Water & Sewer Commission

February 18", 2025, Meeting Minutes



Minutes of East Lyme Water and Sewer Commission Special Meeting -

02/18/25
Date and time: 02/18/25 7:00 PM to: 02/18/25 8:44 PM
Brooke Stevens, Recording Secretary, Commission Members:, David B. Bond, Carol
Present: Russell, Roger L. Spencer, Dan Cunningham, Chairman, Ken Roberts, Lindsay
Bollenbach, Absent:, David J. Murphy, David R. Zoller, Michelle Royce Williams
ce: Ben North, Municipal Utility Engineer, Ann Cicchiello, Deputy First Selectman, Joe
) Bragaw, Director of Public Works, Tracy Collins, Town Attorney
Location: East Lyme Town Hall, Upper Conf. Room, 108 Pennsylvania Ave., Niantic, CT, 06357

1. Call to Order

Chairman Cunningham called the February 18th, 2025, Special Meeting of the East Lyme Water &
Sewer Commission to order at 7:00 p.m. and did roll call; a quorum was present.

2. Approval of Minutes
2-1. Regular Meeting Minutes of December 17th, 2024

see attached minutes.
& Water-Sewer-December-17-2024-Minutes.pdf

MOTION (1)
Mr. Bond moved to approve the Meeting Minutes of December 17th, 2024, as submitted.

Mr. Spencer seconded the motion.
Motion carried, 5-0-0.

3. Delegations
There was none.
4. Correspondence Log

see attachment.
& 1559 001.pdf

Mr. Cunningham briefly reviewed the attached correspondence log.

5. Discussion and Possible Action on Fluoride Dosing in Drinking Water

see attachment.
& 1560_001.pdf
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https://app.meetingking.com/uploads/attachments/295195-1559_001-c3607408d7603ed4766ae7452c0e1dcb333ef63c.pdf?1740099634
https://app.meetingking.com/uploads/attachments/295196-1560_001-776ccb18551944e8806823d1fc58ec3ac759efd8.pdf?1740099727
http://www.meetingking.com

Mr. North discussed the ongoing issue of fluoride dosing in the community's water supply. He gave a
brief overview, including communications with the Department of Public Health and legal counsel.
Mr. North shared that the cost of fluoridation is approximately $20,000 and he and the Commission discussed
how the decision is not primarily financial, that they aim to follow scientific evidence but acknowledge the
complexity of the issue and the need for expert as well as public input.

The Commission is considering whether to continue fluoridation or not, given recent studies and the fact
that they are not legally required to fluoridate due to population size; Connecticut State Statutes require
communities with populations of 20,000 or more to fluoride dose their water.

The Commission discussed the possibility of setting up a public hearing to gather more input on the issue. Mr.
Bond considered timing options, weighing the need to include seasonal residents in the discussion since our
population doubles in the summer. He also noted that it would be beneficial to have expert speakers who are
both in favor of and against dosing, as individuals from both sides feel strongly about their positions.

Mr. Roberts joined the meeting at 7:09 p.m.

Ms. Russell supplied a handout which gave an overview of the water fluoridation timeline from 2003 to
2018. See attachment.

& 1582 001.pdf

Ms. Russell discussed her handout and detailed some of the following:
The EPA’s maximum contaminant level for fluoride was 4.0 mg/L in 2003.
In 2015, the CDC recommended 0.7 mg/L for voluntary water fluoridation.
A 2018 court ruling ordered the EPA to reassess its maximum contaminant level goal for fluoride.
She thinks they should consider temporarily suspending water fluoridation due to concerns about potential
health risks, particularly impacts on 1Q, until more information is available.

The Commission discussed the need for public input before making a decision on fluoridation. They
debated the merits of suspension versus maintaining current levels. The unique position of their water system,
being close to the mandatory fluoridation threshold, was highlighted. The complexity of the issue and the
presence of conflicting scientific evidence was also acknowledged.

Ms. Russell emphasized the importance of public input and moving forward in a more expeditious
manner. She does not believe the Commission has the expertise to determine if a fluoride reduction is
beneficial. She noted that they need a firm answer from the CDC regarding their recommendation. They can
suspend dosing until that information is received, and it is very easy to both stop and restart the process.

Mr. North expressed his appreciation for Ms. Russell's synopsis and summary, noting that this issue has
persisted for a long time. He mentioned his industry experience, observing changes from the 0.8 to 1.2
threshold and now to the 0.7 threshold. He sought to clarify that in the most recent case, which is the current
focus, Judge Chen ordered the EPA to review the information. The data under review pertained to a 1.5
milligrams per liter dose rate, which the study acknowledged, but it did not consider the current residual of 0.7.

Mr. Spencer said he would like input from the customers actually consuming our water and Mr. Roberts
concurred.

Mr. Bond stated that he has heard a lot about overdosing and inquired about the actions of other
communities. Mr. North replied that he is unaware of any other community currently addressing this issue.

Mr. Cunningham said it's a practical consideration, sticking with the 0.7 level or stopping, but it won't be
long before our population reaches 20,000. He thinks they should pursue the debate a little bit and delay the
public hearing in the hope that summer residents will participate.


https://app.meetingking.com/uploads/attachments/295309-1582_001-6c04997baf3c496b6e0767f1081e1fa609a41069.pdf?1740359358
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Ms. Russell again stressed the importance of getting updated information from the EPA and CDC.

MOTION (2)
Mr. Spencer moved to table the fluoride dosing in drinking water discussion until the May meeting and to
discuss moving it forward to a public hearing at that time.
Mr. Roberts seconded the motion.

Ms. Bollenbach pointed out that the DPH made the recommendation to continue adding the fluoridation
to the water, which is significant.

Ms. Russell added that the Department of Public Health, when we first communicated our concerns due
to the ruling, said they were monitoring the situation. When they sent out their most recent comments
encouraging us to continue water fluoridation, they did not reference the lawsuit or consider the serious
unresolved issue regarding whether the 0.7 level may have adverse health effects that were not realized when
it was set. She also noted that this court decision was significantly impacted by the National Toxicology
Program's strong statement that at 1.5 milligrams per liter and above there is strong evidence of potential
effects.

She visited the National Toxicology Program website and found that eight of nine high-quality studies
examining cognitive or neurodevelopmental outcomes indicated problems. Additionally, 72 studies assessed
the association between fluoride exposure and IQ in children; 19 of these were considered high-quality, and 18
of those reported an inverse association between estimated fluoride exposure and children's 1Q. This report
from the National Toxicology Program was a key factor in the judge's evaluation.

Ms. Russell suggested setting up a public hearing for May and Mr. Roberts said he doesn't think they're
ready for the hearing yet. Mr. Bond noted the entire Commission should be here to set the public hearing date.

MOTION (2) Vote:
Motion carried, 5-1-0.

Nay- Ms. Russell.

6. Discussion and Possible Action on Sewer Shed Line Revision re 32 West Lane

see attachment.
4 1562 _001.pdf

The Commission discussed a request to revise the sewer shed line for a property at 32 West Lane to
allow more flexibility in constructing a single-family home. They debated the implications of moving the line
and potential restrictions on future development.

Mr. North clarified that this request is for Lot #1 and Ms. Perry added that the owners of the other lots will
also need to come before the Commission with the same request.

The Commission discussed the sewer shed line history, sewer assessments and connection
requirements. Mr. North explained that this approval doesn't allow for increased development on this lot, and
noted that these lots are already ticket holders, and factored in as part of our sewer capacity.
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MOTION (3)
Mr. Bond moved to authorize the Water and Sewer Commission to allow the revision of the Commission's
designated sewer shed line to follow the building line of the lot located at 32 West Lane, Niantic Connecticut
for the sole purpose of construction of a single-family home on the lot. This revision
in no way allows for an increase in dwellings on the property, it is simply meant to allow more
flexibility in the construction of a single-family home on the property.
Mr. Spencer seconded the motion.

Ms. Russell asked for confirmation that it's limited to single-family home and Mr. North replied in the
affirmative, noting that it's limited to how it's zoned.

Mr. North stated that he believes there is no detriment if this is granted. The Commission discussed how
when they initially designated areas for sewers, they were not certain of the exact locations all the property
lines. They drew the sewer shed line on a map and then transposed it, as a starting point, and now they are
fine-tuning it based on more accurate information; in the grand scheme of things, this adjustment is necessary.

MOTION (3) Vote:
Motion carried, 6-0-0.

7. Billing Adjustments/Disputes

There was none.

8. Approval of Bills

see attachment.
& 1563 _001.pdf

MOTION (4)
Mr. Bond moved to approve the Tighe & Bond Inv. No. TB-1013919 in the amount of $4,072.50.

Mr. Spencer seconded the motion.
Motion carried, 6-0-0.

9. Finance Director Report

Mr. Bragaw noted that Mr. Gervais could not be here this evening and supplied a Sewer Department
Budget Sheet for the Commission's review, which he briefly discussed.

& 1583_001.pdf

Mr. Bragaw reported a significant reduction in sewer costs paid to New London, an estimated $658,000
this year, resulting in savings of $323,000. This was attributed to decreased flows from East Lyme. He
proposed using the savings to pay off a $325,000 loan and allocate remaining funds to capital costs. This
would help address the lack of depreciation in the budget and allow for future capacity improvements.

Mr. Bragaw's discussion with the Commission covered the current Tri-Town sewer agreement, including
East Lyme's 15% responsibility for capital costs at the New London plant. The agreement is a 20-year deal
with 5-year renewal periods.

10. Project Updates

10-1. DEEP Mediation on Diversion Permit re Bride Brook Wells
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Mr. North reported on meetings with DEEP regarding water diversion from Bride Lake area wells.
They discussed efforts to mitigate environmental impacts on alewife runs while maintaining necessary
water supply. He noted that DEEP is happy that the town is taking a proactive approach.

11. Chairman's Report

Mr. Cunningham stated that he had a meeting with New London today, which he believed went very well,
as they sought cooperation in discussing potential future sewer capacity. He thinks the outcome of the meeting
was a decision to work on a two-pronged approach: negotiating with the State of Connecticut in the short term
and exploring the requirements to increase their plant size in the long term. It was noted that technology has
changed, and they appear to have the land capacity to expand.

The central issue discussed was that sewer capacity is a regional concern and a significant barrier to
development in the affected towns, including Waterford, East Lyme, and New London. Addressing this problem
in the long term could resolve many related issues, such as housing and optimal use of downtown structures,
which require adequate sewer capacity. They have emphasized the importance of strategic planning in
finance, water, sewer, and other areas, and these ideas need to be applied to increasing sewer capacity. The
discussion was productive, and they plan to meet again to continue making progress.

12. Staff Updates
12-1. Water Department Monthly Report

see attachment.
& 1564_001.pdf

Mr. Bragaw and Mr. North discussed how water production is down 18% from previous years and
22% from typical production. This reduction is attributed to system improvements, proactive leak detection,
and smart metering. Despite lower production, billing remains consistent, indicating improved efficiency and
conservation efforts.
The town is transitioning to a new financial software, Munis, which will enable online bill viewing and
payment. This system aims to streamline billing processes, reduce foot traffic, and improve collection rates.
The water department is considering absorbing credit card fees to encourage electronic payments.

12-2. Sewer Department Monthly Report

see attachment.
& 1565_001.pdf

Ms. Russell asked about the use of sewer meters to identify problems in the system and concerns
were raised about fairness of sewer billing based on water usage. A suggestion was made to measure at
pump stations for a better understanding of problem areas. The high cost of meters ($5,000 for train-to-
time radar meter) noted as a potential barrier for identifying problems.

13. Future Agenda ltems

Mr. Cunningham noted the future agenda items and Mr. North briefly mentioned the Cybersecurity audit.
Both positive aspects and areas for improvement were identified which he will detail at a future meeting.

Mr. North and Mr. Bragaw also mentioned the plan to introduce rates at the March meeting, shifting from
fall, to align with the April budget. They discussed developing an irrigation rate structure to promote
conservation, as per the DEEP cooperative agreement. Mr. Bragaw said it would likely be a voluntary system
with separate meters for irrigation, higher water charges but no sewer charges. The Commission discussed the
challenges with implementation as well as the potential costs to customers.
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13-1. Sewer Capacity Subcommittee

13-2. Finance Subcommittee

13-3. Capital Projects Subcommittee

13-4. Building Security and Cyber Security internal Audit

14. Adjournment

MOTION (5)

Mr. Spencer moved to adjourn the February 18th, 2025, Water & Sewer Commission Meeting at 8:43 p.m.
Mr. Bond seconded the motion.

Motion carried, 6-0-0.

Respectfully submitted,
Brooke Stevens,
Recording Secretary
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