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EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click any links or open any
attachments unless you trust the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Water Planning Councillors--

The Drought Topical Sub-workgroup has completed their work and the
Implementation Workgroup has approved their report.I am sending it to you for your
review and approval. Please contact us with any questions.

Attached are several files related to the Drought topical sub-workgroup. 

The final report as approved by the Implementation Workgroup
Appendices A, B, and C
A summary of the recommendations in the report

Please note the following in regards to the summary (taken from the introduction):
The Drought Topical Sub-Work Group of the Implementation Work Group responded
to four charges as directed by the Water Planning Council. The full report gives the
background for the group and describes their process. It includes all their findings for
which there was general agreement, discusses those findings, and makes a
recommendation for each one. Thus, the report captures the group's thought process.
It also includes appendices presenting their agendas, minutes, the internal survey
they used to identify issues, and recommended changes to the Drought Plan.
This document only presents a summary of the charges and the recommendations for
each; it does not substitute for the full report. While this summary contains all
recommendations, it should be noted the Interagency Drought Workgroup has
already incorporated some of these recommendations, in whole or in part, in its
current practices. 

Sincerely--
--Virginia and Dave
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Water Planning Council Implementation Working Group

Drought Sub-Work Group Report

June 4, 2021

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP, BACKGROUND, AND CHARGE

The Drought Topical Sub-Work Group (DWG) was formed in September 2019 as a result of recommendations in Connecticut’s State Water Plan, approved by the Connecticut General Assembly in 2019. In order to fulfill the recommendations of the State Water Plan, an Implementation Working Group (IWG) was formed.  The IWG created the DWG to recommend improvements to Connecticut's Drought Preparedness and Response Plan (Drought Plan), based on the experience of the 2016-2017 drought.

The following DWG members met regularly from September 2019 through June 2021 and contributed to this report:

		Steve Rupar (Chair)

		WSP



		Alicea Charamut

		Rivers Alliance of Connecticut     



		Peter Galant

		Tighe & Bond



		Steven Harkey

		Connecticut Department of Public Health 



		Douglas Hoskins

		Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 



		Iris Kaminski

		Member of the Public



		Eric Lindquist

		Connecticut Office of Policy and Management



		Denise Savageau

		Connecticut Association of Conservation Districts



		Jeff Ulrich

		Aquarion Water Company







This report contains findings and recommendations based on the DWG’s review of the State’s 2016-2017 drought response.  The DWG initially considered eight drought-related recommendations from two sources:  the State Water Plan, and the 2018 update to the State Drought Plan.  In consultation with the IWG, the DWG was asked to address four of the eight recommendations, as noted below:

From Connecticut State Water Plan Section 5.3.2.8:

Charge 1. The WPC, through its committees, could develop a template for interpreting statewide drought indices to local risk levels and response measures for use by utilities at the local level, based on storage, demand levels, type of system, etc.  

From the Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW) September 5, 2018 cover letter submitting the State Drought Plan to the Water Planning for approval:

Charge 2.  At present, the Drought Plan and the Interagency Drought Workgroup exist in an ad hoc capacity under the collective executive branch authority of the Water Planning Council, its member agencies, and the Governor.  Because the Drought Plan is not authorized in statute, its implementation relies upon existing statutory and regulatory powers of the agencies that comprise the Interagency Drought Workgroup.  There have been external efforts, most recently through House Bill 5154 (2018 session), to legislate a state drought plan.  The Council should consider developing legislative recommendations to improve the authority and implementation of the Drought Plan for consideration during a future legislative session, as it offered to do in testimony it submitted regarding HB 5154.

Charge 3. The adoption of water use restriction ordinances by municipalities is considered to be a major element of drought planning and response, but the model water use ordinance featured in Appendix B [of the state Drought Plan] is deemed inadequate or impractical for some communities.  There is also a need for better coordination between and among municipalities and public water suppliers on reduction targets. The WPC should consider collaborating with municipalities and public water suppliers to improve and promote the model water use restriction ordinance.                

At a March 6, 2020 meeting, the DWG agreed to consider one additional charge per the request of the Water Planning Council through the IWG:             	

Charge 4. Would the current state drought plan have been effective during the 2016-2017 drought?

The DWG determined that the most effective way to understand and address the charges noted above was to review the work of the state Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW) during the 2016-2017 drought.  The IDW is responsible for actively monitoring drought conditions and recommending drought declarations and mitigation actions to the Office of the Governor and state agency commissioners, under the authority of the WPC in accordance with the State Drought Plan.  The IDW consists of representatives of the following state agencies:  Department of Public Health (DPH), Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP), Office of Policy and Management (OPM), Department of Agriculture, and the Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection. Technical assistance is provided by the United States Geological Survey, National Weather Service, and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.

DWG Process

The DWG held a total of 20 meetings between September 6, 2019 and April 29, 2021.  Copies of meeting agendas and meeting minutes are included in Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively.  Meetings were held in person through March 6, 2020 and transitioned to a virtual format using Microsoft Teams subsequent to that date, due to the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic.  The DWG examined the work of the IDW in the 2016-2017 drought for the first 10 meetings by reviewing documentation such as meeting minutes and agendas from the historical drought, and through discussion with members of the IDW who were active during that drought.  The work to review the 2016-2017 drought was complicated by the Covid-19 pandemic, and by an ongoing drought in 2020.  The DWG took time to review the status of the work of the IDW during the 2020 drought and found this process very helpful in understanding work during the 2016-2017 drought.  Work to review the 2016-2017 drought was completed at the DWG July 24, 2020 meeting.

The DWG developed findings and recommendations by first completing an online survey regarding the above-referenced charges, where each DWG member had the opportunity to record their thoughts independent of other members.  A copy of the online survey results is included in Appendix C.  The DWG collectively grouped the findings and recommendations to the appropriate DWG Charge, and also recorded whether they agreed with the finding and recommendation.  Consensus findings and recommendations were defined as those with at least ⅔ of DWG members agreeing with and supporting the finding and recommendation.  The findings and recommendations are discussed in more detail in the following sections of this report.

Overview of 2016-2017 Drought

On June 27, 2016, following recommendations from the IDW, the State declared a Drought Advisory for all counties.  Rainfall had been up to six inches below normal over the preceding three months.  A press release from the Department of Public Health asked consumers to be conscientious of water use and to comply with any water use restrictions that may be issued by public water suppliers or the State.

Conditions continued to remain drier than normal through the remainder of the summer, with a growing long-term precipitation deficit.  On September 14, the Office of Policy and Management issued a press release asking for 10% voluntary water conservation and clarifying that the Drought Advisory issued on June 27 remained in effect statewide.

On October 27, 2016 the Office of the Governor announced a Drought Watch for all counties except New London and Windham, which remained under a Drought Advisory.  Precipitation had ranged from 60% to 73% of normal across the state during June through September.  Drinking water reservoirs continued to decline and average levels statewide dropped below 80% of normal as of the end of September, with some reservoirs much less than half capacity.  Some public water suppliers, particularly in southwestern Connecticut, needed emergency interconnections to ensure that drinking water and other public services such as fire protection remained available.  Many public water suppliers issued strict mandatory water use restrictions.  Agricultural impacts were thankfully limited, due to an ending growing season, although some farmers were reportedly struggling to obtain water for cows.  Residents and businesses in the Drought Watch counties were asked to voluntarily conserve water by 15%, and by 10% in the Drought Advisory counties.

On May 8, 2017, following some substantial hydrologic recharge over the preceding winter, the IDW ended the Drought Watch, but maintained the Drought Advisory statewide.  Average statewide drinking water reservoir levels were at more than 100% of normal as of the end of April, with three systems at less than 90% of normal.

Following another month of improvement and recovery, the State declared on June 14, 2017 that the Drought Advisory had ended for all counties.



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings and recommendations of the DWG are presented below and categorized by charge.	

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS THAT PERTAIN TO CHARGE [1]

Charge 1- The WPC, through its committees, could develop a template for interpreting statewide drought indices to local risk levels and response measures for use by utilities at the local level, based on storage, demand levels, type of system, etc.

Background

This charge was taken directly from the State Water Plan (Section 5.3.2.8 Statewide Drought Planning).  Recognizing that droughts impact water utilities differently based on utility specific factors such as type of supply, storage, and ratio of supply to demand, and that utilities serving more than 1,000 people are required to submit Water Supply Plans to the State that include drought response plans that account for these utility specific conditions, it was unclear to the DWG how the State Water Plan expected a standard template of statewide drought indices would be used by water utilities with such varying characteristics.

The Workgroup therefore reached out to two authors of the State Water Plan (David Murphy of Milone and MacBroom and Kirk Westphal formerly of CDM Smith) for interpretation of the Plan’s recommendations.  Both authors agreed that it was not the intent of the recommendation to replace or change the individual Water Supply Plan drought triggers or actions, but rather to improve coordination between the individual utility drought plans and the State Drought Preparedness and Response Plan.  The Workgroup has adopted this interpretation, with a particular emphasis on communications and the potential confusion when the State Drought Plan and individual utility drought plans in a region are indicating different drought urgency and potentially different drought response actions.

1.01 Finding: While emergency response plans, including drought triggers, are required of water utilities serving 1,000 or more persons, it appears that there is no standard for assessing drought risk and developing drought response plans that are adequately protective of public water supply, particularly in light of a changing climate.

1.01 Recommendation: The Department of Public Health should develop guidance for how utilities should develop their utility specific drought response plans, ensure that they are adequately protective of public water supply, and take into consideration precipitation and temperature changes expected from climate change.

1.01 Discussion: Public water systems serving more than 1,000 people are required to submit Drought Response Plans to the State for review and approval as part of their individual Water Supply Plans.  Historically, the drought triggers and actions in these plans have been based on individual utility’s operating history.  It is recognized that public water systems are impacted differently by drought depending on a number of factors such as whether they are supplied by groundwater vs surface water sources, supply vs demand and reservoir storage vs watershed area ratios.  It therefore isn’t possible to create a one-size-fits-all template for individual utility drought planning.  It would be helpful, however, for DPH to issue guidance for developing drought response plans and testing them to demonstrate that they provide adequate public water supply protection.  This guidance could also provide for consistency in drought response and reasonable expectations for demand reductions. Guidance regarding appropriate data sets, how to handle the uncertainty related to climate change, and the relationship between utility and State declared drought stages could also be provided.

1.02 Finding:  During both the 2016-2017 and 2020 droughts, conditions varied from region to region. Analysis of IDW discussions and actions indicate that declaring drought by region is advantageous. The current State Drought Plan allows for regional declarations as well as professional judgement. However, it has proven difficult to assess some regions due to inconsistency in the number of stream gages and groundwater monitoring wells in each region.

1.02 Recommendation A: Maintain allowances for regional declarations and professional judgement in the State Drought Plan.

1.02 Recommendation B: Identify areas where additional indicator sites are needed (real-time stream and groundwater gages in each drought region) and maintain the existing stream gages and groundwater stations in order to monitor conditions locally.

1.02 Discussion: Even though Connecticut is a relatively small state, precipitation can vary from one region of the state to the other. During the 2016-2017 drought, the eastern part of the state received enough precipitation to remain at a “Drought Advisory” level while the western counties were elevated to a higher level of “Drought Warning” (2008 Drought Plan levels.) The opposite was true during the drought of 2020. Lower Fairfield County had the highest amount of precipitation in the state. Although water systems in the region reacted differently, the IDW never elevated Fairfield County above Stage 1 drought -- essentially a “head’s up” level of drought yet Windham County was at Stage 3 for several months.

Real-time stream and groundwater gages are the most effective means of gathering scientific data related to flooding, drought, river health, recreation, water supply, wastewater management, and setting ecological streamflow targets. The data from our stream and groundwater gages must continue to be collected on a regular basis with no interruptions, and the network expanded, in order to have the most complete scientific data with which to analyze and evaluate in a comparative manner from season to season and year to year to year. Conservation groups, government regulators, and water and power companies all agree we need more, not less, data.

1.03 Finding: The drought indices utilized for determining state and regional level drought status that are the most appropriate should be continually monitored for effectiveness by the IDW. 

1.03 Recommendation: Develop a committee through the Water Planning Council to determine the need for a template for interpreting statewide drought indices and, if needed, to engage subject matter experts and stakeholders to develop a template for interpreting statewide drought indices. More localized templates may then be able to be developed but without making the resolution so narrow that it becomes an overwhelming task.

1.03 Discussion: New models and methods for analyzing drought conditions are continually being developed and the IDW identifies areas for improvement with each successive drought. For example, when the IDW was trying to evaluate conditions during the recovery period of the 2020 drought, it concluded that the indices used to declare drought at its onset were not adequate to evaluate recovery at its conclusion. 

1.04 Finding: Public water supply data must be made more readily available to DPH/IDW and easily condensed into a report that can be utilized to allow for significant response time to an emerging threat. This will allow DPH to put fewer resources into creating necessary reports and more into analyzing the data.

1.04 Recommendation: DPH, in coordination with Federal partners, should develop an online portal for public water systems to report their various surface water and groundwater capacities as well as the other metrics required by regulation.

1.04 Discussion: The process by which DPH currently receives and compiles water supply data is labor intensive and time consuming.  Online submission and more automated report production will mean that DPH can produce timely reports for their own use, for use of the IDW, and for public inspection as well.

1.05 Finding: Regional droughts, variability of supply conditions across utilities, and a significant portion of residents that rely on wells makes developing blanket statements about drought conditions impossible and sometimes unhelpful. 

1.05 Recommendation: Instead of a template, which may be too prescriptive, develop a checklist for press releases, messaging, and public outreach materials that will be issued by the IDW or lead agency, including:
• Clear messaging about the status of regions affected (or not) by dry conditions or drought.
• Language differentiating between IDW declared regional droughts and individual public water supply droughts and encouraging those on public water supply to pay close attention to their providers as conditions and restrictions will vary depending on the source.
• Information about the status of groundwater supplies and instructions for residents on private wells.

1.05 Discussion: Statements released by the state about drought conditions can be confusing due to the many variables that determine a drought’s severity for a region or a single household, and the difference between drought stages declared by the IDW and individual public water suppliers.  Having either templates, sample language, or a checklist to utilize when writing public statements and press releases will assist in creating clear consistent messaging.

1.06 Finding: Indicators were not well documented in the IDW notes from the 2016-2017 drought. Those who were not in the meeting but looking at the meeting minutes would not know what data the IDW used in their decisions.

1.06 Recommendation: Conclusions of each IDW meeting should be consistently reported and clear. Data upon which conclusions were based should be included in official meeting materials.

1.06 Discussion: In 2020 the IDW did an excellent job of including the data submitted to the IDW for consideration along with meeting agendas and notes. The charts and data from 2020 should be used as a standard and best practice going forward.

 

FINDING AND RECOMMENDATIONS THAT PERTAIN TO CHARGE [2]

Charge 2- At present, the Drought Plan and the Interagency Drought Workgroup exist in an ad hoc capacity under the collective executive branch authority of the Water Planning Council, its member agencies, and the Governor.  Because the Drought Plan is not authorized in statute, its implementation relies upon existing statutory and regulatory powers of the agencies that comprise the Interagency Drought Workgroup.  There have been external efforts, most recently through House Bill 5154 (2018 session), to legislate a state drought plan.  The Council should consider developing legislative recommendations to improve the authority and implementation of the Drought Plan for consideration during a future legislative session, as it offered to do in testimony it submitted regarding HB 5154.	

Background 

In reviewing the work of the IDW during the 2016-2017 drought, the DWG confirmed that the IDW generally operated in accordance with the 2003 Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan (Drought Plan), which was in effect at the time prior to its 2018 update. However, the DWG has determined that the function, authority and procedures in the Drought Plan contributed to inefficiencies in the work of the IDW and the response to the 2016-2017 drought.  The Drought Plan and IDW have been implemented under the authority of the CT Water Planning Council, but neither the Plan nor the IDW are defined separately under statute or regulation.   

This DWG generally agrees that the Drought Plan and IDW would benefit from strengthened policy and procedures, however, it also determined that changing the statute or regulation would not be the best approach..  Potential disadvantages of incorporating changes by statute or regulation are that they take significant time to implement, may provide less flexibility to adapt to changing conditions, and  include the possibility of the addition of non-agency members into the decision making process which could weaken decisions and allow political influence;  and the possibility of statute or regulation not accurately reflecting each IDW member agency’s mandate and add to agency conflicts, possibly leading to additional disfunction. 

As an alternative to statutory or regulatory enhancements, the DWG suggests that the Drought Plan and IDW function, authority, and procedures be strengthened by incorporating changes into the text of the Drought Plan.  This will preserve the positive features of the existing IDW and foster the existing functionality and cooperation between agencies, while continuing to allow for an appropriate level of professional judgement in determining actions under the Drought Plan. 

Several members of the IDW actively participated in the work of the DWG, and during the 2020 drought the IDW worked to implement several of the recommendations noted below to improve IDW functionality.  The DWG recognizes and commends the IDW for its proactive work to improve drought response.  The DWG encourages the WPC to incorporate the proposed recommendations into an updated Drought Plan as soon as possible, while work in this area is fresh, and before the inevitable change in IDW personnel and collective memory through promotions, retirements, changes of position, etc. 

Appendix D includes suggested changes to the Drought Plan that would address some of the above listed Charge 2 recommendations.

2.01 Finding: Meetings of the IDW were irregular during the 2016-2017 drought. 

2.01 Recommendations: The IDW should establish a regular schedule of meetings.

2.01 Discussion: No regular meeting schedule for the IDW existed prior to and during the 2016-17 drought.  This resulted in irregular attendance at meetings.  The lack of regular meetings also did not allow for planning and preparedness of the IDW operations.  The IDW has recently made efforts to schedule meetings more regularly even during non-drought periods.       

2.02 Finding: IDW representation and attendance at meetings were inconsistent during the 2016-2017 drought.

2.02 Recommendation A : OPM should remain the lead agency for the IDW and serve as Chair.  The IDW should also have a designated staff coordinator located within OPM.     . 

2.02 Discussion A: OPM staff have assumed the coordination of the IDW including leadership as chair, but it is unclear how this is formalized in the department.  Is the IDW functioning because individual staff members are stepping up, or is it part of their formal job responsibilities?  Efforts have more recently been made to formalize representation at IDW and attendance was markedly improved with video conferencing as a readily available option.

2.02 Recommendation B: A lead and backup member should be designated on each agency on the IDW.

2.02 Discussion B: The inconsistency of membership and meeting attendance appeared to impact meeting discussions, availability of important data, meeting outcomes, and decision making. A clear consistent leader is critical to ensure consistent implementation of the state drought plan. When agency representation is not consistent, it impairs information dissemination, requires more time to bring members up to the current drought situation, and hinders impactful and timely decision making. If the drought plan has clear language requiring that each participant agency have a main IDW member and alternate, much of these shortfalls and concerns can be mitigated. 

2.03 Finding: Communication between the IDW and municipalities during the 2016-2017 drought may not have been effective. 

2.03 Recommendation: All towns should be required through State statute or regulation to have an official Municipal Drought Liaison (MDL).            

2.03 Discussion: Communication with municipalities is important during drought emergencies and for drought preparedness.  During the 2016-17 not all towns had identified a main contact person.  

DEMHS is recently making good progress in getting a Municipal Water Liaison
 
established for each town working through DEMHS
.  To formalize the importance of drought preparedness and response and the role of municipalities, requiring a MDL in State statute or regulation should be considered.  This could be within the civil preparedness Statute 28.7 of the CGS. 

2.04 Finding:  The authority of the IDW exists but the procedures of the IDW need to be updated, clarified and strengthened.

2.04 Recommendation A: The operations of the IDW should be updated in the Drought Plan. Recommended language is included in Appendix D.

2.04 Discussion: The charge asked the DWG to look at possible legislative changes needed to ensure that the IDW had authority to act.  It was the consensus of the DWG that the IDW already has the necessary authority to act and no legislative changes are proposed. However, the DWG did find that from an operational perspective, changes were needed to make the IDW more effective.  From the accountability standpoint, one of the findings of the workgroup’s review of the 2016-2017 drought was that the group went months without meeting even as conditions deteriorated. In addition, decisions were made during an IDW meeting but were not carried out when decisions were overridden by the Governor’s office. From the standpoint of the public tracking actions of the IDW, there is no easily understood explanation or reason for not following the IDW recommendation.   Procedures should be in place to track all actions of the IDW including recommendations to the Governor’s office.



FINDING AND RECOMMENDATIONS THAT PERTAIN TO CHARGE [3]

Charge 3 - The adoption of water use restriction ordinances by municipalities is considered to be a major element of drought planning and response, but the model water use ordinance featured in Appendix B is deemed inadequate or impractical for some communities.  There is also a need for better coordination between and among municipalities and public water suppliers on reduction targets. The WPC should consider collaborating with municipalities and public water suppliers to improve and promote the model water use restriction ordinance.

Background

The original Drought Preparedness Plan identified a need for enforcement of drought restrictions.  A model ordinance was developed for adoption by municipalities based on previous drought planning in southwest CT.  Water utilities have different policies on drought enforcement.  Generally, private utilities do not believe that they have explicit legal authority to enforce restrictions and need municipalities to do the enforcement of water restrictions.  Utilities overseen by PURA believe that enforcement authority may be provided by PURA approval of a utility’s individual rules and regulations. 

3.01 Finding: The model ordinance has not been widely adopted by municipalities.

3.01 Discussion:  Only a handful of municipalities have any type of drought or water restriction ordinance.  Those municipalities that have not adopted an ordinance rely on the water utilities to manage drought mitigation, enforce drought restrictions and drought preparedness. The lack of adoption of a water restriction ordinance may leave municipalities vulnerable and without proper authority to implement some drought mitigation and/or conservation actions.

3.02 Finding: The model ordinance does not include private wells.

3.02 Discussion: Including private wells in water planning was identified as a need in the State Water Plan.  Since the model ordinance focuses on public supply, town residents served by private wells may not understand the need for a drought or water supply ordinance in their town.  Generally, the public does not understand groundwater and the potential relationship between private wells in a given area.  This lack of understanding contributes to the town’s reluctance to regulate private wells.  Private wells are seen as a privately-owned resource rather than as part of a public trust resource.  Revising the model drought ordinance to include private wells/groundwater resources is critical for adoption by municipalities statewide.

3.03 Finding: It has not been determined how a drought ordinance may fit into Hazard Mitigation Planning as a path towards adoption.

3.03 Discussion:  Every town is required to adopt a Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) that is updated every five years.  This plan identifies potential natural hazards that may impact the town, including drought.  The HMP brings together numerous town departments and has implementable action items.  Many of the HMPs are done collaboratively for towns working with their Council of Government (COG).  The HMP planning process may be a way to identify actions that can be included in the ordinance and advance the adoption of drought/water supply ordinances by municipalities.

3.04 Finding: The current State Drought Preparedness Plan (SDPP) calls for each municipality to identify a Municipal Drought Liaison (MDL) and this task needs to be completed.

3.04 Discussion:  The interagency drought workgroup is charged with implementing the SDPP.  When the plan was updated, it recognized the need for better communications especially with two key partners: 1) municipalities and 2) water utilities.  The IDW is working with DEMHS using the Regional network for emergency response to identify a drought coordinator in each town.  As a default, they are using the emergency response coordinator until someone else is named.  The use of the emergency response network is appropriate but may also be supported by coordinating with local land use agencies possibly through COGs to identify the best person.  The drought coordinator could also be someone from public health, conservation, inland wetlands, or another town agency focused on water resources. Source water protection, water conservation, and drought preparedness are all related and are part of watershed planning, often carried out in the land use department.  The Greenwich model has the Conservation Director as the lead for water supply and a water supply team that includes the Director of Health, Fire Chief, Emergency Operations Center Director, and the First Selectman.  

The WPC/IDW are currently finalizing the initial list of water coordinators. Each town will have a water coordinator to help facilitate communications between each of the responsible entities to aid in the messaging for water restrictions among other drought coordination efforts. 

3.05 Finding: Based on our review, water utilities are concerned that having to get approval from one or more municipalities before implementing drought restrictions may cause delay and inconsistent response.

3.05 Discussion:  Some water utility members of this group have expressed concerns about having to coordinate and get approval from municipalities on implementing drought restrictions.  Municipalities mostly rely on water utilities to respond to emergencies.  On the other hand, some members expressed concerns that utilities may not implement drought recommendations early enough and that municipalities have a role as they are charged with public health and safety. Because water utilities’ fundamental responsibility is to maintain and protect public health, it is important that individual drought response plans be adequately protective and implemented accordingly (see discussion under 1.01).

3.06 Finding:  Given the variety of municipalities and types of water use within municipalities, while many utilities rely upon municipal enforcement of the utility drought plan, these plans are not generally designed to fully protect town and local water supplies.    

3.06 Discussion: Non-utility members of the workgroup felt that there was a need for municipal ordinance for several reasons including: 1) private wells are not covered by utilities, 2) municipalities are charged with ensuring the health and safety of their communities and that includes making sure that all utility providers are doing what is needed during a natural disaster such as drought, 3) there is concern that smaller utilities may not have the capability to do enforcement, and 4) municipalities could support utilities in enforcement actions if needed.   The consensus was any new model ordinance should reflect the need to coordinate with the water utility.

3.07 Finding:  The 2016 drought saw a change in policy where it was determined that private water utilities could enforce drought restrictions.

3.07 Discussion:  Prior to the drought of 2016, public and private utilities looked at the role of municipalities within their service area differently.  Public utilities believed that they had legal authority to enforce drought restrictions without a municipal ordinance.  Private utilities believed that a local ordinance was needed for enforcement and relied on municipalities for enforcement.  PURA reviewed the role of water utilities and water supply plans during the 2016 drought and determined that Aquarion, as a private utility, did have the authority to enforce water restrictions.  This determination also supports the need for a new ordinance that recognizes the shared responsibility with the water utility.    

3.08 Finding: 2016-2017 saw the adoption of drought mitigation restrictions/strategies put in place in southwest CT that were not only in response to the current drought but to prevent future droughts.

3.08 Discussion:  The 2016 drought in southwest CT resulted in Aquarion and the municipalities adopting outdoor water restrictions.  These restrictions were kept in place through 2017 and eventually became permanent restrictions as part of Aquarion’s ongoing water supply management program.  The model ordinance, and indeed much of the discussion on drought management, deals with responding to a drought and not with mitigation actions, such as water conservation, to prevent or minimize the impact of a drought.   Further discussion is needed as to whether a model drought ordinance should be expanded to include water conservation as part of the water supply and drought ordinance.

Recommendations:

3.01       A new set of model ordinances should be developed to better fit local municipal needs. There are many different scenarios regarding water supplies at the local level and model ordinances should be developed to meet the different set of conditions. For example, some towns may be serviced solely by public water supplies and other towns may be a combination of private wells and public supply.  A task force should be convened to develop model ordinances for the different town/water supply configurations.  These should include how municipalities will coordinate with local water utilities.

3.02      The Water Planning Council should confirm that public water suppliers have the authority to implement and enforce water use restrictions on their customers in accordance with their approved drought response plans without the need for enacting ordinances in each municipality served, similar to the authority assumed by Aquarion during the 2016 drought.  

3.03       Each town should have a Municipal Drought Liaison (MDL) which should be required by state regulation or statute. 



FINDING AND RECOMMENDATIONS THAT PERTAIN TO CHARGE [4]

Charge 4 - Would the current state drought plan have been effective during the 2016-2017 drought?

Background

The current Connecticut Drought Preparedness and Response Plan was adopted by the Connecticut Water Planning Council on November 6, 2018.  Although it was nearing completion, it was not officially in place during the 2016-2017 drought.  The Drought plan subcommittee has reviewed all of the minutes of the Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW) available during the 2016-2017 drought.  Additionally, it heard from utility and municipal staff actively involved in the state’s southwest region and from various agency members involved in the IDW.  This in-depth review took place during the 2020 drought resulting in some recommendations already being implemented, at least temporarily, by the IDW.  The following findings reflect not only the discoveries about the 2016-17 drought but reflect operational improvements applied by the IDW during the 2020 drought.

4A – Regional Droughts

4A.01 Finding:  The regionality of 2016-17 drought was considered by the IDW in its decision making and communications, whereas previously there was more focus on statewide drought. IDW is currently reviewing and declaring droughts on a regional (i.e. county) basis.

4.01 Discussion:  Although the current Drought Preparedness and Response Plan had not been formally adopted, members of the IDW were aware that a key recommendation in the plan was to look at droughts regionally.  Just as with other extreme weather events, it was unlikely that the entire state would experience the same level of severe drought conditions.  It was also understood that public water supply systems have different vulnerability to different levels of drought, as do private wells.  The IDW took this into consideration during the 2016-17 drought.

4.02 Finding:  Although the current plan allows IDW to make recommendations on a regional/local level, there have been no attempts to define regions and to specify which data should analyzed.

4.02 Discussion:  The current drought plan allows for IDW to make decisions about drought response on a regional level, but does not define regions.  Since NOAA uses counties to define areas for extreme weather events, this has been suggested as a possibility.  These are familiar to the public and used to communicate weather alerts.  It has also been noted that data used for making decisions is not necessarily available across all regions (e.g. stream gages) and that we need better data to make more informed decisions on the regional/local level.   Another factor for consideration is water utilities’ operational areas and water supply plans



Recommendations:

4.01   	IDW should continue to review and evaluate drought on a regional scale. 

4.02   	Identify/demarcate drought regions to be used by IDW and whose boundaries can be easily communicated to the public.

4.03   	Identify gaps in data needed to adequately assess drought conditions on a regional scale and determine pathways for obtaining better data.

4B – IDW Record of meetings and data review

4.03 Finding: Meeting minutes did not include sufficient condition information or metrics to determine the conditions at the time of the meeting.

4.03 Discussion: The review of the 2016 Drought IDW meeting minutes indicated several areas of concern. Findings 4.03-4.06 are a result of this review of the meeting minutes.  The meeting minutes at times did not fully document the drought conditions at the time of the meeting. This may indicate a lack of critical information needed by the IDW or a lack of records being kept. Record keeping of conditions information is critical and allows for the evaluation of actions taken and need for changes in procedures or the drought plan itself. Currently, the IDW is producing a condition summary report for their meetings.

4.04 Finding: Meeting minutes lacked sufficient details to document the IDW’s rationale for the decisions reached and actions taken.

4.04 Discussion: Each meeting’s minutes should contain sufficient information so that those reading the minutes can determine what decisions were made and why the decisions were made. This is also critical for an after-action report to evaluate the decisions made and what actions should be taken in future droughts or what improvements are needed in the drought plan.

4.05 Finding:  Meeting minutes, actions, and drought criteria were not taken or provided for all meetings. Records were not kept of decisions that were made via emails instead of actual meetings.

4.05 Discussion: Decisions and actions were being made using email exchanges between IDW members and these decisions or actions were not being fully recorded. It is critical to document the decisions being made if they were done via emails. It is understandable that busy schedules do not allow for all IDW members to all meet. However, decisions should be made in a meeting instead of via emails. This will allow for the proper documentation of actions and decisions. If decisions are made via emails, the IDW should document these decisions in some way.

4.06 Finding:  The IDW may not have all of the necessary information it needs to make informed decisions on a regional or local level.

4.06 Discussion: The lack of important data is a hindrance to proper decision making. The meeting minutes appeared to indicate that the IDW did not have all of the available information at the time of decision making at a regional or local level. The IDW needs all of the available information to make critical decisions regarding drought actions and declarations on a regional and local level.

4.07 Finding:  The current drought plan indicators may not be appropriate for decision making during a winter drought.

4.07 Discussion: In recent years, new information regarding the impacts of snow drought has been reviewed, evaluated, and adopted. Slow melting mountain snowpack of the western US replenishes reservoirs over the spring and early summer in CA. The snow acts as water storage that releases over time. The role of snow and snowpack in CT has yet to be fully investigated as it relates to drought. Further research and analysis need to be completed to better understand how the lack of snow and snowpack in the winter impacts drought, groundwater recharge, and drinking water. Such information can be used to determine if winter related criteria need to be developed.



 Recommendations:

4.04    	The IDW should maintain detailed records of data, data analysis, and drought status for each IDW meeting, in order to provide a record and context for the meeting minutes and any decisions that were made.

4.05    	The IDW should include copies of all indicators and records reviewed with their meeting minutes. 

4.06     	The IDW should strive to make all significant decisions at an IDW meeting and not use emails. 

4.07    	If decisions are being made using emails then the IDW should draft minutes to reflect the information in the emails and any decisions made.

4.08     	Drought criteria and condition summaries should be provided and evaluated on a regular basis. 

4.09    	The IDW should evaluate the data and information currently available to them to determine where there are any deficiencies. 

4.10     	If in the IDW’s evaluation of drought data deficiencies are identified, the IDW should endeavor to address the deficiencies. 

4.11     	If the deficiencies are found to be at a regional or local level, the IDW should develop a process to gather more local level drought conditions and impacts. 

4.12     The IDW should conduct a research review to determine if snow drought impacts CT and develop winter criteria and triggers if it does.

4C – Private Wells

4.08 Finding:  Private wells are not given proper consideration in the Drought Preparedness and Response Plan.

4.08 Discussion: In Connecticut, most water supply planning is accomplished by water utilities and the Water Utility Coordinating Committees and does not include private groundwater wells.  Groundwater and surface water are impacted differently by periods of drought and extreme precipitation events and therefore need to be considered differently.  Private wells need to be included and given proper consideration in all water supply planning, including in drought planning and response. 

4.09 Finding Recent droughts have impacted private wells in CT and our region but there remains a lack of data and lack of direction on how to include private wells in their decision making.

4.09 Discussion:  IDW members are aware of unofficial reports of yield problems for private wells during the most recent droughts (2016-17 & 2020).  The IDW is also aware of problems in other states including Maine where extended drought has impact residential wells.  There are few USGS real-time groundwater monitoring wells to inform decision making.  Although the IDW recognizes these problems and has concerns about the impacts of climate change on private wells, they acknowledge that they do not have the tools in place to gather data on private wells.  There also seems to be no defined role for supporting local municipalities regarding private wells.  In 2020, the IDW did obtain new well data from local health districts on an irregular, anecdotal basis.  Unless state or local government steps up, no one is looking at private wells. 

Recommendations:

4.13      	Update drought plan to better define how private wells will be considered by the IDW, what data should be considered in their evaluation, and what actions will be implemented during drought emergencies.

4.14      	Expand network of USGS real-time groundwater monitoring stations to better anticipate and corroborate private well impacts.

4.15	Develop procedure for reporting of private well yield problems caused by drought and how IDW should coordinate with local government.

4D – State IDW vs Water Supply Plans

4.10 Finding:  Drought response in CT is driven by the state-adopted Drought Preparedness and Response Plan implemented by IDW and individual Public Water System (PWS) Water Supply Plans that must include drought response as part of the plans.  There remains confusion as to the role and relationship of IDW and PWS Plans.

4.10 Discussion:  There was consensus that IDW, with OPM as the lead agency, is the appropriate group to manage the State’s drought preparedness and response, and that water utilities, under the direction of DPH and as part of their water supply plans, are the lead at the local level.  The current drought plan better defines this role than the previous plan but messaging and communications continues to be problematic.  The IDW is looking at all water supplies, including private wells and small utilities.  Water utilities, on the other hand, are looking specifically at their supply and may disagree with the IDW decisions on when to put drought restrictions in place and on public messaging.  Water utilities who are functionally more dependent on water sales may be more reluctant to put mandatory restrictions in place. 

4.11 Finding:  No comprehensive after-action review of the drought plan was conducted by IDW that included water utilities and it is unclear if individual PWS Water Supply Plans were effective or need to be updated.

4.11 Discussion: Although some adjustments have been made to the overall operation of the IDW, no comprehensive after-action review of the drought was taken that looked at both the state and the utility response.  Utilities feel that public water supply drought planning needs to better consider system-specific risks and is best managed through the State’s Water Supply Plan process which includes review and approval by the Department of Public Health.  There was also discussion about setting trigger levels and updating water supply plans to reflect changes in precipitation rates and distribution resulting from climate change, however, it was the consensus that this should be handled elsewhere and not as part of the drought plan.

Recommendations:

4.16     	The state drought plan should be updated to better define the relationship between State IDW and public water supply drought preparedness and response and its role in both.  This should include goals for response to each drought phase.

4.17      	IDW should conduct after-action assessments following each drought event and should include water utilities in that assessment.

4.18  	DPH should require public water supply plans to include analysis of the impact of triggers and use reductions under historic drought conditions to demonstrate the effectiveness of their drought response plans.	 

4E – Communications

4.12 Finding: The Interagency Drought Workgroup procedures for public communication of drought stages are inconsistent.

4.12 Discussion: The communications regarding the declaration of drought stages during the 2016 drought did not seem to follow any set procedure or protocol. The lack of procedures and templates hindered the timely release of communications due to the need for communications to be reviewed by each agency prior to its release. The development of procedures and standard templates should allow for shorter review times. The development of templates can include various agencies and communications staff or offices which would allow for better communications materials.

During the 2016 drought response review, concerns were raised by the lack of a procedure to officially document communications with the Governor’s office specifically if the Governor’s office decision is contrary to the IDW’s recommended actions.  

4.13 Finding:  The communications of the IDW were perceived to be in one direction. During emergencies, communications go between the state, municipalities, and utilities. The communication relationship between the IDW, utilities, and the municipalities was unclear.

4.13 Discussion: During the 2016 drought response review, it appeared that there was little communication between the IDW, towns, and water utilities. The only apparent communication was the release of drought declarations issued as a press release. The impacted towns or water utilities did not appear to have any input or to coordinate messaging for the declaration or the conservation measures requested by the state. The current drought plan includes two-way communications with the establishment of the Municipal Drought Liaison (MDL). Had the Water Coordinator been present in the 2016 drought,  communication between the various stakeholders would most likely have been better.

4.14 Finding: Improved communications and coordination are needed between the IDW, municipalities, and utilities.

4.14 Discussion: Would non-voting advisory membership expansion of the IDW to include representatives of the towns or regions and utilities or water suppliers allow for improved communication between these stakeholders? In the current drought plan, towns and water companies/utilities have a defined role at each stage starting with stage 2. Yet, these stakeholders are not represented in the meetings of the IDW. Inclusion of these stakeholders would allow for further gathering of regional drought information and impacts and also include the best measures for mitigation actions for that region. The concerns for such a large group are that it may hinder the group’s decision-making ability. However, decision making and recommendations to the Governor’s Office would remain with the agency representatives.

Does the current drought plan’s water coordinator position meet the need for communications between the state and local officials and utilities or water suppliers? The Water Coordinator has yet to be fully implemented including during the 2020 drought response. The Water Coordinator responsibilities need to be well developed along with a communications plan and mechanism in order to determine if the Water Coordinator can be an effective mechanism for communications between the various stakeholders.

 Recommendations:

4.19     	IDW should determine a consistent set of procedures for communications that should define timing and responsibilities. 

4.20      	Templates for various stages and drought conditions should be drafted and finalized using agency staff and communication’s offices staff. These templates should be approved prior to the next drought event and include areas where additional situational information can be added during the drought event.

4.21      	IDW should develop a mechanism to document any decisions made by the Governor’s Office when a recommendation is made regarding drought declarations and conservation requests.

4.22      	IDW should develop a plan to fully implement the use of the MDL that includes defining the role and responsibilities of the position.

4.23     	The IDW should develop and establish simple and efficient mechanisms that ensure two-way impactful communications between the state and the Water Coordinator.

4.24     	IDW should determine, after the full implementation of the MDL, if the MDL has fulfilled the role of two-way communication. If the MDL has not completely fulfilled the role, then the IDW should determine a mechanism that expands their membership to include local or regional stakeholders as advisory members.

4F – Membership/Operations

4.15 Finding: IDW meetings were not being held regularly even during times of drought.

4.15 Discussion: After reviewing the meeting minutes from the 2016 drought response, it was determined that the IDW did not meet on a consistent basis. There were times during the height of the drought in which the IDW did not meet for months. It is critical to meet regularly during drought conditions to assess conditions and recommend actions. It is also critical to meet during normal conditions to assess the previous drought response, make corrections or additions, and prepare for future droughts. These efforts were hindered by the lack of regularly scheduled meetings.

4.16 Finding:   Without a lead IDW member to coordinate meetings, drought preparation, and drought plan implementation, these actions are not going to be carried out in a timely and impactful fashion.

4.16 Discussion: Having a lead IDW member in charge of the IDW is critical to the successful implementation of the drought plan and coordination of drought impact mitigation. Currently the lead state agency for the IDW is the Office of Policy and Management. With their role in coordinating and management of other agencies and their established lines of communication with the Governor’s Office, OPM is the correct agency to lead the IDW. A clear driving force type of leadership was not apparent during the 2016 drought response review.

4.17 Finding: The IDW membership appeared to be inconsistent and unstable.

Discussion: The IDW meeting minutes of the 2016 drought made clear the lack of consistent membership. Each meeting seemed to have varying agency staff members present. It is imperative to have consistent member attendance to the IDW meetings to ensure attendees are up to date with all of the actions and discussions regarding the drought plan implementation and actions. When members are inconsistent, then the IDW meeting time must be spent updating new attendees in order to further their efforts. Voting members should be present at each meeting or an alternate be selected that can vote in their place. Without the presence of sufficient number of voting members, no decisions can be made.  

Recommendations:

4.25     	IDW should establish monthly meetings during non-drought conditions. 

4.26      	IDW should establish a schedule of meetings during drought conditions whose frequency is sufficient to relay conditions and make timely decisions. 

4.27     	OPM should identify a staff position with sufficient authority to be the lead of the IDW and add the duties to the position’s description to ensure the leader role is established.

4.28      	Members and alternates should be determined by each agency who have the authority to make decision for their agency or branch and can attend meetings regularly.

4.29      	IDW members and alternates should be updated periodically.



4G – Drought Response vs Drought Mitigation Planning

4.18 Finding: Section IV of the current drought plan on Long Term Planning and Preparedness was not in place during the 2016-17 and there is still the perception that the drought plan does not address mitigation/resiliency and only addresses preparedness in terms of having the tools/protocols in place to respond to a drought emergency. 

4.18 Discussion:  During the 2016-17, Aquarion successfully implemented water use restrictions for outdoor water use.  This was recognized as a necessary step during the drought emergency.  In order to mitigate future droughts, they have instituted a permanent water conservation program.  Although it was agreed that water conservation is something that should be considered in state water planning, there was not a consensus on whether or not the drought plan or IDW was the proper place for mitigation.  Often there is a distinction made between the terms water restrictions (used during emergency) and water conservation.  It was noted that Hazard Mitigation Plans include both mitigation and response but no consensus of how the drought plan fits into the state HMP.  In addition to water conservation, evaluating the requirement for a larger margin of safety as a mitigation measure was suggested.   Consensus to bring the issue to the WPC for consideration.

4.19 Finding: The Governor’s Council on Climate Change (GC3) has identified drought and impacts to water supplies as threats posed by a changing climate that need to be addressed through adaptive and resilient planning.  This work is continuing, and they have specifically called out the SWP for coordination.

4.19 Discussion: There was consensus that the SWP and GC3 planning efforts should be coordinated.  It was not determined how this fits into the drought plan.  Obviously, the GC3 was not in place during the 2016-17 drought and not considered.  It was also agreed that this was a bigger effort for the entire SWP and not just the drought plan. 



Recommendations:

4.30      	The Water Planning Council needs to provide guidance as to the role of water conservation in mitigating for drought and determine if water conservation should be part of the Drought Preparedness and Response Plan.   Further it needs to look at other planning documents including the State Hazard Mitigation Plan and the GC3 reports.

4.31      	The Water Planning Council needs to determine and advise the SWP-IWG and WPCAG  as how best to coordinate with the GC3 planning efforts. 
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APPENDIX A 

MEETING AGENDAS



See attached file

APPENDIX B 

MEETING MINUTES



See attached file.

APPENDIX C 

SURVEY RESULTS



See attached file.

APPENDIX D

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO DROUGHT PLAN

Appendix D:  Draft Amendments to the Drought Plan to Define Administrative Roles and Responsibilities

The following language was developed by the DWG to address some of the recommendations contained under Charge 2.



[DRAFT] New Section:  Resource Organization & Management

[DRAFT] New Subsection:  Meeting Schedule and Format

The IDW shall schedule monthly regular meetings each calendar year.  A public notice listing the times, dates, and locations of each meeting shall be posted on the Drought Information Portal website.  Meetings may be conducted virtually.

OPM has the authority to cancel regular meetings and schedule special meetings of the IDW.  Regular meetings may be cancelled when drought conditions are not present and there is no new or old business to resolve.  Meeting cancellation notices shall be posted on the Drought Information Portal website and OPM shall keep documentation of the reasons for such cancellations.

The IDW must meet a minimum of once per year, regardless of drought conditions, to review long-term drought preparedness activities, establish or re-affirm staff assignments/responsibilities, maintain professional relationships, and/or engage in professional development opportunities (presentations, etc.).



[DRAFT] New Subsection:  IDW Membership and Staff Assignments

Each agency represented on the Interagency Drought Workgroup shall:

· Designate one employee as the primary agency representative on the IDW, with authority to speak and act on behalf of the agency.  A second employee shall be designated as an alternate representative when the primary representative is unavailable.



· Designate one employee, who may also be the primary or alternate IDW representative, to serve as “Agency Drought Coordinator.”  The agency drought coordinator shall be responsible for providing necessary agency staff support in preparing for and responding to drought.  Such responsibilities include, but are not limited to:

· Point-of contact for all interagency coordination and response efforts.

· Collecting, analyzing, and disseminating drought-related data in a timely manner to inform decision-making.

· Regular participation in all interagency meetings and working groups concerning drought planning and response.

· Undertaking agency drought responsibilities and action items, as required by the Drought Plan and as directed by the Interagency Drought Workgroup.

 

[DRAFT] New Subsection:  Leadership

The Office of Policy and Management, as the lead agency on the IDW, shall designate one employee to serve as “State Drought Coordinator.”  The State Drought Coordinator shall be responsible for coordinating the work of Agency Drought Coordinators and oversee efforts to produce deliverables related to drought preparedness and response.  The State Drought Coordinator shall produce meeting documentation (agenda, minutes, reports, and other materials), facilitate IDW meetings, administer the Drought Information Portal website, and oversee the implementation of the Drought Plan, including additional duties and responsibilities as may be assigned by the IDW.

 

[DRAFT] New Subsection: Reporting and Documentation

A drought is a significant historical event.  As such, it is critical that the event is recorded and well-documented.  All IDW meeting materials, including agendas, minutes, data and conditions reports, communications, maps, and any other relevant materials shall be posted and archived on the Drought Information Portal website.  Whenever practical, news articles and external press releases or guidance from public water suppliers, etc. should be saved and archived.  A timeline of events should be created, beginning with the first declaration of drought by the IDW and ending when the drought declaration is terminated.  The lead drought coordinator shall have chief responsibility for appropriate drought documentation.



3.2 Application of the Drought Plan

 

The IDW is the entity responsible, under the authority of the WPC, for actively monitoring water conditions and, as guided by the Drought Plan, recommending drought declarations and mitigation actions to the Office of the Governor and state agency commissioners.  Whenever any member agency of the IDW becomes aware of considerably dry conditions via routine monitoring of internal or external sources, the following sequence of events shall take place:

1.     The alerting agency shall contact OPM, which, as the lead agency, shall convene a meeting of the IDW.  A public meeting notice and agenda shall be circulated.

2.     The IDW shall assess and discuss the drought criteria and any other appropriate data to determine whether dry conditions warrant a declaration(s) of drought conditions for any portion(s) of the state, consistent with the thresholds specified in Section V of this plan.  The IDW may cite professional judgement in its determination, if not consistent with the thresholds specified in Section V.  A determination to recommend such declaration(s) shall be supported unanimously by all member agencies on the IDW.

3.     In the event that the IDW cannot reach unanimous agreement to recommend a drought declaration(s), as guided by the Drought Plan, the IDW shall take no action.  A follow-up meeting of the IDW shall be scheduled within 14 business days to re-evaluate conditions.  At such follow-up meeting, any determination made by the IDW to recommend a drought declaration(s) shall be by simple majority of the member agencies.

4.     Any such recommendations of the IDW shall be transmitted by OPM to the Office of the Governor.  The Office of the Governor may accept, reject, or modify the recommendations of the IDW.  The Office of the Governor may defer to the secretary of OPM or the commissioner of any IDW member agency to accept, reject, or modify the recommendations of the IDW.  State agencies shall commit the resources necessary to undertake mitigation actions outlined in Section V.

5.     Whenever a drought declaration is active for any portion of the state, OPM shall schedule regular meetings of the IDW as deemed necessary to re-evaluate conditions and implement mitigation actions associated with each drought stage, as guided by Section V.  Responsibilities that are not already clearly assigned shall be delegated to appropriate member agencies based on resource availability, subject matter expertise, and statutory and regulatory authorities.  The lead agency of the IDW shall oversee such delegation of responsibilities.

6.     The IDW shall determine whether to recommend changes to any active drought declarations (scaling up or scaling back), following the same decision-making protocols in 2-4 above.

Under the National Incident Management System (NIMS) Emergency Support Function System, the Office of Policy and Management is designated the primary state agency in a drought event.  When conditions reach Stage 3 (Moderate Drought), the Governor may consider convening his/her Unified Command in accordance with the State Response Framework (SRF) prepared by the Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection, Division of Emergency Management and Homeland Security.   The Governor’s Unified Command is comprised of the key state agencies and public sector partners relevant to a particular potential or actual emergency.  If conditions reach Stage 5 (Extreme Drought), many necessary response functions may be coordinated under the SRF, including activation of the State Emergency Operations Center to centralize planning and response operations.

During times of no drought, the IDW shall meet not less than biennially for the purpose of reviewing and implementing long-term drought preparedness activities in Section IV, and to review any changes in agency staffing or resource demands that affect the IDW.  The IDW may, at any time, create and oversee one or more independent working groups consisting of staff from state, local, and/or private entities for the purpose of conducting drought preparedness exercises or activities, or for other drought preparedness needs as the IDW may determine.








Drought workgroup


1.01 Recommendation: Look at new methods for forecasting water supplies during dry
periods and droughts – e.g. look at what Aquarion is doing.  Also
determine if 100 year of record is good given climate change?  A
standard should be set for what data is used as with stormwater
calculations


Findings: It appears that there is no standard for predicting supply and specifically
what rainfall  predictions  models to use. Although it is recognized that all
systems vary, the rainfall data use for projections should be standardized
and reflect the newest data given climate change.  It is noted that weather
patterns including precipitation amounts and intensity have been
changing.  UConn CLEAR has the latest recommendations for rainfall
data for stormwater management, is this something that can be used for
water supply?


Q1. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 04:57 PM
Not all systems need a reservoir forecasting model.   Reservoir
forecasts are not needed by the IDW.


Q2. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 04:57 PM


I agree that there is no standard for predicting supply, but don't
agree that one is always needed or that rainfall data are
required.


Workgroup Charges:
1. The WPC, through its committees, could develop a template for interpreting statewide drought indices to local risk levels and response measures for use by utilities at the local level, based on storage, demand
levels, type of system, etc.
2. At present, the Drought Plan and the Interagency Drought Workgroup exist in an ad hoc capacity under the collective executive branch authority of the Water Planning Council.  The Council should consider
developing legislative recommendations to improve the authority and implementation of the Drought Plan for consideration during a future legislative session
3. The WPC should consider collaborating with municipalities and public water suppliers to improve and promote the model water use restriction ordinance.
4. Would the current state drought plan have been effective during the 2016-2017 drought?


Responses


Responses







Q3. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 66.67% 4
No 33.33% 2
If no, where does it belong? 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 08:55 AM
Doesn't fit squarely in any of them. Doesn't relate to "local risk
level"


2 Sep 25 2020 04:20 PM 4


Q4. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 04:57 PM 4.06


Q5. Additional comments.
Answered 1
Skipped 5


Respondents Response Date Responses Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 08:47 AM


This recommendation is insightful, however the enormity of the
task would be too much to develop and continually implement by
and across the State. Aquarion's models help them to determine
the state of the capacity in the future. Doing such modeling
would be difficult with the differences between the sources of
supply and the watersheds for each system. Each model would
have to be tailored for each system.


1.02 Recommendation: A template for evaluating drought indices at a local level is not
necessary.


Findings: Individual PWS drought risk is to site specific to manage with statewide
templates


Q6. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 33.33% 2


Responses


Responses


Responses







Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 50.00% 3
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 04:59 PM Need clarification on the templates referred to in the charge.


2 Sep 29 2020 08:55 AM


I think an effor should be made to make drought indices as
ganular as possible in order to apply them to as local a level as
possible


3 Sep 28 2020 08:55 AM
Drought indicators/measures can be developed in at regional
level with a focus below the county level..


Q7. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 33.33% 2
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 50.00% 3
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 08:55 AM
Finding is anthithical to recommendation. No one is
recommending a "Statewide Template"


2 Sep 28 2020 08:55 AM
The template would be for a range of utilities, not for individual
PWSs


Q8. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q9. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 04:59 PM 1.04


Q10. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


1.03 Recommendation: Increase number of stream gages and groundwater stations to
improve ability to monitor conditions locally


Findings: The IDW appears to have focused on statewide review and response in
2016-2017, and with some exceptions did not appear to consider
conditions/response on a more local level


Q11. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices Responses


Agree 100.00%
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q12. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM
IDW currently making drought level designations on county
levels


2 Sep 28 2020 09:01 AM


The finding perhaps should be that if the IDW had more stream
gauges  and GW stations the IDW could make more regional
specific decisions.


Q13. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Responses


Responses







Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q14. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q15. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


1.04 Recommendation: Develop committee through the Water Planning Counsel to
determine the need for a template for interpreting statewide
drought indices and if needed to engage subject matter experts
and stakeholders to develop a template for interpreting statewide
drought indices. More localized templates may then be able to be
developed but without making the resolution so narrow that it
becomes an overwhelming task.


Findings: The drought indices that are the most appropriate should be continually
monitored for effectiveness and a template should be developed to help
develope those indices and utilize them at varying levels throughout the
state and by various stakeholders. Some small public water systems do
not have the means to develop those indice on their own.


Q16. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 05:03 PM
I don't understand what the localized template is or how it would
be used?  Is this different than recently developed by IDW?


2 Sep 25 2020 04:21 PM We are the committee


Q17. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q18. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q19. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:03 PM 1.01,1.02


Q20. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


1.05 Recommendation: The State in coordination with Federal partners should develop
an online portal for public water systems to report their various
surface water and ground water capacities as well as the other
metrics required by regulation.


Findings: The data can be used to develop an early warning system of deteriorating
capacity based on supply and demand information to allow for significant
response time to an emerging threat.


Q21. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 05:06 PM
Defer to DPH opinion to whether an online portal and/or Federal
partners are needed.


2 Sep 28 2020 09:05 AM


If the data is available online and our federal partners develop
more tools (which has been requested), utilities woulb be better
equiped and informed to make more timely and better decision
on when to enact mitigation efforts and establish better triggers.


Q22. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:06 PM Was this a finding from our discussions?  Need more info.


2 Sep 25 2020 04:22 PM
Finding should be changed to problems with frequency of current
reporting


Q23. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 60.00% 3
No 40.00% 2
If no, where does it belong? 2


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM Doesn't fit squarely in any of them
2 Sep 25 2020 04:22 PM 4


Q24. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags


Responses


Responses


Responses







1 Sep 30 2020 05:06 PM 1.1,1.04


Q25. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


1.06 Recommendation:
Communication, may


be Charge 4


Instead of a template, which may be too prescriptive, develop a
checklist for press releases, messaging, and public outreach materials
that will be issued by the IDWG or lead agency. Examples of messaging
that should be included:
•Clear messaging about the status of regions effected (or not) by dry
conditions or drought.
•Language encouraging those on public water supply to pay close
attention to their providers as conditions and restrictions will vary
depending on the source.
•Informa on about the status of groundwater supplies and 
instructions for residents on private wells.


Findings: The workgroup acknowledges that regional droughts and variability of supply
conditions across utilities as well as the difficulty in messaging when a significant
portion of residents rely on wells for supply makes blanket statements about
drought conditions impossible and sometimes unhelpful.


Q26. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 09:06 AM


Agree with the development of the messaging and outreach
templates, but the drought indices templates should still be
developed.


Q27. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 02:25 PM
I agree to a point.  We need regional messaging but there is
more to consider than just the water utility perspective


Responses


Responses







Q28. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM Doesn't fit squarely in any of them


Q29. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 02:25 PM 1.04


Q30. Additional comments.
Answered 2
Skipped 4


Respondents Response Date Responses Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 02:25 PM Add this to the 1.04 recommendaiton


2 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM
I don't think this applies to a template for drought indices, but a
template for press releases


1.07 Recommendation: Maintain allowances for regional declarations and professional
judgement in the State Drought Plan


Findings: Analysis of IDWG discussions and actions prove that declaring drought by region
is advantageous. The current State Drought Plan allows for regional declarations
as well as professional judgement.


Q31. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Q32. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:23 PM I don't think our work prove this, although intuitively correct


Q33. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 80.00% 4
No 20.00% 1
If no, where does it belong? 2


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:07 PM 4
2 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM Not entirely


Q34. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q35. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


1.08 Recommendation: Direction should be included in the current drought plan under Stage 1
actions that local authorities should be alerted to a Stage 1 declaration
in order to communicate and coordinate with their local water
supplier(s) and be prepared to take action if conditions progress to
Stage 2.


Findings: The current drought plan does not have specific provisions for outreach to local
authorities by the IDWG for Stage 1. Current dry conditions have proved this
“pre drought” stage beneficial in preparing the agencies to act if conditions
progress to drought.


Responses


Responses


Responses







Q36. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 50.00% 3
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM


Plan already requires "Municipal water coordinators provide DPH
with up-to-date municipal water coordinator contact information.
If no municipal water coordinator exists, designate a local official
competent in water supply issues as the municipal water
coordinator and provide contact information. Municipal water
coordinator maintains regular communications flow with local
emergency management director" at stage 1


2 Sep 28 2020 09:22 AM
Stage 1 does begin the process of reaching out to municipal
water coordinator and begin the flow of information.


Q37. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM It does require outreach to water coordinators. See above


2 Sep 28 2020 09:22 AM


In the current drought plan Stage 2 is when IDW begins alerting
local leaders. If this is the begining or emerging drought then this
stage should be entered into much sooner.


Q38. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 50.00% 3
No 50.00% 3
If no, where does it belong? 3


Answered 6


Responses


Responses


Responses







Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:08 PM 4
2 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM Not fully applicabale to any.
3 Sep 28 2020 09:22 AM I think this should be in 4


Q39. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q40. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


1.09 Recommendation: Criterion should be not by majority criteria but by the bottom line
in either type of drought indicator.


Findings: For example: If ground water was below 25th percentile, than should have
triggered drought, even if precipitation or reservoir levels were above
normal. Of course if both in same region.


Q41. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 66.67% 4
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 02:28 PM We should better weight criteria to determine.


2 Sep 30 2020 05:11 PM
I think IDW judgement needs to be applied to the overall picture
based on the indices and other knowledge.


3 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM
Need to preserve professional judgement regarding how all
criterea fit together to create total picture


Responses


Responses







4 Sep 28 2020 09:32 AM


I think this is where professional judgement comes into play in
the current drought plan. Some criteria are better indicators for
different types of drought and the demarcations of where the
region is in that drought type. Precip deficiets, streamflow, and
crop moisture may be early indicators with reservoirs showing a
little later on depending on demand. Groundwater is a later
indicator and takes longer to recover. The IDW must be aware of
these differences in the indicators to make better and more
informed decisions.


Q42. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 83.33% 5
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 02:28 PM Should also include that seasonality is important
2 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM see above
3 Sep 28 2020 09:32 AM Not sure this in a finding.
4 Sep 25 2020 04:25 PM Not discussed by workgroup


Q43. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM not completely


Q44. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Responses


Responses


Responses







Q45. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


1.10 Recommendation: Reporting should be consistent and clear, "below normal" and
"dryer" should follow with numbers; what ever is relevant, if
inches or percentiles.


Findings: For example in minutes from Sep 8th 2016, report of precipitaion: Rainfall
deficit of X inches below normal.


Q46. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 09:34 AM
Indicators should be reported in metrics that are easily
understood.


Q47. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 25 2020 04:26 PM
Finding should be changed to note lack of specifics in IDW
meeting minutes


Q48. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 40.00% 2
No 60.00% 3
If no, where does it belong? 3


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags


Responses


Responses


Responses







1 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM none applicable
2 Sep 28 2020 09:34 AM 4
3 Sep 25 2020 04:26 PM 4


Q49. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q50. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


1.11 Recommendation: Climate change drought patterns and predictions should be
included in how we define drought - long term sustainability
should be included.


Findings: Ct has to rethink if we can still be considered water abundance or rich in
water in face of climate change.


Q51. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 05:14 PM
Climate change impacts drought planning, but not how we define
drought.


Responses


Responses







2 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM


Difficult to specifically determine if a particular drought is related
to climate change. Climate change predicts moer extreme
weather patterns, but can't get specific for a particular drought
event. Current drought plan now mentions: "As mentioned in the
2011 Connecticut Climate Change Preparedness Plan, recent
climate change studies predict that drought—as well as flooding
rains—will become increasingly frequent and severe in the
future. Although much less sudden than a hurricane or
earthquake, droughts can have similar widespread social,
economic, and environmental consequences, requiring the
response of numerous parties." Not sure what "long term
sustainability" means here.


3 Sep 28 2020 09:39 AM


I agree with the rec but the IDW does not have the resources nor
the techinal knowledge to incorporate climate change patterns
and predictions in defining drought, nor is it their purpose. Long-
term sustainability is needed across the state but that should be
done in a different group such as GC3. The IDW is not tasked
with developing long-term sustainability.


Q52. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 05:14 PM
I agree that climate change is important but not sure of the
finding


2 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM


Current models predict a wetter NE US.  However, timing and
intensity of precip will increase. State drought pan should be
modified to include this type of discussion.


3 Sep 28 2020 09:39 AM


Again, I agree with the statement but that should be considered
at the WPC or other state group working on that topic. This is not
what the IDW was formed to do.


4 Sep 25 2020 04:26 PM Workgroup did not review this


Q53. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 40.00% 2
No 60.00% 3


Responses


Responses







If no, where does it belong? 3
Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:56 AM None applicable


2 Sep 28 2020 09:39 AM Not sure this rec or finding adresses any of the 4 categories.
3 Sep 25 2020 04:26 PM 2


Q54. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q55. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


1.12 Recommendation: Needs to be a way to distinguish between a supply problem and
a consumption problem


Findings: The reservoir indicator is prone to be triggered due to excessive water use
rather than a lack of adequate supply


Q56. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:17 PM I agree, but only supply problems are relevant to this group.


2 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM


Already are ways to do this through consumption analysis. But
this info should could be included as part of water company
reports to DPH. Also, would be helpful to includ reservoir size
and contributing watershed as part of DPH reservoir reporting to
more fully describe its "flashiness".


3 Sep 28 2020 09:46 AM


This rec does not address the 4 categories. Drought conditions
can increase demand and hasten the triggering of a drought
stage for the PWS.


Responses


Responses







4 Sep 25 2020 04:28 PM This should be left to individual PWS water supply plans


Q57. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 33.33% 2
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 66.67% 4
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:17 PM Supply and demand are related.


2 Sep 28 2020 09:46 AM
Excessive water use along with drought impacted supply causes
the trigger to be hit and not just excessive demand.


3 Sep 25 2020 04:28 PM Workgroup did not study; no consensus on what is "excessive"


Q58. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 40.00% 2
No 60.00% 3
If no, where does it belong? 3


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM none applicable


2 Sep 28 2020 09:46 AM The rec and findings don't seem to fit any of the 4 categories.
3 Sep 25 2020 04:28 PM 2


Q59. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q60. Additional comments.
Answered 1


Responses


Responses


Responses







Skipped 5


Respondents Response Date Responses Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 02:33 PM


Disagree that excessive demand on a given day impacts
reservoir levels.  If reservoir levels are high, excessive demand
may just be impacting the ability of the system to deliver.  The
question is whether or not excessive demand should be part of
drought response and/or how the two may relate.


2.01 Recommendation: Better define the role of the IDW as a whole, not just by agency.
Statewide only? Regional?  What is its primary role during a
drought?   E.g. – DPH is the lead in terms of dealing with local
water utility.  How does the IDW support this.


Findings: Upon review of the workings of the IDW during the 2016 drought, the role
is somewhat unclear in terms of drought preparedness.  DPH is the main
contact with the water utilities and towns.  Is the IDW there only to
determine the level of  drought.  Now that DEMHS is involved, is there a
role for better communications/coordination with Towns.


Q61. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 10:02 AM The current drought plan clearly address its role and purpose.


Q62. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 10:02 AM The current drought plan clearly address its role and purpose.


Q63. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices


Responses


Responses


Responses







Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 02:36 PM Although could under #4


Q64. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q65. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


2.02 Recommendation: A regular schedule of IDW meetings should be established and Findings: Meetings of the IDW were irregular during the 2016-2017 drought.
Q66. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM


Agree that within a drought, a regular meeting schedule should
be established to affect better attendance by IDW members at
called meetings, however, not sure why they need to be
published, as they are not public meetings.


Q67. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Comment 0
Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q68. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 66.67% 4
No 33.33% 2
If no, where does it belong? 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:18 PM 4
2 Sep 28 2020 10:11 AM 4


Q69. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 10:11 AM Not sure. Thought it was but couldn't find one.


Q70. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


2.03 Recommendation: The IDW should have clearly designated leader. Findings: IDW representation and attendance at meetings were inconsistent during
the 2016-2017 drought


Q71. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:19 PM Is OPM the leader?
2 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM Currently it is OPM Undersecretary Heft
3 Sep 25 2020 04:08 PM IT's now OPM Undersecretary Heft


Q72. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM
Efforts have more recently been made to formalize
representation at IDW


Q73. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 66.67% 4
No 33.33% 2
If no, where does it belong? 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:19 PM 4


2 Sep 28 2020 10:12 AM
4, it may be a 1 if we are recommending that a designated leader
be established by statute.


Q74. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 10:12 AM Not sure


Q75. Additional comments.


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answered 0
Skipped 6


2.04 Recommendation: A lead and backup member should be designated for each
agency on the IDW


Findings: IDW representation and attendance at meetings were inconsistent during
the 2016-2017 drought


Q76. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM already done
2 Sep 25 2020 04:08 PM already done


Q77. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q78. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 66.67% 4
No 33.33% 2
If no, where does it belong? 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:20 PM 4
2 Sep 28 2020 10:15 AM 4


Q79. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 10:15 AM 4.15


Q80. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


2.05 Recommendation: All towns should be required through statue or regulation to have
an official drought coordinator. Using an established position like
Emergency Management should be considered before creating a
new position.


Findings: Public messages issued during the 2016-2017 drought may not have
been effective


Q81. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 02:40 PM
Agree that need a local coordinator - but may not need
legislation.  Could just be part of Hazard Mitigation Planning


2 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM


I think DEMHS is making good headway for the IDW in getting a
Municipal Water Coordinator established for each town. If that
effort fails, perhaps legislation will be needed.


3 Sep 25 2020 04:09 PM already being done


Q82. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


Responses


Responses







1 Oct 02 2020 02:40 PM I would say communication was not as effective as should be
2 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM Could always be better!


Q83. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 10:16 AM 4


Q84. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 10:16 AM 4.16


Q85. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Put in Charge 4 Recommendation: Reporting frequency of water levels and actions taken by water
utilities should be increased to weekly during a drought


Findings: Data reporting from water utilities in 2016-2017 generally met regulatory
requirements, but timing of reporting was not adequate for timely
decisions by the IDW


Q86. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


Responses


Responses


Responses







1 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM Thought that was happening already at DPH
2 Sep 28 2020 10:23 AM This is currently done.
3 Sep 25 2020 04:31 PM However, there may be a cost to this
4 Sep 25 2020 04:10 PM already done


Q87. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 05:23 PM
Did DPH not have timely data or IDW?  These data are more
important for DPH.


2 Sep 28 2020 10:23 AM Most utilities reported weekly in 2016 drought


Q88. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 50.00% 3
No 50.00% 3
If no, where does it belong? 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 02:42 PM 4
2 Sep 30 2020 05:23 PM 4
3 Sep 28 2020 10:23 AM 4


Q89. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q90. Additional comments.
Answered 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Skipped 6


2.07 Recommendation: The required authorities to implement the plan would need to be
identified and a significant effort would be needed to draft
statutory language and be enacted if the authorities were part of
the statute to establish the IDW.


Findings: If the State Drought Plan and the IDW are authorized in statute, it would
still rely on the authorities of the agencies that make up the group to enact
the different aspects of the drought plan.


Q91. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 33.33% 2
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 02:43 PM
I don't believe that all actions of the State need to be set in
statute.


2 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM


Don't understand this one. Not a clear recommendation.
Authority ti implement plan currently under Water Planning
Council. Agree that significant effort would be needed to
statutorily authorize IDW.


Q92. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 33.33% 2
Neither agree nor disagree 66.67% 4
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q93. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q94. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q95. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


2.08 Recommendation: The agencies that make up the IDW have a mandate and an
obligation to follow while implementing the drought plan without
any real consideration to the politics of such actions. Their
actions are to enforce their regulations, protect public health and
the environment and to ensure an adequate supply of safe
drinking water.


Findings: If the IDW was to be authorized by statute, there is a concern that the
make-up of the group would include political entities whose mandate and
responsibilities are not that of the agencies and may contradict the
regulatory requirements of each agency creating conflicts.


Q96. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 33.33% 2
Neither agree nor disagree 66.67% 4
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:27 PM I need more detail on the recommendation


2 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM
Agree in theory, but in reality, it's impossible to divorce IDW and
politics should it happen.


3 Sep 25 2020 04:33 PM Not sure what is being recommended?
4 Sep 25 2020 04:12 PM this is not a recommendation


Q97. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


Responses


Responses







1 Oct 02 2020 02:46 PM


I don't think we talked about the political makeup of the group.  I
do share some of the concerns.  Not sure I understand the need
for that action of the IDW to be codified in statute.


2 Sep 30 2020 05:27 PM
It seems like the IDW could be authorized by statute without
changing its membership.


3 Sep 29 2020 08:57 AM Not aware of this concern to date
4 Sep 25 2020 04:33 PM Possibly true, but not reviewed by workgroup


Q98. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q99. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q100. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Responses


Responses







2.09 Recommendation: Codify the Interagency Drought Workgroup. But take care not to make
the official membership too prescriptive as the need to expertise and
perspectives necessary to make informed decisions about drought
conditions may change.


Findings: Since the development of the final report of the State Drought Plan was
developed, the Water Planning Council has adopted the plan. The focus should
be on codifying the Interagency Drought Workgroup. There are many benefits,
particularly in the realm of accountability and the public’s access to information
and decision making around drought management.


From the accountability standpoint, one of the findings of the workgroup’s
review of the 2016-2017 drought was that the group went months without
meeting even as conditions deteriorated. In addition, decisions were made
during an IDWG meeting but were not carried out when decisions were
overridden by the Governor. From the standpoint of the public tracking actions
of the IDWG, there would be no explanation or reason behind the decision
change.


Q101. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 02:49 PM


Don't  see the reason for codifying this activity.  The WPC was
created to oversee water planning in the State.  I believe that
they have the authority to put together a guidance document to
oversee the IWD, perhaps as part of a Drought Preparedness
Plan.


2 Sep 30 2020 05:28 PM I don't understand the implications of codifying the group.


Q102. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q103. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6


Responses


Responses


Responses







No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q104. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q105. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


2.10 Recommendation: Further discussion needs to be had about the need to legislate the
State Drought Plan. It is my own personal opinion that the document
itself should only need the blessing of the WPC has it should remain
dynamic as we learn lessons from each successive drought.


Findings: Since the development of the final report of the State Drought Plan was
developed, the Water Planning Council has adopted the plan. The focus should
be on codifying the Interagency Drought Workgroup. There are many benefits,
particularly in the realm of accountability and the public’s access to information
and decision making around drought management.


From the accountability standpoint, one of the findings of the workgroup’s
review of the 2016-2017 drought was that the group went months without
meeting even as conditions deteriorated. In addition, decisions were made
during an IDWG meeting but were not carried out when decisions were
overridden by the Governor. From the standpoint of the public tracking actions
of the IDWG, there would be no explanation or reason behind the decision
change.


Q106. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


Responses


Responses







1 Sep 30 2020 05:30 PM Is further discussion needed?  By who?


2 Sep 25 2020 04:35 PM
Legislation does not necessarily mean that the WPC would not
have a role overseeing the drought plan


Q107. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q108. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q109. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q110. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Responses


Responses


Responses







2.11 Recommendation: IDWG meeting minutes should include the status of each defining
criteria either as an attachment of reports submitted for consideration
or in the heading of each criteria category in the minutes.


Findings: Since the development of the final report of the State Drought Plan was
developed, the Water Planning Council has adopted the plan. The focus should
be on codifying the Interagency Drought Workgroup. There are many benefits,
particularly in the realm of accountability and the public’s access to information
and decision making around drought management.


From the accountability standpoint, one of the findings of the workgroup’s
review of the 2016-2017 drought was that the group went months without
meeting even as conditions deteriorated. In addition, decisions were made
during an IDWG meeting but were not carried out when decisions were
overridden by the Governor. From the standpoint of the public tracking actions
of the IDWG, there would be no explanation or reason behind the decision
change.


Q111. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:58 AM IDW has done this already to a large extent
2 Sep 25 2020 04:14 PM already done


Q112. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q113. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 66.67% 4
No 33.33% 2
If no, where does it belong? 3


Answered 6


Responses


Responses


Responses







Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:31 PM could also relate to 1 or 4
2 Sep 28 2020 10:30 AM 4
3 Sep 25 2020 04:37 PM 4


Q114. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:37 PM 4.07


Q115. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


2.12 Recommendation: Consider that the responsibilities of the Interagency
Drought Workgroup (IDW), will be delegated to one
office/agency or maybe one authority.


Findings: It is not enough that different agencies have reported below normal
conditions and their was no action taken.


Q116. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 66.67% 4
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 05:32 PM
Is the suggestion that the IDW only be represented by one
agency or that their be one lead agency?


2 Sep 25 2020 04:39 PM The different agencies bring different perspectives and expertise.


Q117. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 0.00% 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 66.67% 4
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:32 PM More explanation needed.


2 Sep 25 2020 04:39 PM
Needs to be re-worded - agencies reached decisions that
governor's office did not support


Q118. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q119. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q120. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


2.13 Recommendation: Non-essential water use and or different water use should be
prioritized or redifined.


Findings:


Q121. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 0.00% 0
Neither agree nor disagree 83.33% 5
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:33 PM More explanation needed
2 Sep 29 2020 08:58 AM Don't fully understand this one
3 Sep 25 2020 04:39 PM Not reviewed by workgroup
4 Sep 25 2020 04:17 PM don't understand question


Q122. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 0.00% 0
Neither agree nor disagree 80.00% 4
Disagree 20.00% 1
Comment 1


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:39 PM No supporting finding


Q123. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 50.00% 3
No 50.00% 3
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 10:32 AM Possibly 4, not sure it address any of the categories


Q124. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q125. Additional comments.
Answered 1
Skipped 5


Responses


Responses


Responses







Respondents Response Date Responses Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 02:53 PM Not sure where this fits.


2.14 Recommendation: Declaration of drought should not be political Findings: ref above, row 54; comparing to response to Covid: the difference
between having politicians giving instructions and guideness vs. CDC and
public health officials.


Q126. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:42 PM Declaration will always be at least somewhat political.


Q127. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:58 AM Not really a finding


2 Sep 25 2020 04:42 PM
Agree with the comparison, but finding should point to a specific
drought related political decision by the IDW or the governor


Q128. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q129. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







Yes 20.00% 1
No 80.00% 4
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 10:33 AM 2.08


Q130. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


3.01 Recommendation: Public water suppliers should have the authority to implement
and enforce water use restrictions on their customers in
accordance with their approved drought response plans wihtout
the need for enacting ordinances in each municipality served..


Findings: Requiring water suppliers to get approval from one or multiple municipal
boards before implementing drought restrictions can cause delay and
inconsistent response


Q131. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 03:00 PM


It think we need a bigger discussion on this issue.  Municipalities
should not rely solely on water utilities to protect water supplies
during drought.  And given that fact that often water utility
watersheds often do not serve customers in the watershed is
important.


2 Sep 28 2020 10:39 AM


I agree with the premise but the only authority is for PURA
regulated systems using a PURA regulation that allows for
shutting off a customers water. Other PWS do not have that
authority and must rely on their parternership with the
municipality. Municipalities may not have that authority without
an ordinance.to enforce water restrictions.


3 Sep 25 2020 04:43 PM
Generally agree, although some water utils may prefer or need
to rely on towns to enforce


Q132. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices


Responses


Responses







Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 03:00 PM
Water utilities need to work with local and state authorities, the
Drought plan could give better guidance on this.


2 Sep 28 2020 10:39 AM
I agree but that is not the reality and an ordinance at the local
level is the best path forward at this time.


3 Sep 25 2020 04:43 PM
Generally agree, but workgroup did not cover, and no specific
examples reviewed


Q133. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q134. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:00 PM 3.02


Q135. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


3.02 Recommendation: The IDW should work with all municipalities to adopt water use
ordinances to implement restrictions for all users in response to
each phase of IDW declared droughts.  PWS could use the
same restrictions for each phase of their drought plans.


Findings: IDW drought declarations should result in water use restrictions for all
users in the region


Responses


Responses







Q136. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 08:58 AM
IDW's charge is to implement drought plan and act as a technical
arm of the WPC, not to get involved in policy matters per se


2 Sep 25 2020 04:45 PM


Generally agree, but need to address multi-town utils, and who is
in charge (water util or several indiv towns) - could be a
nightmare to enforce


Q137. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:01 PM Generally agree


2 Sep 29 2020 08:58 AM
Not necessarily all users. Need to be discerning in application of
restrictions based on rational


3 Sep 25 2020 04:45 PM Sentiment is correct, but not a finding of our work


Q138. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q139. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 33.33% 2


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







No 66.67% 4
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:01 PM 3.01
2 Sep 28 2020 10:44 AM 3.03 and 3.05


Q140. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


3.03 Recommendation: A new set of model ordinances should be developed to better fit
the towns. There are many different scenarios in a town
regarding water supplies and model ordinances should be
developed to meet the different set of conditions. A task force
should be convened to develop model ordinances for the
different town/water supply configurations.


Findings: The model ordinance provided in the drought plan is inadequate.


Q141. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:36 PM more explanation needed.


2 Sep 25 2020 04:47 PM
We are the task force - at a minimum, we should develop
recommendations for changes to present to the WPC


Q142. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


Responses


Responses







1 Sep 29 2020 08:58 AM Could always be improved


2 Sep 25 2020 04:47 PM
Strengthen finding with stats of number of towns that have
adopted/used


Q143. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q144. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 33.33% 2
No 66.67% 4
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:02 PM 3.01 and 3.02 could be discussed with 3.03
2 Sep 28 2020 10:44 AM 3.02 and 3.05


Q145. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


3.04 Recommendation: The WPC/IDW are currently finalizing the initial list of water
coordinators. Each town will have a water coordinator to help
facilitate communications between each of the responsible
entities to aid in the messaging for water restrictions among
other drought coordination efforts.


Findings: Indentification of each town's water coordinator needs to be completed.


Q146. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


Responses


Responses


Responses







1 Sep 30 2020 05:37 PM
to be a recommendation we should change "are currently
finalizing" to "should develop"


2 Sep 29 2020 08:58 AM This is not a recommendation
3 Sep 25 2020 04:20 PM this is not a recommendation


Q147. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q148. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 50.00% 3
No 50.00% 3
If no, where does it belong? 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:02 PM 4
2 Sep 29 2020 08:58 AM 2
3 Sep 28 2020 10:45 AM 4


Q149. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 10:45 AM Not sure


Q150. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Responses


Responses


Responses







3.05 Recommendation: Revisit municipal ordinance Findings: This  has still not been widely  adopted.  And doesn't include wells.  Need
to revisit how it fits into Hazard Mitigation Planning.


Q151. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:48 PM We are charged with doing this now.


Q152. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q153. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q154. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 50.00% 3
No 50.00% 3
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:04 PM 3.01  3.02 & 3.04


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







2 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM 3.03
3 Sep 28 2020 10:45 AM 3.02 and 3.03


Q155. Additional comments.
Answered 1
Skipped 5


Respondents Response Date Responses Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 03:04 PM
All comments on the drought ordinance should be brought
together for a subcommittee to explore


4.01 Recommendation: Identify/demarcate drought regions for the state in the Drought
Plan and analyze data on a regional basis (recommend counties
as this has been a precedent)


Findings: Droughts can occur locally/regionally and the Drought Plan, although
offering the ability for the IDW to declare drought on a regional basis,
makes no attempt to define regions and to specify which data should be
analyzed regionally


Q156. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM This is currently being done for current drought actions
2 Sep 25 2020 04:21 PM current practice


Q157. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 10:46 AM
IDW is currently reviewing and declaring droughts on a regional
basis.


Q158. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5


Responses


Responses


Responses







No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:48 PM 2


Q159. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q160. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.02 Recommendation: Need to maintain a record of data analysis/drought status for
each IDW meeting, in order to provide a record and context for
the meeting minutes and any decisions that were made


Findings: Difficult to acertain historical conditions from reading minutes alone


Q161. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM This is now being done for current drought action
2 Sep 25 2020 04:21 PM current practice


Q162. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Comment 0
Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q163. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q164. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 33.33% 2
No 66.67% 4
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:10 PM 4.07
2 Sep 28 2020 10:52 AM 4.07, 4.09, and 4.13


Q165. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.03 Recommendation: Make sure plan has a focus on mitigation not just response by
focusing on statewide water conservation, especially outdoor
water use.   Hazard Mitigation Planning isn’t only about response
but mitigation and resiliency.


Findings: Part of the successful response to the 2016-17 drought was to adopt
outdoor water restrictions and keep them in place to be pro-active about
drough preparedness.  The current plan still looks at only the response to
an emergency and not mitigating for the emergency.


Q166. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 05:42 PM


From a public water supply perspective is requiring a larger
margin of safety (in some circumstances) the goal of
conservation as a mitigation measure?  If so, should it be stated
more directly??


2 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM Don't understand this recommendation


3 Sep 28 2020 10:58 AM


It is the drought response plan. I agree with the need for hazard
mitigation planning but this plan and the IDW are not necesarily
the best place to do this type of planning. We could make a
recommendation that this effort be taken up by the WPC or at
other State body or taskforce.


4 Sep 25 2020 04:49 PM Mitigation is important, but should not be part of the drought plan


Q167. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM Don't understand


2 Sep 28 2020 10:58 AM


I agree that the plan focuses on the response and not mitigation.
That is the purpose of the plan. Mitigation should be worked on
but not in this plan or the IDW.


Q168. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q169. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6


Responses


Responses


Responses







Skipped 0


Q170. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.04 Recommendation: Make sure private wells are part of the decision making process
for the  preparing for and responding to droughts.  Determine
IDW role supporting local government with wells and making
sure that communication is not just directed by water utilitlies.


Findings: For the most part, water utilities take the lead on drought management
under direction of DPH.   But they don't address private wells.
Interestingly, most source water areas and publc water supply reservoirs
are in areas where people are served by wells.  Unless state or local
government steps in, no one is looking at the groundwater.


Q171. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices


Agree 83.33% 5
Check with Charge 3.  Private well restrictions needed;  additional montioring
needed as well?


Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM This is now being done for current drought action


2 Sep 28 2020 11:03 AM


It is being looked at currently, but the mechanism for aquiring the
private well data has not been well established with each town
providing information.


3 Sep 25 2020 04:51 PM


Recommendation needs to fleshed out - how should IDW make
private wells part of process?  What data should they review, or
are additional measuring tools needed?


4 Sep 25 2020 04:23 PM current practice


Q172. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


Responses


Responses







1 Sep 28 2020 11:03 AM


I do think private wells are being considered. However,
homeowners should be paying attention to conditions and
adjusting their water use appropriately. Water utilities serve the
large majority of the people in the state and should have an
appropriate voice.


Q173. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q174. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q175. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.05 Recommendation:  The IDW should better define the relationship between State
and public water supply drought preparedness and response and
its role in both.   This should include goals for response to each
drought phase.


Findings: The IDW, with OPM as the lead agency, is the appropriate group to
manage the State's drought preparedness and response and the DPH is
the appropriate agency to manage public water supply drought
preparedness and response


Q176. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices Expand finding to indicate the problem with the above relationship
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0 Confusion between PWS drought planning and state drought planning
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


Responses


Responses


Responses







1 Sep 28 2020 11:10 AM


The current drought plan tries to better defien the roles. PWs
have their responsibilities and the State has its own. The current
drought plan attempts to bring in the utilites to better share and
coordinate messaging. However, utilities will still put out their
own message even if it is contrary to the State's message. There
is no way to stop that.


Q177. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:52 PM Not supported by our work to-date


Q178. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 5
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q179. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q180. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.06 Recommendation: DPH should require public water suppliers to demonstrate the
effectiveness of their drought response plans (this may be
difficult for groundwater systems)


Findings: The 2016 drought had significant public water supply risk that
would/should not be managed throught the IDW


Responses


Responses


Responses







Q181. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices


Agree 83.33% 5 Additional documentation of PWS drought management issues in 2016 needed
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1 After action review of drought plan needed PWS and IDW
Disagree 0.00% 0 Are regulatory PWS drought demand cutbacks realistic?
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 11:14 AM


Not sure hoe this is feasible. You don't know if it effective until
you use it. DPH can review and make recommendations but in
the end it is the PWS's drought plan.


Q182. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 33.33% 2
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 11:14 AM
PWS are responsible for their own management of their water
supplies.


2 Sep 25 2020 04:52 PM
Finding should be changed to note specific issues with some
PWS


Q183. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:52 PM 2


Q184. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q185. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.07 Recommendation: IDW meeting minutes should include copies of all indicators and
records reviewed.


Findings: IDW meeting records do not include sufficient information to document the
rationale for decisions reached and actions taken.


Q186. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices Note IDW proactive addressing this
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM This is now being done for current drought action
2 Sep 25 2020 04:25 PM current practice


Q187. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM This is now being done for current drought action


Q188. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 1


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:47 PM maybe 1?


Q189. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 50.00% 3
No 50.00% 3
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:10 PM 4.02
2 Sep 30 2020 05:47 PM 1.10
3 Sep 28 2020 11:16 AM 4.02 and 4.13


Q190. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.08 Recommendation: A single member of the IDW should be charged with drafting of
public drought messages.


Findings: IDW procedures for public communication of drought stages are
inconsistent


Q191. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1 Templates should be drafted
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2 Procedures for communications (timing and responsibility) defined
Disagree 50.00% 3
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 03:11 PM
I procedures should be consistent but not if one agency needs to
do it.  It could be rotated following protocol.


2 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM


There are others in state government more adept at crafting
public drought messages. IDW has been reviewing and
commenting on all press releases


3 Sep 28 2020 11:18 AM Many different perspectives makes a better document.


Q192. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices


Responses


Responses


Responses







Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM Getting better though!


2 Sep 28 2020 11:18 AM
Better coordination in communications should be done and it
would help if there were established templates to work from.


Q193. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q194. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 11:18 AM 4.21


Q195. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.09 Recommendation: The rationale for decisons taken by the Governor's office, when
contrary to IDW recommendations, should be officially
documented by the IDW


Findings: IDW procedures for public communication of drought stages are
inconsistent


Q196. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q197. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM Getting better though!


Q198. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q199. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q200. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.10 Recommendation: The IDW should consider adopting winter drought triggers Findings: Current drought plan indicators may not be appropriate for decisions
during a winter drought


Q201. Do you agree with this recommendation?


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 05:51 PM


How would they be different?  Can we use the same indicators
but allow IDW to apply judgement to which are most seasonally
appropriate or if any other information should be considered in a
specific drought.


2 Sep 28 2020 11:20 AM


The current drought criteria can be evaluated for winter droughts.
The IDW should evaluate the criteria while keeping in mind
specific conditions in winter.


Q202. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:51 PM Is the issue more about response actions or triggers?


Q203. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q204. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







Skipped 0


Q205. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.11 Recommendation: IDW meetings should be scheduled on a regular basis even
when not in drought conditions.


Findings: IDW meetings not held regularly


Q206. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q207. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q208. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 5
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q209. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 66.67% 4
No 33.33% 2
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 3


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:13 PM Similar in section 1
2 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM 2.02
3 Sep 28 2020 11:22 AM 2.02


Q210. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.12 Recommendation: Records should be kept and drafted even when a meeting is not
held but email conversations were used to implement actions or
make decisions.


Findings: Meeting minutes, actions, and drought criteria were not taken or provided
for all meetings. Records were not kept of decisions that were made via
emails instead of actual meetings.


Q211. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5 Decisions should be documented, not every conversation
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 05:55 PM
It is too onerous to expect records of all email conversations, but
major decisions should be made at meetings.


Q212. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q213. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q214. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 11:23 AM 4.02, 4.07


Q215. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.13 Recommendation: Regular drought criteria summaries should be provided,
distributed, and evaluated on a regular basis.


Findings: Meeting minutes, actions, and drought criteria were not taken or provided
for all meetings.


Q216. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6 IDW proactively addressed
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:29 PM current prqctice


Q217. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Q218. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q219. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 50.00% 3
No 50.00% 3
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 08:59 AM 4.02
2 Sep 28 2020 11:24 AM 4.02, 4.07, 4.12
3 Sep 25 2020 04:55 PM 4.02


Q220. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.14 Recommendation: Although OPM is the lead agency for the IDW, there is a need to
have one person responsible for the coordination of the IDW and
state drought plan implementation.


Findings: Without this lead person, preparation efforts and drought stage actions
may not be carried out in a timely fashion. The drought plan has
significant actions and preparations for each stage and those efforts and
actions need a motivated passionate person to ensure these actions are
completed.


Q221. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5 OPM appropriate lead agency
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0 OPM should designate position in charge of IDW


Disagree 16.67% 1 Lead person should be involved in the process as career staff (vs political staff)
Comment 2 This should be "codified", is current practice, but could change


Answered 6 Could be added to job description
Skipped 0 OPM may need additional hydrologic staff


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM Need has been met - Current leader is OPM Undersecretary Heft


Responses


Responses


Responses







2 Sep 25 2020 04:29 PM currently opm undersecretary heft


Q222. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 25 2020 04:56 PM
Should be modified to note specific problems in 2016 with no
lead


Q223. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 2


Q224. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 33.33% 2
No 66.67% 4
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:57 PM 2.03
2 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 2.03


Q225. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Responses


Responses


Responses







4.15 Recommendation: Members and alternates should be determined who have the
authority to make decisions for their agency or branch and can
regularly attend meetings.


Findings: The IDW membership can be unstable.


Q226. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6 The IDW membership can be inconsistent
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0 Should be written in plan, and updated periodically
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM Current IDW practice
2 Sep 25 2020 04:30 PM current practice


Q227. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM Currently stable


2 Sep 25 2020 04:56 PM
Finding should be modifed to note specifics of inconsistent
attendance in 2016


3 Sep 25 2020 04:30 PM not currently


Q228. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q229. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 33.33% 2


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







No 66.67% 4
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 05:58 PM 2.04
2 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 2.04


Q230. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.16 Recommendation: Communication documents and messaging templates should be
developed and maintained prior to a drought. Communication
strategies should also be developed that looks towards uniform
messages for a town, water system, or region.


Findings: Communications/messaging were an issue and remain and issue.


Q231. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 6
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q232. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:57 PM Finding should be modified to note specifics in 2016


Q233. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







If no, where does it belong? 0
Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q234. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 11:26 AM 4.04, 4.21


Q235. Additional comments.
Answered 1
Skipped 5


Respondents Response Date Responses Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 03:15 PM
Perhaps should look at all communication recommendations
together


4.17 Recommendation: The IDW should convene a larger group of local government
organizations such as the COGS and regional water suppliers
such as the 3 WUCCs to establish communications and
ascertain local/regional conditions.


Findings: The IDW may not have all of the necessary information it may need to
make informed decisions on a regional or local level.


Q236. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices


Agree 50.00% 3 Change recommendation, focus on more data needed: stream gaging, wells
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3 USGS may be able to give an opinion on data source improvements
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 5


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:16 PM Not sure this is the solution to the finding


2 Sep 30 2020 06:00 PM
could be helpful in planning/mitigation but too cumbersome for
drought monitoring and response.


3 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM
This was the idea behind the Task Force activated at higher
drought levels in previous drought plan


Responses


Responses







4 Sep 25 2020 04:58 PM


Not sure more members is the way to address the finding.  More
measurements, and dedicated staff focused on the task may be
a better way to improve.


5 Sep 25 2020 04:31 PM only at higher drought stages


Q237. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q238. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 80.00% 4
No 20.00% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 2


Q239. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q240. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.18 Recommendation: The IDW should regularly review and evaluate drought criteria on
a regional or localized level instead of the statewide level.


Findings: Drought has been evaluated at a state wide level and not usually at local
level.


Q241. Do you agree with this recommendation?


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5 Local/regional level lacking?
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1 Regional being looked at today to a greater extent
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM This is now being done for current drought action


2 Sep 25 2020 04:59 PM
Recommendation should be changed to address limits in
local/regional data


3 Sep 25 2020 04:32 PM current practice


Q242. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 06:01 PM
Local is too small  Regional is appropriate and called for in the
current Plan


Q243. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q244. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 33.33% 2
No 66.67% 4
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 1.07, 4.01
2 Sep 28 2020 11:29 AM 4.01


Q245. Additional comments.
Answered 1
Skipped 5


Respondents Response Date Responses Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:17 PM This is in the new drought plan and needs to be reinforced


4.19 Recommendation: The IDW should participate and advise the Governor’s Council
on Climate Change (GC3).


Findings: The Governor's Council on Climate Change (GC3) is determining action
items regarding climate change and drought resiliency as part of their
effort.


Q246. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 03:20 PM
Not only the IDW but we need to understand how the State
Water Plan fits into the GC3 planning effort


2 Sep 25 2020 04:59 PM Not covered by our work


Q247. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 25 2020 04:59 PM Not covered by our work


Q248. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 80.00% 4


Responses


Responses


Responses







No 20.00% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM Not sure, 2? Pretty sure this council wasn't around in 2016.


Q249. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q250. Additional comments.
Answered 1
Skipped 5


Respondents Response Date Responses Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 03:20 PM
Drought planning needs to be part of the GC3 and need to be
fully understood by the GC3 in terms of resililiency.


4.20 Recommendation: Make sure private wells are part of the decision-making process. Findings: There really is no focus on groundwater wells.  Although there is a
groundwater metric, it does not translate into how to deal with private wells


Q251. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices Similar to 4.04
Agree 83.33% 5 Private well data lacking


Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1 Change "groundwater wells" in finding to "private wells" first sentence
Disagree 0.00% 0 IDW could reach out to private well towns based on streamflow data


Comment 3
IDW this year obtained new well data from health districts, but not part of
current plan or regs


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM This is now being done for current drought action


2 Sep 25 2020 05:00 PM
Recommendation should be expanded to include how they
should be monitored, who will do it


3 Sep 25 2020 04:33 PM current practice


Responses


Responses







Q252. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q253. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q254. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 33.33% 2
No 66.67% 4
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 4.04
2 Sep 28 2020 11:29 AM 4.04


Q255. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.21 Recommendation: Review IDW communications process and interactions with
munis and utilities. Does it make sense?  Does it go both ways
or is it top heavy?


Findings: Most of communications of IDW were one way.  During true emergencies,
communications go both ways.  Although plan calls for a liaison with
Towns, it is unclear in plan what is expected.  Similarly, what is
relationship with water utilties and IDW from a communications
perspective.


Q256. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices


Responses


Responses


Responses


Responses







Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM cuurently being addressed by Drought Action Team


2 Sep 25 2020 05:02 PM
We have established that communication was an issue;
recommendation should include concrete steps to address


Q257. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 11:31 AM
This may have been the case in 2016, but the current plan
focuses on two-way communication.


2 Sep 25 2020 04:33 PM under development


Q258. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 2


Q259. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 11:31 AM 4.16, 4.17, 4.24


Q260. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.22 Recommendation: Revisit IDW membership?  Is there a role for utilities and/or
munis?


Findings: Communications has been identified as a problem.   Would expanded
membership help or can ths be addressed by improving communications


Q261. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4 Consider adding "advisory" non-voting members


Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1 Need to limit size for functionality, also avoid too many dissenting voices
Disagree 16.67% 1 Unified command structure has helped
Comment 4 Review unified command structure for this finding


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM
This was idea behind Task Force required at higher drought
stages under old plan


2 Sep 28 2020 11:32 AM


I larger group could be established, however the ultimate
decision making rests with the IDW and the agencies that make
up the group.


3 Sep 25 2020 05:03 PM
Needs to be expanded - how many utils and munis? How would
it work?


4 Sep 25 2020 04:34 PM at higher risk levels via Task Force


Q262. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 06:04 PM
I agree it is a communication issue - as long as the role of the
IDW in public water supply drought response is monitoring only.


Responses


Responses







Q263. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 2


Q264. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 40.00% 2
No 60.00% 3
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 4.17


Q265. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.23 Recommendation: Plan should look at how water utilities are setting trigger levels Findings: During 2016 drought review, discussion ensued about need to look at
trigger levels in water supply plans.  Is there a standard? Are they using
most recent rainfall data.  The drought plan doesn't address this. Should it
or should it be addressed elsewhere.


Q266. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 83.33% 5
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 06:06 PM
I agree with looking at the issue, but don't think it should be in
the Plan.


Responses


Responses


Responses







2 Sep 28 2020 11:37 AM


Drought triggers are set by the PWS based on their particular
system and their operational management. It is also based in
regulation. The drought plan cannot account for every individual
system and has no authority to apply any conditions on setting
PWS triggers.


3 Sep 25 2020 05:04 PM
PWS trigger levels may need revisiting, but this should be done
thru water supply plan process


Q267. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 20.00% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 40.00% 2
Disagree 40.00% 2
Comment 4


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 06:06 PM I agree with addressing it elsewhere - in Water Supply Plans.
2 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM This should be done outside of IDW at DPH probably


3 Sep 28 2020 11:37 AM


The PWS should review their drought stage triggers continuously
after each drought to determine if they were effective. The
drought plan is not the conduit for this effort nor does it have the
authority to do so.


4 Sep 25 2020 04:35 PM not a finding. but answer is it should be addressed elsewhere


Q268. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 5
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q269. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 06:06 PM 1.01


Q270. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.24 Recommendation: Drought plan needs to establish an "action team" or "task force"
beginning at Stage 2 or 3 that is set up outside the IDW
specifically to coordinate and implement mitigation actions and
public communications as recommended by the plan


Findings: There was a lack of coordination during the 2016 drought


Q271. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4 Similar to 4.22
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Oct 02 2020 03:23 PM
Not sure if new teams are needed or just a better determination
of what each agency is doing


2 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM This was included in old plan


3 Sep 28 2020 11:39 AM


I am not sure that adding another layer to this effort will have the
intended outcome. Another layer of authority and communication
does not add in the effort.


Q272. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 33.33% 2
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM always could be better
2 Sep 25 2020 05:04 PM Expand, lack of coordination between munis and IDW?


Q273. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?


Responses


Responses







Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 6
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q274. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 4.17


Q275. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


4.25 Recommendation: Drought plan should be broken into two modes:  flash (short-
term) drought response, and long-term drought response.
Currently, the plan puts equal weight on long-term and short-
term indicators for both types of drought.  During flash or short-
term droughts, short-term indicators such as soil moisture are
reflective of conditions but long term indicators (groundwater,
streamflow, precip, reservoirs) are not.  The reverse is often true
when dealing with long-term droughts.  Response to flash
drought and long-term drought often needs to be different.


Findings: Drought indicators are a mix of long-term and short-term.  Indicators when
considered all togteher equally can paint a confusing picture of the
situation.


Q276. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 5


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


Responses


Responses


Responses







1 Sep 30 2020 06:08 PM
Can this be handled by how the IDW interprets the data in
deciding when to declare a drought stage?


2 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM


Should discuss flash drought concept further. Droughts need to
be persistant and long term to deserve response. Short-term or
flash droughts may dissipate without significant effect.


3 Sep 28 2020 11:42 AM
The criteria are evaluated with the knowledge that the drought
may be a short or long-term drought.


4 Sep 25 2020 05:05 PM
Generally agree, but think this needs to be expanded with
specific thoughts that IDW could adopt


5 Sep 25 2020 04:38 PM
plan should more fully address implication of flash drought
though


Q277. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM
IDW has the professional judgement to split out indicators and
focus on them when needed


2 Sep 28 2020 11:42 AM
There is currently effort made to evaluate the criteria when the
indicator show a short or long-term drought is happening.


3 Sep 25 2020 04:38 PM professional judgement can tease them apart


Q278. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 66.67% 4
No 33.33% 2
If no, where does it belong? 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 2


Q279. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0


Responses


Responses


Responses







No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q280. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Other 1 Recommendation: Consider a plan for hydrologic drought and a plan for agricultural
drought


Findings: Both types of drought can happen simultaneously or one at a time.  Plan
needs to have the flexibility to distinguish and respond appropriately for
the type of impact being felt.


Q281. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 33.33% 2 2020 drought was flashy
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 50.00% 3
Comment 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 11:44 AM


The plan talks about both. Multiple plans add a level of
complexity that will not be helpful. Evaluations are done with
these types of drought in mind.


2 Sep 25 2020 05:06 PM Agree, but recommendation needs more specifics


3 Sep 25 2020 04:39 PM professional judgement can account for both under current plan


Q282. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 11:44 AM
I think the current plan takes these into account. Perhaps more
refinement is needed vs a whole new plan for each.


Q283. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?


Responses


Responses







Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 5
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q284. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 16.67% 1
No 83.33% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q285. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Other 2 Recommendation: How does Drought Plan relate to Demand Emergencies? Findings: The ongoing drought in 2020 , during which this review is taking place
exposed the fact that there are times when demand exceeds  utilties
abiility to produce water, even if reservoirs are OK.   Should drought plan
address demand side or just supply side water emergencies especially
when they overlap.   If we see excessive demand in public utilties, how
does that impact wells?


Q286. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 30 2020 06:11 PM
High demand is different than drought and the IDW does not
need to be involved.


2 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM This is not a recommendation.
3 Sep 28 2020 11:52 AM Should it when it is not related to drought?
4 Sep 25 2020 04:42 PM not a recommendation


Q287. Do you agree with the finding?


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answer Choices
Agree 16.67% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 33.33% 2
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM Plan already addresses demand issues


2 Sep 28 2020 11:52 AM


In a time of well above average demands, it is up to the PWS to
increase messaging and put in place restrictions to lower
demands. The State through DPH can make those
recommendations but it is up to the utility to lower demands .


3 Sep 25 2020 05:08 PM


No consensus on what is excessive demand, in some cases
transmission issues may be due to inadeqaute pipe or pumps.
Best handled by PWS water supply plan


4 Sep 25 2020 04:42 PM
Not a finding, but answer is plan not appropriate venue to
consider utilities ability to produce water


Q288. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 100.00% 5
No 0.00% 0
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q289. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q290. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Responses


Responses


Responses







Other 3 Recommendation: General recommendations on Drought and public engagement
on water management issues


Implement a public process for portions of a utility’s emergency
response plan that will allow the public to weigh in on equity
issues that may arise when water becomes scarce due to
drought conditions.


Findings: The general public has the right to know what the drought triggers are for
their water supply. Who must reduce and when. This information should
be available in a public domain. Furthermore, the public should have the
right to comment and weigh in on elements of an emergency or drought
response plan that would impact availability of water to ensure that equity
is given due consideration. In addition, this may foster better compliance
with water use restrictions as the public will be better educated as to the
content and necessary actions to continue service during an emergency.


Q291. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 06:14 PM Public input is not needed on trigger setting.


2 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM


I beleive some utilities have there drought plans available
publicly, but probably could do better re public participation in
formulation of thier plan.


3 Sep 28 2020 11:56 AM
I am not sure public participation would provide a better PWS
emergency response plan.


4 Sep 25 2020 05:10 PM
Agree with concept, but not really part of IDW.  Should be
considered as part of PWS water supply plan process


Q292. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 66.67% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 16.67% 1
Comment 2


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 11:56 AM
I am not sure public engagement in the plan drafting process
would help in the public by in of water restrictions.


2 Sep 25 2020 05:10 PM
As drafted, this is an opinion, not a finding backed by any of our
work


Responses


Responses







Q293. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 83.33% 5
No 16.67% 1
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q294. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q295. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Other 4 Recommendation: General recommendations on Drought and public engagement
on water management issues


Implement a public process for portions of a utility’s emergency
response plan that will allow the public to weigh in on equity
issues that may arise when water becomes scarce due to
drought conditions.


Findings: While the majority of utilities and providers follow their emergency
response plans closely, there remains a financial incentive (or perhaps
political incentives) to delay actions to respond to drought conditions when
triggers are reached.


Q296. Do you agree with this recommendation?
Answer Choices
Agree 20.00% 1
Neither agree nor disagree 40.00% 2
Disagree 40.00% 2
Comment 4


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 06:16 PM The recommendation does not address the finding.
2 Sep 28 2020 11:57 AM See previous comments on Other 3


3 Sep 25 2020 05:11 PM


Should be considered as part of the water supply plan process.
Also needs to be expanded to consider why their is a finanical
component, and how to mitigate that.


Responses


Responses


Responses







4 Sep 25 2020 04:43 PM not a recommendation


Q297. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 100.00% 4
Neither agree nor disagree 0.00% 0
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 2


Answered 4
Skipped 2


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 06:16 PM Similar to conservation, this is no longer true for privates.
2 Sep 28 2020 11:57 AM See previous comments on Other 3


Q298. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 80.00% 4
No 20.00% 1
If no, where does it belong? 0


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Q299. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?
Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 5
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 1


Answered 5
Skipped 1


Respondents Response Date If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) Tags
1 Sep 28 2020 11:57 AM Other 3


Q300. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


5.00 Recommendation: IDW – need to have stable membership especially during a
drought.  Membership should be expanded.  Codify the role the
DEMHS plays especially helpful with state contac


Findings: During 2016 drought, membership was unstable and attendance at
meetings inconsistent.  DEMHS didn't play a role.  This is changing but
needs to be codified as to  roles of  each agency .


Q301. Do you agree with this recommendation?


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answer Choices
Agree 50.00% 3
Neither agree nor disagree 50.00% 3
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 4


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags
1 Sep 30 2020 06:16 PM Not sure about role of DEMHS


2 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM
This was the idea behind task force in old plan which was to take
over plan implementation during higher drought stages.


3 Sep 25 2020 05:12 PM Agree with stable membership, disagree with remainder


4 Sep 25 2020 04:45 PM
agree membership should be stable, could consider expansion,
agree DEMHS role should be codified


Q302. Do you agree with the finding?
Answer Choices
Agree 83.33% 5
Neither agree nor disagree 16.67% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Comment 1


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date Comment Tags


1 Sep 28 2020 11:58 AM
DEMHS currently has a role but it does not need any further
statute.


Q303. Is this placed in the right category (1,2,3,4,)?
Answer Choices
Yes 33.33% 2
No 66.67% 4
If no, where does it belong? 3


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Respondents Response Date If no, where does it belong? Tags
1 Oct 02 2020 03:27 PM 1
2 Sep 29 2020 09:00 AM 2 or 4
3 Sep 25 2020 05:12 PM 2


Q304. Is this a duplicate or similar recommendation?


Responses


Responses


Responses







Answer Choices
Yes 0.00% 0
No 100.00% 6
If yes, which recommendation (eg 1.01) 0


Answered 6
Skipped 0


Q305. Additional comments.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Q306. Please share any other comments here.
Answered 0
Skipped 6


Responses








AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


September 6, 2019; 10:00 – 11:30
DEEP


Call-in Numbers: 866-652-3455
Password: 5164141


1. Introduction of Attendees


2. Review of Subcommittee Goals


3. Interagency Drought Workgroup – Functional Overview (Hoskins, Lindquist)


4. Discussion of Next Steps


5. Future Meetings - Schedule & Location


6. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


October 9, 2019; 1:30 – 3:00


DPH


Call-in Number: 866-646-1912
Confirmation code 3716706
Participant code 54772602


1. Review 9/6/19 Meeting Notes


2. Current Drought Status


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion


4. HB 5154 Overview and Status (Charamut)


5. Next Meeting


6. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


November 22, 2019; 9:00 – 11:00


DPH - Rocky Hill, CT


1. Review 10/9/19 Meeting Notes


2. Current Drought Status


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion


4. Next Meeting


5. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


January 10, 2020; 1:00 – 3:00


Aquarion Water Company - Shelton, CT


Call in # 888-585-9008 Rm # 339-761-349


1. Review 11/22/19 Meeting Notes


2. Overview of Dec. 16, 2019 Interagency Drought Workgroup Meeting


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion


4. Next Meeting


5. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


February 7, 2020; 1:00 – 3:00


DPH – Rocky Hill, CT


1. Review 1/10/20 Meeting Notes


2. USGS Historic Groundwater and Streamflow Tool


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion


4. Next Meeting


5. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


March 6, 2020; 9:00 – 11:00


DPH – Rocky Hill, CT


1. Review 2/7/20 Meeting Notes


2. WPC Comments on Drought goals


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion


4. Next Meeting – March 27, 2020 1:00 pm


5. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


May 21, 2020; 2:30 – 4:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Review 3/6/20 Meeting Notes


2. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion


3. Set Next Meeting


4. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


June 26, 2020; 1:30 – 3:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Review 6/12/20 Meeting Notes


2. Current Drought Status


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion


4. Set Next Meeting


5. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


July 24, 2020; 1:30 – 3:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Review 6/26/20 Meeting Notes


2. Current Drought Status


3. New Hampshire Municipal Drought Ordinances


4. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion


5. Set Next Meeting


6. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


August 28, 2020; 1:30 – 3:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Review 7/24/20 Meeting Notes


2. Current Drought Status


3. New Hampshire Municipal Drought Ordinances


4. Review and Discuss Initial Findings and Recommendations


5. Action Items


6. Set Next Meeting


7. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


September 18, 2020; 1:00 – 2:30


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Review 8/28/20 Meeting Notes


2. Current Drought Status


3. Review and Discuss Initial Findings and Recommendations


4. Action Items


5. Set Next Meeting


6. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


October 5, 2020; 3:00 – 4:30


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Review 9/18/20 Meeting Notes (5 minutes)


2. Current Drought Status (10 minutes max – finish by 3:15)


3. Review and Discuss Initial Findings and Recommendations


4. Action Items


5. Set Next Meeting


6. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


October 16, 2020; 2:00 – 3:30


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Review 10/5/20 Meeting Notes (5 minutes)


2. Current Drought Status (10 minutes max – finish by 2:15)


3. Review of report template (Alicea)


4. Schedule update (Rupar)


5. Clarification on WPC Charge (Rupar)


6. Review of Recommendations and Findings


7. Action Items


8. Set Next Meeting


9. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


October 27, 2020; 2:15 – 3:45


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Review 10/5/20 and 10/16/20 Meeting Notes (5 minutes)


2. Current Drought Status (10 minutes max – finish by 2:30)


3. Review of Recommendations and Findings


4. Action Items


5. Set Next Meeting


6. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


December 8, 2020; 9:00 – 10:30


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Review 11/13/20 Meeting Notes


2. Review of Recommendations and Findings


3. Review Assignments and Schedule


4. Set Next Meeting


5. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


March 19, 2021; 9:00 – 11:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Report Status Update
a. Charge 1 – Drought Indices
b. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW
c. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance
d. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan


2. Assistance with Compiling


3. Review Assignments and Schedule


4. Set Next Meeting


5. Other







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


March 19, 2021; 9:00 – 11:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Report Status Update
a. Charge 1 – Drought Indices
b. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW
c. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance
d. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan


2. Assistance with Compiling


3. Review Assignments and Schedule


4. Set Next Meeting


5. Other







AGENDA 


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup 
Drought Subcommittee 


March 19, 2021; 9:00 – 11:00 


 Microsoft Teams Meeting 


 


1. Report Status Update 
a. Charge 1 – Drought Indices 
b. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW  
c. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance 
d. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan 


 


2. Assistance with Compiling 


3. Review Assignments and Schedule 


4. Set Next Meeting 


5. Other 







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


April 9, 2021; 9:00 – 11:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Meeting minute review


2. Report format


3. Report Status Update
a. Charge 1 – Drought Indices (Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant)
b. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW (Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar)
c. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance (Denise Savageau)
d. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan (Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Denise Savageau,


Jeff Ulrich)


4. Review Assignments and Schedule


5. Set Next Meeting


6. Other







AGENDA 


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup 
Drought Subcommittee 


April 9, 2021; 9:00 – 11:00 


 Microsoft Teams Meeting 


 


1. Meeting minute review 


 


2. Report format 


 


3. Report Status Update 
a. Charge 1 – Drought Indices (Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant) 
b. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW (Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar) 
c. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance (Denise Savageau) 
d. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan (Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Denise Savageau, 


Jeff Ulrich) 


 


4. Review Assignments and Schedule 


5. Set Next Meeting 


6. Other 







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


April 29, 2021; 8:00 – 10:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Meeting minute review


2. Report review and comments
a. Introduction and Background (Steve Rupar)
b. Charge 1 – Drought Indices (Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant)
c. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW (Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar)
d. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance (Denise Savageau)
e. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan (Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Denise Savageau,


Jeff Ulrich)


3. Review Assignments and Schedule


4. Set Next Meeting


5. Other







AGENDA 


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup 
Drought Subcommittee 


April 29, 2021; 8:00 – 10:00 


 Microsoft Teams Meeting 


 


1. Meeting minute review 


 


2. Report review and comments 
a. Introduction and Background (Steve Rupar) 
b. Charge 1 – Drought Indices (Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant) 
c. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW (Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar) 
d. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance (Denise Savageau) 
e. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan (Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Denise Savageau, 


Jeff Ulrich) 


 


3. Review Assignments and Schedule 


4. Set Next Meeting 


5. Other 







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


April 30, 2021; 8:00 – 10:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Meeting minute review


2. Report review and comments
a. Introduction and Background (Steve Rupar)
b. Charge 1 – Drought Indices (Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant)
c. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW (Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar)
d. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance (Denise Savageau)
e. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan (Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Denise Savageau,


Jeff Ulrich)


3. Review Assignments and Schedule


4. Set Next Meeting


5. Other







AGENDA 


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup 
Drought Subcommittee 


April 30, 2021; 8:00 – 10:00 


 Microsoft Teams Meeting 


 


1. Meeting minute review 


 


2. Report review and comments 
a. Introduction and Background (Steve Rupar) 
b. Charge 1 – Drought Indices (Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant) 
c. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW (Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar) 
d. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance (Denise Savageau) 
e. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan (Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Denise Savageau, 


Jeff Ulrich) 


 


3. Review Assignments and Schedule 


4. Set Next Meeting 


5. Other 







AGENDA 


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup 
Drought Subcommittee 


May 5, 2021; 8:00 – 9:00 


 Microsoft Teams Meeting 


 


1. Meeting minute review 


 


2. Report review and comments 
a. Introduction and Background (Steve Rupar) 
b. Charge 1 – Drought Indices (Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant) 
c. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW (Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar) 
d. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance (Denise Savageau) 
e. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan (Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Denise Savageau, 


Jeff Ulrich) 


 


3. Review Assignments and Schedule 


4. Other 







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


May 18, 2021; 1:00 – 3:00


Microsoft Teams Meeting


1. Meeting minute review


2. Report review and comments


3. Review Assignments and Schedule


4. Set Next Meeting (if required)


5. Other








State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


Meeting Notes
September 6, 2019; 10:00 – 11:30


DEEP Hartford CT


Attendees:


Alicea Charamut WPCAG Co-Chair
David Day City of Danbury
Virginia De Lima Implementation Workgroup Chair
Steve Harkey DPH
Doug Hoskins DEEP
Eric Lindquist OPM
Denise Savageau CT Association of Conservation Districts
Jeff Ulrich Aquarion Water Company
Steve Rupar IWG Drought Subcommittee Chair


Topics of Discussion


Self-Introduction of Attendees


Review of Subcommittee Goals


· SR provided a handout listing potential goals for subcommittee (attached)
· Potential goals taken from State Water Plan Section 5.3.2.8 and Interagency Drought Workgroup


cover letter forwarding State Drought Plan to Water Planning Council
· Subcommittee will be working on Items 3, 6 and 8 from handout
· Subcommittee will conduct a review of actions of Interagency Drought Workgroup in 2016


drought to evaluate effectiveness of State Drought Plan, and how to address improvements
recommended in Items 3, 6, 8.


o Item 3 – Interpretation of state and local drought indices, response levels
o Item 6 – Additional statutory and regulatory powers needed
o Item 8 – Adoption of municipal water use restriction ordinances


· Subcommittee will meet on an approx. monthly basis, with goal of completing work on these
tasks within a year


Interagency Drought Workgroup – Functional Overview


· EL presented an overview of the Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW)
· IDW is a creation of Water Planning Council, no separate authorizing statute or regulation
· IDW consists of 5 agencies:


o Department of Agriculture
o OPM
o DPH
o DEEP







o Department of Emergency Management
· Additionally, the USGS and NOAA weather offices attend meetings
· OPM (either EL or Bruce Wittchen) is the point of contact for information
· Monitor US Drought Monitor List serve
· IDW meets at least twice a year if no drought
· Any of the agencies can initiate a meeting by contacting OPM
· Discuss data for state or any portion of the state
· Professional judgement allowed in determining a drought level has been reached – no


automatic reliance on indicators
· Unanimous decision to recommend drought level required to proceed


o Office of Governor issues
· If IDW does not reach unanimous decision, re-evaluation and vote in 14 days


o Simple majority required for re-vote; each agency has one vote
· Meetings typically held at OPM
· Attendees can attend in person or by phone
· Meeting minutes are posted on the internet


o https://www.ct.gov/waterstatus/cwp/view.asp?q=502292


Next Steps


· Group review of IDW 2016 drought related meeting minutes
· AC will also present an overview of HB 5154 (drought related legislation)


Future Meetings – Schedule and Location


· Attendees agreed that the DPH office in Hartford is a good location for future meetings.
· SR to schedule next meeting in early October



https://www.ct.gov/waterstatus/cwp/view.asp?q=502292





State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


Meeting Notes
October 9, 2019; 10:00 – 11:30


DEEP Hartford CT


Attendees:


Alicea Charamut WPCAG Co-Chair
Steve Harkey DPH
Doug Hoskins DEEP
Eric Lindquist OPM
Jeff Ulrich Aquarion Water Company
Steve Rupar IWG Drought Subcommittee Chair


Topics of Discussion


Review of 9/6/19 Meeting Notes


· Meeting notes were approved as drafted.


Current Drought Status


· Discussed recent actions by the Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW)
· Drier than normal conditions observed in much of CT the last 3 months.


o National Drought Mitigation Center – Drought Monitor has area in D-0 status (first level)
o DPH Public Water Reservoir status reviewed, 3 systems in “Drought Alert” or equivalent


as of end of September
o Non-agency attendees agreed that IDW should have been meeting by this point


· Bruce Wittchen (OPM) sent an email on 9/23/19 soliciting interest in having an IDW meeting
o No IDW meeting actually happened
o Mixed response to email, some no response
o Agency attendees reported that decision making needs to be addressed
o Agencies report need for upper level approval for having a meeting, and for actions


during a meeting
o Are agency staff appropriately empowered?


2016 IDW Actions


· Reviewed 4/3/2012 minutes collectively
· Attendees agreed that reviewing minutes prior to future meetings is important to progress of


this subcommittee – collective review is not productive
· Noted that IDW minutes are posted as draft on the website, never officially approved


HB5154 Overview


· Intent to give Water Planning Council control over state drought response







· Concerns over control over utility, standardized triggers
· Both CWWA and Rivers Alliance recommended changes


Next Meeting


· We will meet at the DPH Rocky Hill facility in November
· December meeting will be at Aquarion’s Shelton facility







AGENDA


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


November 22, 2019; 9:00 – 11:00


DPH - Rocky Hill, CT


In attendance: Denise Savegeau, Steve Rupar, Eric Linquist, Alicea Charamut, Jeff
Ulrich, Steve Harkey, Sam Gold, Virginia deLima


1. Review 10/9/19 Meeting Notes
a. Eric notes a change to be made to section >>>>
b. There were no other suggested changes to the notes


2. Current Drought Status
a. The IADW will meet in December to discuss readiness and preparedness.
b. The national drought monitor is now normal for all regions.
c. Many reservoirs have bounced back although some remain in drought stage
d. Virginia asked about a lag in posting reservoir status summary reports. DPH is trying to


push for an automated system (online entry). There are issues with authorization of
posting on the website. This led to a deeper discussion about how data is received and
reported to the public


i. There was a general discussion about how the data is submitted and if reporting
is consistent.


ii. Virginia mentioned that there is a desire to have a database for private well
information. She asked if the agencies could work together to design a database
that would work cross agency so that each agency isn’t designing their own
systems. Eric said he would like to see GIS utilized.


iii. The issue has been pushed to the National Information XXX in hopes that an
online data portal can be created.


iv. Steve H asked if it would be beneficial to have the agencies get together to
discuss. Eric agreed that a meeting should be scheduled. Viriginia said that she is
hearing this across workgroups. This should be pushed to the WPC as a priority.


v. Steve R said that it is more difficult for some systems than other.
e. Virginia said that after reading through the minutes of the last meeting that there


should be a deeper bench of potential representatives from each agency to ensure that
when there is call for a meeting when conditions warrant it, there can be an affirmative
response. She also encouraged electronic meetings.


f. Denise said that drought emergencies happen at the local level. The disconnect is when
there is a threat of drought conditions, decisions are driven at the agency level without
considering how utilities and local municipalities can be supported. Eric said that this is
exactly the discussion that will be had at the December meeting with more emphasis on







the planning and making sure that municipalities and utilities are up to speed. Steve said
they should have a rep from the WUCCs and the COGs because they do have that
connection to the municipalities and the utilities.


g. When drought conditions are imminent and there is a call for a meeting, the conditions
that support the need for a meeting should be provided when the call is made for a
meeting of the IADW.


h. Jeff said Aquarion went to the first selectmen in July because there was concern about
imminent drought. Town officials seemed unwilling to take any action unless DPH
weighed in on the necessity for conservation or heightened awareness emphasizing the
need for cross communications with municipalities/DPH/and utilities.


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion
a. Eric said consistent messaging is important.
b. Sam said that having readily accessible information about the severity is important.
c. There was a discussion about conservation and the impact that it has on water utility


revenue.
d. The minutes of IADW for 10/20/2015, 01/22/2016, and 06/27/2016
e. Steve R asked if we can get the criteria for each month.
f. Steve asked if the plan at the time allowed for regional drought. Eric said that this was a


point of contention at the time. It was decided that the plan didn’t give guidance and
the data should be analyzed at the county level.


g. 10/20/15 – how would things have been done differently under the current plan. Eric
thinks that we would have been under Stage 1. Stage 2 could have been a possibility but
there may have been push back against all of the indicators not being met for a stage 2.


h. 01/22/2016
i. Steve R noted that there was a drop in attendance at this meeting. Steve asked


who attends today? Eric said that it is whoever the agency wants to send. There
was a lengthly discussion about how agencies decide which staff members are
sent to the meeting. Steve R said he liked Sam’s suggestion that regular
meetings be put on the schedule at the beginning of the year and more
meetings could be added, if necessary.


ii. It was noted that a decision was made to meet again in March but the next
meeting was not until June. Eric will look into the communications that went
around at that time to review discussions about a March meeting.


iii. Steve also noted that Lori has said that it would be good to have a consultant
that can analyze the data. Eric has mentioned in the past that it would be good
to have someone do the models. Alicea brought up that at the last WPCAG
meeting, one of the members felt strongly that more mathematical modeling
should be done for decision making purposes. There was discussion about work
being done at the University of Maryland. Steve R. feels that it would be difficult
to have any one model that will capture everything and take all conditions that
have to be taken into consideration based on unique circumstances at the time.


iv. Steve R asked if item 2 under the course of action was followed up on.
4. Next Meeting


a. The next meeting will be at the Aquarion office in Shelton
5. Other







Meeting Notes


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


January 10, 2020; 1:00pm to 3:00pm


Aquarion Water, Shelton, CT


In attendance: Steve Rupar, Eric Linquist, Alicea Charamut, Jeff Ulrich, Steve
Harkey, Doug Hoskins


1. Review 11/22/19 Meeting Notes
a. There were no suggested changes to the notes


2. Current Drought Status
a. The IADW met in December to discuss readiness and preparedness.
b. Representatives from COGS, WUKS, State Agencies, Emergency Planning Regions.
c. The national drought monitor is now normal for all regions.
d. Discussion on following topics:


i. Establishing standing monthly meetings
ii. How to get towns more involved


iii. How to maintain consistency of people attending meeting
iv. How to improve coordination and communication across the group


e. Reviewed  handout from Brenda Bergeron (DEMHS) e-mail discussing Drought Working
Group


i. Need for discussion around communications with agencies/towns
ii. State Statute 28-7 requires establishment of Emergency Management Director


f. Many reservoirs have bounced back although some remain in drought stage


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion
a. Reviewed the minutes of IADW for 06/24/2016


i. Drought Advisory was issued
ii. A lot of discussion around communicating the message


b. No background in minutes to preface what is going on and how meeting was planned.
c. Went back to look at reservoir data. Conditions were not concerning in May but quickly


deteriorated.
d. The group did not recollect the State issuing a Drought Advisory in June.
e. Looked at website and found the Drought Advisory press release by DPH
f. Discussion around who should issue the press release and how to get to get the


message out more noticeably.
4. Next Meeting


a. The next meeting will be on February 7, 2020 from 1-3 pm
5. Other







Meeting Notes


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


February 7, 2020; 1:00pm to 3:00pm


DPH Public Health Laboratory, Rocky Hill, CT


In attendance: Steve Rupar, Eric Lindquist, Alicea Charamut, Steve Harkey, Doug
Hoskins, John Mullaney (guest speaker – USGS)


1. Review 1/10/20 Meeting Notes
a. Eric Lindquist suggested technical corrections to the notes.


2. USGS Historic Groundwater and Streamflow Tool
· John Mullaney of USGS Water Science Center in East Hartford presented on USGS


initiatives for streamflow and groundwater analysis.  John began with an overview of
the CT Office of the New England Water Science Center located in East Hartford:


o New England Water Science Center primary focus is on water quality; water
quantity is secondary focus.


o CT DEEP is largest funding partner.  Funding began in 1973.  State funds are
matched by USGS.


o Surface water gauges have diverse funding mechanisms — mostly DEEP funded
o Some partners (permitted diverters) are required to fund a gauge as a condition


of the diversion permit.
o Groundwater monitoring network — 3 sites are funded by USGS; the rest


funded by DEEP.  $5,000-6,000 per year for real-time groundwater gauge.
o Strict procedures in place for creating a new real-time site.
o USGS approves all real-time records within 120 days (challenging with existing


staffing).
o Beavers are an occasional issue with real-time gauges.
o DEEP Integrated Water Resource Planning is adding new surface gauges for


quality monitoring.
o Groundwater gauges are all pressure transducers.  Surface gauges have a


mixture of measurement tools.
o Many users of the Groundwater Watch and Waterwatch networks.  Not just for


floods and droughts.
o There is currently some web engineering taking place for a successor to


Groundwater Watch.
· John presented a new R-Shiny application he has been developing to improve analysis of


historic streamflow and groundwater levels.  The application has the potential to
drastically improve the Interagency Drought Workgroup’s ability to evaluate past
conditions as they relate to the drought stage criteria in the State Drought Plan.







o Discussed the need to identify streamflow and groundwater sites affected by
regulation as opposed to natural flow.


o The application uses manual monthly readings for most groundwater gauges —
if multiple readings in a month, the reading closest to the 25th is used.  If a
continuous gauge, the application uses the real-time value for the 25th of the
month.


o John extracted non-growing season precipitation for each well (Oct-Apr)
o For the purpose of calculating # of months at or below normal, the application


uses prior month-to-month data leading up to the month in question. February
gauge readings are missing for several years due to funding cuts.  In instances
where this occurs, January to March would be considered consecutive months.


· Steve R. asked John for his perspective on streamflow and groundwater data for the
2016 drought.  John’s perspective is that the monitoring network can always be
enhanced.  There are some areas that would benefit from additional monitoring sites.
“More is always better” when it comes to data points.


· There was some discussion about succession planning and expertise at the USGS East
Hartford Office.  Is there anyone else who shares John’s talents and expertise?  Concern
about the IDW relying on the personal knowledge/expertise/skills of one person.  John
said he has about five years until he retires, but most new hires have been technicians.


· Alicea C stated that it is important for the public to be able to access and utilize the
USGS analytics tools.  John’s R-shiny application is not currently publicly available.


· John demonstrated a new USGS tool (developed out of a Virginia office) for calculating
drought streamflow probabilities in the Northeast region.
https://va.water.usgs.gov/webmap/drought_ne/ There was further discussion.


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion
· This item was tabled for the next subcommittee meeting


4. Next Meeting
· The next meeting will be on March 6, 2020, 1-3:30pm


5. Other



https://va.water.usgs.gov/webmap/drought_ne/





Meeting Notes


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


May 21, 2020; 2:30 pm to 4:00 pm


Microsoft Teams meeting


In attendance: Alicea Charamut, Virginia de Lima, Steve Harkey, Doug Hoskins,
Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Denise Savageau, Jeff Ulrich, Steve Rupar


1. Review 3/6/20 Meeting Notes
a. Approved with one change – add note to Item 5 indicating that March 27, 2020 meeting


was cancelled due to impacts of the coronavirus pandemic – revised notes are attached.


2. Intros and Subcommittee Membership
a. Welcomed new member Iris Kaminski
b. Peter Galant (Tighe & Bond) would like to join the subcommittee


i. Discussion on procedure for new members and need for balance;  Virginia de
Lima reported that there is no official membership list for Implementation Work
Group subcommittees and no official need for balance.  Balance will be achieved
and work adjusted, if needed, by the Implementation Work Group.


ii. Members agreed that Peter will bring technical expertise and is welcome to join.


3. 2016 Interagency Work Group (IWG) Meeting Minute Review
a. August 5, 2016 Meeting


i. CT status was Drought Advisory entering meeting
ii. Decision of IWG to remain in Drought Advisory appears appropriate


iii. IWG also decided to issue a press release calling for voluntary conservation,
which was not released, due to a period of wet weather


b. September 6, 2019 Meeting
i. IWG minutes do not include printouts of data analyzed at meetings – and would


be helpful to include for future analysis
ii. IWG appears to have focused on statewide data, vs local conditions and


response
iii. IWG relied on July reservoir data which appears to have been overly optimistic


a. Utility reporting of reservoir levels should be more frequent
b. Steve Harkey will circulate regulations concerning level reporting to the


Drought Subcommittee.
iv. Jeff and Denise discussed their recollection of Fairfield county conditions


a. Jeff to circulate Aquarion’s follow-up report







v. Observation that winter drought conditions are a much larger problem than
summer drought conditions


a. Separate drought plan triggers may need to be developed for winter vs
summer


b. Precipitation trigger was based on 2 month total, may not reflect longer
term deficits appropriately.  This is still the case in current plan


vi. IWG decided to issue a press release calling for conservation
a. Document not available on state web site – Doug is to look for and


circulate if available


4. Next Meeting and Schedule
a. Next meeting will be on June 12, 2020.
b. Steve R will send a meeting invite – meeting will again be virtual
c. Goal is to complete review of 2016-17 drought in next 2-3 meetings, then progress to


analysis and drafting of report, to be submitted to Implementation Workgroup in
November 2020.







Meeting Notes


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


March 6, 2020; 9:00 am to 11:00am


DPH Public Health Laboratory, Rocky Hill, CT


In attendance: Steve Rupar, Alicea Charamut, Virginia de Lima, Steve Harkey,
Doug Hoskins, Denise Savageau, Jeff Ulrich


1. Review 2/7/20 Meeting Notes
a. Steve Rupar suggested adding John Mullaney’s comments that February 2016 well data


were missing due to funding constraints.


2. WPCAG Comments on Drought goals
Overall, it was felt that the Subcommittee was addressing these concerns.


a. The WPCAG commented on the work of the Drought Subcommittee:
1. How might response have been different if the new drought plan had been in


effect?
See agenda item 3, below
There was some discussion that “professional judgment” may have played a larger
role if the new plan was in use. Also, DESPP/DEMHS staff are now involved in the
Interagency Drought Workgroup, which is a recommendation of the new plan


2. Relate to State’s emergency and response framework.
Denise said that because Emergency Responders focus on planning and
preparedness and are well funded, they could play a central role in a drought;
they “get it” and can push the issue. Often the key person is the fire marshal
because of the importance of dry hydrants (typically a pond and used in areas not
hooked up to a water supply). There was discussion of privately-owned ponds
(e.g., in a development) and the need for a robust agreement with the town or
fire district, the challenge of ice cover, and if the pond is on a stream. Denise felt
that volunteer fire departments were as diligent at monitoring the ponds as were
professional departments.
Denise also mentioned that all towns must have a hazard-mitigation plan, which
would include a drought plan


3. Distinguish between State’s and utilities’ drought responses.
Virginia commented that it will be very difficult to have a single drought message.
The highest stages will be clearer because the Governor takes control when the
situation is dire. The group will look at whether a particular agency to take the
lead for different types of drought at the lower stages.
This issue is outside the bounds of the State Drought Plan, but the group
emphasized the need for clear communication to the public, clarifying which







entity they should listen to under what conditions. Which agency would take the
lead must be determined.


b. Discussion of schedule for remaining work:
1. General consensus that WPCAG requests noted above can be accommodated


within current work of the subcommittee
2. Attendees agreed that another 3-4 meetings needed to review 2016-17 drought


actions, followed by a few months to draft a report
3. Attendees agreed that a November 2020 completion date for subcommittee work


appears reasonable.


3. 2016 August Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion
a. Alicea compared what was in the minutes to stages in the current plan and, with the


exception of it not being targeted enough on regional areas, found them to be similar.
b. Steve R. noted that there had been 39 days between meetings. The group speculated


that there had been several rain events during that time, which may have lessened the
urgency of meeting. It was noted that there could have been more focus on the
cumulative precipitation deficit.


c. The DPH had issued a warning in July, which was appropriate. However, it didn’t
generate much action.


d. The minutes noted the discrepancies with utilities but didn’t say what else could have
been done.


e. The minutes noted a Press Release would be drafted, but the September minutes
indicated the Press Release was delayed, then it rained, so it was never issued.


f. The IADWG appeared focused (again) on a statewide response, despite some review
and reporting on regional conditions.


4. General comments
a. Issue of commitment to the process.


1. Decision to have the IADWG hold standing meetings has gotten pushback.
2. Issue of inconsistent attendance of agency staff. (It was noted that emergency-


responder staff probably would be more consistent)
3. Towns have not yet identified a “Water Coordinator.”
4. Could there be virtual, on-line meetings, perhaps around a specific topic, and/or


zoom meetings?
b. Messaging


1. Develop templates so press released can get out quickly
2. Drought Plan has some check lists
3. UCONN did a good job after Super Storm Sandy.
4. Steve H. suggested we consider a table-top exercise to increase awareness.


Virginia mentioned the table-top exercise done in the Pomperaug basin about 10
years ago, but didn’t know what ever came of it. [This article describes the
exercise, but the link to the white paper is broken. I’ve asked Mike Dietz if he can
find it. https://today.uconn.edu/2009/10/water-resources-institute-helps-
develop-state-drought-emergency-management-plans/#]


c. The group felt we need a single person who could be the driving force. As it is, nothing
appears to be moving forward or saying we need to DO things. What is the state doing
to prepare for the next drought? There was some discussion of whether it would be



https://today.uconn.edu/2009/10/water-resources-institute-helps-develop-state-drought-emergency-management-plans/

https://today.uconn.edu/2009/10/water-resources-institute-helps-develop-state-drought-emergency-management-plans/





more appropriate for this person to be a political appointee or a technical/agency
person.


5. Next Meeting
· The next meeting will be on March 27, 2020, 1-3:30pm at the DPH lab in Rocky Hill







Meeting Notes


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


March 6, 2020; 9:00 am to 11:00am


DPH Public Health Laboratory, Rocky Hill, CT


In attendance: Steve Rupar, Alicea Charamut, Virginia de Lima, Steve Harkey,
Doug Hoskins, Denise Savageau, Jeff Ulrich


1. Review 2/7/20 Meeting Notes
a. Steve Rupar suggested adding John Mullaney’s comments that February 2016 well data


were missing due to funding constraints.


2. WPCAG Comments on Drought goals
Overall, it was felt that the Subcommittee was addressing these concerns.


a. The WPCAG commented on the work of the Drought Subcommittee:
1. How might response have been different if the new drought plan had been in


effect?
See agenda item 3, below
There was some discussion that “professional judgment” may have played a larger
role if the new plan was in use. Also, DESPP/DEMHS staff are now involved in the
Interagency Drought Workgroup, which is a recommendation of the new plan


2. Relate to State’s emergency and response framework.
Denise said that because Emergency Responders focus on planning and
preparedness and are well funded, they could play a central role in a drought;
they “get it” and can push the issue. Often the key person is the fire marshal
because of the importance of dry hydrants (typically a pond and used in areas not
hooked up to a water supply). There was discussion of privately-owned ponds
(e.g., in a development) and the need for a robust agreement with the town or
fire district, the challenge of ice cover, and if the pond is on a stream. Denise felt
that volunteer fire departments were as diligent at monitoring the ponds as were
professional departments.
Denise also mentioned that all towns must have a hazard-mitigation plan, which
would include a drought plan


3. Distinguish between State’s and utilities’ drought responses.
Virginia commented that it will be very difficult to have a single drought message.
The highest stages will be clearer because the Governor takes control when the
situation is dire. The group will look at whether a particular agency to take the
lead for different types of drought at the lower stages.
This issue is outside the bounds of the State Drought Plan, but the group
emphasized the need for clear communication to the public, clarifying which







entity they should listen to under what conditions. Which agency would take the
lead must be determined.


b. Discussion of schedule for remaining work:
1. General consensus that WPCAG requests noted above can be accommodated


within current work of the subcommittee
2. Attendees agreed that another 3-4 meetings needed to review 2016-17 drought


actions, followed by a few months to draft a report
3. Attendees agreed that a November 2020 completion date for subcommittee work


appears reasonable.


3. 2016 August Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion
a. Alicea compared what was in the minutes to stages in the current plan and, with the


exception of it not being targeted enough on regional areas, found them to be similar.
b. Steve R. noted that there had been 39 days between meetings. The group speculated


that there had been several rain events during that time, which may have lessened the
urgency of meeting. It was noted that there could have been more focus on the
cumulative precipitation deficit.


c. The DPH had issued a warning in July, which was appropriate. However, it didn’t
generate much action.


d. The minutes noted the discrepancies with utilities but didn’t say what else could have
been done.


e. The minutes noted a Press Release would be drafted, but the September minutes
indicated the Press Release was delayed, then it rained, so it was never issued.


f. The IADWG appeared focused (again) on a statewide response, despite some review
and reporting on regional conditions.


4. General comments
a. Issue of commitment to the process.


1. Decision to have the IADWG hold standing meetings has gotten pushback.
2. Issue of inconsistent attendance of agency staff. (It was noted that emergency-


responder staff probably would be more consistent)
3. Towns have not yet identified a “Water Coordinator.”
4. Could there be virtual, on-line meetings, perhaps around a specific topic, and/or


zoom meetings?
b. Messaging


1. Develop templates so press released can get out quickly
2. Drought Plan has some check lists
3. UCONN did a good job after Super Storm Sandy.
4. Steve H. suggested we consider a table-top exercise to increase awareness.


Virginia mentioned the table-top exercise done in the Pomperaug basin about 10
years ago, but didn’t know what ever came of it. [This article describes the
exercise, but the link to the white paper is broken. I’ve asked Mike Dietz if he can
find it. https://today.uconn.edu/2009/10/water-resources-institute-helps-
develop-state-drought-emergency-management-plans/#]


c. The group felt we need a single person who could be the driving force. As it is, nothing
appears to be moving forward or saying we need to DO things. What is the state doing
to prepare for the next drought? There was some discussion of whether it would be



https://today.uconn.edu/2009/10/water-resources-institute-helps-develop-state-drought-emergency-management-plans/

https://today.uconn.edu/2009/10/water-resources-institute-helps-develop-state-drought-emergency-management-plans/





more appropriate for this person to be a political appointee or a technical/agency
person.


5. Next Meeting
· The next meeting will be on March 27, 2020, 1-3:30pm at the DPH lab in Rocky Hill
· NOTE – meeting was subsequently cancelled due to impact of the coronavirus pandemic







State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Sub-Workgroup


5/5/21 Meeting Notes


Attendees:


· Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Doug Hoskins, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar,
Denise Savageau, Jeff Ulrich


Meeting Notes:


· Subcommittee has not completed review of the combined draft report.


· Collectively reviewed draft report through Charge 1 during 5/5/21 meeting:


· Background discussion


o Agreed official name of our group should be the “Drought Sub-Workgroup”.


o Agreed that official list of active members to be included in the report will not
include inactive members David Day or Sam Gold.


· Charge 1 Discussion


o Revised recommendation to emphasize that number of gages and monitoring
wells should be increased, as well as maintaining existing gages and wells


o Discussed suggestion to incorporate climate change into DPH guidance related to
drought triggers. Agreed that guidance should consider climate change.


· Action Items and Schedule
o May 10 - Eric Lindquist to provide paragraph on 2016-2017 drought (timeline,


duration, high level statistics) for background section.
o May 11 – IWG Meeting – Agreed that draft report will not be ready for


distribution.  Steve will give an overview of the report.  Additionally Steve will
consolidate the recommendations into one document for distribution to IWG.


o May 18 – All members agreed to review and provide edits to the report by May
18.


o May 18 – Sub-group will have a final meeting to review the report.  Agreed this
will be the last opportunity for edits and comment, draft report will be issued
after this meeting.


o







Meeting Notes


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


May 18, 2021; 1:00pm to 3:00pm


Via Zoom


In attendance: Steve Rupar, Eric Lindquist, Jeff Ulrich, Pete Galant, Denise
Savageau, Doug Hoskins, Iris Kaminski


Notes
1. Steve Rupar provided an update to the Implementation Work Group


a. No significant feedback
b. Anticipated completion date extended to the end of June


2. The group continued to edit the current document as a group.
3. Group agreed that another meeting will be required to finalize.
4. Next meeting scheduled for May 27, 2021 at 2:30 pm







Meeting Notes


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


June 12, 2020; 1:30 pm to 3:00 pm


Microsoft Teams


In Attendance: Alicea Charamut, Virginia de Lima, Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Iris
Kaminski, Erick Lindquist, Steve Rupar, Denise Savageau


1. Reviewed and approved 5/21/20 Meeting Notes


2. Reviewed the subcommittee’s primary charges:
a. Does the State Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW) need additional authority?
b. Are existing drought triggers and responses appropriate on the state and local level?
c. Recommendations for use of municipal ordinances in drought response.
d. Would the 2018 State Drought Plan have adequately addressed the 2016 drought?


3. 2016 Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW) Meeting Minutes Review


October 14, 2016 Meeting Minutes


IWG Meeting Highlights


1. Meeting followed shortly after State Water Supply Emergency Declaration in Southwest
Fairfield County (Greenwich, Stamford, Darien and New Canaan).


2. DPH reported that Stamford, Darien and New Canaan are proposing municipal ordinances
(Greenwich already had one) for water use restrictions, that enforcement will be different
in each case, and that they must deal with effects on landscaping businesses that use water.


3. Mandatory water use restrictions were to apply to private wells in addition to customers of
public water supplies.


4. OPM suggested that water suppliers might need new threshold triggers.


5. DPH indicated that new and more frequent reservoir level data will be collected.


6. State was in a statewide Drought Advisory


7. IDW decided to recommend going to statewide Drought Watch despite criteria indicating
only at the cusp of the trigger but not there yet.







7.1. Using month-end September data no county had the required 4 out of 7 (majority) of
indicators triggered for the Drought Watch level.  Most counties had 3 of 7.


8. OPM to draft a Press Release regarding change in drought phase for review by IWG
members.


9. OPM to circulate a list of action items required by IDW under Drought Watch.


10. IDW recommended increasing meeting frequency to bi-weekly.


Subcommittee Observations


1. It is good that the Plan allowed IWG to apply professional judgement to declare a Drought
Warning even though the objective criteria were not met.


2. Are reservoir data current on DPH website?


3. Peter Galant expressed confusion regarding the roles of the IWG vs local water utilities and
towns in declaring and responding to droughts.


4. A coordinated message between the State and utilities regarding drought status and
required responses is needed to avoid public confusion.


5. DPH has the authority over public water system drought triggers and responses.  What, if
any, role should the IDW have?


6. There was no inclusion of water utilities, towns or WUCCs in the IDW decision making.
Should there be?


7. DPH has changed their reservoir level monitoring from % full to days supply remaining and
vs individual utility triggers.







December 9th, 2016 Meeting Minutes


IDW Meeting Highlights


1. There was agreement that, contrary to the Drought Plan, it does not make sense to consider
crop moisture or fire danger when assessing winter drought conditions.


2. IDW agreed to keep current drought declarations in place:


2.1. Drought Advisory – New London and Windham Counties


2.2. Drought Watch – All other counties


3. OPM proposed creation of a workgroup to review and update agency roles as defined in the
CT Drought Plan.


4. OPM asked towns to designate a municipal drought coordinator as called for in the CT
Drought Plan


4.1. 18 of 169 towns have complied to date


5. OPM said that the model ordinance in the CT Drought Plan is flawed.


6. OPM stated that CT Drought Plan calls for implementation of a Drought Task Force but does
not define what it is.


6.1. Include private sector, non-profit, water suppliers and environmental groups?


7. IDW members asked to


7.1. Review state agency actions in CT Drought Plan


7.2. Think about role of municipal drought coordinators


7.3. Think about Drought Task Force


8. Required communications in Drought Plan should be updated (e.g. exclude PSAs and include
social media)


9. Next meeting to be in one month.


Subcommittee Observations


1. October meeting concluded that the next meeting should be in two weeks.  Why was the
next meeting almost two months later during a Drought Advisory/Watch?


1.1. Does 2018 Plan specify a meeting frequency?


1.2. IDW should consider meeting virtually to enable increased frequency.


2. October meeting recommended a state-wide Drought Watch, yet current status is mixed
Advisory/Watch by county.  What changed between meetings?







2.1. The Governor, not the IDW, has the authority to declare a drought so things can change
between meetings.  Subgroup felt it appropriate for the authority to remain with the
Governor.


2.2. Need record of decision making between meetings.


3. Codifying the IDW would result in transparency and public access to information.







Draft Meeting Notes


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


June 26, 2020; 1:30 pm to 3:00 pm


Microsoft Teams meeting


In attendance: Alicea Charamut, Steve Harkey, Doug Hoskins, Eric Lindquist, Denise Savageau,
Jeff Ulrich, Steve Rupar, Peter Galant, Bruce Whitten


1. Review 6/12/20 Meeting Notes
a. Approved – Steve will finalize and send to the group


2. Review of Current Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW) Activities and Current Drought
Status


a. There have been two meetings of the IDW so far with another meeting
scheduled for next week.


b. Current status is Stage 1 – Below Normal Conditions
c. OPM working with DEMHS to update municipal drought contacts as required by


drought plan.
d. Alicia asked if DPH had sent out a circular letter and Steve H. replied that one


went out last Monday to larger community systems and one for this Monday for
smaller systems to remind to report data such as well levels and reservoir
volumes.


e. Jeff reports that they’ve received a good response to their (Aquarion’s) drought
notifications that they’ve reached their first drought triggers. Will likely hit their
next two triggers in the coming month as per their current forecasting efforts.
Seeing highest demands ever in spite of calls for conservation possibly due to
everyone being home from work. Most reservoirs at around 90% with Greenwich
at 86%.


f. Steve R. reviewed state’s new drought webpage. Specifically asked about OPM’s
letter to Governor notifying of 1st drought stage and why the Governor didn’t
have to approve this declaration. Bruce responds that Stage 1 is really a
preliminary stage with no set determining criteria and is triggered simply by
virtue of assembling the IDW in response to droughty conditions.


g. Bruce will distribute emails regarding New Hampshire’s current drought status
and their sample drought ordinance. Peter volunteered to review them and
report back to group.


3. 2016 IWG Meeting Minutes – Review and Discussion
a. Wrap-up on 12/16 minutes


i. Peter asked about mention of a Task Force and Drought Coordinators.
Bruce replied that the Task Force as included in old drought plan was set







to take over from the IDW at higher drought stage levels with a wider,
heightened scope of responsibilities such as the inclusion of municipal
coordinators. Doug reminded that this higher level administration is
replaced in the current drought plan with activation of existing DEMHS’s
infrastructure.


b. Begin 1/17 minutes
i. Steve R. mentioned it had been 42 days since last meeting and thought


this was a little too long. Holidays may’ve been a factor. Bruce agreed
that meeting more frequently, particularly in winter would catch more
subtle indicators that would appear at this time of year.


ii. Stave R. asked about PURA’s role in the IDW. Replies were that they
regulated investor-owned utilities and had a different perspective on
pubic water utilities than DPH including information on specific PURA
dockets (cases) that may be occurring.


iii. Steve R. concerned that the minutes didn’t reflect enough regional, as
opposed to state-wide, analysis given there were two different stages set
for the state at this time – Drought Advisory and Drought Watch.


iv. A lively discussion ensued regarding the specific roles/duties that
different jurisdictions (i.e. local, regional. state. water companies) have
during a drought and the mixed public messages that may result.  An
opinion was raised that water companies should be the primary
messenger regarding public water supply issues due to their expertise on
and control over those systems, and the state could focus on
ecological/agricultural and private well issues. Others commented that
due to the variety of public water systems (e.g. rate structures), the role
of local politics, and the different mixtures of jurisdictions in the state,
there needs to be a unified public voice, particularly during higher
drought stages, and that it should be the state.


4. Set Next Meeting
a. It was determined the next meeting would be 7/24/20 at 1:30.
b. Steve assigned all to list their top 10 recommendations that they would like to


see in our final report.
c. Steve R. thought we may need two more months to go through May and Oct


2017 minutes.


Notes by Doug Hoskins







Draft Meeting Notes
State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup


Drought Subcommittee
July 24, 2020; 1:30 pm to 3:00 pm


Microsoft Teams meeting


In attendance: Alicea Charamut, Doug Hoskins, Eric Lindquist, Denise Savageau, Steve Rupar,
Bruce Wittchen, Iris Kaminski, Steven Harkey


1. Review 6/26/2020 Meeting Notes
No comments, minutes approved.


2. Current drought status from IDW, from yesterday, July 23, 2020:
a. Bruce - keeping the current drought stage. Suggests to meet every other week


(as drought status maintains), with option to cancel meetings if they are not
necessary.


b. OPM is looking how to structure the meetings. Precipitation indicator may
trigger the 65% measure more broadly.


c. Minutes should include the indicators (from DPH, Meteorological Center, etc.)
d. Fairfield: abnormal amount of rain; just need to stop people from irrigating their


lawns.
e. The rain yesterday may has helped in stopping people from irrigating their lawn


but was insignificant regarding drought measure.
f. Alicea – Very low stream flow in North W Ct.


g. Eric L. – The meeting yesterday statewide, national weather report indicated
how much rain is needed to avoid going into drought.
Need to keep an eye on North W Ct, to see if will persist in Sep.


h. Private wells: 5 requests for permits to drill new wells.


3. Agenda item 2: New Hampshire ordinance, committee decided not to review today.


4. Continue reviewing IWG 2016-2017 meeting minutes:


· 2a. There was a gap in the minutes available between January to May 2017;
Steve R. - there is a need for a regular meeting.
Doug found minutes for a March 8, 2017 meeting (minutes attached).
Apparently, February 2017 was the third warmest February recorded for Ct.







· 2b. Review minutes from May 3rd, 2017:


Relationship and responsibilities of agencies:
Denise – What is the relationship between the different agencies? Mentioned
that DPH was very involved in the drought and did a lot of work related to the
drought at the time.
The question is to better define the Roles of each agency and the
Communication structure. All agencies have things they are supposed to do.


Report of conditions (May 3rd):
a. Drought moved from drought watch to drought advisory. There was


improvement; and still some towns were operating under emergency
declarations. Aquarian was maintaining water restrictions due to forecast and
drought preparedness. These restrictions kept them out of drought in 2017.


b. Nicole reported on level of precipitation and looked at the “Year-long deficit”.
Year-long deficit or “winter drought” is a parameter that is often
neglected.


Current precipitation trigger:
Stage 2 – 2 out of 3 months below 65% avg precipitation.
Stage 3 - 3 months below 65% avg precipitation.
Stage 4 – 4 out of 5 months below 65% avg precipitation.


.


How to deal with long term dry periods?
i. Bruce -Water missing from 18 months ago may have devastated Oaks,


and this plan may overlook these long-term impacts. Groundwater is the
most important indicator.


ii. Denise – The challenge, there are very limited groundwater monitoring
stations that are online or real time.


iii. There stream gages; how long will it take for a stream to get back to
normal?


iv. Denise – concerned about current model used to predict precipitation
because they may not include correct corrections due to climate change.
Aquarian, for example, has used historical data going back 100 years – is
this relevant data in face of climate change? Climate change needs to be
part of the discussion.
(How do these models look at “splash events”, predicting flooding. Do
municipalities have ability to control flood events?)


v. Frozen ground data is important.
Evapotranspiration is also important factor – we may have more
evapotranspiration due to frozen grounds. This is why it is so important
that the models are using the data correctly. Historic data is not going to
fit.







The Process (re minutes?):
Steve R: What is the approval method?


Bruce: in the past – the process wasn’t being approved.


The Process (re: drought declaration/issuance):
Doug (?): the outcome for Oct 2016 (?) was not to warrant drought stage,
because of past and near future precipitation forecast.


Doug – June 14 meeting – still no drought issuance.
Doug will forward minutes from June 14 minutes (2017).


Winter Drought:
Denise - in June (2017?)  lifted the drought, the end of the summer got
dryer. We were still in a state of deficit, (winter drought) when the
drought was lifted.


In Greenwich, 20 years ago, there was a winter drought that was lifted in
the spring due to rain while ignoring groundwater levels. Reservoirs fill
quickly and things looked OK.
Needs to be highlighted: how we look at long term and groundwater
conditions.


Water use:
Bruce – just notice that an average family can generally go by with 1000
gal/week for all indoor usages. 1 acre of lawn will use 27,000 gal (per one
use) ... Mansions (?) irrigation triples the amount of water use (according
to these numbers, more than triple, IK).  (there was a remark regarding
Aquarium that I missed, IK)


Infra-structure:
Doug – Deficiency in storage. Infra-structure is OK for 80% but lacking for
10-20% occurrences.


Water quality: Denise – Water quality in droughts is impaired: streams are low quality is
problematic. Aquarium was dealing with Algae bloom during the drought;
(not the harmful algae, though these are being monitored). Concentrated
blooms drive water quality down.


Climate Change:
Bruce – Climate change will also impact precipitation patterns, and there
are expected to be more rainstorms, and harsh runoffs is expected to







flow into reservoirs; not concerning drought, but also part of long-term
planning.


5. Other
a. Potential drought Subcommittee Action Items.


Steve R. - reviewed his top ten (see attached).
b. Other comments:


i. Doug – do we need a roaster?


ii. Bruce – RI stopped drought meetings after drought stopped; they have
20 members on their drought committee.


iii. Steve R– if government does not respond to a communication, needs to
be re-communicated (?).


iv. Steve H. – need a process that works at the county level, included data.
(Steve R.’s number 8: that IDW is mainly Statewide response)


v. Data collection


- Steve R.: Do we have groundwater info.


- Steve H.: There are thousands of systems; this is a giant task. This
is holding us back. Reporting system changed and data doesn’t go
directly to the excel sheet designed for it. Need to focus on a data
portal that is not provided to us by state agencies.


- Denise – precipitation data from Bradley has a different pattern
that other areas.


- Doug (?) need data collection all around the state.


6. Next meeting: Friday Aug7, 2020 at 1:30 PM.
a. Steve R.- reminder to send our priority lists by next Friday.
b. Denise will reach out to Jeff from Fairfield County.
c. What is next: next step is to create something by November.


Suggests to brainstorm.







From the Ct’s water plan:


The draft Drought Plan identifies the following five stages of increasingly
dry conditions:


§ Heightened Awareness
§ Below Normal Conditions
§ Moderate Drought
§ Severe Drought
§ Extreme Drought The draft


*


According to the National drought monitor mitigation center with collaboration with the
University of Nebraska:
https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/About/AbouttheData/DroughtClassification.aspx


Short-term drought indicator blends focus on 1-3 month precipitation.
Long-term blends focus on 6-60 months. (Iris)



https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/About/AbouttheData/DroughtClassification.aspx





MEETING NOTES


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


August 28, 2020; 1:30 – 3:00


1. Review 7/24/20 Meeting Notes
· Add Steve Harkey to the list of attendees
· There was a discussion of a section that referred to a roster for the IDW that may have been


misrepresented. The group determined that this section should be revised. Steve H said he
would send updates to Steve R on the matter.


2. Current Drought Status
· Northern counties were elevated to Stage 2. Southern counties remain at Stage 1.
· Jeff U said that demand is back to normal for this time of year and that reservoir levels for


Aquarion are improving.  He does not have concerns about the rest of the year considering
forecasts and demand decrease going into the fall season.


· There was a discussion as to how IDW decisions are communicated.
o DEMHS has offered to communicate through their channels
o DPH has drafted a circular letter that will go out on Monday
o A press release came out on Wednesday with a special mention to pay close


attention to messages from your local utility.
3. New Hampshire Municipal Drought Ordinances by Peter Galant


· Notes from Peter’s review that were distributed prior to the meeting:
o The newspaper article that sated “New Hampshire is Officially in a Drought” appears


to be referencing the latest release of the North East Drought Monitor map, and not
any declaration by any state agency.


o The article does mention that a number of water systems are urging people to
conserve water use and some have banned outdoor watering, but there is no
discussion of the authority or basis for those bans.


o The second notice was from the Village District of Eastman (VDE). VDE is a
municipal overlay district that provides drinking water and wastewater to portions
of three towns. Len DeJong was recently appointed to their Board.


o VDE has a water use restriction ordinance established under the NH State
Regulations excerpted below. It is unclear to me whether this regulation provides
the same authority to private water companies, but I think it can be read that
way. Of note is that VDE, as the water authority adopted, and has the right to
enforce, the ordinance and not each individual municipality that it serves.


o The VDE Water Use Restrictions Ordinance provides 4 levels of water use
restrictions. The levels are triggered at the discretion of the Board of
Commissioners and requires public notification.


o The VDE ordinance does not apply to private well owners unless it can be clearly
demonstrated that the use of such water clearly impacts public water supply.


o Municipalities and village districts have the authority to implement lawn watering
restrictions applicable to all water users (including those using private wells and
public water systems) under state declared drought conditions (see below). Note







that the municipal authority is limited to lawn watering and the water utility
authority above can more broadly apply to all uses.


o At the State level droughts in New Hampshire are coordinated by a 31 member
Drought Management Team led by DES.


§ The DMT publishes a list of public water systems that have imposed
voluntary or mandatory water use restrictions.


§ The attached Municipal and Village District Lawn Watering Restrictions
guidance references the legal authorities and provides a model regulation
for lawn watering restrictions. Th VDE ordinance follows this model
guideline.


§ The New Hampshire Drought Management Plan is also attached.
§ The State is divided into drought management areas
§ The Plan has five drought stages with drought criteria and responses for


each stage (pages 10 and 11). It is not specifically stated, but there must be
“professional judgement” applied to the criteria.


· Municipalities and village districts have the authority to implement lawn watering
restrictions applicable to all water users (including those using private wells and public
water systems) under state declared drought conditions (see below). Note that the
municipal authority is limited to lawn watering and the water utility authority above can
more broadly apply to all uses.


· Utilities have enforcement powers without towns having to adopt ordinances
· Model ordinances pertain to municipal utilities and not investor-owned.
· Doug H said he would like to know what the uptake of model ordinances in NH is and what


their experience has been.
· Jeff U said that Aquarion can issue violations but not fines. They can shut off but has never


had to use that authority. 90% of first warnings do not require a second, follow-up warning.
And a very low percentage require a third notice.


· Denise said that Aquarion looked at Dallas, TX as a good model for year-round conservation
messaging (savedallaswater.com)


· Jeff U said fatique of the word conservation caused them to utilize the phrase “most
appropriate water use.”


· Denise S emphasized that we need preparedness in the drought plan not just drought
response. There is no mitigation in the current plan.


· Peter G said that savings through mitigation could also be used for growth.
4. Review and Discuss Initial Findings and Recommendations


· After a discussion of how best to look at the compilation of recommendations that each
member would resubmit in a Google Sheet with each recommendation and it’s associated
finding falling under a charge of the group with an extra category for misc.


· Steve R said that he felt that we didn’t have much in the way of recommendations on model
ordinances. Doug H asked if there are any changes that should be made to statute that
might make adopting model ordinances easier. Denise S said that benefits and downsides of
model ordinances should be outlined in the report. Alicea C recommended that, in addition,
the group should recommend that the IWG or WPCAG form a workgroup of broad
stakeholders to work on the model ordinances.


5. Action Items
· Steve R will send dates for the next meeting and Alicea will send out a Doodle Poll.







· Denise will set up a Google Sheet. For those who do not know how to use Google
Sheets, they can fill out a spreadsheet and send it to her. Members should fill out the
sheet with their recommendations.


6. Set Next Meeting - Steve R will send dates for the next meeting and Alicea will send out a
Doodle Poll.


7. Other – None
8. Meeting Adjourned at 3:55 PM.







MEETING NOTES


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


September 18, 2020; 1:00 – 2:30
Microsoft Teams Meeting


Attendees:
Alicea Charamut
Denise Savageau
Eric Lindquist
Iris Kaminski
Peter Galant
Steve Rupar
Jeff Ulrich (joined late)
Steve Harkey (left early)


1. Review 8/28/20 Meeting Notes


Notes were accepted without changes.


2. Current Drought Status


Eric Lindquist provided an overview of the ongoing drought situation and the work of the
Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW). New London county was added to the four northern
counties at Stage 2 and Eric said part of the state will be entering Stage 3 at the end of the month if
it continues to remain dry.


Steve Harkey gave an overview of public water systems that are in or approaching drought stages in
their water supply plans.


Steve Rupar asked if the work of this subcommittee was being used in any way to proactively make
functional improvements for the current drought response.  Eric responded affirmatively and
outlined the administrative changes were made since the 2016-2017 drought:  more
frequent/regular meetings, status tables and written conditions briefings, a more formal meeting
structure, and the implementation of a “drought action team.”


Alicea Charamut commended the improvements made on the operation of the IDW.


There was discussion of the intended purpose and functionality of the “municipal water
coordinators” specified in the State Drought Plan.  Iris Kaminski asked if she could be made aware of
water coordinators for the greater New Haven area and Eric said he would get back to her.







Alicea asked what the recourse is if a water supplier doesn’t adhere to the drought metrics and
actions in its approved water supply plan.  There was significant discussion and it was agreed that
input from DPH would be needed.


3. Review and Discuss Initial Findings and Recommendations


Denise Savageau overviewed the Google Doc spreadsheet that the subcommittee used to tabulate
finding and recommendations.  There was some discussion about the best way to review as a group
– there were over 70 individual findings with associated recommendations.


Steve Rupar said in his initial review he found some findings and recommendations that were not
discussed by the subcommittee and/or did not appear to be supported by one of the four “charges”
of the subcommittee.  Steve suggested the subcommittee should only review and include those
items that were discussed and that are supported by a charge.


Steve Rupar suggested a homework assignment for members to review each of the
findings/recommendations and answer three questions:


Do you agree with the finding?
Do you agree with the recommendation?
Do you agree with mapped charge?


Alicea Charamut suggested trying to condense or group similar findings/recommendations as there
may be some repetition.


There was further discussion about the best way to analyze, summarize, and rank each item in the
spreadsheet. Iris Kaminski suggested breaking up the workload and setting up meetings to review
findings/recommendations by category.


There was a suggestion to separate into small sub-groups and spread the work out that way.


There was unanimous agreement to have the members do homework: review the spreadsheet and
answer the three questions above for each of the listed findings/recommendations.  Denise
Savageau suggested that SurveyMonkey could be a good platform to keep thoughts organized and
there was general agreement.  Denise offered to put a survey together.


Steve Rupar suggested the group discuss what is considered a valid finding or valid
recommendation.  Something that is valid needs to be documented as having been a topic of
discussion by the subcommittee. Steve said that although a recommendation/finding may be true,
if it did not receive serious discussion from the subcommittee it should not be included as a
validated recommendation/finding from the subcommittee


Alicea Charamut explained her interpretation of Charge #1. She said that it is more about
coordination and communication to make sure that everyone understands where everyone else is at
during a drought. There was further discussion and general agreement that Charge #1 is worded
confusingly.







Steve Rupar suggested using the last 30 minutes to begin reviewing some
findings/recommendations as a group prior to doing homework and there was agreement.  Steve
highlighted an example of a finding & recommendation that may or may not be considered valid
depending upon whether it was actually discussed as a group.


Eric Lindquist suggested that if a topic hasn’t been discussed to-date but seems like something
important, then it might be worthwhile to discuss right then and there. Steve Rupar said that the
homework should reveal whether something generally supported by subcommittee members and if
there is a split then it could be discussed.


4. Action Items


Steve R. summarized the plan/homework for the subcommittee going forward.  Denise Savageau to
send out SurveyMonkey link.


5. Set Next Meeting


Next meeting was set for Monday October 5 at 3pm.  Eric Lindquist made a suggestion to avoid
spending so much time discussing current drought conditions and that such discussion be limited to
5-10 minutes at future meetings.  Steve Rupar concurred.


6. Other


Meeting closed at 2:26pm.


Meeting notes prepared by Eric Lindquist, OPM







MEETING NOTES - DRAFT
State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup


Drought Subcommittee
October 5, 2020; 3:00 – 4:30


In attendance: Alicea Charamut, Steve Harkey, Eric Lindquist, Denise Savageau, Jeff Ulrich, Steve Rupar, Peter
Galant, and Iris Kaminski.


Minutes from 9/18/2020 approved.


Drought Status: No improvement; recent rain was minimal. IWG met on Oct 1, 2020 and will announce.
Drought stages for Connecticut were upgraded to the following:
(https://portal.ct.gov/Water/Drought/Drought-Home)


· STAGE 3 -- MODERATE DROUGHT for Hartford, Tolland, Windham, New London counties.
· STAGE 2 -- INCIPIENT DROUGHT for Litchfield, Middlesex counties.
· STAGE 1 -- BELOW NORMAL CONDITIONS for Fairfield, New Haven counties.


Stage 3 messaging includes to end all outdoor water use. Residence to be mindful of fire. Agriculture to be
mindful of their resources; may have to prepare to have water delivered. The forecast is not good.


DPH is engaging with water suppliers and encouraging them to react quickly. The Governor is advised to be
prepared to coordinate efforts. No emergency yet, but Governor to be prepared. The good news is that usually
in fall there is less demand. Still asking to tighten water use.


South-Western: Aquarian in Fairfield County – there is more of a demand problem; asking to voluntarily
reduce use has not worked.


Jeff Ulrich pointed out that between May – Oct this year there were less rain days than in 2016.


Denise said that the drought in fall 2015 set up the drought for 2016; and all the rain won’t compensate for
these deficits.


Review of charges:


Charge 1
The WPC, through its committees, could develop a template for interpreting statewide drought indices to
local risk levels and response measures for use by utilities at the local level, based on storage, demand
levels, type of system, etc.


This charge has been clarified; see below (Steve Rupar’s email from Oct 14, 2020).


The recommendations were reviewed by the committee members. There was no discussion if there was 100%
agreement.


1.01 67% agreement; 17% disagree
Recommendation:



https://portal.ct.gov/Water/Drought/Drought-Home





Look at new methods for forecasting water supplies during dry periods and droughts – e.g. look at what
Aquarian is doing.  Also determine if 100 year of record is good given climate change?  A standard should be
set for what data is used as with stormwater calculations
Findings:
It appears that there is no standard for predicting supply and specifically what rainfall  predictions  models to
use. Although it is recognized that all systems vary, the rainfall data use for projections should be standardized
and reflect the newest data given climate change.  It is noted that weather patterns including precipitation
amounts and intensity have been changing.  UConn CLEAR has the latest recommendations for rainfall data for
stormwater management, is this something that can be used for water supply?


- What are the roles of DPH vs IWG; not clear.
- How would the state benefit from forecasting?
- Aquarian decided not to use this approach; comment from the grid:


This recommendation is insightful; however, the enormity of the task would be too much to
develop and continually implement by and across the State. Aquarian’s models help them to
determine the state of the capacity in the future. Doing such modeling would be difficult with
the differences between the sources of supply and the watersheds for each system. Each model
would have to be tailored for each system.]


Steve R- Do we have the technical ability, people, money to do fulfill on this task?


Jeff U- should the drought curve be updated every 10 years?


Peter: recommendation – DPH to ask to demonstrate why utilities approach is effective?
Steve agrees with Peter that utilities use this approach.
Peter - this approach works for reservoirs.


Denise – concerns that using past rain fall models are inadequate. Do we need more experts?


Peter: Rainfall is not a significant direct factor. Climate change is more significant for the margins of safety.


Jeff U - When your draw the lines. We need to use the most updated model (?). Do we include the great
drought from the 1960s?


Denise clarifies global warming did not start 5 years ago; it has been going on for over 100 years.


1.02 Agreed by 33%; disagreed by 50%
Recommendation:
A template for evaluating drought indices at a local level is not necessary.
Finding:
Individual PWS drought risk is to site specific to manage with statewide templates.


The question if we need a template for local towns? Do we need to develop triggers?


Denise - IWG templates to be used.


Peter - Need to clarify templet to help IGW.







Steve H - If the templates are being filled locally and sent to the IGW – IGW can interpret what is going locally.
The towns, and/or the drought coordinators should send all the metrics to the IGW. This way the IGW can do
the interpretation for the towns.


Steve H- Very technical; May need to use someone from UCONN to create a template. Maybe we can use
Eric’s template. If it is a template from the state to the local.


Denise – we don’t support a template for utility drought plan.


1.03 100% agreement with the recommendation. 67% with the finding.
Recommendation:
Increase number of stream gages and groundwater stations to improve ability to monitor conditions locally.
Findings:
The IDW appears to have focused on statewide review and response in 2016-2017, and with some exceptions
did not appear to consider conditions/response on a more local level


1.04 67% agreement; 33% disagree.
Recommendation:
Develop committee through the Water Planning Counsel to determine the need for a template for
interpreting statewide drought indices and if needed to engage subject matter experts and stakeholders to
develop a template for interpreting statewide drought indices. More localized templates may then be able to
be developed but without making the resolution so narrow that it becomes an overwhelming task.
Finding:
The drought indices that are the most appropriate should be continually monitored for effectiveness and a
template should be developed to help develop those indices and utilize them at varying levels throughout the
state and by various stakeholders. Some small public water systems do not have the means to develop those
indice on their own.


Steve H: Most towns don’t have the ability to know what drought stage they are in and are surprised when
drought happens. It’s great to have a template! But what are these indices that towns should look at?


Peter: local towns can use the IDW (indices/template?)


Steve H: Does IDW ongoingly update towns? There may be a disconnect. Should IGW do more
communications, for example on a weekly basis?


Denise: A template may work that way; if we get towns to look at the same criteria.
Maybe a link can be provided to the drought situation. (for towns to update, or for towns to get updated)?


Can we develop the template – or do we need more time/expertise?
We are not going to change the water utility (plan/templates) but create something for others who do not
have them.


1.05 100% Agreement
Recommendation:
The State in coordination with Federal partners should develop an online portal for public water
systems to report their various surface water and ground water capacities as well as the other metrics
required by regulation.







Finding:
The State in coordination with Federal partners should develop an online portal for public water
systems to report their various surface water and ground water capacities as well as the other metrics
required by regulation.


Steve H - Recommend an online portal: NIDIS – the National Integrated Information System; this program was
created in 2006, under NOAA.
(https://www.drought.gov/drought/what-nidis)


Other issues:
- Funding.
- Getting data in a timely manner.


Alicea pointed out to section 5.3.2.8 in the water plan regarding this charge (charge 1): “Develop and
recommend strategies to address climate resiliency including the impact of extreme weather events”. Page 58
appendix F and page 334 Section 5.


1.06 83% agreement
Recommendation:
Instead of a template, which may be too prescriptive, develop a checklist for press releases, messaging, and
public outreach materials that will be issued by the IDWG or lead agency. Examples of messaging that should
be included:
• Clear messaging about the status of regions effected (or not) by dry conditions or drought.
• Language encouraging those on public water supply to pay close attention to their providers as conditions
and restrictions will vary depending on the source.
• Information about the status of groundwater supplies and instructions for residents on private wells.
Findings:
The workgroup acknowledges that regional droughts and variability of supply conditions across utilities as well
as the difficulty in messaging when a significant portion of residents rely on wells for supply makes blanket
statements about drought conditions impossible and sometimes unhelpful.


This recommendation refers to public messaging and the language.


Steve H says we should do this part.
Denise- this is related to communication 1.06 should be included under section 4 (of ?)


Peter agrees that “the communication” should be under one category.


Eric – IDW had the same discussion; including creating a communication flow chart to coordinate the message;
DPH has its flow chart; DEEP and utilities need to create a flow chart.


1.07 100% agreement
Recommendation:
Maintain allowances for regional declarations and professional judgement in the State Drought Plan
Finding:
Analysis of IDWG discussions and actions prove that declaring drought by region is advantageous. The current
State Drought Plan allows for regional declarations as well as professional judgement.


1.08. 50% agreement; 50% disagree.



https://www.drought.gov/drought/what-nidis





Recommendation:
Direction should be included in the current drought plan under Stage 1 actions that local authorities should be
alerted to a Stage 1 declaration in order to communicate and coordinate with their local water supplier(s) and
be prepared to take action if conditions progress to Stage 2.


Finding:
The current drought plan does not have specific provisions for outreach to local authorities by the IDWG for
Stage 1. Current dry conditions have proved this “pre drought” stage beneficial in preparing the agencies to
act if conditions progress to drought.
This recommendation is regarding what to communicate at State 1.


Alicia – Referred to Bruce past communication, that we are not directed to talk with drought coordinators at
this stage. (?)
Denise – this is included in the water communication.
Alicea – There is no flow from IDW to communicate to utilities/municipalities


1.09 has been discarded.


1.10 100% agreement
Recommendation:
Reporting should be consistent and clear, "below normal" and "dryer" should follow with numbers;
what ever is relevant, if inches or percentiles.


Finding:
Reporting should be consistent and clear, "below normal" and "dryer" should follow with numbers;
what ever is relevant, if inches or percentiles.


1:11 50% agreement; 17% disagree.
Recommendation:
Climate change drought patterns and predictions should be included in how we define drought - long term
sustainability should be included.
Findings:
Climate change drought patterns and predictions should be included in how we define drought - long term
sustainability should be included.


No discussion.
(comments are included in the grid)


1.12 17% agree
Recommendation:
Needs to be a way to distinguish between a supply problem and a consumption problem.
Findings:
The reservoir indicator is prone to be triggered due to excessive water use rather than a lack of adequate
supply


Denise – the process works well.


End of discussion of Charge 1







Charge 2: At present, the Drought Plan and the Interagency Drought Workgroup exist in an ad hoc capacity
under the collective executive branch authority of the Water Planning Council.  The Council should consider
developing legislative recommendations to improve the authority and implementation of the Drought Plan
for consideration during a future legislative session


2.01 50% agree; 17% disagree
Recommendation:
Better define the role of the IDW as a whole, not just by agency.  Statewide only? Regional?  What is its
primary role during a drought?   E.g. – DPH is the lead in terms of dealing with local water utility.  How does
the IDW support this.
Findings:
Upon review of the workings of the IDW during the 2016 drought, the role is somewhat unclear in terms of
drought preparedness.  DPH is the main contact with the water utilities and towns.  Is the IDW there only to
determine the level of  drought.  Now that DEMHS is involved, is there a role for better
communications/coordination with Towns.


Comment on the grid: The current drought plan clearly address its (IDW) role and purpose.


Eric recommended to include John Mullaney from USGS to these discussions.
Eric - We have analytic people looking for replacement for drought categories.


Eric and Bruce are not happy with the criteria (?). Mentions that we can go from a normal level to below
normal really quickly. The trigger levels are reported on a monthly basis, not strong for developing drought, or
for short term.
Need gauges to give us info for how fast the drought is developing.
Most of the measurements are at the end of month; “ground water watch”


John – Another option: discrete groundwater station analysis


New sites run by analytics vs. old sites by hydrologist; to show basics which wells are at which station.
Monthly measurements are a limitation.
Funding is Flat.


Eric – need more frequent reporting.


John – build a network. In order to get value of this we need at least 10 years of reporting. Also, there is a
difference between hilltop wells and wells that are downstream.
--
Alicea – The prediction is for more precipitation, but less charging for Groundwater because if the additional
precipitation occurs in the winter when the ground is frozen, it won’t compensate for the dryer summer.
John – the origin of the 2016 drought goes back to 2012…
Eric – to john’s groundwater site – how can you improve, what do you want to see at groundwater watch
(USGS), at CT network?







Virginia has requested (to use?) the “national drought monitor”.


Steve H – NDM (National Drought Monitor at: https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/) uses a “blend” of indexes.
Goes from short term to long term. They use many criteria to get conclusions, but they don’t always look at
the local conditions, and sometimes miss it. NDM has a tutorial.


Eric – There is a difference in how many years you would expect a type of drought (comparing NDM and Ct
stages).


There was a discussion of the differences in which drought monitor was more sever.


Steve R – should we use the national monitor and just focus on the response?


Steve H – we are one step behind of NDM; we should have started earlier. Steve is not in favor of Virginia
suggestion (see email).


- We should be responding to local issues, such as drying wells, drying crops, etc.
- For example, the NDM did not pick on the drought in Fairfield County, it stated that it had no


drought, and this is not true.


End of meeting. Next meeting Friday Oct 16 at 2pm


Clarification of charge 1 (from David Murphy and from Kirk Westphal):


Hi Steve


This was definitely not a recommendation aimed at replacing or changing the individual water supply
plan drought triggers and actions. Kirk and I have a reasonable understanding of how water utilities
work and what the Water Supply Plan Regulations already require, so we understood that a push-
down from the WPC was not appropriate. However, while on this topic, I will say that something
more likely to come in the future are changes in the Water Supply Plan Regulations that require more
frequent critical reviews of drought triggers (if you’re plugged into the GC3, you may be aware of this;
or, see Betsy Gara’s email from yesterday). But that’s a little ways off, and not presently called for in
the State Water Plan.


To answer your question, I believe this recommendation was the last thing you suggest: aimed at
improving the two-way process (or perhaps, a three-way process with the State, water utility, and
local municipality as the three entities). This recommendation seems to provide a lot of flexibility for
the implementation work group. You could focus on how to filter down the messages from the State
and the Drought Preparedness and Response Plan; or you could focus on messages between towns
and water utilities. I think there’s a lot of room for seeing what makes sense.


Also, there is a response from Kirk that I have not read. I’ll send that next.


David Murphy, P.E., CFM
Manager of Water Resources Planning



https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/





99 Realty Drive, Cheshire, CT 06410
203.271.1773 x 2247 | mminc.com
Facebook | Instagram | LinkedIn | Twitter


View our Coastal Resilience Planning e-book here.
View our Flood Hazard Mitigation e-book here.


And here is Kirk’s reply


David Murphy, P.E., CFM
Manager of Water Resources Planning


99 Realty Drive, Cheshire, CT 06410
203.271.1773 x 2247 | mminc.com
Facebook | Instagram | LinkedIn | Twitter


View our Coastal Resilience Planning e-book here.
View our Flood Hazard Mitigation e-book here.


From: Kirk Westphal <Kwestphal@BrwnCald.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 3:17 PM
To: Dave Murphy <DMurphy@mminc.com>
Subject: RE: State Water Plan Implementation - drought recommendation


Hi David,


Always nice to hear from you. My 45-second answer is that the original intent of that recommendation was
“c,” (the third option): “improving the two way process (local to state as well as state to local), and
recommending improved focus of our state drought response at a more local level (vs the generally statewide
response that we have seen at least until recently).” In my mind, it had everything to do with avoidance of
localities being too early (costly) or too late (water shortage) with drought measures based solely on state
guidance, which is based on hydrologic conditions instead of the storage dynamics of individual supplies. So,
while it’s not meant to replace local DMPs, the intent was to help “reconcile” or “calibrate” the State Drought
status to local response plans as a useful indicator, so that local officials can gage their own response against
the state drought status. For example, a community with a very small reservoir might see the state issue its
first drought alert and say, “Good, we started our own measures two months ago based on our storage
level.” MDC might see the same alert and say, “OK, we have 6 months before we need to start worrying about
supply shortage.” Local water suppliers can calibrate their own responses to state-issued drought levels, and
also report back to the state about how consistently (or not) the state drought levels align with local practices
and storage dynamics.



http://www.mminc.com/
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Does that make any sense?


-Kirk







MEETING NOTES


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


October 16, 2020; 2:00 – 3:30
Microsoft Teams Meeting


Attendees:
Alicea Charamut
Denise Savageau
Eric Lindquist
Iris Kaminski
Peter Galant
Steve Rupar
Steve Harkey


1. Review 10/5/20 Meeting Notes


Due to meeting notes level of detail it was decided that they not be approved at this time in order to
give more time for review.


2. Current Drought Status


Eric Lindquist provided an overview of the ongoing drought situation and the work of the
Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW). Still 10-12” rainfall deficit.  Recent rains not enough to
change current drought status as stream flows did respond to precip but now receding with no
significant rainfall in forecast.  IDW finishing list of Municipal Water Supply Coordinators (renamed
“Municipal Drought Liaison” – see item #6 below) for each town. DPH doing significant outreach to
public water systems.


3. Review of Report Template


Alicia indicated report will include recommendations and findings with a cross-reference to
subcommittee charges. Steve R. said the report could use more introductory materials and that he
would generate. Doug recommended that raw data be included as an appendix.  Steve R. reviewed
his discussion with State Water Plan consultants regarding subcommittee charge #1 (“The WPC,
through its committees, could develop a template for interpreting statewide drought indices to local
risk levels and response measures for use by utilities at the local level, based on storage, demand
levels, type of system, etc.”) with group concluding that even with consultants’ explanations the
meaning of the charge is not clear but most likely alludes to improving general communication
during drought between levels of government and water companies. Steve R. directed that any







other comments regarding report template should be sent to Alicia. Alicia recommended that draft
report be reviewed by group using Google Docs and group agreed.


4. Schedule update


Original November date for report completion no longer reasonable. Steve R. spoke with the
Implementation Workgroup and extension to end of year was acceptable.


5. Clarification on WPC Charge


See above under item #3 – “Review of Report Template”


6. Review and Recommendation of Findings


Steve R. suggested we proceed to charge #3 recommendations as this is the shortest and may be the
easiest. Much discussion ensued with consensus reached on all recommendations except for 3.02 -
“The IDW should work with all municipalities to adopt water use ordinances to implement
restrictions for all users in response to each phase of IDW declared droughts.  PWS could use the
same restrictions for each phase of their drought plans.” Doug Hoskins believes this charge is
outside the responsibilities of the IDW.  Denise recommended grouping recommendation 3.03 and
3.05 together due to their similarity and group agreed. Doug Hoskins commented the IDW recently
agreed to change the title “Municipal Water Coordinator” to “Municipal Drought Liaison” with Eric
mentioning that this title more accurately describes their job duties. Steve R. asked how many
towns have drought ordinances and Eric said he’ll research this and also inquire of these towns how
it has worked out for them.


7. Action Items


· Group is to review minutes from last meeting so we can approve at next
· Group will send any Report Template suggestions to Alicea
· State agency group members should forward google email address to Alicea to enable


report review/comment using Google Docs
· Steve R. will draft some introductory materials for report
· Eric will research how many towns have drought ordinance as well as towns’ experience


using them


8. Next Meeting


Set for Tuesday 10/27/20 at 2:15


Meeting notes prepared by Doug Hoskins, DEEP







State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


10/27/20 Meeting Notes


Attendees:
· Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Doug Hoskins, Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve


Rupar, Denise Savageau, Jeff Ulrich


Meeting Notes:
· Notes from 10/5/20 meeting were approved.
· Notes from 10/16/20 meeting were approved.


Current Drought Status:
· IDW last met on 10/1/20.
· Based on recent rainfall and weather forecast next meeting is scheduled for 11/5/20.
· Improvement seen in surface water metrics, but groundwater and baseflow still low.
· No change in State drought status.
· USDA declared several NE counties as agricultural disaster zones due to drought making


financial assistance programs available.


Charge 2: At present, the Drought Plan and the IDW exist in an ad hoc capacity under the
collective Executive Branch authority of the Water Planning Council.  The Council should consider
developing legislative recommendations to improve the authority and implementation of the Drought
Plan for consideration during a future legislative session.


· What would be accomplished by providing additional legislative authority to the IDW?
· There have been issues in the past with membership, attendance at meetings and


communications to the public and executive branch that could be addressed through legislation
or regulation.


· It is appropriate for the Executive Branch to have the authority to declare drought stages at the
recommendation of the IDW.


· Steve Rupar volunteered to take the lead for drafting this report section.


Review of Findings/Recommendations Survey (Charge 2):


· Green = consensus (not necessarily unanimous)
· Orange = non-consensus (may still go in report – needs further discussion)







· Subcommittee generally feels that the role of the IDW is well defined as statewide in the State
Drought Preparedness and Response Plan.


· Role during a drought is to review data and make drought declarations and monitor actions as
appropriate.


· IDW has formed a new Drought Action Team with staff from each agency responsible for taking
and monitoring actions under each drought stage.


· Consensus recommendation.  No discussion needed.


· Has been addressed in the revised plan with a lead agency (OPM) and a directory including
agency representatives (Commissioner’s designee) and support staff.  Voting is outlined in
Section 5 of the drought plan.


· Recommendation should be changed to read “OPM should continue to lead the IDW as per the
current drought plan and keep a current roster of agency representatives and alternates.”


· Should now review adequacy of representation.  Do we have the right people at the table?
Should there be non-voting members?


· This recommendation would be covered by suggested change to 2.03.


· There was agreement with the need for official drought coordinators, but legislation or
regulation may not be needed to make it happen.


· Some disagreement with finding that reporting was not adequate
o DPH changed from monthly to weekly, which was adequate.
o Drought plan requires increase to weekly under Stage 2 and should be OK.  No need for


change.
o Currently have regulatory authority to require weekly.  No change needed.


· Monthly was bumped up to weekly during 2016 drought
· Move to Charge 4


2.01 Recommendation: Better define the role of the IDW as a whole, not just by
agency.  Statewide only? Regional?  What is its primary role
during a drought?   E.g. – DPH is the lead in terms of dealing
with local water utility.  How does the IDW support this.


Findings: Upon review of the workings of the IDW during the 2016 drought, the
role is somewhat unclear in terms of drought preparedness.  DPH is
the main contact with the water utilities and towns.  Is the IDW there
only to determine the level of  drought.  Now that DEMHS is involved,
is there a role for better communications/coordination with Towns.


2.02 Recommendation: A regular schedule of IDW meetings should be established Findings: Meetings of the IDW were irregular during the 2016-2017 drought.


2.03 Recommendation: The IDW should have clearly designated leader. Findings: IDW representation and attendance at meetings were inconsistent
during the 2016-2017 drought


2.04 Recommendation: A lead and backup member should be designated for each
agency on the IDW


Findings: IDW representation and attendance at meetings were inconsistent
during the 2016-2017 drought


2.05 Recommendation: All towns should be required through statue or regulation to
have an official drought coordinator. Using an established
position like Emergency Management should be considered
before creating a new position.


Findings: Public messages issued during the 2016-2017 drought may not have
been effective


Recommendation: Reporting frequency of water levels and actions taken by
water utilities should be increased to weekly during a drought


Findings: Data reporting from water utilities in 2016-2017 generally met
regulatory requirements, but timing of reporting was not adequate for
timely decisions by the IDW


2.07 Recommendation: The required authorities to implement the plan would need to
be identified and a significant effort would be needed to draft
statutory language and be enacted if the authorities were part
of the statute to establish the IDW.


Findings: If the State Drought Plan and the IDW are authorized in statute, it
would still rely on the authorities of the agencies that make up the
group to enact the different aspects of the drought plan.







· No further discussion


· Not really a recommendation.
· Plan acknowledges politics by taking IDW recommendations to the Governor’s office for


approval.
· Group thinks it appropriate to keep the authority for drought declarations with the Governor.


· Need further explanation of what codification would mean.
· What is the role of the WPC in relation to the IDW?
· Does the IDW have the authority to implement its recommendations for action


o Maybe under emergency command, but is that soon enough?
· Need more specificity regarding which actions don’t have authority and need codification.


2.08 Recommendation: The agencies that make up the IDW have a mandate and an
obligation to follow while implementing the drought plan
without any real consideration to the politics of such actions.
Their actions are to enforce their regulations, protect public
health and the environment and to ensure an adequate
supply of safe drinking water.


Findings: If the IDW was to be authorized by statute, there is a concern that the
make-up of the group would include political entities whose mandate
and responsibilities are not that of the agencies and may contradict
the regulatory requirements of each agency creating conflicts.


2.09 Recommendation: Codify the Interagency Drought Workgroup. But take care not to make the official
membership too prescriptive as the need to expertise and perspectives necessary
to make informed decisions about drought conditions may change.


Findings: Since the development of the final report of the State Drought Plan was developed, the Water Planning Council has adopted the plan. The focus should be
on codifying the Interagency Drought Workgroup. There are many benefits, particularly in the realm of accountability and the public’s access to information
and decision making around drought management.


From the accountability standpoint, one of the findings of the workgroup’s review of the 2016-2017 drought was that the group went months without
meeting even as conditions deteriorated. In addition, decisions were made during an IDWG meeting but were not carried out when decisions were
overridden by the Governor. From the standpoint of the public tracking actions of the IDWG, there would be no explanation or reason behind the decision
change.
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State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee


11/13/20 Meeting Notes - DRAFT


Attendees:
· Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Doug Hoskins, Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar, Denise Savageau,


and Jeff Ulrich


Meeting notes:
Notes from 10/27/2020 approved.


Charge 2: At present, the Drought Plan and the IDW exist in an ad hoc capacity under the collective Executive
Branch authority of the Water Planning Council.  The Council should consider developing legislative recommendations to
improve the authority and implementation of the Drought Plan for consideration during a future legislative session.


(copied from previous meeting):
· What would be accomplished by providing additional legislative authority to the IDW?
· There have been issues in the past with membership, attendance at meetings and communications to the public and


executive branch that could be addressed through legislation or regulation.
· It is appropriate for the Executive Branch to have the authority to declare drought stages at the recommendation of the


IDW.
· Steve Rupar volunteered to take the lead for drafting this report section.


Review of Findings/Recommendations Survey (Charge 2):


· Green (or blue) = consensus (not necessarily unanimous)
· Orange = non-consensus (may still go in report – needs further discussion)


Charge 2, continuing:


2.10 Recommendation: Further discussion needs to be had
about the need to legislate the State
Drought Plan. It is my own personal
opinion that the document itself should
only need the blessing of the WPC has it
should remain dynamic as we learn
lessons from each successive drought.


Findings: Since the development of the final report of the State Drought Plan
was developed, the Water Planning Council has adopted the plan.
The focus should be on codifying the Interagency Drought
Workgroup. There are many benefits, particularly in the realm of
accountability and the public’s access to information and decision
making around drought management.


From the accountability standpoint, one of the findings of the
workgroup’s review of the 2016-2017 drought was that the group
went months without meeting even as conditions deteriorated. In
addition, decisions were made during an IDWG meeting but were
not carried out when decisions were overridden by the Governor.
From the standpoint of the public tracking actions of the IDWG,
there would be no explanation or reason behind the decision
change.
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83% agreement.
There is agreement that further discussion is needed on what additional legislation or regulations are needed:


· Codifying:
o Codify legislation
o Codify the process


· Legislation or Regulation:
o Steve R: regarding internal documents/do we need legislation if we don’t have regulation
o Steve H: Is there need for formal legislation, or regulation, based on statue: which agency and who at the agency.
o Denise: Not clear how to put this process into regulation further than the current situation.
o Doug: The Preparedness Response Plan has guidelines, not sure if this is regulative or legislative.
o Peter: What specifically would you regulate or legislate?


· Accountability:
o Who is accountable? The process needs to be open and transparent.
o Is there a penalty for not acting according to the plan? What happens if we don’t follow?


· Membership is crucial; this year consistent membership for IDWG worked.


Steve R: Do we have consensus for:
1. Strengthening the process
2. Membership
3. Reporting requirements.


· Leadership:
o Steve H: Eric, Bruce and I are pushing this to go to the next level. Should it be within the new drought plan (2018)?


Or perhaps under Lori Mathieu’s leadership?


· Further discussion regarding who has the authority and what would be the impact of new legislation:
o The water plan was created by legislative and/or by statue.
o This group has no statutory or regulatory status.
o Alicea: Ct water plan, from March 2018 5.1.5.4: What is the reference? (Or is this 5.5.4: Plan Development Role


page 5-78 ?)
§ It is clear that the Interagency is in charge.
§


· Steve R: The Governor would need to document its reasons (for acting upon IDW or for inaction)


· Should the drought plan be strengthened by statue? on one hand. We don’t’ want to tie our hands. We want to
leave some flexibility.


o Steven R: Need to ask state agency people if statue will bind you or tie your hands.
o Regulation won’t work because there are a few agencies.


· Steve H: Governor needs to document his reason for his response. (Why he did not comply with the IDWG).
· Doug: Refrain from legislation. See current Drought Plan section 3.


--
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Denise – Concerns about legislation, there is more than one way. You need to have some flexibility; rather than legislation
make sure it is included in the preparedness committee. We are refining it. We have come a long way since 2009. We
don’t want to tie our hands.
Steve R: Drought plan was not created by state statue. Does the public have an option to tie into it – or, have a say? It
should be in statue. If the public thinks we are not doing a good job, is there any regulation or legislation? Where is the
hook?
Denise – every 4-5 years there is a reevaluation with FEMA. Drought should be part of the state-wide plan. How does this
fit with the natural Hazard Mitigation plan?
Steve R: We need to ask state agency people: “will statue bind your hands”? Regulation won’t work because it is more
than a few agencies. (Is this true? Who are the agencies involved? IK)
Eric: Partially agree with Doug Sentiment (to refrain from legislation). Instead of leaving it to agencies. This leaves little
room for Flexibility need to trust agencies to make the right decisions. But there should be more? Balance Act?


Stage 5 scenario:
· Steve R: I am not a lawyer – but, what happens if water utility companies won’t comply, because we are not


authority?
· Eric: Governor will declare emergency; Governor will use his authority. There is NO authority (except for the


Governor’s actions)
· Denise: The Drought Plan: DEEP and DPH will do their part.
· Peter: IDW needs to be adopted by?
· Doug: WCP
· Denise: We pushed to get the Water Plan published (and the Drought Plan is included?)
· Steve R: Should the Drought Plan be strengthened by statue?
· Denise: Does the statue that describes the Water Plan include the Drought Plan (of 2018)?


o Let’s propose that the Drought Plan of 2018 be included in the Water Plan.
· Steve R: There are a couple options. There is no consensus. There are Pros & Cons.
· Peter and Jeff: We are close.
· Eric: We can create draft language (for including the Drought Plan within the Water Plan?)


o Doug is designating Eric to do this.
o Peter: What is your authority?
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2.11 Recommendation: IDWG meeting minutes should
include the status of each
defining criteria either as an
attachment of reports
submitted for consideration or
in the heading of each criteria
category in the minutes.


Findings: Since the development of the final report
of the State Drought Plan was developed,
the Water Planning Council has adopted
the plan. The focus should be on codifying
the Interagency Drought Workgroup.
There are many benefits, particularly in
the realm of accountability and the
public’s access to information and decision
making around drought management.


From the accountability standpoint, one of
the findings of the workgroup’s review of
the 2016-2017 drought was that the group
went months without meeting even as
conditions deteriorated. In addition,
decisions were made during an IDWG
meeting but were not carried out when
decisions were overridden by the
Governor. From the standpoint of the
public tracking actions of the IDWG, there
would be no explanation or reason behind
the decision change.


· 100% agreement. Consensus recommendation. No discussion needed.
· (IK: in the findings there is a repeat of the demand to codify the Interagency Drought Workgroup, from 2.10)


2.12 Recommendation: Consider that the
responsibilities of the
Interagency Drought
Workgroup (IDW), will be
delegated to one
office/agency or maybe one
authority.


Findings: It is not enough that different agencies
have reported below normal conditions
and their was no action taken.


· Non-consensus.


2.13 Recommendation: Non-essential water use and
or different water use should
be prioritized or redefined.


Findings:


· Consensus.
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2.14 Recommendation: Declaration of drought
should not be political


Findings: ref above, row 54; comparing to
response to Covid: the difference
between having politicians giving
instructions and guidance vs. CDC and
public health officials.


· Consensus
· Declaration of drought should be based on science.
· There was no evidence from the past that actions were political based.
· Denise: In the past the governor was waiting for future rain, and delayed action.


Charge 4:  Would the current state drought plan have been effective during the 2016-2017 drought?


4.01 Recommendation: Identify/demarcate drought
regions for the state in the
Drought Plan and analyze
data on a regional basis
(recommend counties as this
has been a precedent)


Findings: Droughts can occur locally/regionally
and the Drought Plan, although
offering the ability for the IDW to
declare drought on a regional basis,
makes no attempt to define regions
and to specify which data should be
analyzed regionally


100% Agreement. Consensus recommendation.


4.02 Recommendation: Need to maintain a record of
data analysis/drought status
for each IDW meeting, in
order to provide a record and
context for the meeting
minutes and any decisions
that were made


Findings: Difficult to acertain historical conditions
from reading minutes alone


100% Agreement. Consensus recommendation.
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4.03 Recommendation: Make sure plan has a focus on
mitigation not just response by
focusing on statewide water
conservation, especially outdoor
water use.   Hazard Mitigation
Planning isn’t only about
response but mitigation and
resiliency.


Findings: Part of the successful response to the 2016-
17 drought was to adopt outdoor water
restrictions and keep them in place to be
pro-active about drought preparedness.
The current plan still looks at only the
response to an emergency and not
mitigating for the emergency.


50% Agreement. 50% Disagree


· Denise: We have a drought preparedness plan. Response plan can be preparedness + mitigation.
o For example: Aquarian is demonstrating how important conservation is.
o We talk about conservation separate from the drought plan; I think this is a mistake when dealing with drought,


because when it happens, we need to put good water management in place.
· Steve H: Water utilities have plans but cities that don’t have water utilities do not have plans (is that right, how many


cities do not have plans? IK)
· Doug: Long-term planning and preparedness, see pages 15-19 in the drought plan (2018).
· Denise: For the rate workshop private utilities are stepping up, while public utilities are not. Public utilities are not worried


about rates and selling water. This needs to be fixed.
· Mitigation:


o Peter: agrees with mitigation and conservation. This is not in the drought plan.
o Denise: it is in the drought prevention plan (?)
o Steve R: Should need more teeth.


§ Public needs to have a say.
§ Stronger legislation is required.
§ Overview mechanisms are necessary.


· Eric acknowledges the IDWG for doing outstanding work this year. Based on 2016-7, this current drought is worse.
Recommends that our charge, looking forward, can use documents from the current drought. While in the mist of
it can be beneficial.


Summary of who is taking on each charge:
Charge 1: Alicia and Peter
Charge 2: Steve R., Iris and Eric
Charge 3: Denise and ?
Charge 4: ?


Committee recommendation for each charge should follow the following template:
· Brief introduction
· Finding
· Discussion







MEETING NOTES 


State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup 
Drought Subcommittee 


March 19th, 2021; 9:00 -10:00 AM 


 Microsoft Teams Meeting 
 


Attendees: Alicea Charamut, Denise Savageau, Douglas Hoskins, Eric Lindquist, Iris Kaminski, Peter Galant, 
Steve Rupar and Steve Harkey
 


 


1. Summary: 
Charge 1: Alicea Charamut and Peter Galant – April 2nd 
Charge 2: Eric Lindquist, Iris Kaminski and Steve Rupar; background is missing – April 5th 


- Eric will draft the legislation language proposal. 
Charge 3: Denise Savageau – done.  
Charge 4: Denise Savageau and Jeff; This is a big charge, will need more input from others. May need help 
from IDW, Steve Harkey. Need to look at the last drought and add to Charge 4.  


 
2. Template:  


a. Background 
b. Consensus action items 
c. Should capture discussion (when there is not 100% agreement, for example if there is 60%-40% 


agreement). 
d. Templates are slightly different for charge 3, need to unify.  


 
3. Challenges: 


a. Content/context: Some of the issues are overlapping. 
b. Technical: what platform to use. Google docs or TEAM.  
c. No dead line to complete this report. Consider meeting on a weekly basis.  


Aiming to complete the individual charges by April 5th.  
 


 
 
Workgroup Charges:     


1. The WPC, through its committees, could develop a template for interpreting statewide drought indices to 


local risk levels and response measures for use by utilities at the local level, based on storage, demand levels, 


type of system, etc.     


2. At present, the Drought Plan and the Interagency Drought Workgroup exist in an ad hoc capacity under the 


collective executive branch authority of the Water Planning Council.  The Council should consider developing 


legislative recommendations to improve the authority and implementation of the Drought Plan for 


consideration during a future legislative session     


3. The WPC should consider collaborating with municipalities and public water suppliers to improve and 


promote the model water use restriction ordinance.     


4. Would the current state drought plan have been effective during the 2016-2017 drought?   


  







State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup
Drought Subcommittee
4/9/21 Meeting Notes


Attendees:


· Virginia De Lima, Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Doug Hoskins, Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist,
Steve Rupar, Jeff Ulrich


Meeting Notes:


· Notes of last meeting were reviewed and accepted.


· Report should have a background section with an overview of our focus on the
2016/2017 drought, sub-group and consensus approach taken, how the charges were
selected.


· Agreed to report section format that listed the findings followed by the
recommendations with each recommendation mapped to its associated finding(s).  vice
versa?)


· Will not include full findings/recommendations spreadsheet in the report.


· Report should include an Executive Summary (~2 pages) with the top (no specific
number) recommendations that can exist as a standalone document.


· Subgroups will work on individual word documents and then consolidate into a Google
Doc for shared editing.


· Charge 2 Discussion
o Challenge defining IDW authority in statute or regulation.  Preferred to


document recommendations in next Drought Plan update.
o The IDW is currently creating an after-action report for the 2020 drought.  This


IDW report should be referenced in our report.


· Schedule
o April 23 – Draft of sub-group report sections
o April 23 – Draft Background Section (Rupar)
o April 30 – Subcommittee comments on sub-group report sections
o April 30 – Subcommittee meeting to review comments
o May 7 – Draft report to Implementation Workgroup
o Send to Ali Hibbard with copy to Radka and De Lima







MEETING NOTES
State Water Plan Implementation Workgroup


Drought Subcommittee April 30, 2021; 8:00 – 10:00
Microsoft Teams Meeting


In attendance: Denise Savegeau, Steve Rupar, Eric Linquist, Alicea Charamut, Jeff Ulrich, Steve
Harkey, Peter Galant, Virginia deLima


1. Meeting minute review – the notes from the previous meeting were not available at the
time of the meeting.


2. Report review and comments – a representative from each charge briefly went through
their sections to discuss any larger issues that had to be resolved prior to the group
reviewing, commending and making recommended edits.


a. Introduction and Background (Steve Rupar)
b. Charge 1 – Drought Indices (Alicea Charamut, Peter Galant)
c. Charge 2 – Authority for IDW (Iris Kaminski, Eric Lindquist, Steve Rupar)
d. Charge 3 – Municipal ordinance (Denise Savageau)
e. Charge 4 – Effectiveness of Drought Plan (Peter Galant, Steve Harkey, Denise


Savageau, Jeff Ulrich)
3. Review Assignments and Schedule – Steve Rupar offered the services of one of his staff


members to format the document and edit for grammar and consistency. After a discussion
of how to proceed in order to get a draft product that the committee is comfortable
sending the IWG for their next meeting on May 11th, it was determined that Alicea will put
all the reports into the Google Doc, members will make edits and comments, and the group
will meet next week in order to go over the comments and edits. The WSP staff member will
then complete the formatting, etc task.


4. Set Next Meeting – the group will meet on Wednesday, May 5th at 9 am to review
comments and recommended changes.






Water Planning Council Implementation Working Group

Drought Sub-Work Group

Summary of Recommendations

 

The Drought Topical Sub-Work Group of the Implementation Work Group (IWG) responded to four charges as directed by the Water Planning Council (WPC). The full report gives the background for the group and describes their process. It includes all their findings for which there was general agreement, discusses those findings, and makes a recommendation for each one. Thus, the report captures the groups thought process. It also includes appendices presenting their agendas, minutes, the internal survey they used to identify issues, and recommended changes to the Drought Plan.

This document only presents a summary of the charges and the recommendations for each; it does not substitute for the full report. While this summary contains all recommendations, it should be noted the Interagency Drought Workgroup (IDW) has already incorporated some of these recommendations, in whole or in part, in its current practices. 

Charge 1- The WPC, through its committees, could develop a template for interpreting statewide drought indices to local risk levels and response measures for use by utilities at the local level, based on storage, demand levels, type of system, etc.

Recommendations:

1.01	The Department of Public Health should develop guidance for how utilities should develop their utility specific drought response plans.

1.02A	Maintain allowances for regional declarations and professional judgement in the State Drought Plan.

1.02B	Identify areas where additional indicator sites are needed (real-time stream and groundwater gages in each drought region) and maintain the existing stream gages and groundwater stations.

1.03	Develop a committee through the Water Planning Council to determine the need for and develop a template for interpreting statewide drought. 

1.04 	Recommendation: DPH, in coordination with Federal partners, should develop an online portal for public water systems to report their various surface water and ground water capacities as well as the other metrics required by regulation.

1.05 	Recommendation: Develop a checklist for press releases, messaging, and public outreach materials that will be issued by the IDW or lead agency, including:

• Clear messaging about the status of regions affected (or not) by dry conditions or drought.
• Language differentiating between IDW declared regional droughts and individual public water supply droughts and encouraging those on public water supply to pay close attention to their providers as conditions and restrictions will vary depending on the source.
• Information about the status of groundwater supplies and instructions for residents on private wells.

1.06 	Recommendation: Conclusions of each IDW meeting should be consistently reported and clear. Data upon which conclusions were based should be included in official meeting materials.



Charge 2- The Drought Plan and the Interagency Drought Workgroup exist in an ad hoc capacity; therefore, its implementation relies upon existing statutory and regulatory powers of the agencies that comprise the Interagency Drought Workgroup. The Council should consider developing legislative recommendations to improve the authority and implementation of the Drought Plan.

Recommendations:

2.01	The IDW should establish a regular schedule of meetings.

2.02A 	OPM should remain the lead agency for the IDW and serve as Chair.  The IDW should also have a designated staff coordinator located within OPM.     . 

2.02B 	 A lead and backup member should be designated on each agency on the IDW.

2.03 	 All towns should be required through State statute or regulation to have an official Municipal Drought Liaison (MDL).            

2.04 	 The operations of the IDW should be updated in the Drought Plan. Recommended language is included in Appendix D.



Charge 3 - The adoption of water use restriction ordinances by municipalities is a major element of drought planning and response, but the model water use ordinance featured in Appendix B of the Drought Plan is inadequate or impractical for some communities.  There is also a need for better coordination between municipalities and public water suppliers on reduction targets. The WPC should consider collaborating with municipalities and public water suppliers to improve and promote the model water use restriction ordinance.

Recommendations:

3.01	A new set of model ordinances should be developed to better fit local municipal needs. There are many different scenarios regarding water supplies at the local level and model ordinances should be developed to meet the different set of conditions. For example, some towns may be serviced solely by public water supplies and other towns may be a combination of private wells and public supply.  A task force should be convened to develop model ordinances for the different town/water supply configurations.  These should include how municipalities will coordinate with local water utilities.

3.02	The Water Planning Council should confirm that public water suppliers have the authority to implement and enforce water use restrictions on their customers in accordance with their approved drought response plans without the need for enacting ordinances in each municipality served, similar to the authority assumed by Aquarion during the 2016 drought.  

3.03	Each town should have a Municipal Drought Liaison (MDL) which should be required by state regulation or statute. 



Charge 4 - Would the current state drought plan have been effective during the 2016-2017 drought?

Recommendations:

4.01   	IDW should continue to review and evaluate drought on a regional scale. 

4.02   	Identify/demarcate drought regions to be used by IDW and whose boundaries can be easily communicated to the public.

4.03   	Identify gaps in data needed to adequately assess drought conditions on a regional scale and determine pathways for obtaining better data.

4.04	The IDW should maintain detailed records of data, data analysis, and drought status for each IDW meeting, in order to provide a record and context for the meeting minutes and any decisions that were made.

4.05	The IDW should include copies of all indicators and records reviewed with their meeting minutes. 

4.06	The IDW should strive to make all significant decisions at an IDW meeting and not use emails. 

4.07	If decisions are being made using emails then the IDW should draft minutes to reflect the information in the emails and any decisions made.

4.08	Drought criteria and condition summaries should be provided and evaluated on a regular basis. 

4.09 	The IDW should evaluate the data and information currently available to them to determine where there are any deficiencies. 

4.10	If in the IDW’s evaluation of drought data deficiencies are identified, the IDW should endeavor to address the deficiencies. 

4.11	If the deficiencies are found to be at a regional or local level, the IDW should develop a process to gather more local level drought conditions and impacts. 

4.12	The IDW should conduct a research review to determine if snow drought impacts CT and develop winter criteria and triggers if it does.

4.13 	Update drought plan to better define how private wells will be considered by the IDW, what data should be considered in their evaluation, and what actions will be implemented during drought emergencies.

4.14	Expand network of USGS groundwater monitoring stations to better anticipate and corroborate private well impacts.

4.15	Develop procedure for reporting of private well yield problems caused by drought and how IDW should coordinate with local government.

4.16   	The state drought plan should be updated to better define the relationship between State IDW and public water supply drought preparedness and response and its role in both.   This should include goals for response to each drought phase.

4.17   	IDW should conduct after-action assessments following each drought event and should include water utilities in that assessment.

4.18	DPH should require public water suppliers to demonstrate the effectiveness of their drought response plans.	 

4.19	IDW should determine a consistent set of procedures for communications that should define timing and responsibilities. 

4.20	Templates for various stages and drought conditions should be drafted and finalized using agency staff and communication’s offices staff. These templates should be approved prior to the next drought event and include areas where additional situational information can be added during the drought event.

4.21	IDW should develop a mechanism to document any decisions made by the Governor’s Office when a recommendation is made regarding drought declarations and conservation requests.

4.22	IDW should develop a plan to fully implement the use of the MDL that includes defining the role and responsibilities of the position.

4.23	The IDW should develop and establish simple and efficient mechanisms that ensure two-way impactful communications between the state and the Water Coordinator.

4.24	IDW should determine, after the full implementation of the MDL, if the MDL has fulfilled the role of two-way communication. If the MDL has not completely fulfilled the role, then the IDW should determine a mechanism that expands their membership to include local or regional stakeholders as advisory members.

4.25	IDW should establish monthly meetings during non-drought conditions. 

4.26	IDW should establish a schedule of meetings during drought conditions whose frequency is sufficient to relay conditions and make timely decisions. 

4.27	OPM should identify a staff position with sufficient authority to be the lead of the IDW and add the duties to the position’s description to ensure the leader role is established.

4.28	Members and alternates should be determined by each agency who have the authority to make decision for their agency or branch and can attend meetings regularly.

4.29	IDW members and alternates should be updated periodically.

4.30	The Water Planning Council needs to provide guidance as to the role of water conservation in mitigating for drought and determine if water conservation should be part of the Drought Preparedness and Response Plan.   Further it needs to look at other planning documents including the State Hazard Mitigation Plan and the GC3 reports.

4.31	The Water Planning Council needs to determine and advise the SWP-IWG and WPCAG  as how best to coordinate with the GC3 planning efforts. 




