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Protecting the Natchaug, Mount Hope, and Fenton Rivers



in northeastern Connecticut


Thomas Q. Callahan

Chair, UConn Water and Wastewater Policy Advisory Committee

June 28, 2006

RE: Draft UConn Water and Wastewater Master Plan

Dear Mr. Callahan:

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document.  This plan represents an extensive research effort and provides the results in a cohesive report.  As a critical resource to the community as well as the University and Town, the plan strives to represent all reasonable limitations on the water and wastewater systems.  NWC is appreciates inclusion in this process, and provides these comments on behalf of some of the environmental concerns impacted by UConn's water system.

This plan presents a great deal of information, and NWC believes it would be enhanced with further data and discussion regarding environmental concerns.  Broadly, we would like to see the following modifications to the draft:

1. include relevant University environmental commitments;

2. rely on water demands that are more conservative than average day demand; and

3. acknowledge lack of watershed land protection. 

These three points are described below in more detail.

1. Include Environmental Commitments

Environmental restrictions on water supply are notably missing from the data review (pages 1-4 to 1-9).  Relevant missing documents include the following:

· “Long-Term Impact Analysis of the University of Connecticut’s Fenton River Water Supply Wells on the Habitat of the Fenton River,” which provides the schedule for decreased pumping at the Fenton River wellfield that is discussed in the body of the report;

· “Memorandum of Agreement between the University of Connecticut and the Departments of Environmental Protection, Health and Public Utility Control, and the Office of Policy and Management acting as the Water Planning Council," in which UConn agrees to commit to the recommendations in the above report, as well as to commit to conducting a study at the Willimantic River wellfield similar to the above one for the Fenton; and

· “Draft University of Connecticut Comprehensive Water Supply Strategy for the Period 2007-09,” which meets the conditions of the above Memorandum.

Based on these documents, the University has clearly committed to the schedule for decreased withdrawals from the Fenton River.  It is inappropriate for the plan to couch this commitment in language such as “if restrictions on water withdrawal at one or both wellfields are implemented as a results of environmental concerns” (page ES-3, emphasis added).  These restrictions are inherent in UConn's water supply and should be stated as such.

Although the recommended pumping schedule for the Fenton wellfield is described in the body of the report, there is no mention of the commitment to conduct an instream flow study for the Willimantic wellfield.  It is very likely that, similar to the Fenton River, environmental limitations of the Willimantic River will result in recommendations to decrease pumping from that wellfield during the peak demand months.  This likelihood has real impacts for water supply planning and must be clearly stated, even if it is not yet quantified.

The draft water supply strategy described above includes the statement that the wellfield management protocols have been modified to meet the Fenton River limitations (Tab B).  These modifications are not reflected in the NEWUS responsibilities described in section 2.3, “Water System Management.”  Who is responsible for monitoring the Fenton levels and translating action levels into modification of pump operations?

2. Rely on Conservative Demand Projections

As the report states on page 2-24, "these [demand] figures are all skewed by the averaging that occurs when comparing annual consumption to a population that is largely absent between May and September."  It is therefore totally unclear why the presented analyses rely heavily on average day demand, particularly for existing conditions.

In order to address this concern in part, the plan does include a peaking factor of 1.20 in two analyses (p 2-29, 2-35), however the source of this peaking factor is not explained.  Reliance on actual peak data would be far more appropriate.  Additionally, the report would be much improved if a table were included that provided the common demand figures (eg. average day demand, maximum monthly demand, peak day demand) as well as the source of those figures.

3. Acknowledge Lack of - and Advocate for - Watershed Land Protection

As ruled by the Attorney General in opinion 2000-32 (available at the website of the Attorney General: http://www.ct.gov/ag/cwp/view.asp?A=1770&Q=281812), as solicited by the University, UConn is not a "water company".   The opinion further elaborates that UConn's water system is therefore not subject to the watershed land protections afforded the systems owned by water companies.  Therefore, this water system is extraordinarily unprotected when compared with all other similar systems in Connecticut.  Under the University-owned system scenario, this could be a perceived benefit by the University, but is a major drawback from the community's perspective.  

The UConn Water Supply Plan recommends that the University "do everything within its control to protect these ground water resources," however no specifics are provided.  A blanket statement as this provides little protection.  Therefore, we would like to see a recommendation for a plan for source water protection that provides for serious agency and public review of proposed land use modifications.

In light of these considerations, NWC requests the following specific modifications to the plan:

1. Add the documents listed in Point 1, at a minimum, to the data review;

2. Clearly state that the withdrawals from the Fenton will be limited according to the agreed-to schedule;

3. Base the analysis of water system capacity on the limitations of the Fenton wellfield;

4. Eliminate the findings that do not consider the Fenton wellfield limitations;

5. Provide a clear chain of responsibility for monitoring the Fenton River water levels and implementing the wellfield protections;

6. Clearly note that environmental restrictions on the Willimantic wellfield will likely further reduce the supply from that source;

7. Add a priority recommendation that the Willimantic Wellfield instream flow study and aquifer mapping be completed as soon as possible, in order to properly quantify available supply;

8. Provide average day, maximum month average day, and peak day demands and margin of safety, and include data sources;

9. Replace findings based on average day demand with findings based on more conservative demand values;

10. Note the protection status of the watershed lands, and include this information in the decision matrices regarding water system ownership; 

11. Add a priority recommendation that the University pursue options for watershed land protection.

These recommendations are provided with the intent of creating a more robust, inclusive document, and we very much appreciate the opportunity to help the University, the Town of Mansfield, and the surrounding community grow and maintain our vibrant resources simultaneously.  If you have any questions about this letter, please contact me at nwc@ctgaia.net or (860) 429-4247.

Sincerely Yours,
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Denise Burchsted

Executive Director, Naubesatuck Watershed Council


268 Warrenville Road  Mansfield Center, CT 06250  nwc@ctgaia.net
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