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January 20, 2017

WLSD Response to Torrington Water Company's (Pullman & Comley) Letter of 11/21/16
Proposed Regional Sewer Connection Project
o Woodridge Lake Sewer District
£ Following are WLSD's responses to each of the comments presented in the TWC letter of November 21,

WOODARD 2016. A copy of the Pullman & Comley letter, with items numbered to match our responses, is included
&CURRAN in Appendix A.

A. TWC Claim (Page 1): WLSD's preferred route would have the force main transporting raw
sewage at a flow rate of up to 540,000 gallons per day.

WLSD Rebuttal: The proposed Project is not directly crossing, nor impacting, any lands owned
or controlled by TWC, as it is entirely within the existing ConnDOT ROW that already traverses
a small section of the TWC watershed. The proposed WLSD Project will convey an average
daily flow of 110,000 gallons per day and not “daily flows up to 540,000 gpd”. In fact, to convey
the WLSD average daily flow of 110,000 gallons, the proposed pumping system will be operating
less than 4 hours per day. To reiterate, the terms average annual flow, peak hourly flow and
proposed pumping rate each have different definitions that apply to design elements of the
proposed Project.

B. TWC Claim (Page 1): WLSD's pipeline is less than 470 feet from the Allen Dam Reservoir.

WLSD Rebuttal: The proposed Project is not directly crossing, nor impacting, any lands owned
or controlled by TWC, as it is entirely within the existing ConnDOT ROW that already traverses
a small section of the TWC watershed. According to TWC's watershed mapping, the contours
of the land at the point referenced by this claim are such that the area in which the pipeline is
proposed is not tributary to the Allen Dam Reservoir. This means that in the highly unlikely
event of a force main break in this area, water will not flow toward the Allen Dam Reservoir, but
rather away from the Allen Dam Reservoir. That is why this area has not been incorporated into
the TWC watershed. The proposed pipeline, at its closest hydraulic point in the watershed area,
is approximately 9,200 feet (almost two miles) from Allen Dam Reservoir.

C. TWC Claim (Page 2): Allen Dam Reservoir is an essential part of TWC's water supply.

WLSD Rebuttal: The proposed Project is not directly crossing, nor impacting, any lands owned
or controlled by TWC, as it is entirely within the existing ConnDOT ROW that already traverses
a small section of the TWC watershed. However, the nature of the Allen Dam Reservoir is
contradicted by TWC's own Water Supply Plan, which includes daily production data (gpd) for
the feeds of the Reuben Hart Reservoir and the Allen Dam Reservoir. The data clearly indicates
that between 2004 and 2008, the average percentage of drinking water delivered to customers
drawn from the Allen Dam Reservoir feed was only one-half of one percent of the total water
delivered over those five years. During 2008, the Allen Dam Reservoir feed had declined to only
one-quarter of one percent of the total water delivered. In the Plan, TWC stated that the
Company foresees using Allen Dam only in an emergency situation or during a drought. Refer
to Appendix B, which includes the TWC Water Supply Plan of February 25, 2009, revised in
February 2013 and approved on June 7, 2013 (Chapter IV, Page 21). Also, the EPA Survey of
July 1, 1991, included as Appendix C, states that Whist Pond and Allen Dam are maintained as
active sources, although they have not been used regularly since 1982 (Page 2). This is not to
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say that the Allen Dam Reservoir does not play a role within the TWC watershed, but rather to
highlight the historic role of the Allen Dam Reservoir.

TWC Claim (Page 2): The proposed force main would cross eight different storm drain or culvert
crossings and a force main break or significant leak could impact this important water source.

WLSD Rebuttal: The proposed Project is not directly crossing, nor impacting, any lands owned
or controlled by TWC, as it is entirely within the existing ConnDOT ROW that already traverses
a small section of the TWC watershed. We have completed a physical survey, performed by a
State licensed surveyor, as well as soil borings throughout the entire ConnDOT ROW route of
the proposed pipeline. There is only one crossing, at Station 122+40, adjacent to an area
designated by TWC as sensitive (Class 1) land. At this crossing, within the Route 4 ROW, we
have incorporated additional design measures to prevent any leakage in the highly unlikely
event of a pipe break and none of the proposed construction will occur on TWC land or outside
of the existing ConnDOT ROW. We are proposing redundant pipes at this crossing (primary and
back-up), each enclosed in a sleeve pipe for spill containment. All of the carrier and sleeve
pipes are to be constructed of HDPE fusion-welded materials, minimizing opportunities for
leakage at this location, the closest point for water and stormwater to travel from the proposed
Project to the Allen Dam Reservoir. This culvert conveys flow from the wetland area south of
Route 4 towards Allen Dam Reservoir through an intermittent stream.

The remaining culvert crossings along Route 4, none of which are located on TWC land, only
carry stormwater, and appear to be dry during most conditions. They vary in size from 12-inch
to 24-inch and all proposed pipeline work will be within the existing ConnDOT ROW and below
these crossings, leaving the existing crossings undisturbed. Since all of these remaining culvert
crossings are further than 9,200 linear feet (almost two miles) from the Allen Dam Reservoir, in
the highly unlikely event of a force main failure, it would take as long as weeks if not months for
any wastewater to reach the sensitive area of the TWC watershed or to travel to the Allen Dam
Reservoir.

TWC Claim (Page 2): TWC's safe yield would be reduced by approximately 27% if the Allen
Dam Reservoir were put out of operation for any extended period of time.

WLSD Rebuttal: The proposed Project is not directly crossing, nor impacting, any lands owned
or controlled by TWC, as it is entirely within the existing ConnDOT ROW that already traverses
a small section of the TWC watershed. Moreover, elimination of the Allen Dam Reservoir as a
water source will not happen as a result of this proposed Project. However, basic operational
improvements unrelated to the proposed Project could provide additional opportunities for safe
yield for TWC and should be considered. For example, water from Whist Reservoir (Elevation
of approximately 1,190 feet) is delivered to the Allen Dam Reservoir (Elevation of approximately
787 feet) by a pipeline, and then pumped to the filtration plant (Elevation of approximately 819
feet). Referto the schematic in Appendix D. Based on the elevation changes, the pipe from the
Whist Reservoir could be redirected directly to the filtration plant, or directly to the Crystal Lake
pump station, rather than into the Allen Dam Reservoir, shortcutting the current pollution sources
in the Allen Dam watershed. This would improve the safe yield calculations as prepared by
Tighe & Bond, Inc., of November 16, 2016 (Appendix E) and eliminate any safe yield concerns.
In all cases, the minimum factor of safety of 1.15, as required by DPH, is maintained.

TWC Claim (Page 3): TWC claims to have an aggressive proactive strategy to protect its
watershed from polluters.
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WLSD Rebuttal: The proposed Project is not directly crossing, nor impacting, any lands owned
or controlled by TWC, as it is entirely within the existing ConnDOT ROW that already traverses
a small section of the TWC watershed. Moreover, TWC’s actions are not consistent with the
Land Sales and Acquisition or the Other Improvements and Long-Term Goals on Page 43 of
their Water Supply Plan, as approved on June 7, 2013. In fact, DPH suggested improvements
in their Source Water Protection (Page 8) of the Water Supply Plan, submitted on February 25,
2009. These suggestions have not been followed by TWC. See attached labeled TWC Water
Supply Plan, Chapter IX, Page 43 (Appendix F). Our review of the Allen Dam watershed
illustrates only passive preventive actions, and that minimal corrective actions, if any, were
initiated by TWC in this watershed. A property review of the lots within the Allen Dam watershed
is based on the GIS mapping we received from the TWC, via Tighe & Bond (October 26, 2016)
to Lenard Engineering. The GIS mapping was merged with available Torrington and Goshen
parcel mapping (Appendix G). The property data was obtained from available Assessors’ data
to identify the current owners, property sizes, dates of transfers, building permits, and a cross
reference to the TWC inspection reports from their Water Supply Plan, as submitted in February
25, 2009 (attached summary labeled Allen Dam Watershed Property Summary, Appendix H).

. TWC Claim (Page 3): TWC claimed that they are inspecting all the home septic systems within

the watershed and have identified 29 such locations in their Water Supply Plan located in the
Allen Dam watershed.

WLSD Rebuttal: Our review identified an additional 13 septic systems within TWC watershed as
of October 31, 2007, as documented in the Water Supply Plan, which should have been included
in TWC's inspection program. In addition, there are five properties with large animals which
were not included in their summary, and are not currently included within their inspection
program.

TWC Claim (Page 3): TWC claims that since 1998 they have been investing funds to purchase
properties within the Allen Dam watershed.

WLSD Rebuttal: In the past 18 years, 80.3 acres have been acquired within the 1,907 acre
watershed, or 4% of the available acreage. Within the Water Supply Plan, Chapter IX (Page
43), they state they will review, and if feasible, buy any piece of land within its watershed which
is for sale as part of their watershed protection program. However, contrary to their own plan,
there have been an additional 21 land sales, consisting of 418 acres transferred through sales,
that the TWC did not purchase since 1998.

TWC Claim (Page 3): TWC claims that since the EPA report of 1991, there has been very little
growth of new residences (See attached EPA Survey of July 1, 1991 in Appendix C.

WLSD Rebuttal: There has been an increase of six new homes of the 29 being tracked, an
increase of 20%, which represents a substantial increase in growth within the TWC watershed.
Additionally, there were 30 homes for sale that could have been purchased to eliminate septic
systems discharging to the watershed.

TWC Comment (Page 3): TWC cites the 2003 DPH Source Water Protection Assessment of the
their watersheds, indicating that more than 60% of the watersheds are owned by the public
water system, as an indication of the strength of TWC's source water protection program.
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WLSD Rebuttal: The proposed Project is not directly crossing, nor impacting, any lands owned
or controlled by TWC, as it is entirely within the existing ConnDOT ROW that already traverses
a small section of the TWC watershed. TWC's ownership of 568 acres of the 1,907 acres (30%)
of the Allen Dam watershed, suggests a much lower percentage. Further, the surface water
caliform levels in Allen Dam Reservoir, between March 2003 and November 2008, were 2,369
CFU/100 ml. This concentration is over four times the level of Ruben Hart for the same
measurement period (see Water Supply Plan, Appendix IV-6, in Appendix I). Furthermore, the
raw water quality in Allen Dam is less favorable than the Ruben Hart.

The American Water Works Association’s its ANSI/AWWA G300-14 Source Water Protection
Standard describes in Section 4 the minimum requirements for a source water protection
program. The keys to the program are establishing goals, an action plan, and implementation
and evaluation. TWC has done virtually nothing related to the Allen Dam source water protection
program action plan. We have been unable to find a stated goal, specific projects for land use
control, contaminate source management, outreach programs, riparian buffers or agricultural
best management practices proposed to improve the water quality within the Allen Dam
watershed.

The proposed Project is not directly crossing, nor impacting, any lands owned or controlled by
TWC, as itis entirely within the existing ConnDOT ROW that already traverses a small section
of the TWC watershed. WLSD is proposing a highly engineered force main through a section
of Route 4 that traverses a small section of the TWC watershed. Our team has agreed to all but
one (monitoring wells) condition of TWC'’s requested engineering measures, as proposed by
TWC’s consultant, Tata & Howard, per their letter of August 16, 2016.

TWC Claim (Page 4): TWC implies that there is a possibility that the Town of Goshen sewer
service area will be increased to include Tyler Lake, Dog Pond and the center of Goshen.

WLSD Rebuttal: There is no possibility that the Town of Goshen sewer service area will be
increased as described. The Town of Goshen rejected this concept. This decision has been
memorialized and re-affirmed, as recently as 2016 by the Goshen WPCA, via their longstanding
sewer avoidance policy for the entire Town, with the exception of WLSD's sewer service area.
This determination has been supported by the Torrington Area Health District as well.

TWC Claim (Page 5): TWC utilizes infiltration and inflow (I/l) data developed by WLDS's
engineering consultants to infer that the I/l which occurs in the district's gravity line demonstrates
that the district is not maintaining its collection system.

WLSD Rebuttal: Actual flow data suggests that the gravity sewers in the WLSD collection
system, relative to unit I/l flow contributions, are operating better than published thresholds
(Technical Report No. 16 by New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Association) for
brand new sewers. Refer to the attachment in Appendix J. This TWC statement illustrates a
lack of understanding of sewer system operations.

. TWC Claim (Page 5): TWC claims that a past sewer overflow in WLSD's sewer system, as

mentioned in Note 17 and Exhibit 9, were due to poor operations.

WLSD Rebuttal: This historic spill was actually caused by a homeowner not capping the clean-
out on their private sewer lateral, and not within the gravity line in the street. This event was
rectified immediately, and is unrelated to the proposed Project.
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TWC Claim (Page 5): The Notice of Violation (NOV) mentioned in Note 18, Exhibit 10, was
issued on May 9, 2009 for not having a Class Il Operator supervising the WPCF.

WLSD Rebuttal: The Class Il Operator started on September 20, 2009, representing a duration
of only four months, not the seven years claimed by TWC. See the attachment labeled NOV W
RMU 09-007, Executed Compliance Statement, of August 25, 2016 in Appendix K). The NOV
was officially closed on October 22, 2015 by DEEP. This event is unrelated to the proposed
force main.

. TWC Claim (Page 5): The letter acknowledges than an improvement was made to the crossing

atthe culvert and then goes on to infer that the Torrington WPCA may not be committed to safe
operation of the proposed system.

WLSD Rebuttal: It is unprofessional to infer that the City of Torrington cannot, and will not,
properly operate and maintain the proposed wastewater system. See the diagram of the
proposed improvements, which is attached as an exhibit labeled Culvert Graphics (Appendix L).

TWC Claim (Page 6): TWC reported a break at Sinkhole Bridge, which took six months to be
repaired.

WLSD Rebuttal: It is our understanding that on December 10, 2014, there was a break in a 16-
inch HDPE sewer pipe resulting from improper backfilling with large rocks, causing undo stress
on the pipe. The pipe was isolated, bypassed and drained on the day of the break. The site
was excavated on December 15, 2016, and a fusion of the HDPE pipe was attempted by a
licensed contractor but the fusion was not successful. The pipe was kept out of service until the
spring when it was determined that welding would not be successful because of the mismatch
of the HPDE piping. As a result, a mechanical clamp was utilized to join the piping. The repair
was pressure tested, passed and has been in service without further incident since May 14,
2015. The site was restored on June 5, 2015. This event is unrelated to the proposed force
main, and the proposed Project includes backfill measures that meet the stringent requirements
of ConnDOT for work in State Highways.

. TWC Claim (Page 6): There were reported sewer problems on East Main Street.

WLSD Rebuttal: Itis our understanding that this was not a pipe break but rather a sanitary sewer
overflow (SSO) caused by a sewer pipe capacity problem caused by expansive buildout of the
upper East Main Street area. The flow generated by the buildout was not properly anticipated.
The situation was exacerbated by inflow during heavy rain events causing sewerage to back up
at the manholes on East Main Street. The problem took several years to correct by replacing
old 8 inch and 10 inch clay pipes with new 20 inch ductile iron piping. This event was related to
clay pipe more than 50 years old, and is unrelated to the proposed solution. The proposed
Project includes modern “tight pipe” with sealed gaskets and additional protective measures.

TWC Claim (Page 6): There was another break reported on January 23, 1996.

WLSD Rebuttal: This was an old 20-inch clay pipe, which failed after more than 50 years of
service. The cause could not be determined, but was likely due to excessive age and outdated
pipe materials. The clay pipe was replaced by a ductile iron pipe. This event is unrelated to the
proposed force main. The proposed Project includes modern “tight pipe” with sealed gaskets
and additional protective measures.
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TWC Claim (Page 6): The TWC raises questions regarding the licensure and knowledge of the
Torrington WPCA operations staff.

WLSD Rebuttal: The City of Torrington WPCA currently has a staff of 14 full time employees,
with a combined 250+ years of Wastewater Treatment and Collection Systems operations
experience. All operators are licensed in either treatment and/or collection system operations
and management. The Torrington WPCF is operated and monitored 24 hours per day by an
advanced SCADA system which is compatible to the system planned by the WLSD and currently
used within the WLSD collection system. The Torrington WPCA has been selected to provide
regional processing by State authorities over the last dozen years, which speaks for their good
standing with DEEP and State regulators.

TWC Claim (Page 6): TWC's Engineering Consultant, Tata & Howard, acknowledged WLSD's
additional protections for areas in the ConnDOT ROW adjacent to sensitive watershed land, and
also indicated in a letter to TWC, dated August 16, 2016 (Page 7), that leaks in the ConnDOT
ROW adjacent to the Class 2 and unclassified watershed land "generally would travel very slowly
--- rough travel time to Allen Reservoir -- in the range of 6 months to a year -- therefore not
readily noticed in Allen Reservoir.”

WLSD Rebuttal: Our team has agreed to all but one (monitoring wells) of TWC's requested
engineering measures, as proposed by TWC's consultant, Tata & Howard, per their letter of
August 16, 2016. Moreover, their own expert acknowledges that even if a leak were to occur, it
would take a very long time to reach the Allen Dam Reservoir, thereby allowing ample time to
manage and prevent any wastewater from reaching the Reservoir.

TWC Claim (Page 6): TWC pointed out concerns raised by the Torrington WPCA regarding the
proposed pipeline.

WLSD Rebuttal: The Torrington WPCA contracted their independent engineering firm, Wright
Pierce, to conduct a study to evaluate TWC issues, which are documented in a report dated
April 26, 2016, and which is attached as an exhibit labeled Wright-Pierce Engineering Report
Forced Main Vs Gravity 04.26.16 (Appendix M). Those earlier questions have been addressed
to the satisfaction of the City of Torrington and its consultant.

TWC Claim (Page 7): The TWC letter makes numerous references to weak points in the
proposed solution.

WLSD Rebuttal: The TWC responses have not presented professional engineering facts nor
technical data to support their representations that the proposed force main presents a risk to
the environment and/or public health.

. TWC Claim (Page 7): TWC makes references to numerous reported sanitary sewer overflows

(SSOs).

WLSD Rebuttal: Reference to such events are totally unrelated to this proposed Project.
Moreover, TWC fails to note that only a small percentage of the reported SSOs resulted from
breaks in sewer lines. It references the numerous spills, but neglects to identify the root cause
and therefore makes drawing a meaningful informed conclusion impossible. This is unrefined
data from which no conclusions can be drawn regarding comparability to WLSD/s proposed
force main. The two Torrington incidents cited above were caused by poor construction

WLSD (214383.00) § Woodard & Curran
2017.01.20 Rebuttal to TWC Letters_V3 January 20, 2017



A

y-—=

y .-
WOODARD
&CURRAN

practices and very old clay pipe failures. These events include issues associated with pipelines
over 50 years old, including clay pipes, and provide absolutely no comparison to the proposed
force main. The proposed Project includes modern “tight pipe” with sealed gaskets and
additional protective measures.

TWC Claim (Page 8): TWC claims that the proposed Project was not approved by DEEP.

WLSD Rebuttal: The proposed project was approved by the DEEP. Please see the DEEP letter
from Betsy Wingfield of November 18, 2016, which is attached as an exhibit labeled BW Letter
to DPH dated 11.18.16 (Appendix N).

TWC Claim (Page 8): The location of the TWC watershed, according to TWC, was kept secret
for security reasons.

WLSD Rebuttal: TWC stated in their letter of December 6, 2016 to Commissioner Pino: “It does
not require the water company to file the map. TWC provided its Water Supply Plan, including
watershed maps, to Torrington and Goshen officials as well as regional planning officials, but
did not record the map for security safety reasons.” It should be noted that the Water Supply
Plan that we located in the Torrington files was difficult to find. As of August 5, 2016, there was
no Water Supply Plan or mapping available within the Goshen municipal offices. Upon finding
the Water Supply Plan, we requested from TWC a GIS layer of their watershed boundaries and
only received a hand marked topo map and were told that a GIS layer was not available. It was
not until January 5, 2017 that we received the boundaries of the Allen Dam watershed from
Lenard Engineering via Tighe & Bond, TWC'’s consultant, on October 26, 2016.

TWC Claim (Page 11): TWC makes claims about the Weed Road options available to
Torrington’s staff, regarding the incremental cost of alternative options and the costs of these
options to the WLSD taxpayers.

WLSD Rebuttal: The proposed Project is being undertaken to comply with the Clean Water Act
and Orders from DEEP. The current pollution problem that we are addressing will not be
resolved without the proposed solution. In order to be consistent with the Clean Water Act, we
are required to evaluate and implement the most cost-effective solution. The route proposed, is
the most cost effective solution.

Based on updated projected cost of $18,889,000 for the alternative Weed Road route and the
current funding levels from the USDA, the actual anticipated additional cost (above the current
Project) would be $3,277,000. The Weed Road alternative route would increase WLSD
taxpayers’ costs by 34% above their current level, or five times that of the State’s 2013 average
sewer rate per household.

Developing a different route would significantly delay the schedule, including unknown project
or permitting conditions resulting in delay. As a result, WLSD could lose its funding commitment
with USDA Rural Development. Moreover, the existing treatment system is very old, and while
operating adequately now, the risk of failure increases with any delay. Absent USDA's grant
and loan commitments, the Project would cost residents and additional 20% beyond the above
34% increase.

PN: 214383.00
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November 21, 2016

Honorable Raul Pino, MD, MPH

Commissioner — Connecticut Department of Public Health
410 Capitol Avenue

Hartford, CT 06134

Re:  Woodridge Lake Sewer District’s Proposed Regional Sewer Connection Project
Torrington Water Company Response to Request for Additional Information

Dear Commissioner Pino:

Pursuant to the Department of Public Health’s (“DPH” or the “Department”) November
2, 2016 order instituting an investigation to determine whether the Woodridge Lake Sewer
District’s (“WLSD”) proposed regional force sewer main (“Proposed Project”) may cause the
pollution or threatened pollution of a source of public drinking water supply, the Torrington
Water Company (“TWC” or “Torrington Water”) hereby files the following:'

As a preliminary matter, Torrington Water recognizes that WLSD has an on-site sewage
problem and is under a long-standing Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
("DEEP”) consent order to address that problem. To resolve that problem, WLSD has proposed
to transport its sewage to the Torrington Pollution Control Authority (“WPCA”) facility in
~ Torrington through a force main. TWC does not oppese WLSD’s proposed solution in concept.
Torrington Water is, however, very concerned that the WLSD’s preferred route would have the
force main, transporting raw sewage at a flow rate of up to 540,000 gpd,? through TWC’s Allen
Dam Reservoir watershed area and within approximately 470 feet of the reservoir, when safer
viable alternative routes are available.

' Torrington Water Company has made a good faith effort to respond as fully as possible to the Department’s

request for additional information. In light of the limited time permitted by the Department’s November 2 letter, in
combination with the fact that WLSD did not respond to the bulk of TWC’s September 22, 2016 FOIA request until
Friday evening November 11, 2016, Torrington Water requests the right to supplement this filing as appropriate.

? Woodridge Lake Sewer District (WLSD) Regional Sewer Extension Project, Phases 1 and 2 Environmental
Report, Woodard & Curran, Issued on December 26, 2015, Updated on February 10, 2016, (“Woodard & Curran
Report”) at p. 4.



Allen Dam Reservoir is an essential part of the Torrington Water Company’s water
supply. That reservoir, which is fed by the Company’s Whist Pond Reservoir® and by streams
running through the Company’s watershed area, is an active and essential part of the Company’s
water supply. The current drought emphasizes the need for this essential water source. Indeed,
the Allen Dam Reservoir is being used today to supply water to the citizens in the Torrington
area.

The proposed force main would cross eight different storm drain or culvert crossings
within the Allen Dam Reservoir watershed area.* A break or significant leak in WLSD’s force
main could impact this important water source. Because Connecticut does not allow waste
receiving water sources to be used for potable water supply, if sewage was observed to enter the
reservoir, TWC would notify the DPH and would shut down any withdrawals from the source.
As noted above, without Allen Reservoir on line, Whist Reservoir also cannot be used as a
source.” The indefinite closure of Allen Dam and Whist Pond Reservoirs would mean that those
reservoirs couldn’t be used for drinking, bathing or for fire protection.

Based on a November 16, 2016 analysis by Tighe & Bond, Ine.,> TWC's safe yield would
be reduced by approximately 27% if the Allen Dam Reservoir were put out of operation for any
extended period of time. A reduction in safe yield of this magnitude would seriously reduce the
TWC’s margin of safety of supply over demand. DPH recommends that public water suppliers
maintain a margin of safety of 1.15 of supply over demand. If TWC’s safe yield was reduced by
27% due to the loss of the Allen Dam Reservoir, the TWC margin of safety for meeting
maximum month demands would be reduced to less than 1.0. On an average daily demand basis,
the current margin of safety would be reduced below 1.15. TWC anticipates increases in
demands in the next several years, and TWC would expect its average day margin of safety
following the loss of the Allen Dam Reservoir to be reduced to less than 1.0 by the year 2027.
Consequently, the loss of the critical Allen Dam Reservoir and Whist Pond Reservoir could
jeopardize the ability of the TWC to serve its customers and meet its public water supply
mission.

The Torrington Water Company has long subscribed to the proposition that avoiding the
introduction of potential sources of contamination is the first and most proactive strategy
available to protect public health. TWC uses a multi-barrier approach in ensuring its drinking
water is of the highest quality for its customers. Source water protection is the first barrier in the
Multiple Barrier Approach. From source to tap, there are numerous points to capture and
safeguard clean water. The most fundamental approach begins at the source—the lakes, rivers,
streams, reservoirs, and ground water that provide drinking water. By preserving the land that
drains to these sources, the vast majority of contaminants are prevented from entering drinking
water in the first place. This is a critical component of source protection. The American Water

* Water from the Whist Reservoir is released to the downstream Allen Reservoir through a pipeline. Water is then
pumped from the Allen Reservoir to the Filtration Plant for treatment and distribution to customers,

% The proposed pipeline is designed to cross eight different storm drain or culvert crossings within the watershed
area (Station 103+65, 105+21, 106+88, 109+42, 113+37, 122+40, 138+42, 143+12). Tata & Howard Report,
August 16, 2016 at p. 2.

% See Tata & Howard Report, at p. 5.

§ Exhibit 1 hereto.



Works Association in its ANSVAWWA G300-14 Source Water Protection Standard’ concurs
that a multiple-barrier approach is the best way to ensure that drinking water is protected now
and in the future.

In 1911, the Company began an aggressive program of watershed land acquisition.
Toward that end TWC has applied its resources, both administrative and financial, to aggregating
ownership of its watershed land to minimize the presence of sewage on the watershed of its
reservoirs. The land acquisition program has resulted in TWC having one of the cleanest, if not
the cleanest watershed in Connecticut.

The Company believes that protecting the source is the single most important measure it
can employ to protect the health of its customers. The permanent preservation of land around
surface water sources (land that buffers streams, rivers, and lakes) is the most important
mechanism to protect the drinking water supply. It’s an extremely effective tool that can protect
public health, prevent increased treatment costs, ensure consumer confidence, and maintain real
estate values in areas where water supplies are protected.

In 1991 the EPA conducted a survey of all public water utility surface water watersheds
to establish and assign degrees and measures of risk of accidental contamination potential. The
risk assessment assigned to the Torrington Water Company at that time was very low.?
Watershed conditions today are not materially different than they were when the EPA study was
performed. There has been very little growth of new residences and increased environmental and
public awareness of the importance of keeping watershed land protected has helped improve the
level of watershed protection.

In 2003, DPH conducted a Source Water Assessment of TWC’s watershed. The
Department recognized TWC for its land acquisition efforts to protect its pristine water sources.
Notably, DPH found that “[m]ore than 60% of the watershed area is owned by the public water
system” and “more than 60% of the land in the watershed area exists as preserved open space”
were significant “strengths” of TWC’s source protection program.” While the Department rated
the risk of source water contamination as low, the Assessment Report found that the lack of local
regulations and zoning initiatives for the protection of public drinking water sources were
“potential risk factors.”'® As a result, DPH recommended steps to bolster source protection
including: “Establish local watershed protection regulations to protect public drinking water
sources” and “develop or enhance local government plans and policies that favor the protection
of public drinking water sources”. Significantly, Waste Storage, Handling and Solid Waste
Facilities are classified by DPH as Significant Potential Contaminant sources.

Torrington Water submits that the transportation of pressurized raw human sewage at
rates of up to 540,000 gpd constitutes a potential source of pollution that threatens a source of

7 ANSI/AWWA G300-14 Source Water Protection Standard, Exhibit 2 hereto
® EPA Survey, Exhibit 3 hereto.
? DPH Source Water Assessment Report, issued May 2003, Exhibit 3 hereto [Emphasis added]. To date, the
watershed land acquisition program has resulted in the Company acquiring 71% of the watershed land tributary to
sl‘;le Company’s existing reservoirs.
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public drinking water supply. Moreover, the lack of local regulations and zoning initiatives for
the protection of public drinking water sources, potential risk factors identified by DPH in its
report, have contributed to the need for the current DPH investigation. Specifically, over
opposition to the proposed route of the force main raised by Torrington Water and some local
citizens, the Goshen and Torrington Inland Wetlands Commissions (“I'WC”) have approved the
proposed route. A review of the permits issued by the IWCs'' shows that they focused on the
construction of the pipes and essentially ignored the long term impacts of the forced main on the
watershed area and the reservoirs fed from the watershed. In fact, an official of the Torrington
IWC is quoted as saying that “protection of the watershed is not under the purview of the Inlands
and Wetlands Commission — rather, that body’s only focus is the potential impact of a project on
wetlands and/or watercourses.”'?

As DPH knows, WLSD has proposed to route a force sewer main directly through
Torrington Water Company’s Allen Dam Reservoir watershed area. Every stream and
watercourse in that watershed finds its way into the Allen Dam Reservoir. Therefore, any
significant leak or break in the force main would likely contaminate the reservoir with untreated
human sewage. That would threaten the water supply to 40,000 people in the Torrington area.
WLSD admits that it totally ignored the watershed area in its environmental assessment.'*
Moreover, when it finally considered the watershed area, it focused solely on construction of the
main and ignored the risk to the water supply over the decades that the force main would be in
operation.

It is important to recognize that the issue at hand is very different from the typical
sttuation posed by sewer lines on watershed lands. In the usual situation, consideration is given
to installing sewers on non-utility owned watershed land to collect sewage generated there and
remove it from the watershed. That is for the sake of protecting the water supply. The question at
hand is the opposite. WLSD is proposing to import onto a pristine public water supply watershed
the raw sewage generated by up to approximately 890 homes (691 existing homes plus 200
future homes) located in a different basin.'* In addition, WLSD indicates that there is some
possibility of even more sewage being transported through the main from “Tyler Lake, Dog
Pond and the center of Goshen about 200 homes” should there be a change in DEEP policy."
This is directly contrary to the goal of avoiding the introduction of potential sources of
contamination as the first and most proactive strategy available to protect public health but rather
a reckless, dangerous and pointless challenge to all we know about protecting public health.

Typically, failures in gravity pipelines in our region result in infiltration into the
collection system as is presently the case at Woodridge Lake. In fact, the existing WLSD

1 See City of Torrington IWC Permit Exhibit 5 hereto.
12 «“No application for Woodridge Lake sewer pipeline yet; Cook calls for hearing, Carbone says not yet appropriate”
The Register Citizen, October 27, 2016, Exhibit 6 hereto.
13 See letter from Donald P. Iannicelli and David R. Prickett, WLSD’s engineering consultants, to Patricia Bisacky,
Drinking Water Section, Source Assessment and Protection Unit, Connecticut Department of Public Health, dated
July 30, 2016, wherein WLSD admits that: “Until recently, we were unaware that a portion of the proposed force
main ... traversed a section of the TWC Watershed.” Exhibit 7 hereto.
** Email from Jim Mersfelder {WLSD) to T. Donoghue, Town of Litchfield, July 30, 2016, (“we still have about
12500 homes in the district that are not built™), Exhibit 8 hereto,
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collection system has significant inflow/infiltration problems, even though it is relatively new —
having been installed in 1972. WLSD’s consultant, Woodard & Curran, found that 40,000
gallons, or almost 40%, out of the current average daily flow rate of 105,000 gallons, is due to
inflow/infiltration from joint leaks, penetrations at manholes, and cracks and breaks.'® By
contrast, failures in pressure pipelines such as sewer force mains result in pipeline contents being
discharged into the surroundings. In the case of the Allen Dam Reservoir watershed area, such
discharges would lead directly into the watershed area which leads into the water supply. The
real underlying concern is the creation of a potential for biological or chemical components
found n raw sewage to find their way into the drinking water supply for Torrington, Litchfield,
and parts of New Hartford, Harwinton and Burlington.

This raises concerns about how good a job WLSD has done in maintaining its existing
relatively young system. As noted above, for years the WLSD system was plagued with high
inflow/infiltration problems. TWC is also aware of a spill on the WLSD system. The spill was
due to WLSD’s failure to follow normal and customary operating procedures at their existing
sanitary sewer pump station which resulted in a sewage spill that forced closure of the lake to
swimming and fishing.'” Apparently, WLSD has also been lacking in its DEEP compliance and
recordkeeping inasmuch as it was subject to a Notice of Violation (“NOV”) for failing to have
properly licensed operators on duty, and while WLSD claims that it became compliant, it failed
to notify DEEP for seven years.'® We all need to be asking; will the new plastic force main, with
all of its joints, air release valves and cleanout manholes, be maintained any better? This is
especially critical when one considers that the force main is expected to transport an annual
average of 125,000 gallons of raw sewage per day for a system that has actually experienced a
peak daily flow in excess of 400,000 gallons per day."” Yet WLSD has given little or no
consideration to the operation of the main under pressure over many years, or the potential
degradation of the main over the decades, or the potential for leaks and breaks, as it goes through
an area supplying water to 40,000 people.

In a partial concession to the risk posed by the force main, WLSD modified its proposal
to sleeve a roughly 200 foot section of the force main in the vicinity of one of the culverts
containing a stream that feeds the reservoir.”® According to WLSD, the sleeved section would
contain monitoring devices that, in the event of a leak, would shut off the pumps pumping the
raw sewage into the force main and notify WLSD’s staff to investigate and repair the leak or
break. The problem is, and what is not said in the letter, is that WLSD will not be operating the
sleeved section of the main. Rather, according to WLSD’s testimony at the Torrington Inland
Wetlands and Watercourses Commission (“TWC”) hearing on August 16, 2016, the section of the
force main that runs through Torrington (including the Allen Dam Reservoir watershed area) will
be operated and maintained by the City of Torrington, and not WLSD. Therefore, WLSD cannot

'® “Based on our observations, the average annual sanitary flow is approximately 65,000 gpd, and the remaining

average annual I/ is 40,000 gpd. Our calculations show that the average I/I from month to month ranged {rom near
zero in low-groundwater summer months to nearly 160,000 gpd in March of 2011.” Woodard & Curran Report at p.
5.

17 WLSD Sewage Spill, Exhibit 9 hereto.

' WLSD NOV, Exhibit 10 hereto.

¥ Woodard & Curran Report at p. 5. TWC notes that these numbers are based on the current 691homes and does
not account for the anticipated 200 additional houses, which could significantly increase the peak day flow,

¥ Woodard & Curran July 30, 2016 Letter to Patricia Bisacky, Exhibit 7 hereto.



support its representation that the sleeved section will be monitored and promptly repaired in the
event of a break or leak.?'

In fact, we don’t know anything about Torrington’s capabilities. What we do know is that
Torrington has had a few main breaks. While TWC hasn’t been able to get much detail on the
break at Sinkhole Bridge, the Company does know that the City of Torrington had a force main
failure that lasted upwards of six months from the time it occurred until repairs were
completed.”? East Main Street in Torrington also experienced sewer problems that went on for a
decade or more. When there was a significant rainfall the manhole covers on East Main Street
would be forced open and raw sewage, including its components, would issue out onto the
pavement surface.?

Will the Torrington operators be licensed and knowledgeable about operating and
maintaining a force sewer main? Will they be tied into the WLSD SCADA system? Will they
react to alarms? Are they on call 24 hours/day? What is their operations and maintenance plan
for the line? How often will they inspect 1t? How often will they inspect and clean the air
release valves? This is all new to TWC, and these questions need to be answered.

In addition, as the Torrington Water Company’s expert witnesses pointed out in their
report, and at the Torrington IWC hearing, WLSD’s proposal to sleeve a 200 foot section in the
vicinity of one culvert does nothing to detect and protect against a break or significant leak
anywhere in the remaining 4,300 feet of main that traverses seven other culverts and storm drains
in the watershed area.”*

The fact is that force mains fail.” According to WLSD, the Torrington WPCA expressed
concerns that a similar proposed “pipeline would operate at varying pressure and limited
operating time leading to problems of stagnation, blockages, odor and very high head
requirements for the pump.”26 The Torrington WPCA was also concerned that the “force main
pipeline would be extremely long and require special high maintenance. Odor concerns were a
significant issue.””’ The sewer force main will be subject to significant pressure fluctuations

! In fact, while WLSD’s proposal to sleeve the pipe in the vicinity of one of the culverts was integral to the
Torrington IWC’s approval of the permit application, the permit omits any mention of WLSD’s commitment to
sleeve the pipe and monitor it for leaks or breaks. See, Torrington Water Company’s Request for Clarification,
Exhibit 11 hereto.
2 See Emergency Call Before You Dig Reports dated 12/11/2014 and 12/15/2014 responding to Torrington WPCA
requests in connection with excavation and repair of sewer main. Exhibit .12 hereto. Note that repairs took six
months to complete.
** The sewer broke in November 1995 and sporadically “bubbled” from a manhole cover until at least the end of -
Januwary of 1996. The Hartford Courant noted that “the sewer system along East Main Street collapsed following
years of neglect” (See Exhibit 13 hereto.). .
* Tata & Howard Report, August 16, 2016.
¥ Unfortunately, sewer main break reporting is sporadic and data collection is haphazard. Breaks and leaks are self-
reperted and many go unreported. For example, TWC is aware of two sewer main breaks in Torrington, but to the
best of its knowledge neither were reported to DEEP. Information retrieval is even more tenuous — for example,
DEEP collects spill reports on paper and these are entered into the computer periodically by interns on an as-
available basis.
%  The History behind Woodridge Lake and the Woodridge Lake Sewer district, Exhibit 14 hereto, also at
E.Tttp://www.wlsd-goshen.org/Topics/Topic.cfm?TopicName=History.
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each time a pump starts and stops at the pump station. In addition, the force main will likely
experience pressure surges, abnormal transient high and low pressure waves, when in operation
due to valve closure, power failure shutting pumps off quickly, and other issues. The pressure
fluctuations and pressure surges can contribute to material and joint fatigue and are recognized as
contributors to PVC pipe failures.

In addition to the potential for pipe breaks, pressure valves and cleanouts fail and stick in
open positions that could allow thousands of gallons of raw sewage to escape into and pollute
water sources. The proposed pipeline within the TWC watershed area will include two air
release valve manholes (Station 116+01 and Station 147+50), and two cleanout manholes
(Station 125+62 and Station 135+00).*® As pointed out by Torrington Water Company’s experts,
even if the pipe itself may be able to withstand certain pressures, the pipe joints, structural
connections and valves (e.g., air release valves and clean out manholes) are weak points and are
more susceptible to maintenance errors and breaks.”® The main will deteriorate once in service.
The pipe will be stressed as a result of external loads (e.g., soil, frost, traffic) and internal loads
(pressure). Additionally, the pipe will be subject to fatigue from repeat pump cycles alternately
pulling and then relaxing the pipe. The action of stress and fatigue may cause failures in the pipe
walls, bells or at the rubber gasket pipe joints.® Moreover, a leak, break, or stuck valve would
likely release quantities of sewage and could lead to sewage spills entering the Allen Dam
Reservoir resulting in possible algal blooms due to high nutrients, low dissolved oxygen, and the
introduction of pathogens into the water supply which would force the reservoir to close.

According to a re{pofc to the US Congress, 2.7 billion gallons of raw sewage spilled
between 2001 and 2003.>' Closer to home, and more recently, DEEP reports that there were a
number of breaks in Connecticut. A break in August 2014 released an estimated 4,125 gallons of
sewage into Norwalk Harbor. In January 2015, a broken force main spilled an estimated 5,400
gallons, and in April 2015 a break in a force main released an estimated 9,000 gallons of sewage
to a wetlands in Plainfield. A much larger incident occurred in July 2016, when an estimated 7.5
million gallons of sewage were released into Fort Hill Brook in Groton. In addition, DEEP
reports that there were 26 sewage spills in 2015 and 16 incidents as of this summer.*”> The South
Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority documented 29 separate sanitary sewer overflow
events within its public water supply watersheds since the year 2000. Several of the releases
entered the Lake Whitney Reservoir. One large sanitary sewer leak in particular occurring on
March 30, 2003 released up to 300,000 gallons into the Mill River entering the Lake Whitney
Reservoir. The RWA was not notified of the release until April 3. Fortunately, Lake Whitney
was not in operation at the time. In addition to leaks and breaks occasioned by normal operation,
RWA has experienced breaks caused by construction in the area. On one occasion during
construction of a bridge, a pressurized six inch force sewer main was mismarked and was

% Tata & Howard Report, August 16, 2016 at p. 2.

 TWC has asked for information on the clean out manholes and pressure valves, but so far has not scen a response
to its request.

% . at6.

31 Exhibit 15 hereto.

32 Exhibit 16 hereto. [Please note the Excel Spreadsheet was sent by email and was difficult to print. Copies will be

emailed upon request.]



ruptured. ** As noted above, the City of Torrington has had two sewage spills that TWC 1is aware
of.

WLSD has been heard to claim that DEEP has approved the proposed force main. That
is not the case. Rather, DEEP did not approve the project. Instead, DEEP concurred with the
findings of WLSD’s facilities plan which is an extension to the Torrington wastewater treatment
plant. DEEP did not approve the project because DEEP (Clean Water Fund) is not the funding
mechanism. WLSD chose USDA Rural Development funds so USDA Rural Development will
be reviewing the plans and specifications. Thus, according to DEEP, “the ‘approval’ you believe
they received only concurred with the findings of the facilities plan and was not an approval to
construct - the final authority for that will rest with USDA Rural Development who is the
funding agency for this project.””**

Moreover, despite a requirement that WLSD identify “Environmentally Sensitive or
Significant Areas for Further Evaluation During Project Development Including ... Watercourses
Water Supply Watershed Lands, Aquifer Protection Areas, and Coastal Zones...”
in its Facilities Plan,>® WLSD failed to even mention that its proposed project would cross the
Company’s watershed land. Moreover, WLSD’s Environmental Report also fails to account for
the fact that the proposed force main will traverse this environmentally sensitive watershed area.
Accordingly, TWC believes that DEEP was not aware of this critical omission when it concurred
with the findings of WLSD’s facilities plan. The Company believes that USDA Rural
Development was similarly blindsided to the fact that the chosen route threatens Torrington’s
water supply. '

DPH has submitted letters to the Goshen and Torrington IWCs that recognizes the risk to:
Torrington’s water supply:

The selected route of the proposed new wastewater transmission system traverses
through 4,600 feet of the public water supply watershed of Allen Dam, an active
distribution reservoir that is the source of public drinking wafer for the Torrington
Water Company ... which supplies public drinkin