

Consumer Counsel

The Office of Consumer Counsel supports a comprehensive Connecticut State Water Plan.  OCC commends the WPC for adopting a plan that is balanced and the result of a consensus 

stakeholder process. OCC believes the current draft plan maintains the necessary balance intended by the law. The OCC cautions the Water Planning Council from making substantial 

changes to the plan that are outside the issues vetted in the initial stakeholder process.     As the consumer advocate for the customers of the water utility companies regulated by PURA, 

OCC recommends that the costs of plan implementation should be equitably borne by all users, and not unduly impact water utility customers.  The WPC should carefully consider the 

impacts of any modifications to the plan have on water rates and strive to maintain affordable water rates for consumers and businesses across the state.       

Thank you for this supportive feedback.  We agree, and are striving to make changes only to help clarify issues or identify issues for future discussions, 

wihtout changing anything that was agreed to already by the stakeholders.

H-8 11/20/2017 State Agency Kristin Sullivan Hartford
CTDPH State Health 

Improvement Planning

In 2014, DPH released Healthy Connecticut 2020: The Connecticut State Health Improvement Plan (SHIP), developed by a 150 member, multi sector, State Health Improvement Coalition. 

The Coalition identified Environmental Risk Factors and Health as one of the seven focus areas in the plan and a corresponding workgroup comprised of environmental experts and 

advocates, ensured that water quality was included as a concentration area for improved health by 2020. The work group understood that safe drinking water is fundamental to good 

health and noted that it is important to continuously monitor Connecticut’s water supply for exposure to contaminants and ground water pollution, disease causing bacteria, and 

disruptions to water systems due to major weather events such as storms, floods or drought. Additionally, as part of the SHIP’s focus on health equity, it was implicit that all Connecticut 

residents, regardless of where they live or social circumstances, should have access to the same level of safe, high quality drinking water. Since then, the workgroup has focused on other 

environmental risk factors. The draft CT State Water Plan and the provision to maintain high quality drinking water using the best data and science is a significant contribution towards a 

healthier Connecticut, and aligns with the overall intent of Healthy Connecticut initiative to improve the health of residents by 2020. For further alignment with SHIP or public health 

approach, the planning council may want to consider explicitly addressing equity in water quality, as part of future assessment, planning and policy development activities.

Thank you for this voice of support.   We have added the concept of Health Equity to a list of topics that should be addressed by the Water Planning 

Council as they implement the recommendations in this Plan.

State Agency Senate Democrats

SenateDemocrats Letter_State Water Plan.pdf

9/12/2017H-2

Many people raised concerns that the State Water did not go far enough with regard to Drought Management.  At face value, we agree with this critique, 

but there are other factors to consider as well.  During the planning process, the stakeholders and Water Planning Council agreed to not duplicte (or risk 

contradicting) the State Drought Plan, which was being developed concurrently (and is still in draft form).  The State Water Plan recognizes the Drought 

Plan, and the WPC encourages the two plans to inform each other during their implementation phases once they are both complete and adopted.   Also, in 

Section 5, the State Water Plan encourages further work to develop uniform methods for translating state-wide drought severity indices to local response 

measures, or triggers.  The WPC plans to play an active role in unifying and implementing the recommendations of both the State Water Plan and the State 

Drought Plan to better prepare CT for future droughts.



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

H-9 11/20/2017 State Agency Karl Wagener Hartford
Council on Environmental 

Quality

CEQ Comments on State Water Plan Final Draft Report.pdf 1 & 6: Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for a discussion of registerd diversions and the concept of "balance."  Our definition 

is applied consistently throughout the Plan: "Balance the ability of each water body to support its instream and out of stream uses for public health, 

environmental health, and economic health."  This was developed in concert with stakeholders and we should not change definitions at this point.  2. The 

Plan emphasizes the need for data, including gage data, but cannot require actions that currently have no funding for initiation or expansion.  It can only 

advocate for data gaps to be filled, and the legislature or agencies will need to allocate funding.  3.  We want to avoid broad statements that attribute 

blame, such as the suggested revision to note that "nearly all current imablances are consequences of poor planning and development."  Many streams, 

for example, go nearly dry during natural hydrologic cycles or droughts.  The Plan does not encourage sprawl, but advocates for an implementation plan 

that is in concert with the State C&D Plan.  The issue of interbasin transfers is not mentioned here to universsally promote uncontrolled sprawl, as is 

seemingly interpreted, but as a possible consideration for returning certain basins to a more equitable balance of staisfying all uses if it makes sense to do 

so.  Recall that nothing in the Plan requires or suggests that any recommendation be applied universally (with the exception of data gaps), but where they 

would produce agreeable benefits based on stakeholder goals.  4. We remind readers that stakeholders and the WPC agreed NOT to use words like 

"should" or "must," which could either place requirements on the WPC beyond their statutory authority, or create mandates without the benefit of 

associated funding or consensus from other groups, such as the C&D planning group. 5. The regionalization text was agreed upon by the stakeholders, and 

the agreement is that further discussions are needed as the Plan moves foward.  GENERAL:  The Water Plan makes recommendations only. We can make 

some of the suggested revisions and clarifications, but most in the letter revise the wording developed by stakeholders in ways that could erode the 

consensus, so not all of the suggested changes will be made - we encourage you to continue to raise these issues during the implementation phase of the 

Plan.  7. Your letter offers good advice on adding data to the estimation of ecological flow needs - the currents streamflow regulations are based on studies 

that are commensurate with other states, but that alone does not mean that the data are fully sufficient.  The Plan DOES advocate for more thorough 

study of ecological flow needs as a Pathway Forward.  8. The assertion of the state's goal to greatly increase in-state food production did not arise as a 

driver from the stakeholders - rather, a recommended policy on wiser agricultural practices was adopted, and we are revising the Plan to state that 

agriculture can be an important economic driver.  9. Specific recommendations on aging infrastructure were beyond the scope of this 1-year program (and 

many agencies are already working hard on this, including the risks of lead exposure as noted), but a Pathway Forward was developed to expand this 

discussion and help focus on critical  infrastructure issues.

















































Comments of Rep. Mary Mushinsky (85th District) On the Draft State Water Plan 

November 20, 2017 

Thank you for your hard work on the draft state water plan. I am happy we will soon have this long-

awaited tool for managing our state’s water resources wisely.  

1.Technical and data comments: 

The plan uses July conditions for planning for greatest strain on the system, as it is the average of 

highest water use and summer stress on the aquatic systems. I would prefer planning for the months of 

greatest ecological stress (August-Sept.). In those months, we may need to increase conservation 

techniques and price signals to protect the water resource from damage. 

A good plan relies on good data. Where gages are missing, we may not have early warning of near 

drought conditions. Water rates should be used to add additional monitoring in the form of gages or 

cameras. Good data should also include measuring availability of well water through cataloguing and 

periodic testing of wells. 

2. Sub regional basins: 

The plan should look at and identify stressed sub-regional basins (tributaries) for further policy, 

including the requirement of conservation technology, conservation pricing and additional storage. 

Transfer technology should also be pursued to alleviate regional or local shortages. 

3. Balance of uses: 

While we should strive to maintain the highest quality drinking water (#1 in the U.S.!), we must also 

balance in-stream ecological and out-of-stream human uses. We can do this if we use Class B waters for 

some irrigation and washing needs. The plan emphasizes economic balance, yet clean, healthy streams 

also have value to our constituents. For example, trout anglers need year-round stream flow and they 

contribute $20 million/year to our local economy, according to Trout Unlimited. 

4. Water as Public Trust and Conservation: 

All water users must be responsible for managing water as a public trust. The water plan should stress 

conservation and efficiency. The plan should recommend techniques to conserve water: conservation 

rates (eliminate declining block rates); water saving technology; and curbing lawn watering on a basin or 

sub-regional basin basis. Connecticut has a poor rating on water conservation policy, according to 

national water efficiency organizations, probably because our plentiful precipitation meant we didn’t 

have to conserve until recently. But climate change is already affecting precipitation patterns in 

Connecticut (more water is falling in fewer, widely spaced rain events) and temperatures are projected 

to rise, increasing evaporation rates. 

5. Registered Diversions: 



If basins or sub-regional basins already suffer low flow stress periods, the plan should recommend 

revisiting registered (perpetual) diversions in those stressed basins or sub-regional basins. Unused 

registrations should be repealed. In stressed basins or sub-regional basins, current perpetual 

registrations should be changed to renewable 20-year permits, with data-collecting requirements. The 

Water Planning Council should address the registration issue by basin now, or, at minimum, within the 

next 5 years before the next revision of the water plan.  

Thank you for your efforts to create a sustainable water plan. 
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November 17, 2017  

Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT 06051 

ATTN:  State Water Plan Draft Report Comments 
 
 

 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) offers the following comments on the 

Connecticut State Water Plan Final Draft Report.  

 

1. Questions of Balance, Benefit, Emphasis, Clarity and Measurement 

 

Two prominent words require elaboration: balance and beneficial. The word “bal-

ance,” which is drawn from statute, requires careful definition. How does one know 

when balance has been achieved? The answer will depend on the scientific data 

and analysis called for in this report, and it must be defined in a way that minimizes 

subjective conclusions.  

 

The word “balance” is used more than 100 times throughout the draft report, and 

several attempts are made to explain it. Regrettably, the explanations are insuffi-

cient. (The CEQ would suggest that “balance” was never the best word to use but, 

given its appearance in the statute, we will join with the Water Planning Council in 

trying to make the best of it.)  

 

One of the problems with “balance” – its vagueness – is illustrated in the two-page 

summary:  

 

“BALANCE:  Many river basins in Connecticut cannot satisfy all instream and 

out-of-stream needs all the time. The Plan offers ideas for understanding 

and improving this balance.” 

 

The first sentence describes an imbalance, and the Plan’s goal must be to correct 

such imbalances and prevent future ones. The actual draft report uses language 

that is somewhat more accurate, but it is short on references to current or future 

imbalances. There are only five uses of the word “imbalance,” and we find only one 

(p. 5-59) that refers to anything other than imbalances between public water de-

mand and availability. 
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For there to be balance, there needs to be recognition of the concept of a basin’s 

carrying capacity. There are references in the report, especially in later sections and 

appendices, to water budgets. The need to match demand with available resources 

through such budgets should be made clear and given more emphasis at the very 

beginning. (This is discussed further in #3, below). 

 

Recommendation:  To begin, define balance as human activity conducted in 

harmony with the environment. This is abridged from the Connecticut Envi-

ronmental Policy Act (CEPA), which serves not only as the state’s official en-

vironmental policy but a good model for language. CEPA offers much guid-

ance to state planning efforts while making almost no reference to “bal-

ance.” Instead, it instructs agencies to, among other pursuits,  

 

“attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment with-

out degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and 

unintended consequences;” 

 

In other words, pursuit of “productive harmony” (CEPA again) is the pre-

ferred vision of balance, and should replace the concept of balance as the 

resolution of disputes among competing uses. Beyond adopting an empha-

sis on harmony, as used in CEPA, the Plan should further define balance in 

order to avoid subjective interpretations by readers.  

 

The section of the executive summary, “What Does the Plan Mean by Balance,” de-

scribes competition between human uses and ecological health. Without veering 

too far into the philosophical, the CEQ suggests that such competition is not truly 

possible if humans are regarded as part of the environment.  

 

Similarly, the term “beneficial” (e.g., “Encourage regional water solutions where 

they are practical and beneficial.”) should be defined. A potential beginning for de-

fining both balance and beneficial is this excerpt from the report: 

 

“A “Triple Bottom Line” approach that considers economic, environmental, 

and social factors may be an appropriate framework.” 

 

There are other references to the Triple Bottom Line approach in the report, but 

they do not capture the requirement for rigorous analysis. In one section, the Triple 

Bottom Line approach is described as a philosophy: 

 

“Another way to consider this balance, though, from a policy point of view 

is by applying the criteria of the “Triple Bottom Line” philosophy, whereby 

decisions should give balanced consideration to social, environmental, and 

economic impacts.” (p. 7-3) 
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The Triple Bottom line could indeed be the approach to adopt, but it must be pur-

sued as more than “balanced consideration.” It could be adopted, as it sometimes 

is, as an assurance that no project or plan will be pursued that will cause a negative 

impact to one of the three. Alternatively, it could be adopted as a rigorous account-

ing framework, one that would demand far more data than Connecticut now uses. 

As merely “balanced consideration,” the Triple Bottom Line (or any other frame-

work) could result in consideration of alternative proposals whereby all of the ben-

efits and costs for each are averaged and compared. Such a consideration might 

assume that environmental and economic costs can be traded against each other 

and mathematically optimized, whereas in reality there are bottom lines for water 

resources and public health that must not be diminished. It will not always be pos-

sible to compromise all of the factors in order to reach an optimum. In other words, 

it will not always be possible to pursue development projects, even those which are 

financial grand slams, in places where the streams cannot accommodate them.  

 

Recommendation: The Triple Bottom Line concept should be far more than 

a suggestion for an appropriate framework. It should be the foundation of 

all of the report’s goals, priorities and recommendations – especially those 

that make any reference to balance or beneficial decisions. However, before 

it is used for these purposes, the Triple Bottom Line needs to be defined as 

a rigorous accounting framework with an assurance that no public good 

such as water resources will be significantly harmed. 

 

A separate excerpt from the draft report illustrates the use of terms with inade-

quate specificity: 

 

“[The Plan] also provides a documented basis for implementing progressive 

water management strategies only where it makes economic sense to do 

so.” (p. ES-4, 7-4) 

 

Does this “economic sense” include only financial considerations or does it include 

the Triple Bottom Line? The reader should not be left wondering. 

 

2.  Data and Science 

 

The report commendably emphasizes the need to “maintain scientific data.” It is 

likely that existing scientific data are insufficient. As the report makes clear, the 

network of gauges is essential. However, water planners and decision-makers will 

need to know the impacts of decisions on headwater and other small streams, 

where currently there are few or no gauges. Equivalent data are needed for 

groundwater resources. 

 

Recommendation: Expand the collection, analysis, and availability of water 

data as well as ecological data pertaining to water resources. Without such 

data, it will be impossible to assess the success of planning efforts. 
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3.  Land-use Decisions and their Influence on Water Resources 

 

The report states in several sections the importance of land-use planning and prac-

tices. It could emphasize this point by noting that nearly all current imbalances are 

consequences of poor planning and development.  

 

The draft report is very accepting of development patterns that cause imbalances: 

 

“Connecticut’s development patterns of suburbanization superimposed on 

traditional New England villages and old industrial cities means that water 

demand will not always be balanced with supply availability. Thus, while 

some sources may be stressed, others will be underutilized. Planning inter-

basin transfers before problems arise enables the state to balance the in-

terests of various parties and acclimate to changing demands in a timely 

manner when the need finally arises. The WUCC process can also help in 

this regard. ” (p. 3-70) 

 

This approach to balancing supply and demand is backward. This assessment is not 

just the view of the CEQ, but is reflected in the State Conservation and Develop-

ment Policies Plan (C&D Plan), which promotes growth focused on six principles 

(noted on p. 5-15) which discourage sprawling suburbanization. The recommended 

approach is to plan for growth that is consistent with an area’s resources and exist-

ing infrastructure instead of assuming the spread of deleterious growth into areas 

where it is not truly supportable except by infrastructure expansion (especially 

while infrastructure in other areas is underutilized, aging, and financially burden-

some to all parties.) 

 

The draft report discusses the C&D Plan in several places and notes the need for 

coordination. However, the draft report does not make it clear that the C&D Plan is 

substantially more than one equal plan among many in Connecticut’s fragmented 

planning framework; its title makes this point clearly: “Conservation and Develop-

ment Policies: The Plan for Connecticut.” [emphasis added] Coordination is essen-

tial but, beyond that, the Water Plan should be developed to help implement the 

C&D Plan, with which all state plans should be consistent. 

 

Recommendation: Clarify that the Water Plan should be developed and im-

plemented in furtherance of the C&D Plan. 

 

On the same topic, this statement in the report leaves the CEQ somewhat baffled: 

 

“The State Water Plan development is well-timed for coordinating applica-

ble policy recommendations with the next edition of the State C&D Policies 

Plan. For example, the next edition of C&D could explore whether major de-

velopment should take into consideration the availability of water re-

sources…” (p. 5-16) [emphasis added] 
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We thought that the state’s planning efforts were well beyond such explorations 

and considerations; if wrong, then we recommend that this and similar passages be 

edited to be much stronger, such as: 

 

“For example, the next edition of C&D should make it clear that develop-

ment should take into consideration and be aligned with the availability of 

water resources…” 

 

(Imagine reading the opposite guidance: “Development should not take into 

consideration nor be aligned with the availability of water resources.”) 

 

(As a side note, the CEQ observes that the draft report recommends a great deal of 

exploration. If implemented, the Water Plan will launch dozens of exploratory mis-

sions (“explore means of reducing outdoor water use,” “explore incentives for out-

door water conservation measures,” “explore whether these regulations should be 

changed or clarity can be defined.” etc.) In at least half of these instances, the word 

“explore” could be replaced by “determine” or “implement.”) 

 

The excerpt on the previous page of this letter (from page 3-70 of the draft report) 

refers to the WUCC process. In that excerpted passage, the WUCC role may not tru-

ly be a “helpful” role, as the basic approach is backward, as discussed above.  

 

Recommendation: The Plan should clarify the role of WUCCs in fulfilling the 

goals of the Plan, not the other way around. 

 

Here are additional specific recommendations relating to land use: 

 

Recommendation: Emphasize the importance of Low-Impact Development 

(LID) by bringing it forward to the executive summary. The importance of 

retrofitting already-developed areas should be emphasized. This is im-

portant, as runoff is going to continue be the primary source of pollution for 

Connecticut’s drinking water. 

 

Recommendation: The report should note the important role that stream-

belt protection plays in aiding water quality. There are 34 municipalities 

with sophisticated stream-belt zoning regulations. 

 

Recommendation: The report notes that watershed boundaries usually 

cross multiple municipalities, each with its own regulations. The plan should 

recommend that a state entity (such as the University of Connecticut)  be 

charged with developing model ordinances and regulations for LID, imper-

vious-surface limitations, stream-belt protection and all other water re-

source-related decisions made at the local level. 
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4.   Potential Drinking Water Supply Watersheds 

 

Consensus-based priority #9 states, “Reaffirm support for the protection of Class I 

and II land contributing to water supply. Expand protections to other watershed 

lands and land that feeds aquifers used for public water supply or by private wells.”   

 

Recommendation:  Expand this point to include potential drinking water 

sources. Protection also should extend to all GA groundwater resources, not 

just those currently being used for drinking water. (At least 20 municipali-

ties recognize the need for land-use regulations that protect potential pub-

lic water supply lands; this effort should be expanded.) “Potential” sources 

should also include former sources that could be useful for some water-

supply purposes. 

 

5.  Public Participation in Diversions, Interbasin Transfers, etc. 

 

Recommendation: The report should state the importance of giving donor 

watersheds a significant voice when decisions are made, with ways of im-

plementing that provision. 

 

6.  Registered Diversions 

 

The CEQ knows that the Water Planning Council is aware of the barrier to sound 

planning that is posed by the large number of registered diversions. If the status 

quo continues indefinitely, the effort invested in the State Water Plan will be un-

dermined or even rendered useless. 

 

Recommendation: The report should recommend resolution of the regis-

tered diversion question as a top priority, and recommend the investment 

of efforts by all parties to resolve it by 2020. The CEQ’s substantive recom-

mendation on this point is to phase out the grandfathering of registered di-

versions. 

 

7.  Ecological Needs 

 

The State of Connecticut is far from knowing the ecological requirements for all 

streams and other waters. In contrast, there are far more data on water consump-

tion and delivery for human purposes.  

 

Recommendation: Acknowledging the general rule that only that which 

gets measured gets managed (or some version thereof), the likelihood that 

ecological needs will be managed on a par with demands for potable water 

seem unlikely. The gaps in the state’s knowledge should be highlighted in 

the report, with recommendations for closing those gaps. 
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Recommendation: The report should note that minimum stream flows are 

needed not only to support aquatic life but also terrestrial life.  

 

8.  Agriculture 

The report states,  

“Demands for commercial, industrial and agricultural uses were held con-

stant. Similar to the declines in per capita demand for the residential sector, 

more efficient water use and reuse practices have continued to reduce de-

mand in these sectors. Continued reductions in demand are generally as-

sumed to offset demands from growth. According to Census of Agriculture 

data, the amount of irrigated land statewide has actually declined from 

10,139 acres in 2002 to 9,272 acres in 2012. No increase in irrigated acres 

was assumed for 2040… [emphasis added] 

Recommendation: Revise this section to account for the state’s goal to 

greatly increase in-state food production (to five percent of in-state con-

sumption from the current two percent). The Plan also should acknowledge 

that the increasing frequency of drought conditions is likely to increase de-

mand for irrigation systems, especially where new cropland is created. 

 

9. Aging infrastructure 

 

The report notes the challenge of aging infrastructure. However, the true scale of 

the problem is not made clear. The need to spend billions of dollars to replace in-

frastructure will influence the extent to which other actions can be taken to man-

age water. 

 

Recommendation: Show clearly the age of existing infrastructure through-

out Connecticut. Include information relating to potential lead exposure. 

 

The CEQ appreciates the hard work of the many people who contributed to this 

well-documented report and the steps taken to communicate it. 

 

Thank you for consideration of these comments. 
 
  Sincerely, 

 

 

Susan Merrow 

Chair 



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

I-1 11/20/2017 Water Suppliers Michael Elliott Norwalk
First Taxing District Water 

Department

2017 11 20 FTDWD Comments SWP.pdf The Plan emphasizes the preservation of high-quality water for public health but recongizes that a balance must be achieved when prioritizing 

consumptive and non-consumptive uses. The Plan does not propose preventing utilities from providing water up to their registartion/permitted amounts, 

rather it suggests a process to identify and differentiate obsolete registered water diversions from registrations that are partially utilized or held for future 

use - preserving the registrations that are partially utilized or held for future use for needed future use, but reallocating the obsolete registrations (Section 

5.2.3.7). The Plan recognizes that he even when July water demand is greater than 100% of streamflow, streams are not necessarily dry, in part due to 

release from reservoir storage. The comparison is meant to provide a relative indication of stress. The meaning of the headers in Table 6-1 are discussed in 

Section 6.4 

I-2 11/20/2017 Water Suppliers John Hudak New Haven
South Central Connecticut 

Regional Water Authority

2017-11-20 RWA comment letter_SWP.pdf The comments submitted touch on a number of important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that 

we recurring throughout the comments. One comment accurately recognizes that regional basin analysis has limitations and should not be mis-

interpreted. Care was taken to explain the limitations of the analysis throughout the report. Effectiveness of decisions stemming from the plan will 

measured largely at the local basin level. The Plan suggests a process to identify and differentiate obsolete registered water diversions from registrations 

that are partially utilized or held for future use - preserving the registrations that are partially utilized or held for future use for needed future use, but 

reallocating the obsolete registrations (Section 5.2.3.7).

I-3 10/27/2017 Water Suppliers David Ionno Hartford

Water is life. As a commissioner on the MDC I can see a hostile attitude toward Hartford residents and the city as a whole. We are water rich in this part of the country and the attempts to 

capitalize and enrich corporate entities, such as the MDC are just wrong and harmful to the public.  Our water is held in trust for the future generations.  Our water should not be bottled 

and sold by private companies.  Water rates should not be so high as to cause shut off of anyone's water. Payment plans and senior/retiree discounts should be established.

While the Plan has not directly recommended a path forward on how the State should manage bottled water or other use-specific industries, Section 5.5 

Recommended Water Management Structure and Decision Framework steps through possible data and information gathering and discussion prior to 

decision making. Affordable water rates were a theme heard at the Plan's Public Meetings, and that need has been memorialized in the Plan. At the same 

time, the importance of water rates that account for the true cost of water and allow for investment in water infrastructure is recognized.

I-4 11/20/2017 Water Suppliers Daniel Lawrence Bridgeport Aquarion Water Company

Aquarion Comments on Draft State Water Plan11202017.pdf The comments submitted touch on a number of important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that 

we recurring throughout the comments. Public Act 14-163 directed the WPC to develop a State Water Plan in accordance with 17 specific requirements. 

Those requirements focus on issues most related to water quantity and quality. As part of Plan implementation, the WPC may attempt to address many of 

the other important issues noted in the comment (e.g., impervious cover, wastewater discharge quality, etc.). The basin fact sheets and maps were not 

intended to serve as stand-alone documents, and should be reviewed within the context of the Plan.  The WPC recognizes the importance of filling data 

gaps to support future decision making. Conservation is touted in the Plan as a means to improve the ability to meet BOTH in-stream and out-of-stream 

needs. The Plan suggests a process to identify and differentiate obsolete registered water diversions from registrations that are partially utilized or held 

for future use - preserving the registrations that are partially utilized or held for future use for needed future use, but reallocating the obsolete 

registrations (Section 5.2.3.7).  Land use regulations to protect water resources are included as one of the major policy recommendations discussed in 

Section 5.2.

I-5 11/20/2017 Water Suppliers Steve Pratt Hartford MDC

SP Comments of the Final Draft of the State Water Plan.pdf The comments submitted touch on a number of important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that 

we recurring throughout the comments. The WPC disagrees with the comment that suggests that restoration of "normal" flows in streams is DEEP's 

priority. DEEP recognizes that normal flows include times when some streams may not be flowing during periods of extended drought. As noted 

throughout, the Plan's guiding principle is to balance the many competing needs for water. The contention that DEEP is intending to control growth and 

economic development in the State is unfounded. DEEP and the other agencies resonsible for management of the State's water resources desire to 

achieve a balance, preserving existing uses, while promoting growth where it can be supported. Conservation is touted in the Plan as a means to improve 

the ability to meet BOTH in-stream and out-of-stream needs. The WPC is intended to have overall responsibility for Plan implementation and monitoring 

the success or failure in achieving the Plan's goals. The recommendation focusing on data collection for private wells is intended to enhance the 

understanding of both the quality and quantity of groundwater being used. Obtaining, at a minimum, pump capacity would represent an upper limit on 

total private well capacity in the State.

I-6 11/20/2017 Water Suppliers David Radka Clinton Connecticut Water Company

CWC SWP Comments.pdf The comments submitted touch on a number of important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that 

we recurring throughout the comments. The WPC recognizes and agrees that the process for identifying legislation needs to be collaborative, based on 

sound-science and must be consensus driven.  Section 6 stresses the importance of a local participation in Plan implemenation, including legislation. The 

WPC agrees that a clearly defined process that provides stakeholder interests with an opportunity for public comment before advancing legislation is 

necessary. The Plan suggests a process to identify and differentiate obsolete registered water diversions from registrations that are partially utilized or 

held for future use - preserving the registrations that are partially utilized or held for future use for needed future use, but reallocating the obsolete 

registrations (Section 5.2.3.7). One comment accurately recognizes that regional basin analysis has limitations and should not be mis-interpreted. Care was 

taken to explain the limitations of the analysis throughout the report. 

I-7 11/20/2017 Water Suppliers James Randazzo Hartford MDC

Final Draft Report- CT State Water Plan - J. Randazzo comments  November  2017.pdf The questions and comments focused primarily on the Farmington Basin results presented in Sections 2 and 3. Where appropriate, corrections have been 

made to the Plan. For simplicity sake, out-of-state flows, were not included in the water inventory; however, they were accounted for in the water basin 

summary sheets included in Appendix E. The daily minimum release from MDC's Goodwin Dam was not included in the "water entering" computation, of 

the inventory. Minimum releases were not part of this comparison; however, they were included in teh demands summarized in the Basin Water Summary 

Sheets of Appendix E. The Figure 2-10 usable storage value of 93 MG/square mile was based on 41,752 MG of total usable storage (from 12 reservoirs in 

the basin) and 451 square miles of the basin within CT. Deciding on the appropriate balance of water uses (such as required minimum reservoir releases 

vs. ecological needs, including those for non-native species and recreation) is one of the critical decisions to be addressed during Plan implementation. 

Comments 14 and 15 are in regard to IWQR data and results (Section 2.1.5). These are best addressed by DEEP, as part of the IWQR process. 



 

 

November 20, 2017 

 

 

Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

10 Franklin Square 

New Britain, CT  06051 

 

Reference: Connecticut State Water Plan Final Draft Report – Comments 

 

The First Taxing District Water Department would like to submit the following comments for 

consideration to the State Water Plan: 

 

Providing adequate and safe supplies of potable water is of the utmost importance to us.  To that end 

the First Taxing District Water Department (FTDWD) needs to have enough flexibility in operations to 

utilize the high quality sources and redundancy built into the system in order to optimize the available 

water resources.  The State Water Plan (SWP) asserts the need to have a balance between the 

consumptive and non-consumptive uses; given these potential conflicts, it is necessary to not lose sight 

of public health implications.  

Regarding suggested new permitting requirements for high volume users, if a water utility has adequate 

safe yield from its registered and permitted sources, it should not be prohibited from providing the 

water.  Existing diversion registrations and permits are vital to the operations of water utilities. 

The SWP shows the Norwalk River drainage area, part of which is utilized by the FTDWD, as having July 

water demand greater than 100% of July streamflow. This implies that the streams might be dry, which 

is not the case.  During drier periods we utilize the surface water reservoirs so that there is still water 

available for required streamflows.  The diversion registrations and permits we currently have in place 

provide for operational flexibility in choosing between surface and groundwater sources within our 

system.  Sometimes for the safety of the people living downstream of a dam it is necessary to release 

water at rates that far exceed those of normal releases, transfers or peak demands. 

 



Page 553, Basin Water Summary, Norwalk, No. 73 lists current MMADD (July) Surface Water Out of 

Stream needs as 35.69 MGD.  Only FTDWD and South Norwalk Electric and Water (SNEW) have surface 

water withdrawals from this basin.  The FTDWD 2012 Water Supply Plan projected the MMADD as 

follows: 

 

Year MMADD 

(MGD) 

2012 7.69 

2030 8.31 

2060 8.77 

 

As SNEW is a similar sized utility, please confirm SNEW’s MMADD and recalculate the Surface Water 

MMADD given the above. 

Increasing flexibility to move water into stressed basins with regional interconnections and diversion 

permits would reduce the frequency of not meeting instream and consumptive needs, and they should 

be encouraged. 

Despite having a steady population as well as increasing lawn irrigation, the FTDWD average day 

demand is declining.   During times of drought, the individual utilities are in the best position to 

determine what water use restrictions are needed and achievable. 

Table 6-1 Representative Basins for Future Policy Implementation lists “High Risk of Not Satisfying All 

Current and Future Needs in All Places All the Time and Under All Conditions” which would theoretically 

include all basins.  While we appreciate the value of making a broad brush relative comparison across 

the various basins, the label is inflammatory and absolute in the absence of qualifying criteria. 

Table 2-8 list of Active Interconnections does not include the active emergency interconnections that 

FTDWD has with Aquarion and SNEW. 

Table 2-12 Western WUCC Notes B and C do not show clearly on the pdf. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

Michael A. Elliott, P.E. 

Manager Water Supply and Treatment 

First Taxing District Water Department 



 

 
 

South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority 
90 Sargent Drive, New Haven, Connecticut 06511-5966  203-562-4020 
http://www.rwater.com 

 
 

November 20, 2017 
 
Water Planning Council 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 
 
RE:   June 2017 Draft State Water Plan 

South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority Comments 
 

The South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority (RWA) is a non-profit, public 
corporation and political subdivision of the State.  Our mission is to provide our customers with 
high-quality water at a reasonable cost while promoting the preservation of watershed land and 
aquifers.  We provide approximately 45 million gallons of water per day to some 430,000 
consumers in our region.  The source of this water is a system of watershed and aquifer areas 
that cover about 120 square miles within 24 municipalities.  More than 27,000 acres of these 
watershed and aquifer areas are protected as open space as a result of the Authority’s efforts 
and initiatives with partners.  Within the 20 member towns of our water district, we own and 
operate a public water system that includes 10 active reservoirs and seven wellfields.  The 
RWA’s interconnected water supply and distribution system crosses numerous municipal and 
watershed boundaries, providing a high degree of reliability and resiliency in support of public 
health and safety, economic growth, and environmental protection. 

The RWA has been an active contributor in the development of Connecticut’s first State Water 
Plan, including membership on the Steering Committee, the Policy Subcommittee, the Science 
and Technical Subcommittee, and the Water Planning Council Advisory Group.  We highly 
commend the efforts of the Water Planning Council, CDM Smith, Milone and MacBroom, and all 
that participated in producing a thorough and thoughtful draft Plan, accomplished through an 
inclusive process that included input from a diverse collection of water interests and 
perspectives.  It also, for the first time, creates a single statewide repository of water 
information, analyses, policies, laws, and recommendations to guide policy-makers and 
legislators. This information can collectively be used to assess Connecticut’s strengths and 
vulnerabilities with respect to water management, and provide potential pathways for pursuing 
the Plan goal to “balance the use of water to meet all needs”.  

 

Plan Interpretation and Implementation   

The Plan should be thought of as a beginning rather than an end.  It is a working document that 
will need to be periodically revisited to remain relevant and effective, with five-year updates 
recommended in Section 5.2.3.5. Each recommendation needs to be carefully considered in 
context with other information in the Plan, input from stakeholders, and, in many cases, 
additional data collection to support sound decision-making.   

The Plan provides tools such as the basin maps and basin fact sheets to screen areas of the 
state at a regional basin level (44 basins).  While these are helpful visual representations of 
aggregated data, it is also important to understand the limitations and potential for 
misinterpretation of this information.  At such a broad scale, basin stress can be overstated, 

http://www.rwater.com/
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especially if the basin contains large man-made impoundments that can store water when it’s 
plentiful and provide water for instream and out-of-stream uses during periods of low stream 
flow.  Conversely, regional basins appearing to have an abundance of water to support 
competing uses may contain localized areas of water deficiencies.  Although the State Water 
Plan is presented at a regional basin scale, its effectiveness will ultimately be measured at a 
local basin level, within one or more of 337 subregional basins.  The Water Planning Council 
should therefore guard against broad or premature conclusions and actions that fail to consider 
the context and purpose of the information presented.  

 

Data Gaps 

In many respects, the extent of data used to develop the Plan was limited by its availability.  
Water use and projections, for example, are not fully reflective of more recent and substantial 
downward trends in water demand, due in large part to more water efficient plumbing fixtures 
and appliances such as those promoted through the US EPA’s WaterSense program.  The 
RWA recommends that the data collection and data management recommendations contained 
in the Plan be a top priority for implementation.  This includes maintaining if not enhancing the 
existing network of state stream gages, collecting data used by diversion registrants through the 
implementation of Public Act 04-185, and a centralized portal that can be used to manage and 
integrate water resource data. 

 

Scenario Planning and Adaptive Management   

We endorse the recommended scenario planning and adaptive management approaches 
described in Section 6 of the draft Plan.  Forecasting future water availability is becoming more 
complex and uncertain, and flawed models can lead to consequences, whether it be a failure to 
invest in needed infrastructure, or conversely, spending significant capital on projects that are 
not essential. New and more sophisticated approaches to water resource planning are needed 
that acknowledge and quantify the degree of future uncertainty and adapt accordingly, including 
factors such as climate change, water conservation effectiveness, economic drivers, population 
changes, social values, and regulations.  New state stream flow regulations are set to be 
implemented beginning in 2024.  Quantifying the implications of increased downstream releases 
on public water supply safe yield (Plan Sec. 5.3.2.11) will be an essential part of assessing 
future water availability and management alternatives, including but not limited to new sources, 
interconnections, and/or demand management. 

 

Diversion Registrations 

Implementation of the consensus policy recommendation to enable retiring of “obsolete” 
diversion registrations will aid in producing more realistic estimates of basin allocation.  These 
are registrations that are 1) no longer in use; and 2) are not being retained for possible future 
use.  It is important to distinguish that “obsolete” registrations are a subset of and not analogous 
to “unused” registrations.  For example, the RWA currently retains reserve sources of supply 
that have been inactive for many years, but may be needed in the future. Watershed lands for 
these sources are maintained in a forested state, providing societal and environmental benefits.  
We strongly recommend that drafting of any future legislation concerning obsolete diversions 
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have the collective input of Connecticut’s public water suppliers to ensure that it meets the 
Plan’s intent. 

Pathways Sec. 5.3.2.3 focuses on registered water diversions, including addressing those 
registrations that may be causing impairments.  As discussed in the Plan, it is important to 
understand that registered withdrawal amounts reported in accordance with the 1982 Diversion 
Act do not represent actual 365 day twenty-four hour water withdrawals throughout the year, nor 
do they reflect seasonal variations in water use.  For example, some registrations were reported 
based on instantaneous flow capacity of infrastructure such as pipes, tunnels, and intakes, while 
others represent the highest recorded historical flow that occurred on a single day. Basin 
allocation assessments should be based in reality, including using consistent standardized time 
scales (e.g., daily, monthly, annual) and incorporating actual existing use and/or future demand 
forecasts.  A substantive regulatory scheme to address instream flow needs downstream of 
reservoir dams with registered diversions is currently in place through Connecticut’s stream flow 
standards, as well as through other mechanisms such as individual flow management plans.    
As discussed in the Connecticut Water Work’s Association’s (CWWA) November 2016 white 
paper on registrations (attached), water companies are willing to engage in constructive 
dialogue to identify and address impairments associated with diversion registrations and will 
continue to explore reasonable alternatives to the status quo.  However, any driver to implement 
change will always be predicated on ensuring that water utilities are able to affordably meet 
public health and safety needs of customers and communities and can satisfy all municipal, 
state and federal obligations as regulated water providers. 

 

Land Use 

Among the top ten consensus-based policy priorities are the protection of Class I and II lands 
contributing to water supply and expanding protections to water supply watershed and aquifer 
lands that are not in water utility ownership.  We wholly support this recommendation.  The 
implications of land use on water resources received less emphasis in the Plan as compared to 
topics related to overall water availability due to precipitation and consumption.  Efforts to 
restore or protect ecological health and water quality that limit their focus to water diversions 
and conservation will be doomed to failure if watershed factors such as impervious cover, urban 
runoff, and stream buffers are not integral to these initiatives.  These factors are largely 
regulated at the municipal level, which underscores the fact that the success of Plan 
implementation depends largely on local outcomes. 

 

Economic Impacts 

Section 5.3.2.5 discusses developing a framework to which policy recommendations can be 
evaluated on economic terms.  Given Connecticut’s current economic condition, tax burdens on 
its citizens, and accelerating population decline, this will be a vital part of assessing any future 
actions stemming from the State Water Plan.  Although business and industry interests were 
included in the membership of the Steering Committee, and also have membership on the 
Water Planning Council Advisory Group, actual participation was sporadic at best during Plan 
development.  Given recent public testimony to single out individual water intensive business 
sectors, e.g., bottled water, golf courses, etc., we strongly recommend that the Plan include 
initiatives to increase the involvement of the business community during implementation.  This is 
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vital to ensure that benefits and consequences of water management alternatives, whether 
environmental, social, or economic, are comprehensively assessed prior to implementation.  
Section 5.5.1 of the Plan suggests adding a fifth member to the Water Planning Council.  We 
advocate that this be an agency that can represent the state’s economic interests, such as the 
Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD), with the intent of 
meeting the statutory goal of the State Water Plan to balance “public water supply, economic 
development, recreation and ecological health”.     

Water Conservation 

The 2015-2016 drought highlighted the importance of both ongoing water conservation and 
drought contingency planning. The Plan states that compared to the rest of the nation, 
Connecticut lags in it conservation ethic.  While we know of no quantitative studies supporting 
this statement, we would agree that public education to enhance citizen awareness of the 
importance of water conservation will be critical to meeting the Plan goal to “balance the use of 
water to meet all needs”.  Water conservation is also a function of water utility infrastructure 
maintenance and system optimization. Minimizing “Unaccounted for Water”, whether from 
apparent losses due to data and metering inaccuracies or real losses through water mains and 
services, is a high priority for the RWA.  The RWA has one of the lowest main break incident 
rates in the nation, which is a direct result of our commitment to asset management. We are 
currently in the process of a multi-year project to install and implement Advanced Metering 
Infrastructure (AMI) throughout our service area.  AMI will allow the RWA and its customers to 
view their usage in real-time and will enable the RWA to move from quarterly to monthly billing.  
Examples of resulting water conservation benefits include enhanced leak detection at sub-
system and customer levels, timely customer awareness of their water usage, and more 
accurate data collection.  

As conservation and drought management initiatives in the Plan move forward, it will be 
important to factor in water company specific differences when evaluating alternatives.  This 
includes customer classes and demographics, billing frequencies, water utility governance (i.e., 
regional, municipal, investor owned), and available mechanisms to finance new technologies. 

In addition to the comments presented above, we have attached a list of technical comments 
offering our thoughts on specific sections within the State Water Plan.  We appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on the Plan and look forward to participating in subsequent phases.  
Please contact me at jhudak@rwater.com or 203-401-2733 if there are any questions on these 
comments. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY 
 
 
John P. Hudak 
 
Environmental Planning Manager 
 
cc: Larry Bingaman, RWA 
      Ted Norris, RWA 

mailto:jhudak@rwater.com
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Regional Water Authority Technical Comments - June 2017 Draft State Water Plan 

20-Nov-17 

Page, Section No., Paragraph Comment 

2-PAGE SUMMARY COMMENTS 

  

Page 1, Bullet on 
conservation 

There is substantiated information, including use of Class A waters, aquifer 
protection, and water company lands regulations, to support the statement 
that Connecticut leads the nation in protections of drinking water quality.  
We agree that raising awareness of the importance of water conservation 
for meeting the goals of the State Water Plan is a worthy objective; 
however, we know of no quantitative measures or studies supporting a 
conclusion that Connecticut "lags in its water conservation ethic" compared 
to the rest of the nation, and the public interest generated during Plan 
development would suggest otherwise.  We advise that the 
recommendation to enhance outreach on water conservation be phrased 
more positively as a means to build upon the state’s already strong 
conservation and environmental ethic.    

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY COMMENTS 

  

Page ES-3, under 
Environmental Health 

The statement "The Plan further emphasizes the need to preserve 
environmental health by encouraging the state to render unused 
diversion registrations (or certain unused portions of registrations) 
obsolete, thereby protecting water bodies from future increases in 
withdrawals beyond what is already expected and planned for (Section 
5.2.3.7)" is not accurate and should be deleted.  There was no consensus 
to "render" unused registrations obsolete.  Obsolete registrations are a 
subset of unused registrations, being defined as registrations not in use 
and not being held for potential future use. The stated benefit of "protecting 
water bodies from future increases in withdrawals" is also flawed since 
obsolete registrations by definition will never be used.  It is possible that 
retiring obsolete registrations could have the opposite result, i.e., 
increasing permitted withdrawals by freeing up water for use that was 
previously committed to obsolete registrations.  We do support the 
recommendation to remove obsolete registrations from the record to 
enable a more accurate accounting of potential water use.    

Page ES-6, Quote on peak 
water usage 

The callout box with "…some suggested that peak water usage associated 
with turf or lawn watering is increasing" infers a conclusion without 
providing any supporting data or credible source citations.  The RWA's 
provides water to approximately 430,000 people.  Total and peak demands 
have declined concurrently, with the ratio between the two remaining 
essentially constant.  We recommend that this statement be deleted, 
supported with data or studies, or revised to say "it is not known if peak 
water usage....is increasing in some areas." 
 
 
 



Regional Water Authority  
Comments on June 2017 Draft State Water Plan 
November 20, 2017 
 
 

6 

SECTION 3 GENERAL COMMENTS 

  

SECTION 3.1 COMMENTS   

  

Sec 3.1.2, Pg 3-5, Table 3-2 
Lake Glen's and Lake Chamberlains R&GQ80 flows are incorrectly shown.  
Both are <0.1 cfs as determined by StreamStats. 

Sec 3.1.6.8, pg 3-53 

Although it is understood that the Quinnipiac River modeling exercise was 
intended for demonstration purposes, it should be clearly acknowledged 
that the RWA's groundwater withdrawals from this basin are regulated 
under a flow management plan contained in a diversion permit, including 
cutbacks in allowed groundwater withdrawals at specific river flow 
thresholds.  This is in fact similar in concept to the modeled management 
measures.   

SECTION 5 COMMENTS 
 
  

SECTION 5.1 COMMENTS   

  

Sec 5.1, pg 5-1, Bullets 2 
and 4 regarding metering of 
withdrawals and transfers of 
water between reservoirs 

Metering raw water transfers from reservoirs, stream diversions, tunnels, 
etc., would be exceedingly difficult and expensive both from a capital and 
operational perspective.  These water system components are often in 
highly remote locations and do not terminate at treatment facilities where 
withdrawals are typically metered.  PA 04-185 allows for flexibility to 
estimate monthly quantities from such diversions and is a reasonable and 
appropriate alternative for these situations. 

Sec 5.1 Future Data Needs, 
pgs 5-1 to 5-2; general 
comment 

This section from Phase 1 of State Water Plan development concerning 
future water data needs did not result from the process that developed 
consensus recommendations.  We recommend it be deleted given that a 
new section that covers future water data needs (5.2.3.12) was developed 
in Phase 2 and represented a consensus of both the Policy Subcommittee 
and Steering Committee. 

SECTION 5.2 COMMENTS   

  

Sec 5.2.3.1, pg 5-9, top 
bullet 

This statement as worded confuses regional WUCC Plans with individual 
water utility Water Supply Plans and what entities prepare and implement 
these plans.  The WUCC process informs but does not create individual 
Water Supply Plans.  We recommend the following clarifying substitute 
language:  "Local municipalities and water providers should develop 
cooperative relationships on the implementation of water and land-use 
plans. Without their partnership and support of new ideas, comprehensive 
water and land planning will not succeed. The state should encourage or 
require, where appropriate, that municipalities served by a public water 
supplies provide consultation as stakeholders through the WUCC process, 
and work with water utilities on the planning and implementation of water 
system projects and source water protection efforts."  
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Sec 5.2.3.10, page 5-27, 
Policy recommendation #2 

Creating a WUCC-like process for preparing individual utility water supply 
plans would be highly burdensome and unwieldly.  For example, the RWA 
has 20 member municipalities.  This would have major cost implications 
and cause undue time delays when updating water supply plans, 
considering the sheer length and level of technical detail in these plans.  
Suggested substitute language: "In accordance with other 
recommendations in this Plan, it is recommended that there be outreach to 
municipal governments when planning utility water supply projects of 
significance." 

SECTION 5.3 COMMENTS   

Sec 5.3.2.2, pg 5-41 to 5-42 
under "WPC Facilitation"  

In addition to the current barriers listed for regionalization/interconnections, 
we recommend adding the following:  "Conditions that might be imposed 
by the permitting process for interconnections, including restrictions on 
underlying registered sources serving such interconnections." 

Sec 5.3.2.10, pg 5-56, Third 
bullet under "Summary of 
Action Items for WPC 

PURA regulates investor owned utilities.  The suggestion that PURA serve 
as the reporting agency for unaccounted for water from all water utilities is 
not appropriate.  Recommended substitute language: "The WPC could 
request large public water systems to track unaccounted for water use on 
an annual basis through the use of AWWA audit programs and report to 
the WPC. The WPC could consider a requirement for annual reporting of 
water usage for all utilities above a certain threshold." 

SECTION 5.4 COMMENTS   

  

Sec 5.4, pg 5-70, 1st bullet 

While consensus was achieved to remove obsolete registrations from the 
record, this does not constitute all "unused" registrations, many of which 
are being retained for potential future drinking water needs.  Recommend 
substitute language (i.e., delete "unused"): "…by removing obsolete or 
unused registrations from the record."   

SECTION 5.5 COMMENTS   

  

Sec 5.5.3, pg 5-77, top of 
page 

We question the need to expand the roster of the WPCAG, which currently 
consists of 20 members.  The WPCAG has demonstrated the ability to 
formulate work groups consisting of both members and non-members to 
complete assigned objectives, such as the Other States' Plans Workgroup.  
This provides the opportunity to draw upon volunteers with expertise 
needed to explore specific issues that may not be contained within the 
WPCAG membership. 
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Existing and future policies related to water diversions grandfathered from permitting under 
the 1982 Connecticut Water Diversion Policy Act are at the forefront of discussions concerning 
development of the State Water Plan required by Public Act 14-163.    

Registered diversions are clearly an important part of any discussions on state water planning, 
but should be viewed with many other factors and considerations as required by the Act.   Any 
recommendations or decisions must be based on sound data and facts with a thoughtful 
evaluation of the impacts and all potential causes, and not perceived issues or concerns or a 
rush to remedies.   

As the discussion of registrations has focused largely on those diversions of public water 
suppliers, it is critical that any recommendations properly recognize current and future public 
water supply needs of customers and communities across the state for public health, safety and 
economic development and ensure that regulated water utilities can satisfy all municipal, state 
and federal laws and regulations, including compliance with the EPA’s Safe Drinking Water Act.   

Potential solutions can only reasonably be expected to be developed if (1) decisions are based 
on sound data and science and (2) the analysis considers all registered and permitted 
diversions, as well as other uses that may impact the natural flow in Connecticut’s rivers and 
streams. 

Once adequate data are available, and impacts are identified and properly evaluated, decisions 
can be made on whether policy changes are necessary statewide, or steered toward those 
areas experiencing stress.   Providing a more focused approach targeted to areas where there 
are clearly defined issues may encourage greater collaboration and support, as it would 
mitigate costs and impacts on customers served by water utilities in communities where 
modifications to the current status quo may not necessarily be warranted.   

Water companies have long demonstrated a willingness to engage in constructive dialogue 
around diversion registrations and will continue to explore reasonable alternatives to the status 
quo.  However, any ability to implement change will always be predicated on ensuring water 
utilities are able to meet public health and safety needs of customers and communities and can 
satisfy all municipal, state and federal obligations as regulated water providers. 

The following paper developed by the Connecticut Water Works Association outlines key 

considerations regarding registered diversions and water planning for Connecticut.   

https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_446i.htm#sec_22a-365
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2014/ACT/pa/pdf/2014PA-00163-R00HB-05424-PA.pdf


DIVERSION REGISTRATIONS AND WATER PLANNING  
A PROPOSED APPROACH 

 
CONNECTICUT WATER WORKS ASSOCIATION 

NOVEMBER 2016 

 
 

Diversion Registrations and Water Planning   

Existing and future policies related to water diversions grandfathered from permitting under the 1982 
Connecticut Water Diversion Policy Act are at the forefront of discussions concerning development of 
the State Water Plan required by Public Act 14-163.  While diversions are clearly are an important part 
of any discussions on state water planning, any recommendations or decisions must be based on sound 
data and facts with a thoughtful evaluation of the impacts and all potential causes, and not perceived 
issues or concerns or a rush to remedies.   

Further, any recommendations must properly recognize current and future public water supply needs of 
customers and communities across the state for public health, safety, and economic development, and 
ensure that regulated water utilities can satisfy all municipal, state and federal laws and regulations, 
including compliance with the EPA’s Safe Drinking Water Act.  Potential solutions can only reasonably be 
expected to be developed if: 

 Decisions are based on sound data and science;  

 Incentives are provided for diversion holders to alter any of their current rights; and  

 Adequate safeguards are included such that any change to the status quo and new regulatory 
construct ensures that current and future water supply needs can be met without undue 
burdens on water utility customers.    

 

Problems and Benefits of Registrations 

The most recent comprehensive assessment of diversion registrations, including problems and benefits, 
was completed in 2002 by a Water Allocation subcommittee (Subcommittee A) of the Water Planning 
Council Water Resources Management Committee.  The final report states: 

“The primary concern raised over Registrations is the lack of environmental review, alternative 
analysis, and requirements for mitigation conducted under the permitting process.  In addition, the 
registration process registered diversions at their maximum instantaneous capacity.  This 
instantaneous capacity can be unrelated to actual usage and, when compared to permitted 
diversions (which generally allocate maximum daily usage) and daily or weekly river flows can lead 
to artificially “over allocated” watersheds.  Conversely, registrants have made long term 
investment and planning decisions based upon the availability of registered withdrawals which 
they are unwilling to place at risk, particularly given the unreliability and perceived lack of 
consideration for public water supply needs in the existing permitting process.” 

The legislation that authorized registrations in 1982 was a compromise of the stakeholders at that time, 
which recognized existing uses and provided a mechanism for environmental review for new uses going 
forward.  However, reporting methods for the water diversion amounts registered in response to the 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_446i.htm#sec_22a-365
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2014/ACT/pa/pdf/2014PA-00163-R00HB-05424-PA.pdf
http://www.dpuc.state.ct.us/DPUCINFO.nsf/4d7534dff7a2413c85256b7500697b32/9ebe3c383688adb885256c3300478062/$FILE/09-09-02%20Wtr%20Resource%20Sub-CmtA%20FINAL%20REPORT.doc


Diversion Registrations and Water Planning: A Proposed Approach 
CWWA 
November 2016 
 
 

2 
 

Act varied widely.  For example, some reported amounts were based on instantaneous flow rates, and 
others were reported on daily basis.  Similarly, maximum historical usage was reported for some 
registered diversions, while others were based on hydraulic capacities, e.g., intake openings and/or 
transmission mains.   

Environmental advocates have been highly critical of registrations and are increasingly calling for action 
to mitigate stream flow impacts.  However, as outlined in the 2002 Water Allocation subcommittee 
report, registered diversions provide vital benefits to the state in ensuring the long-term availability of 
high quality sources for public water supply, including that they: 

 Provide stability and assure the availability of adequate water supply to meet public health and 
safety needs; 

 Allow for necessary capital investment to be made in water treatment, pumping, and other 
infrastructure needs; 

 Provide operational flexibility and redundancy to respond to source contamination or other 
system failures; 

 Are transferable to new owners who use the diversion for the registered purpose; 

 Allow for long range planning and investment by utilities and their customers; and 

 Protect past capital investment and avoid the possibility of stranded costs. 
 
In addition, diversion registrations help to address the inherent uncertainty associated with forecasting 
future public water supply needs, ranging from water quality and quantity, water demand, 
environmental protection, economic growth, and aging infrastructure.  The sources of uncertainty are 
many, including climactic, political, social, demographic, regulatory, and economic factors.   Expecting to 
forecast all of these factors within a reasonable degree of accuracy is a foolhardy effort.  The state and 
water utilities need to plan for multiple futures to meet the needs of water users, with the ability and 
flexibility to monitor and adapt as trends are realized.  

The report entitled Urban River Permits Review and Advocacy Recommendations for the Quinnipiac, 
Mill, and West Rivers prepared on behalf of Mill River Watershed Association of South Central 
Connecticut and River Advocates of South Central Connecticut (Mushinsky, 2015, p.53) states: 

“In the event of water shortages in certain regions, there are several options to change the law 
that would add water back into the system. These options include:  

• Pull unused registrations  
• Add groundwater to the streamflow regulations  
• Require water use reporting for registrants  
• Require new subdivisions test groundwater before construction  
• Require more accurate water resource planning and mapping  
• Convert perpetual registrations to renewable diversions” 
 
 

 

 

http://www.thequinnipiacriver.com/sites/default/files/media/mill_river_pages_0.pdf
http://www.thequinnipiacriver.com/sites/default/files/media/mill_river_pages_0.pdf
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Moving Forward to Support State Water Planning  

With over 1,000 registered consumptive diversions in the state, a process to reopen registrations, and 
revise and validate their maximum daily usage numbers in accordance with standardized methods, 
would be highly daunting for both registrants and state agency staff alike, and fraught with potential 
inefficiencies that would be costly to water customers and taxpayers.  Converting registrations to 
diversion permits would pose undesirable delays, uncertainties, and costs, and threaten existing and 
future investments in water infrastructure and desired development in local communities.  

A more preferable outcome of the State Water Plan process concerning registered diversions would be 
one that continues to deliver a high level of certainty regarding the long-term availability of public water 
supply sources, while providing accountability with regards to water budgeting, allocation, and planning 
for future consumptive and non-consumptive water needs.  A concept discussed in the 2002 Water 
Allocation Subcommittee report provides a potential starting point for advancing Connecticut’s state 
water planning efforts without jeopardizing the long-term viability of its water supply sources: 

“Adoption of different watershed accounting methods that both allow Registrations to exist while 
using current or planned use data in apportionment and allocation efforts.  A successful 
apportionment and allocation program using realistic flows may not require any change in 
Registration status” 

Water diversions grandfathered from permitting through registrations help preserve the long-term 
stability and availability of existing and reserve water supplies, which, along with the ability to move 
water to where it is most needed, is a significant societal benefit.   

 

Determining the Appropriate Quantities for Sound Decision Making  

Registered withdrawal amounts, however, are not appropriate for use in ongoing realistic assessments 
of water use, capacities, and projected needs to support analyses used for water supply and 
environmental planning.  These numbers, reported almost 35 years ago, are frequently misapplied to 
represent actual or potential total daily withdrawals 365 days per year.  Furthermore, registered 
withdrawal amounts are static, thus not considering dynamic variables governing water use and 
availability, including climate, population, economic factors, land use, consumer behavior, and new 
water related technologies.  With respect to public water supplies, two existing regulatory mechanisms 
are in place that could provide a foundation for generating the data needed for these purposes: 

 Sec. 22a-368a(b), CGS, as modified by PA 04-185.  This law requires annual reporting of 
registered diversion usage, pending development of forms by the Connecticut Department of 
Energy and Environment Protection (DEEP) in consultation with other state agencies and a 
working group of diversion registrants.  Implementation of this requirement would facilitate 
regular reporting of measured or estimated water volumes used by consumptive diversions 
registered in accordance with the Diversion Act.  This information could be used for continuous 
assessment of water withdrawals by basin in combination with reporting required by permitted 
diversions, and other data sources.  In addition to public water suppliers, these regulations apply 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/2004/act/Pa/2004PA-00185-R00HB-05608-PA.htm


Diversion Registrations and Water Planning: A Proposed Approach 
CWWA 
November 2016 
 
 

4 
 

to all other registered diverters, such as agricultural and industrial users, and it is essential to 
capture those uses and quantities when analyzing overall water availability within a basin; 

 Individual Water Supply Plans as required by Section 25-32d CGS.  Water supply plans are 
required to be prepared by water utilities serving 1,000 or more persons or 250 or more 
consumers, and are updated every six to nine years.  These plans provide the most realistic and 
up to date assessments of existing and future water use, with a planning horizon of 50 years.  
Also included is standardized information concerning safe yield, margin of safety, average and 
peak demands, and storage and treatment capacities.  Although there are security concerns 
with wholesale public release of these plans, the data needed for water planning can be 
extracted and aggregated as needed, similar to approaches currently being applied in the WUCC 
and State Water Plan efforts.  

 

This proposed approach could lend the following opportunities and benefits:   

 Standardizing methodologies and ensuring consistency of data reporting, such as time scales, 
unit of measurement, and methods for estimation of amounts diverted where metering is 
infeasible or impractical; 

 Protecting the ability of public water utilities to meet current and future needs of customers and 
communities, for public health, sanitation, fire protection, and economic growth, and fulfill 
obligations as state and federally regulated public water utilities, including water supply 
adequacy,  drought planning, and compliance with EPA’s Safe Drinking Water Act. 

 Integrating the annual reporting requirement with a fair process to retire discontinued and 
obsolete registered diversions with zero possibility of future use;  

 Providing ongoing data for use in state water planning, modeling, allocation, and permitting; 
and 

 Supporting science based, data driven water policy and legislation. 

 

We recommend maintaining the status of public water supply sources with respect to diversion 
permitting by leaving the existing statutory and regulatory law in place, at least until such time that 
better data are available to adjust registered diversion amounts and/or modify current exemptions in a 
manner that is flexible and protective of long-term public water supply needs.  This will allow for the 
following benefits: 

 Protecting existing investment in associated infrastructure and encouraging future investment; 

 Providing added certainty to the water supply planning process by promoting the long-term 
availability of the state’s registered public water supply sources;  

 Helping to understand whether individual basins are overallocated or not using measured or 
estimated withdrawal volume data submitted by diversion registrants; and 

 Identifying, prioritizing, and targeting areas where the state’s limited financial resources can be 
focused to address conflicts over the availability of water to serve public water supply and 
environmental needs.  Given that environmental mitigation concerning the use of registered 
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surface water supply sources has been addressed by DEEP’s adoption of new stream flow 
regulations in 2011, such efforts are expected to be limited to areas where streams are 
experiencing adverse impacts from groundwater withdrawals. 

 

Timely implementation of the above approach would be a significant step toward moving forward 
with addressing contentious water issues by providing the best available information to support 
water planning and allocation, while in the interim retaining the existing benefits of diversion 
registrations for public water systems and their customers. It is therefore crucial that the DEEP move 
forward with the development of forms in consultation with other state agencies and a working 
group of diversion registrants to facilitate the reporting of measured or estimated water volumes 
used by consumptive diversion registrants in accordance with Section 22a-368a(b), CGS. 

 

Working Toward Potential Long Term Solutions 

Only when good data are compiled and impacts better understood can potential long term solutions 
be advanced.  The 2002 Water Allocation report contemplated a number of measures that might be 
implemented to address concerns over registrations.  These included:     

 Retiring unused registered diversions with no plans for future use; 

 Adopting standard methods for measuring flow from registered diversions and requirements 
for annual reporting; and 

 Developing conservation standards (or Best Management Practices) for use of water that is 
diverted by registration. 

 

The report also noted that once a policy and process is in place to address utilities’ need to maintain 
a pure and adequate public water supply now and in the future, and that provides an equitable 
distribution of the costs associated with revising registrations, there were other areas for potential 
consensus that could be further explored to achieve shared goals.   

Water companies have long demonstrated a willingness to engage in constructive dialogue around 
diversion registrations and will continue to explore reasonable alternatives to the status quo.  
However, any ability to implement change will always be predicated on ensuring that water utilities 
are able to meet public health and safety needs of customers and communities and can satisfy all 
municipal, state and federal obligations as regulated water providers. 
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November 20, 2017

State Water Planning Council
c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority
10 Franklin Square
New Britain, CT 06051

Re: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments

Dear State Water Planning Council Members:

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Draft Connecticut State Water Plan.
We would like to thank the Water Planning Council (WPC) for all of the hard work that has gone
into the preparation of such an important document.

The State Water Plan addresses the many challenges in balancing the state's competing water
needs including public water supply, economic development, recreation and ecological health,
and provides a framework to identify data needs, recommend policies and management
strategies, prioritize key issues, identify opportunities for improved more efficient water
management, and identify ways of resolving conflict. It is very apparent that a tremendous
amount of effort has been put into the development of the Draft Plan.

Aquarion is very supportive of the State Water Plan and its attempt to balance the use of water
to meet all uses including both in-stream and out-of-stream needs. However, we note that the
Plan has a heavy water quantity and public water supply orientation. There are many issues in
addition to public water supply withdrawals that impact the health and use of the State's streams
and rivers. Moving forward the WPC should make sure that policies and management
strategies to address these other issues (e.g. impervious cover, wastewater discharge quality,
stormwater management, dam removal, stream connectivity, etc.) are considered and prioritized
along with the water quantity issues identified in the Draft Plan.

In a number of places the Draft Plan states that the basin evaluations presented in the Basin
Fact Sheets and Maps provide a useful screening tool for prioritizing basins at potential risk for
additional evaluation, but that they are not representative of actual field conditions or stresses.
This is very important for everyone using the maps and fact sheets to understand. We are
concerned that these maps and fact sheets may be utilized out of context to suggest that
specific basins are over, or under, allocated. Footnotes should be put on the figures to indicate
how they should be used.

The plan describes numerous data gaps. We are concerned that these data gaps related to
streamflow, water quality, the relationship between water quality and quantity and stream
health, and water use for agriculture, golf courses and sand and gravel operations etc. could
lead to poor decisions. It is important that we address these gaps before making broad policy
and regulatory decisions. A suggested addition to the short-term action items is to increase
investment in the assessment of streams and their ability to support their designated in-stream
and out-of-stream uses and then to evaluate impaired streams to determine the root cause of
impairment. This evaluation will help direct our investment in integrated water resource
planning to the management strategies that are likely to have the greatest benefit.

Aquarion Water Company 600 Lindley Street Bridgeport, CT 06606-5044 aquarionwater.com
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There is an overall theme in the Plan that indicates if there is less water consumption through
conservation, water utilities can then release more water to rivers. The Plan should more
correctly indicate that water saved through conservation efforts can be used for other uses,
such as meeting the State's population growth and economic development needs. It should
also be noted that some of the conservation efforts appear to be extremely aggressive.

The retirement of obsolete registered diversions makes sense in limited instances where there
are no plans for future use of the diversion, such as for diversions that were originally used for
irrigation at farms that are now condominiums. But it is important to look at and differentiate
between obsolete registered diversions and ones that are being relied upon for future use such
as for a future water supply etc. Registered diversions should not be taken away for water
sources that are being counted on for future water supply. Due to the time, effort, expense and
uncertainty regarding the ability to obtain a diversion permit, we strongly oppose the retirement
of unused registered diversions when the diversion may be needed in the future.

Development is concentrated where water utilities exist. Population and economic growth are
out of the water utilities' control but rather controlled by the land use regulations and permit
requirements developed by federal and state agencies and local cities and towns. These
regulations and permit requirements need to address development impacts (existing and future)
to the State's aquifers, lakes, reservoirs, streams, wetlands and other related water bodies.
These water bodies are impacted by impervious coverage, stormwater discharge quality and
quantity, wastewater disposal, and reuse of water on site for irrigation not just the need to
address the public water supply. When areas have growth and water is needed to meet that
growth, water utilities need to have a reliable supply of water available to meet the demand.

Please find attached a list of Aquarion's more specific comments on the Draft State Water Plan.

Again, thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Connecticut State Water Plan
Final Draft Report. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or would like
clarifications on our comments. We look forward to working with the Water Planning Council to
finalize the plan and on the path forward in the State Water Planning process.

Sincerely,

~ ~ C~~4~_ __-.-
Da~iei' .Lawrence. P.E.
Director of Engineering and Planning

Enclosure

Aquarion Water Company 600 Lindley Street Bridgeport, CT 06606-5044 aquarionwater.com
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Page 1 of 6

• Page 2-1, Second paragraph fifth line, change "Detailed evaluations of specific
utilities or water systems..." to "Detailed evaluations of specific basins...". While
detailed evaluations of specific water systems may be needed to determine if there
is adequate public water supply available, broader evaluations of a drainage basin is
needed to determine if there is adequate water to meet instream and out of stream
needs. This is an example of where the Plan has too narrow a focus on public water
supply withdrawal issues.

• Page 2-1, last three lines on the page —The Plan appropriately notes that water and
land management policies are intrinsically linked in Connecticut, yet most of the
policies and management strategies presented in the Plan focus on water
management. It is also important for us to focus on land management strategies,
beyond water supply watershed protection, to protect Connecticut's rivers and
streams.

• Page 2-5, sixth paragraph end of fourth line -Detailed mapping of distribution
systems is not necessary for basin planning and is a security risk. Basin planning
can be performed based on general mapping of public water supply, and sewer,
service areas.

• Page 2-9 -the DPH per capita numbers are older and conservative and are not very
accurate.

• Pages 2-17 & 2-18 -Basin of demand versus basin of withdrawal. It is unclear how
the water demand for each town is allocated to the specific basin from which it is
supplied. The assumptions used for this analysis will be important to know as we
drill down into basin specific studies.

• Page 2-18, *footnote —Why isn't the streamflow entering these regional basins from
out of state included in the basin inventories? Inflow from out of State is available
flow within the basin and appears to be included, at least for some basins, on Figure
2-4. Likewise, any basins in series within the State should include inflow from upper
watersheds.

• How were the average annual water withdrawal numbers on Figure 2-3, page 2-19
developed from the data in Table 2-1, page 2-17. They appear inconsistent.

• Page 2-25, Figure 2-7 -The same scale should be used on both axes so it is not
misinterpreted that summer demands exceed streamflow or an explanatory footnote
should be added.

The basin maps in Sections 2 and 3 that compare demands to available flow can
easily be mis-interpreted to indicate that particular basins are or are not stressed.
The text of the Draft Plan appropriately explains that the maps are intended as high
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level, relative, screening tools and not an assessment of actual conditions in the

field. A clarifying footnote should be added to each figure with a statement such as "

To be used for comparison between basins. Does not necessarily indicate flow

impairment or water shortage."

• Page 3-15, second paragraph —states that, on paper, many of the State's basins are

over allocated because of unused registrations and permits. What is the risk created

by this paper "over allocation" and how does it compare to the other issues

impacting the balanced needs for water in the State?

• Page 3-15, middle of first paragraph "Again, the maps and fact sheets offer

indications of potential stress within basins, but do not necessarily forecast overuse

or underuse." This is an important statement that should be emphasized, perhaps

as a footnote on the basin maps and fact sheets.

• Page 3-17, last paragraph —Indoor water use of 60 gpcd seems low for areas like

Greenwich —generalizes gpcd but doesn't address high users.
o Conservation seems aggressive, particularly for implementation within the

~20 year planning period to 2040.
o Additional data and investigation is needed to better quantify the potential

benefits of public water supply conservation.

• Page 3-42, states that there is weak positive correlation to risk of water stress were

demonstrated in both the total developed and impervious area categories. As noted

later in the paragraph, the analysis was primarily based on the connection between

impervious cover and water withdrawals and that the risk does not include water

quality stress. This is a key distinction. Impervious cover can have significant

impact on water quality and streamflow hydrographs and consequently at least as

much impact on the ecological health of our State's rivers and streams as

withdrawals. This is an important point that should be studied further and included

in the Plans pathways forward.

• Page 3-86, WP4-2.1.2 —For these types of facilities, approval by the Siting Council

should take into consideration the public water supply availability and impact and

look at non-potable supplies early on in the process before the developer goes to the

water utility.

• Page 5-1, 4t" bullet — it can be very costly to install meters, weirs and gaging

stations. Metering may not be practical in some cases and the flexibility to estimate

rather than meter flows should be acceptable. Also, a phase in period is necessary.

• Page 5-5, 5.2.2 —The first sentence states that "The following list identifies the most

important policy recommendations from this Plan..." Are these the most important

recommendations for management of our rivers and streams, or those that the
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Policy Subcommittee suggested consensus could be reached on, as the section title
suggests?

• Page 5-5, #5 —Here and throughout the Plan the reference to Class B water for non-
potable use should more accurately be stated "non Class-A water".

• Page 5-5 -States that the WPC should provide guidelines for review of Class B
water for non-potable uses such that "individual users and utilities can evaluate
opportunities on a consistent basis...". It is unclear what role the utilities are
expected to play in this evaluation. The responsibility of evaluating and deciding on
the use of Class B waters for non-potable use should lie with the water user,
perhaps with review and approval from the State. The Utility's role should be to
provide information if necessary to assist in the evaluation, and then to provide
public water supply where it is deemed necessary and prudent.

• Page 5-5 #8 In addition to encouraging inter-municipal water sharing, the State
should encourage inter- and intra- water company sharing to provide system
resiliency and meet future public water supply needs.

• Page 5-7 5.2.3.1 —The water utilities do not have the power to require property
owners to use other sources of water for irrigation other than public water supply.
Land use regulations and ordinances need to be developed that require the use of
non-potable water sources for irrigation.

• Page 5-7 5.2.3.1 Density of development affects streams in more ways than just
water demands.

• Page 5-8 Aquarion strongly supports the recommendation to encourage, incentivize
and/or require local governments to incorporate BMPs for water demand
management, efficiency and conservation into land use decisions. This is an
excellent example of the coordinated resource management that the State Water
Plan was created to address. In addition to the examples listed we should apply
smart growth principles and encourage locating future water demands in
communities where public water supply is available.

• Page 5-12 & 13 As the Plan is implemented further discussion is needed on the
roles of water utilities and state and local government in water conservation. Water
companies can influence conservation by providing timely and accurate usage
information to customers, rate setting, and supply side management (e.g.
unaccounted for water control) while government may be better suited for regulating
usage through strategies such as water re-use, irrigation limits and design
requirements, plumbing retrofits, green infrastructure requirements, and land use
regulations.
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• Page 5-30, #2 If proposing a large non-domestic use of water, the proposer should

have to demonstrate to the State that there is no viable non-potable water available.

The role of water utilities in this process should be limited.

Page 5-23 5.2.3.7 When considering the retirement of diversion registrations it is

important to differentiate between obsolete registrations that have no plans for future

use and unused registered capacity that is being relied on to meet the State's future

public water supply needs.

• Page 5-31 Aquarion strongly supports the recommendation to maintain and

enhance funding for USGS monitoring programs including stream gauging, water

quality and groundwater levels. These programs provide critical data for water

resource planning and are essential for driving science based decision making in the

State. Funding these data collection efforts helps demonstrate the State's

commitment to the goals of the State Water Plan.

• Section 5.3.2.8 It is important to differentiate policies and strategies for long-term

water conservation and those for drought planning and response. Conservation

strategies are geared toward reducing our every day use of water while drought

responses are those additional actions that we take to preserve water supply during

short periods of low water availability. Successful conservation can, in fact, reduce

the ability to impact water demands during drought conditions.

Although they are separate activities, Aquarion strongly supports development of

additional management strategies for Drought Response, as we do for Conservation.

However, agreement on the roles of the State Drought Plan vs individual utility

Drought Plans, and on the roles of utilities vs municipalities in implementing drought

response actions is needed as a first step before proceeding with the

recommendations in this Section. The recommendations of the Draft Plan should be

updated to address this issue.

• Page 5-43 Gaining and losing watershed characteristics should be taken into

account as part of the overall Draft State Water Plan. There are flashy rivers and

steams that can dry up naturally during a dry period or a severe drought.

• Section 5.3.2.3 It is important to recognize that the ecological impact on the State's

rivers and streams comes from the actual, and planned future, use of registered

diversions and not on their authorized quantities. These are the solid green bars in

the basin summary fact sheets, and not the hatched red bars. As suggested by the

Draft Plan, moving forward it will be much more effective to identify the areas where

the use of registrations is causing unacceptable stress and jointly identifying

alternatives for meeting the related water demands than to focus on retiring all

registrations.
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• Page 5-45 2~d to last bullet, change "process for registration abandonment" to

"process for voluntary registration abandonment and abandonment of obsolete

registrations..."

• Page 5-52 Summary bullet #2 — Aquarion agrees with the recommendation to

developing a framework for evaluating the use of Class B waters for non-potable

use. It should be clear that the responsibility for, and cost of, performing these

evaluations should not be borne by the water utilities.

• Section 5.3.2.11 Information Needs, Second Bullet —recommends that the WPC

assess the effects of regulatory reservoir releases to water utilities, recreation and

others. Is the purpose of this assessment to suggest potential changes to the

recently promulgated Stream Flow Standards and Regulations?

• Section 5.3.2.11 Information Needs, Third Bullet —Highlights that the ecological flow

targets presented in this report are not regulatory mandates. It should also be noted

here, and elsewhere in the Plan, that these values were selected for the purposes of

the screening exercise presented in the Plan and are not consensus or science

based targets and therefore should not be used in basin planning or allocation

decision making. A recommendation of the Plan should be to develop these targets

as needed for basin planning.

• Page 5-60 Good bullet on conservation —should put this language in other sections

of the report.

• Page 5-64 Climate Change — Add a statement that the Department of Public Health

could develop guidance for how water utilities consider the impacts of climate

change on safe yield, demand forecasts and drought planning.

• Page 5-66, Information needs, 5t" bullet —Desalinization would require the use of

non-Class A water for public water supply and would therefore be inconsistent with

other recommendations in the Plan.

• Page 5-70, Stream Flow Standards section, states the DEEP Stream Flow

Standards and Regulations "...represent just a portion of scientifically desirable

instream flow conditions for aquatic ecology." These regulations were developed

over an extended period of time with technical and policy input from many

stakeholders. Implementation of these flow standards will have a significant cost for

the residents of Connecticut. What is the basis for claiming that they will only

provide a portion of the desired instream flow?

• Page 6-1, last paragraph — It is critical that a clear charge be given to any volunteer

basin committees including the need to follow the State Plan's goals for balance and

science and data driven policy making. Guidance will also be needed regarding
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which issues are to be addressed at a basin level and which will be addressed

statewide. It is also important that the composition of these Committees be

balanced with ali stakeholders represented.

• Page 6-2, section 6.3 Future Water Allocation Principles — It is unclear what

principles are being referred to in this Section, other than the desire to use technical

information for future decisions.

• Page 6-6, Provide reliable and resilient supply for all users section - This section

states that "The success of the Plan will ultimately be measured by whether there

continues to be reliable and resilient water supply in the future." The term water

supply in this sentence can be narrowly read to mean public water supply. This

sentence would be clearer if modified to read "The success of the Plan will ultimately

be measured by whether there continues to be reliable and resilient water supply

quality and quantity to meet the State's in-stream and out-of —stream needs.

• Section 6.6 Funding —The Plan is intended to improve and protect water resources

throughout the State for in-stream and out-of-stream uses. As such, funding for the

Plan should come from all in-stream and out-of-stream users and not any one

particular user group.

s Page 6-17 —The Water Infrastructure and Conservation Allowance (WICA) program

should be identified as a potential mechanism for funding investment in conservation

by water utilities.

• Page 6-22, section 6.8.2 Near Term goals — There are many statewide

recommendations in the Plan that should be implemented prior to establishing

volunteer river basin commissions and initiating basin specific studies. Many of

these are presented in the Consensus Based Policy Recommendations in Section

5.2.2 including those related to data collection and conservation.

• Page 6-22, 3~d bullet —The ability of simulation modeling to help improve the balance

of water uses should not be the criterion for prioritizing basin specific studies. The

emphasis should be on the ability of management strategies to improve water quality

and quantity.

• Page 7-2, Table 7-1

o How is "potentially at risk" defined for purposes of this Table.

o The assessment of basins with all unused registered diversion exercised at

their full capacity for a full year is not a realistic scenario and should be

removed from this Table.



Steve Pratt 

MDC Manager of Water Quality 

State Water Plan Comments 

 

In the draft there seems to be recurring themes and or bullet points espoused; who is going to be 

ultimately in charge (the water czar), conservation of water resources, eliminate underutilized, over 

allocated or grandfathered diversions, regulate and mandate routine testing of private wells, utilized 

Class B water for not potable uses and to mandate releases of more water into streambeds in an 

artificial manner. This is supported by the statement in the executive summary “The scope of the Plan 

includes current assessments of water policy, water availability, quality, and use patterns; future 

projections of water needs and availability due to changes in climate, demand, and regulations; and 

evaluation of numerous management options to help satisfy the state’s out-of-stream and instream 

water needs for the next 25 years.” (page 1-2). 

There is one spot within the narrative supporting the plan(page 2-20 is a statement that “natural flows 

may not be optimal flows and natural variability in flow over time may adversely impact aquatic life even 

in the absence of human influence. That this is the case is evident in the colonization of the upper 

reaches of the West Branch of the Farmington River where Didymosphenia geminate or Didiymo has 

taken hold as an invasive species due to the artificial manipulation of the natural flows within the river 

not allowing normal death of the organism by desiccation. The general premise seems to be that the 

“ecologically protective flows are flows that are considered to support desirable aquatic life at densities 

similar to those expected under natural conditions” (page 2-20) and therefore those mandated flows are 

more desirable that “normal” flow conditions, hence mandated streamflow releases from drinking 

water storage reservoirs.  

In Section WP1-62 on page 2-62 mention is made that where the sodium content of the public water 

supply is greater than 15 mg/L, that no sodium chloride may be used except under application rates 

approved by the commissioner of health so as to prevent the sodium level content from exceeding 20 

mg/L (Advisory Level is 28 mg/L) 

In section WP1-9 on page 2-70, attention is made to a “significant piece of legislation regarding water 

quantity occurred with the passage of the Water Diversion Policy Act of 1982 (Sections 22a-365 through 

22a-379 of the Connecticut General Statutes). This act established a permitting process for any new, 

non-exempted out-of-stream or instream “diversion” from the waters of the state (surface or 

groundwater), and is essentially the state’s version of regulated riparian water law. That this regulation 

also affects the transfer of water from one distribution system to another (even within the same 

watershed) and that a permit is needed to collect and discharge, inclusive of storm water drainage, (the 

MDC’s CSO project) from a watershed greater than 100 acres. 



On pages 2-98 and 2-99 under section WP2-3.5 the is mention that the State Green Plan is being 

updated and as part of the objectives of the plan being the setting aside of 23 percent of land in CT as 

open space the acquisition strategy includes the development of a GIS system for land which is publicly 

accessible, identification of the state’s highest priority land for acquisition and protection of such land 

owned by DEEP and other state agencies. There is no mention of watershed class 1 or 2 protected lands 

being included as part of preserved open space though much of the land may not be routinely publicly 

accessible. Not including water shed land underestimates the preserved open space land in CT. 

The Climate Change Impacts on Streamflow (not precipitation in CT), that are projected in section 

3.1.4.4 on page 3-40, state that the projection based on climate change is to have reduced flows of 

precipitation in the spring, summer and fall offset by larger increases in precipitation and runoff in the 

winter period. If this projection holds true the storage of this increased precipitation becomes the 

problem (storm water runoff are waters of the state) and coupled with mandatory releases safe yields 

will not increase but will remain compromised with drought triggers being hit more often with the 

mandated releases for fishes scenario espoused by DEEP. 

Section WP3.1.1 deals with conservation policies via multi-level scenarios, 1-5 with water conservation 

by municipal and industrial users (M&I) being based on assumptions that are not based on reality. While 

Aquarion and utilities in California called for voluntary conservation as they ran into the drought of 2016 

and earlier it was only through mandatory restrictions that water conservation was achieved. Aquarion 

ended up declaring a water emergency and building an emergency pipeline to be able to supply their 

M&I paying customers. Couple climate changes projected in section 3.1.4.4, mandatory streamflow 

releases (hitting drought triggers sooner and more often), and ineffective conservation scenarios, CT 

may have to import water from MA and NY so that class 3 and 4 releases can be met at the expense of 

the citizens of CT. 

Section 5 beginning on page 5-1 (277 of 612) reads like a shopping list of recommendations for the 

control and utilization of water resources in the state of Connecticut. The issue appears to be is that 

DEEP is the agency filling their cart and the list appears to have restoration of “normal” flows (real 

normal flows consist of stream beds drying up during low rain periods and not being artificially 

augmented by mandatory stream flow releases to support non-native introduced fish species like the 

brown trout) and habitants that have not existed in some cases for over a hundred years as their meat 

and potatoes.  

DEEP during the writing of the narrative interpretation of the statute supporting the stream flow 

regulations were unable to extend their control over groundwater withdrawals in the state. It is readily 

apparent that the State Water Plan will now be the avenue to place control of groundwater sources 

inclusive of private wells under the prevue of DEEP in the state thereby creating a supper agency which 

will ultimately control growth and economic development in the state of Connecticut. Whether that 

level of groundwater control should be drilled down to the level of private wells is open for further 

discussion.  



That there is a need for a standardization of electronic data on water use collection and reporting 

pertaining to reservoir withdrawals, transfers amongst reservoirs, interconnection transfers between 

systems (raw and treated water), recycled water use and groundwater withdrawals is established. The 

inclusion of data on the small systems, transient non community, and non-transient non community 

water systems use of water is relevant as these systems serve drinking water to a larger population 

segment than a single or multi-family dwelling. The initial reporting of well capacity, recharge rate, 

pump capacity and water quality data (inclusive of arsenic, fluoride and uranium if relevant) should be 

reported to the DWS in addition to the LHD along with any monitoring of the wells prior to a property 

transfer with a well serving the property.  As to whether water quality data should be routinely 

recollected and reported is questionable as the does not seem to be a pressing health based need for 

the collection of data with no purpose behind the collection and reporting. Adoption of an enforceable 

drought ordinance by municipalities would seem to be a better utilization of effort versus a metering 

and yearly reporting of water use for residential wells. 

Beginning on page 5-7 (283 of 612) there begins a series of recommendations for land use management 

and protection which include reaffirmation for the no development protection of Class 1 and 2 

watershed lands, ground water protection (both public and private, low impact development  practices 

and strengthening partnerships between agencies and groups. Localized ground water recharge zones 

should be encouraged for parking lots and larger flat roof buildings, enforcement of the irrigation 

statutes that are on the books (shuts off irrigation system during rain events) and the encouragement of 

other water conservation practices. The inadvertent contamination of ground water with emerging 

contaminants such as 1, 4 – Dioxane, a limitation of fertilizers and herbicide pesticide applications on 

water shed lands could be adopted by municipalities throughout CT. 

Under water quality and quality management page 5-10 (286 of 612) some of the suggestions are a 

reiteration of the recommendations under the land use management section just presented in a 

different manner as in the areas green infrastructure, stormwater management, and non-point sources 

of pollution. Reuse examples and reuse regulations are two recommendations put forth which seems to 

miss that some industries and or agricultural entities are already on a case by case basis practicing use of 

Class B waters (irrigation)and or recycled water (sand and gravel operations). Codifying regulations, 

without adequate leeway could adversely prohibit these uses if the intended use does not fit the 

regulation due to unforeseen circumstances at a given site. 

On Page 5-12 (288 of 612) the statement is made that “Conservation also acts as a management tool to 

buffer against drought using long-term conservation strategies, and to address shortages by 

implementing short-term conservation strategies. Is water conservation in the state being touted as a 

provision to save out of stream use of water to solely augment artificially instream utilization of the 

“saved” water?  Who will bear the cost of conservation practices as it reliant on human based behavior 

since we already only have “water sense” fixtures and consumption for PWS have diminished over the 

years?  

Water providers can store as a drought reserve the amount of water they realize through long-term 

water conservation efforts and use that reserve during periods”. Yet voluntary conservation practices 



are not going to provide relief as a “drought reserve” if the PWS is mandated by streamflow regulations 

to release water leading to reaching drought triggers on a more frequent basis. Whether voluntary 

conservation achieves the 5-10 percent savings as projected, if the PWS is required by DEEP to release 

the water downstream from the impoundment conservation will have served no purpose in the system’s 

ability to continue to serve drinking water to the public. 

Consistency with other state plans page 5-15 (291 of 612) is supposed to include the current, previous 

and future state C&D Policies Plan, the WUCC’s, the Green Plan, the Climate Change Preparedness Plan, 

the Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan, the Blue Plan, the Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, the 

Sustainable CT plan, the Drought Preparedness and Response Plan, the Department of Transportation 

Strategic Long Range Transportation Plan and the Comprehensive Energy Strategy (Plan?). Who is going to 

review and encourage consistency let alone read, comprehend and enforce each plan individually since we 

can’t even get a comprehensive drought ordinance passed by municipalities in the state? 

If the plan is to “Provide resilient water supply and water quality for ALL current and future water needs 

using available surface and groundwater” (page 5-18,  294 of 612) who (the water czar?) is going to 

monitor the success or failure of the plan to achieve those goals and consistency of the balance of the plan 

with the state statute as passed by the legislature? Will the balance be swayed to the environmental side 

(stream flow) of water needs or will a balance be achievable between the advocates of instream and out of 

stream uses and where will the ultimate decision lay? 

The draft plan encourages regionalization/interconnections, page 5-49 or 316 of 612, for resiliency and to 

eliminate the smaller systems that may be scattered within the feasible service area of a larger PWS and 

has an example policy on the use of interconnections for emergency short term utilization. If a PWS can 

either based on available resources or the hydraulics of the PWS supply areas outside of the current ESA 

then there should not be a penalty imposed by DEEP (mandated streamflow releases) on the host PWS. 

There currently is no incentives to a PWS to interconnect with a marginal system whether  the system is a 

small PWS, NTNC or a TNC to attempt  to expand outside of the existing ESA, in fact based on recent DEEP 

sponsored diversion language changes the PWS would be further penalized for the expansion.  

While the draft water plan encourages the state to adopt a “Triple Bottom Line” approach to the 

distribution of water resources on page 5-48, (324 of 612) (encourage the state to adopt a “Triple 

Bottom Line” approach to economic assessment, whereby policies and even projects are evaluated for 

their costs and benefits with respect to money, social, and environmental health. While the triple 

bottom line approach is based on three parts: social, environmental (or ecological) and financial;” 

nowhere is this omission more self-evident than in the development and application of the streamflow 

regulations. 

The draft plan is fixated on the modification of existing registered water diversions, page 5-43, 319 of 

612, that per the draft; “The registration allows for continued use of the diversion without regard to 

environmental effects or effects to other water users.” That this disregard may be the case in limited 

circumstances is indisputable as the Fenton River is held as the prime example where a State of CT 

Institution withdrew groundwater from the river basin. In some instances, such as the Fenton River in 



2005, groundwater pumping desiccated the streambed and lead to fish kills yet during the recent 

drought in CT the west branch of the Farmington River (an artificially flow augmented stream) there 

were still fish kills associated either with the flow, temperature of the water or POTW releases. 

Therefore environmental factors such as droughts (long or short term) also play a major role in the 

health of a river and is not dependent on registered diversions and the withdrawal of ground water from 

the stream bed. Relying solely on “off of DEEP’s photo-documentation project: Photo documentation is 

a cost-effective supplemental monitoring technique that provides qualitative and semi-quantitative data 

on changes in streamflow over time”, without documentation of weather conditions, precipitation 

information, etc., slants the photo-documentation project in a manner that is biased to support  DEEP’s 

position on streamflow release requirements. By working with some if not all of the CWWA’s position 

letter of November 2016 progress may be able to be made on unused and or unneeded diversion 

registrations. Whether the WPC would determine a potential legislatively-authorized process for 

registration abandonment and registration modification will have to be investigated and a consensus 

reached by the diversion holders and the regulatory agency.  

On page 5-57 (344 of 612) “many reservoirs are currently required or will be required, either by permit, 

riparian agreement, flow management plan, or by the Stream Flow Regulations, to release water 

downstream of dams in order to preserve streamflow” which is acknowledged to have only localized 

ecological benefits. Whomever becomes the “Water Czar” will need to decide whether the goal of the 

water plan is to balance the environmental impact of waters of the state or to sustain a viable economic 

recovery for the citizens of the state by the provision of adequate drinking water. If being stewards of 

the environment remains more important than the economic viability of the State then the population 

exodus will continue for the foreseeable future until such time that Connecticut becomes a large land 

preserve.  

When the desired ecological flows meet the best practices for fish life cycles at the detriment of 

supplying drinking water to the population within the state of Connecticut, page 5-57 (344 of 612) then 

at some point there may be a realization that the pendulum has gone too far. By the Water Plan’s own 

admission; “Minimum Stream Flow Regulations will have impacts on current and future safe yield for 

public drinking water supply, and may impact available water as well. It is understood that impacts to 

safe yield and Margin of Safety will be reservoir system specific, and in some cases, may require 

replacement supplies and/or enhanced conservation.”  At what cost and regulatory hurdles will the 

PWSs (and ultimately the consumers) in Connecticut meet the challenge of these mandates which were 

put into place without the need for a cost benefit analysis. 

On page 5-60, 336 of 612 the draft plan entreats to develop “Opportunities for enhancing savings 

through conservation should be explored and advocated through the state water plan, not just for times 

of drought, but to increase available supply throughout the state.” At a cost of thousands of dollars so 

PWSs can release the water into stream beds without any thought to the economic impact of the 

releases. 

On page 5-67, 343 of 612; the plan reiterates that in “Section 5.1 recommends the implementation of a 

water quality testing and reporting program for private wells with automatic reporting to DPH and local 



health districts.” Coupling the collection of water quality data from private wells, which at this time the 

DWS has no legal jurisdiction over with the maximum pumping capacity of the privates wells (who 

collects this data?) what is the purpose other than data collection?  

In section 6.6 Funding Needs and Strategies page 6-9 363 of 612, regarding the securing of funding to 

enact policy recommendations and pathways forward is anticipated to be one of the challenges related 

to enacting the plan.  And unless the funding is from a permanent source and within a “lock box” fund 

(and sometimes even if it is) the funds will be swept away during Connecticut’s ongoing fiscal crisis. 

Suggestions for future legislation include, page 6-23, 377 of 612)  

 “Revoking obsolete diversion registrations” – who will decide which are obsolete versus the 

ones that are in reserve for future use or expansion of service area. 

 “Water conservation laws or incentives in concert with ongoing utility initiatives” – water 

conservation laws applying to whom and or what, fixtures, leak detection, lawn irrigation (don’t even 

enforce the ones on the books now regarding watering during rain events) and to what purpose? Who is 

going to pay for these initiatives the public served by PWS, NTNC or TNC served? Is there going to be 

another fee proposed by the legislature to fund the incentives on top of the right to operate fee just 

imposed? 

 “Private well testing program” – what is the driving force behind the water plan and what does 

testing of private wells have to do with water use in CT? Who or what agency is going to collect and 

analyze the data, to oversee the program and to what purpose? Who pays for the mandated testing?  

 “Statutory authority for the Water Planning Council to engage a “Water Plan Chief,” provide 

binding or non-binding arbitration, and appoint an impartial mediator for certain cases.”  - this new 

water chief apparently will be able to approve or disapprove a variety of water projects, ESA expansions 

etc so in essence becomes  the head of development opportunities in CT.  The WPC already has two 

seats on the council, three if OPM is included and no will have the voting majority on election of the 

“chief”? 
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State Water Planning Council

c/o Public Utilities Regulatory Authority

10 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

Re: State Water Plan Draft Report Comments

Dear Water Planning Council:

Developing a state water plan is an important milestone and a means of ensuring the state will have
adequate supplies of public water to meet public health, safety and economic development needs, while
providing for other water resource requirements such as waste assimilation, agriculture, recreation, and
environmental needs. A comprehensive plan sets the stage for water resource decisions to be

considered within an overarching, balanced framework.

We applaud the work of the Water Planning Council (WPC) and stakeholders in developing the
document and efforts to recognize the need for balance. The public act (14-153) that required the
development of the plan specifically required that the plan:

. recommend the utilization of the state's water resources, including surface and subsurface
water, in a manner that balances public water supply, economic development, recreation
and ecological health, and

take into account the ecological, environmental, public health and safety and economic
impact that implementation of the state water plan will have on the state.

It is essential that those tenets be maintained and the intended balance be reflected in the plan, and
more importantly, in any associated legislative or regulatory changes.

To that end, we would like to emphasize how critical it is that the process for identifying legislative and
regulatory proposals and priorities to implement the plan be collaborative, based on good science and
data, and consensus-driven. That approach was the basis for work in developing the draft plan and
must be continued as the plan is implemented. The success of the plan ultimately rests with how
successful the WPC is in following those basic principles throughout its implementation.

The plan should explicitly state that the WPC develop a clearly defined process that provides
stakeholder interests with an opportunity for public comment, before advancing or supporting any
legîslative proposal(s) related to the plan. That process should ensure that implementation does not
impose significant cost and administrative burdens on state and local agencies, municipalities, water
companies, customers, and businesses, given ongoing state and municipal budget challenges. We would
expect that regulatory burdens that negatively impact public health, safety and economic development
would be eased and decisions streamlined when consistent with the plan's goals. Further, costs of plan

implementation should be equitably borne by all users, and not unduly impact water utility customers.

a
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We want to ensure that the plan recognizes the essential role public water plays in meeting the public
health, safety, and economic needs of businesses and communities across the state. lt is critical that
public water suppliers continue to have access to water supply sources that they properly registered and
are legally authorized to use. We support a process that would retire "obsolete" registered diversions
that are no longer needed, but would oppose any effort to rescind or reduce the availability of any
registration quantity that is currently in use or planned to be used.

However, given the unique role public water plays - especially ¡n a state like Connecticut where some
eighty percent of residents rely on public water for their daily domestic needs - it is essential that
utilities also have access to ample supplies of new water to meet future needs or replace yields lost
under regulatory programs such as the recently-enacted streamflow release rules. We note that some
have commented that the plan should call for the streamflow rules to be strengthened; we caution,
however, that the plan must first consider the impact of the adopted reservoir release requirements
before considering any changes so as to ensure the ability of public water suppliers to meet essential
public water supply needs is not undermined.

The plan makes a number of recommendations regarding ínterconnections and interbasin transfers to
ensure continued supply availability, resiliency, etc. These should be further explored with stakeholders
to understand the challenges, including any regulatory barriers, to utilize these tools.

We want to emphasize how important it is that all stakeholders, including the WPC and legislators, have

a clear understanding of the data used in the plan and the limitations on how it can and should be used,
particularly regarding:

The data used in plan are considered the 'best available' but not necessarily recent or highly
accurate. Critical data gaps should be identifÍed and addressed before the state moves forward
with implementation of any recommendations.

O

¡ Data were used to develop broad, highly generalized conclusions and potential
recommendations. These should only be used as intended, to start the planning process. We
are concerned that absent further emphasis in the final plan document, language or data in the
plan - such as the basin stress maps - could be used out of context or leveraged to promote
adoption of individual recommendations without consideration of all relevant factors.

We have serious concerns about language in the Draft Plan that says "....the State lags in its water
conservation ethic," and recommend such language be reworded to something more appropriate like,
".... there may be opportunities for the State to increase its water conservation ethic." Recent data
indicates that public water supply delivered domestic per capita water use in Connecticut, at 35 gallons
per capita per day (GPCD), is significantly lower than the national average of 83 GPCDI. Suggesting the
state lags in water conservation could easily be taken out of context and ignore the significant efforts
already underway to promote water conservation through building code changes, use of water sense
products and other efforts by some utilities and residents. Further, any language about enhancing
water conservation must consider the implications that additional conservation requirements could
have on the financial stability of water utilities if there are not ratemaking tools available to support
such conservation efforts.

t 
Publ¡c Supply and Domestic Water Use in the United States, 2015, USGS Open-File Report 2OL7-IL3L
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We also recommend that the plan distinguish between drought response and ongoing water
conservation measures. While often considered somewhat interchangeable, they are in reality two very
different things and call for very different approaches toward planning and implementation.

Finally, we are very concerned with the suggestions by some who submitted comments on the draft
plan regarding the need for aggressive water conservation, including:

a ímposing uníque stríngent mondøtory wøter use restrictíons on large wdter useß. We fully
support realistic supply-side and demand-side conservation measures, including leak detection,
infrastructure replacement, plumbing standards, and other common-sense goals aimed at driving
greater efficiency of water use. Water use restrictions, if taken too far, however, could seriously
affect existing businesses and further harm the economic climate by potentially impacting large
users such as hospitals, universities and manufacturers, and discouraging businesses from locating in
or staying in Connecticut.

a calls for stondardized drought triggers and restrictíons. Water supply conditions and availability of
supplies vary considerably across the state. Systems are highly unique and it is not practical or
appropriate to apply a 'one size fits all' approach for drought triggers or water use restriction
measures. As the availability of utilities' supplies and operational flexibility vary, so does their ability
to meet customers' needs during extended dry periods. As such, utilities are best suited to establish

whatever drought triggers and response measures most effectively meet the needs of their
customers and preserve their ability to safely meet public health and safety needs.

The plan should carefully consider the impacts of any policy changes on water rates and strive to
maintain affordable water rates for consumers and businesses across the state. The state should be
encouraging businesses and as noted it the plan, "may benefit from guidance about how to work with
communities to site and permit new large water users while considering economic development plons
ond needs." lt is ¡mportant that there be opportunities for these businesses to locate in Connecticut
and any such guidance should be developed in conjunction with input from water utilities and the
business community.

We urge the water planning council to incorporate changes to the draft as necessary to reinforce these
key points. We appreciate the work of the WPC and the opportunity to comment on the draft plan.

Sincerely,

David L. Radka

Director of Water Resources and Planning
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1 2.1.4.3 Water 

Inventory Results  

2-16 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“The final column in Table 2-1 shows the 

difference between water coming in and 

water leaving, and is an approximate 

indicator of imports to and exports from each 

regional basin. Due to the estimated nature 

of each component of the water inventory, 

the differences can only be interpreted as 

rough indicators of imports and exports. 

Small values… may not be true imports or 

exports; however larger values (less than -3 

in/yr. ) are likely to indicate that water is 

entering or leaving.” 

SECTION 2.1.4.3 of the CSWP report 

acknowledges that the provided “water 

inventory” results numbers for Connecticut’s 

regional basins are rough estimates. As such, the 

results presented don’t seem to provide a 

particularly useful tool that can be used to judge 

the condition of any given regional basin. In the 

case of the Farmington Basin (43) the results 

presented are misleading. 

  

This “one regional basin at a time” approach does 

not account for the complexities and subtleties of 

a large regional basin such as the Farmington 

which has numerous, widely diverse sub-basins, 

each with its own unique qualities and 

limitations. 

2 Table 2.1 

Water Inventory 

2-17 Farmington Basin – Water Inventory results 

data. 

 

Water Entering the System (in/yr.) 

Precipitation                                      46.69 

Surface Water Discharge                    0.79 

Domestic Recharge                             0.25 

· The resulting number in the final column for 

the Farmington Basin in Table 2-1 is negative 

(-) 6.23 in/yr., which would seem to be 

significant as an assessment of basin 

condition. This water inventory “result” 

however, misleadingly implies that more 

water is leaving the Farmington basin than is 



Total Entering                                   47.73 

 

Water Leaving the System (in/yr.) 

Evapotranspiration                          21.55 

Stormflow                                         14.70 

Baseflow                                           13.96 

Total Leaving                                    50.21 

 

Water Withdrawals 

Surface Water-Agriculture                0.05 

Surface Water-Water Supply            2.98  

                                                           3.03 

Groundwater-Agriculture                  0.02 

Groundwater Public Water Supply   0.54 

Groundwater- Private Wells             0.15 

Total Withdrawals                             3.74 

coming in.  

 

· However, if the stated values for public water 

supply withdrawals (2.98 in/yr. of surface 

water + 0.54 in./yr. groundwater = 3.52 

in./yr. ) are taken out of the equation, the 

Farmington Basin would still have a negative 

net inflow minus outflow value of -2.72 

in./yr. 

· Further, if all “out of stream” withdrawals 

including public water supply, agriculture and 

domestic wells similarly removed from the 

equation, the water inventory for the 

Farmington basin would still have a net 

inflow deficit of 2.50 in/yr.  

· The fact that the numbers just don’t make 

sense may be explained by the small  

footnote(*) to Table 2-1, which says  

“Appreciable stormflow also enters these 

three regional basins from out-of-state but is 

not included in the inventory shown above.”    

· Was the 50 cfs (32.25 mgd) daily minimum 

release from the MDC’s Goodwin Dam  

included in the “water entering” 

computation? 

· Why were out-of-state flows not included in 

Table 2-1? 

 

3 Average Annual 

Water 

Withdrawals 

2-16 

2-19 

“Current average annual withdrawals for 

surface water and groundwater combined as 

shown in Figure 2-3.” 

· Figure 2-3 lists “3.03 in/yr.” as the 

“combined” annual surface water and 

groundwater withdrawal value for the 



Figure 2-3 Farmington Basin. Why doesn’t this number 

match the values for surface and 

groundwater withdrawals in Table 2-1”?  In 

Table 2-1 surface water withdrawals total 

3.03 in/yr.  but surface water combined with 

groundwater total 3.03 in/yr.+ 0.71 in/yr. = 

3.74 in/yr.  

· In the Basin Summary for the Farmington 

(Appendix E): Surface water withdrawals of 3 

in/yr. + groundwater withdrawals 0.7 in/yr. = 

3.7 in/yr.  

4 Water Inventory 

Figure 2-4 

2-20 

2-21 

“Current average annual streamflow is 

shown in Figure 2-4.  

 

· Figure 2-4 shows an average annual 

streamflow for the Farmington Basin of 38.58 

in/yr. which appears to include streamflow 

from Massachusetts, 

· Was the 50 cfs (32.25 mgd) daily minimum 

release from the MDC’s Goodwin Dam  

included in the streamflow computation? At 

MDC’s Goodwin Dam, the MDC releases a 

minimum of 50 cfs = 32 mgd= almost 12 BG 

per year. Of the 120 sm watershed drainage 

area, 103 SM ( 86  %) is located in Mass. 

 

5 Table 2.1 

Water Inventory 

2-20 “Three regional basins, Moosup, Farmington, 

and Southwest Western Complex receive an 

appreciable amount of streamflow from 

Rhode Island, Massachusetts, or New York 

respectively. Their out-of-state flows are 

included in the streamflow totals shown on 

Figure 2-4 and are accounted for in 

subsequent figures in Sections 2 and 3.” 

· The water inventory results presented in 

the CSWP final report are very confusing in 

regards to the accounting, or non-

accounting of out-of-state stream flows in 

the water inventories for three basins 

including the Farmington Basin (43).  It 

makes no sense to ignore the 

Massachusetts inflows to the Farmington. 



· Why were out-of-state flows not included 

in later presentations but not in Table 2-1? 

 

· The Basin Summary for the Farmington 

(provided in Appendix E) displays the data 

in an even more confusing “hybrid” 

manner where inflows from Mass. Are 

included in some graphs but not included 

in the summary table for the basin. 

 

6 2.1.4.3 Water 

Inventory Results 

2-20 “Out of stream use, also called 

“consumptive” use, supports public supply, 

industrial, commercial and agricultural 

needs.  

 

Instream use, also called “non-consumptive” 

use supports aquatic life, fishing, recreation 

and waste assimilation.” 

 

 

 

 

 

Is “fishing” a category onto itself, or should it be 

categorized under “recreation”, along with 

boating, swimming, tubing, snorkeling, etc. 
  

 7 2.1.4.3 Water 

Inventory Results 

2-20 “Generally, ecologically protective flows are 

considered to be flows that support desirable 

aquatic life at densities similar to those 

expected under natural conditions“ 

 

     The choice of the words “flows that support 

desirable aquatic life” raises questions about 

which aquatic life CT DEEP categorizes as 

“desirable”? (Rainbow Trout?) And conversely, 

which aquatic life is “undesirable”? (Snapping 

Turtles and Lamprey Eels? Invasive species, 

Didymo?) 

 

 

8 2.1.4.3 Water 

Inventory Results 

2-20 “…natural flows may not be optimal flows 

and natural variability in flow over time may 

adversely impact aquatic life even in the 

If “natural flows may not be optimal flows”, what 

flows is the CT DEEP looking for, and “optimal” 

flows for what purpose? 



absence of human influence. “ 

 

. 

 

This is followed by the puzzling observation that 

(“natural variability in flow over time may 

adversely impact aquatic life even in the absence 

of human influence.“)   

 

Is it the state’s position that “natural” flows 

would be inadequate to meet the ecological 

needs of “natural” or native aquatic life?  

 

How does natural variability in flow adversely 

impact aquatic life? 

 

Statements such as these, complicate our 

understanding of what CT DEEP’s purpose or goal 

for minimum stream flows really is. Although it 

can’t be denied that some rivers and streams in 

Connecticut have been impaired due to human 

activity and excessive consumptive water 

withdrawals, it seems that DEEP’s heavy emphasis 

on recreational programs such as non-native trout 

stocking and the creation of special management 

areas for sport fishing, are significant drivers 

behind the new streamflow regulations and the 

increased mandatory releases from dams. The 

streamflow regulations are being sold to the 

general public as an environmental or ecological 

necessity for survival of the rivers and streams. 

 

In some cases environmental necessity is real. In 

some cases the stocking of Connecticut’s streams 



with non-native brown and rainbow trout is no 

more an environmental necessity then would be 

the state planting Kentucky bluegrass along all of 

Connecticut's riverbanks as a means to stabilize 

erosion.  

9 Usable Reservoir 

Storage 

2-28 “To assess the importance and adequacy of 

surface water storage, the amount of useable 

storage in water supply reservoirs was 

totaled for each regional basin, then divided 

by the regional basin size to provide a better 

means to compare relative storage between 

basins. 

This section of the CSWP evaluates the amount of 

useable storage in water supply reservoirs. 

 

It is somewhat ironic that the very dams that 

would be required to make minimum streamflow 

releases as required by CT DEEP, would also 

provide the infrastructure to impound the 

millions or billions of gallons of Class A/ AA water 

that would be necessary to provide the future 

“instream” flows being projected in the CSWP. 

10 Usable Reservoir 

Storage 

2-28 

2-29 

Figure 2-10 

2-30 

Figure 2-11 

“Figure 2-10 shows the amount of useable 

storage for each regional basin in million 

gallons per square mile. The months of 

usable storage at each regional basin’s 

current average annual surface water 

demand is shown in Figure 2-11”. 

If the State of Connecticut “owns” the waters of 

the state, who owns the “storage” space in 

drinking water reservoirs? Is it the State’s intent 

to leverage useable storage in drinking water 

reservoirs for instream flow needs in the future? 

 

Much of the reservoir storage in the state is in 

MDC Reservoirs. The Metropolitan District owns, 

operates and maintains a dozen large, high hazard 

dams, which in total can impound almost 60 

billion gallons of water, most of which is located 

on the Farmington Basin (Including 

Massachusetts) 

 

Figure 2-10 lists a value of 93 MG of useable 

storage per square mile? How was this number 



determined? 

For the Farmington Basin 

(Connecticut Only) 

93 MG/SM x 451 square miles = 42 billion gallons 

(Conn + Mass) 

93 MG/SM x 609 square miles = 57 billion gallons 

 

It should be noted that CT DEEP controls 3.2 BG of 

storage in Colebrook River Lake on the West 

Branch of the Farmington River. This storage was 

specifically added to the construction cost of 

Colebrook River Dam, added for the exclusive use 

as fisheries pools. A Spring pool intended for 

Shad, and a Fall pool intended for Atlantic 

salmon. These pools benefit fisheries along most 

of the length of the Farmington and should be 

considered as a tangible offset to the proposed 

release of drinking water for fisheries 

management. Was CT DEEP storage included in 

the reservoir “useable storage” computation? 

 

Note: Most drinking water reservoirs impound 

Class A or Class AA water. They should not be the 

first choice for mandatory releases to Class B 

rivers and streams to maintain “instream” flow 

needs which include water releases specifically for 

recreational purposes such as the sport fishing 

hobby. 

 

It should be acknowledged that there was 

significant capital investment in the construction 



of these dams as well of in some cases more than 

100 years of operations and maintenance 

expense. 

 

Many dams are nearing or have exceeded 100 

years in age and significant capital investment will 

be needed for the rehabilitation and related dam 

safety work. 

 

There is a significant liability associated with 

owning, operating and maintaining large dams. 

 

11 2.1.5.1 Assessment 

of Designated Uses 

2-32 “In authorizing the CWA, Congress declared 

as a national goal the attainment, wherever 

possible, of water quality, which provides for 

the protection and propagation of fish, 

shellfish and wildlife, and provides for 

recreation in and on the water.” 

These goals were promulgated decades ago, at a 

time when many water bodies were polluted and 

unsuitable for fish, wildlife and recreation in and 

on the water. The rivers and streams are greatly 

improved, which is good, but many streams are 

now reaching a practical sustainable limit where 

pressure from recreational activities, excessive 

fish stocking of non-native species, and too many 

fishermen for the waterbody are going to cause 

environmental damage.  The release of Class AA 

drinking water cannot be justified as a means to 

artificially create higher than natural river flows 

to sustain these recreational activities. 

12 2.1.5.1 Assessment 

of Designated Uses 

2-32 “Recreation Designated Use 

 In order to meet the designated use of 

recreation, waterbodies are assessed based 

on factors that consider both sanitary 

conditions and aesthetic usability.” 

 

Pressures from public recreation and the 

recreational uses of waterbodies can add 

additional environmental stress to rivers and 

streams. This is especially true during the dry 

summer months when stream flows are at their 

lowest and outdoor water recreational demand is 



 at its highest.(As are drinking water demands). 

 Any waterbody has a finite ability to sustain 

recreational activities. There is a sustainable limit, 

a breaking point where a river such as the 

Farmington becomes over saturated by 

recreational activities. An example is recreational 

tubing on the Farmington, where on a hot 

summer day there are hundreds of tubers on the 

river. The tubers and boaters are just out to enjoy 

the river and cool off from the heat, but when you 

factor in pollutants such as sweat, beverages, 

sunscreens, hairsprays and cosmetic products 

certain areas in the river are not unlike a crowded 

swimming pool. This cannot be good for aquatic 

life under the stressful warm water conditions of 

summer.  

The answer cannot always be: add more flow”, 

especially from Class A/AA drinking water 

reservoirs 

13 2.1.5.1 Assessment 

of Designated Uses 

2-32 “Recreation Designated Use 

The waterbodies (rivers, streams, lakes, 

reservoirs, ponds, estuaries and bays) that 

were most recently identified as supporting, 

not supporting, or not assessed for 

recreational use are shown in Figure 2-13.” 

Two stream sections downstream of MDC dams 

are identified on Figure 2-13 as “not supporting” 

for recreational use. These identified streams, 

which include the short section of the Nepaug 

River downstream of Nepaug Dam, and the short 

section of the East Branch Farmington River , 

immediately downstream of the MDC’s Richard’s 

Corner Dam.. It is our position that these sections 

of river are mostly located within an area of MDC 

property that is not open to the public for security 

and public safety reason, due to the proximity of 

the dams and the potential for high volume, 



uncontrolled spillway flows after storm events. 

14 2.1.5.1 Assessment 

of Designated Uses 

2-32 “Aquatic Life Designated Use 

DEEP uses a combination of information on 

the benthic macroinvertebrate community, 

fish community, physical/chemical data, 

toxicity, and records of water quantity to 

make an aquatic life use support 

determination for wadeable rivers and 

streams”.  

Why are aquatic life use support determinations 

only made for “wadable” rivers and streams? Is 

this an environmental assessment or a 

recreational (Sport fishing) assessment? 

15 2.1.5.2 Water 

Quality Standards 

and Classifications    

Table 2.3 

2-38 Farmington PERCENT of MILES OR ACRES BY 

Inland Water Class 

Only 1% of Farmington River Basin is Class B? The 

entire mainstem of the Farmington is subject to 

discharges from one or more of the 9 municipal 

wastewater treatment plants on the river in 

addition to other private wastewater discharges. 

This 1% number seems way too low. 

16 3.1.1.2 Future 

Instream Needs 

3-3 Instream needs refer to water that must 

remain in place to serve ecological, 

recreational or aesthetic purposes. The 

state’s Stream Flow Standards and 

Regulations were updated in 2011 to include 

required releases at certain dams to help 

provide flows for ecological purposes while 

still providing for out-of-stream demands, 

flood control, and other lawful uses of water. 

However, it is acknowledged that these flows 

alone do not constitute the full ecological 

water needs of a given basin, nor do they 

necessarily provide flow for recreational or 

aesthetic needs.  

There is some confusion about the term 

“instream” needs in that they are not just 

environmental in nature, but are also heavily 

focused on recreation, especially the sport fishing 

hobby. 

 

The CT DEEP's new stream flow regulations, 

require that very specific quantities of water be 

released on a very specific delivery schedule 

which appears to be somewhat based on the 

perceived instream flow needs of non-native 

stocked trout and Atlantic salmon. 

 

It should be acknowledged that not every stream 

and river in Connecticut is a suitable trout habitat. 

Trout require a very special environment with 



clean, cold water. Water quantity is not the only 

consideration in a stream designated for such 

purposes. Streams should be looked at on a case 

by case basis. 

 

To place such emphasis on streamflow releases 

tailored specifically for trout and salmon is 

questionable water resource management. What 

is the net societal value of recreational trout 

fishing compared to the net societal value of safe 

drinking water.  

 

Water supply system such as Metropolitan 

District's, with its large capacity reservoirs and 

gravity pipelines (no energy for pumping 

required) are extremely efficient in providing 

large quantities of Class A/AA public drinking 

water with minimum environmental impact. 

 

17 3.1.1.2 Future 

Instream Needs 

3-6 

Table 3-2 

Table 3-2 Preliminary Estimate of Minimum 

Required Releases. 

Although MDC’s Barkhamsted and Nepaug 

Reservoirs are acknowledged by footnote as 

exempt from the minimum release requirements, 

they are included in Table 3-2 along with other 

major drinking water reservoirs in the state. 

 

If the MDC were required to comply with the 

minimum releases as proposed, it would have a 

significant negative impact on the MDC’s 

Connecticut Department of Public Health (CT DPH) 

approved safe yield of 77 mgd, which would be 

reduced by 10 mgd (13%) to 67 mgd. The MDC’s 



CT DPH required “margin of safety” which is now 

adequate through the 2050 planning horizon, 

would be immediately reduced below 10% as 

soon as the minimum releases were initiated. This 

would force the District to consider additional 

sources of water supply, including the West 

Branch of the Farmington River. In a basin where 

the CSWP report itself states that out of stream, 

consumptive uses comprise less than 8 % of the 

average inflow to the Farmington Basin, forcing 

the MDC to consider developing the West Branch 

just to gain unrealistic trout and salmon based 

releases from Barkhamsted and Nepaug 

reservoirs would be ineffective water resource 

management. 

18 3.1.2 Future Water 

Supply and 

Demand 

Comparison 

3-14 

Figure 3-7 

Farmington River Basin The water inventory results presented in the 

CSWP final report are very confusing in regards to 

the accounting, or non-accounting of out-of-state 

stream flows in the water inventories for three 

basins including the Farmington Basin (43).  It 

makes no sense to ignore the Massachusetts 

inflows to the Farmington. 

 

The Basin Summary for the Farmington (provided 

in Appendix E) displays the data in an even more 

confusing “hybrid” manner where inflows from 

Mass. Are included in some graphs but not 

included in the summary table for the basin. 

 

 

 



 

19 3.1.2 Future Water 

Supply and 

Demand 

Comparison 

3-15 

3-16 

“Farmington River Basin: Similar to the 

Pomeraug, the Farmington Basin shows only 

moderate risk during average conditions, but 

the risk rises sharply during typical summer 

conditions.  

 

During severe drought conditions, it is not 

expected that there will be enough water 

flowing naturally in the basin to satisfy all 

needs, or even the out-of-stream needs on 

their own. However, much of the storage in 

the state is located in the Farmington basin, 

and the storage map indicates that the basin 

can store between 6 and 9 months of supply 

at expected July demand levels. This would 

be an effective offset to concern about 

seasonal drought, though the findings 

suggest that even this basin could be 

susceptible to multi-year droughts. 

 

  

The Metropolitan District owns, operates and 

maintains a dozen large, high hazard dams, which 

in total can impound almost 60 billion gallons of 

water, most of which is located on the Farmington 

Basin (Including Massachusetts). 

 

The large size of the MDC’s reservoirs makes them 

especially resistant to severe drought. However, 

in addition to its responsibility to provide high 

quality drinking water to almost 400,000 people 

in the greater Hartford area, the MDC is required, 

by agreement, to provide the City of New Britain 

with up to 5-10 million gallons per day (mgd) from 

the Nepaug Reservoir.  Societal needs were 

highlighted during drought conditions 

experienced in 2016-2017, when New Britain’s 

water supply reservoirs were depleted to 

dangerously low levels and the City requested up 

to 6 mgd of MDC water from the Nepaug 

Reservoir. The MDC is also required, by 

agreement, to provide up to 1 mgd of water from 

the Nepaug Reservoir to the Connecticut Water 

Company. 

 

These in-place agreements and interconnections 

must be considered when looking at future water 

needs. 

 

20 3-2.9 Flood Control 

Reservoirs for 

3-75 “Aside from public water supplies, there are other 

potential uses of flood control impoundments in 

Connecticut. Non-potable uses such as power 

Use of Flood Control Reservoirs for Instream 

needs such as waste assimilation and fisheries 



Water Supply in CT generation, golf courses, agriculture, nurseries, 

extraction (sand/gravel), and certain industries 

could utilize water from flood control 

impoundments while avoiding significant adverse 

environmental impacts that would occur due to 

equivalent withdrawals from free-flowing 

streams.” 

and recreational use should also be considered. 

As an example, CT DEEP Controls 3.2 Billion 

gallons of storage in the multi-purpose Colebrook 

River Lake on the West Branch of the Farmington 

River. CT DEEP should seek to utilize excess 

capacity in other Flood Control Reservoirs in 

Connecticut, not for water supply, but for 

fisheries and recreational instream purposes. 

21 5.3.2.11 Instream 

Flow: Ecological 

Flows and 

Streamflow 

Standards and 

Regulations 

5-58 “Minimum Stream Flow Regulations will have 

impacts on current and future safe yield for 

public drinking water supply, and may impact 

available water as well. It is understood that 

impacts to safe yield and Margin of Safety 

will be reservoir system specific, and in some 

cases ,may require replacement supplies 

and/or enhanced conservation.” 

Although MDC’s Barkhamsted and Nepaug 

Reservoirs are acknowledged by footnote as 

exempt from the minimum release requirements, 

they are included in Table 3-6 along with other 

major drinking water reservoirs in the state. 

 

If the MDC were required to comply with the 

minimum releases as proposed, it would have a 

significant negative impact on the MDC’s 

Connecticut Department of Public Health (CT DPH) 

approved safe yield of 77 mgd, which would be 

reduced by 10 mgd (13%) to 67 mgd. The MDC’s 

CT DPH required “margin of safety” which is now 

adequate through the 2050 planning horizon, 

would be immediately reduced below 10% as 

soon as the minimum releases were initiated. This 

would force the District to consider additional 

sources of water supply, including the West 

Branch of the Farmington River. In a basin where 

the CSWP report itself states that out of stream, 

consumptive uses comprise less than 8 % of the 

average inflow to the Farmington Basin, forcing 

the MDC to consider developing the West Branch 



just to gain unrealistic trout and salmon based 

releases from Barkhamsted and Nepaug 

reservoirs would be ineffective water resource 

management. 

22 5.3.2.11 Instream 

Flow: Ecological 

Flows and 

Streamflow 

Standards and 

Regulations 

5-58 “Likewise, it is advisable to better understand 

the actual water needs of the ecosystem and 

the potential flexibility in the ecological flow 

targets, knowing that they cannot (and have 

not) always been met historically.” 

CT DEEP should be applauded for their efforts for 

the restoration of diadromous fishes such as 

Atlantic salmon, American shad and river herring, 

and the American eel to the Connecticut River. 

However, it must be acknowledged in the CSWP 

that not every stream in Connecticut is suitable 

habitat for these species. 

 

 In 2012, the USFWS announced that it would no 

longer raise Atlantic salmon in its hatcheries to 

support the Connecticut River Restoration 

Program. As a result, in 2014 CT DEEP adopted a 

new strategy for Atlantic salmon in Connecticut 

where “it will no longer actively work to restore a 

self-sustained population but instead maintain a 

‘legacy population’ in small, discreet areas of 

good habitat within the Farmington and Salmon 

River watersheds, both tributaries of the 

Connecticut River. “ 

 

If CT DEEP is rethinking their statewide salmon 

strategy shouldn’t they take a closer look at the 

proposed minimum stream flows for all Class 3 

streams that would require flows for “Salmonid 

Spawning” in November? 

23 APPENDIX E BASIN 

SUMMARY SHEETS 

  · The water inventory results presented in 

the CSWP final report are very confusing in 



BASIN 43 

FARMINGTON 

RIVER 

regards to the accounting, or non-

accounting of out-of-state stream flows in 

the water inventories for three basins 

including the Farmington Basin (43).  It 

makes no sense to ignore the 

Massachusetts inflows to the Farmington. 

 

· Why were out-of-state flows not included 

in later presentations but not in Table 2-1? 

 

· The Basin Summary for the Farmington 

(provided in Appendix E) displays the data 

in an even more confusing “hybrid” 

manner where inflows from Mass. are 

included in some graphs but not included 

in the summary table for the basin. 

 

· Was the 50 cfs (32.25 mgd) daily minimum 

release from the MDC’s Goodwin Dam  

included in the “water entering” 

computation?. The majority of the 

Goodwin Dam watershed is located in 

Massachusetts. 

 

 

 

 

24 BASIN 43 

FARMINGTON 

RIVER 

  Almost 28 SM (52%) of watershed for the MDC’s 

Barkhamsted Reservoir (53.8 SM) Watershed is 

located in Massachusetts. 

25 APPENDIX “F”  “Steamflow Projections” Should be STREAMFLOW 



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

J-1 11/17/2017 WPC Workgroup Virginia de Lima West Hartford
Science & Technical 

Workgroup

MASTER LOG COMPILEDvdel follow up.pdf A note relating to new topics to be prioritized by the WPC during implementation has been added to the Executive Summary. The misleading "accuracy" 

rates will be clarified in Section 2. The suggested language in Section 3 will be incorporated.

J-2 11/17/2017 WPC Workgroup Virginia de Lima West Hartford
Science & Technical 

Workgroup

MASTER LOG COMPILED (ECS 6-30-17) vdel follow up.xlxs Same comment document as above

J-3 11/20/2017 WPC Workgroup Peter Galant Trumbull

Comments on Draft State Water Plan - Galant.pdf The comments submitted touch on a number of important topics. The responses that follow attempt to address the major themes, especially those that 

we recurring throughout the comments. Public Act 14-163 directed the WPC to develop a State Water Plan in accordance with 17 specific requirements. 

Those requirements focus on issues most related to water quantity and quality. As part of Plan implementation, the WPC may attempt to address many of 

the other important issues noted in the comment (e.g., impervious cover, wastewater discharge quality, etc.). The maps were not intended to be used 

directly to make policy decisions, rather they begin to provide an indication and prioiritization for which basins may need further study.  Development of 

an education and outreach strategy is a first step to enhacing the State's water conservation ethic. The comment about the need for more discussion on 

roles for each stakeholder in implementing water conservation, as the Plan is implemented, is certainly valid.



CT State Water Plan Draft Report dated May 2017 Last Updated: 11/17/2017

Contracting Agency: NEIWPCC Project Manager: 

Project Name: CT State Water Plan Task Manager:

I reviewed the responses to the comments submitted by the Science and Technical Committee. In some instances, further work is needed. The comments from the original log are included here and suggestions for further work are in red.

Draft Report Connecticut State Water Plan (May 2017)

SECTION COMMENTS

Note:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY COMMENTS

Note: 

52 S&T - Warner ES-2; Maintain Scientific Data

A specific recommendation for requiring digital reporting of water use data for all registrations and diversions should be 

included. Although "Water Data" in a single database is mentioned, a critical need for reporting water use should be 

highlighted both here and e.g. on pages ES 16&19 in recommendations. the lack of accurate use data prevents 

meaningful water planning. Including in Possible Legislation on page ES 19 would be good.

 Disagree

new de Lima ES: basin summary sheets

Because of all the recent discussion of July vs August for lowest streamflow, that needs to be addressed here. Suggest 

adding the following as the second to last sentence of the black paragraph on p. ES-14: "July was chosen to represent 

summer conditions because it is the time of year when demand is typically at its peak and water availability is at or near 

its lowest." [note: this is the language used in the intro to basin sheets in appendix E]

new de Lima ES-21 AND Table 5-7 (p. 5-37)

The color-coded groupings and the sections listed need to be cleaned up. The blue and green categories, "Developed 

with Stakeholders and "Developed with WPC" don't make sense in this context. Also, the sections listed don't match 

what's discussed. Section 5.3.2.1 (w/ stakeholders) is"Water Conservation;" Section 5.3.2.2 (w/WPC) is 

"Regionalization/interconnections." Also, the yellow and red categories, which do make sense, reference the wrong 

sections; "Overcoming Future Challenges" should be Section 5.3.2.12 and "Technology Issues" should be (Section 

5.4.3.13) 

91 S&T - Warner ES 19 Near Term Steps

Although simulation modeling is mentioned, the potential uses of SWAM or other models for system analyses and 

optimization of systems to minimize impacts while assuring adequate supply should be highlighted. It should include 

recommendations for the development, training and application for water planning at the local or system level. The ES 

should include more info from Section 3.1.6 to address this.

Agree

The section headers are listed below with corresponding 'Note'  detailing level of edits since the January 2017 interim report . 

Reviewer Consultant Team

No. Reviewer Name Page, Section No., Paragraph Comment Response

Executive summary has been modified and added to from the interim January 2017 version
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Draft Report Connecticut State Water Plan (May 2017)
Reviewer Consultant Team

No. Reviewer Name Page, Section No., Paragraph Comment Response

93 S&T - Warner ES 19 Near Term Steps

Include the need to review building codes and zoning requirements to assure that the most effective and efficient fixtures 

as well as outdoor watering approaches are kept up to date. Also that the State should explore financing mechanism for 

leak detection and infrastructure replacement, including potential for green bonding, private-public partnerships, etc.

Agree

SECTION 2 GENERAL COMMENTS

Note:

SECTION 2.1 COMMENTS

Note:

117 S&T 2-12 thru 2-15, 2.1.4.2
All the "accuracy" rates are extremely low. Are these accuracy rates or error  rates? One place says "accurate within x%" 

If these are all +/- that should be made clear.
Other

SECTION 3.1 COMMENTS

Note:

177 S&T figs. 3-5 and 3-6 am I missing something? Why is July better? Other

203 S&T p 3-35, 3.1.4.4, "methods" did you assume a linear change to 2080? If so, state that. Other

Updates including terminology and updated/additional data.

Updates including terminology and updated/additional data.

Comment Tracking Log Page 2 of 8



CT State Water Plan Draft Report dated May 2017 Last Updated: 11/17/2017

Draft Report Connecticut State Water Plan (May 2017)
Reviewer Consultant Team

No. Reviewer Name Page, Section No., Paragraph Comment Response

216 S&T p 3-51, fig. 3-28 explain "steps" in green line (it came up both in S&T and WPC) Other

SECTION 3.2 COMMENTS

Note:

SECTION 5 COMMENTS

Note: This section includes the policy recommendations and policy pathways created in Phase 2.

SECTION 5.2 COMMENTS

Note:

287 S&T p 5-3 & 5-4, Table 5-3
I don't understand this one. It's described as the options and challenges deemed likely for consensus, but not all are 

yellow in the first column.
 Disagree

294 S&T
p 5-6, 5.2.3, 2nd group of 

bullets
Do these match any of the tables? Other

new, 

based 

on 287 

and 

294

de Lima
p. 5-3 - 5-6; sections 5.2.1 - 

5.2.3

These sections need to be clarified. I was there, and I'm confused! As I recall, the Policy committee did two separate 

rankings; one was based on the items identified in the workshops and resulted in 13 policy recommendations, each of 

which led to a recommendation paper. I believe this is the basis of section 5.2.2. The other was identifying the top 10 

"elevator speech" items. The latter list included some of the sub-issues that were identified. I think this is the basis for 

section 5.2.3. However, this is not clear. Also, the tables are confusing. I was not able to match the items in the tables 

with the numbered items in either section. Plus, as my original comment indicated, the text reads as if the consensus 

items from Tables 5-1 and 5-2 were combined in Table 5-3, but 5-3 contains some of the new items that weren't from the 

original list. Changes here will have to be duplicated in the ES (p. ES-19)

SECTION 5.5 COMMENTS

Note:

This section includes White Paper 1B3 and 1B4 - these white papers have no changes from the Fall 2016 review / interim report

New section entirely

New section entirely

Comment Tracking Log Page 3 of 8
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Draft Report Connecticut State Water Plan (May 2017)
Reviewer Consultant Team

No. Reviewer Name Page, Section No., Paragraph Comment Response

465 S&T p 5-57, 5.5.1; authority
Do NOT re-charter AG. This will overly limit it's function. Rather state that WPC should task the AG to focus on outreach 

and plan implementation.
Agree

Comment Tracking Log Page 4 of 8



CT State Water Plan Draft Report dated May 2017 Last Updated: 11/17/2017

Kirk Westphal, CDM Smith

Elaine Sistare, CDM Smith

I reviewed the responses to the comments submitted by the Science and Technical Committee. In some instances, further work is needed. The comments from the original log are included here and suggestions for further work are in red.

This was discussed, and the Policy Committee did not want to commit the state to 

electronic data conversion at this time.  It may be ripe for further discussion in a few 

years.

I agree that a move to electronic data should be discussed. In Pathways 

Forward Section 5.3.2.13 Technology Issues, add Electronic Data collection 

to Purpose and Backgroud. I would put it first becaise it really is the most 

doable technically. Add additional bullet. Proposed wording: "Identify which 

systems need to transition to electronic data reporting and provide financial or 

other incentives necessary." Under Possible Partnerships, add, "CWWA and 

state agencies (DPH and DEEP)." Under Consensus Building, add 

"Coordinate with DPH and DEEP."

Without getting into too much detail, but showing that there is some substance here, 

the text was revised: "Identify basins for which simulation modeling could help 

improve the balance of water uses (possibly from the high-priority basins identified in 

the Plan), and identify funding mechanisms for initiating basin studies.  A 

recommended tool (SWAM) or similar software modeling tools, as well as an 

example of how simulation modeling can effectively evaluate state-wide policies 

within the regional basins at a more local level is included in Section 3.1.6)."

Add mention of training and use. Suggested wording to be added as a final 

paragraph in Section 3.1.6.1: "A water allocation model such as SWAM could 

provide valuable information on which to make decisions. Although data 

needs and application of the model are very straightforward, training is 

necessary to use the model appropriately. Therefore a mechinism needs to 

be in place to provide this training. A "train the trainer" program would be an 

effective way of creating a cadre of people who could do allocation modeling 

at whatever scale was appropriate for a particular problem."

The section headers are listed below with corresponding 'Note'  detailing level of edits since the January 2017 interim report . 

Consultant Team

Resolution Detail, as applicable

Executive summary has been modified and added to from the interim January 2017 version

Comment Tracking Log Page 5 of 8



CT State Water Plan Draft Report dated May 2017 Last Updated: 11/17/2017

Consultant Team

Resolution Detail, as applicable

These are included in the recommendations in Section 5, and the WPC could easily 

prioritize them for near-term focus.  However, they were not identified by the WPC as 

specific near-term steps.

This needs to be strengthened in Section 5. Suggest adding to 5.2.3.3 #4. "In 

addition, it is important to review building codes and zoning requirements to 

assure that the most effective and efficient fixtures, as well as outdoor 

watering technology is kept up to date.

These are "accuracy" rates. They are generally meant to emphasize that the water 

inventory components have been derived from measurements, calculations and 

other methods to arrive at average annual values. The range of accuracy is 

presented merely provide an indication of the confidence in the values. In all 

instances, they are presented as "The accuracy of... is expected to be in the range of 

X% and Y%" or in a similar method.

I feel very strongly that this is misleading. Most people will read and accuracy 

of 10% as meaning the data are not reliable. It would be much clearer if it 

were presented as "+/- 10%" or "accurate to within 10%"

The months of useable storage calculation accounts for both out-of-stream and 

instream (eco flow) demands. The eco flows are much less in July, compared to 

average annual. Depending on the basin, they are often greater than the out-of-

stream demand (which is typically higher in July).

Others will have the same reaction I did and need this explanation. Suggest 

adding this wording to end of 4th full paragraph on page 3-8.

For the hydrologic analysis, we only focused on a 2040 planning horizon. We made 

no projections for a 2080 planning horizon. For the 2040 analysis, we used GCM 

projections specific to that time period. There was no linear interpolation or 

extrapolation required.

Still not clear to me. Granted, most of the plan looks at the ~20 year planning 

horizon. However, the entire climate change discussion centers around 2080. 

I'm questioning how you converted the 2080 climate change projections to 

appropriately address where we'd be in 2040.

Updates including terminology and updated/additional data.

Updates including terminology and updated/additional data.

Comment Tracking Log Page 6 of 8
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Consultant Team

Resolution Detail, as applicable

For context, the red line is average monthly demand, as determined from 2012-2016 

SCCRWA reported values. The green line shows when conservation is not enabled, 

thus matching the red, or when conservation is enabled, which then drops the 

demand by a percent based on the upstream flow amount.

Because the fluxuations in the green line came up both in S&T and WPC, I 

think an explanation such as this should be in the text. Suggest reworking 

Evaluating Water Conservation as follows (new/changed text is in bold ) : 

"The available historical timeseries of flows, as simulated by the model, 

provides a means to easily test the effectiveness of water conservation 

measures, and their impact in helping to prevent shortages and/or maintain 

flow levels that may be beneficial to aquatic life. In the hypothetical example 

scenario shown in Figure 3-28, outdoor water conservation measures 

(restrictions) for SCCRWA customers are conditioned upon available flow at 

the USGS gage located upstream from SCCRWA’s wellfield on the 

Quinnipiac River. The red line in Fig. 3-28 is average monthly demand, as 

determined from 2012-2016 SCCRWA report values. When flow at the 

gage (not shown on the graph) drops below 10 cfs, certain restrictions in 

outdoor water use are implemented (in this example only – this is not an 

actual requirement), which result in a 10% decline in water demand and 

withdrawal. When flow at the gage drops below 5 cfs, more severe 

restrictions are implemented to affect a 25% decline in demand (again, for 

example purposes only – this does not reflect required or actual water use 

patterns). The demand resulting from these cutbacks are shown by the 

green line. Because these restrictions are tied to flow at the gage, when 

the flow increases above the trigger levels, the restrictions are removed, 

therefore green line fluxuates. If these types of restrictions were 

implemented, it is likely that the restrictions would be remove only if the 

higher flow were maintained for a number of days.  While the results of 

this example show only minor, and seemingly insignificant increases in flow in 

the river adjacent to the wellfield due to the conservation measures, the 

example is meant to demonstrate the value of using such a model to quickly 

evaluate the effectiveness of a multitude of conservation and water 

management alternatives, and the balance between instream and out-of-

stream water needs."

Not addressed, only yellow are consensus likely. See new comment below.

Not addressed: Yes; check See new comment below.

This section includes White Paper 1B3 and 1B4 - these white papers have no changes from the Fall 2016 review / interim report

New section entirely

New section entirely

Comment Tracking Log Page 7 of 8
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Consultant Team

Resolution Detail, as applicable

Changed to "refocus" Even "re-focus" could limit the WPCAG function. Suggest 

changing the second bullet to; "Delegate Plan Implementation assignments to state 

agencies, the Advisory Group, and other workgroups and subcommittees, as 

appropriate." Delete existing 3rd bullet. Also, in 4th bullet, should it be section 5.5.2? 

(thanks to Len for catching this)
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CT State Water Plan Draft Report dated May 2017 Last Updated: 11/30/2017

Contracting Agency: NEIWPCC Project Manager: Kirk Westphal, CDM Smith

Project Name: CT State Water Plan Task Manager: Elaine Sistare, CDM Smith

I reviewed the responses to the comments submitted by the Science and Technical Committee. In some instances, further work is needed. The comments from the original log are included here and suggestions for further work are in red.

Draft Report Connecticut State Water Plan (May 2017)

SECTION COMMENTS

Note:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY COMMENTS

Note: 

52 S&T - Warner ES-2; Maintain Scientific Data

A specific recommendation for requiring digital reporting of water use data for all registrations and diversions should be 

included. Although "Water Data" in a single database is mentioned, a critical need for reporting water use should be 

highlighted both here and e.g. on pages ES 16&19 in recommendations. the lack of accurate use data prevents 

meaningful water planning. Including in Possible Legislation on page ES 19 would be good.

 Disagree

This was discussed, and the Policy Committee did not want to commit the state to 

electronic data conversion at this time.  It may be ripe for further discussion in a few 

years.

I agree that a move to electronic data should be discussed. In Pathways 

Forward Section 5.3.2.13 Technology Issues, add Electronic Data collection 

to Purpose and Backgroud. I would put it first becaise it really is the most 

doable technically. Add additional bullet. Proposed wording: "Identify which 

systems need to transition to electronic data reporting and provide financial or 

other incentives necessary." Under Possible Partnerships, add, "CWWA and 

state agencies (DPH and DEEP)." Under Consensus Building, add 

"Coordinate with DPH and DEEP."

new de Lima ES: basin summary sheets

Because of all the recent discussion of July vs August for lowest streamflow, that needs to be addressed here. Suggest 

adding the following as the second to last sentence of the black paragraph on p. ES-14: "July was chosen to represent 

summer conditions because it is the time of year when demand is typically at its peak and water availability is at or near 

its lowest." [note: this is the language used in the intro to basin sheets in appendix E]

new de Lima ES-21 AND Table 5-7 (p. 5-37)

The color-coded groupings and the sections listed need to be cleaned up. The blue and green categories, "Developed 

with Stakeholders and "Developed with WPC" don't make sense in this context. Also, the sections listed don't match 

what's discussed. Section 5.3.2.1 (w/ stakeholders) is"Water Conservation;" Section 5.3.2.2 (w/WPC) is 

"Regionalization/interconnections." Also, the yellow and red categories, which do make sense, reference the wrong 

sections; "Overcoming Future Challenges" should be Section 5.3.2.12 and "Technology Issues" should be (Section 

5.4.3.13) 

91 S&T - Warner ES 19 Near Term Steps

Although simulation modeling is mentioned, the potential uses of SWAM or other models for system analyses and 

optimization of systems to minimize impacts while assuring adequate supply should be highlighted. It should include 

recommendations for the development, training and application for water planning at the local or system level. The ES 

should include more info from Section 3.1.6 to address this.

Agree

Without getting into too much detail, but showing that there is some substance here, 

the text was revised: "Identify basins for which simulation modeling could help 

improve the balance of water uses (possibly from the high-priority basins identified in 

the Plan), and identify funding mechanisms for initiating basin studies.  A 

recommended tool (SWAM) or similar software modeling tools, as well as an 

example of how simulation modeling can effectively evaluate state-wide policies 

within the regional basins at a more local level is included in Section 3.1.6)."

Add mention of training and use. Suggested wording to be added as a final 

paragraph in Section 3.1.6.1: "A water allocation model such as SWAM could 

provide valuable information on which to make decisions. Although data 

needs and application of the model are very straightforward, training is 

necessary to use the model appropriately. Therefore a mechinism needs to 

be in place to provide this training. A "train the trainer" program would be an 

effective way of creating a cadre of people who could do allocation modeling 

at whatever scale was appropriate for a particular problem."

Executive summary has been modified and added to from the interim January 2017 version

The section headers are listed below with corresponding 'Note'  detailing level of edits since the January 2017 interim report. 

Reviewer Consultant Team

No. Reviewer Name Page, Section No., Paragraph Comment Response Resolution Detail, as applicable
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Draft Report Connecticut State Water Plan (May 2017)
Reviewer Consultant Team

No. Reviewer Name Page, Section No., Paragraph Comment Response Resolution Detail, as applicable

93 S&T - Warner ES 19 Near Term Steps

Include the need to review building codes and zoning requirements to assure that the most effective and efficient fixtures 

as well as outdoor watering approaches are kept up to date. Also that the State should explore financing mechanism for 

leak detection and infrastructure replacement, including potential for green bonding, private-public partnerships, etc.

Agree

These are included in the recommendations in Section 5, and the WPC could easily 

prioritize them for near-term focus.  However, they were not identified by the WPC as 

specific near-term steps.

This needs to be strengthened in Section 5. Suggest adding to 5.2.3.3 #4. "In 

addition, it is important to review building codes and zoning requirements to 

assure that the most effective and efficient fixtures, as well as outdoor 

watering technology is kept up to date.

SECTION 2 GENERAL COMMENTS

Note:

SECTION 2.1 COMMENTS

Note:

117 S&T 2-12 thru 2-15, 2.1.4.2
All the "accuracy" rates are extremely low. Are these accuracy rates or error  rates? One place says "accurate within x%" 

If these are all +/- that should be made clear.
Other

These are "accuracy" rates. They are generally meant to emphasize that the water 

inventory components have been derived from measurements, calculations and 

other methods to arrive at average annual values. The range of accuracy is 

presented merely provide an indication of the confidence in the values. In all 

instances, they are presented as "The accuracy of... is expected to be in the range of 

X% and Y%" or in a similar method.

I feel very strongly that this is misleading. Most people will read and accuracy 

of 10% as meaning the data are not reliable. It would be much clearer if it 

were presented as "+/- 10%" or "accurate to within 10%"

SECTION 3.1 COMMENTS

Note:

177 S&T figs. 3-5 and 3-6 am I missing something? Why is July better? Other

The months of useable storage calculation accounts for both out-of-stream and 

instream (eco flow) demands. The eco flows are much less in July, compared to 

average annual. Depending on the basin, they are often greater than the out-of-

stream demand (which is typically higher in July).

Others will have the same reaction I did and need this explanation. Suggest 

adding this wording to end of 4th full paragraph on page 3-8.

203 S&T p 3-35, 3.1.4.4, "methods" did you assume a linear change to 2080? If so, state that. Other

For the hydrologic analysis, we only focused on a 2040 planning horizon. We made 

no projections for a 2080 planning horizon. For the 2040 analysis, we used GCM 

projections specific to that time period. There was no linear interpolation or 

extrapolation required.

Still not clear to me. Granted, most of the plan looks at the ~20 year planning 

horizon. However, the entire climate change discussion centers around 2080. 

I'm questioning how you converted the 2080 climate change projections to 

appropriately address where we'd be in 2040.

216 S&T p 3-51, fig. 3-28 explain "steps" in green line (it came up both in S&T and WPC) Other

For context, the red line is average monthly demand, as determined from 2012-2016 

SCCRWA reported values. The green line shows when conservation is not enabled, 

thus matching the red, or when conservation is enabled, which then drops the 

demand by a percent based on the upstream flow amount.

Because the fluxuations in the green line came up both in S&T and WPC, I 

think an explanation such as this should be in the text. Suggest reworking 

Evaluating Water Conservation as follows (new/changed text is in bold ) : 

"The available historical timeseries of flows, as simulated by the model, 

provides a means to easily test the effectiveness of water conservation 

measures, and their impact in helping to prevent shortages and/or maintain 

flow levels that may be beneficial to aquatic life. In the hypothetical example 

scenario shown in Figure 3-28, outdoor water conservation measures 

(restrictions) for SCCRWA customers are conditioned upon available flow at 

the USGS gage located upstream from SCCRWA’s wellfield on the 

Quinnipiac River. The red line in Fig. 3-28 is average monthly demand, as 

determined from 2012-2016 SCCRWA report values. When flow at the 

gage (not shown on the graph) drops below 10 cfs, certain restrictions in 

outdoor water use are implemented (in this example only – this is not an 

actual requirement), which result in a 10% decline in water demand and 

withdrawal. When flow at the gage drops below 5 cfs, more severe 

restrictions are implemented to affect a 25% decline in demand (again, for 

example purposes only – this does not reflect required or actual water use 

patterns). The demand resulting from these cutbacks are shown by the 

green line. Because these restrictions are tied to flow at the gage, when 

the flow increases above the trigger levels, the restrictions are removed, 

therefore green line fluxuates. If these types of restrictions were 

implemented, it is likely that the restrictions would be remove only if the 

higher flow were maintained for a number of days.  While the results of 

this example show only minor, and seemingly insignificant increases in flow in 

the river adjacent to the wellfield due to the conservation measures, the 

example is meant to demonstrate the value of using such a model to quickly 

evaluate the effectiveness of a multitude of conservation and water 

management alternatives, and the balance between instream and out-of-

stream water needs."

SECTION 3.2 COMMENTS

Note:

SECTION 5 COMMENTS

Note: This section includes the policy recommendations and policy pathways created in Phase 2.

SECTION 5.2 COMMENTS

Note:

287 S&T p 5-3 & 5-4, Table 5-3
I don't understand this one. It's described as the options and challenges deemed likely for consensus, but not all are 

yellow in the first column.
 Disagree Not addressed, only yellow are consensus likely. See new comment below.

294 S&T
p 5-6, 5.2.3, 2nd group of 

bullets
Do these match any of the tables? Other Not addressed: Yes; check See new comment below.

This section includes White Paper 1B3 and 1B4 - these white papers have no changes from the Fall 2016 review / interim report

Updates including terminology and updated/additional data.

New section entirely

Updates including terminology and updated/additional data.
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Draft Report Connecticut State Water Plan (May 2017)
Reviewer Consultant Team

No. Reviewer Name Page, Section No., Paragraph Comment Response Resolution Detail, as applicable

new, 

based 

on 287 

and 

294

de Lima
p. 5-3 - 5-6; sections 5.2.1 - 

5.2.3

These sections need to be clarified. I was there, and I'm confused! As I recall, the Policy committee did two separate 

rankings; one was based on the items identified in the workshops and resulted in 13 policy recommendations, each of 

which led to a recommendation paper. I believe this is the basis of section 5.2.2. The other was identifying the top 10 

"elevator speech" items. The latter list included some of the sub-issues that were identified. I think this is the basis for 

section 5.2.3. However, this is not clear. Also, the tables are confusing. I was not able to match the items in the tables 

with the numbered items in either section. Plus, as my original comment indicated, the text reads as if the consensus 

items from Tables 5-1 and 5-2 were combined in Table 5-3, but 5-3 contains some of the new items that weren't from the 

original list. Changes here will have to be duplicated in the ES (p. ES-19)

SECTION 5.5 COMMENTS

Note:

465 S&T p 5-57, 5.5.1; authority
Do NOT re-charter AG. This will overly limit it's function. Rather state that WPC should task the AG to focus on outreach 

and plan implementation.
Agree

Changed to "refocus" Even "re-focus" could limit the WPCAG function. Suggest 

changing the second bullet to; "Delegate Plan Implementation assignments to state 

agencies, the Advisory Group, and other workgroups and subcommittees, as 

appropriate." Delete existing 3rd bullet. Also, in 4th bullet, should it be section 5.5.2? 

(thanks to Len for catching this)

New section entirely

Comment Tracking Log Page 3 of 6



November 20, 2017 
 
Water Planning Council 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 
 
Re: Draft State Water Plan 
 
Dear Water Planning Council: 

My name is Peter Galant and I was a member of the State Water Plan Science and Technology 
Committee.  I have also been a member of the public water supply industry for almost 30 
years, so my comments are admittedly biased from that perspective.  I would first like to 
commend the Water Planning Council (WPC), the CDM-Smith/Milone & MacBroom team, and 
all of the stakeholders that worked together to prepare Connecticut’s first Draft State Water 
Plan on a job well done.  The process used to develop the Draft plan was inclusive, achieved 
the goals of being balanced and science driven, and identified many pathways forward that 
will improve water management policy in the State.  It is critical that we maintain this focus 
on balance and science driven decision making through the Plan’s implementation. 

The State of Connecticut has many regulatory programs and policies that impact the quality, 
quantity and ecological health of our rivers and streams.  Each of the member agencies of the 
WPC, and each municipality throughout the State, has a role in implementing these policies.  
The State Water Plan provides a significant opportunity for improving water resource 
management in Connecticut by providing for the coordination and integration of these various 
programs, and by identifying and addressing policy and regulatory gaps.    

One over-arching comment on the Draft Plan is that it is primarily focused on strategies 
related to managing water withdrawals, and public water supply withdrawals in particular.  
While water withdrawals are an important issue, they are not the only activity impacting the 
State’s waters and, in fact, have not even been demonstrated to be the most impactful.  Some 
have suggested that the water quality and hydrological impacts of impervious cover, for 
example, have a more significant impact on stream health than withdrawals.  We should keep 
this broader perspective in mind as we implement the State Plan so that we are investing our 
resources where they can have the greatest benefit, and we don’t overlook important water 
resource strategies such as low impact development, stormwater treatment, wastewater 
nutrient removal, dam removal, stormwater culvert connectivity, creation of stormwater 
utilities, and smart-growth to direct development to existing infrastructure and regions where 
it will have less water resource impacts.  This broadened perspective does not need to slow 
down implementation of the recommendations in the Draft Plan, but should have identified 
pathways forward and proceed in parallel so that recommendations can be incorporated in 
future Plan updates. 

The Integrated Water Quality Report (IWQR) prepared by DEEP bi-annually pursuant to the 
Clean Water Act can be a starting point for broadening the scope of the Plan.  As part of the 
IWQR DEEP performs assessments of the State’s waterbodies’ ability to support attainment 
of designated uses including recreation, aquatic life and drinking water supply.  As reported 
in Section 2.1.5.3 of the Draft Plan, for flowing waters indicator bacteria account for more 
than half of the impairments in the State, followed by impairments where the cause is 
unknown.  For lakes and ponds the most common causes of identified impairments include 
nutrients, algal growth and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  These IWQR assessment could 
be enhanced to include more streams and defined assessment criteria that include water 
quality, quantity and ecological monitoring.  Impaired streams could then be studied to 



- 2 - 

determine the causes of impairment, and management strategies developed to address those 
causes.  Basin screening analyses such as presented in the Draft Plan, DEEP Stream Flow 
Classifications, and State Water Quality classifications could be used to assist prioritizing 
basins for evaluation. 

Basin Screening - One of the more significant evaluations presented in the Draft Plan is the 
Sub-Regional Basin water budget analyses presented in the Basin Summary Sheets in 
Appendix E and Basin Maps in Sections 2 and 3.  These analyses provide a relative screening 
tool that can assist in prioritizing basins for additional evaluation, but the results are based 
on significant assumptions (e.g. quantifying the water available in each basin, defining 
instream flow needs, and allocating out-of-stream demands between basins) and are not 
indicative of actual field conditions.  The analysis is also performed for the mouth of each 
basin and is not reflective of upstream conditions.  As emphasized throughout the Draft Plan 
“… the maps and fact sheets offer indications of potential stress within basins, but do not 
necessarily forecast overuse or underuse.”  For these reasons, the maps and fact sheets 
should not be used for making policy or permitting decisions in a basin.  This is an important 
distinction that is worth noting as a footnote on each basin summary sheet and map. 

It would also be helpful to have the assumptions used in the above analyses documented for 
each basin so that they can be recreated and refined during Plan implementation.  Examples 
of assumptions to document include: 

• The stream gage that was used to define available water in each basin. 
• The methodology and data used to allocate out-of-stream demands to individual 

basins.  Public water supply demands in Greenwich, for example, are met from supplies 
in the Southwest Coast, Saugatuck, and Southwest Eastern basins.  How were these 
allocated. 

• The methodology and data used to allocate future out-of-stream demands to basins 
and between surface water and groundwater withdrawals. 

• The impacts of loss of available water from implementation of the Streamflow 
Standards and Regulations on basin withdrawals. 

Conservation - Water conservation is the right thing to do for many reasons; it preserves 
water for other uses, it can reduce or defer infrastructure investment, and it reduces the 
energy expended on water treatment and pumping.  As the Plan is implemented more 
discussion is needed regarding the roles of each stakeholder in promoting conservation and 
changing consumer attitudes and behaviors towards water use. Water companies can 
influence conservation by providing timely and accurate usage information to customers, rate 
setting, and supply side management (e.g. unaccounted for water control) while government 
is better suited for regulating usage through strategies such as water re-use, irrigation 
restrictions and design requirements, plumbing fixture efficiency standards, and water 
conservation requirements for new development.  Utilities and government can both play a 
role in public education. 

Drought  Management - Public water supply drought management planning and response 
has gotten a lot of attention as a result of unusually low flow conditions in recent years and 
is prominent in the Draft Plan. When discussing drought response planning efforts it is 
important to distinguish them from water conservation planning.   The two have different 
objectives (sustainable long term vs short term) and the roles and responsibilities of water 
companies, municipalities and the State should be different in each.   

Public water supply drought risk is specific to the characteristics of supplies and demands of 
individual water systems.  The triggers for each of the four phases of drought response 
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(Advisory, Watch, Warning, Emergency) are therefore appropriately developed and contained 
in system specific drought plans reviewed and approved by the State in Individual Water 
Supply Plans.  Additional guidance regarding acceptable levels of risk in setting drought 
triggers would provide consistency in public water supply drought planning. 

More discussion is needed, however, regarding the roles of water companies, versus the State 
and municipalities, in implementing and enforcing public water supply drought restrictions.  
One role that the State could play is to define specific usage restrictions (not demand 
reduction targets) that would apply in each stage of a water company’s drought response 
plan.  These restrictions could then be implemented locally by the water companies.  This 
would provide for uniform restrictions town to town during regional public water supply 
droughts, facilitating communications and reducing customer confusion. 

In addition, better clarity is needed regarding the interrelationship between the Connecticut 
Drought Preparedness and Response Plan and individual water company drought response 
plans and the drought phases triggered by each.  To avoid public confusion, the two should 
be kept separate with independent terminology and actions.  

Registered Diversions - One of the Top 10 Consensus-Based Policy Recommendations in 
the Draft Plan is the retirement of obsolete diversion registrations. When considering this 
issue it is important to differentiate between obsolete registrations that have no plans for 
future use, such as irrigation wells that were registered for farmland that is now developed, 
and unused registered capacity that is being relied on to meet the State’s future public water 
supply needs.  Significant investment has been made in developing and protecting registered 
diversions and in many cases unused registered capacity is being planned on to meet 
municipally approved growth and replace the loss of available water resulting from 
implementation of the State’s Stream Flow Standards and Regulations.   

It is also important to recognize that the ecological impact of diversion registrations on the 
State’s rivers and streams comes from the actual, and planned future, use of these diversions, 
and not on their authorized quantities.  These are the solid bars in the basin summary fact 
sheets, and not the hatched bars.  As suggested by the Draft Plan, moving forward it will be 
much more effective to identify the areas where the use of registrations is causing 
unacceptable stress, and working together to identify alternatives for meeting the related 
water demands, than to focus on retiring all registrations or to attempt to expand the Stream 
Flow Standards and Regulations to apply to groundwater withdrawals. 

Use of Class B Water - The use of Class B, or non-Class A, water for not-potable water 
needs can be an effective approach for public water supply conservation and reducing stress 
on Class A waters.  The Draft Plan suggests that the WPC develop guidelines for review of 
Class B water for non-potable uses using the Triple Bottom Line Approach and suggests that 
there is a role for water companies in these reviews.  It should be clear that the responsibility 
for, and cost of, performing these evaluations should not be borne by the water utilities. 

Climate Change - The Draft Plan presents a summary of available climate change projections 
for the State of Connecticut and their potential impacts on streamflow and recommends 
consideration of the Connecticut Climate Change Preparedness Plan in the State Water Plan.  
It would be helpful to develop specific guidelines for how to incorporate climate change 
scenario planning into Connecticut’s Water Supply Plan process. 

Data Needs - The Draft Plan advocates for  the preservation and enhancement of existing 
data collection programs, creation of mechanisms to fill in gaps in water resource planning 
data such as water use reporting, and for development of a centralized water data 
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management system.  Implementation of these recommendations are critical to the Plan’s 
stated objective of using science and data to recommend action. 

One of the basic pieces of data needed for implementation of the Plan are stream flow data 
collected from USGS stream gages.  A November 1, 2017 Notice from USGS indicates that 
data collection at two CT gages (with 39 and 44 years of historical record) has been 
discontinued as of June 20, 2017 due to funding reductions from partner agencies for the 
non-federal share of stream gage operation.  It is unknown how these particular gages were 
selected to be discontinued, or what their value is for State water resource planning.  It would 
seem appropriate for the WPC, and resulting implementation workgroups, to play assist in 
defining stream gage funding priorities. 

 
 
In summary, the Draft Connecticut State Water Plan is a comprehensive document that can 
effectively guide the development of water management policy and regulation in the State 
and I support its adoption.  It is important to remember that the Plan does not specifically set 
policy, but provides guidelines and priorities for future action.  The comments offered here 
are intended to add to that conversation.  I look forward to continuing to work with the many 
stakeholders that helped developed this Draft Plan in support of its implementation.  If you 
have any questions regarding these comments please contact me at (203) 712-1104 or 
pbgalant@tighebond.com. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Peter B. Galant, P.E. 
 
 



No. Date Category First Name Last Name City/Town: Organization (if applicable) Comment Received Response

K-1 10/30/2017 Member of Public Kate Blacker Katie spoke on behalf of her brother, Kevin Blacker, who had drafted a letter to be read at the public hearing. See attached transcript pages 59-65.

Many of these topics are discussed in the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED memorandum. In Section 5, we will add the assertion that agriculture is an 

important economic driver in CT. The Plan identifies both recent improvements in irrigation systems (e.g., pg 2-47) and potential conservation 

opportunities as they relate to irrigation (e.g., pg. 3-19). Section 5.2.3.3 Water Conservation discusses several conservation opportunities that related to 

irrigation. The Plan was developed to specifically address the requirements established by Public Act 14-163. These requirements focus primarily on issues 

related to water supply. Public Act 14-163 directed the WPC to develop a State Water Plan in accordance with 17 specific requirements. Those 

requirements focus on issues most related to water quantity and quality. The comment suggests that the importance of protecting and improving water 

quality - especially groundwater quality should be better stressed in the Plan. The recently released Preliminary Water Supply Assessments for the 

Western, Central, and Eastern Public Water Supply Areas provide summaries of the major groundwater quality issues in each area. The plan references the 

Assessments in Section 2.1.5.3, and provides a very high level summary of the most common, statewide groundwater quality issues. That section also 

notes the fact that many urban, groundwater-based water supply systems are concerned about volatile organic compounds, and many are required to 

have treatment processes in place to remove them.  The Plan acknowledges that wastewater and stormwater are broad issues that will need to be 

addressed outside of the WPC. As part of Plan implementation, the WPC may attempt to address many of the other important issues noted in the 

comment (e.g., stormwater use, nutrient runoff, nutrient air pollution, etc.). The WPC also recognizes the importance of filling data gaps to support future 

decision making. Pollution prevention was not a primary theme for consensus during the development of the plan, note that the plan does affirm 

commitment to maintaining water quality through use of the State's water quality standards. Issues related to pesticides/fertilizer will be addressed 

through plan implementation. Water conservation is a significant theme in the plan and will also be addressed through implementation.  The plan provides 

a foundation for addressing stormwater, green infrastructure, fracking wastes, and pesticides through plan implementation, even though these were not 

significant issues in the plan as writen. 

K-2 10/30/2017 Specialty Group Valerie Hornat
Laurel Lock Campgroup, 

Brookfield
See attached transcript pages 51-53. 

Many of these topics are discussed in the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED memorandum. The comment suggests that the importance of protecting 

and improving water quality - especially groundwater quality should be better stressed in the Plan.  The recently released Preliminary Water Supply 

Assessments for the Western, Central, and Eastern Public Water Supply Areas better address this aspect by providing summaries of the major 

groundwater quality issues in each area. While the plan references the Assessments, and provides a very high level summary of the most common, 

statewide groundwater quality issues (Section 2.1.5.3), the Plan will be enhanced to provide more discussion of groundwater pollution and its impact 

especially on public wells. Pollution prevention was not a primary theme for consensus during the development of the plan, note that the plan does affirm 

commitment to maintaining water quality through use of the State's water quality standards. Issues related to pesticides/fertilizer will be addressed 

through plan implementation. Water conservation is a significant theme in the plan and will also be addressed through implementation.  The plan provides 

a foundation for addressing stormwater, green infrastructure, fracking wastes, and pesticides through plan implementation, even though these were not 

significant issues in the plan as writen. Partnerships in education are important as the comment notes, and the implementation phase will include 

communication, ongoing outreach, education, and public involvement.

K-3 10/30/2017 Member of Public Iris Kaminski See attached transcript pages 77-78. Please see response to comment as provided under the Member of Public Group category (Comment Log reference E-34). 

K-4 10/30/2017 Member of Public Henry Link See attached transcript pages 53-54.
Thank you for the support for Class A drinking water, as the Plan (including the Executive Summary) states, maintaining highest quality drinking water is 

one of the five most important points.

K-5 10/30/2017 Member of Public Hannah Roditi See attached transcript pages 54-59.

Please see the RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED memo for a discussion of water bottling in the Plan. The plan addresses bottling in several locations 

and text has been added to Sections 2.1.2 and 5.3.2.5 to provide additional clarifications. While the Plan has not directly recommended a path forward on 

how the State should manage bottled water or other use-specific industries, Section 5.5 Recommended Water Management Structure and Decision 

Framework steps through possible data and information gathering and discussion prior to decision making. 

K-6 10/30/2017 Citizen-Led Group Valerie Rossetti Bloomfield Save Our Water CT See attached transcript pages 46-50. Please see responses to comments as provided under the Citizen-Led Group category (Comment Log reference B-16, B-17 and B-18).

K-7 10/30/2017 Environmental Group Paul Zagorsky Protect Our Watershets CT See attached transcript pages 25-30.

Please refer to the RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED Memo for a discussion of the concept of "balance."  Our definition is applied consistently 

throughout the Plan: "Balance the ability of each water body to support its instream and out of stream uses for public health, environmental health, and 

economic health."

Comments as transcribed during Public Hearing held October 30, 2017. Applicable portions corresponding to comments are attached.



59

 1                  Because this water plan shouldn't
  

 2   be for business and corporations.  Yeah, it's
  

 3   controversial if you've got the Niagara chief
  

 4   lobbyist who's paying people, for making campaign
  

 5   contributions.  Then yeah, it's controversial.
  

 6                  But it's not controversial if who
  

 7   you are responding to and who you're representing
  

 8   are everyday people, the people, the voters, the
  

 9   people who live here, the people who work here,
  

10   the small business owners, the hospitals, the
  

11   various entities that, yeah, use water for public
  

12   good.
  

13                  Make sure that your plan is
  

14   responding to our needs, not responding to the
  

15   special interests lobbyists who are coming in
  

16   lining peoples' pockets with money so that they
  

17   don't do anything on these issues.  That is not
  

18   the constituency that this plan should represent
  

19   in any way.  So I just want to urge you again to
  

20   really address this very clearly and aggressively.
  

21                  Thank you.
  

22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Hannah.
  

23                  Katie Blacker.
  

24                  KATIE BLACKER:  My name is Kate
  

25   Blacker.  I'm a student at Gateway Community

HASSOUNRH
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 1   College in the water management program and also
  

 2   I'm an employee at Groton utilities.  I'm actually
  

 3   going to read comments from my brother who
  

 4   couldn't be here today because of the weather.
  

 5                  Dear Connecticut Water Planning
  

 6   Council.  In section 2133, the nonresidential,
  

 7   nonpublic water systems in the agriculture
  

 8   section, you state that you're going to base your
  

 9   policy off of 3 permits and 384 registrations, not
  

10   all currently active.  You state, quote, the
  

11   permit and registration data was used to
  

12   assign the lands to the appropriate regional
  

13   basin, unquote.
  

14                  Scientifically and statistically I
  

15   question the judgment of basing recommendations
  

16   off of a small sample size that includes an
  

17   unknown amount of outdated information.  This
  

18   makes me question all of the recommendations in
  

19   that section.
  

20                  The agricultural industry generates
  

21   between 3.3 and 4 billion dollars annually,
  

22   according to the economic impacts of Connecticut's
  

23   agriculture industry, a study completed by UConn.
  

24   I urge the Water Planning Council to contact the
  

25   Connecticut Farm Bureau, the USDA and NTRS to gain
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 1   a more accurate picture of water use and projected
  

 2   water use by the state's farmers.
  

 3                  In regards to recommendations for
  

 4   steering agriculture to protect our state water
  

 5   resources, the Council might encourage in a
  

 6   nonmandatory way a grass based farming system.
  

 7   Grass based systems have much less erosion and
  

 8   nutrient runoff as compared to corn.  Grass has a
  

 9   significantly higher nutrient use efficiency rate
  

10   than corn, and currently corn is a necessity due
  

11   to the fact that it produces a high tonnage.
  

12                  It's possible to get much more feed
  

13   off of one acre of corn than it is off of one acre
  

14   of hay, and there's so little cropland in the
  

15   state that the farmers have no choice but to grow
  

16   corn.  More cropland would help relieve this
  

17   problem and it would also allow for more acreage
  

18   to distribute manure.
  

19                  As you know, there's not enough
  

20   cropland in the state to spread all the manure we
  

21   produce and high phosphorus levels in historically
  

22   farmed fields are a problem and cause water
  

23   pollution.
  

24                  When considering an attitude to
  

25   storm water use by agriculture in the Northeast we
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 1   must acknowledge that national statistics of the
  

 2   percentage of water used by farmers are not
  

 3   necessarily accurate in New England.  Wasteful
  

 4   water uses by agriculture in California and the
  

 5   west skewed the water use statistics.
  

 6                  Connecticut does not use irrigation
  

 7   on the scale as the West does.  It does not have a
  

 8   climate that causes so much evaporation, nor does
  

 9   it have diversions that run water for many miles
  

10   in open ditches subject to loss.
  

11                  In section 5.2.3.6, agricultural
  

12   practices, I disagree with number two.
  

13   Quantification of water uses by various
  

14   agriculture activities is a critical first step.
  

15   I believe that to begin, the water plan should
  

16   focus on conserving water by going after the low
  

17   hanging fruit.
  

18                  Anyone who has ever picked fruits
  

19   knows what I'm talking about.  Go after the easy
  

20   stuff first, the blatantly inefficient, wasteful,
  

21   unnecessary water uses.  These uses do not
  

22   further a costly study and should be discouraged
  

23   through taxation and education with the State
  

24   receiving the consultation prize of tax revenue if
  

25   they use continues.
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 1                  The biggest example that jumps to
  

 2   my mind as the low hanging fruit in Connecticut is
  

 3   watering lawns.  This is a nonproductive use.
  

 4   Before any water is taken away from industry or
  

 5   agriculture -- or necessary residential use such
  

 6   as drinking and bathing, the State should focus on
  

 7   reducing water use in lawn care.
  

 8                  To begin, the State could place a
  

 9   tax on any property with a lawn irrigation system.
  

10   Next the State could educate the public and
  

11   industry on how to maintain a healthy good-looking
  

12   lawn with the main focus being on soil health.
  

13   Proper pH micro and macro nutrient levels in the
  

14   soil along with adequate soil organic matter and
  

15   choosing the proper grass species will allow lawns
  

16   to look good without the need for all the water.
  

17                  This will also tackle the major
  

18   issue of unnecessary nutrient runoff from lawns
  

19   which plagues our coastal and inland waters.  The
  

20   State might also look to see if spreading
  

21   chlorinated and floriated water onto grass and
  

22   plants is harmful to the plant and soil health,
  

23   and if it makes that knowledge known to the public
  

24   to discourage people from using irrigation on
  

25   their lawns.
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 1                  Getting residents to agree to a tax
  

 2   on irrigation systems and agreeing to reduce
  

 3   fertilizer use on lawns will not be easy, but I
  

 4   believe there will be an opportunity to bargain
  

 5   with residents in the future.  Residents and
  

 6   industry are going to ask the DEEP to work with
  

 7   them on coastal fortification as global climate
  

 8   change and sea level rise continue.  If you're
  

 9   open to easing coastal regulations and allowing
  

10   them to protect their coastal properties they
  

11   might be more apt to be open to reducing water use
  

12   and nutrient runoff from their lawns.
  

13                  The water plan should address
  

14   fracking in our water region.  Connecticut should
  

15   take a stance against fracking, especially in the
  

16   area where our waters flow from.  Chemicals and
  

17   contaminants from fracking will irreversibly harm
  

18   and pollute our water supply.
  

19                  The state water plan should address
  

20   nutrient air pollution.  There is an awful lot of
  

21   nitrogen in the atmosphere due to the use of
  

22   nitrogen based scrubbers to reduce air pollution.
  

23   Also, all new diesel vehicles use a nitrogen urea
  

24   based solution to meet air pollution standards.
  

25   Nitrogen enriched gasoline is also very popular.
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 1                  A significant portion of nitrogen
  

 2   applied to fields in the form of fertilizer and
  

 3   urea is volatilized into the atmosphere.  Also
  

 4   activities such as composting, which is strongly
  

 5   encouraged by the government, put a lot of
  

 6   nitrogen into the atmosphere.  All this nitrogen
  

 7   comes down eventually and it impacts our water and
  

 8   those impacts should be considered.
  

 9                  Finally, I would like to say that
  

10   the home rule you discussed may be challenging
  

11   from a management standpoint, but it offers the
  

12   benefits of not having all of your eggs in one
  

13   basket, and when managing natural resource that
  

14   can be a good principle to follow.
  

15                  Thank you for your time and
  

16   service.
  

17                  Kevin Blacker.
  

18                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
  

19   You did a good job representing your brother.
  

20                  Tony Mitchell.
  

21                  TONY MITCHELL:  Hi, I'm Tony
  

22   Mitchell, Rivers Alliance of Connecticut.  Thank
  

23   you for letting me add to an addendum to my
  

24   partner's presentation.  And we will be putting in
  

25   written comments on everything that we've been

HASSOUNRH
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 1                  VARLERIE HORNAT:  Hi.  My name is
  

 2   Varlerie Hornat.  I'm from Laurel Lock Campground
  

 3   in Brookfield, Connecticut, a campground that's
  

 4   been around 51 years.  The property on the
  

 5   campground has been in my family for 96 years,
  

 6   over 96 years.
  

 7                  I'm very passionate about
  

 8   protecting the property.  It's on Garden Lake.
  

 9   I'm also very passionate about protecting Garden
  

10   Lake.  Being members of a Connecticut Campground
  

11   Owners Association they are knowledgeable somewhat
  

12   of regulations.  There are regulations which do
  

13   not allow us to put any chemicals or pesticides
  

14   within a certain range of wells.
  

15                  I think this should be something
  

16   that is -- information that's given to the general
  

17   public.  I walk on my street where there are wells
  

18   and I see some of my neighbors putting pesticides
  

19   down.  There are other streets where there is city
  

20   water.  Every lawn is lush and green and loaded
  

21   with chemicals.  There are signs all the time, and
  

22   I strongly believe those chemicals are ending up
  

23   in our reservoirs, our streams, my well, who knows
  

24   where.  This is extremely upsetting to me.
  

25                  The chemical companies are
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 1   overdoing the chemicals on these lawns.  You talk
  

 2   to a master gardener.  They will tell you that
  

 3   it's not necessary to do monthly applications, you
  

 4   know, even if you do want to fertilize your lawn.
  

 5   It's extremely upsetting.
  

 6                  I also have concerns about the
  

 7   chemicals that are used to treat our roads during
  

 8   the winter for ice and snow.  I wonder if we
  

 9   really know what we're doing.  Again, this has got
  

10   to be ending up in our streams, our reservoirs,
  

11   our wells.  We need to test for a lot of these
  

12   chemicals and find out what they're doing.
  

13                  And the other thing is
  

14   conservation.  Very upsetting to me when I see
  

15   people water their lawns.  I think we need
  

16   alternatives to grass lawns.  I think we need a
  

17   moss or something that just thrives, is rugged.
  

18   I'm hoping that somebody somewhere is trying to
  

19   develop something that kids can play on that
  

20   doesn't need to be watered, that stays green, that
  

21   doesn't need to be mowed so we're not using
  

22   gasoline that's polluting our air.
  

23                  In some places in Florida that I've
  

24   been, people don't have a lawn.  They put other
  

25   types of things down, ornamental plants and other
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 1   things that are much more friendly to the
  

 2   environment.
  

 3                  Thank you very much for the
  

 4   opportunity to speak.  This property that's been
  

 5   in my family is so precious and it's always been
  

 6   shared with other people, first a boarding house,
  

 7   then a picnic/swimming area and now a campground.
  

 8   It's a beautiful piece of property and it's a
  

 9   beautiful community that has saved my life, quite
  

10   honestly.
  

11                  Thank you.
  

12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much
  

13   for being here.
  

14                  Harry Link -- Henry.  I should know
  

15   Henry.  I'm sorry.  You've been around a long
  

16   time.  Good evening.
  

17                  HENRY LINK:  Hi.  Henry Link,
  

18   retired engineer from the Department of Public
  

19   Health, and still trying to keep the environment
  

20   clean, and whatever.  Anyway, thanks to the Water
  

21   Planning Council for the great report.  I just
  

22   have a few comments.
  

23                  One of these earlier speakers
  

24   mentioned class A water.  This is the only thing
  

25   that's used, allowed for drinking water right now.

HASSOUNRH
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 1   problems in one shot.  I think it's a great
  

 2   foundation and a great start, so congratulations.
  

 3                  Thank you.
  

 4                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much,
  

 5   Peter.  And thank you and your association for all
  

 6   you have done, too, particularly through best
  

 7   management practices.  We appreciate that very
  

 8   much.
  

 9                  Iris?
  

10                  IRIS KAMINSKI:  Thank you,
  

11   committee, for working on this extensive document.
  

12   I have two things that I wanted to suggest or
  

13   offer.  I'm concerned about the pricing of water.
  

14   And I want to see if you would consider
  

15   progressive water pricing.  So this way that if --
  

16   that will also include responsible use of water.
  

17                  So for example, if I live in New
  

18   Haven and 70 percent of New Haven's citizens do
  

19   not own their houses and they don't have lawns,
  

20   they don't have to subsidize my lawn.  And so I
  

21   believe in equitable -- I believe that water is a
  

22   human right and that everybody should get water
  

23   for very, very affordable pricing, but over a
  

24   certain amount I think the price of water should
  

25   be at real cost.

HASSOUNRH
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 1                  And the second thing I'm very
  

 2   concerned about, importing of fracking waste.  And
  

 3   I know this topic is very much -- now there's some
  

 4   legislation that is being considered and there's a
  

 5   lot of words that are being -- the words, the
  

 6   language of legislative is very confusing, because
  

 7   it's not just fracking water.  There's degrees of
  

 8   the fracking water waste.
  

 9                  So there's primary, secondary and
  

10   then there's no -- there's a loophole regarding
  

11   other fracking water that could be imported into
  

12   Connecticut to be treated in our hazardous waste
  

13   water plants that include radioactivity,
  

14   radioactive materials that could -- if there's an
  

15   accident on the way when a truck is being driven
  

16   in from Pennsylvania and there's an accident near
  

17   a water resource, I wanted to know if your plan
  

18   includes that because I know that the water -- the
  

19   Department of Health is very diligent on
  

20   protecting the water sources, but you see signs
  

21   from the street, from the road and you see the
  

22   water resources.
  

23                  And it just doesn't make from my
  

24   perspective any sense to import hazardous waste to
  

25   Connecticut.  So just if you could include it?
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 1   things that are much more friendly to the
  

 2   environment.
  

 3                  Thank you very much for the
  

 4   opportunity to speak.  This property that's been
  

 5   in my family is so precious and it's always been
  

 6   shared with other people, first a boarding house,
  

 7   then a picnic/swimming area and now a campground.
  

 8   It's a beautiful piece of property and it's a
  

 9   beautiful community that has saved my life, quite
  

10   honestly.
  

11                  Thank you.
  

12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much
  

13   for being here.
  

14                  Harry Link -- Henry.  I should know
  

15   Henry.  I'm sorry.  You've been around a long
  

16   time.  Good evening.
  

17                  HENRY LINK:  Hi.  Henry Link,
  

18   retired engineer from the Department of Public
  

19   Health, and still trying to keep the environment
  

20   clean, and whatever.  Anyway, thanks to the Water
  

21   Planning Council for the great report.  I just
  

22   have a few comments.
  

23                  One of these earlier speakers
  

24   mentioned class A water.  This is the only thing
  

25   that's used, allowed for drinking water right now.
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 1   And I know over the years there have been
  

 2   pressures to not require that, but I'm hoping that
  

 3   you strongly keep the requirement of the class A
  

 4   waters, only class A waters to be used for
  

 5   drinking water.
  

 6                  And the other thing I just was
  

 7   wondering.  Now that you've got the water plan
  

 8   pretty well done I just was wondering what's the
  

 9   status of the WUCCs?
  

10                  LORI MATHIEU:  The WUCC process is
  

11   moving forward under contract by the Department of
  

12   Public Health.  We are about three quarters of the
  

13   way statewide.  So the WUCC process will be
  

14   finished and completed by the end of next year
  

15   statewide.
  

16                  HENRY LINK:  2018?
  

17                  LORI MATHIEU:  2018.
  

18                  HENRY LINK:  Sounds great.  Thanks.
  

19                  That's all.
  

20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Harry.
  

21                  Hannah.
  

22                  HANNAH RODITI:  Good evening.  My
  

23   name is Hannah Roditi.  I live in Bloomfield with
  

24   my children who are here as well, and with their
  

25   father, and I'm active with Bloomfield Citizens.
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 1                  I'm here because I understand that
  

 2   there has been really almost nothing provided for
  

 3   in this plan to ensure that another disaster like
  

 4   the Niagara bottling plant doesn't happen to
  

 5   another municipality.
  

 6                  My concern is that we in Bloomfield
  

 7   and the MDC in general, the Hartford MDC are now
  

 8   unfortunately in a really bad situation with this
  

 9   company that can leech water out of our system and
  

10   sell it for profit out of state under any
  

11   condition, under drought conditions.  And that is
  

12   to go on, my understanding is, in perpetuity.  And
  

13   if any of the towns want to put a stop to that
  

14   they can be sued.
  

15                  And unfortunately we are not the
  

16   first municipality to be snookered by this, but
  

17   that's exactly what happened in Bloomfield.  The
  

18   company came in and tried to put through the whole
  

19   deal as secretly as possible.  They enrolled our
  

20   city council.  Our city council, subsequently the
  

21   residents of Bloomfield have been so outraged and
  

22   terrified about the water situation we find
  

23   ourselves in that we just booted that city council
  

24   out of office four to one, which we're very proud
  

25   of.
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 1                  Unfortunately, we're in a situation
  

 2   that apparently can't be undone and I'm here
  

 3   tonight because I want to say that a state water
  

 4   plan that continues to permit that kind of thing
  

 5   to happen anywhere in the state is an
  

 6   irresponsible water plan.
  

 7                  It's irresponsible and anybody
  

 8   involved with it should be -- it's disgraceful if
  

 9   that is allowed to happen.  And we will -- I
  

10   personally and others will voice this over and
  

11   over until it is heard, but we're in an extreme
  

12   situation here where the water wars have come to
  

13   this country and have come to Connecticut, and we
  

14   experience that firsthand.
  

15                  And so I want to -- I'm doing
  

16   everything that I can to make sure that this
  

17   doesn't happen to other towns across the state.
  

18   And this water plan should be responsible to make
  

19   sure to protect other towns, because you have 169
  

20   municipalities out there.  These city councils
  

21   don't know that Nestle Bottling Company and the
  

22   Niagaras of the world are coming in and then suing
  

23   towns when they're in drought if they don't
  

24   continue to let them cart everything out of their
  

25   town.  They don't know that and many of them are
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 1   not smart enough as the Council in Kingston, New
  

 2   York, that said no way, we're not letting you in.
  

 3                  So after they were turned away by
  

 4   Kingston, New York -- which my mother lives there.
  

 5   She happens to know that, but we also heard
  

 6   directly from citizens who organized there.  As
  

 7   they were turned away, because the citizens of
  

 8   Kingston and the city council worked together to
  

 9   say, you're not going to get us involved in this.
  

10   They came here and they got away with it here
  

11   because our city council was asleep.
  

12                  And it's not fair to the other one
  

13   168 city councils, town councils across this
  

14   state, some of which are very small, to hold them
  

15   responsible for knowing this ahead of time.  No,
  

16   the state needs to take responsibility to make
  

17   sure this doesn't happen again.
  

18                  I'm just extremely disturbed
  

19   that -- I have not had as many dealings with the
  

20   MDC as the prior speaker has had.  I have had some
  

21   dealings with them.  The way we have been treated
  

22   is abysmal.  The fact that we can't get data about
  

23   our water supply is appalling, particularly when
  

24   the data is used against us to tell us not to
  

25   worry.
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 1                  And I say, against us, because
  

 2   honestly I'm here to protect my children.  I'm
  

 3   here to ensure that there's a future for our kids
  

 4   in the state that we don't have even worse water
  

 5   wars.  And so the idea that we have to be ahead of
  

 6   the curve and more knowledgeable than the MDC, and
  

 7   that they are hiding data from us, it's just
  

 8   distressing.
  

 9                  It's shocking and I really expect
  

10   that this plan will take leadership and not simply
  

11   say, this is too controversial.  I couldn't
  

12   believe that, but that's what's in this plan.  You
  

13   all just basically just kind of said, well, this
  

14   is too controversial.  So we're not going to deal
  

15   with it.
  

16                  This is the gorilla in the room.
  

17   It's one of them, anyway.  It's the gorilla in the
  

18   room, and if you don't deal with that you're
  

19   sidestepping one of the major, major issues facing
  

20   our State.  So I want to just urge you to deal
  

21   with this.  It is not courageous or brave to leave
  

22   it out and sidestep this issue and if you don't
  

23   have the courage to deal with the water situation
  

24   for the people of this state then what are you
  

25   really doing?
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 1                  Because this water plan shouldn't
  

 2   be for business and corporations.  Yeah, it's
  

 3   controversial if you've got the Niagara chief
  

 4   lobbyist who's paying people, for making campaign
  

 5   contributions.  Then yeah, it's controversial.
  

 6                  But it's not controversial if who
  

 7   you are responding to and who you're representing
  

 8   are everyday people, the people, the voters, the
  

 9   people who live here, the people who work here,
  

10   the small business owners, the hospitals, the
  

11   various entities that, yeah, use water for public
  

12   good.
  

13                  Make sure that your plan is
  

14   responding to our needs, not responding to the
  

15   special interests lobbyists who are coming in
  

16   lining peoples' pockets with money so that they
  

17   don't do anything on these issues.  That is not
  

18   the constituency that this plan should represent
  

19   in any way.  So I just want to urge you again to
  

20   really address this very clearly and aggressively.
  

21                  Thank you.
  

22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Hannah.
  

23                  Katie Blacker.
  

24                  KATIE BLACKER:  My name is Kate
  

25   Blacker.  I'm a student at Gateway Community
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 1                  VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Valerie
  

 2   Rossetti.  I'm speaking for myself and also for
  

 3   members of Save Our Water Connecticut.
  

 4                  And I couldn't agree more with
  

 5   Martha's last comments.  The main thing I wanted
  

 6   to stress is that I am disappointed in the plan in
  

 7   that it refuses to prioritize uses of water.  And
  

 8   I feel that one of the major thrusts of the plan
  

 9   should be developing a way to prioritize uses of
  

10   water and the recognition that water is a human
  

11   right and water is a public trust that is not a
  

12   corporate asset.  It doesn't belong to the MDC.
  

13   It doesn't belong to the water utility.
  

14                  Unfortunately as a resident of
  

15   Bloomfield we went through, you know, people have
  

16   been mentioning here with the Niagara Water
  

17   bottling plant.  And I do want to mention that
  

18   despite many, many comments by members of our
  

19   group at multiple water planning events throughout
  

20   the year, that issue I think appeared in one --
  

21   not even one full sentence of the plan, and it was
  

22   just mentioned that it's a controversy.
  

23                  And I think we deserve more, you
  

24   know, a more in-depth analysis and perhaps some
  

25   steps forward on how to provide some regulatory
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 1   oversight by the State of large-scale water
  

 2   bottling.  It's an out of basin transfer, but it
  

 3   has no permit.  There's no recognition that it
  

 4   should have any kind of renewable permit or ever
  

 5   be assessed in the future.  So right now we're
  

 6   basically assigning those water rights to a
  

 7   corporation ad infinitum no matter what happens
  

 8   with climate change or with other uses of water.
  

 9                  And one of the kind of frightening
  

10   things I learned, which brings me to the section
  

11   about safe yield and water data, is that because
  

12   there's no prioritizing it seems that the only way
  

13   we currently are legally making decisions about
  

14   already registered water is if the amount falls
  

15   less than 10 percent of the -- it doesn't exceed a
  

16   10 percent margin of safety of the available
  

17   water.
  

18                  So I've heard our water utility
  

19   claim that, well, if there's water and somebody
  

20   asks for it and it's below the 10 percent margin
  

21   of safety they get the water.  And that just seems
  

22   in this era of the climate changes we're
  

23   approaching to just be an unwise principle for the
  

24   State.  And I would hope that the state water plan
  

25   would in some way address how to prioritize water
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 1   use, or a platform for doing that.
  

 2                  The other thing I wanted to mention
  

 3   was the same comment many people have said about
  

 4   the freedom of information for water supply.  I'm
  

 5   just an average citizen, but I really thought that
  

 6   one could find out how much water there is in the
  

 7   state as a public citizen, but that doesn't
  

 8   necessarily appear to be true.
  

 9                  And I was really surprised after
  

10   working to help pass the law that still all the
  

11   actual quantitative numbers in the MDC water
  

12   supply plan were blacked out.  I was trying to
  

13   understand, well, how do they actually do this
  

14   calculation?
  

15                  And there were certain factors that
  

16   you couldn't tell whether they were in the
  

17   calculation or not.  Apparently they haven't been
  

18   revised for decades.  There's no requirement that
  

19   the safe yields be revised, especially with what's
  

20   going on with climate change, water conservation,
  

21   streamflow.  It seems that there should be a
  

22   mandate to intermittently revise those figures.
  

23                  Now I don't understand -- I mean,
  

24   I've been told that if terrorists knew how much
  

25   water was at a particular location I guess the
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 1   concern is that, you know, they would then
  

 2   prioritize which location to attack or know how
  

 3   much poison to put inside the water, but I think
  

 4   we have to come to some reasonable conclusion
  

 5   about, you know, what's available on the Internet
  

 6   with maps, with USGS surveys, et cetera, because
  

 7   this information gets tossed around by our water
  

 8   utility when it's to their advantage to make an
  

 9   argument, and in other points it's maintained as
  

10   something that's a security risk for the public.
  

11                  As far as the drought goes, I also
  

12   think what other people have said, the interagency
  

13   drought task force needs to receive some kind of
  

14   statutory position.  Things need to be
  

15   standardized.
  

16                  We were in the situation last
  

17   summer where the Governor was telling us we were
  

18   in a drought and needed to conserve.  And our
  

19   water utility was telling us, no, we have plenty
  

20   of water.  Don't worry about it.  And the Town
  

21   was, you know, had no idea of what to do in either
  

22   case.  The drought triggers, especially need to be
  

23   revised in light of the increasing use of water
  

24   for watering lawns so that there's a much more
  

25   preemptive conservation effort.
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 1                  And let's see.  Not to take up too
  

 2   much more time, but our group is really very much
  

 3   in support of stressing ecological flow as
  

 4   really driving the quality of life in Connecticut,
  

 5   not just from our drinking water, but from our
  

 6   environment.
  

 7                  And we're totally opposed to any
  

 8   exemptions for class one and two watersheds being
  

 9   essentially ripped apart if Tilcon has its way.
  

10   We've set a really bad priority for water policy
  

11   in the State.
  

12                  But thank you all for doing a lot
  

13   of hard work, and I think the big lesson for us
  

14   and our citizen group is that people have a really
  

15   visceral, really visceral sense of water as
  

16   probably the most important natural resource and
  

17   that it's a public trust.  And that it doesn't
  

18   belong to the water utilities and it's not for
  

19   profit.  It's for human health, environmental
  

20   health and that all citizens should have the right
  

21   to the information and the privilege of helping
  

22   make decisions about it.
  

23                  So thank you.
  

24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
  

25                  Varlerie Hornat.
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 1                  So thank you very much for the
  

 2   opportunity to submit tonight.
  

 3                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.
  

 4   Appreciate you being here.
  

 5                  Paul Zagorsky.
  

 6                  PAUL ZAGORSKY:  Good evening,
  

 7   members of the Water Planning Council.  Paul
  

 8   Zagorsky, Protect Our Watersheds Connecticut.  I'm
  

 9   also from New Britain, Connecticut.
  

10                  I appreciate the opportunity to be
  

11   here.  I appreciate the forums that you've had.  I
  

12   know you've had a number of them in the evening,
  

13   which is nice, so people can come out.  And I
  

14   appreciate what's online in terms of the draft
  

15   summary, which is a couple pages, and 24 pages
  

16   which is nice to get a summary rather than reading
  

17   all the documents and all the background data.  So
  

18   I think you've done a good job to try to educate
  

19   the public.
  

20                  A couple of issues I have is when I
  

21   read it I was very happy to see that Connecticut
  

22   is the only state that prohibits wastewater
  

23   discharges to drinking water.  We have the highest
  

24   standard which is class one, and it talks about
  

25   promote the future adequacy of class A water
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 1   supply for human health.  I think that's very
  

 2   important and I think Connecticut needs to put
  

 3   that out there as a means of economic development
  

 4   to get people into the state.
  

 5                  When I read that I'm like, I'm
  

 6   happy I live in Connecticut.  I'm happy we have
  

 7   high standards of water, and I think that should
  

 8   be an enticement to bring people in here.
  

 9                  I saw that as one of the five most
  

10   important messages, and then I looked at the top
  

11   ten consensus recommendations.  And number nine
  

12   talks about reaffirm support for protection of
  

13   class one and class two watershed, expand other
  

14   protections to other watershed lands and other
  

15   aquifers, and that kind of falls under the
  

16   definition of -- you use two terms.  You used
  

17   human health and then you use environmental
  

18   health.
  

19                  And environmental health talks
  

20   about protection of natural resources, both land
  

21   and water on which human and nonhuman life exists.
  

22   And I think it's almost -- to me the environmental
  

23   health is more important than the human health
  

24   because if we don't have clean water, you're kind
  

25   of putting the cart before the horse.
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 1                  So I think the protection of source
  

 2   water protection, aquifers, watershed lands, I
  

 3   think that needs to be the most important, because
  

 4   if your goal is to have fresh and clear and
  

 5   drinkable class A water, well, you're not going to
  

 6   get that if you don't have the highest standards
  

 7   in terms of protection.
  

 8                  So I think that -- I appreciate
  

 9   they're both in there.  Maybe it's just a
  

10   chronological thing, but I think environmental
  

11   health is as important or more important than
  

12   human health.  I like both terms.  I think they
  

13   are easily understandable and they're important.
  

14                  There was also something in the
  

15   report that talks about Connecticut lags in terms
  

16   of conservation ethics.  And I would like to
  

17   see -- especially what's happened in the last
  

18   couple of years, to think of use ethics of water.
  

19                  We have the Niagara bottling
  

20   plant -- I'll call it a fiasco, because in my mind
  

21   that's what it is.  We have people from Save Our
  

22   Water that did a phenomenal job.  I mean, that
  

23   deal, they have restrictions.  Anybody else,
  

24   residential customers have restrictions when
  

25   there's a drought.  They get to buy their
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 1   500,000 gallons of water a day even if the MDC
  

 2   essentially had no additional water.  They could
  

 3   run that dry.  I mean, is that an ethical use of
  

 4   water?
  

 5                  We're in New Britain, and Tilcon
  

 6   wants to blast 130 acres of class one, class two
  

 7   watershed lands and supposedly build a reservoir
  

 8   in 50 years.  Is that an ethical use of protective
  

 9   watershed land if one of our priorities is to
  

10   protect watershed land?
  

11                  And one, it doesn't take 50 years
  

12   to build a reservoir.  Wassel Reservoir was built
  

13   in 1966.  We bought 44 separate parcels of land
  

14   and it took two years to build.  It supplies
  

15   36 percent of our water.  And I really do think we
  

16   need to look at the ethical uses of water.  And
  

17   you know, people use water.  Well, we need to
  

18   create jobs or industry needs to.  I'm all for
  

19   that.  I understand that, but if you don't have
  

20   people then you don't have jobs.  And water is the
  

21   most important natural resource in the world.
  

22                  In terms of drought plans I do
  

23   think again being in New Britain we were in a
  

24   drought almost continuously from December of 2015
  

25   until April of 2017.  We have a five-stage drought
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 1   plan.  We actually were in the fourth stage and it
  

 2   took about nine months before any public comment
  

 3   was made about that.
  

 4                  I mean, my neighborhood, all my
  

 5   neighbors were watering their lawns.  I'm like,
  

 6   we've been in a drought for five months.  Well,
  

 7   nobody said anything.  It can't be incumbent upon
  

 8   local officials who are there for a particular
  

 9   purpose to make determinations as to when we're in
  

10   a drought, what steps are going to be taken to
  

11   address the drought and what the public needs to
  

12   do, because that just is not going to happen.
  

13                  You're going to have 169 towns
  

14   doing something else.  Water is a resource that
  

15   belongs to all of us.  It's not me.  It's not you.
  

16   It's not anybody else, and if you don't have
  

17   anything consistent, like I said there's talk for
  

18   a need for a uniform municipal drought response.
  

19   We need that.
  

20                  And I know we have home rule.
  

21   Towns like to do their own thing, but water is
  

22   such a resource that I don't think you can do
  

23   that.
  

24                  In terms of what Lou said, and I've
  

25   dealt with this myself, we need to encourage
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 1   public access to data.  I've requested water
  

 2   plans.  I agree with what he said, that they're
  

 3   still getting stuff that's heavily redacted and it
  

 4   shouldn't have to be a complaint or on FOI just to
  

 5   find out how much water is being produced.
  

 6                  Having said all that, I think
  

 7   you're doing fabulous work.  I know you've spent a
  

 8   lot of time and effort on it.  As a member of the
  

 9   public who's concerned with water, I thank you for
  

10   your time and effort and for the opportunity to be
  

11   heard.
  

12                  Thank you.
  

13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you for being
  

14   here.
  

15                  Alicea?
  

16                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Hi.  My name is
  

17   Alicea Charamut and I am the river steward for the
  

18   Connecticut River Conservancy.  I also served on
  

19   the policy subcommittee during the development of
  

20   the state water plan and I currently serve on the
  

21   water planning advisory group as a representative
  

22   of the fisheries advisory council.
  

23                  Thank you for the opportunity to
  

24   comment tonight.  What I'm saying here tonight is
  

25   in our complete comments.  We will be submitting
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