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 3
 4                 STATE OF CONNECTICUT
 5               DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND
 6               ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
 7         PUBLIC UTILITIES REGULATORY AUTHORITY
 8
 9       WATER PLANNING COUNCIL STEERING COMMITTEE
10
11
12         Meeting held at the State of Connecticut,
13  Department of Energy and Environmental Protection,
14  Public Utilities Regulatory Authority, 10 Franklin
15  Square, New Britain, Connecticut, on December 22,
16  2015, beginning at 1 p.m.
17  H e l d   B e f o r e:
18                 JOHN W. BETKOSKI, III
19  STEERING COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN and PURA VICE CHAIRMAN
20
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 1  A p p e a r a n c e s:
 2       ELLEN BLASCHINSKI, DPH
 3       BETSEY WINGFIELD, DEEP
 4       CHRIS CLARK, Mohegan Tribal Utility
 5       SUSAN SULLIVAN,
 6       New England Interstate Water Pollution
 7       Control Commission
 8       JANE CERASO
 9       New England Interstate Water Pollution
10       Control Commission
11       DAVID KUZMINSKI, Town of Portland
12       ALICIA CHARAMUT, CT River Watershed Council
13       DAVID SUTHERLAND, CT Nature Conservancy
14       SHELLEY GREEN, CT Nature Conservancy
15       GEORGE LOGAN, Aquarion Water Company
16       ROBERT WISNIEWSKI, Aquarion Water Company
17       DAVID MURPHY, Milone & MacBroom
18       LORI MATHIEU, DPH
19       ROBERT YOUNG, Middletown Water and Sewer
20       STEVE ANDERSON, CT Department of Agriculture
21       CHARLES ROTHENBERGER, ESQ.,
22       CT Fund for the Environment
23       ERIC LINDQUIST, OPM
24       MATTHEW PAFFORD, OPM
25


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 3


 1  A p p e a r a n c e s:(cont'd)
 2       VIRGINIA DE LIMA,
 3       Chair Science and Technical Committee
 4       ANDREW LORD, CT Association of Water
 5       Pollution Control Authorities
 6       ROBERT MOORE, Chair Policy Subcommittee
 7       ELIN SWANSON KATZ, OCC
 8       MICHAEL J. SULLIVAN, DEEP
 9       NICHOLAS NEELEY, PURA
10       GAIL LUCCHINA, PURA
11       LORI VITAGLIANO,
12       Regional Water Authority (via telephone)
13       BETH BARTON
14       THOMAS CALLAHAN
15       GENE LIKENS (via telephone)
16       SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE (via telephone)
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We'll call
 2  the meeting of the State Water Plan Steering
 3  Committee to order.  And before we begin we can go
 4  around and introduce those that are here and then
 5  we will introduce those on the phone.  I'm Jack
 6  Betkoski.  I'm Chairman of the Steering Committee
 7  and Vice Chairman of the Public Utility Regulatory
 8  Authority.
 9                 I should announce that Dave
10  LeVasseur, will not be here today.  We received a
11  phonecall minutes before the meeting, that he was
12  in a car accident.  We are not sure -- we think
13  he's okay.  We understand he was calling from the
14  ambulance, but we still think he's okay.  So I'll
15  keep you posted if I hear anything during the
16  meeting.  Betsy is going to sit in until -- Mike
17  Sullivan is at another meeting.  Betsy is going to
18  sit in until Mike gets here.
19                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Hi.  I'm Ellen
20  Blachinski from the Department of Public Health.
21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Betsey
22  Wingfield, Department of Energy and Environmental
23  Protection, sitting in for Mike Sullivan who will
24  be here shortly, hopefully.
25                 ELIN KATZ:  Elin Katz, Consumer
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 1  Counsel.
 2                 ANDREW LORD:  Andrew Lord,
 3  Connecticut Association of Water Pollution Control
 4  Authorities and the Connecticut Water Pollution
 5  Abatement Association.
 6                 CHRIS CLARK:  Chris Clark, the
 7  Mohegan Tribe.
 8                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Susan Sullivan,
 9  New England Interstate Water Pollution Control
10  Commission.
11                 JANE CERASO:  Jane Ceraso, New
12  England Interstate Water Pollution Commission.
13                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  Gail Lucchina,
14  PURA.
15                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Nick Neeley,
16  PURA.
17                 DAVID KUZMINSKI:  David Kuzminski,
18  Town of Portland.
19                 ALICIA CHARAMUT:  Alicia Charamut,
20  Connecticut River Watershed Council.
21                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  David
22  Sutherland, the Nature Conservancy.
23                 SHELLEY GREEN:  Shelley Green, the
24  Nature Conservancy.
25                 GEORGE LOGAN:  George Logan,
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 1  Aquarion Water Company.
 2                 DAVID MURPHY:  David Murphy from
 3  Milone & MacBroom.
 4                 LORI MATHIEU:  Lori Mathieu,
 5  Department of Public Health.
 6                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Tom Callahan,
 7  private citizen.
 8                 ROBERT WISNIEWSKI:  Bob Wisniewski,
 9  Aquarion Water Company.
10                 ROBERT YOUNG:  Bob Young, City of
11  Middletown Water and Sewer.
12                 STEVE ANDERSON:  Steve Anderson,
13  Department of Agriculture.
14                 CHARLES ROTHENBERGER:  Charles
15  Rothenberger, Rome Smith & Lutz on behalf of the
16  Connecticut Fund for the Environment.
17                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Eric Lindquist,
18  Office of Policy and Management.
19                 MATTHEW PAFFORD:  Matt Pafford,
20  Office of Policy and Management.
21                 ROBERT MOORE:  Bob Moore, Chair of
22  the Policy Subcommittee.
23                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Virginia DeLima
24  chairing the Science and Technical Committee.
25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And who do we have
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 1  on the phone?
 2                 GENE LIKENS:  This is Gene, Gene
 3  Likens.
 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi, Gene.
 5                 SUSAN SAYRE:  Susan Sayre.
 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi, Susan.  Anyone
 7  else?
 8                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Lori Vitagliano,
 9  the Regional Water Authority.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi Lori.
11                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Hello.
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anyone else?
13                 (No response.)
14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We'll begin
15  the meeting.  The first order of business today is
16  to discuss the procurement of consulting services,
17  NEIWPCC.  And Dave LeVasseur was supposed to do
18  this, but as I said, he's not going to be here.
19                 Jane Ceraso who's the Director of
20  Resources Protection Programs, and Susan Sullivan,
21  the Deputy Director here just to observe today.
22  And we're very happy that we're in the midst, or
23  we have assigned off an MLU with you to work with
24  consulting services to assist us with the water
25  plan.  So we thank you very much and look forward
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 1  to working with you.  It's like old-home week.  I
 2  see a lot of people here today.
 3                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  I know it feels
 4  a little that way.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So that's great.  So
 6  moving forward we will have more updates, and even
 7  between we meetings we'll have more updates how
 8  that is going.
 9                 The status of project management,
10  David was going to do this as well.  But I'm going
11  to call on Mr. Tom Callahan who has some very good
12  news for us today.
13                 Mr. Callahan, would you like to
14  come right up here, Private Citizen Callahan?
15                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Private Citizen
16  Callahan?  Citizen Kane.
17                 Thank you, Jack.  As I mentioned at
18  the Water Planning Council, I have reached
19  agreement with the University of Connecticut --
20  and I retired actually as of last Thursday, was my
21  last formal day in the office.  I have a
22  continuing employment relationship on a set of
23  very small issues at the university that will
24  continue through June.  But for all practical
25  purposes I'm retired.  As I said, Thursday was my
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 1  last day in the office.
 2                 I had spoken before about, if the
 3  planning council was interested, that we could
 4  work something out.  That I would be interested in
 5  continuing to provide some project management
 6  capability for the project as it moved forward.
 7                 You and I, and David had an
 8  opportunity to meet last week to talk about what
 9  the parameters for that might be.  I sent an
10  e-mail message out and I'm just going to work off
11  of that because I think that's probably the best
12  basis in terms of describing what that role might
13  be.
14                 So project coordination essentially
15  serves as a key point of contact for the
16  development of the plan according to the
17  statutorily defined schedule as we move forward.
18  Ensure that the work of the Water Planning
19  Council, the Steering Committee, the policy
20  workgroup, the Science and Technology Workgroup,
21  the advisory groups and any other such groups as
22  may be formed or aligned in the development and
23  crafting of a state water plan.  And so kind of
24  the issue of, kind of, the timing and sequence,
25  and substance needs to be knitted together as we
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 1  move forward.
 2                 Work with the planning council and
 3  NEIWPCC staff for confirming the scope schedule
 4  for the work that NEIWPCC will be doing in terms
 5  of procuring contracting, financial reporting
 6  requirements for the project as we move forward.
 7  And the alignment of that work to ensure that,
 8  again the plan is ready, at least at this point in
 9  time, as envisioned for the 2018 session of the
10  General Assembly.
11                 And to work with others to convene
12  a staff of limitation team comprised of key PURA,
13  DEEP, DPH and OPM staff assigned to assist the
14  planning council, its committees and workgroups to
15  develop a state water plan.  This group role is to
16  work with the committee and workgroup leaders to
17  plan and coordinate sequence committee activities
18  to support the work that they're doing in the
19  development of the state water plan water work
20  products.
21                 And so it's my understanding that
22  the scope of work envisioned with NEIWPCC would
23  allow the Water Planning Council to engage them
24  for project management capability going forward if
25  my efforts were deemed to be deficient or not
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 1  fully capable at any point in time.  Again, this
 2  role would be working for the planning Council,
 3  reporting through its chair.  I would be doing
 4  this on a volunteer basis.
 5                 I would be devoting about two days
 6  a week in order to do this through June.  We
 7  could, at that point in time, evaluate what makes
 8  sense going forward.  And I did ask, although I
 9  understand it's not yet been resolved, that to the
10  extent that there are travel-related expenses
11  associated with this, that the planning council
12  would find a way to reimburse me.
13                 So I think that's the nature of the
14  scope that I put together.  I don't know how you,
15  the planning council would like to formalize that
16  in any way, shape or form, but that's the nature
17  of the offer, and I'm prepared to start in
18  January.
19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Great.  Thank you
20  very much.
21                 Any questions?  Betsey?
22                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  It's great.
23                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Again, I said
24  this to the planning council and I'll say it again
25  because we have a large group here today, if for
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 1  any reason there my involvement is a source of
 2  concern and angst that would cause things to slow
 3  down as they did last September, if you hear that
 4  after this meeting is over, my counsel would be
 5  for you to think very carefully before pulling the
 6  trigger to move forward.  Because we can't afford
 7  to lose the time and I'm not interested in getting
 8  in a kerfuffle, as I said at the planning council
 9  meeting.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Understood.
11                 ROBERT MOORE:  I have a question.
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, Bob?
13                 ROBERT MOORE:  Tom, you have worked
14  out, or a proposal will work out a relationship
15  with New England Interstate as to who's on first?
16                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Yeah.  I think,
17  you know, the way I see it is, as I understand it
18  right now, and Susan and I have not had a chance
19  to speak on this, is that the four members of the
20  planning council have day jobs.
21                 And there's a need for a single
22  point of contact between the council and NEIWPCC
23  in terms of driving the, you know, in terms of
24  making sure there's clear understanding in terms
25  of how they move, when they need to move, what the
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 1  scope is going to be, so on and so forth.
 2                 ROBERT MOORE:  So you would be,
 3  like, working with Susan as representing the
 4  council?
 5                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Correct.
 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  And you said you're
 7  volunteering for this?
 8                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I am.  I am.
 9                 ROBERT MOORE:  Okay.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any other questions?
11  I want everybody to be, and members of the
12  Steering Committee, please, any questions?  Tom is
13  very instrumental with getting us during the
14  formative phases of the plan and we're very happy
15  that he's going to be able to continue at least
16  for six months, and we'll see where it goes after
17  that.
18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My only comment
19  is get him engaged before he becomes too adjusted
20  to retirement.
21                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Okay.  Thank you.
22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
23                 And next we're going to have Bob
24  Moore and the policy subcommittee.
25                 ROBERT MOORE:  We met on
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 1  October 29th -- or wait a minute.  Excuse me,
 2  November 30th.  But we had first kind of a summary
 3  of Corin Finnigan, Denise Reziak, going to what's
 4  called the American Water Resources Association
 5  National Leadership Institute Workshop for State
 6  Officials.  You get that?  And they brought back a
 7  lot of information.
 8                 It's basically a meeting on water
 9  planning, and they brought back a lot of
10  information and Corin gave us a lot of websites
11  and attachments that were helpful, I think, in
12  discussing where states are, how they're
13  proceeding along the same path that we are.  And
14  were some were and where some -- what problems
15  they had and some things that really looked good.
16                 But one of the things that was
17  mentioned was that there was a program at UConn
18  called CLEAR.  It's Center for Land-use Education
19  And Research.  It does story maps, and this was
20  brought to our attention as a possible way to
21  provide a good educational outreach on the
22  development of the plan.
23                 And there's a website that she gave
24  us which I looked at, which is a very interesting
25  website in that it has a lot of the land-use
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 1  issues.  It has forest cover, turf cover,
 2  development, paved surface covers on watersheds.
 3  And it has a variety of very detailed information
 4  already mapped and it's called, if you want to
 5  look at it, it's called
 6  CLEAR3.UConn.edu/viewers/ConnecticutStory.
 7                 And on that website you can follow
 8  through and look at the data that's already there.
 9  Which I think as we move into the, you know,
10  getting a consultant, this is information that's
11  pretty much done and looks to be state of the art,
12  from what I can tell.  But it's a very good
13  website and it has lots of information.
14                 It has issues on watersheds, on
15  streams, it has development along the streams.  It
16  has development in the watershed of paved and
17  impervious surfaces and stuff like that, and all
18  of the agriculture use land.  So it's part of the
19  land-use piece that we'll be looking at and I
20  think it looks like it's done.  It's something
21  that, you know, we should probably pay attention
22  to.  And I was very impressed with them, that
23  issue.
24                 Corin was also going to get --
25  there's a bunch of webinars and other seminars
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 1  going on by different states that are available.
 2  California and Colorado indicated they could
 3  have -- provide some updates on --
 4                 GENE LIKENS:  Hello, this is Gene
 5  Likens.  Are you still there?  You went dead.  I
 6  don't hear anything.
 7                 ROBERT MOORE:  We're here.  Can you
 8  hear me?  Hello?
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Gene.
10                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes?
11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Can you hear us?
12                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes, I hear you loud
13  and clear, but I haven't heard anything for maybe
14  four or five minutes.
15                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  It's the same for
16  me.  Like, one of the microphones isn't working.
17                 ROBERT MOORE:  Maybe I'll get
18  closer to it.  Can you hear me now?
19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that better?
20                 ROBERT MOORE:  Hello?
21                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  No.
22                 GENE LIKENS:  No.
23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Bob, go up to that
24  microphone, please.
25                 Hold on one second, please.
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 1                 ROBERT MOORE:  Is this any better?
 2                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Much.
 3                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes, thank you.
 4                 ROBERT MOORE:  The first thing I
 5  was talking about was some information on a
 6  website that is run at the university called
 7  CLEAR.  And I think you can get a look at that
 8  website.  It's a variety of land-use issues that
 9  are mapped on there.
10                 We had a major discussion on the
11  scope of the water plan and whether or not it
12  should include water quality planning and water
13  quantity.  And what was debated?  Ellen raised
14  this issue.  And we spent quite a bit of time on
15  that.
16                 Betsey and others had gone through
17  a variety of the state plans that are underway in
18  terms of quality.  The most recent one was a
19  nonpoint source pollution plan.  But there's a
20  variety of plans.
21                 And we asked the department, DEEP
22  to put together a matrix of existing water quality
23  programs and where they might cross the quantity
24  issue, or the supply issue.  Maps on perhaps
25  radon.  Maps on the arsenic locations versus
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 1  groundwater supplies.  Maps on some of the water
 2  quality standards versus, you know, some of the
 3  low-flow issues.
 4                 So those things are -- DEP was
 5  going to provide a meeting on that at our next
 6  meeting, which is the January 12th, to kind of put
 7  a matrix together of where the quantity and
 8  quality issues are meshed and the number of state
 9  water plans that exist throughout the agency, and
10  a variety of plans.
11                 So we could get a look at all these
12  water quality plans and manage them against, you
13  know, which ones of these are going to need to be
14  adjusted and whether or not there's a matrix or a
15  connection between the quantity.  So that's coming
16  up on the 12th.  It was a big assignment for
17  Betsey and Denise, and I hope we can get that
18  done.
19                 The other issue we talked about was
20  the scope of climate change and how that should be
21  included in the plan.  And we decided that there
22  are a variety of things already going on.  One is
23  the Connecticut Institute for Resilience and
24  Climate Adaptation called CIRCA at UConn.  And the
25  Connecticut Climate Adaptation Plan, State
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 1  Agencies for Resiliency called SAFR and the
 2  Governor's C3 initiative on greenhouse gases.
 3                 And we're going to invite somebody
 4  from the university program, CAR or CA, or CRCA to
 5  come and talk about the climate resiliency and
 6  their efforts in our next meeting.  So we wanted
 7  to not -- make sure we weren't kind of reinventing
 8  anything by not paying attention to what's already
 9  been done.
10                 We also talked about drought and a
11  drought contingency plan.  And we knew that there
12  is a drought contingency plan.  There's also --
13  the water planning council is also currently
14  updating its plan on drought contingency and we
15  raised a number of issues.  One was the, we want
16  to review the existing laws specifically with
17  diversion and how we respond to drought.
18                 One of the issues was, you know,
19  are we just focused on water supply giving health
20  authority in emergency conditions?  And when is a
21  drought?  Is it a minor drought?  Should there be
22  other interim steps in identifying drought?
23  Should there be other methods on which we would
24  talk about drought?  And when are the critical
25  points?  And obviously our response just relative
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 1  to one part of that.
 2                 So we talked about drought and
 3  whether or not the triggers are consistent with
 4  where we're going with the plan, and we need to
 5  bring that about.  So we're going to talk.  We
 6  haven't made a decision on that, but we are trying
 7  to look at the triggers in that and we're going to
 8  discuss that at our next meeting with -- DEP is
 9  going to bring forth some of the current plans
10  that are already under drought and what are some
11  of the triggers that are offered in there.  And
12  that's an area I think that maybe we should look
13  at it very carefully because there are other
14  levels of drought.
15                 Alicia from the Connecticut River
16  Watershed Council called me last week showing me
17  that the Coppermine Brook in Bristol has dried up,
18  and from pumping from New Britain to Bristol water
19  supplies.  And the stream has basically
20  disappeared.
21                 And is that a drought issue that we
22  should be dealing with in terms of, you know,
23  maybe water conservation should start earlier.  If
24  these are in well fields should there be a point
25  at which we look at drought as not, you know, not
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 1  as an emergency just on water supply, but as it
 2  relates to the consumption of water that affects
 3  the streamflow.
 4                 So that's an issue I think Alicia
 5  has some maps and pictures that she can send, you
 6  know, to the board of what has happened.  And I
 7  think Betsey is probably -- Denise is looking into
 8  what's going on there, but you know, that's a side
 9  issue of drought if -- should we be moving quicker
10  or differently in terms of drought management in
11  order to protect the rear source and not just the
12  supply?  So there's some issues like that.
13                 We also looked at flooding, and on
14  the other side of the climate change, on the
15  flooding side, and what are the current
16  protections?  DEP has some new flood management
17  issues, and what are the critical components of
18  that?  And we're going to bring that forward, too,
19  at the next meeting as to, how are the current
20  management programs related to flooding and excess
21  water?  And are we looking at the right level of
22  protection?
23                 You know, most of the wastewater
24  and water supply facilities were built with a
25  hundred-year flood protection.  Is that now enough
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 1  or should that be changed?  And so there could be
 2  issues related to the policy of, what is the
 3  protected level that we need as it relates to
 4  change in the climate?  And so we've talked about
 5  that.
 6                 Finally, we talked about
 7  appropriate land use and population.  And we've
 8  asked Matt and others from OPM to bring forward
 9  somebody in our February meeting to talk about
10  what is the current data projections and how
11  they're going to be used, and whether or not that
12  projection should satisfy or meet our needs for
13  this planning document.
14                 So we didn't come out --
15  unfortunately, I didn't come up with a proposed
16  policy out of this meeting, which was my goal to
17  have some proposed policies at the end of each
18  meeting.  But we came out with a lot of questions,
19  and I think at the end of the next meeting we'll
20  have closer information on where some of those
21  policies should be directed.
22                 So that was our meeting, and we're
23  meeting on January 12th.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Bob.
25                 Any questions?  Betsey, anything
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 1  you want to add?
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Bob did a great
 3  job in summarizing.
 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  A lot of work.  A
 5  lot of work, a lot of issues.
 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  Yes.
 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Questions from
 8  anybody?
 9                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I'll just point
10  out the obvious, that the streamflow regulations
11  which were designed to balance water withdrawals
12  and things like drying upstream flows did not
13  include groundwater, and this was a groundwater
14  pumping issue.
15                 ROBERT MOORE:  But I think it's a
16  great example for one of the issues that needs to
17  be brought up, as how you're going to deal with
18  this.  And does the plan -- and it might have been
19  something that we've overlooked in the plan, and
20  should it be overlooked?
21                 Should we be able to respond to
22  withdrawals prior to drying out the brook by some
23  kind of projected method or some kind of analysis
24  or some kind of data collection?  And should, you
25  know, the water utility be looking at conservation
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 1  earlier in the process than later?  So I think
 2  this is, you know, an example that unfortunately
 3  is in front of us.  Not just UConn this time
 4  either.
 5                 That was to you, Tom.
 6                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Not since 2005
 7  that I'm aware of.
 8                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any questions?
 9                 Thank you very much.
10                 ELIN KATZ:  More mundane.  What
11  time is the meeting on the 12th?
12                 ROBERT MOORE:  It will probably be
13  afternoon.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It's going to be
15  in the afternoon.  We've gotten that far.  I'll
16  send an e-mail out this week.
17                 ELIN KATZ:  Thank you.
18                 ROBERT MOORE:  We were trying to
19  get somebody from Ag to participate and we haven't
20  got the confirmation yet.
21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We have someone from
22  agriculture with us today.  Maybe he can take that
23  back.
24                 ROBERT MOORE:  I think Betsey has
25  been in contact.
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 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah, I think
 2  Mike O'Neill was actually working through the farm
 3  bureau to get somewhere, but I think that
 4  invitation has been extended.  We don't have the
 5  answer yet.
 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Very good.  Thank
 7  you.
 8                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Okay.  The
 9  Science and Technical Committee.  The group
10  continued to meet every other week for quite a
11  while.  And as I shared with you at the last
12  meeting, we had come up with a whole list of
13  questions that we put to the policy committee.
14                 And we came up with an additional
15  one, and that was whether the coastal areas of the
16  state were covered in this plan.  In some cases,
17  actually saline water and/or whether this was a
18  freshwater plan.  And so that was another policy
19  issue that we lobbed to the policy group to their
20  consideration.
21                 We had continued to work on the
22  spreadsheet that was shared with the -- the draft
23  of which that was shared with you.  And we
24  realized that we had sort of come to a pausing
25  place in that, particularly because we didn't know
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 1  how our group would interface with a consultant
 2  who might be hired to do this project, the overall
 3  water plan.
 4                 The extreme is, obviously, is that
 5  a consultant could say, oh, good.  Look at this
 6  stuff that's been done.  We don't need to do it.
 7  Or they could say, oh, we want to do it our way.
 8  Forget this.  And so the reality is probably
 9  somewhere between those extremes, but we wanted to
10  get some guidance before we delved further into
11  that on how our group would interface with the
12  group ultimately doing the water plan itself.
13                 So we suspended that and decided we
14  would try and look at some scenarios to see if the
15  State had a water plan, how it could help address
16  some of the issues that came up in looking at
17  various scenarios.  Linda Young of the Pomperaug
18  River Watershed Coalition offered to do a
19  presentation on the Pomperaug, so we could use
20  that as a test case.
21                 There were several main issues that
22  they were addressing.  And if we had a plan, how
23  could the plan help them with these issues?  And
24  we're going to continue doing some of those
25  scenarios, responses to scenarios.  As you might
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 1  expect, the discussion immediately went more to
 2  policy type issues than it did to science and
 3  technical issues, other than the acknowledgment
 4  that in the Pomperaug they have probably more data
 5  than any other watershed of that size in the
 6  state.  And, yes, still felt a challenge for
 7  needing more data to be able to -- data and
 8  modeling to be able to come up with resolutions to
 9  their issues.
10                 I would invite anybody here who
11  have a scenario that they think that we should run
12  through this process, and hopefully learn from it,
13  to share with us.  We have ones that have been
14  thrown out on the table.  The UConn situation, if
15  we had had a water plan at that time, how might
16  that have been different?
17                 The Shepaug case of a decade or so
18  ago.  Now again, if we had had a water plan, how
19  would that discussion have been informed by the
20  water plan?  And so in this way back into
21  addressing the question that still is nagging at
22  our group which is, what are questions we're
23  trying to address here?  What is the real purpose
24  of this plan?  And we felt we might get a better
25  handle on that by, as I said, running through some
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 1  scenarios.
 2                 So we're welcome to other issues,
 3  either current, past or anticipated that anybody
 4  might want to put on the table for us walk
 5  through.
 6                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Lake health.  So
 7  you know, we hear theories all the time about why
 8  does Lake Pocotopaug have, you know, increased
 9  nutrient load after installing centralized sewers?
10                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  You want the
11  answer?
12                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right.  No, but
13  I think that's part of it.  So if we're going to
14  talk about a water plan I think that we're looking
15  at all bodies of water, I believe.
16                 So to what extent is there
17  resources?  Are there experiences elsewhere in the
18  state that could help us look at some of those
19  things?  If ultimately the Steering Committee, the
20  Water Planning Council decides that marine water
21  is part of the discussion, so similarly some of
22  the wastewater issues that occurred along the
23  Connecticut shoreline, and how has that impacted
24  marine water quality?
25                 ROBERT MOORE:  And public health.
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 1  I mean, most of the issues we get on the coastal
 2  area that affect the public directly are bathing
 3  beach and bacteria, the nitrogen.  And for the
 4  long-term health of the Sound has pretty much
 5  already been regulated by a plan and being looked
 6  at again for another plan on how to deal with it.
 7                 So there's already nutrient control
 8  for the Connecticut River and others, for the
 9  whole state in terms of wastewater.  But there
10  isn't a similar plan that deals with, you know,
11  overflows necessarily that cause high bacteria
12  except for combined sewer plans and stuff like
13  that.
14                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  And I know that
15  I always ask this question, but do we have any
16  data that talks about so the more centralized
17  wastewater management you have, how does that
18  impact overall water use?  Do you demand more
19  water?  Do you use less water?  Do we have any
20  data that impacts how water is utilized when you
21  have a centralized wastewater system?
22                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Let me see if I
23  understand you.  Are you saying as sort of an
24  extreme, does somebody on a septic system in
25  general use less water than somebody on a
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 1  municipal treatment plan?  Is that the question
 2  that you're asking?
 3                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  In part, yeah.
 4  So would, you know, in certain situations in the
 5  city of Hartford you're not going to have on-site
 6  septic systems.  It doesn't make sense.  I get
 7  that.  But along the shoreline area, some of the
 8  areas around lakes, what we see is once
 9  centralized sewers come in it increases growth,
10  and increased growth I think means more resources,
11  use of water.
12                 ROBERT MOORE:  Or a change of where
13  the water is coming from.  I mean, increased
14  growth will demand water, I mean, period.  And so
15  if you have more houses you get more water.
16                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right.  So how
17  do you manage growth, or not manage growth in a
18  water-wise method?
19                 ROBERT MOORE:  Well, there used to
20  be a way.  I mean, the plan of conservation and
21  development used to prohibit the expenditure of
22  state funds in areas that it defined for no
23  growth.  And for years DEP responded to that in
24  terms of the wastewater side by not extending
25  sewer service to areas where it had anticipated it
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 1  should be open space, or nongrowth and couldn't
 2  fund projects.
 3                 Now it didn't stop the towns
 4  necessarily from building stuff, but it did stop
 5  the state and federal funds from being applied in
 6  that area.  I don't know if that still exists.
 7  There's not too many people building new sewer
 8  systems.
 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And so that's
10  for state funded dollars?
11                 ROBERT MOORE:  Yeah, right.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Project funded
13  dollars are different in terms of that level of
14  investment, but that issue that Ellen raises sort
15  of fundamentally gets to land use and how do you
16  try to address land-use issues?
17                 Are you looking at good zoning and
18  local good zoning, or are you trying to control it
19  with other infrastructures?  It's a whole piece.
20  But the other issue that Ellen has sort of brought
21  up is this quality versus quantity issue.  Lake
22  Pocotopaug is a recreational lake.  It does have a
23  nutrient impairment issue.  We believe that most
24  of that is probably from surface runoff.
25                 Do we want to spend our, sort of,
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 1  the plan addressing those kind of issues?  Or do
 2  we want to be more focused on quantity related
 3  issues and water quality impacts to those
 4  reservoirs that we're drinking?  I mean, I think
 5  that that's the issue we need to get to, and which
 6  the policy is wrestling with right now.
 7                 ROBERT MOORE:  That's basically our
 8  focus for the next meeting.
 9                 ELIN KATZ:  Just a comment on that?
10  I mean, Ellen, you raise an issue that I think
11  points out that there's a lot of fundamental
12  tensions in a lot of the issues we discussed.  I
13  mean, you may look at having on-site septic
14  systems as a barrier to growth, and therefore when
15  you see a town investing in a municipal sewer
16  system you're concerned about growth.
17                 But on the other hand, as the
18  former DEP attorney, I can tell you we very much
19  like municipal systems and encourage them, and
20  particularly, like, along the shore where the
21  water quality issues flow into the Sound.  So what
22  may be good for one on one hand may cause concerns
23  on the other.
24                 So I just think if you're going to
25  do case studies you've got to recognize that
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 1  solutions, you know, there's a lot of unintended
 2  consequences and be careful where you land.
 3                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  And I think,
 4  too, I think what I'm maybe getting at is I think
 5  a little bit how I see the water plan.  You know,
 6  I still go back to do we know the problem we're
 7  trying to solve?  I am a little fearful we keep
 8  going down the path of a water allocation model.
 9  And I'm not sure that's what the statute directed
10  us to do.
11                 So I just want to keep saying
12  there's a lot more to water and water management.
13  Yes, there's the plan of conservation and
14  development.  Yes, there's municipal facility
15  planning.  Yes, there's water supply planning.
16  Yes, there's minimum streamflow.  There's all
17  these planning pieces and I don't think that we
18  were looking to alter any of those.
19                 We're looking to, I think, talk
20  about a bigger picture about, how do we manage
21  water resources in the State of Connecticut
22  thinking about everything from lakes to
23  potentially marine water, to how do we ensure that
24  we are preserving the high environmental quality
25  that we have while allowing economic growth and
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 1  development to occur?  So I think I'm just trying
 2  to maybe shift the conversation a little bit from
 3  water allocation.
 4                 ANDREW LORD:  And I'll echo Ellen's
 5  comments.  I think that it's completely valid,
 6  especially along the shoreline.  I know that
 7  people in Old Lyme are facing this now with lots
 8  of old small septic systems, regional sewage.
 9  They actually have real concerns about where their
10  water is going.
11                 And so if you think about it, it's
12  a water budgeting issue.  It's that water that
13  used to go into septic systems to recharge the
14  aquifers in that area are going to be transported
15  miles away to New London if that project goes
16  forward.
17                 So I think that the wastewater
18  component is something that really does need to be
19  considered.  Whether it ends up getting into the
20  plan or not, I don't know, but it's something
21  that's got to be on the table for discussion.  I
22  think it is a big issue.  And you know, Lake
23  Pocotopaug is a perfect example of where, you
24  know, providing sewers has completely changed the
25  ecosystem of that lake and it's been for the last
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 1  20 years we've seen the impacts of that.
 2                 So I'm not sure how it fits into
 3  the picture.  Certainly the water supply issue is
 4  probably the paramount focus, but the wastewater,
 5  it's all water and the wastewater component has to
 6  be part of the consideration, and I think that
 7  that's the point.
 8                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right, it's all
 9  water.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew, you raise a
11  good point, and so does Ellen, and Maureen
12  Westbrook.  And certainly, we're always working
13  with these small water companies now particularly
14  down on the coast.  I mean, our small systems,
15  Connecticut Water has acquired some of them, but
16  the issue is with the water and how close it is to
17  the septics and it's just a huge, huge issue.
18                 And the cost factor that we have
19  here is just in the ceiling.  So it's something
20  that, I mean, we have more cases going on right
21  now where these small water systems certainly
22  don't want to be in business anymore.  And they're
23  coming to us and DPH and ourselves to turn the
24  keys over for somebody else to do it.
25                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  One of the things
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 1  I'm hearing from this discussion is that perhaps a
 2  charge to the Science and Technical Group would be
 3  through these scenarios, or through just regular
 4  brainstorming, try to identify what unintended
 5  consequences could arise.  And if nothing more,
 6  have it as a list of whoever in the state is
 7  making decisions on water supply, water use,
 8  wastewater, whatever it might be.
 9                 Look at this list and think through
10  these potential issues.  And hopefully that list
11  would not be -- well, I doubt it could ever be all
12  inclusive, but it might spark people to think of,
13  oh.  Oh yeah, this is something we should consider
14  as well.  So that when decisions are made they're
15  done in the context of potential results and
16  effects that decision might be.  And that's
17  something I think we could take on.  As I said, it
18  would never be all inclusive, but at least it
19  could be a start.
20                 ROBERT MOORE:  I think there's one
21  issue where you're back to, what you could you
22  look at that would help the science and
23  technology?  As an example, how we cope with that.
24  I think the Coppermine Brook would be a very
25  interesting one where what would you need to know
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 1  that would -- what information do you need, would
 2  we need to know in order to prevent an issue like
 3  that from occurring?
 4                 It's similar to the UConn issue,
 5  but this is more complex because there's lots of
 6  players.  And does that impact of that low stream,
 7  does it affect -- what does it affect?  Does it
 8  affect the fisheries?  Does it affect the dilution
 9  of the wastewater treatment on the Pequabuck?
10                 You know, is there a low-flow water
11  quality issue as well by drying up that stream in
12  terms of the allocation for wastewater on the
13  Pequabuck, you know, for Bristol and Plymouth.
14  You know, now are they not meeting standards
15  because there's not enough flow in the river?
16                 So there's lots of little issues
17  related to both supply, you know, environment and
18  wastewater on that.  But one little thing, what
19  would the information be that we need to know in
20  order to deal with that?  And that might be an
21  example where you could get a real-time look at
22  how do you look at all these issues and what ones
23  would be necessary for us to prevent something
24  like that in the future?  We're not going to
25  prevent drought.
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 1                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right.  And what
 2  are the opportunities to restore flow?  You know,
 3  so is there a wastewater treatment plant in New
 4  Britain that maybe is discharging farther down,
 5  but might we want to revisit where it discharges
 6  if the water quality is high enough?  That kind of
 7  thing.
 8                 CHRIS CLARK:  I think that raises
 9  another issue and it's a matter of priority.  It's
10  we know where -- we should be able to identify
11  where there are no problems and make those the
12  primary focus of the plan where we fix.  You fix
13  what's broken first before you expand into a, you
14  know, I'll call it a global solution -- but I
15  mean, a statewide solution.  Just my thought.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And I think
17  what's important in the Coppermine situation is
18  also, why did it happen?  What kind of diversions
19  are we talking about that were in operation at
20  what quantities?  And how did we end up with a dry
21  streambed.  I mean, is it drought related?  Is it
22  over pumping related?
23                 Should there be a way to address
24  that such that it doesn't happen?  Because these
25  are exactly the kind of situations we've been
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 1  concerned about with groundwater diversions during
 2  dry periods.
 3                 BETH BARTON:  But back to this
 4  tension, so in that particular situation -- and
 5  I'm not familiar with that situation, but I get
 6  that there was a diversion permit that was
 7  granted.  Is there a diversion that took place?
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I believe
 9  they're registered diversions, Beth.
10                 BETH BARTON:  Excuse me?
11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I believe
12  they're registered diversions, but we're still in
13  the exploration phase.
14                 BETH BARTON:  Okay.  But the point
15  of what we're doing wouldn't be necessarily to
16  dictate or change the outcome of whatever that
17  process was.  It's back to what Ellen was saying,
18  the bigger picture, you know, rather than be to
19  have in place something that identified the sorts
20  of things that, during the course of the decision
21  being made, whatever was made with respect to that
22  activity, if it were followed it hopefully would
23  have ended up avoiding the problem.
24                 I think that's a distinction,
25  because I assume this isn't intended to be, the
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 1  water plan is not intended to supplant other
 2  land-use planning mechanisms that are out there.
 3  I think we have to keep reminding ourselves of
 4  that.
 5                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Well, that's a
 6  good question that I -- one of the things several
 7  months ago, the Science and Technical Group posed
 8  to the policy committee is, if we find through
 9  this process that there are parts of what we would
10  think should be in a good state water plan that
11  are in conflict with existing plans, how would
12  that be handled?
13                 The simple answer is, it would
14  probably be some of the proposed legislation that
15  would go back to the Legislature to resolve those
16  kinds of conflicts.  But I think we have to
17  acknowledge certainly respect for the existing
18  plans and laws, but also the possibility that they
19  may need to change.  And I would hope that that is
20  in the fact that the legislation asked us to come
21  up with proposed legislation.  I would hope that
22  the Legislature itself would be amenable to those
23  proposals.
24                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
25  that gets to, you know, backing up the step of


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 41


 1  where you need the data to support those
 2  decisions.  To your point, do we know what caused
 3  that?  And you know, people are going to make
 4  certain assumptions, but if you don't have the
 5  data to support that you may make policy or
 6  legislative recommendations that are not really
 7  going to solve the problem that is in fact there,
 8  but there may be other things you should be
 9  recommending.
10                 So I think we can't have a
11  knee-jerk reaction to things without having the
12  basis for those recommendations.
13                 ROBERT MOORE:  You know, I think in
14  that particular basin there are those two plants
15  downstream.  Both have waste allocations for BOD
16  and nutrients, I think, and probably phosphorus as
17  well, you know, in Plymouth and the Bristol.  New
18  Britain goes to Mattabasset.
19                 And so they're based on a certain
20  streamflow -- is their wastewater allocation.  So
21  I mean, I think you know, in terms of the plan, do
22  we want to change any of those things?  No, but
23  should we have the resources available to predict
24  issues like that and what happens?
25                 That waste load allocation was done
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 1  long before there was any work on diversion.  It
 2  was done in the seventies, early seventies.  And
 3  then, you know, the registrations came in, but
 4  they weren't -- they didn't change any conditions
 5  in that streambed, in that streamflow.
 6                 The drought, little drought, big
 7  drought, whatever it is, if there's a drought that
 8  has an impact.  And we don't have the data to deal
 9  with those things because we're not looking at
10  this picture all at once.  And we have the
11  capability to make this information real-time.
12                 I mean, the information that if we
13  collect it at different basins and we determine
14  what's necessary by basin, maybe it's different
15  for each basin because each basin is different.
16  But there should be information that we collect in
17  that basin that identifies at least where we know
18  there's problems.
19                 And what's that information that
20  you collect, and can it be in real time?  Can it
21  be collected monthly or annually?  And what's the
22  level of data collection that needs to be done so
23  we can predict some of those things?
24                 And I think that if we could come
25  out with a plan that does some of that, regardless
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 1  if it solves it -- it doesn't have to solve it.
 2  It just has to, you know, figure out what's going
 3  on and then we can, you know, at least then other
 4  decisions can be made to solve it.
 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I also think we
 6  need to get back ultimately to this discussion of,
 7  is it mainly a water quantity plan or a water
 8  quality plan?
 9                 One of the lessons out of the
10  conference that Denise and Corin went to is the
11  states who tried to do both at the same time
12  really had their hands full.  And that, in
13  general, one has moved forward in front of the
14  other.
15                 We have a lot of quality plans.  We
16  don't have a quantity plan, and I think this needs
17  to be a steering committee discussion at some
18  point in time.  The broader we make the plan the
19  less likely we are to end up with something that's
20  meaningful that's actually going to sort of
21  address anything.
22                 So I think we need to put that on
23  the future agenda, Jack, and have a discussion
24  about it.  I think I'd like to see the policy
25  committee, policy subcommittee complete their work
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 1  and make a recommendation on that issue.
 2                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I think the
 3  simple place that they intersect, where quantity
 4  and quality intersect is when quantity becomes a
 5  factor in, like, wastewater assimilation.  That's
 6  a logical place.  If you think of quality as
 7  including nutrient issues, bacteria issues,
 8  everything else, that's where it gets hugely
 9  broad.
10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Storm water, the
11  whole nine yards.
12                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Right, exactly.
13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, the
14  point about Old Lyme and if you basically build a
15  sewer and send it to New London, you are having a
16  change in the volume of water resources in Old
17  Lyme in that there's a clear connection there and
18  a clear link there.
19                 If you're sort of going back and
20  looking at lake quality when you're not changing
21  anything in terms of where the water is going,
22  that's a different thing and you've really made
23  this umbrella much bigger.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Point well taken.
25  It seems like you've got a lot of work handed to
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 1  you there, critical work.
 2                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I took some notes
 3  and I'll be looking for the transcript to make
 4  sure that I captured everything in the notes.
 5                 So yes, I think this gives us --
 6  this discussion has given us some focus for,
 7  whether we call it scenario looking or just
 8  brainstorming of unintended consequences, or how
 9  this is all -- what information we need to be able
10  to address concerns, such as the Coppermine Brook
11  issue, that will inform our work over the next
12  several months.
13                 We do have a next meeting
14  scheduled.  Give me some help here folks.  Is it
15  the 13th of January?  Louanne is not here, but --
16  it's not on my calendar, but that's ringing a
17  bell.  Anybody else from the group know what it
18  was?
19                 Bob, do you have it?  David?
20  Alicia?  Well anyway, I think it's the 13th of
21  January, but we'll get that to you definitively.
22  I was just doing a quick scan of my e-mail and I
23  couldn't find it.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any further
25  questions or comments, Virginia?
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 1                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  It is the 13th.
 2  Yeah, it would be a one o'clock on the 13th.
 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
 4                 Website update.  Why don't you come
 5  up to the microphone here -- so I don't know
 6  what's going on with the newly remodeled room.
 7                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  I don't know if --
 8  can you adjust the volume on the speakers, because
 9  I think it's a little difficult to hear some of
10  what they're saying for folks in the back, maybe.
11  I don't know.
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is Commissioner
13  Caron available?
14                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  The resident
15  expert.
16                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  So I'm pleased to
17  announce that I'm very close to, or the new Water
18  Planning Council website is very close to being
19  ready for internal review.  I'm just tying up some
20  loose ends.  Essentially the site is completely
21  built.  I'm just finishing putting in data,
22  uploading documents, those type of things.
23                 The way I'd like to work the
24  internal review for the site before it goes
25  public, if the Water Planning Council is okay with
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 1  it, is I'll probably send out a link next week
 2  probably, you know, after the holidays or after
 3  Christmas.  And the link will include a username
 4  and password so that only people with those, with
 5  that information can access the site.
 6                 And I'll send that to everyone
 7  who's involved with, obviously everyone in the
 8  WPC, the Steering Committee Advisory Group and all
 9  the workgroups, and anyone else who might be
10  interested.  And I'd like to get some feedback
11  from those folks on essentially making sure the
12  content is accurate, in adding additional content.
13                 Essentially what I've done thus far
14  for the pages that we have is, like, for instance,
15  every workgroup page.  I've given a short overview
16  of the history and what the group is focused on,
17  what they've accomplished, their future goals,
18  tried to tie that in with the water planning, and
19  then provided links to documents that any groups
20  have created.
21                 Especially with the technical,
22  Science and Technical Committee and the policy
23  committee I'd like to get feedback on, you know,
24  from the chairs of those groups explaining more of
25  what those groups are involved in, what they're
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 1  working on.  I'm struggling with those in
 2  particular.
 3                 So I think it will be good.  The
 4  calendar system, once the site is out there and
 5  open to the public it will be a good way to keep
 6  everyone coordinated and on the same page.  So I'm
 7  looking forward to it.  So it's coming along and
 8  you'll be able to review it.
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Eric.
10                 You know, later on in the agenda
11  we'll get to other states' work plans, but one of
12  the things that's critical to everything we do is
13  public outreach -- and it's taking code, or input.
14  So the website I think is very critical.
15                 So once that goes live after
16  everybody signs off on it then I think we have
17  to -- some of our press people do some really good
18  public relations and get some good press on it so
19  people can really watch and monitor what we're
20  doing on an online basis and give their input into
21  the process.
22                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, absolutely.
23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, Virginia?
24                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Would you like a
25  segue to your next topic on the agenda?  The other
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 1  states' plan workgroup table identified some
 2  particular states that had impressive websites.
 3  Have you had an oppurtunity to look through any of
 4  those?
 5                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, actually I
 6  have.  So going back to Virginia's question there.
 7  Yes, I have reviewed some of the websites from the
 8  other states, and some of them are great.
 9                 I wish that Connecticut's site, the
10  one I'm building, or the one that has been built
11  was going to be as flashy and modern and as
12  advanced as some of the sites that are out there,
13  but for the time I'm restricted.  Because it's a
14  state website I'm restricted to the portal.  The
15  content management system is administered by the
16  Department of Administrative Services, which is
17  why most state websites kind of follow the same
18  design.  They're all coordinated through BEST.
19                 One interesting thing is that the
20  State is going be going through a statewide
21  upgrade of their websites.  You've already seen
22  the upgrade on CT.gov, the state portal.  All of
23  the agency sites are going to get a new management
24  system, and that's supposed to occur in the next
25  year.  I'm going to be trying to get the WPC, you
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 1  know, in the start of the line.  I don't know how
 2  successful I'll be at that, but it will be good to
 3  kind of play with some new things, interactive
 4  tools and whatnot.
 5                 Because as many of you know, our
 6  state websites, they're a little antiquated as far
 7  as how they work.  Even some modern browsers don't
 8  display them properly anymore.  So that will be
 9  exciting when that unrolls and then we'll have
10  more flexibility as to how we can build in new
11  features.
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.  Thank
13  you so much.
14                 Any questions?
15                 (No response.)
16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Appreciate your work
17  on that.
18                 We're going to go to the
19  legislative update and then we'll go to the other
20  states' work plans.  Mr. Neeley, would you like to
21  come forward to give an update?
22                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Yeah, I think,
23  you know, Maureen will also want to, I think, add
24  to some of this.  So the big issue right on the
25  legislation, one of the concerns that have been
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 1  expressed by the stakeholders on the Water
 2  Planning Council Advisory Group and some others is
 3  that this plan --
 4                 GENE LIKENS:  Sorry, we can't hear
 5  you.
 6                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So one of the
 7  primary concerns expressed by the members of the
 8  Water Planning Council Advisory Group and the
 9  stakeholders and some others is that this plan can
10  go into effect without a -- with either no action
11  on the plan, action on the plan, or the plan can
12  be modified by either the standing committees that
13  will review the plan or the General Assembly.
14                 So there's a legitimate concern
15  there.  And you know, given the importance of the
16  plan they, you know, an affirmative action should
17  be taken.  And also that if there are
18  modifications made to the plan, that the advisory
19  group, the Steering Committee, the planning
20  council, whoever it may be will have an
21  opportunity to provide feedback on those, on
22  changes or modifications that the Legislature may
23  want to make on the plan.
24                 So I know the Water Planning
25  Council --
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 1                 GENE LIKENS:  We're not hearing
 2  you.
 3                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So is that
 4  better, Gene?
 5                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes.
 6                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So the Water
 7  Planning Council had asked the Water Planning
 8  Council Advisory Group to come up with some
 9  language in a proposal on how they would modify
10  the current statute and that approval process.  I
11  got that a couple of days ago and currently am
12  reviewing it.  And in looking at it I'm going to
13  share it with the Water Planning Council.
14                 So that's sort of the part that
15  we're looking at sort of modifying the statute.
16  As you're all aware there are many, sort of,
17  statewide plans.  I mean, most recently -- well,
18  not most recently, but three or four years ago
19  DEEP, the Bureau of Energy and Technology Policy
20  did a comprehensive energy strategy similar to a
21  water plan, but on energy that Elin worked closely
22  on.
23                 Now that never went to the
24  Legislature.  It was basically adopted by the
25  bureau and DEEP with input from a lot of
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 1  stakeholders including DEEP, PURA, the OCC and the
 2  AG.
 3                 And it's implementation -- and
 4  Elin, you can, you know, sort of chime in -- the
 5  implementation of that plan was actually brought
 6  about by Public Act 1180, which sort of took the
 7  plan.  And then out of 1180 came legislative
 8  proposals that implemented them.  Is that sort
 9  accurate, Elin?
10                 ELIN KATZ:  Yes.
11                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  And then for
12  example, I think the Department of Public Health
13  has, I think, a number of plans including -- I was
14  just looking at one today on HIV.  And it's a
15  statewide plan.  They write it.  They follow it.
16  It's not voted on.
17                 There's the -- what is it?
18  Conservation and development statewide plan that
19  gets done.  I don't think that goes to the
20  Legislature.  I think that sort of gets --
21                 ROBERT MOORE:  It goes to all the
22  municipalities, I think.
23                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Yeah, but it
24  doesn't get a formal vote by the Legislature.
25  Right?
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 1                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I think that
 2  one does.
 3                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Okay.  That one
 4  does.  But there, you know, there's examples of
 5  both, so I guess one of the things we want to do
 6  is sort of look at some of the other statewide
 7  plans and see how those work in terms of process.
 8                 While they may be different in
 9  terms of what the issue is, whether it's energy or
10  HIV or conservation, we're looking for the
11  simplest process possible, something that exists
12  already that we can point to, to the Legislature
13  and say, look, we have a process here.  It works.
14  You know, it's tried and tested.
15                 So we're looking at that and then I
16  think we're also -- and we're going to sort of
17  talk to legislators.  I think Maureen, myself,
18  members of the planning council, the Steering
19  Committee folks, I would imagine, at some point to
20  find out sort of what their intent is, what they
21  would really like to see, what they would like
22  their involvement to be in the water planning and
23  the water plan report itself.
24                 Because I mean, Maureen and I were
25  talking this morning.  It's really not quite clear


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 55


 1  where this whole approval thing came from.  We
 2  don't know if it's a legislator.  It could have
 3  been a staff person.  So we're going to try to
 4  sort of figure out what their intent was to have
 5  this process, especially a process, again where
 6  it's not -- something that important is not, you
 7  know, if you take no action it gets approved.
 8                 Or if you modify it the folks that
 9  actually prepared the plan don't get an
10  opportunity to sort of look at your modifications
11  and decide, you know, sort of have a
12  back-and-forth on it.  So that's where we are on
13  that.  Maureen, you know, may have more to add.
14                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  No, I think
15  that captures that.  You know, we did look at the
16  underlying statute from which this Public Act
17  14163 came to be.  The previous plan did not
18  require legislative approval.  It was, the
19  commissioners blessed it and then it was sent to
20  the Legislature.
21                 So that's when we started thinking
22  about, did we create a whole approval process here
23  that is quite cumbersome and takes two or three
24  pages to revise it?  Or should we just step back
25  and say, should we even think about the whole


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 56


 1  process here, and is there another one?
 2                 So we are looking at other plans
 3  out there and seeing if there's another mechanism
 4  that makes sense that would just supplant this
 5  whole sequence that we have in place now.
 6                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Any thoughts,
 7  questions?  Elin?
 8                 ELIN KATZ:  Do you want
 9  suggestions?  I don't want to get too far into the
10  substance, but I'll just react.  I mean, having it
11  approved or not approved is always a double-edged
12  sword.  And the comprehensive energy strategy I
13  think was a good process.  We have a good product,
14  but it's not enforceable.
15                 You know, I think that certainly
16  DEEP and other state agencies use it as a roadmap,
17  but there's nothing that stops -- and we see every
18  legislative session someone coming in with
19  something that has, you know, in contradiction to
20  the plan or five steps ahead of where the plan
21  would be.
22                 And so that's a problem, you know,
23  because then you could go and say, well, they have
24  the CES.  And it's, you know, sometimes it's, oh,
25  that's nice.  And sometimes it's, oh, so what?
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 1                 So I think if there's an approval
 2  process you do get the legislators more vested in
 3  the final product, but I recognize that that can
 4  be a cumbersome process.  But I would hate to see
 5  us put all this work into something that everybody
 6  follows until it's inconvenient to follow.  And I
 7  don't know how you prevent that, but the more
 8  people who are invested, the better, the stronger
 9  your end result is going to be.
10                 ANDREW LORD:  I think it's a
11  fundamental question to the formation of the plan.
12  We had four agencies that are involved and, you
13  know, one of the things that the regulated
14  community says is, oh, you have a policy.  It's
15  not really law.
16                 So the question is, how do we
17  structure a plan that creates policy and/or law
18  for four different agencies?  That's going to
19  be -- I think that's fundamental in putting a plan
20  together.  So I think that's probably a question
21  that we need to answer sooner rather than later.
22  Do we want it to have the authority of law?  Or do
23  we want it to be a policy that can be sort of
24  applied as necessary?  Or as convenient?
25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You're raising an
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 1  excellent point, Andrew, because as you look at
 2  the other state' work plans one of the things that
 3  comes out loud and clear is that many of them have
 4  set up separate authorities, separate groups to
 5  oversee the implementation of this.  So we've long
 6  struggled with that.
 7                 When the Water Planning Council was
 8  established, it really was established because we
 9  needed some kind of plan, but we didn't have any
10  teeth in the bill.  So I think that's going to be
11  up for real debate.  It goes along with Betsey's
12  suggestion about quality versus quantity in terms
13  of how we're going to implement this, and who's
14  going to have the authority?  Do we have to put
15  more teeth in -- I'm just throwing this out -- in
16  the WUCC process, or whatever?  But somebody's got
17  to implement it.
18                 ANDREW LORD:  Right.  But I think
19  before we can even start drafting a plan we have
20  to have an answer to that question.
21                 ELIN KATZ:  As I was reading
22  Colorado's plan, and I thought it was really
23  excellent in a lot of ways.  I wrote, home rule,
24  on it.
25                 You know, if you're trying to
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 1  create something that has -- going to be a real
 2  impetus for change, then it has to have enough
 3  force and authority that when somebody really
 4  doesn't want to do something in the plan or follow
 5  the plan, nonetheless they have to, otherwise you
 6  don't have a structure for change.
 7                 And I think that does require some
 8  kind of oversight Authority, whether it's vested
 9  in the Legislature or another board or something,
10  that otherwise you have that fundamental tension
11  that, you know, we have 169 towns with legitimate
12  ideas and concerns and development plans that are
13  going to at times clash with our vision.
14                 ANDREW LORD:  And two tribal
15  nations.
16                 ELIN KATZ:  And tribal nations.
17                 BETH BARTON:  I just want to say
18  two comments.  First of all, making it enforceable
19  kind of begs the question, enforceable against
20  who?  Is it enforceable with respect to each
21  individual, each entity?  Or is it enforceable in
22  the context of the various existing approval
23  processes that may be out there?  I think that's a
24  huge distinction.
25                 And the second comment is while I
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 1  understand the interest in having there be teeth
 2  enforcing change and things of that nature, I
 3  would just caution you don't want to have that
 4  level of oversight or approval that is so
 5  intensive that you basically can't respond to
 6  change and developments.  And I mean, I think of,
 7  like, the remediation standard regulations.
 8                 I mean, one of the huge problems is
 9  the whole process that it has to go through,
10  whether it's a finite little detail or a big huge
11  issue, that's sort of the underpinning in the
12  regulation.  So I think you just have to be
13  cautious in terms of how detailed you want
14  whatever approval might be given to be and what it
15  actually runs to.
16                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And we talked
17  about this at, I think, the first or second policy
18  meeting.  And you know, whether the plan itself is
19  enforceable or whether it's then the plan
20  recommends legislative changes that then modify
21  programs that then have new rules by which you
22  play under those programs.
23                 And I think we kind of landed on
24  the side of, you know, to call this an enforceable
25  plan in and of itself -- may require a very
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 1  different process for its adoption than, and even
 2  a different level of participation, buy in, all
 3  that other stuff.
 4                 So I think -- at least I thought we
 5  kind of landed on the -- whatever legislative
 6  recommendations come out of it become what the new
 7  laws would be, but I do agree there needs to be
 8  then that next step of how do you keep this plan
 9  alive and renewed and modified over time?  And
10  that may be that kind of standing authority.
11                 But I think because there's four
12  agencies involved with separate legislative
13  mandates it's kind of hard to have a single plan
14  change all that.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And there's also --
16  we looked at one area for dispute resolution, too.
17  Where does it go?  We're fighting this all the
18  time with the tree trimming.  Literally, we have
19  people, we have cases now set up because we have
20  one particular city where the tree -- believe it
21  or not, the tree warden wants the tree down and
22  the people -- no, the tree warden wants to keep
23  the tree and the people want to cut the tree down.
24  And that's going to be a docket here.
25                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So in terms of
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 1  legislation the one thing I'm hearing is that so
 2  we want to plan the -- you want to provide
 3  certainty to folks that it's clear what's allowed
 4  and what's not allowed, but at the same time you
 5  want it to be flexible.  But that's what, you
 6  know, it happens.
 7                 I mean for example, the business
 8  community would want certainty.  Like, we want to
 9  just know what the rules of the road are.  But on
10  the same token we want to, you know, we also, you
11  know, don't want to be locked in.  We want to be a
12  little flexible.
13                 ROBERT MOORE:  We're not going to
14  know what the rules of the road are until we know
15  what the plan is.  But I think with Maureen is --
16  that's where we should start, because of the way
17  we left it, you know, and focus on the plan as a
18  plan and the enforcement to come out of the
19  different agencies.
20                 So the plan may enforce the
21  agencies to do something, but it wouldn't in
22  effect create a new law.  That's kind of where we
23  left our recommendation.  But are you proposing
24  this legislation so that we can see it before?
25                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Oh, absolutely.
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Oh, yes.
 2                 ROBERT MOORE:  The time to file is
 3  coming up pretty quickly.
 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, but that's going
 5  to go to the Steering Committee and to the Water
 6  Planning Advisory Group.
 7                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Well, it's pretty
 8  flexible.
 9                 ROBERT MOORE:  And there's some
10  other issues that we talked about.  I've mentioned
11  to Mike Sullivan, you know, we wanted to deal if
12  we could early on with this confidential or FOIA
13  information on the water utilities, and we were
14  going to get together with them.
15                 You know, is that an issue that we
16  should address this year in terms of legislation
17  if you come to some kind of conclusion with it?
18  Otherwise we're going to wait a whole year before
19  we find out some of those basic issues on yield
20  and demand and stuff like that.
21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I mean, as --
22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Can the people on
23  the phone hear us?
24                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Yes.
25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Good.
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 1                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  It seems to me
 2  like one of the microphones, anytime it picks
 3  someone's voice up we don't hear anything in the
 4  room at all, but most of the microphones are
 5  working.
 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  It's usually my
 7  voice.
 8                 GENE LIKENS:  I agree.
 9                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Is this one
10  working?
11                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  That one is
12  working.
13                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So did you hear
14  Bob's question about -- this is Mike Sullivan.
15  Bob's question about, like, FOIA and whether or
16  not that was something that we needed to kind of
17  deal with this session?
18                 I mean, I think Elin and I are, you
19  know, as I guess all of us are as agencies, like a
20  little bit constrained right now because the
21  legislative packages are being developed and we
22  can only go forward with those kind of things that
23  OPM and the Governor's office approve.
24                 With that caveat, I mean, I think
25  as a practical matter we need to -- everybody in
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 1  the room needs to kind of deal with the FOIA
 2  question because it gets at the -- we need to have
 3  the public feel like they know what's going into
 4  the plan.  And so the FOIA question I think needs
 5  to be dealt with as a result of that.
 6                 You need to have people feel that
 7  the process has integrity and that they know what
 8  decisions are being made as to what's in and out
 9  of the plan, that everybody has access to the same
10  information when they're making that, those kinds
11  of decisions.  So regardless of where you come in
12  or come out on the FOIA question, I think that
13  just needs to be dealt with early on in this
14  process for sure.
15                 I'd also like to kind of get back
16  to, you know, this question of, like,
17  enforceability.  I mean, my view of the plan is
18  that we're looking to have a document that informs
19  decision making at a whole variety of levels.  And
20  that that's where the plan needs to help us come
21  out with.
22                 There's going to be a variety of
23  things that, if we're successful in pulling this
24  plan together, a variety of things that are action
25  items.  And they might fall into any number of
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 1  different areas.  They might be in the legislative
 2  recommendations, regulatory changes, like a whole
 3  host of things.  We just don't know what those are
 4  going to be right now.
 5                 The plan itself I think is not
 6  something that you take and if you're not going to
 7  be enforcing that against anybody -- but you want
 8  to have a meaningful document that informs
 9  decisions.  And that's, I think, where we
10  ultimately are going to want to be.  You don't
11  want to get in a situation where anybody here is
12  criticized for using the plan as basically what
13  amounts to guidelines and then trying to enforce,
14  an agency enforce guidelines against, like, any
15  entity.  And that's not a place where you want to
16  be.
17                 But you do want to have it strong
18  enough that you're providing sufficient direction
19  that this is what the state water plan is
20  encouraging and this is what it's discouraging.
21  And whatever the process is that we need to have
22  in terms of approval for that, I think that's
23  ultimately where we want to be.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Mike, with the FOIA
25  you were going to try to coordinate something in
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 1  January, a regular planning council meeting?
 2                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Right.  That's
 3  still my goal, is to try to get three or four
 4  people that are involved at different places in
 5  this process to kind of come in and educate
 6  everybody as to what that is and how they react to
 7  FOIA requests.  And what they think makes sense,
 8  they can talk to us about that, about like
 9  possible changes in the future.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.
11                 ANDREW LORD:  So I have two
12  questions.
13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.
14                 ANDREW LORD:  And if I'm being
15  ignorant just tell me.  I thought the FOIA issue
16  was a little bit different.  Is that we can't get
17  information on water company assets because it's
18  protected information.  Is that the FOIA issue
19  that we're talking about?
20                 ROBERT MOORE:  Yes, generally.
21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yes, generally.
22                 BETH BARTON:  But there was also --
23  wasn't part of that, that before we even reached
24  that conclusion -- and maybe I missed the last
25  scene in the movie.


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 68


 1                 ANDREW LORD:  I was there, too.
 2                 BETH BARTON:  But we were going to
 3  figure out what in fact we needed and what in fact
 4  you could and couldn't get.  Because there was an
 5  issue as to whether or not this was a significant
 6  issue, or whether it really wasn't that
 7  significant in terms of what was needed.  I don't
 8  think we ever resolved that, which I think builds
 9  on your point.
10                 ROBERT MOORE:  You know, the policy
11  committee asked that the planning council gather
12  together with some of the water utilities and DAS
13  to determine what information would be
14  appropriate.  Because the issues, like, yield a
15  safe field of the demand and a few other things,
16  you know, the interconnections between --
17                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Whatever
18  microphone someone is using now is the one that
19  doesn't project onto the call.
20                 ROBERT MOORE:  Let me just get
21  closer.
22                 I think the issue was in the
23  Freedom of Information issue.  The issue really
24  was about, you know, were there issues that could
25  be removed from the DAS letter on what could be
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 1  redacted from water plans and information?  And we
 2  had talked earlier that perhaps issues, demand,
 3  consumption, interconnection between
 4  municipalities, those issues do not threaten the
 5  security of the water supply system.  And which
 6  ones of those could be released which would help
 7  in developing the plan, because without some of
 8  those issues we wouldn't have any information on
 9  consumption.
10                 And so those were the issues that
11  we had suggested that we get together early on and
12  decide what could be available.  And if they were
13  appropriate then we could move ahead with those
14  pieces that would be missing from the process.
15  And that was kind of -- and I think you'll see
16  that there were some issues that they could, you
17  know, release without having, you know, a security
18  issue.
19                 But you know, do you need to know
20  where the water lines are?  You don't need to
21  know, you know, but you need to know how many
22  people are served.  You need to know what the
23  consumption is.  You need to know what the future
24  is and those kinds of issues which are, you know,
25  basic to how much water is there.
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 1                 ANDREW LORD:  Right.  Okay.
 2                 ROBERT MOORE:  And that's, you
 3  know, do you need to have a legislative change or
 4  at least a determination by DAS that these are
 5  issues that are not protected by, you know, by
 6  fiat.
 7                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Right.  I think
 8  that's right.  And so it gets back to what Beth
 9  was saying.  You know, once you make the
10  determination as to what you need, like, at a
11  minimum to move this process forward.  If it's
12  possible to kind of deal with those things
13  administratively, we should go ahead and do that
14  if we need legislative changes to clarify that and
15  everybody is in agreement that that will not have
16  a security impact.  Then we ought to be able to do
17  that pretty quickly.
18                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
19  that's something that Corin reported back on as
20  well from -- I think she said California dealt
21  with that in terms of their plan and things.  So
22  again, maybe what we can learn from some of the
23  other states.
24                 And I think they, you know, the
25  reservation of the utilities is, we don't mind
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 1  doing aggregate data, but when you get to single
 2  supply or if you have a utility that only has a
 3  single supply, how do you deal with that?  So she
 4  did say, I think, they did it on a unit basis, not
 5  an individual source or something.
 6                 Now whether that will work or not
 7  is, you know, to be discussed, but I think there's
 8  something we can learn from how they've dealt with
 9  it and what's applicable here as well.  So --
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Anything
11  further on this before we -- Rob, you need a
12  little break?  All set?  All set for water or
13  something?
14                 THE REPORTER:  I'm fine.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
16                 ROBERT MOORE:  He's amazing.
17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  He is amazing.
18  Listen, he's been with me for hours upon hours.
19                 If there's nothing else on
20  legislative matters we're going to shift into the
21  other states' work plans and open up the Steering
22  Committee.  Can the people on the phone hear me?
23                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Yeah.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  One thing I have to
25  say looking over the report, again to Matt and
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 1  Pat, and of the committee when you were involved,
 2  what a ton of work went into reviewing these
 3  reports.  I mean, it's just unbelievable.  And the
 4  way they laid it out is really reader friendly in
 5  terms of what they tried to accomplish.  So I'd
 6  like to thank them again on behalf of Steering
 7  Committee and the council for the work that they
 8  did.
 9                 So I just want to open up for
10  discussions if anybody has any reactions to what
11  they might have read.  And again, these are just
12  used as examples.  So the most current one that
13  was just approved was Colorado, which was approved
14  earlier this fall.  One of the interesting things
15  about that is the dollar amount attached to it.
16  And you can see that's a theme through all the
17  reports.
18                 The money that you have to commit
19  for funds moving forward, consistent outreach,
20  educational programs for people, consistent
21  stakeholder involvement, and also the fact the
22  legislative and government bodies are behind what
23  you're doing and on how you're assessing the
24  situation, which comes up pretty much
25  science-based most of the time.
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 1                 So I'm going to open up the
 2  discussion.
 3                 ELIN KATZ:  I'll just talk about
 4  the Colorado report, which was the one they
 5  pointed us to particularly.
 6                 Putting aside the particulars of
 7  the issues which were -- actually we had some
 8  great discussion.  I really liked the way it
 9  framed the issues as far as it was a very positive
10  report.  You know, it started with this idea, you
11  know, people of Colorado and recognizing the
12  challenges, but then we have, you know, the water
13  plan has answers.
14                 You know, maybe it's overconfident,
15  but I think that that's something to keep in mind.
16  For me at least as a goal is, how do we propose
17  something that's positive that has a roadmap
18  forward instead of -- I'm not saying we would end
19  there, but you know, it's easy to focus on the
20  problems without framing it in terms of solutions.
21  So that was just one thing that struck me about
22  it.
23                 And the other thing is, and in
24  other reports, too, is the very specific goals as
25  far as, you know, the measurable objectives.  The
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 1  goals, the action plans, and the unit checking.  I
 2  think as I've been saying through these meetings
 3  it's very easy to get off into almost a little bit
 4  of a philosophical debate on issues.  And I'm
 5  absolutely guilty of it, too.  And I think
 6  that's -- you're going to need part of that.
 7                 But at some point you've got to
 8  start writing down every possible goal and then
 9  decide which ones -- you can't focus on every one,
10  but which ones you're going to focus on.  And
11  then, you know, what's the measurable objective
12  and what's the action item?  I thought that that
13  framework was particularly helpful.
14                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
15  that speaks to a couple of things.  You know, you
16  talk about one of the key principles that the
17  other states' workgroup came out with being an
18  iterative process.  If we don't have adequate
19  funding to do it all, how do we do enough to make
20  it valuable in the onset but know that there's
21  more to come?
22                 Because I think every time we have
23  a discussion about, what data do we have?  What
24  data do we need?  We know don't have it all and we
25  may not have the basis to make all the decisions,
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 1  but how far can you go with what you have and
 2  then -- but not make decisions absent data, but at
 3  least set things up as to how you would approach
 4  getting the data, or move to the next step.  So I
 5  think that came through loud and clear both in the
 6  other states' workgroups and I think the Colorado
 7  one, too, as well as they framed that.
 8                 And I think the other thing, as you
 9  said, Jack, is the whole outreach piece.  I mean,
10  Colorado's was amazing, what they did.  And I
11  think that came back from Corin.  And those folks
12  from their meetings was, you know, early outreach
13  and just, you know, just the Q and A that's on the
14  Colorado site for the average member of the public
15  to get that, and then the amount of meetings they
16  had and stuff like that.
17                 It really makes you think about
18  we're all so ingrained in this and it's what we
19  do.  Then how do you step back 20 feet to somebody
20  who has no idea what this is, about to make it
21  relevant to them and build, you know, whether it's
22  public or legislators who really don't have an
23  interest in this?
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, yeah.  As we
25  get into this, I mean, I see the Steering
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 1  Committee really holding some hearings out around
 2  the state, maybe one in every county, whatever.
 3  I'm not sure.  But once we roll out the website
 4  perhaps that would be the time to start.
 5                 So far we've been down in Fairfield
 6  University.  I think we had a great presentation
 7  down there.  And we were at Yale, a couple of
 8  these schools as well.  So it's good stuff.
 9                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I just want to
10  make one thing clear from the perspective of the
11  other states' groups.  I was a member of it.
12  There are several people here who were.  Matt was
13  one of the chairs.  Gail was on it.  Alicia was on
14  it.  David was on it.  Martha was on it.  Did I
15  miss anybody else who was part of that group?
16  Anyway, so they can all weigh in.
17                 But we decided at the very
18  beginning that our intent was not to recommend any
19  particular plan.  And so the fact that you all got
20  the Colorado plan is just because, I assume, it
21  was because it's the one been the most recent.
22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's right.
23                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  But it's not, as
24  I say, it's not an endorsement from the group.  We
25  decided that we would focus on the kinds of
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 1  elements that would be important in how other
 2  states address that particular issue, and that's
 3  the way it was framed.
 4                 Throughout our discussions, though,
 5  we found that without those overarching
 6  principles -- that are listed in the beginning of
 7  the group's report in the green box -- you might
 8  as well stop now.  If we don't have a commitment
 9  to making sure that the funding is there, making
10  sure you have all the stakeholders on board, et
11  cetera, that the odds that any kind of a plan
12  would be successful and implementable go to almost
13  zero.
14                 And so we really wanted to stress
15  the importance of those overarching principles and
16  that's something that I think this group, and
17  through the Water Planning Council, needs to
18  really commit to, to make this a successful
19  process.
20                 ROBERT MOORE:  I thought the draft
21  table of contents by the committee, you know,
22  really was appropriate.  The only thing I looked
23  at is some of the other order plans are really
24  more focused on individual basins.  And there
25  might have to be a, you know, if you look at this


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 78


 1  outline you might want to take the watersheds or
 2  individual basins and look at some of the issues
 3  related to the basin or the WUCC, or some other,
 4  you know.
 5                 As you get into some of the
 6  conditions it may be more appropriate to look at
 7  it, you know, in a narrower scope than some of
 8  these things and have subcategories under some of
 9  those issues.  And I think the Colorado one, you
10  know, really they have all those crazy basins and
11  all these plans with everybody in the world.
12                 But I thought the Colorado one in
13  its glitz made it somewhat more readable.  I mean,
14  the history, the photography, you know, when you
15  look at it online it jumps out at you, what
16  they've done in terms of the glitz.  And that
17  would be a budget consideration for development of
18  the report.
19                 But you know, I think it added a
20  lot to the readability to get, you know, some of
21  the pictures in there.  And it just broke up the
22  boredom of reading through everything.  But you
23  know, that was good.
24                 I thought that their last page on
25  the, you know, where they had the summary of their
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 1  critical goals and actions was a decent summary.
 2  You know, they took every, the whole report and
 3  broke it down into four or five pages by the
 4  critical actions in each of the areas that they
 5  looked at in terms of demand and supply, quantity
 6  and quality.  And they had the critical actions in
 7  there.
 8                 And I thought that was kind of an
 9  interesting way to summarize the whole report.
10  And you know, it referred back to how to read it.
11  So you could go to the back of the report and if
12  you just wanted to -- you didn't have to read the
13  whole thing to get a sense of where it's going.
14                 And I think in terms of this plan
15  and what we're talking about, it doesn't enact any
16  rules but it suggests where this legislation
17  should be and it suggests where there should be
18  process.  So it's kind of the same focus, of what
19  we've agreed that it says, needs legislation.  And
20  this one needs to be done by current rules.
21                 So it kind of blends those things
22  together, which I think would be a good format for
23  us.  I guess, we need to change this or we have a
24  current system that implements it and we just need
25  to do it.
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anyone Else?
 2  Anybody on the phone have any comments about the
 3  other states?
 4                 GENE LIKENS:  This is Gene.  I
 5  think the work of the committee to pull these
 6  plans together for evidencing has been really
 7  good.
 8                 There's been a couple of recent
 9  scientific papers on what happened in Australia
10  with their plans.  I can share those papers with
11  someone if you like.  And if you could send me
12  your e-mail I'm happy to send along those papers.
13  They're an analysis of what happened, what worked
14  and what didn't work.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's great.
16                 Actually Gail Lucchina, Gail will
17  send you everybody's e-mail.  That would be
18  terrific.
19                 Anybody from the audience have any
20  comments or questions?
21                 (No response.)
22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I know it's three
23  days before Christmas, so we're all thinking about
24  the Christmas shopping that we haven't done yet.
25                 Go ahead.
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 1                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I'm interested in
 2  getting people's sense of how the work of that
 3  committee will be used in this process.  Is it
 4  something that we'll just make available to a
 5  consultant working on it?  Is it something that we
 6  as a steering committee want to pick and choose
 7  key items that need to be addressed?  Are there
 8  next steps for the group, our next steps for the
 9  Steering Committee related to this?
10                 And another thing to clarify.  It
11  may have been obvious from the information,
12  particularly the long table.  We intentionally
13  were not trying to do a comprehensive summary of
14  each of the plans.  The instructions to the group
15  was when you look through a particular state's
16  plan, just note what jumped out of you.  Do not
17  try and summarize the whole thing, but what might
18  be somewhat unique, what might be somewhat
19  troubling.
20                 There was a couple of places where
21  it said, not to be emulated.  You know, this is
22  something that didn't work, so let's not go there.
23  So that it was not intended to be all encompassing
24  by any means.
25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm sorry.
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 1                 Tom?
 2                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I just wanted
 3  to -- let me throw out a response to your
 4  question.
 5                 I thought the table of contents, if
 6  they were viewed as directionally correct by the
 7  Planning Council, administratively, and
 8  essentially framed the scope of work that you're
 9  looking for a consultant to help write, basically
10  say here's the content --
11                 GENE LIKENS:  We've lost you again.
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm sorry, Gene.
13                 Tom, come right up here to one of
14  these mics.
15                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I simply said
16  that from my vantage point I've always viewed a
17  table of contents that came out of the other
18  states' plans workgroup that was endorsed as, for
19  lack of a better description, as directionally
20  correct in terms of what you'd be looking for in
21  the deliverable from a state plan could be used
22  for the purposes of beginning to scope the nature
23  of work that you're looking for in terms of a
24  consultant that NEIWPCC would help identify going
25  forward.
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 1                 And so at some point in time if
 2  people say, look, from a content point of view
 3  without necessarily saying what that content will
 4  say, that's essentially what we want the state
 5  plan to reflect as we go forward.  That would be
 6  helpful in terms of setting the scope.
 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew?
 8                 ANDREW LORD:  No, I was just -- I'm
 9  coming at this from a very practical perspective,
10  in that what's the role of the Steering Committee
11  in drafting the plan?  What do we actually have to
12  do to get this process working?  With you guys?
13  With us?
14                 You know, at some point we have to
15  start filling the content and the table of
16  contents.  So we need to have, either we need to
17  have discussions or we need to defer it to the
18  consultant to go forward with drafting it, and
19  then we review it.  I'm just, like, what do I have
20  to do to move this plan forward, is really my
21  practical question.
22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that Tom --
23  well, let me just answer what Virginia was asking
24  in terms of the other states work plans that were
25  reviewed in terms of who's going to do what.  I


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 84


 1  think that everybody, and particularly NEIWPCC
 2  would be utilizing that as a point of reference
 3  when they go out and look at a consultant.  And I
 4  would see using that as a roadmap, and we start
 5  putting our plan together as we go through that.
 6  Those are the pieces that the Steering Committee
 7  will be reviewing and critiquing as we move along.
 8                 ANDREW LORD:  So we don't start the
 9  process?  I mean, the consultant will provide us
10  with a draft that's, you know?
11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Or the committee.  I
12  mean, there could be some things coming out of the
13  committees that would be something that would go
14  into the plan, because the Science and Technology
15  Committee and the policy committee could very well
16  have something come out of there that would be
17  incorporated into the plan.
18                 CHRIS CLARK:  But I think it would
19  be helpful if the project managers were to put
20  forth how they would see this starting to come
21  together and what our roles would be.
22                 Because another role has to -- I
23  think should factor in here is the stakeholders.
24  And who are they going to be?  And how are you
25  going to factor their comments into the plan as
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 1  you try to develop this?
 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.
 3                 ANDREW LORD:  Yeah, my question is
 4  just mechanical, almost.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, and you're
 6  absolutely correct.
 7                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  For my
 8  perspective, so I think I am looking for the
 9  Steering Committee to help.  I agree with Tom's
10  point about sort of having this model table of
11  contents as sort of a placeholder for a consultant
12  to start from.
13                 I struggle a little bit with this
14  table of contents.  So if somebody who's not --
15  who's thinking broader than water allocation plan,
16  I might, you know, in stream, out of stream, I
17  might think that needs to go away.  But getting
18  feedback from the Steering Committee about what --
19  do we have consensus on, is this the right table
20  of contents?  Will this bring us to solving the
21  problem that we identified that we want the plan
22  to solve?  So feedback on that I think would be
23  really helpful.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's a good
25  starting point.
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 1                 ELIN KATZ:  I mean, the other
 2  question when you start talking about process and,
 3  you know, the process is obviously very important
 4  to me.  You can't advocate if you don't have
 5  anywhere to advocate in a process.
 6                 So I always think about at what
 7  point do you seek public input?  If you do it too
 8  soon you can end up with chaos.  But if you do it
 9  too far down the line then everyone is invested
10  and it's very -- it's harder to change.
11                 So I think you've really got to
12  think about, do you start with some scoping
13  meetings and then go back, and go back and forth?
14  And do you do that section by section?  Or do you
15  try to manage the whole elephant at once?  There's
16  all different models, but I think we have to
17  figure out which one is going to work based on
18  who's writing the report, how we're writing it and
19  the extent to which we want public input, which I
20  am assuming is a lot.
21                 ROBERT MOORE:  In terms of what Tom
22  has said, I agree with him.  I think that in order
23  to write a scope of services for a consultant you
24  need to have an outline that you want done.
25  Otherwise you're going to end up negotiating for a
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 1  long time with a consultant about, you know, that
 2  doesn't cover this.  It doesn't cover that.
 3                 And this outline, the model outline
 4  in a little bit of detail would help focusing in
 5  right away on getting a better product.  Obviously
 6  it will change as we start to get that and fill in
 7  the blanks in policies and stuff.  But you know,
 8  for a starting point, you know, I would hate to
 9  have NEIWPCC and Tom say, you know, let's go out
10  for an RFP for, you know -- unless Milone &
11  MacBroom sitting in the back of the room every
12  time.  So they may have a better sense of where
13  we're going, but other consultants will not.
14                 You know, so they won't have, you
15  know, a detail of how do you want this thing done?
16  And maybe it would be better for you to start with
17  here's an outline of what we're looking at and how
18  would you fill in this, and how would you get paid
19  to do this?
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Susan is going to
21  answer all these questions?  Susan?
22                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I'll answer some.
23  I don't know if they can hear me if I sit here.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, come up here,
25  Susan, please.
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 1                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  So it's Susan
 2  Sullivan with New England Interstate Water
 3  Pollution Control Commission.
 4                 As you know, we just entered into
 5  procurement services for the consultant that we
 6  were just talking about, and I thought it would be
 7  valuable -- can everybody hear me?  I don't know
 8  how far away I am -- for maybe, Steve, your sense
 9  of what we were thinking about how our equipment
10  would work and then we could have a dialogue.
11                 It's never NEIWPCC's intention to
12  do any kind of work without coordinating with our
13  players.  So I look at the Steering Committee here
14  as our team.  And in our mind we're sort of
15  thinking that we will take at least a semblance of
16  the table of contents, lay out a draft RFP for
17  discussion purposes only, bring it back to the
18  Steering Committee to have a dialogue about, is
19  this sort of hitting the mark or not?
20                 It will be no surprise that with
21  the amount of money that's available to actually
22  do the work, that we're a little concerned based
23  on how big the elephant is of how many bites
24  you're actually going to get.
25                 And as we've been talking, and I've
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 1  been listening, I've been thinking that there's
 2  probably value in laying out the RFP in different
 3  segments so that you can get a sense of how much
 4  sections might cost.  Because you all haven't
 5  really settled into, is it going to be quality,
 6  quantity, what it is you're going to want.
 7                 And from our perspective we don't
 8  have to tell anybody how much money is available
 9  to do the work.  We just need to ask them how much
10  it's going to cost them.  So we can ask them in
11  sections and that may be more helpful when we
12  decide, because at the end NEIWPCC is not going to
13  be the one that says, oh, were picking this
14  consultant.
15                 We're going to be talking to you on
16  who's the best fit and are they hitting the mark?
17  Did they write their proposal in a way that is
18  going to get you to the place you want to be?
19  Because it's critically important to us that the
20  final product is what you asked for and you paid
21  for.  And that's important because from beginning
22  to end people's viewpoints on what this docket
23  should look like are going to change.  So we're
24  going to try to be incredibly clear on what it is
25  you want.
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 1                 And I know that's complicated and
 2  certainly this entire dialogue is complicated, so
 3  it shouldn't be a surprise.  But that's sort of
 4  where we were thinking, is we probably will write
 5  something to share with you in draft form off of
 6  what you've provided us.  But that doesn't mean
 7  that's what we have to send out.
 8                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So time is of
 9  essence.
10                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Well, that's where
11  I was going next.  However we have an obligation
12  to get this out in the February timeline.  So it's
13  not going to be like we're going to say, sit
14  around for a year.
15                 And I should also bring up that
16  NEIWPCC has a pretty strong conflict of interest
17  policy.  So anyone who may have any interest in
18  playing in any part with any consultant, with any
19  payment would be immediately disqualified from
20  participating.  So that's important, too, from the
21  Steering Committee in who you may want.
22                 And we're not particular.  We call
23  it a steering committee, but it doesn't have to be
24  your Steering Committee.  You could give us two,
25  three people that you think are great to help us
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 1  lead the development of the RFP and we'll finalize
 2  it and come back to you.  It depends on what you
 3  want it to look like and that was sort of what I
 4  was hoping to talk about in the next one, two
 5  weeks, because time is of the essence.
 6                 But we're relatively well
 7  positioned to move quickly forward once we know
 8  what it looks like.  I'm not worried about getting
 9  it out.  That's not our -- it's really what is the
10  meat going to be?  And you've done a lot of work
11  already.  I think you're well positioned to move
12  forward.
13                 But I think the question is, who do
14  you want to be joining NEIWPCC to develop the RFP?
15  And then the next question is, who do you want to
16  be on our team authority to select the consultant?
17                 And again, we do have a pretty
18  strong conflict of interest policy because it's
19  not in our best interests to end up in that
20  situation either.  And we haven't had that
21  conversation with the board or anyone yet, but
22  that was sort of where we were coming from.
23                 And I get what people are saying of
24  maybe the table of contents isn't necessarily what
25  everybody wants, but maybe the extras or the
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 1  things that are maybe outside could be a piece
 2  that we ask for different accounting for.  And
 3  maybe we don't do them this time, or maybe we
 4  can't afford them.  I don't know, because we don't
 5  have a sense yet.
 6                 But I was glad that Chris asked
 7  that question because I think it is important for
 8  us because we basically have six weeks to get an
 9  RFP out.  So who are we going to work with, is
10  what I needed to be guided with.
11                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Let me just pick
12  up on a couple things that Susan said.  It's not
13  only what the nature of the document or the
14  report, or the deliverable that you are going to
15  be approaching the market is asking them, but you
16  know, there are questions.
17                 For example, are you looking for a
18  single contractor that has the ability, not only
19  to help you with the content of the report, but
20  also is tasked to do the public engagement, public
21  involvement piece in terms of thinking of those
22  pieces through as well?
23                 And again, then the second piece
24  is, as Susan has mentioned, it's unlikely I think
25  in a perfect world, and we live in an imperfect
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 1  world, to get everything that I think everyone
 2  would want to have in the amount of money that's
 3  set aside right now.
 4                 But it will help, I think, once
 5  you've gone out and you've approached the market.
 6  It will help both frame, kind of, whether it has
 7  to be squeezed or not, but also help frame the
 8  ability to advocate for the release of the second
 9  chunk of money that's sitting out there and to do
10  that in a timely fashion.  So it's not only about
11  the content of the report, it's kind of the
12  stakeholder engagement, because that has to be
13  tied together on this thing going forward.
14                 Susan is absolutely right.  As we
15  move through this you'll need a process by which
16  the Steering Committee and the Water Planning
17  Council are in alignment about what's going out in
18  terms of the approach to the marketplace.  And
19  then once it comes back, how do you kind of sort
20  through that and decide what you're going to do?
21  And that's something that needs attention over the
22  course of the next couple weeks.
23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That clarifies it, I
24  think.
25                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Now all the work
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 1  that's been done so far with our various groups
 2  have been done with people who have never put
 3  together a formal water plan.  We've done versions
 4  of it over the past many decades.  And I think
 5  there's probably a lot of expertise that a
 6  potential consultant could bring to this process,
 7  and I know there are consultants out there who
 8  have written plans for other states.
 9                 Can we work in some kind of
10  flexibility to the RFP so that if somebody says,
11  well, you know, we did the plan for the Sonoran
12  State and this is what we found really was
13  necessary?  And you know, it could change what
14  we're doing.
15                 Is it possible to have that kind of
16  flexibility in the RFP even though what they end
17  up doing might not be what they were asked to do?
18                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I think that
19  there's flexibility in all of those realms,
20  because what we're looking for is the most
21  qualified group of people to help us get to a
22  place.  And if they have better suggestions I
23  certainly think that it's important to use them.
24                 And I'm glad, Virginia, you asked
25  because my mind went to a different spot when you
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 1  started talking.  I want to be clear that we're
 2  not suggesting that the many players who
 3  participate in this process can't respond to the
 4  RFP if they so choose once it's out.
 5                 What we're telling you and saying
 6  out loud is, we won't allow them to be on the team
 7  of people writing the RFP or selecting the team.
 8  That's the conflict of interest part and I
 9  probably should have clarified that before.
10  Because we certainly know you have plenty of
11  experts, many of whom have been involved.
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So how many people
13  would you like to help assist with the RFP?  And
14  how many would you like to be on the RFP selection
15  committee in terms of numbers?
16                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I don't have a
17  number.  Maybe between three and seven, but what I
18  really need is people who actually have time in
19  the next month to really participate.  You know
20  what I mean?  That's going to be the key part
21  because timing is tight.
22                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  You need people
23  in the next month to participate in shaping the
24  RFP as it goes to the marketplace?
25                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Yes.
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 1                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Not to vet the
 2  responses.  Right?
 3                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  No, just right
 4  now.  However it would be nice if they were the
 5  same group of people.  They don't have to be, but
 6  it would be nice if whoever wanted to participate.
 7                 Because although you have a lot of
 8  people on your team in different areas, it would
 9  be better if people weren't relearning.  So it
10  would be better if the same three to seven people,
11  probably seven if we can include the vetting part,
12  or together.
13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So everybody
14  on the Steering Committee would be so nice as to
15  go home and check their calendars.  And if you're
16  interested, send me an e-mail by next Monday.
17                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Perfect.
18                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  It's a short
19  week, Jack, and Christmas to an extent in between.
20                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  We can actually
21  make it until the 4th.  How's that?  Does that
22  work?
23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  And Gail
24  Lucchina will send out the e-mail.
25                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  And if we're
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 1  talking about timing I think your next meeting is
 2  February 2nd.
 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  But the thing of it
 4  is, is that we also have our next meeting for the
 5  Water Planning Council, itself is January 5th.
 6  And we can always call the Steering Committee that
 7  day as well.
 8                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Okay.
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So we could call it
10  special.  That's our regularly scheduled one, but
11  we could do something.  You can do a conference
12  call or we could have a special if we need to.
13                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Because just from
14  a timing perspective we probably will want to do
15  things over the phone to make sure that we can get
16  things done.
17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah, I think the
18  phone is better for a lot of people, anyway.
19                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I would propose
20  that we, we the Steering Committee assume that we
21  will have some meetings by conference call and the
22  first one or two of those might be difficult until
23  we really learn each other's voices.  And you
24  know, I've been on conference calls with 19
25  people.  When you know the voices the conversation
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 1  goes as smooth as if you're in the room.
 2                 And so I, just in terms of
 3  schedules and timing and travel, I think that
 4  would be a good, good plan, when we've got this
 5  crunch period and we might have other crunch
 6  periods in the future.
 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Maureen?
 8                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Can I just ask
 9  for clarification?  Are you asking for just
10  members of the Steering Committee to be on this
11  selection committee?  Or if there are people who
12  have more experience in RFPs or otherwise that may
13  not sit on the Steering Committee?  Should we
14  suggest them, or do you want to just limit it to
15  this?
16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Unless anybody
17  disagrees, I'd rather keep it to the Steering
18  Committee.
19                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Okay.
20                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Jack, can I just?
21  And Susan, you may want to stay for this.
22                 To go back to one point Chris made
23  earlier.  I think once the consultant is, or
24  consult, you know, however it's laid out -- is on
25  board.  Then to your point, Chris, the work that
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 1  gets done through the policy work, the work that
 2  gets done through the Science and Tech workgroup
 3  are going to be supported and framed along with
 4  the consulting resources that will be part of the
 5  team.
 6                 Ultimately it will have to be
 7  vetted before the entire Steering Committee.  You
 8  know, substantive issues have to come back through
 9  the Steering Committee, but you'll have that
10  resource to help kind of move those issues along
11  through the process.
12                 CHRIS CLARK:  Yeah, I think that's
13  a critical piece.
14                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  It is.  It is a
15  critical piece.
16                 CHRIS CLARK:  It's just taking off
17  in a bunch of different directions.
18                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  No, that's right.
19  That's right.
20                 CHRIS CLARK:  Your expertise is to
21  pull it back and give us focus, yeah.
22                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I'm going to try.
23                 CHRIS CLARK:  It's easy for it to
24  take off, because it's a complicated issue.
25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, Susan and Tom
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 1  really kind of -- they whip us into shape here.
 2  So okay.
 3                 Yes?
 4                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  It's been brought
 5  up in this discussion that the table of contents
 6  could be a good initial roadmap of what might go
 7  into an RFP.  And Ellen mentioned that she had
 8  some reservations about portions of it.
 9                 I think it would behoove us to have
10  a discussion in the steering group in terms of the
11  adequacy of it and if there are obvious things
12  that need changing right now before NEIWPCC starts
13  working on using that as a basis for an RFP.
14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
15                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Is that something
16  you want to do right now?  I mean, we don't want
17  to postpone until February.
18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No.
19                 ELIN KATZ:  I would suggest maybe,
20  not put to Ellen on the spot, although it's a
21  great name and I know, you know, that if you could
22  e-mail us sort of your concerns.  Rather than
23  trying to respond on the spot, I'd like to think
24  about the issues you raised and be a little more
25  thoughtful than just kind of spitballing.
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I kind of put this
 2  in the same category as people who want to be on
 3  the RFP criteria committee and the RFP committee,
 4  that by the first Monday in January if you have
 5  any concerns if you could get it to us, unless
 6  there's something burning.  I mean, something
 7  right this moment.  I didn't want to cut anybody
 8  off.
 9                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So right.  So I
10  mean, why am I struggling?  You know, is everybody
11  else on board with the table of contents?  So
12  maybe I'm the outlier.  I sort of thought back in
13  June -- was it in June when we started this
14  process?
15                 At that session I sort of got a
16  sense that we were talking about water.  We
17  weren't making a distinction between water in
18  streams, water in lakes, water along the shore.
19  It was all water, so water people consumed.
20  Water, you know, wastewater isn't, as Julie
21  Zimmerman corrected me, it's just the wrong word.
22  It's just water of a different quality.
23                 And so a little bit in here.  When
24  I keep saying, in stream, out of stream, are we
25  thinking collectively about sort of that water
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 1  budget?  And are we ensuring that water used in
 2  basins stays in that basin?
 3                 And we utilize water for -- we
 4  match the quality of water to its best use.  And
 5  maybe I don't see that in here and maybe it is, or
 6  maybe others aren't interested in that.
 7                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  If I may?  The
 8  intent was that it definitely is included.  And
 9  folks, correct me if I'm wrong, but the use of in
10  stream and out of stream, the in stream was to
11  encompass all the non-water supply issues, the
12  environmental issues, the wastewater assimilation
13  issues, everything that's happening in the stream.
14                 And why I spoke slowly when I said
15  the water supply issues is it wasn't solely
16  drinking water supply, but that could be
17  industrials plan.  It could be agricultural
18  supply.  But the water that needs to stay in the
19  stream was trying to encompass, I think, exactly
20  what your concern is.  That it was not just a
21  drinking water allocation plan, or a water
22  withdrawal allocation plan.  That it really did
23  want to encompass all the pieces of it to address
24  the environmental issues.
25                 ROBERT MOORE:  Elin, I think if you
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 1  look at the annotated version of the outline, I
 2  might have trouble with the names and the titles
 3  of the sections, but if you look at the annotated
 4  version under the current conditions estimate,
 5  under understanding Connecticut water resources,
 6  it talks about waste assimilation and issues.
 7                 Under the, understanding
 8  Connecticut demand, it looks at recreation.  It
 9  looks at waste assimilation.  If you look at the
10  water resources structure it talks about land use
11  and stuff like that.
12                 So I think, you know, the term
13  "understanding Connecticut's water," you know,
14  when you look at what's written as the annotation
15  in there, it covers all those issues pretty
16  intensively.  I think it hits the quality/quantity
17  in both of these cases as you look on the current
18  condition assessment.
19                 And then it raises conflict and
20  challenges our dealing with aging infrastructure,
21  the impacts on demand.  You know, it handles all
22  those issues.  So it's not clear, I think, in the
23  words that are used in the actual table, but when
24  you read the annotation and what they expected, so
25  maybe we ought to change some of the titles.  And
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 1  you look at the annotation, it does -- and then it
 2  gets into preparing for change.
 3                 You know, I could say that's not
 4  the right title, but when you get to the
 5  annotation it does hit the issues that we need to
 6  address in this thing.  So you know, and I think
 7  as a consultant comes in, you know, we use this as
 8  a guidance document, you know, they'll probably
 9  come up with their own terms of how it's done.
10                 So I think when you look at the
11  annotation, what's meant in there, you know, maybe
12  I would suggest some title changes to some of the
13  chapters and stuff.  But other than that, I think
14  the annotation hit all the issues that we've been
15  talking about in terms of water is water.
16                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  So perhaps we
17  should be sharing the annotated version as the
18  basis for the RFP, not the table, the abbreviated
19  table of contents.
20                 ROBERT MOORE:  Right.  So I think
21  the work that's done in here is much clearer, that
22  it addresses everything, rather than this.  And so
23  I think that it probably hits the issues, and if
24  you focus on that part.
25                 And you know, and the other thing,
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 1  Virginia.  When the consultant gets hired they're
 2  going to come in and show us their best effort.
 3  They're going to come in and say, you know, you
 4  have a nice plan here, but I did this.  And look
 5  how it worked.
 6                 You know, they're going to come in
 7  and say, you know, hire me because I've already
 8  done this.  I've done that, and you know, you
 9  might be off base on this, but I can do this and I
10  can get it better and I can do it, you know.  So I
11  think they won't be limited in this is an RFP.
12  They'll come in and say how they're going to
13  address this, but then they're going to show how
14  great they are.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes?
16                 JANE CERASO:  Regarding the scope
17  of the RFP, we don't have, neither Susan nor I
18  have a copy of that table of contents.  So a
19  request to get that.
20                 And also a question whether that
21  table of contents will address what's in 14163,
22  because that's kind of how we scoped our work with
23  you thinking you wanted to meet your statutory
24  minimums here.
25                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  The group did a
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 1  crosscheck between the legislation and the table
 2  of contents and we did crosschecks with what else?
 3  We did three of them, as I recall.
 4                 MATTHEW PAFFORD:  Yeah, it was with
 5  the public act.  It was with the Steering
 6  Committee recommendations.
 7                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Yes, we did the
 8  crosscheck.
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Yes?
10                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Susan, do you
11  have the other states' report?
12                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Yes.
13                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Okay.
14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Mike Sullivan.
15                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I do agree with
16  what Bob was saying about the annotated table of
17  contents.  And I do think that reflects a lot of
18  the discussions that were had.
19                 But maybe, I mean, just if you
20  follow up on what you were saying earlier.  If
21  Ellen or anybody else has comments about that then
22  maybe they could get back to you by whatever the
23  date was.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  The same day, the
25  first Monday in January, which is the 4th.
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 1                 Okay.  Is that all right?  Okay.
 2  Yes?
 3                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And just to
 4  make sure you have -- I know there's been a couple
 5  versions of the other states' reports, so if
 6  you're working off one make sure you actually have
 7  the last final one to the consultant.  Because
 8  remember, there was a revision to the table of
 9  contents and some other stuff.  So Susan said she
10  had one, but make sure.
11                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  September 17th.
12                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  That sounds
13  right.  I know, Elin, you're looking for the table
14  of contents in that one.  And I think you may be
15  looking at an older version.
16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Anything else
17  to come before us today?  Yes?
18                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I shared with
19  planning council members -- and it's really not
20  the Steering Committee -- but to the planning
21  council that memo regarding the watershed lands
22  group and the Kinder Morgan application.  I
23  forwarded it to you this morning that they had
24  some thoughts they wanted to share, and wanted to
25  give it to you now so that maybe at the
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 1  January 5th meeting you could be prepared to
 2  discuss that, since I guess the deadline for FERC
 3  comments is January 6th according to Margaret.
 4                 ROBERT MOORE:  You have two days.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
 6                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  Actually the
 7  deadline for comments, and this is March 6th, that
 8  the intervenor, to file for intervenor is March
 9  6th.  You can make comments to FERC at any time.
10                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  March 6th or
11  January 6th?
12                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  I'm sorry, January
13  6th.
14                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I though we
15  just bought two months.  So the request for
16  intervenors is due by January 6th?
17                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  Yeah.
18                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Okay.  Thank
19  you.  I did not know that.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Yes?
21                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I would be
22  interested in seeing the MOU or whatever it was,
23  MOA with NEIWPCC just to see what it was that
24  you've been charged to do.
25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We can get that
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 1  around to Steering Committee members.  Absolutely.
 2  Gail, please.  Thank goodness we have Gail.  We'll
 3  get that information out to you.
 4                 Any other questions from the
 5  Steering Committee?  Anything else?  Anybody from
 6  the public wish to address us.
 7                 (No response.)
 8                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Well, thank
 9  you all very, very much.  Happy holidays.  Happy
10  New Year.  And we'll see you all in January.  And
11  you know you have your homework assignments so you
12  know what to get into us.  So thank you all very
13  much.
14                 (Whereupon, the above proceedings
15  were concluded at 3:14 p.m.)
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We'll call
  


 2   the meeting of the State Water Plan Steering
  


 3   Committee to order.  And before we begin we can go
  


 4   around and introduce those that are here and then
  


 5   we will introduce those on the phone.  I'm Jack
  


 6   Betkoski.  I'm Chairman of the Steering Committee
  


 7   and Vice Chairman of the Public Utility Regulatory
  


 8   Authority.
  


 9                  I should announce that Dave
  


10   LeVasseur, will not be here today.  We received a
  


11   phonecall minutes before the meeting, that he was
  


12   in a car accident.  We are not sure -- we think
  


13   he's okay.  We understand he was calling from the
  


14   ambulance, but we still think he's okay.  So I'll
  


15   keep you posted if I hear anything during the
  


16   meeting.  Betsy is going to sit in until -- Mike
  


17   Sullivan is at another meeting.  Betsy is going to
  


18   sit in until Mike gets here.
  


19                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Hi.  I'm Ellen
  


20   Blachinski from the Department of Public Health.
  


21                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Betsey
  


22   Wingfield, Department of Energy and Environmental
  


23   Protection, sitting in for Mike Sullivan who will
  


24   be here shortly, hopefully.
  


25                  ELIN KATZ:  Elin Katz, Consumer
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 1   Counsel.
  


 2                  ANDREW LORD:  Andrew Lord,
  


 3   Connecticut Association of Water Pollution Control
  


 4   Authorities and the Connecticut Water Pollution
  


 5   Abatement Association.
  


 6                  CHRIS CLARK:  Chris Clark, the
  


 7   Mohegan Tribe.
  


 8                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Susan Sullivan,
  


 9   New England Interstate Water Pollution Control
  


10   Commission.
  


11                  JANE CERASO:  Jane Ceraso, New
  


12   England Interstate Water Pollution Commission.
  


13                  GAIL LUCCHINA:  Gail Lucchina,
  


14   PURA.
  


15                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Nick Neeley,
  


16   PURA.
  


17                  DAVID KUZMINSKI:  David Kuzminski,
  


18   Town of Portland.
  


19                  ALICIA CHARAMUT:  Alicia Charamut,
  


20   Connecticut River Watershed Council.
  


21                  DAVID SUTHERLAND:  David
  


22   Sutherland, the Nature Conservancy.
  


23                  SHELLEY GREEN:  Shelley Green, the
  


24   Nature Conservancy.
  


25                  GEORGE LOGAN:  George Logan,
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 1   Aquarion Water Company.
  


 2                  DAVID MURPHY:  David Murphy from
  


 3   Milone & MacBroom.
  


 4                  LORI MATHIEU:  Lori Mathieu,
  


 5   Department of Public Health.
  


 6                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Tom Callahan,
  


 7   private citizen.
  


 8                  ROBERT WISNIEWSKI:  Bob Wisniewski,
  


 9   Aquarion Water Company.
  


10                  ROBERT YOUNG:  Bob Young, City of
  


11   Middletown Water and Sewer.
  


12                  STEVE ANDERSON:  Steve Anderson,
  


13   Department of Agriculture.
  


14                  CHARLES ROTHENBERGER:  Charles
  


15   Rothenberger, Rome Smith & Lutz on behalf of the
  


16   Connecticut Fund for the Environment.
  


17                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Eric Lindquist,
  


18   Office of Policy and Management.
  


19                  MATTHEW PAFFORD:  Matt Pafford,
  


20   Office of Policy and Management.
  


21                  ROBERT MOORE:  Bob Moore, Chair of
  


22   the Policy Subcommittee.
  


23                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Virginia DeLima
  


24   chairing the Science and Technical Committee.
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And who do we have
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 1   on the phone?
  


 2                  GENE LIKENS:  This is Gene, Gene
  


 3   Likens.
  


 4                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi, Gene.
  


 5                  SUSAN SAYRE:  Susan Sayre.
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi, Susan.  Anyone
  


 7   else?
  


 8                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  Lori Vitagliano,
  


 9   the Regional Water Authority.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi Lori.
  


11                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  Hello.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Anyone else?
  


13                  (No response.)
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We'll begin
  


15   the meeting.  The first order of business today is
  


16   to discuss the procurement of consulting services,
  


17   NEIWPCC.  And Dave LeVasseur was supposed to do
  


18   this, but as I said, he's not going to be here.
  


19                  Jane Ceraso who's the Director of
  


20   Resources Protection Programs, and Susan Sullivan,
  


21   the Deputy Director here just to observe today.
  


22   And we're very happy that we're in the midst, or
  


23   we have assigned off an MLU with you to work with
  


24   consulting services to assist us with the water
  


25   plan.  So we thank you very much and look forward
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 1   to working with you.  It's like old-home week.  I
  


 2   see a lot of people here today.
  


 3                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  I know it feels
  


 4   a little that way.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  So that's great.  So
  


 6   moving forward we will have more updates, and even
  


 7   between we meetings we'll have more updates how
  


 8   that is going.
  


 9                  The status of project management,
  


10   David was going to do this as well.  But I'm going
  


11   to call on Mr. Tom Callahan who has some very good
  


12   news for us today.
  


13                  Mr. Callahan, would you like to
  


14   come right up here, Private Citizen Callahan?
  


15                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Private Citizen
  


16   Callahan?  Citizen Kane.
  


17                  Thank you, Jack.  As I mentioned at
  


18   the Water Planning Council, I have reached
  


19   agreement with the University of Connecticut --
  


20   and I retired actually as of last Thursday, was my
  


21   last formal day in the office.  I have a
  


22   continuing employment relationship on a set of
  


23   very small issues at the university that will
  


24   continue through June.  But for all practical
  


25   purposes I'm retired.  As I said, Thursday was my
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 1   last day in the office.
  


 2                  I had spoken before about, if the
  


 3   planning council was interested, that we could
  


 4   work something out.  That I would be interested in
  


 5   continuing to provide some project management
  


 6   capability for the project as it moved forward.
  


 7                  You and I, and David had an
  


 8   opportunity to meet last week to talk about what
  


 9   the parameters for that might be.  I sent an
  


10   e-mail message out and I'm just going to work off
  


11   of that because I think that's probably the best
  


12   basis in terms of describing what that role might
  


13   be.
  


14                  So project coordination essentially
  


15   serves as a key point of contact for the
  


16   development of the plan according to the
  


17   statutorily defined schedule as we move forward.
  


18   Ensure that the work of the Water Planning
  


19   Council, the Steering Committee, the policy
  


20   workgroup, the Science and Technology Workgroup,
  


21   the advisory groups and any other such groups as
  


22   may be formed or aligned in the development and
  


23   crafting of a state water plan.  And so kind of
  


24   the issue of, kind of, the timing and sequence,
  


25   and substance needs to be knitted together as we
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 1   move forward.
  


 2                  Work with the planning council and
  


 3   NEIWPCC staff for confirming the scope schedule
  


 4   for the work that NEIWPCC will be doing in terms
  


 5   of procuring contracting, financial reporting
  


 6   requirements for the project as we move forward.
  


 7   And the alignment of that work to ensure that,
  


 8   again the plan is ready, at least at this point in
  


 9   time, as envisioned for the 2018 session of the
  


10   General Assembly.
  


11                  And to work with others to convene
  


12   a staff of limitation team comprised of key PURA,
  


13   DEEP, DPH and OPM staff assigned to assist the
  


14   planning council, its committees and workgroups to
  


15   develop a state water plan.  This group role is to
  


16   work with the committee and workgroup leaders to
  


17   plan and coordinate sequence committee activities
  


18   to support the work that they're doing in the
  


19   development of the state water plan water work
  


20   products.
  


21                  And so it's my understanding that
  


22   the scope of work envisioned with NEIWPCC would
  


23   allow the Water Planning Council to engage them
  


24   for project management capability going forward if
  


25   my efforts were deemed to be deficient or not
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 1   fully capable at any point in time.  Again, this
  


 2   role would be working for the planning Council,
  


 3   reporting through its chair.  I would be doing
  


 4   this on a volunteer basis.
  


 5                  I would be devoting about two days
  


 6   a week in order to do this through June.  We
  


 7   could, at that point in time, evaluate what makes
  


 8   sense going forward.  And I did ask, although I
  


 9   understand it's not yet been resolved, that to the
  


10   extent that there are travel-related expenses
  


11   associated with this, that the planning council
  


12   would find a way to reimburse me.
  


13                  So I think that's the nature of the
  


14   scope that I put together.  I don't know how you,
  


15   the planning council would like to formalize that
  


16   in any way, shape or form, but that's the nature
  


17   of the offer, and I'm prepared to start in
  


18   January.
  


19                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Great.  Thank you
  


20   very much.
  


21                  Any questions?  Betsey?
  


22                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  It's great.
  


23                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Again, I said
  


24   this to the planning council and I'll say it again
  


25   because we have a large group here today, if for
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 1   any reason there my involvement is a source of
  


 2   concern and angst that would cause things to slow
  


 3   down as they did last September, if you hear that
  


 4   after this meeting is over, my counsel would be
  


 5   for you to think very carefully before pulling the
  


 6   trigger to move forward.  Because we can't afford
  


 7   to lose the time and I'm not interested in getting
  


 8   in a kerfuffle, as I said at the planning council
  


 9   meeting.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Understood.
  


11                  ROBERT MOORE:  I have a question.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, Bob?
  


13                  ROBERT MOORE:  Tom, you have worked
  


14   out, or a proposal will work out a relationship
  


15   with New England Interstate as to who's on first?
  


16                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Yeah.  I think,
  


17   you know, the way I see it is, as I understand it
  


18   right now, and Susan and I have not had a chance
  


19   to speak on this, is that the four members of the
  


20   planning council have day jobs.
  


21                  And there's a need for a single
  


22   point of contact between the council and NEIWPCC
  


23   in terms of driving the, you know, in terms of
  


24   making sure there's clear understanding in terms
  


25   of how they move, when they need to move, what the
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 1   scope is going to be, so on and so forth.
  


 2                  ROBERT MOORE:  So you would be,
  


 3   like, working with Susan as representing the
  


 4   council?
  


 5                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Correct.
  


 6                  ROBERT MOORE:  And you said you're
  


 7   volunteering for this?
  


 8                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I am.  I am.
  


 9                  ROBERT MOORE:  Okay.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Any other questions?
  


11   I want everybody to be, and members of the
  


12   Steering Committee, please, any questions?  Tom is
  


13   very instrumental with getting us during the
  


14   formative phases of the plan and we're very happy
  


15   that he's going to be able to continue at least
  


16   for six months, and we'll see where it goes after
  


17   that.
  


18                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My only comment
  


19   is get him engaged before he becomes too adjusted
  


20   to retirement.
  


21                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Okay.  Thank you.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
  


23                  And next we're going to have Bob
  


24   Moore and the policy subcommittee.
  


25                  ROBERT MOORE:  We met on
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 1   October 29th -- or wait a minute.  Excuse me,
  


 2   November 30th.  But we had first kind of a summary
  


 3   of Corin Finnigan, Denise Reziak, going to what's
  


 4   called the American Water Resources Association
  


 5   National Leadership Institute Workshop for State
  


 6   Officials.  You get that?  And they brought back a
  


 7   lot of information.
  


 8                  It's basically a meeting on water
  


 9   planning, and they brought back a lot of
  


10   information and Corin gave us a lot of websites
  


11   and attachments that were helpful, I think, in
  


12   discussing where states are, how they're
  


13   proceeding along the same path that we are.  And
  


14   were some were and where some -- what problems
  


15   they had and some things that really looked good.
  


16                  But one of the things that was
  


17   mentioned was that there was a program at UConn
  


18   called CLEAR.  It's Center for Land-use Education
  


19   And Research.  It does story maps, and this was
  


20   brought to our attention as a possible way to
  


21   provide a good educational outreach on the
  


22   development of the plan.
  


23                  And there's a website that she gave
  


24   us which I looked at, which is a very interesting
  


25   website in that it has a lot of the land-use
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 1   issues.  It has forest cover, turf cover,
  


 2   development, paved surface covers on watersheds.
  


 3   And it has a variety of very detailed information
  


 4   already mapped and it's called, if you want to
  


 5   look at it, it's called
  


 6   CLEAR3.UConn.edu/viewers/ConnecticutStory.
  


 7                  And on that website you can follow
  


 8   through and look at the data that's already there.
  


 9   Which I think as we move into the, you know,
  


10   getting a consultant, this is information that's
  


11   pretty much done and looks to be state of the art,
  


12   from what I can tell.  But it's a very good
  


13   website and it has lots of information.
  


14                  It has issues on watersheds, on
  


15   streams, it has development along the streams.  It
  


16   has development in the watershed of paved and
  


17   impervious surfaces and stuff like that, and all
  


18   of the agriculture use land.  So it's part of the
  


19   land-use piece that we'll be looking at and I
  


20   think it looks like it's done.  It's something
  


21   that, you know, we should probably pay attention
  


22   to.  And I was very impressed with them, that
  


23   issue.
  


24                  Corin was also going to get --
  


25   there's a bunch of webinars and other seminars
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 1   going on by different states that are available.
  


 2   California and Colorado indicated they could
  


 3   have -- provide some updates on --
  


 4                  GENE LIKENS:  Hello, this is Gene
  


 5   Likens.  Are you still there?  You went dead.  I
  


 6   don't hear anything.
  


 7                  ROBERT MOORE:  We're here.  Can you
  


 8   hear me?  Hello?
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Gene.
  


10                  GENE LIKENS:  Yes?
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Can you hear us?
  


12                  GENE LIKENS:  Yes, I hear you loud
  


13   and clear, but I haven't heard anything for maybe
  


14   four or five minutes.
  


15                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  It's the same for
  


16   me.  Like, one of the microphones isn't working.
  


17                  ROBERT MOORE:  Maybe I'll get
  


18   closer to it.  Can you hear me now?
  


19                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that better?
  


20                  ROBERT MOORE:  Hello?
  


21                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  No.
  


22                  GENE LIKENS:  No.
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Bob, go up to that
  


24   microphone, please.
  


25                  Hold on one second, please.
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 1                  ROBERT MOORE:  Is this any better?
  


 2                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  Much.
  


 3                  GENE LIKENS:  Yes, thank you.
  


 4                  ROBERT MOORE:  The first thing I
  


 5   was talking about was some information on a
  


 6   website that is run at the university called
  


 7   CLEAR.  And I think you can get a look at that
  


 8   website.  It's a variety of land-use issues that
  


 9   are mapped on there.
  


10                  We had a major discussion on the
  


11   scope of the water plan and whether or not it
  


12   should include water quality planning and water
  


13   quantity.  And what was debated?  Ellen raised
  


14   this issue.  And we spent quite a bit of time on
  


15   that.
  


16                  Betsey and others had gone through
  


17   a variety of the state plans that are underway in
  


18   terms of quality.  The most recent one was a
  


19   nonpoint source pollution plan.  But there's a
  


20   variety of plans.
  


21                  And we asked the department, DEEP
  


22   to put together a matrix of existing water quality
  


23   programs and where they might cross the quantity
  


24   issue, or the supply issue.  Maps on perhaps
  


25   radon.  Maps on the arsenic locations versus
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 1   groundwater supplies.  Maps on some of the water
  


 2   quality standards versus, you know, some of the
  


 3   low-flow issues.
  


 4                  So those things are -- DEP was
  


 5   going to provide a meeting on that at our next
  


 6   meeting, which is the January 12th, to kind of put
  


 7   a matrix together of where the quantity and
  


 8   quality issues are meshed and the number of state
  


 9   water plans that exist throughout the agency, and
  


10   a variety of plans.
  


11                  So we could get a look at all these
  


12   water quality plans and manage them against, you
  


13   know, which ones of these are going to need to be
  


14   adjusted and whether or not there's a matrix or a
  


15   connection between the quantity.  So that's coming
  


16   up on the 12th.  It was a big assignment for
  


17   Betsey and Denise, and I hope we can get that
  


18   done.
  


19                  The other issue we talked about was
  


20   the scope of climate change and how that should be
  


21   included in the plan.  And we decided that there
  


22   are a variety of things already going on.  One is
  


23   the Connecticut Institute for Resilience and
  


24   Climate Adaptation called CIRCA at UConn.  And the
  


25   Connecticut Climate Adaptation Plan, State
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 1   Agencies for Resiliency called SAFR and the
  


 2   Governor's C3 initiative on greenhouse gases.
  


 3                  And we're going to invite somebody
  


 4   from the university program, CAR or CA, or CRCA to
  


 5   come and talk about the climate resiliency and
  


 6   their efforts in our next meeting.  So we wanted
  


 7   to not -- make sure we weren't kind of reinventing
  


 8   anything by not paying attention to what's already
  


 9   been done.
  


10                  We also talked about drought and a
  


11   drought contingency plan.  And we knew that there
  


12   is a drought contingency plan.  There's also --
  


13   the water planning council is also currently
  


14   updating its plan on drought contingency and we
  


15   raised a number of issues.  One was the, we want
  


16   to review the existing laws specifically with
  


17   diversion and how we respond to drought.
  


18                  One of the issues was, you know,
  


19   are we just focused on water supply giving health
  


20   authority in emergency conditions?  And when is a
  


21   drought?  Is it a minor drought?  Should there be
  


22   other interim steps in identifying drought?
  


23   Should there be other methods on which we would
  


24   talk about drought?  And when are the critical
  


25   points?  And obviously our response just relative
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 1   to one part of that.
  


 2                  So we talked about drought and
  


 3   whether or not the triggers are consistent with
  


 4   where we're going with the plan, and we need to
  


 5   bring that about.  So we're going to talk.  We
  


 6   haven't made a decision on that, but we are trying
  


 7   to look at the triggers in that and we're going to
  


 8   discuss that at our next meeting with -- DEP is
  


 9   going to bring forth some of the current plans
  


10   that are already under drought and what are some
  


11   of the triggers that are offered in there.  And
  


12   that's an area I think that maybe we should look
  


13   at it very carefully because there are other
  


14   levels of drought.
  


15                  Alicia from the Connecticut River
  


16   Watershed Council called me last week showing me
  


17   that the Coppermine Brook in Bristol has dried up,
  


18   and from pumping from New Britain to Bristol water
  


19   supplies.  And the stream has basically
  


20   disappeared.
  


21                  And is that a drought issue that we
  


22   should be dealing with in terms of, you know,
  


23   maybe water conservation should start earlier.  If
  


24   these are in well fields should there be a point
  


25   at which we look at drought as not, you know, not
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 1   as an emergency just on water supply, but as it
  


 2   relates to the consumption of water that affects
  


 3   the streamflow.
  


 4                  So that's an issue I think Alicia
  


 5   has some maps and pictures that she can send, you
  


 6   know, to the board of what has happened.  And I
  


 7   think Betsey is probably -- Denise is looking into
  


 8   what's going on there, but you know, that's a side
  


 9   issue of drought if -- should we be moving quicker
  


10   or differently in terms of drought management in
  


11   order to protect the rear source and not just the
  


12   supply?  So there's some issues like that.
  


13                  We also looked at flooding, and on
  


14   the other side of the climate change, on the
  


15   flooding side, and what are the current
  


16   protections?  DEP has some new flood management
  


17   issues, and what are the critical components of
  


18   that?  And we're going to bring that forward, too,
  


19   at the next meeting as to, how are the current
  


20   management programs related to flooding and excess
  


21   water?  And are we looking at the right level of
  


22   protection?
  


23                  You know, most of the wastewater
  


24   and water supply facilities were built with a
  


25   hundred-year flood protection.  Is that now enough
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 1   or should that be changed?  And so there could be
  


 2   issues related to the policy of, what is the
  


 3   protected level that we need as it relates to
  


 4   change in the climate?  And so we've talked about
  


 5   that.
  


 6                  Finally, we talked about
  


 7   appropriate land use and population.  And we've
  


 8   asked Matt and others from OPM to bring forward
  


 9   somebody in our February meeting to talk about
  


10   what is the current data projections and how
  


11   they're going to be used, and whether or not that
  


12   projection should satisfy or meet our needs for
  


13   this planning document.
  


14                  So we didn't come out --
  


15   unfortunately, I didn't come up with a proposed
  


16   policy out of this meeting, which was my goal to
  


17   have some proposed policies at the end of each
  


18   meeting.  But we came out with a lot of questions,
  


19   and I think at the end of the next meeting we'll
  


20   have closer information on where some of those
  


21   policies should be directed.
  


22                  So that was our meeting, and we're
  


23   meeting on January 12th.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Bob.
  


25                  Any questions?  Betsey, anything
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 1   you want to add?
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Bob did a great
  


 3   job in summarizing.
  


 4                  THE CHAIRMAN:  A lot of work.  A
  


 5   lot of work, a lot of issues.
  


 6                  ROBERT MOORE:  Yes.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Questions from
  


 8   anybody?
  


 9                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I'll just point
  


10   out the obvious, that the streamflow regulations
  


11   which were designed to balance water withdrawals
  


12   and things like drying upstream flows did not
  


13   include groundwater, and this was a groundwater
  


14   pumping issue.
  


15                  ROBERT MOORE:  But I think it's a
  


16   great example for one of the issues that needs to
  


17   be brought up, as how you're going to deal with
  


18   this.  And does the plan -- and it might have been
  


19   something that we've overlooked in the plan, and
  


20   should it be overlooked?
  


21                  Should we be able to respond to
  


22   withdrawals prior to drying out the brook by some
  


23   kind of projected method or some kind of analysis
  


24   or some kind of data collection?  And should, you
  


25   know, the water utility be looking at conservation
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 1   earlier in the process than later?  So I think
  


 2   this is, you know, an example that unfortunately
  


 3   is in front of us.  Not just UConn this time
  


 4   either.
  


 5                  That was to you, Tom.
  


 6                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Not since 2005
  


 7   that I'm aware of.
  


 8                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Any questions?
  


 9                  Thank you very much.
  


10                  ELIN KATZ:  More mundane.  What
  


11   time is the meeting on the 12th?
  


12                  ROBERT MOORE:  It will probably be
  


13   afternoon.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It's going to be
  


15   in the afternoon.  We've gotten that far.  I'll
  


16   send an e-mail out this week.
  


17                  ELIN KATZ:  Thank you.
  


18                  ROBERT MOORE:  We were trying to
  


19   get somebody from Ag to participate and we haven't
  


20   got the confirmation yet.
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We have someone from
  


22   agriculture with us today.  Maybe he can take that
  


23   back.
  


24                  ROBERT MOORE:  I think Betsey has
  


25   been in contact.
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 1                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah, I think
  


 2   Mike O'Neill was actually working through the farm
  


 3   bureau to get somewhere, but I think that
  


 4   invitation has been extended.  We don't have the
  


 5   answer yet.
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Very good.  Thank
  


 7   you.
  


 8                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Okay.  The
  


 9   Science and Technical Committee.  The group
  


10   continued to meet every other week for quite a
  


11   while.  And as I shared with you at the last
  


12   meeting, we had come up with a whole list of
  


13   questions that we put to the policy committee.
  


14                  And we came up with an additional
  


15   one, and that was whether the coastal areas of the
  


16   state were covered in this plan.  In some cases,
  


17   actually saline water and/or whether this was a
  


18   freshwater plan.  And so that was another policy
  


19   issue that we lobbed to the policy group to their
  


20   consideration.
  


21                  We had continued to work on the
  


22   spreadsheet that was shared with the -- the draft
  


23   of which that was shared with you.  And we
  


24   realized that we had sort of come to a pausing
  


25   place in that, particularly because we didn't know
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 1   how our group would interface with a consultant
  


 2   who might be hired to do this project, the overall
  


 3   water plan.
  


 4                  The extreme is, obviously, is that
  


 5   a consultant could say, oh, good.  Look at this
  


 6   stuff that's been done.  We don't need to do it.
  


 7   Or they could say, oh, we want to do it our way.
  


 8   Forget this.  And so the reality is probably
  


 9   somewhere between those extremes, but we wanted to
  


10   get some guidance before we delved further into
  


11   that on how our group would interface with the
  


12   group ultimately doing the water plan itself.
  


13                  So we suspended that and decided we
  


14   would try and look at some scenarios to see if the
  


15   State had a water plan, how it could help address
  


16   some of the issues that came up in looking at
  


17   various scenarios.  Linda Young of the Pomperaug
  


18   River Watershed Coalition offered to do a
  


19   presentation on the Pomperaug, so we could use
  


20   that as a test case.
  


21                  There were several main issues that
  


22   they were addressing.  And if we had a plan, how
  


23   could the plan help them with these issues?  And
  


24   we're going to continue doing some of those
  


25   scenarios, responses to scenarios.  As you might
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 1   expect, the discussion immediately went more to
  


 2   policy type issues than it did to science and
  


 3   technical issues, other than the acknowledgment
  


 4   that in the Pomperaug they have probably more data
  


 5   than any other watershed of that size in the
  


 6   state.  And, yes, still felt a challenge for
  


 7   needing more data to be able to -- data and
  


 8   modeling to be able to come up with resolutions to
  


 9   their issues.
  


10                  I would invite anybody here who
  


11   have a scenario that they think that we should run
  


12   through this process, and hopefully learn from it,
  


13   to share with us.  We have ones that have been
  


14   thrown out on the table.  The UConn situation, if
  


15   we had had a water plan at that time, how might
  


16   that have been different?
  


17                  The Shepaug case of a decade or so
  


18   ago.  Now again, if we had had a water plan, how
  


19   would that discussion have been informed by the
  


20   water plan?  And so in this way back into
  


21   addressing the question that still is nagging at
  


22   our group which is, what are questions we're
  


23   trying to address here?  What is the real purpose
  


24   of this plan?  And we felt we might get a better
  


25   handle on that by, as I said, running through some
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 1   scenarios.
  


 2                  So we're welcome to other issues,
  


 3   either current, past or anticipated that anybody
  


 4   might want to put on the table for us walk
  


 5   through.
  


 6                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Lake health.  So
  


 7   you know, we hear theories all the time about why
  


 8   does Lake Pocotopaug have, you know, increased
  


 9   nutrient load after installing centralized sewers?
  


10                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  You want the
  


11   answer?
  


12                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right.  No, but
  


13   I think that's part of it.  So if we're going to
  


14   talk about a water plan I think that we're looking
  


15   at all bodies of water, I believe.
  


16                  So to what extent is there
  


17   resources?  Are there experiences elsewhere in the
  


18   state that could help us look at some of those
  


19   things?  If ultimately the Steering Committee, the
  


20   Water Planning Council decides that marine water
  


21   is part of the discussion, so similarly some of
  


22   the wastewater issues that occurred along the
  


23   Connecticut shoreline, and how has that impacted
  


24   marine water quality?
  


25                  ROBERT MOORE:  And public health.
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 1   I mean, most of the issues we get on the coastal
  


 2   area that affect the public directly are bathing
  


 3   beach and bacteria, the nitrogen.  And for the
  


 4   long-term health of the Sound has pretty much
  


 5   already been regulated by a plan and being looked
  


 6   at again for another plan on how to deal with it.
  


 7                  So there's already nutrient control
  


 8   for the Connecticut River and others, for the
  


 9   whole state in terms of wastewater.  But there
  


10   isn't a similar plan that deals with, you know,
  


11   overflows necessarily that cause high bacteria
  


12   except for combined sewer plans and stuff like
  


13   that.
  


14                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  And I know that
  


15   I always ask this question, but do we have any
  


16   data that talks about so the more centralized
  


17   wastewater management you have, how does that
  


18   impact overall water use?  Do you demand more
  


19   water?  Do you use less water?  Do we have any
  


20   data that impacts how water is utilized when you
  


21   have a centralized wastewater system?
  


22                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Let me see if I
  


23   understand you.  Are you saying as sort of an
  


24   extreme, does somebody on a septic system in
  


25   general use less water than somebody on a
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 1   municipal treatment plan?  Is that the question
  


 2   that you're asking?
  


 3                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  In part, yeah.
  


 4   So would, you know, in certain situations in the
  


 5   city of Hartford you're not going to have on-site
  


 6   septic systems.  It doesn't make sense.  I get
  


 7   that.  But along the shoreline area, some of the
  


 8   areas around lakes, what we see is once
  


 9   centralized sewers come in it increases growth,
  


10   and increased growth I think means more resources,
  


11   use of water.
  


12                  ROBERT MOORE:  Or a change of where
  


13   the water is coming from.  I mean, increased
  


14   growth will demand water, I mean, period.  And so
  


15   if you have more houses you get more water.
  


16                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right.  So how
  


17   do you manage growth, or not manage growth in a
  


18   water-wise method?
  


19                  ROBERT MOORE:  Well, there used to
  


20   be a way.  I mean, the plan of conservation and
  


21   development used to prohibit the expenditure of
  


22   state funds in areas that it defined for no
  


23   growth.  And for years DEP responded to that in
  


24   terms of the wastewater side by not extending
  


25   sewer service to areas where it had anticipated it
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 1   should be open space, or nongrowth and couldn't
  


 2   fund projects.
  


 3                  Now it didn't stop the towns
  


 4   necessarily from building stuff, but it did stop
  


 5   the state and federal funds from being applied in
  


 6   that area.  I don't know if that still exists.
  


 7   There's not too many people building new sewer
  


 8   systems.
  


 9                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And so that's
  


10   for state funded dollars?
  


11                  ROBERT MOORE:  Yeah, right.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Project funded
  


13   dollars are different in terms of that level of
  


14   investment, but that issue that Ellen raises sort
  


15   of fundamentally gets to land use and how do you
  


16   try to address land-use issues?
  


17                  Are you looking at good zoning and
  


18   local good zoning, or are you trying to control it
  


19   with other infrastructures?  It's a whole piece.
  


20   But the other issue that Ellen has sort of brought
  


21   up is this quality versus quantity issue.  Lake
  


22   Pocotopaug is a recreational lake.  It does have a
  


23   nutrient impairment issue.  We believe that most
  


24   of that is probably from surface runoff.
  


25                  Do we want to spend our, sort of,
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 1   the plan addressing those kind of issues?  Or do
  


 2   we want to be more focused on quantity related
  


 3   issues and water quality impacts to those
  


 4   reservoirs that we're drinking?  I mean, I think
  


 5   that that's the issue we need to get to, and which
  


 6   the policy is wrestling with right now.
  


 7                  ROBERT MOORE:  That's basically our
  


 8   focus for the next meeting.
  


 9                  ELIN KATZ:  Just a comment on that?
  


10   I mean, Ellen, you raise an issue that I think
  


11   points out that there's a lot of fundamental
  


12   tensions in a lot of the issues we discussed.  I
  


13   mean, you may look at having on-site septic
  


14   systems as a barrier to growth, and therefore when
  


15   you see a town investing in a municipal sewer
  


16   system you're concerned about growth.
  


17                  But on the other hand, as the
  


18   former DEP attorney, I can tell you we very much
  


19   like municipal systems and encourage them, and
  


20   particularly, like, along the shore where the
  


21   water quality issues flow into the Sound.  So what
  


22   may be good for one on one hand may cause concerns
  


23   on the other.
  


24                  So I just think if you're going to
  


25   do case studies you've got to recognize that
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 1   solutions, you know, there's a lot of unintended
  


 2   consequences and be careful where you land.
  


 3                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  And I think,
  


 4   too, I think what I'm maybe getting at is I think
  


 5   a little bit how I see the water plan.  You know,
  


 6   I still go back to do we know the problem we're
  


 7   trying to solve?  I am a little fearful we keep
  


 8   going down the path of a water allocation model.
  


 9   And I'm not sure that's what the statute directed
  


10   us to do.
  


11                  So I just want to keep saying
  


12   there's a lot more to water and water management.
  


13   Yes, there's the plan of conservation and
  


14   development.  Yes, there's municipal facility
  


15   planning.  Yes, there's water supply planning.
  


16   Yes, there's minimum streamflow.  There's all
  


17   these planning pieces and I don't think that we
  


18   were looking to alter any of those.
  


19                  We're looking to, I think, talk
  


20   about a bigger picture about, how do we manage
  


21   water resources in the State of Connecticut
  


22   thinking about everything from lakes to
  


23   potentially marine water, to how do we ensure that
  


24   we are preserving the high environmental quality
  


25   that we have while allowing economic growth and







34


 1   development to occur?  So I think I'm just trying
  


 2   to maybe shift the conversation a little bit from
  


 3   water allocation.
  


 4                  ANDREW LORD:  And I'll echo Ellen's
  


 5   comments.  I think that it's completely valid,
  


 6   especially along the shoreline.  I know that
  


 7   people in Old Lyme are facing this now with lots
  


 8   of old small septic systems, regional sewage.
  


 9   They actually have real concerns about where their
  


10   water is going.
  


11                  And so if you think about it, it's
  


12   a water budgeting issue.  It's that water that
  


13   used to go into septic systems to recharge the
  


14   aquifers in that area are going to be transported
  


15   miles away to New London if that project goes
  


16   forward.
  


17                  So I think that the wastewater
  


18   component is something that really does need to be
  


19   considered.  Whether it ends up getting into the
  


20   plan or not, I don't know, but it's something
  


21   that's got to be on the table for discussion.  I
  


22   think it is a big issue.  And you know, Lake
  


23   Pocotopaug is a perfect example of where, you
  


24   know, providing sewers has completely changed the
  


25   ecosystem of that lake and it's been for the last
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 1   20 years we've seen the impacts of that.
  


 2                  So I'm not sure how it fits into
  


 3   the picture.  Certainly the water supply issue is
  


 4   probably the paramount focus, but the wastewater,
  


 5   it's all water and the wastewater component has to
  


 6   be part of the consideration, and I think that
  


 7   that's the point.
  


 8                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right, it's all
  


 9   water.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew, you raise a
  


11   good point, and so does Ellen, and Maureen
  


12   Westbrook.  And certainly, we're always working
  


13   with these small water companies now particularly
  


14   down on the coast.  I mean, our small systems,
  


15   Connecticut Water has acquired some of them, but
  


16   the issue is with the water and how close it is to
  


17   the septics and it's just a huge, huge issue.
  


18                  And the cost factor that we have
  


19   here is just in the ceiling.  So it's something
  


20   that, I mean, we have more cases going on right
  


21   now where these small water systems certainly
  


22   don't want to be in business anymore.  And they're
  


23   coming to us and DPH and ourselves to turn the
  


24   keys over for somebody else to do it.
  


25                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  One of the things
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 1   I'm hearing from this discussion is that perhaps a
  


 2   charge to the Science and Technical Group would be
  


 3   through these scenarios, or through just regular
  


 4   brainstorming, try to identify what unintended
  


 5   consequences could arise.  And if nothing more,
  


 6   have it as a list of whoever in the state is
  


 7   making decisions on water supply, water use,
  


 8   wastewater, whatever it might be.
  


 9                  Look at this list and think through
  


10   these potential issues.  And hopefully that list
  


11   would not be -- well, I doubt it could ever be all
  


12   inclusive, but it might spark people to think of,
  


13   oh.  Oh yeah, this is something we should consider
  


14   as well.  So that when decisions are made they're
  


15   done in the context of potential results and
  


16   effects that decision might be.  And that's
  


17   something I think we could take on.  As I said, it
  


18   would never be all inclusive, but at least it
  


19   could be a start.
  


20                  ROBERT MOORE:  I think there's one
  


21   issue where you're back to, what you could you
  


22   look at that would help the science and
  


23   technology?  As an example, how we cope with that.
  


24   I think the Coppermine Brook would be a very
  


25   interesting one where what would you need to know







37


 1   that would -- what information do you need, would
  


 2   we need to know in order to prevent an issue like
  


 3   that from occurring?
  


 4                  It's similar to the UConn issue,
  


 5   but this is more complex because there's lots of
  


 6   players.  And does that impact of that low stream,
  


 7   does it affect -- what does it affect?  Does it
  


 8   affect the fisheries?  Does it affect the dilution
  


 9   of the wastewater treatment on the Pequabuck?
  


10                  You know, is there a low-flow water
  


11   quality issue as well by drying up that stream in
  


12   terms of the allocation for wastewater on the
  


13   Pequabuck, you know, for Bristol and Plymouth.
  


14   You know, now are they not meeting standards
  


15   because there's not enough flow in the river?
  


16                  So there's lots of little issues
  


17   related to both supply, you know, environment and
  


18   wastewater on that.  But one little thing, what
  


19   would the information be that we need to know in
  


20   order to deal with that?  And that might be an
  


21   example where you could get a real-time look at
  


22   how do you look at all these issues and what ones
  


23   would be necessary for us to prevent something
  


24   like that in the future?  We're not going to
  


25   prevent drought.
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 1                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right.  And what
  


 2   are the opportunities to restore flow?  You know,
  


 3   so is there a wastewater treatment plant in New
  


 4   Britain that maybe is discharging farther down,
  


 5   but might we want to revisit where it discharges
  


 6   if the water quality is high enough?  That kind of
  


 7   thing.
  


 8                  CHRIS CLARK:  I think that raises
  


 9   another issue and it's a matter of priority.  It's
  


10   we know where -- we should be able to identify
  


11   where there are no problems and make those the
  


12   primary focus of the plan where we fix.  You fix
  


13   what's broken first before you expand into a, you
  


14   know, I'll call it a global solution -- but I
  


15   mean, a statewide solution.  Just my thought.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And I think
  


17   what's important in the Coppermine situation is
  


18   also, why did it happen?  What kind of diversions
  


19   are we talking about that were in operation at
  


20   what quantities?  And how did we end up with a dry
  


21   streambed.  I mean, is it drought related?  Is it
  


22   over pumping related?
  


23                  Should there be a way to address
  


24   that such that it doesn't happen?  Because these
  


25   are exactly the kind of situations we've been
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 1   concerned about with groundwater diversions during
  


 2   dry periods.
  


 3                  BETH BARTON:  But back to this
  


 4   tension, so in that particular situation -- and
  


 5   I'm not familiar with that situation, but I get
  


 6   that there was a diversion permit that was
  


 7   granted.  Is there a diversion that took place?
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I believe
  


 9   they're registered diversions, Beth.
  


10                  BETH BARTON:  Excuse me?
  


11                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I believe
  


12   they're registered diversions, but we're still in
  


13   the exploration phase.
  


14                  BETH BARTON:  Okay.  But the point
  


15   of what we're doing wouldn't be necessarily to
  


16   dictate or change the outcome of whatever that
  


17   process was.  It's back to what Ellen was saying,
  


18   the bigger picture, you know, rather than be to
  


19   have in place something that identified the sorts
  


20   of things that, during the course of the decision
  


21   being made, whatever was made with respect to that
  


22   activity, if it were followed it hopefully would
  


23   have ended up avoiding the problem.
  


24                  I think that's a distinction,
  


25   because I assume this isn't intended to be, the
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 1   water plan is not intended to supplant other
  


 2   land-use planning mechanisms that are out there.
  


 3   I think we have to keep reminding ourselves of
  


 4   that.
  


 5                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Well, that's a
  


 6   good question that I -- one of the things several
  


 7   months ago, the Science and Technical Group posed
  


 8   to the policy committee is, if we find through
  


 9   this process that there are parts of what we would
  


10   think should be in a good state water plan that
  


11   are in conflict with existing plans, how would
  


12   that be handled?
  


13                  The simple answer is, it would
  


14   probably be some of the proposed legislation that
  


15   would go back to the Legislature to resolve those
  


16   kinds of conflicts.  But I think we have to
  


17   acknowledge certainly respect for the existing
  


18   plans and laws, but also the possibility that they
  


19   may need to change.  And I would hope that that is
  


20   in the fact that the legislation asked us to come
  


21   up with proposed legislation.  I would hope that
  


22   the Legislature itself would be amenable to those
  


23   proposals.
  


24                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
  


25   that gets to, you know, backing up the step of
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 1   where you need the data to support those
  


 2   decisions.  To your point, do we know what caused
  


 3   that?  And you know, people are going to make
  


 4   certain assumptions, but if you don't have the
  


 5   data to support that you may make policy or
  


 6   legislative recommendations that are not really
  


 7   going to solve the problem that is in fact there,
  


 8   but there may be other things you should be
  


 9   recommending.
  


10                  So I think we can't have a
  


11   knee-jerk reaction to things without having the
  


12   basis for those recommendations.
  


13                  ROBERT MOORE:  You know, I think in
  


14   that particular basin there are those two plants
  


15   downstream.  Both have waste allocations for BOD
  


16   and nutrients, I think, and probably phosphorus as
  


17   well, you know, in Plymouth and the Bristol.  New
  


18   Britain goes to Mattabasset.
  


19                  And so they're based on a certain
  


20   streamflow -- is their wastewater allocation.  So
  


21   I mean, I think you know, in terms of the plan, do
  


22   we want to change any of those things?  No, but
  


23   should we have the resources available to predict
  


24   issues like that and what happens?
  


25                  That waste load allocation was done
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 1   long before there was any work on diversion.  It
  


 2   was done in the seventies, early seventies.  And
  


 3   then, you know, the registrations came in, but
  


 4   they weren't -- they didn't change any conditions
  


 5   in that streambed, in that streamflow.
  


 6                  The drought, little drought, big
  


 7   drought, whatever it is, if there's a drought that
  


 8   has an impact.  And we don't have the data to deal
  


 9   with those things because we're not looking at
  


10   this picture all at once.  And we have the
  


11   capability to make this information real-time.
  


12                  I mean, the information that if we
  


13   collect it at different basins and we determine
  


14   what's necessary by basin, maybe it's different
  


15   for each basin because each basin is different.
  


16   But there should be information that we collect in
  


17   that basin that identifies at least where we know
  


18   there's problems.
  


19                  And what's that information that
  


20   you collect, and can it be in real time?  Can it
  


21   be collected monthly or annually?  And what's the
  


22   level of data collection that needs to be done so
  


23   we can predict some of those things?
  


24                  And I think that if we could come
  


25   out with a plan that does some of that, regardless
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 1   if it solves it -- it doesn't have to solve it.
  


 2   It just has to, you know, figure out what's going
  


 3   on and then we can, you know, at least then other
  


 4   decisions can be made to solve it.
  


 5                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I also think we
  


 6   need to get back ultimately to this discussion of,
  


 7   is it mainly a water quantity plan or a water
  


 8   quality plan?
  


 9                  One of the lessons out of the
  


10   conference that Denise and Corin went to is the
  


11   states who tried to do both at the same time
  


12   really had their hands full.  And that, in
  


13   general, one has moved forward in front of the
  


14   other.
  


15                  We have a lot of quality plans.  We
  


16   don't have a quantity plan, and I think this needs
  


17   to be a steering committee discussion at some
  


18   point in time.  The broader we make the plan the
  


19   less likely we are to end up with something that's
  


20   meaningful that's actually going to sort of
  


21   address anything.
  


22                  So I think we need to put that on
  


23   the future agenda, Jack, and have a discussion
  


24   about it.  I think I'd like to see the policy
  


25   committee, policy subcommittee complete their work
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 1   and make a recommendation on that issue.
  


 2                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I think the
  


 3   simple place that they intersect, where quantity
  


 4   and quality intersect is when quantity becomes a
  


 5   factor in, like, wastewater assimilation.  That's
  


 6   a logical place.  If you think of quality as
  


 7   including nutrient issues, bacteria issues,
  


 8   everything else, that's where it gets hugely
  


 9   broad.
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Storm water, the
  


11   whole nine yards.
  


12                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Right, exactly.
  


13                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, the
  


14   point about Old Lyme and if you basically build a
  


15   sewer and send it to New London, you are having a
  


16   change in the volume of water resources in Old
  


17   Lyme in that there's a clear connection there and
  


18   a clear link there.
  


19                  If you're sort of going back and
  


20   looking at lake quality when you're not changing
  


21   anything in terms of where the water is going,
  


22   that's a different thing and you've really made
  


23   this umbrella much bigger.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Point well taken.
  


25   It seems like you've got a lot of work handed to
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 1   you there, critical work.
  


 2                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I took some notes
  


 3   and I'll be looking for the transcript to make
  


 4   sure that I captured everything in the notes.
  


 5                  So yes, I think this gives us --
  


 6   this discussion has given us some focus for,
  


 7   whether we call it scenario looking or just
  


 8   brainstorming of unintended consequences, or how
  


 9   this is all -- what information we need to be able
  


10   to address concerns, such as the Coppermine Brook
  


11   issue, that will inform our work over the next
  


12   several months.
  


13                  We do have a next meeting
  


14   scheduled.  Give me some help here folks.  Is it
  


15   the 13th of January?  Louanne is not here, but --
  


16   it's not on my calendar, but that's ringing a
  


17   bell.  Anybody else from the group know what it
  


18   was?
  


19                  Bob, do you have it?  David?
  


20   Alicia?  Well anyway, I think it's the 13th of
  


21   January, but we'll get that to you definitively.
  


22   I was just doing a quick scan of my e-mail and I
  


23   couldn't find it.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Any further
  


25   questions or comments, Virginia?
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 1                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  It is the 13th.
  


 2   Yeah, it would be a one o'clock on the 13th.
  


 3                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
  


 4                  Website update.  Why don't you come
  


 5   up to the microphone here -- so I don't know
  


 6   what's going on with the newly remodeled room.
  


 7                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  I don't know if --
  


 8   can you adjust the volume on the speakers, because
  


 9   I think it's a little difficult to hear some of
  


10   what they're saying for folks in the back, maybe.
  


11   I don't know.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Is Commissioner
  


13   Caron available?
  


14                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  The resident
  


15   expert.
  


16                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  So I'm pleased to
  


17   announce that I'm very close to, or the new Water
  


18   Planning Council website is very close to being
  


19   ready for internal review.  I'm just tying up some
  


20   loose ends.  Essentially the site is completely
  


21   built.  I'm just finishing putting in data,
  


22   uploading documents, those type of things.
  


23                  The way I'd like to work the
  


24   internal review for the site before it goes
  


25   public, if the Water Planning Council is okay with
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 1   it, is I'll probably send out a link next week
  


 2   probably, you know, after the holidays or after
  


 3   Christmas.  And the link will include a username
  


 4   and password so that only people with those, with
  


 5   that information can access the site.
  


 6                  And I'll send that to everyone
  


 7   who's involved with, obviously everyone in the
  


 8   WPC, the Steering Committee Advisory Group and all
  


 9   the workgroups, and anyone else who might be
  


10   interested.  And I'd like to get some feedback
  


11   from those folks on essentially making sure the
  


12   content is accurate, in adding additional content.
  


13                  Essentially what I've done thus far
  


14   for the pages that we have is, like, for instance,
  


15   every workgroup page.  I've given a short overview
  


16   of the history and what the group is focused on,
  


17   what they've accomplished, their future goals,
  


18   tried to tie that in with the water planning, and
  


19   then provided links to documents that any groups
  


20   have created.
  


21                  Especially with the technical,
  


22   Science and Technical Committee and the policy
  


23   committee I'd like to get feedback on, you know,
  


24   from the chairs of those groups explaining more of
  


25   what those groups are involved in, what they're
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 1   working on.  I'm struggling with those in
  


 2   particular.
  


 3                  So I think it will be good.  The
  


 4   calendar system, once the site is out there and
  


 5   open to the public it will be a good way to keep
  


 6   everyone coordinated and on the same page.  So I'm
  


 7   looking forward to it.  So it's coming along and
  


 8   you'll be able to review it.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Eric.
  


10                  You know, later on in the agenda
  


11   we'll get to other states' work plans, but one of
  


12   the things that's critical to everything we do is
  


13   public outreach -- and it's taking code, or input.
  


14   So the website I think is very critical.
  


15                  So once that goes live after
  


16   everybody signs off on it then I think we have
  


17   to -- some of our press people do some really good
  


18   public relations and get some good press on it so
  


19   people can really watch and monitor what we're
  


20   doing on an online basis and give their input into
  


21   the process.
  


22                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, absolutely.
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, Virginia?
  


24                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Would you like a
  


25   segue to your next topic on the agenda?  The other
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 1   states' plan workgroup table identified some
  


 2   particular states that had impressive websites.
  


 3   Have you had an oppurtunity to look through any of
  


 4   those?
  


 5                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, actually I
  


 6   have.  So going back to Virginia's question there.
  


 7   Yes, I have reviewed some of the websites from the
  


 8   other states, and some of them are great.
  


 9                  I wish that Connecticut's site, the
  


10   one I'm building, or the one that has been built
  


11   was going to be as flashy and modern and as
  


12   advanced as some of the sites that are out there,
  


13   but for the time I'm restricted.  Because it's a
  


14   state website I'm restricted to the portal.  The
  


15   content management system is administered by the
  


16   Department of Administrative Services, which is
  


17   why most state websites kind of follow the same
  


18   design.  They're all coordinated through BEST.
  


19                  One interesting thing is that the
  


20   State is going be going through a statewide
  


21   upgrade of their websites.  You've already seen
  


22   the upgrade on CT.gov, the state portal.  All of
  


23   the agency sites are going to get a new management
  


24   system, and that's supposed to occur in the next
  


25   year.  I'm going to be trying to get the WPC, you
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 1   know, in the start of the line.  I don't know how
  


 2   successful I'll be at that, but it will be good to
  


 3   kind of play with some new things, interactive
  


 4   tools and whatnot.
  


 5                  Because as many of you know, our
  


 6   state websites, they're a little antiquated as far
  


 7   as how they work.  Even some modern browsers don't
  


 8   display them properly anymore.  So that will be
  


 9   exciting when that unrolls and then we'll have
  


10   more flexibility as to how we can build in new
  


11   features.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.  Thank
  


13   you so much.
  


14                  Any questions?
  


15                  (No response.)
  


16                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Appreciate your work
  


17   on that.
  


18                  We're going to go to the
  


19   legislative update and then we'll go to the other
  


20   states' work plans.  Mr. Neeley, would you like to
  


21   come forward to give an update?
  


22                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Yeah, I think,
  


23   you know, Maureen will also want to, I think, add
  


24   to some of this.  So the big issue right on the
  


25   legislation, one of the concerns that have been
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 1   expressed by the stakeholders on the Water
  


 2   Planning Council Advisory Group and some others is
  


 3   that this plan --
  


 4                  GENE LIKENS:  Sorry, we can't hear
  


 5   you.
  


 6                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So one of the
  


 7   primary concerns expressed by the members of the
  


 8   Water Planning Council Advisory Group and the
  


 9   stakeholders and some others is that this plan can
  


10   go into effect without a -- with either no action
  


11   on the plan, action on the plan, or the plan can
  


12   be modified by either the standing committees that
  


13   will review the plan or the General Assembly.
  


14                  So there's a legitimate concern
  


15   there.  And you know, given the importance of the
  


16   plan they, you know, an affirmative action should
  


17   be taken.  And also that if there are
  


18   modifications made to the plan, that the advisory
  


19   group, the Steering Committee, the planning
  


20   council, whoever it may be will have an
  


21   opportunity to provide feedback on those, on
  


22   changes or modifications that the Legislature may
  


23   want to make on the plan.
  


24                  So I know the Water Planning
  


25   Council --
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 1                  GENE LIKENS:  We're not hearing
  


 2   you.
  


 3                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So is that
  


 4   better, Gene?
  


 5                  GENE LIKENS:  Yes.
  


 6                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So the Water
  


 7   Planning Council had asked the Water Planning
  


 8   Council Advisory Group to come up with some
  


 9   language in a proposal on how they would modify
  


10   the current statute and that approval process.  I
  


11   got that a couple of days ago and currently am
  


12   reviewing it.  And in looking at it I'm going to
  


13   share it with the Water Planning Council.
  


14                  So that's sort of the part that
  


15   we're looking at sort of modifying the statute.
  


16   As you're all aware there are many, sort of,
  


17   statewide plans.  I mean, most recently -- well,
  


18   not most recently, but three or four years ago
  


19   DEEP, the Bureau of Energy and Technology Policy
  


20   did a comprehensive energy strategy similar to a
  


21   water plan, but on energy that Elin worked closely
  


22   on.
  


23                  Now that never went to the
  


24   Legislature.  It was basically adopted by the
  


25   bureau and DEEP with input from a lot of
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 1   stakeholders including DEEP, PURA, the OCC and the
  


 2   AG.
  


 3                  And it's implementation -- and
  


 4   Elin, you can, you know, sort of chime in -- the
  


 5   implementation of that plan was actually brought
  


 6   about by Public Act 1180, which sort of took the
  


 7   plan.  And then out of 1180 came legislative
  


 8   proposals that implemented them.  Is that sort
  


 9   accurate, Elin?
  


10                  ELIN KATZ:  Yes.
  


11                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  And then for
  


12   example, I think the Department of Public Health
  


13   has, I think, a number of plans including -- I was
  


14   just looking at one today on HIV.  And it's a
  


15   statewide plan.  They write it.  They follow it.
  


16   It's not voted on.
  


17                  There's the -- what is it?
  


18   Conservation and development statewide plan that
  


19   gets done.  I don't think that goes to the
  


20   Legislature.  I think that sort of gets --
  


21                  ROBERT MOORE:  It goes to all the
  


22   municipalities, I think.
  


23                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Yeah, but it
  


24   doesn't get a formal vote by the Legislature.
  


25   Right?
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 1                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I think that
  


 2   one does.
  


 3                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Okay.  That one
  


 4   does.  But there, you know, there's examples of
  


 5   both, so I guess one of the things we want to do
  


 6   is sort of look at some of the other statewide
  


 7   plans and see how those work in terms of process.
  


 8                  While they may be different in
  


 9   terms of what the issue is, whether it's energy or
  


10   HIV or conservation, we're looking for the
  


11   simplest process possible, something that exists
  


12   already that we can point to, to the Legislature
  


13   and say, look, we have a process here.  It works.
  


14   You know, it's tried and tested.
  


15                  So we're looking at that and then I
  


16   think we're also -- and we're going to sort of
  


17   talk to legislators.  I think Maureen, myself,
  


18   members of the planning council, the Steering
  


19   Committee folks, I would imagine, at some point to
  


20   find out sort of what their intent is, what they
  


21   would really like to see, what they would like
  


22   their involvement to be in the water planning and
  


23   the water plan report itself.
  


24                  Because I mean, Maureen and I were
  


25   talking this morning.  It's really not quite clear
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 1   where this whole approval thing came from.  We
  


 2   don't know if it's a legislator.  It could have
  


 3   been a staff person.  So we're going to try to
  


 4   sort of figure out what their intent was to have
  


 5   this process, especially a process, again where
  


 6   it's not -- something that important is not, you
  


 7   know, if you take no action it gets approved.
  


 8                  Or if you modify it the folks that
  


 9   actually prepared the plan don't get an
  


10   opportunity to sort of look at your modifications
  


11   and decide, you know, sort of have a
  


12   back-and-forth on it.  So that's where we are on
  


13   that.  Maureen, you know, may have more to add.
  


14                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  No, I think
  


15   that captures that.  You know, we did look at the
  


16   underlying statute from which this Public Act
  


17   14163 came to be.  The previous plan did not
  


18   require legislative approval.  It was, the
  


19   commissioners blessed it and then it was sent to
  


20   the Legislature.
  


21                  So that's when we started thinking
  


22   about, did we create a whole approval process here
  


23   that is quite cumbersome and takes two or three
  


24   pages to revise it?  Or should we just step back
  


25   and say, should we even think about the whole
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 1   process here, and is there another one?
  


 2                  So we are looking at other plans
  


 3   out there and seeing if there's another mechanism
  


 4   that makes sense that would just supplant this
  


 5   whole sequence that we have in place now.
  


 6                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Any thoughts,
  


 7   questions?  Elin?
  


 8                  ELIN KATZ:  Do you want
  


 9   suggestions?  I don't want to get too far into the
  


10   substance, but I'll just react.  I mean, having it
  


11   approved or not approved is always a double-edged
  


12   sword.  And the comprehensive energy strategy I
  


13   think was a good process.  We have a good product,
  


14   but it's not enforceable.
  


15                  You know, I think that certainly
  


16   DEEP and other state agencies use it as a roadmap,
  


17   but there's nothing that stops -- and we see every
  


18   legislative session someone coming in with
  


19   something that has, you know, in contradiction to
  


20   the plan or five steps ahead of where the plan
  


21   would be.
  


22                  And so that's a problem, you know,
  


23   because then you could go and say, well, they have
  


24   the CES.  And it's, you know, sometimes it's, oh,
  


25   that's nice.  And sometimes it's, oh, so what?
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 1                  So I think if there's an approval
  


 2   process you do get the legislators more vested in
  


 3   the final product, but I recognize that that can
  


 4   be a cumbersome process.  But I would hate to see
  


 5   us put all this work into something that everybody
  


 6   follows until it's inconvenient to follow.  And I
  


 7   don't know how you prevent that, but the more
  


 8   people who are invested, the better, the stronger
  


 9   your end result is going to be.
  


10                  ANDREW LORD:  I think it's a
  


11   fundamental question to the formation of the plan.
  


12   We had four agencies that are involved and, you
  


13   know, one of the things that the regulated
  


14   community says is, oh, you have a policy.  It's
  


15   not really law.
  


16                  So the question is, how do we
  


17   structure a plan that creates policy and/or law
  


18   for four different agencies?  That's going to
  


19   be -- I think that's fundamental in putting a plan
  


20   together.  So I think that's probably a question
  


21   that we need to answer sooner rather than later.
  


22   Do we want it to have the authority of law?  Or do
  


23   we want it to be a policy that can be sort of
  


24   applied as necessary?  Or as convenient?
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  You're raising an
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 1   excellent point, Andrew, because as you look at
  


 2   the other state' work plans one of the things that
  


 3   comes out loud and clear is that many of them have
  


 4   set up separate authorities, separate groups to
  


 5   oversee the implementation of this.  So we've long
  


 6   struggled with that.
  


 7                  When the Water Planning Council was
  


 8   established, it really was established because we
  


 9   needed some kind of plan, but we didn't have any
  


10   teeth in the bill.  So I think that's going to be
  


11   up for real debate.  It goes along with Betsey's
  


12   suggestion about quality versus quantity in terms
  


13   of how we're going to implement this, and who's
  


14   going to have the authority?  Do we have to put
  


15   more teeth in -- I'm just throwing this out -- in
  


16   the WUCC process, or whatever?  But somebody's got
  


17   to implement it.
  


18                  ANDREW LORD:  Right.  But I think
  


19   before we can even start drafting a plan we have
  


20   to have an answer to that question.
  


21                  ELIN KATZ:  As I was reading
  


22   Colorado's plan, and I thought it was really
  


23   excellent in a lot of ways.  I wrote, home rule,
  


24   on it.
  


25                  You know, if you're trying to
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 1   create something that has -- going to be a real
  


 2   impetus for change, then it has to have enough
  


 3   force and authority that when somebody really
  


 4   doesn't want to do something in the plan or follow
  


 5   the plan, nonetheless they have to, otherwise you
  


 6   don't have a structure for change.
  


 7                  And I think that does require some
  


 8   kind of oversight Authority, whether it's vested
  


 9   in the Legislature or another board or something,
  


10   that otherwise you have that fundamental tension
  


11   that, you know, we have 169 towns with legitimate
  


12   ideas and concerns and development plans that are
  


13   going to at times clash with our vision.
  


14                  ANDREW LORD:  And two tribal
  


15   nations.
  


16                  ELIN KATZ:  And tribal nations.
  


17                  BETH BARTON:  I just want to say
  


18   two comments.  First of all, making it enforceable
  


19   kind of begs the question, enforceable against
  


20   who?  Is it enforceable with respect to each
  


21   individual, each entity?  Or is it enforceable in
  


22   the context of the various existing approval
  


23   processes that may be out there?  I think that's a
  


24   huge distinction.
  


25                  And the second comment is while I
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 1   understand the interest in having there be teeth
  


 2   enforcing change and things of that nature, I
  


 3   would just caution you don't want to have that
  


 4   level of oversight or approval that is so
  


 5   intensive that you basically can't respond to
  


 6   change and developments.  And I mean, I think of,
  


 7   like, the remediation standard regulations.
  


 8                  I mean, one of the huge problems is
  


 9   the whole process that it has to go through,
  


10   whether it's a finite little detail or a big huge
  


11   issue, that's sort of the underpinning in the
  


12   regulation.  So I think you just have to be
  


13   cautious in terms of how detailed you want
  


14   whatever approval might be given to be and what it
  


15   actually runs to.
  


16                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And we talked
  


17   about this at, I think, the first or second policy
  


18   meeting.  And you know, whether the plan itself is
  


19   enforceable or whether it's then the plan
  


20   recommends legislative changes that then modify
  


21   programs that then have new rules by which you
  


22   play under those programs.
  


23                  And I think we kind of landed on
  


24   the side of, you know, to call this an enforceable
  


25   plan in and of itself -- may require a very
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 1   different process for its adoption than, and even
  


 2   a different level of participation, buy in, all
  


 3   that other stuff.
  


 4                  So I think -- at least I thought we
  


 5   kind of landed on the -- whatever legislative
  


 6   recommendations come out of it become what the new
  


 7   laws would be, but I do agree there needs to be
  


 8   then that next step of how do you keep this plan
  


 9   alive and renewed and modified over time?  And
  


10   that may be that kind of standing authority.
  


11                  But I think because there's four
  


12   agencies involved with separate legislative
  


13   mandates it's kind of hard to have a single plan
  


14   change all that.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And there's also --
  


16   we looked at one area for dispute resolution, too.
  


17   Where does it go?  We're fighting this all the
  


18   time with the tree trimming.  Literally, we have
  


19   people, we have cases now set up because we have
  


20   one particular city where the tree -- believe it
  


21   or not, the tree warden wants the tree down and
  


22   the people -- no, the tree warden wants to keep
  


23   the tree and the people want to cut the tree down.
  


24   And that's going to be a docket here.
  


25                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So in terms of
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 1   legislation the one thing I'm hearing is that so
  


 2   we want to plan the -- you want to provide
  


 3   certainty to folks that it's clear what's allowed
  


 4   and what's not allowed, but at the same time you
  


 5   want it to be flexible.  But that's what, you
  


 6   know, it happens.
  


 7                  I mean for example, the business
  


 8   community would want certainty.  Like, we want to
  


 9   just know what the rules of the road are.  But on
  


10   the same token we want to, you know, we also, you
  


11   know, don't want to be locked in.  We want to be a
  


12   little flexible.
  


13                  ROBERT MOORE:  We're not going to
  


14   know what the rules of the road are until we know
  


15   what the plan is.  But I think with Maureen is --
  


16   that's where we should start, because of the way
  


17   we left it, you know, and focus on the plan as a
  


18   plan and the enforcement to come out of the
  


19   different agencies.
  


20                  So the plan may enforce the
  


21   agencies to do something, but it wouldn't in
  


22   effect create a new law.  That's kind of where we
  


23   left our recommendation.  But are you proposing
  


24   this legislation so that we can see it before?
  


25                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Oh, absolutely.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Oh, yes.
  


 2                  ROBERT MOORE:  The time to file is
  


 3   coming up pretty quickly.
  


 4                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No, but that's going
  


 5   to go to the Steering Committee and to the Water
  


 6   Planning Advisory Group.
  


 7                  NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Well, it's pretty
  


 8   flexible.
  


 9                  ROBERT MOORE:  And there's some
  


10   other issues that we talked about.  I've mentioned
  


11   to Mike Sullivan, you know, we wanted to deal if
  


12   we could early on with this confidential or FOIA
  


13   information on the water utilities, and we were
  


14   going to get together with them.
  


15                  You know, is that an issue that we
  


16   should address this year in terms of legislation
  


17   if you come to some kind of conclusion with it?
  


18   Otherwise we're going to wait a whole year before
  


19   we find out some of those basic issues on yield
  


20   and demand and stuff like that.
  


21                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I mean, as --
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Can the people on
  


23   the phone hear us?
  


24                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  Yes.
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Good.
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 1                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  It seems to me
  


 2   like one of the microphones, anytime it picks
  


 3   someone's voice up we don't hear anything in the
  


 4   room at all, but most of the microphones are
  


 5   working.
  


 6                  ROBERT MOORE:  It's usually my
  


 7   voice.
  


 8                  GENE LIKENS:  I agree.
  


 9                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Is this one
  


10   working?
  


11                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  That one is
  


12   working.
  


13                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So did you hear
  


14   Bob's question about -- this is Mike Sullivan.
  


15   Bob's question about, like, FOIA and whether or
  


16   not that was something that we needed to kind of
  


17   deal with this session?
  


18                  I mean, I think Elin and I are, you
  


19   know, as I guess all of us are as agencies, like a
  


20   little bit constrained right now because the
  


21   legislative packages are being developed and we
  


22   can only go forward with those kind of things that
  


23   OPM and the Governor's office approve.
  


24                  With that caveat, I mean, I think
  


25   as a practical matter we need to -- everybody in
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 1   the room needs to kind of deal with the FOIA
  


 2   question because it gets at the -- we need to have
  


 3   the public feel like they know what's going into
  


 4   the plan.  And so the FOIA question I think needs
  


 5   to be dealt with as a result of that.
  


 6                  You need to have people feel that
  


 7   the process has integrity and that they know what
  


 8   decisions are being made as to what's in and out
  


 9   of the plan, that everybody has access to the same
  


10   information when they're making that, those kinds
  


11   of decisions.  So regardless of where you come in
  


12   or come out on the FOIA question, I think that
  


13   just needs to be dealt with early on in this
  


14   process for sure.
  


15                  I'd also like to kind of get back
  


16   to, you know, this question of, like,
  


17   enforceability.  I mean, my view of the plan is
  


18   that we're looking to have a document that informs
  


19   decision making at a whole variety of levels.  And
  


20   that that's where the plan needs to help us come
  


21   out with.
  


22                  There's going to be a variety of
  


23   things that, if we're successful in pulling this
  


24   plan together, a variety of things that are action
  


25   items.  And they might fall into any number of
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 1   different areas.  They might be in the legislative
  


 2   recommendations, regulatory changes, like a whole
  


 3   host of things.  We just don't know what those are
  


 4   going to be right now.
  


 5                  The plan itself I think is not
  


 6   something that you take and if you're not going to
  


 7   be enforcing that against anybody -- but you want
  


 8   to have a meaningful document that informs
  


 9   decisions.  And that's, I think, where we
  


10   ultimately are going to want to be.  You don't
  


11   want to get in a situation where anybody here is
  


12   criticized for using the plan as basically what
  


13   amounts to guidelines and then trying to enforce,
  


14   an agency enforce guidelines against, like, any
  


15   entity.  And that's not a place where you want to
  


16   be.
  


17                  But you do want to have it strong
  


18   enough that you're providing sufficient direction
  


19   that this is what the state water plan is
  


20   encouraging and this is what it's discouraging.
  


21   And whatever the process is that we need to have
  


22   in terms of approval for that, I think that's
  


23   ultimately where we want to be.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Mike, with the FOIA
  


25   you were going to try to coordinate something in
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 1   January, a regular planning council meeting?
  


 2                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Right.  That's
  


 3   still my goal, is to try to get three or four
  


 4   people that are involved at different places in
  


 5   this process to kind of come in and educate
  


 6   everybody as to what that is and how they react to
  


 7   FOIA requests.  And what they think makes sense,
  


 8   they can talk to us about that, about like
  


 9   possible changes in the future.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.
  


11                  ANDREW LORD:  So I have two
  


12   questions.
  


13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.
  


14                  ANDREW LORD:  And if I'm being
  


15   ignorant just tell me.  I thought the FOIA issue
  


16   was a little bit different.  Is that we can't get
  


17   information on water company assets because it's
  


18   protected information.  Is that the FOIA issue
  


19   that we're talking about?
  


20                  ROBERT MOORE:  Yes, generally.
  


21                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yes, generally.
  


22                  BETH BARTON:  But there was also --
  


23   wasn't part of that, that before we even reached
  


24   that conclusion -- and maybe I missed the last
  


25   scene in the movie.
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 1                  ANDREW LORD:  I was there, too.
  


 2                  BETH BARTON:  But we were going to
  


 3   figure out what in fact we needed and what in fact
  


 4   you could and couldn't get.  Because there was an
  


 5   issue as to whether or not this was a significant
  


 6   issue, or whether it really wasn't that
  


 7   significant in terms of what was needed.  I don't
  


 8   think we ever resolved that, which I think builds
  


 9   on your point.
  


10                  ROBERT MOORE:  You know, the policy
  


11   committee asked that the planning council gather
  


12   together with some of the water utilities and DAS
  


13   to determine what information would be
  


14   appropriate.  Because the issues, like, yield a
  


15   safe field of the demand and a few other things,
  


16   you know, the interconnections between --
  


17                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  Whatever
  


18   microphone someone is using now is the one that
  


19   doesn't project onto the call.
  


20                  ROBERT MOORE:  Let me just get
  


21   closer.
  


22                  I think the issue was in the
  


23   Freedom of Information issue.  The issue really
  


24   was about, you know, were there issues that could
  


25   be removed from the DAS letter on what could be
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 1   redacted from water plans and information?  And we
  


 2   had talked earlier that perhaps issues, demand,
  


 3   consumption, interconnection between
  


 4   municipalities, those issues do not threaten the
  


 5   security of the water supply system.  And which
  


 6   ones of those could be released which would help
  


 7   in developing the plan, because without some of
  


 8   those issues we wouldn't have any information on
  


 9   consumption.
  


10                  And so those were the issues that
  


11   we had suggested that we get together early on and
  


12   decide what could be available.  And if they were
  


13   appropriate then we could move ahead with those
  


14   pieces that would be missing from the process.
  


15   And that was kind of -- and I think you'll see
  


16   that there were some issues that they could, you
  


17   know, release without having, you know, a security
  


18   issue.
  


19                  But you know, do you need to know
  


20   where the water lines are?  You don't need to
  


21   know, you know, but you need to know how many
  


22   people are served.  You need to know what the
  


23   consumption is.  You need to know what the future
  


24   is and those kinds of issues which are, you know,
  


25   basic to how much water is there.
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 1                  ANDREW LORD:  Right.  Okay.
  


 2                  ROBERT MOORE:  And that's, you
  


 3   know, do you need to have a legislative change or
  


 4   at least a determination by DAS that these are
  


 5   issues that are not protected by, you know, by
  


 6   fiat.
  


 7                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Right.  I think
  


 8   that's right.  And so it gets back to what Beth
  


 9   was saying.  You know, once you make the
  


10   determination as to what you need, like, at a
  


11   minimum to move this process forward.  If it's
  


12   possible to kind of deal with those things
  


13   administratively, we should go ahead and do that
  


14   if we need legislative changes to clarify that and
  


15   everybody is in agreement that that will not have
  


16   a security impact.  Then we ought to be able to do
  


17   that pretty quickly.
  


18                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
  


19   that's something that Corin reported back on as
  


20   well from -- I think she said California dealt
  


21   with that in terms of their plan and things.  So
  


22   again, maybe what we can learn from some of the
  


23   other states.
  


24                  And I think they, you know, the
  


25   reservation of the utilities is, we don't mind
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 1   doing aggregate data, but when you get to single
  


 2   supply or if you have a utility that only has a
  


 3   single supply, how do you deal with that?  So she
  


 4   did say, I think, they did it on a unit basis, not
  


 5   an individual source or something.
  


 6                  Now whether that will work or not
  


 7   is, you know, to be discussed, but I think there's
  


 8   something we can learn from how they've dealt with
  


 9   it and what's applicable here as well.  So --
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Anything
  


11   further on this before we -- Rob, you need a
  


12   little break?  All set?  All set for water or
  


13   something?
  


14                  THE REPORTER:  I'm fine.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
  


16                  ROBERT MOORE:  He's amazing.
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  He is amazing.
  


18   Listen, he's been with me for hours upon hours.
  


19                  If there's nothing else on
  


20   legislative matters we're going to shift into the
  


21   other states' work plans and open up the Steering
  


22   Committee.  Can the people on the phone hear me?
  


23                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  Yeah.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  One thing I have to
  


25   say looking over the report, again to Matt and
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 1   Pat, and of the committee when you were involved,
  


 2   what a ton of work went into reviewing these
  


 3   reports.  I mean, it's just unbelievable.  And the
  


 4   way they laid it out is really reader friendly in
  


 5   terms of what they tried to accomplish.  So I'd
  


 6   like to thank them again on behalf of Steering
  


 7   Committee and the council for the work that they
  


 8   did.
  


 9                  So I just want to open up for
  


10   discussions if anybody has any reactions to what
  


11   they might have read.  And again, these are just
  


12   used as examples.  So the most current one that
  


13   was just approved was Colorado, which was approved
  


14   earlier this fall.  One of the interesting things
  


15   about that is the dollar amount attached to it.
  


16   And you can see that's a theme through all the
  


17   reports.
  


18                  The money that you have to commit
  


19   for funds moving forward, consistent outreach,
  


20   educational programs for people, consistent
  


21   stakeholder involvement, and also the fact the
  


22   legislative and government bodies are behind what
  


23   you're doing and on how you're assessing the
  


24   situation, which comes up pretty much
  


25   science-based most of the time.
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 1                  So I'm going to open up the
  


 2   discussion.
  


 3                  ELIN KATZ:  I'll just talk about
  


 4   the Colorado report, which was the one they
  


 5   pointed us to particularly.
  


 6                  Putting aside the particulars of
  


 7   the issues which were -- actually we had some
  


 8   great discussion.  I really liked the way it
  


 9   framed the issues as far as it was a very positive
  


10   report.  You know, it started with this idea, you
  


11   know, people of Colorado and recognizing the
  


12   challenges, but then we have, you know, the water
  


13   plan has answers.
  


14                  You know, maybe it's overconfident,
  


15   but I think that that's something to keep in mind.
  


16   For me at least as a goal is, how do we propose
  


17   something that's positive that has a roadmap
  


18   forward instead of -- I'm not saying we would end
  


19   there, but you know, it's easy to focus on the
  


20   problems without framing it in terms of solutions.
  


21   So that was just one thing that struck me about
  


22   it.
  


23                  And the other thing is, and in
  


24   other reports, too, is the very specific goals as
  


25   far as, you know, the measurable objectives.  The
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 1   goals, the action plans, and the unit checking.  I
  


 2   think as I've been saying through these meetings
  


 3   it's very easy to get off into almost a little bit
  


 4   of a philosophical debate on issues.  And I'm
  


 5   absolutely guilty of it, too.  And I think
  


 6   that's -- you're going to need part of that.
  


 7                  But at some point you've got to
  


 8   start writing down every possible goal and then
  


 9   decide which ones -- you can't focus on every one,
  


10   but which ones you're going to focus on.  And
  


11   then, you know, what's the measurable objective
  


12   and what's the action item?  I thought that that
  


13   framework was particularly helpful.
  


14                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
  


15   that speaks to a couple of things.  You know, you
  


16   talk about one of the key principles that the
  


17   other states' workgroup came out with being an
  


18   iterative process.  If we don't have adequate
  


19   funding to do it all, how do we do enough to make
  


20   it valuable in the onset but know that there's
  


21   more to come?
  


22                  Because I think every time we have
  


23   a discussion about, what data do we have?  What
  


24   data do we need?  We know don't have it all and we
  


25   may not have the basis to make all the decisions,
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 1   but how far can you go with what you have and
  


 2   then -- but not make decisions absent data, but at
  


 3   least set things up as to how you would approach
  


 4   getting the data, or move to the next step.  So I
  


 5   think that came through loud and clear both in the
  


 6   other states' workgroups and I think the Colorado
  


 7   one, too, as well as they framed that.
  


 8                  And I think the other thing, as you
  


 9   said, Jack, is the whole outreach piece.  I mean,
  


10   Colorado's was amazing, what they did.  And I
  


11   think that came back from Corin.  And those folks
  


12   from their meetings was, you know, early outreach
  


13   and just, you know, just the Q and A that's on the
  


14   Colorado site for the average member of the public
  


15   to get that, and then the amount of meetings they
  


16   had and stuff like that.
  


17                  It really makes you think about
  


18   we're all so ingrained in this and it's what we
  


19   do.  Then how do you step back 20 feet to somebody
  


20   who has no idea what this is, about to make it
  


21   relevant to them and build, you know, whether it's
  


22   public or legislators who really don't have an
  


23   interest in this?
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, yeah.  As we
  


25   get into this, I mean, I see the Steering
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 1   Committee really holding some hearings out around
  


 2   the state, maybe one in every county, whatever.
  


 3   I'm not sure.  But once we roll out the website
  


 4   perhaps that would be the time to start.
  


 5                  So far we've been down in Fairfield
  


 6   University.  I think we had a great presentation
  


 7   down there.  And we were at Yale, a couple of
  


 8   these schools as well.  So it's good stuff.
  


 9                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I just want to
  


10   make one thing clear from the perspective of the
  


11   other states' groups.  I was a member of it.
  


12   There are several people here who were.  Matt was
  


13   one of the chairs.  Gail was on it.  Alicia was on
  


14   it.  David was on it.  Martha was on it.  Did I
  


15   miss anybody else who was part of that group?
  


16   Anyway, so they can all weigh in.
  


17                  But we decided at the very
  


18   beginning that our intent was not to recommend any
  


19   particular plan.  And so the fact that you all got
  


20   the Colorado plan is just because, I assume, it
  


21   was because it's the one been the most recent.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That's right.
  


23                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  But it's not, as
  


24   I say, it's not an endorsement from the group.  We
  


25   decided that we would focus on the kinds of
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 1   elements that would be important in how other
  


 2   states address that particular issue, and that's
  


 3   the way it was framed.
  


 4                  Throughout our discussions, though,
  


 5   we found that without those overarching
  


 6   principles -- that are listed in the beginning of
  


 7   the group's report in the green box -- you might
  


 8   as well stop now.  If we don't have a commitment
  


 9   to making sure that the funding is there, making
  


10   sure you have all the stakeholders on board, et
  


11   cetera, that the odds that any kind of a plan
  


12   would be successful and implementable go to almost
  


13   zero.
  


14                  And so we really wanted to stress
  


15   the importance of those overarching principles and
  


16   that's something that I think this group, and
  


17   through the Water Planning Council, needs to
  


18   really commit to, to make this a successful
  


19   process.
  


20                  ROBERT MOORE:  I thought the draft
  


21   table of contents by the committee, you know,
  


22   really was appropriate.  The only thing I looked
  


23   at is some of the other order plans are really
  


24   more focused on individual basins.  And there
  


25   might have to be a, you know, if you look at this







78


 1   outline you might want to take the watersheds or
  


 2   individual basins and look at some of the issues
  


 3   related to the basin or the WUCC, or some other,
  


 4   you know.
  


 5                  As you get into some of the
  


 6   conditions it may be more appropriate to look at
  


 7   it, you know, in a narrower scope than some of
  


 8   these things and have subcategories under some of
  


 9   those issues.  And I think the Colorado one, you
  


10   know, really they have all those crazy basins and
  


11   all these plans with everybody in the world.
  


12                  But I thought the Colorado one in
  


13   its glitz made it somewhat more readable.  I mean,
  


14   the history, the photography, you know, when you
  


15   look at it online it jumps out at you, what
  


16   they've done in terms of the glitz.  And that
  


17   would be a budget consideration for development of
  


18   the report.
  


19                  But you know, I think it added a
  


20   lot to the readability to get, you know, some of
  


21   the pictures in there.  And it just broke up the
  


22   boredom of reading through everything.  But you
  


23   know, that was good.
  


24                  I thought that their last page on
  


25   the, you know, where they had the summary of their
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 1   critical goals and actions was a decent summary.
  


 2   You know, they took every, the whole report and
  


 3   broke it down into four or five pages by the
  


 4   critical actions in each of the areas that they
  


 5   looked at in terms of demand and supply, quantity
  


 6   and quality.  And they had the critical actions in
  


 7   there.
  


 8                  And I thought that was kind of an
  


 9   interesting way to summarize the whole report.
  


10   And you know, it referred back to how to read it.
  


11   So you could go to the back of the report and if
  


12   you just wanted to -- you didn't have to read the
  


13   whole thing to get a sense of where it's going.
  


14                  And I think in terms of this plan
  


15   and what we're talking about, it doesn't enact any
  


16   rules but it suggests where this legislation
  


17   should be and it suggests where there should be
  


18   process.  So it's kind of the same focus, of what
  


19   we've agreed that it says, needs legislation.  And
  


20   this one needs to be done by current rules.
  


21                  So it kind of blends those things
  


22   together, which I think would be a good format for
  


23   us.  I guess, we need to change this or we have a
  


24   current system that implements it and we just need
  


25   to do it.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Anyone Else?
  


 2   Anybody on the phone have any comments about the
  


 3   other states?
  


 4                  GENE LIKENS:  This is Gene.  I
  


 5   think the work of the committee to pull these
  


 6   plans together for evidencing has been really
  


 7   good.
  


 8                  There's been a couple of recent
  


 9   scientific papers on what happened in Australia
  


10   with their plans.  I can share those papers with
  


11   someone if you like.  And if you could send me
  


12   your e-mail I'm happy to send along those papers.
  


13   They're an analysis of what happened, what worked
  


14   and what didn't work.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That's great.
  


16                  Actually Gail Lucchina, Gail will
  


17   send you everybody's e-mail.  That would be
  


18   terrific.
  


19                  Anybody from the audience have any
  


20   comments or questions?
  


21                  (No response.)
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I know it's three
  


23   days before Christmas, so we're all thinking about
  


24   the Christmas shopping that we haven't done yet.
  


25                  Go ahead.
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 1                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I'm interested in
  


 2   getting people's sense of how the work of that
  


 3   committee will be used in this process.  Is it
  


 4   something that we'll just make available to a
  


 5   consultant working on it?  Is it something that we
  


 6   as a steering committee want to pick and choose
  


 7   key items that need to be addressed?  Are there
  


 8   next steps for the group, our next steps for the
  


 9   Steering Committee related to this?
  


10                  And another thing to clarify.  It
  


11   may have been obvious from the information,
  


12   particularly the long table.  We intentionally
  


13   were not trying to do a comprehensive summary of
  


14   each of the plans.  The instructions to the group
  


15   was when you look through a particular state's
  


16   plan, just note what jumped out of you.  Do not
  


17   try and summarize the whole thing, but what might
  


18   be somewhat unique, what might be somewhat
  


19   troubling.
  


20                  There was a couple of places where
  


21   it said, not to be emulated.  You know, this is
  


22   something that didn't work, so let's not go there.
  


23   So that it was not intended to be all encompassing
  


24   by any means.
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm sorry.
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 1                  Tom?
  


 2                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I just wanted
  


 3   to -- let me throw out a response to your
  


 4   question.
  


 5                  I thought the table of contents, if
  


 6   they were viewed as directionally correct by the
  


 7   Planning Council, administratively, and
  


 8   essentially framed the scope of work that you're
  


 9   looking for a consultant to help write, basically
  


10   say here's the content --
  


11                  GENE LIKENS:  We've lost you again.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm sorry, Gene.
  


13                  Tom, come right up here to one of
  


14   these mics.
  


15                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I simply said
  


16   that from my vantage point I've always viewed a
  


17   table of contents that came out of the other
  


18   states' plans workgroup that was endorsed as, for
  


19   lack of a better description, as directionally
  


20   correct in terms of what you'd be looking for in
  


21   the deliverable from a state plan could be used
  


22   for the purposes of beginning to scope the nature
  


23   of work that you're looking for in terms of a
  


24   consultant that NEIWPCC would help identify going
  


25   forward.
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 1                  And so at some point in time if
  


 2   people say, look, from a content point of view
  


 3   without necessarily saying what that content will
  


 4   say, that's essentially what we want the state
  


 5   plan to reflect as we go forward.  That would be
  


 6   helpful in terms of setting the scope.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew?
  


 8                  ANDREW LORD:  No, I was just -- I'm
  


 9   coming at this from a very practical perspective,
  


10   in that what's the role of the Steering Committee
  


11   in drafting the plan?  What do we actually have to
  


12   do to get this process working?  With you guys?
  


13   With us?
  


14                  You know, at some point we have to
  


15   start filling the content and the table of
  


16   contents.  So we need to have, either we need to
  


17   have discussions or we need to defer it to the
  


18   consultant to go forward with drafting it, and
  


19   then we review it.  I'm just, like, what do I have
  


20   to do to move this plan forward, is really my
  


21   practical question.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that Tom --
  


23   well, let me just answer what Virginia was asking
  


24   in terms of the other states work plans that were
  


25   reviewed in terms of who's going to do what.  I
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 1   think that everybody, and particularly NEIWPCC
  


 2   would be utilizing that as a point of reference
  


 3   when they go out and look at a consultant.  And I
  


 4   would see using that as a roadmap, and we start
  


 5   putting our plan together as we go through that.
  


 6   Those are the pieces that the Steering Committee
  


 7   will be reviewing and critiquing as we move along.
  


 8                  ANDREW LORD:  So we don't start the
  


 9   process?  I mean, the consultant will provide us
  


10   with a draft that's, you know?
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Or the committee.  I
  


12   mean, there could be some things coming out of the
  


13   committees that would be something that would go
  


14   into the plan, because the Science and Technology
  


15   Committee and the policy committee could very well
  


16   have something come out of there that would be
  


17   incorporated into the plan.
  


18                  CHRIS CLARK:  But I think it would
  


19   be helpful if the project managers were to put
  


20   forth how they would see this starting to come
  


21   together and what our roles would be.
  


22                  Because another role has to -- I
  


23   think should factor in here is the stakeholders.
  


24   And who are they going to be?  And how are you
  


25   going to factor their comments into the plan as
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 1   you try to develop this?
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.
  


 3                  ANDREW LORD:  Yeah, my question is
  


 4   just mechanical, almost.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No, and you're
  


 6   absolutely correct.
  


 7                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  For my
  


 8   perspective, so I think I am looking for the
  


 9   Steering Committee to help.  I agree with Tom's
  


10   point about sort of having this model table of
  


11   contents as sort of a placeholder for a consultant
  


12   to start from.
  


13                  I struggle a little bit with this
  


14   table of contents.  So if somebody who's not --
  


15   who's thinking broader than water allocation plan,
  


16   I might, you know, in stream, out of stream, I
  


17   might think that needs to go away.  But getting
  


18   feedback from the Steering Committee about what --
  


19   do we have consensus on, is this the right table
  


20   of contents?  Will this bring us to solving the
  


21   problem that we identified that we want the plan
  


22   to solve?  So feedback on that I think would be
  


23   really helpful.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That's a good
  


25   starting point.







86


 1                  ELIN KATZ:  I mean, the other
  


 2   question when you start talking about process and,
  


 3   you know, the process is obviously very important
  


 4   to me.  You can't advocate if you don't have
  


 5   anywhere to advocate in a process.
  


 6                  So I always think about at what
  


 7   point do you seek public input?  If you do it too
  


 8   soon you can end up with chaos.  But if you do it
  


 9   too far down the line then everyone is invested
  


10   and it's very -- it's harder to change.
  


11                  So I think you've really got to
  


12   think about, do you start with some scoping
  


13   meetings and then go back, and go back and forth?
  


14   And do you do that section by section?  Or do you
  


15   try to manage the whole elephant at once?  There's
  


16   all different models, but I think we have to
  


17   figure out which one is going to work based on
  


18   who's writing the report, how we're writing it and
  


19   the extent to which we want public input, which I
  


20   am assuming is a lot.
  


21                  ROBERT MOORE:  In terms of what Tom
  


22   has said, I agree with him.  I think that in order
  


23   to write a scope of services for a consultant you
  


24   need to have an outline that you want done.
  


25   Otherwise you're going to end up negotiating for a
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 1   long time with a consultant about, you know, that
  


 2   doesn't cover this.  It doesn't cover that.
  


 3                  And this outline, the model outline
  


 4   in a little bit of detail would help focusing in
  


 5   right away on getting a better product.  Obviously
  


 6   it will change as we start to get that and fill in
  


 7   the blanks in policies and stuff.  But you know,
  


 8   for a starting point, you know, I would hate to
  


 9   have NEIWPCC and Tom say, you know, let's go out
  


10   for an RFP for, you know -- unless Milone &
  


11   MacBroom sitting in the back of the room every
  


12   time.  So they may have a better sense of where
  


13   we're going, but other consultants will not.
  


14                  You know, so they won't have, you
  


15   know, a detail of how do you want this thing done?
  


16   And maybe it would be better for you to start with
  


17   here's an outline of what we're looking at and how
  


18   would you fill in this, and how would you get paid
  


19   to do this?
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Susan is going to
  


21   answer all these questions?  Susan?
  


22                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I'll answer some.
  


23   I don't know if they can hear me if I sit here.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No, come up here,
  


25   Susan, please.
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 1                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  So it's Susan
  


 2   Sullivan with New England Interstate Water
  


 3   Pollution Control Commission.
  


 4                  As you know, we just entered into
  


 5   procurement services for the consultant that we
  


 6   were just talking about, and I thought it would be
  


 7   valuable -- can everybody hear me?  I don't know
  


 8   how far away I am -- for maybe, Steve, your sense
  


 9   of what we were thinking about how our equipment
  


10   would work and then we could have a dialogue.
  


11                  It's never NEIWPCC's intention to
  


12   do any kind of work without coordinating with our
  


13   players.  So I look at the Steering Committee here
  


14   as our team.  And in our mind we're sort of
  


15   thinking that we will take at least a semblance of
  


16   the table of contents, lay out a draft RFP for
  


17   discussion purposes only, bring it back to the
  


18   Steering Committee to have a dialogue about, is
  


19   this sort of hitting the mark or not?
  


20                  It will be no surprise that with
  


21   the amount of money that's available to actually
  


22   do the work, that we're a little concerned based
  


23   on how big the elephant is of how many bites
  


24   you're actually going to get.
  


25                  And as we've been talking, and I've
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 1   been listening, I've been thinking that there's
  


 2   probably value in laying out the RFP in different
  


 3   segments so that you can get a sense of how much
  


 4   sections might cost.  Because you all haven't
  


 5   really settled into, is it going to be quality,
  


 6   quantity, what it is you're going to want.
  


 7                  And from our perspective we don't
  


 8   have to tell anybody how much money is available
  


 9   to do the work.  We just need to ask them how much
  


10   it's going to cost them.  So we can ask them in
  


11   sections and that may be more helpful when we
  


12   decide, because at the end NEIWPCC is not going to
  


13   be the one that says, oh, were picking this
  


14   consultant.
  


15                  We're going to be talking to you on
  


16   who's the best fit and are they hitting the mark?
  


17   Did they write their proposal in a way that is
  


18   going to get you to the place you want to be?
  


19   Because it's critically important to us that the
  


20   final product is what you asked for and you paid
  


21   for.  And that's important because from beginning
  


22   to end people's viewpoints on what this docket
  


23   should look like are going to change.  So we're
  


24   going to try to be incredibly clear on what it is
  


25   you want.
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 1                  And I know that's complicated and
  


 2   certainly this entire dialogue is complicated, so
  


 3   it shouldn't be a surprise.  But that's sort of
  


 4   where we were thinking, is we probably will write
  


 5   something to share with you in draft form off of
  


 6   what you've provided us.  But that doesn't mean
  


 7   that's what we have to send out.
  


 8                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So time is of
  


 9   essence.
  


10                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Well, that's where
  


11   I was going next.  However we have an obligation
  


12   to get this out in the February timeline.  So it's
  


13   not going to be like we're going to say, sit
  


14   around for a year.
  


15                  And I should also bring up that
  


16   NEIWPCC has a pretty strong conflict of interest
  


17   policy.  So anyone who may have any interest in
  


18   playing in any part with any consultant, with any
  


19   payment would be immediately disqualified from
  


20   participating.  So that's important, too, from the
  


21   Steering Committee in who you may want.
  


22                  And we're not particular.  We call
  


23   it a steering committee, but it doesn't have to be
  


24   your Steering Committee.  You could give us two,
  


25   three people that you think are great to help us
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 1   lead the development of the RFP and we'll finalize
  


 2   it and come back to you.  It depends on what you
  


 3   want it to look like and that was sort of what I
  


 4   was hoping to talk about in the next one, two
  


 5   weeks, because time is of the essence.
  


 6                  But we're relatively well
  


 7   positioned to move quickly forward once we know
  


 8   what it looks like.  I'm not worried about getting
  


 9   it out.  That's not our -- it's really what is the
  


10   meat going to be?  And you've done a lot of work
  


11   already.  I think you're well positioned to move
  


12   forward.
  


13                  But I think the question is, who do
  


14   you want to be joining NEIWPCC to develop the RFP?
  


15   And then the next question is, who do you want to
  


16   be on our team authority to select the consultant?
  


17                  And again, we do have a pretty
  


18   strong conflict of interest policy because it's
  


19   not in our best interests to end up in that
  


20   situation either.  And we haven't had that
  


21   conversation with the board or anyone yet, but
  


22   that was sort of where we were coming from.
  


23                  And I get what people are saying of
  


24   maybe the table of contents isn't necessarily what
  


25   everybody wants, but maybe the extras or the
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 1   things that are maybe outside could be a piece
  


 2   that we ask for different accounting for.  And
  


 3   maybe we don't do them this time, or maybe we
  


 4   can't afford them.  I don't know, because we don't
  


 5   have a sense yet.
  


 6                  But I was glad that Chris asked
  


 7   that question because I think it is important for
  


 8   us because we basically have six weeks to get an
  


 9   RFP out.  So who are we going to work with, is
  


10   what I needed to be guided with.
  


11                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Let me just pick
  


12   up on a couple things that Susan said.  It's not
  


13   only what the nature of the document or the
  


14   report, or the deliverable that you are going to
  


15   be approaching the market is asking them, but you
  


16   know, there are questions.
  


17                  For example, are you looking for a
  


18   single contractor that has the ability, not only
  


19   to help you with the content of the report, but
  


20   also is tasked to do the public engagement, public
  


21   involvement piece in terms of thinking of those
  


22   pieces through as well?
  


23                  And again, then the second piece
  


24   is, as Susan has mentioned, it's unlikely I think
  


25   in a perfect world, and we live in an imperfect
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 1   world, to get everything that I think everyone
  


 2   would want to have in the amount of money that's
  


 3   set aside right now.
  


 4                  But it will help, I think, once
  


 5   you've gone out and you've approached the market.
  


 6   It will help both frame, kind of, whether it has
  


 7   to be squeezed or not, but also help frame the
  


 8   ability to advocate for the release of the second
  


 9   chunk of money that's sitting out there and to do
  


10   that in a timely fashion.  So it's not only about
  


11   the content of the report, it's kind of the
  


12   stakeholder engagement, because that has to be
  


13   tied together on this thing going forward.
  


14                  Susan is absolutely right.  As we
  


15   move through this you'll need a process by which
  


16   the Steering Committee and the Water Planning
  


17   Council are in alignment about what's going out in
  


18   terms of the approach to the marketplace.  And
  


19   then once it comes back, how do you kind of sort
  


20   through that and decide what you're going to do?
  


21   And that's something that needs attention over the
  


22   course of the next couple weeks.
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That clarifies it, I
  


24   think.
  


25                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Now all the work







94


 1   that's been done so far with our various groups
  


 2   have been done with people who have never put
  


 3   together a formal water plan.  We've done versions
  


 4   of it over the past many decades.  And I think
  


 5   there's probably a lot of expertise that a
  


 6   potential consultant could bring to this process,
  


 7   and I know there are consultants out there who
  


 8   have written plans for other states.
  


 9                  Can we work in some kind of
  


10   flexibility to the RFP so that if somebody says,
  


11   well, you know, we did the plan for the Sonoran
  


12   State and this is what we found really was
  


13   necessary?  And you know, it could change what
  


14   we're doing.
  


15                  Is it possible to have that kind of
  


16   flexibility in the RFP even though what they end
  


17   up doing might not be what they were asked to do?
  


18                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I think that
  


19   there's flexibility in all of those realms,
  


20   because what we're looking for is the most
  


21   qualified group of people to help us get to a
  


22   place.  And if they have better suggestions I
  


23   certainly think that it's important to use them.
  


24                  And I'm glad, Virginia, you asked
  


25   because my mind went to a different spot when you
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 1   started talking.  I want to be clear that we're
  


 2   not suggesting that the many players who
  


 3   participate in this process can't respond to the
  


 4   RFP if they so choose once it's out.
  


 5                  What we're telling you and saying
  


 6   out loud is, we won't allow them to be on the team
  


 7   of people writing the RFP or selecting the team.
  


 8   That's the conflict of interest part and I
  


 9   probably should have clarified that before.
  


10   Because we certainly know you have plenty of
  


11   experts, many of whom have been involved.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  So how many people
  


13   would you like to help assist with the RFP?  And
  


14   how many would you like to be on the RFP selection
  


15   committee in terms of numbers?
  


16                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I don't have a
  


17   number.  Maybe between three and seven, but what I
  


18   really need is people who actually have time in
  


19   the next month to really participate.  You know
  


20   what I mean?  That's going to be the key part
  


21   because timing is tight.
  


22                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  You need people
  


23   in the next month to participate in shaping the
  


24   RFP as it goes to the marketplace?
  


25                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Yes.
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 1                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Not to vet the
  


 2   responses.  Right?
  


 3                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  No, just right
  


 4   now.  However it would be nice if they were the
  


 5   same group of people.  They don't have to be, but
  


 6   it would be nice if whoever wanted to participate.
  


 7                  Because although you have a lot of
  


 8   people on your team in different areas, it would
  


 9   be better if people weren't relearning.  So it
  


10   would be better if the same three to seven people,
  


11   probably seven if we can include the vetting part,
  


12   or together.
  


13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So everybody
  


14   on the Steering Committee would be so nice as to
  


15   go home and check their calendars.  And if you're
  


16   interested, send me an e-mail by next Monday.
  


17                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Perfect.
  


18                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  It's a short
  


19   week, Jack, and Christmas to an extent in between.
  


20                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  We can actually
  


21   make it until the 4th.  How's that?  Does that
  


22   work?
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  And Gail
  


24   Lucchina will send out the e-mail.
  


25                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  And if we're
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 1   talking about timing I think your next meeting is
  


 2   February 2nd.
  


 3                  THE CHAIRMAN:  But the thing of it
  


 4   is, is that we also have our next meeting for the
  


 5   Water Planning Council, itself is January 5th.
  


 6   And we can always call the Steering Committee that
  


 7   day as well.
  


 8                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Okay.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  So we could call it
  


10   special.  That's our regularly scheduled one, but
  


11   we could do something.  You can do a conference
  


12   call or we could have a special if we need to.
  


13                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Because just from
  


14   a timing perspective we probably will want to do
  


15   things over the phone to make sure that we can get
  


16   things done.
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah, I think the
  


18   phone is better for a lot of people, anyway.
  


19                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I would propose
  


20   that we, we the Steering Committee assume that we
  


21   will have some meetings by conference call and the
  


22   first one or two of those might be difficult until
  


23   we really learn each other's voices.  And you
  


24   know, I've been on conference calls with 19
  


25   people.  When you know the voices the conversation
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 1   goes as smooth as if you're in the room.
  


 2                  And so I, just in terms of
  


 3   schedules and timing and travel, I think that
  


 4   would be a good, good plan, when we've got this
  


 5   crunch period and we might have other crunch
  


 6   periods in the future.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Maureen?
  


 8                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Can I just ask
  


 9   for clarification?  Are you asking for just
  


10   members of the Steering Committee to be on this
  


11   selection committee?  Or if there are people who
  


12   have more experience in RFPs or otherwise that may
  


13   not sit on the Steering Committee?  Should we
  


14   suggest them, or do you want to just limit it to
  


15   this?
  


16                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Unless anybody
  


17   disagrees, I'd rather keep it to the Steering
  


18   Committee.
  


19                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Okay.
  


20                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Jack, can I just?
  


21   And Susan, you may want to stay for this.
  


22                  To go back to one point Chris made
  


23   earlier.  I think once the consultant is, or
  


24   consult, you know, however it's laid out -- is on
  


25   board.  Then to your point, Chris, the work that
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 1   gets done through the policy work, the work that
  


 2   gets done through the Science and Tech workgroup
  


 3   are going to be supported and framed along with
  


 4   the consulting resources that will be part of the
  


 5   team.
  


 6                  Ultimately it will have to be
  


 7   vetted before the entire Steering Committee.  You
  


 8   know, substantive issues have to come back through
  


 9   the Steering Committee, but you'll have that
  


10   resource to help kind of move those issues along
  


11   through the process.
  


12                  CHRIS CLARK:  Yeah, I think that's
  


13   a critical piece.
  


14                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  It is.  It is a
  


15   critical piece.
  


16                  CHRIS CLARK:  It's just taking off
  


17   in a bunch of different directions.
  


18                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  No, that's right.
  


19   That's right.
  


20                  CHRIS CLARK:  Your expertise is to
  


21   pull it back and give us focus, yeah.
  


22                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I'm going to try.
  


23                  CHRIS CLARK:  It's easy for it to
  


24   take off, because it's a complicated issue.
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, Susan and Tom
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 1   really kind of -- they whip us into shape here.
  


 2   So okay.
  


 3                  Yes?
  


 4                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  It's been brought
  


 5   up in this discussion that the table of contents
  


 6   could be a good initial roadmap of what might go
  


 7   into an RFP.  And Ellen mentioned that she had
  


 8   some reservations about portions of it.
  


 9                  I think it would behoove us to have
  


10   a discussion in the steering group in terms of the
  


11   adequacy of it and if there are obvious things
  


12   that need changing right now before NEIWPCC starts
  


13   working on using that as a basis for an RFP.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
  


15                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Is that something
  


16   you want to do right now?  I mean, we don't want
  


17   to postpone until February.
  


18                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No.
  


19                  ELIN KATZ:  I would suggest maybe,
  


20   not put to Ellen on the spot, although it's a
  


21   great name and I know, you know, that if you could
  


22   e-mail us sort of your concerns.  Rather than
  


23   trying to respond on the spot, I'd like to think
  


24   about the issues you raised and be a little more
  


25   thoughtful than just kind of spitballing.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I kind of put this
  


 2   in the same category as people who want to be on
  


 3   the RFP criteria committee and the RFP committee,
  


 4   that by the first Monday in January if you have
  


 5   any concerns if you could get it to us, unless
  


 6   there's something burning.  I mean, something
  


 7   right this moment.  I didn't want to cut anybody
  


 8   off.
  


 9                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So right.  So I
  


10   mean, why am I struggling?  You know, is everybody
  


11   else on board with the table of contents?  So
  


12   maybe I'm the outlier.  I sort of thought back in
  


13   June -- was it in June when we started this
  


14   process?
  


15                  At that session I sort of got a
  


16   sense that we were talking about water.  We
  


17   weren't making a distinction between water in
  


18   streams, water in lakes, water along the shore.
  


19   It was all water, so water people consumed.
  


20   Water, you know, wastewater isn't, as Julie
  


21   Zimmerman corrected me, it's just the wrong word.
  


22   It's just water of a different quality.
  


23                  And so a little bit in here.  When
  


24   I keep saying, in stream, out of stream, are we
  


25   thinking collectively about sort of that water
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 1   budget?  And are we ensuring that water used in
  


 2   basins stays in that basin?
  


 3                  And we utilize water for -- we
  


 4   match the quality of water to its best use.  And
  


 5   maybe I don't see that in here and maybe it is, or
  


 6   maybe others aren't interested in that.
  


 7                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  If I may?  The
  


 8   intent was that it definitely is included.  And
  


 9   folks, correct me if I'm wrong, but the use of in
  


10   stream and out of stream, the in stream was to
  


11   encompass all the non-water supply issues, the
  


12   environmental issues, the wastewater assimilation
  


13   issues, everything that's happening in the stream.
  


14                  And why I spoke slowly when I said
  


15   the water supply issues is it wasn't solely
  


16   drinking water supply, but that could be
  


17   industrials plan.  It could be agricultural
  


18   supply.  But the water that needs to stay in the
  


19   stream was trying to encompass, I think, exactly
  


20   what your concern is.  That it was not just a
  


21   drinking water allocation plan, or a water
  


22   withdrawal allocation plan.  That it really did
  


23   want to encompass all the pieces of it to address
  


24   the environmental issues.
  


25                  ROBERT MOORE:  Elin, I think if you
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 1   look at the annotated version of the outline, I
  


 2   might have trouble with the names and the titles
  


 3   of the sections, but if you look at the annotated
  


 4   version under the current conditions estimate,
  


 5   under understanding Connecticut water resources,
  


 6   it talks about waste assimilation and issues.
  


 7                  Under the, understanding
  


 8   Connecticut demand, it looks at recreation.  It
  


 9   looks at waste assimilation.  If you look at the
  


10   water resources structure it talks about land use
  


11   and stuff like that.
  


12                  So I think, you know, the term
  


13   "understanding Connecticut's water," you know,
  


14   when you look at what's written as the annotation
  


15   in there, it covers all those issues pretty
  


16   intensively.  I think it hits the quality/quantity
  


17   in both of these cases as you look on the current
  


18   condition assessment.
  


19                  And then it raises conflict and
  


20   challenges our dealing with aging infrastructure,
  


21   the impacts on demand.  You know, it handles all
  


22   those issues.  So it's not clear, I think, in the
  


23   words that are used in the actual table, but when
  


24   you read the annotation and what they expected, so
  


25   maybe we ought to change some of the titles.  And
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 1   you look at the annotation, it does -- and then it
  


 2   gets into preparing for change.
  


 3                  You know, I could say that's not
  


 4   the right title, but when you get to the
  


 5   annotation it does hit the issues that we need to
  


 6   address in this thing.  So you know, and I think
  


 7   as a consultant comes in, you know, we use this as
  


 8   a guidance document, you know, they'll probably
  


 9   come up with their own terms of how it's done.
  


10                  So I think when you look at the
  


11   annotation, what's meant in there, you know, maybe
  


12   I would suggest some title changes to some of the
  


13   chapters and stuff.  But other than that, I think
  


14   the annotation hit all the issues that we've been
  


15   talking about in terms of water is water.
  


16                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  So perhaps we
  


17   should be sharing the annotated version as the
  


18   basis for the RFP, not the table, the abbreviated
  


19   table of contents.
  


20                  ROBERT MOORE:  Right.  So I think
  


21   the work that's done in here is much clearer, that
  


22   it addresses everything, rather than this.  And so
  


23   I think that it probably hits the issues, and if
  


24   you focus on that part.
  


25                  And you know, and the other thing,
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 1   Virginia.  When the consultant gets hired they're
  


 2   going to come in and show us their best effort.
  


 3   They're going to come in and say, you know, you
  


 4   have a nice plan here, but I did this.  And look
  


 5   how it worked.
  


 6                  You know, they're going to come in
  


 7   and say, you know, hire me because I've already
  


 8   done this.  I've done that, and you know, you
  


 9   might be off base on this, but I can do this and I
  


10   can get it better and I can do it, you know.  So I
  


11   think they won't be limited in this is an RFP.
  


12   They'll come in and say how they're going to
  


13   address this, but then they're going to show how
  


14   great they are.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes?
  


16                  JANE CERASO:  Regarding the scope
  


17   of the RFP, we don't have, neither Susan nor I
  


18   have a copy of that table of contents.  So a
  


19   request to get that.
  


20                  And also a question whether that
  


21   table of contents will address what's in 14163,
  


22   because that's kind of how we scoped our work with
  


23   you thinking you wanted to meet your statutory
  


24   minimums here.
  


25                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  The group did a
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 1   crosscheck between the legislation and the table
  


 2   of contents and we did crosschecks with what else?
  


 3   We did three of them, as I recall.
  


 4                  MATTHEW PAFFORD:  Yeah, it was with
  


 5   the public act.  It was with the Steering
  


 6   Committee recommendations.
  


 7                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Yes, we did the
  


 8   crosscheck.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Yes?
  


10                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Susan, do you
  


11   have the other states' report?
  


12                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Yes.
  


13                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Okay.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Mike Sullivan.
  


15                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I do agree with
  


16   what Bob was saying about the annotated table of
  


17   contents.  And I do think that reflects a lot of
  


18   the discussions that were had.
  


19                  But maybe, I mean, just if you
  


20   follow up on what you were saying earlier.  If
  


21   Ellen or anybody else has comments about that then
  


22   maybe they could get back to you by whatever the
  


23   date was.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  The same day, the
  


25   first Monday in January, which is the 4th.
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 1                  Okay.  Is that all right?  Okay.
  


 2   Yes?
  


 3                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And just to
  


 4   make sure you have -- I know there's been a couple
  


 5   versions of the other states' reports, so if
  


 6   you're working off one make sure you actually have
  


 7   the last final one to the consultant.  Because
  


 8   remember, there was a revision to the table of
  


 9   contents and some other stuff.  So Susan said she
  


10   had one, but make sure.
  


11                  SUSAN SULLIVAN:  September 17th.
  


12                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  That sounds
  


13   right.  I know, Elin, you're looking for the table
  


14   of contents in that one.  And I think you may be
  


15   looking at an older version.
  


16                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Anything else
  


17   to come before us today?  Yes?
  


18                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I shared with
  


19   planning council members -- and it's really not
  


20   the Steering Committee -- but to the planning
  


21   council that memo regarding the watershed lands
  


22   group and the Kinder Morgan application.  I
  


23   forwarded it to you this morning that they had
  


24   some thoughts they wanted to share, and wanted to
  


25   give it to you now so that maybe at the
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 1   January 5th meeting you could be prepared to
  


 2   discuss that, since I guess the deadline for FERC
  


 3   comments is January 6th according to Margaret.
  


 4                  ROBERT MOORE:  You have two days.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
  


 6                  GAIL LUCCHINA:  Actually the
  


 7   deadline for comments, and this is March 6th, that
  


 8   the intervenor, to file for intervenor is March
  


 9   6th.  You can make comments to FERC at any time.
  


10                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  March 6th or
  


11   January 6th?
  


12                  GAIL LUCCHINA:  I'm sorry, January
  


13   6th.
  


14                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I though we
  


15   just bought two months.  So the request for
  


16   intervenors is due by January 6th?
  


17                  GAIL LUCCHINA:  Yeah.
  


18                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Okay.  Thank
  


19   you.  I did not know that.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Yes?
  


21                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I would be
  


22   interested in seeing the MOU or whatever it was,
  


23   MOA with NEIWPCC just to see what it was that
  


24   you've been charged to do.
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We can get that
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 1   around to Steering Committee members.  Absolutely.
  


 2   Gail, please.  Thank goodness we have Gail.  We'll
  


 3   get that information out to you.
  


 4                  Any other questions from the
  


 5   Steering Committee?  Anything else?  Anybody from
  


 6   the public wish to address us.
  


 7                  (No response.)
  


 8                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Well, thank
  


 9   you all very, very much.  Happy holidays.  Happy
  


10   New Year.  And we'll see you all in January.  And
  


11   you know you have your homework assignments so you
  


12   know what to get into us.  So thank you all very
  


13   much.
  


14                  (Whereupon, the above proceedings
  


15   were concluded at 3:14 p.m.)
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We'll call



 2  the meeting of the State Water Plan Steering



 3  Committee to order.  And before we begin we can go



 4  around and introduce those that are here and then



 5  we will introduce those on the phone.  I'm Jack



 6  Betkoski.  I'm Chairman of the Steering Committee



 7  and Vice Chairman of the Public Utility Regulatory



 8  Authority.



 9                 I should announce that Dave



10  LeVasseur, will not be here today.  We received a



11  phonecall minutes before the meeting, that he was



12  in a car accident.  We are not sure -- we think



13  he's okay.  We understand he was calling from the



14  ambulance, but we still think he's okay.  So I'll



15  keep you posted if I hear anything during the



16  meeting.  Betsy is going to sit in until -- Mike



17  Sullivan is at another meeting.  Betsy is going to



18  sit in until Mike gets here.



19                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Hi.  I'm Ellen



20  Blachinski from the Department of Public Health.



21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Betsey



22  Wingfield, Department of Energy and Environmental



23  Protection, sitting in for Mike Sullivan who will



24  be here shortly, hopefully.



25                 ELIN KATZ:  Elin Katz, Consumer
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� 1  Counsel.



 2                 ANDREW LORD:  Andrew Lord,



 3  Connecticut Association of Water Pollution Control



 4  Authorities and the Connecticut Water Pollution



 5  Abatement Association.



 6                 CHRIS CLARK:  Chris Clark, the



 7  Mohegan Tribe.



 8                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Susan Sullivan,



 9  New England Interstate Water Pollution Control



10  Commission.



11                 JANE CERASO:  Jane Ceraso, New



12  England Interstate Water Pollution Commission.



13                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  Gail Lucchina,



14  PURA.



15                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Nick Neeley,



16  PURA.



17                 DAVID KUZMINSKI:  David Kuzminski,



18  Town of Portland.



19                 ALICIA CHARAMUT:  Alicia Charamut,



20  Connecticut River Watershed Council.



21                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  David



22  Sutherland, the Nature Conservancy.



23                 SHELLEY GREEN:  Shelley Green, the



24  Nature Conservancy.



25                 GEORGE LOGAN:  George Logan,
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� 1  Aquarion Water Company.



 2                 DAVID MURPHY:  David Murphy from



 3  Milone & MacBroom.



 4                 LORI MATHIEU:  Lori Mathieu,



 5  Department of Public Health.



 6                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Tom Callahan,



 7  private citizen.



 8                 ROBERT WISNIEWSKI:  Bob Wisniewski,



 9  Aquarion Water Company.



10                 ROBERT YOUNG:  Bob Young, City of



11  Middletown Water and Sewer.



12                 STEVE ANDERSON:  Steve Anderson,



13  Department of Agriculture.



14                 CHARLES ROTHENBERGER:  Charles



15  Rothenberger, Rome Smith & Lutz on behalf of the



16  Connecticut Fund for the Environment.



17                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Eric Lindquist,



18  Office of Policy and Management.



19                 MATTHEW PAFFORD:  Matt Pafford,



20  Office of Policy and Management.



21                 ROBERT MOORE:  Bob Moore, Chair of



22  the Policy Subcommittee.



23                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Virginia DeLima



24  chairing the Science and Technical Committee.



25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And who do we have
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� 1  on the phone?



 2                 GENE LIKENS:  This is Gene, Gene



 3  Likens.



 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi, Gene.



 5                 SUSAN SAYRE:  Susan Sayre.



 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi, Susan.  Anyone



 7  else?



 8                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Lori Vitagliano,



 9  the Regional Water Authority.



10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi Lori.



11                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Hello.



12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anyone else?



13                 (No response.)



14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We'll begin



15  the meeting.  The first order of business today is



16  to discuss the procurement of consulting services,



17  NEIWPCC.  And Dave LeVasseur was supposed to do



18  this, but as I said, he's not going to be here.



19                 Jane Ceraso who's the Director of



20  Resources Protection Programs, and Susan Sullivan,



21  the Deputy Director here just to observe today.



22  And we're very happy that we're in the midst, or



23  we have assigned off an MLU with you to work with



24  consulting services to assist us with the water



25  plan.  So we thank you very much and look forward
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� 1  to working with you.  It's like old-home week.  I



 2  see a lot of people here today.



 3                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  I know it feels



 4  a little that way.



 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So that's great.  So



 6  moving forward we will have more updates, and even



 7  between we meetings we'll have more updates how



 8  that is going.



 9                 The status of project management,



10  David was going to do this as well.  But I'm going



11  to call on Mr. Tom Callahan who has some very good



12  news for us today.



13                 Mr. Callahan, would you like to



14  come right up here, Private Citizen Callahan?



15                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Private Citizen



16  Callahan?  Citizen Kane.



17                 Thank you, Jack.  As I mentioned at



18  the Water Planning Council, I have reached



19  agreement with the University of Connecticut --



20  and I retired actually as of last Thursday, was my



21  last formal day in the office.  I have a



22  continuing employment relationship on a set of



23  very small issues at the university that will



24  continue through June.  But for all practical



25  purposes I'm retired.  As I said, Thursday was my
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� 1  last day in the office.



 2                 I had spoken before about, if the



 3  planning council was interested, that we could



 4  work something out.  That I would be interested in



 5  continuing to provide some project management



 6  capability for the project as it moved forward.



 7                 You and I, and David had an



 8  opportunity to meet last week to talk about what



 9  the parameters for that might be.  I sent an



10  e-mail message out and I'm just going to work off



11  of that because I think that's probably the best



12  basis in terms of describing what that role might



13  be.



14                 So project coordination essentially



15  serves as a key point of contact for the



16  development of the plan according to the



17  statutorily defined schedule as we move forward.



18  Ensure that the work of the Water Planning



19  Council, the Steering Committee, the policy



20  workgroup, the Science and Technology Workgroup,



21  the advisory groups and any other such groups as



22  may be formed or aligned in the development and



23  crafting of a state water plan.  And so kind of



24  the issue of, kind of, the timing and sequence,



25  and substance needs to be knitted together as we
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� 1  move forward.



 2                 Work with the planning council and



 3  NEIWPCC staff for confirming the scope schedule



 4  for the work that NEIWPCC will be doing in terms



 5  of procuring contracting, financial reporting



 6  requirements for the project as we move forward.



 7  And the alignment of that work to ensure that,



 8  again the plan is ready, at least at this point in



 9  time, as envisioned for the 2018 session of the



10  General Assembly.



11                 And to work with others to convene



12  a staff of limitation team comprised of key PURA,



13  DEEP, DPH and OPM staff assigned to assist the



14  planning council, its committees and workgroups to



15  develop a state water plan.  This group role is to



16  work with the committee and workgroup leaders to



17  plan and coordinate sequence committee activities



18  to support the work that they're doing in the



19  development of the state water plan water work



20  products.



21                 And so it's my understanding that



22  the scope of work envisioned with NEIWPCC would



23  allow the Water Planning Council to engage them



24  for project management capability going forward if



25  my efforts were deemed to be deficient or not
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� 1  fully capable at any point in time.  Again, this



 2  role would be working for the planning Council,



 3  reporting through its chair.  I would be doing



 4  this on a volunteer basis.



 5                 I would be devoting about two days



 6  a week in order to do this through June.  We



 7  could, at that point in time, evaluate what makes



 8  sense going forward.  And I did ask, although I



 9  understand it's not yet been resolved, that to the



10  extent that there are travel-related expenses



11  associated with this, that the planning council



12  would find a way to reimburse me.



13                 So I think that's the nature of the



14  scope that I put together.  I don't know how you,



15  the planning council would like to formalize that



16  in any way, shape or form, but that's the nature



17  of the offer, and I'm prepared to start in



18  January.



19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Great.  Thank you



20  very much.



21                 Any questions?  Betsey?



22                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  It's great.



23                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Again, I said



24  this to the planning council and I'll say it again



25  because we have a large group here today, if for
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� 1  any reason there my involvement is a source of



 2  concern and angst that would cause things to slow



 3  down as they did last September, if you hear that



 4  after this meeting is over, my counsel would be



 5  for you to think very carefully before pulling the



 6  trigger to move forward.  Because we can't afford



 7  to lose the time and I'm not interested in getting



 8  in a kerfuffle, as I said at the planning council



 9  meeting.



10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Understood.



11                 ROBERT MOORE:  I have a question.



12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, Bob?



13                 ROBERT MOORE:  Tom, you have worked



14  out, or a proposal will work out a relationship



15  with New England Interstate as to who's on first?



16                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Yeah.  I think,



17  you know, the way I see it is, as I understand it



18  right now, and Susan and I have not had a chance



19  to speak on this, is that the four members of the



20  planning council have day jobs.



21                 And there's a need for a single



22  point of contact between the council and NEIWPCC



23  in terms of driving the, you know, in terms of



24  making sure there's clear understanding in terms



25  of how they move, when they need to move, what the
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� 1  scope is going to be, so on and so forth.



 2                 ROBERT MOORE:  So you would be,



 3  like, working with Susan as representing the



 4  council?



 5                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Correct.



 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  And you said you're



 7  volunteering for this?



 8                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I am.  I am.



 9                 ROBERT MOORE:  Okay.



10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any other questions?



11  I want everybody to be, and members of the



12  Steering Committee, please, any questions?  Tom is



13  very instrumental with getting us during the



14  formative phases of the plan and we're very happy



15  that he's going to be able to continue at least



16  for six months, and we'll see where it goes after



17  that.



18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My only comment



19  is get him engaged before he becomes too adjusted



20  to retirement.



21                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Okay.  Thank you.



22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.



23                 And next we're going to have Bob



24  Moore and the policy subcommittee.



25                 ROBERT MOORE:  We met on
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� 1  October 29th -- or wait a minute.  Excuse me,



 2  November 30th.  But we had first kind of a summary



 3  of Corin Finnigan, Denise Reziak, going to what's



 4  called the American Water Resources Association



 5  National Leadership Institute Workshop for State



 6  Officials.  You get that?  And they brought back a



 7  lot of information.



 8                 It's basically a meeting on water



 9  planning, and they brought back a lot of



10  information and Corin gave us a lot of websites



11  and attachments that were helpful, I think, in



12  discussing where states are, how they're



13  proceeding along the same path that we are.  And



14  were some were and where some -- what problems



15  they had and some things that really looked good.



16                 But one of the things that was



17  mentioned was that there was a program at UConn



18  called CLEAR.  It's Center for Land-use Education



19  And Research.  It does story maps, and this was



20  brought to our attention as a possible way to



21  provide a good educational outreach on the



22  development of the plan.



23                 And there's a website that she gave



24  us which I looked at, which is a very interesting



25  website in that it has a lot of the land-use
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� 1  issues.  It has forest cover, turf cover,



 2  development, paved surface covers on watersheds.



 3  And it has a variety of very detailed information



 4  already mapped and it's called, if you want to



 5  look at it, it's called



 6  CLEAR3.UConn.edu/viewers/ConnecticutStory.



 7                 And on that website you can follow



 8  through and look at the data that's already there.



 9  Which I think as we move into the, you know,



10  getting a consultant, this is information that's



11  pretty much done and looks to be state of the art,



12  from what I can tell.  But it's a very good



13  website and it has lots of information.



14                 It has issues on watersheds, on



15  streams, it has development along the streams.  It



16  has development in the watershed of paved and



17  impervious surfaces and stuff like that, and all



18  of the agriculture use land.  So it's part of the



19  land-use piece that we'll be looking at and I



20  think it looks like it's done.  It's something



21  that, you know, we should probably pay attention



22  to.  And I was very impressed with them, that



23  issue.



24                 Corin was also going to get --



25  there's a bunch of webinars and other seminars
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� 1  going on by different states that are available.



 2  California and Colorado indicated they could



 3  have -- provide some updates on --



 4                 GENE LIKENS:  Hello, this is Gene



 5  Likens.  Are you still there?  You went dead.  I



 6  don't hear anything.



 7                 ROBERT MOORE:  We're here.  Can you



 8  hear me?  Hello?



 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Gene.



10                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes?



11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Can you hear us?



12                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes, I hear you loud



13  and clear, but I haven't heard anything for maybe



14  four or five minutes.



15                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  It's the same for



16  me.  Like, one of the microphones isn't working.



17                 ROBERT MOORE:  Maybe I'll get



18  closer to it.  Can you hear me now?



19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that better?



20                 ROBERT MOORE:  Hello?



21                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  No.



22                 GENE LIKENS:  No.



23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Bob, go up to that



24  microphone, please.



25                 Hold on one second, please.
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� 1                 ROBERT MOORE:  Is this any better?



 2                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Much.



 3                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes, thank you.



 4                 ROBERT MOORE:  The first thing I



 5  was talking about was some information on a



 6  website that is run at the university called



 7  CLEAR.  And I think you can get a look at that



 8  website.  It's a variety of land-use issues that



 9  are mapped on there.



10                 We had a major discussion on the



11  scope of the water plan and whether or not it



12  should include water quality planning and water



13  quantity.  And what was debated?  Ellen raised



14  this issue.  And we spent quite a bit of time on



15  that.



16                 Betsey and others had gone through



17  a variety of the state plans that are underway in



18  terms of quality.  The most recent one was a



19  nonpoint source pollution plan.  But there's a



20  variety of plans.



21                 And we asked the department, DEEP



22  to put together a matrix of existing water quality



23  programs and where they might cross the quantity



24  issue, or the supply issue.  Maps on perhaps



25  radon.  Maps on the arsenic locations versus
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� 1  groundwater supplies.  Maps on some of the water



 2  quality standards versus, you know, some of the



 3  low-flow issues.



 4                 So those things are -- DEP was



 5  going to provide a meeting on that at our next



 6  meeting, which is the January 12th, to kind of put



 7  a matrix together of where the quantity and



 8  quality issues are meshed and the number of state



 9  water plans that exist throughout the agency, and



10  a variety of plans.



11                 So we could get a look at all these



12  water quality plans and manage them against, you



13  know, which ones of these are going to need to be



14  adjusted and whether or not there's a matrix or a



15  connection between the quantity.  So that's coming



16  up on the 12th.  It was a big assignment for



17  Betsey and Denise, and I hope we can get that



18  done.



19                 The other issue we talked about was



20  the scope of climate change and how that should be



21  included in the plan.  And we decided that there



22  are a variety of things already going on.  One is



23  the Connecticut Institute for Resilience and



24  Climate Adaptation called CIRCA at UConn.  And the



25  Connecticut Climate Adaptation Plan, State
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� 1  Agencies for Resiliency called SAFR and the



 2  Governor's C3 initiative on greenhouse gases.



 3                 And we're going to invite somebody



 4  from the university program, CAR or CA, or CRCA to



 5  come and talk about the climate resiliency and



 6  their efforts in our next meeting.  So we wanted



 7  to not -- make sure we weren't kind of reinventing



 8  anything by not paying attention to what's already



 9  been done.



10                 We also talked about drought and a



11  drought contingency plan.  And we knew that there



12  is a drought contingency plan.  There's also --



13  the water planning council is also currently



14  updating its plan on drought contingency and we



15  raised a number of issues.  One was the, we want



16  to review the existing laws specifically with



17  diversion and how we respond to drought.



18                 One of the issues was, you know,



19  are we just focused on water supply giving health



20  authority in emergency conditions?  And when is a



21  drought?  Is it a minor drought?  Should there be



22  other interim steps in identifying drought?



23  Should there be other methods on which we would



24  talk about drought?  And when are the critical



25  points?  And obviously our response just relative
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� 1  to one part of that.



 2                 So we talked about drought and



 3  whether or not the triggers are consistent with



 4  where we're going with the plan, and we need to



 5  bring that about.  So we're going to talk.  We



 6  haven't made a decision on that, but we are trying



 7  to look at the triggers in that and we're going to



 8  discuss that at our next meeting with -- DEP is



 9  going to bring forth some of the current plans



10  that are already under drought and what are some



11  of the triggers that are offered in there.  And



12  that's an area I think that maybe we should look



13  at it very carefully because there are other



14  levels of drought.



15                 Alicia from the Connecticut River



16  Watershed Council called me last week showing me



17  that the Coppermine Brook in Bristol has dried up,



18  and from pumping from New Britain to Bristol water



19  supplies.  And the stream has basically



20  disappeared.



21                 And is that a drought issue that we



22  should be dealing with in terms of, you know,



23  maybe water conservation should start earlier.  If



24  these are in well fields should there be a point



25  at which we look at drought as not, you know, not
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� 1  as an emergency just on water supply, but as it



 2  relates to the consumption of water that affects



 3  the streamflow.



 4                 So that's an issue I think Alicia



 5  has some maps and pictures that she can send, you



 6  know, to the board of what has happened.  And I



 7  think Betsey is probably -- Denise is looking into



 8  what's going on there, but you know, that's a side



 9  issue of drought if -- should we be moving quicker



10  or differently in terms of drought management in



11  order to protect the rear source and not just the



12  supply?  So there's some issues like that.



13                 We also looked at flooding, and on



14  the other side of the climate change, on the



15  flooding side, and what are the current



16  protections?  DEP has some new flood management



17  issues, and what are the critical components of



18  that?  And we're going to bring that forward, too,



19  at the next meeting as to, how are the current



20  management programs related to flooding and excess



21  water?  And are we looking at the right level of



22  protection?



23                 You know, most of the wastewater



24  and water supply facilities were built with a



25  hundred-year flood protection.  Is that now enough
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� 1  or should that be changed?  And so there could be



 2  issues related to the policy of, what is the



 3  protected level that we need as it relates to



 4  change in the climate?  And so we've talked about



 5  that.



 6                 Finally, we talked about



 7  appropriate land use and population.  And we've



 8  asked Matt and others from OPM to bring forward



 9  somebody in our February meeting to talk about



10  what is the current data projections and how



11  they're going to be used, and whether or not that



12  projection should satisfy or meet our needs for



13  this planning document.



14                 So we didn't come out --



15  unfortunately, I didn't come up with a proposed



16  policy out of this meeting, which was my goal to



17  have some proposed policies at the end of each



18  meeting.  But we came out with a lot of questions,



19  and I think at the end of the next meeting we'll



20  have closer information on where some of those



21  policies should be directed.



22                 So that was our meeting, and we're



23  meeting on January 12th.



24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Bob.



25                 Any questions?  Betsey, anything
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� 1  you want to add?



 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Bob did a great



 3  job in summarizing.



 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  A lot of work.  A



 5  lot of work, a lot of issues.



 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  Yes.



 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Questions from



 8  anybody?



 9                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I'll just point



10  out the obvious, that the streamflow regulations



11  which were designed to balance water withdrawals



12  and things like drying upstream flows did not



13  include groundwater, and this was a groundwater



14  pumping issue.



15                 ROBERT MOORE:  But I think it's a



16  great example for one of the issues that needs to



17  be brought up, as how you're going to deal with



18  this.  And does the plan -- and it might have been



19  something that we've overlooked in the plan, and



20  should it be overlooked?



21                 Should we be able to respond to



22  withdrawals prior to drying out the brook by some



23  kind of projected method or some kind of analysis



24  or some kind of data collection?  And should, you



25  know, the water utility be looking at conservation
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� 1  earlier in the process than later?  So I think



 2  this is, you know, an example that unfortunately



 3  is in front of us.  Not just UConn this time



 4  either.



 5                 That was to you, Tom.



 6                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Not since 2005



 7  that I'm aware of.



 8                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any questions?



 9                 Thank you very much.



10                 ELIN KATZ:  More mundane.  What



11  time is the meeting on the 12th?



12                 ROBERT MOORE:  It will probably be



13  afternoon.



14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It's going to be



15  in the afternoon.  We've gotten that far.  I'll



16  send an e-mail out this week.



17                 ELIN KATZ:  Thank you.



18                 ROBERT MOORE:  We were trying to



19  get somebody from Ag to participate and we haven't



20  got the confirmation yet.



21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We have someone from



22  agriculture with us today.  Maybe he can take that



23  back.



24                 ROBERT MOORE:  I think Betsey has



25  been in contact.
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� 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah, I think



 2  Mike O'Neill was actually working through the farm



 3  bureau to get somewhere, but I think that



 4  invitation has been extended.  We don't have the



 5  answer yet.



 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Very good.  Thank



 7  you.



 8                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Okay.  The



 9  Science and Technical Committee.  The group



10  continued to meet every other week for quite a



11  while.  And as I shared with you at the last



12  meeting, we had come up with a whole list of



13  questions that we put to the policy committee.



14                 And we came up with an additional



15  one, and that was whether the coastal areas of the



16  state were covered in this plan.  In some cases,



17  actually saline water and/or whether this was a



18  freshwater plan.  And so that was another policy



19  issue that we lobbed to the policy group to their



20  consideration.



21                 We had continued to work on the



22  spreadsheet that was shared with the -- the draft



23  of which that was shared with you.  And we



24  realized that we had sort of come to a pausing



25  place in that, particularly because we didn't know
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� 1  how our group would interface with a consultant



 2  who might be hired to do this project, the overall



 3  water plan.



 4                 The extreme is, obviously, is that



 5  a consultant could say, oh, good.  Look at this



 6  stuff that's been done.  We don't need to do it.



 7  Or they could say, oh, we want to do it our way.



 8  Forget this.  And so the reality is probably



 9  somewhere between those extremes, but we wanted to



10  get some guidance before we delved further into



11  that on how our group would interface with the



12  group ultimately doing the water plan itself.



13                 So we suspended that and decided we



14  would try and look at some scenarios to see if the



15  State had a water plan, how it could help address



16  some of the issues that came up in looking at



17  various scenarios.  Linda Young of the Pomperaug



18  River Watershed Coalition offered to do a



19  presentation on the Pomperaug, so we could use



20  that as a test case.



21                 There were several main issues that



22  they were addressing.  And if we had a plan, how



23  could the plan help them with these issues?  And



24  we're going to continue doing some of those



25  scenarios, responses to scenarios.  As you might
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� 1  expect, the discussion immediately went more to



 2  policy type issues than it did to science and



 3  technical issues, other than the acknowledgment



 4  that in the Pomperaug they have probably more data



 5  than any other watershed of that size in the



 6  state.  And, yes, still felt a challenge for



 7  needing more data to be able to -- data and



 8  modeling to be able to come up with resolutions to



 9  their issues.



10                 I would invite anybody here who



11  have a scenario that they think that we should run



12  through this process, and hopefully learn from it,



13  to share with us.  We have ones that have been



14  thrown out on the table.  The UConn situation, if



15  we had had a water plan at that time, how might



16  that have been different?



17                 The Shepaug case of a decade or so



18  ago.  Now again, if we had had a water plan, how



19  would that discussion have been informed by the



20  water plan?  And so in this way back into



21  addressing the question that still is nagging at



22  our group which is, what are questions we're



23  trying to address here?  What is the real purpose



24  of this plan?  And we felt we might get a better



25  handle on that by, as I said, running through some





                            27

� 1  scenarios.



 2                 So we're welcome to other issues,



 3  either current, past or anticipated that anybody



 4  might want to put on the table for us walk



 5  through.



 6                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Lake health.  So



 7  you know, we hear theories all the time about why



 8  does Lake Pocotopaug have, you know, increased



 9  nutrient load after installing centralized sewers?



10                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  You want the



11  answer?



12                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right.  No, but



13  I think that's part of it.  So if we're going to



14  talk about a water plan I think that we're looking



15  at all bodies of water, I believe.



16                 So to what extent is there



17  resources?  Are there experiences elsewhere in the



18  state that could help us look at some of those



19  things?  If ultimately the Steering Committee, the



20  Water Planning Council decides that marine water



21  is part of the discussion, so similarly some of



22  the wastewater issues that occurred along the



23  Connecticut shoreline, and how has that impacted



24  marine water quality?



25                 ROBERT MOORE:  And public health.
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� 1  I mean, most of the issues we get on the coastal



 2  area that affect the public directly are bathing



 3  beach and bacteria, the nitrogen.  And for the



 4  long-term health of the Sound has pretty much



 5  already been regulated by a plan and being looked



 6  at again for another plan on how to deal with it.



 7                 So there's already nutrient control



 8  for the Connecticut River and others, for the



 9  whole state in terms of wastewater.  But there



10  isn't a similar plan that deals with, you know,



11  overflows necessarily that cause high bacteria



12  except for combined sewer plans and stuff like



13  that.



14                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  And I know that



15  I always ask this question, but do we have any



16  data that talks about so the more centralized



17  wastewater management you have, how does that



18  impact overall water use?  Do you demand more



19  water?  Do you use less water?  Do we have any



20  data that impacts how water is utilized when you



21  have a centralized wastewater system?



22                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Let me see if I



23  understand you.  Are you saying as sort of an



24  extreme, does somebody on a septic system in



25  general use less water than somebody on a
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� 1  municipal treatment plan?  Is that the question



 2  that you're asking?



 3                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  In part, yeah.



 4  So would, you know, in certain situations in the



 5  city of Hartford you're not going to have on-site



 6  septic systems.  It doesn't make sense.  I get



 7  that.  But along the shoreline area, some of the



 8  areas around lakes, what we see is once



 9  centralized sewers come in it increases growth,



10  and increased growth I think means more resources,



11  use of water.



12                 ROBERT MOORE:  Or a change of where



13  the water is coming from.  I mean, increased



14  growth will demand water, I mean, period.  And so



15  if you have more houses you get more water.



16                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right.  So how



17  do you manage growth, or not manage growth in a



18  water-wise method?



19                 ROBERT MOORE:  Well, there used to



20  be a way.  I mean, the plan of conservation and



21  development used to prohibit the expenditure of



22  state funds in areas that it defined for no



23  growth.  And for years DEP responded to that in



24  terms of the wastewater side by not extending



25  sewer service to areas where it had anticipated it
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� 1  should be open space, or nongrowth and couldn't



 2  fund projects.



 3                 Now it didn't stop the towns



 4  necessarily from building stuff, but it did stop



 5  the state and federal funds from being applied in



 6  that area.  I don't know if that still exists.



 7  There's not too many people building new sewer



 8  systems.



 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And so that's



10  for state funded dollars?



11                 ROBERT MOORE:  Yeah, right.



12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Project funded



13  dollars are different in terms of that level of



14  investment, but that issue that Ellen raises sort



15  of fundamentally gets to land use and how do you



16  try to address land-use issues?



17                 Are you looking at good zoning and



18  local good zoning, or are you trying to control it



19  with other infrastructures?  It's a whole piece.



20  But the other issue that Ellen has sort of brought



21  up is this quality versus quantity issue.  Lake



22  Pocotopaug is a recreational lake.  It does have a



23  nutrient impairment issue.  We believe that most



24  of that is probably from surface runoff.



25                 Do we want to spend our, sort of,





                            31

� 1  the plan addressing those kind of issues?  Or do



 2  we want to be more focused on quantity related



 3  issues and water quality impacts to those



 4  reservoirs that we're drinking?  I mean, I think



 5  that that's the issue we need to get to, and which



 6  the policy is wrestling with right now.



 7                 ROBERT MOORE:  That's basically our



 8  focus for the next meeting.



 9                 ELIN KATZ:  Just a comment on that?



10  I mean, Ellen, you raise an issue that I think



11  points out that there's a lot of fundamental



12  tensions in a lot of the issues we discussed.  I



13  mean, you may look at having on-site septic



14  systems as a barrier to growth, and therefore when



15  you see a town investing in a municipal sewer



16  system you're concerned about growth.



17                 But on the other hand, as the



18  former DEP attorney, I can tell you we very much



19  like municipal systems and encourage them, and



20  particularly, like, along the shore where the



21  water quality issues flow into the Sound.  So what



22  may be good for one on one hand may cause concerns



23  on the other.



24                 So I just think if you're going to



25  do case studies you've got to recognize that
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� 1  solutions, you know, there's a lot of unintended



 2  consequences and be careful where you land.



 3                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  And I think,



 4  too, I think what I'm maybe getting at is I think



 5  a little bit how I see the water plan.  You know,



 6  I still go back to do we know the problem we're



 7  trying to solve?  I am a little fearful we keep



 8  going down the path of a water allocation model.



 9  And I'm not sure that's what the statute directed



10  us to do.



11                 So I just want to keep saying



12  there's a lot more to water and water management.



13  Yes, there's the plan of conservation and



14  development.  Yes, there's municipal facility



15  planning.  Yes, there's water supply planning.



16  Yes, there's minimum streamflow.  There's all



17  these planning pieces and I don't think that we



18  were looking to alter any of those.



19                 We're looking to, I think, talk



20  about a bigger picture about, how do we manage



21  water resources in the State of Connecticut



22  thinking about everything from lakes to



23  potentially marine water, to how do we ensure that



24  we are preserving the high environmental quality



25  that we have while allowing economic growth and
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� 1  development to occur?  So I think I'm just trying



 2  to maybe shift the conversation a little bit from



 3  water allocation.



 4                 ANDREW LORD:  And I'll echo Ellen's



 5  comments.  I think that it's completely valid,



 6  especially along the shoreline.  I know that



 7  people in Old Lyme are facing this now with lots



 8  of old small septic systems, regional sewage.



 9  They actually have real concerns about where their



10  water is going.



11                 And so if you think about it, it's



12  a water budgeting issue.  It's that water that



13  used to go into septic systems to recharge the



14  aquifers in that area are going to be transported



15  miles away to New London if that project goes



16  forward.



17                 So I think that the wastewater



18  component is something that really does need to be



19  considered.  Whether it ends up getting into the



20  plan or not, I don't know, but it's something



21  that's got to be on the table for discussion.  I



22  think it is a big issue.  And you know, Lake



23  Pocotopaug is a perfect example of where, you



24  know, providing sewers has completely changed the



25  ecosystem of that lake and it's been for the last
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� 1  20 years we've seen the impacts of that.



 2                 So I'm not sure how it fits into



 3  the picture.  Certainly the water supply issue is



 4  probably the paramount focus, but the wastewater,



 5  it's all water and the wastewater component has to



 6  be part of the consideration, and I think that



 7  that's the point.



 8                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right, it's all



 9  water.



10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew, you raise a



11  good point, and so does Ellen, and Maureen



12  Westbrook.  And certainly, we're always working



13  with these small water companies now particularly



14  down on the coast.  I mean, our small systems,



15  Connecticut Water has acquired some of them, but



16  the issue is with the water and how close it is to



17  the septics and it's just a huge, huge issue.



18                 And the cost factor that we have



19  here is just in the ceiling.  So it's something



20  that, I mean, we have more cases going on right



21  now where these small water systems certainly



22  don't want to be in business anymore.  And they're



23  coming to us and DPH and ourselves to turn the



24  keys over for somebody else to do it.



25                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  One of the things
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� 1  I'm hearing from this discussion is that perhaps a



 2  charge to the Science and Technical Group would be



 3  through these scenarios, or through just regular



 4  brainstorming, try to identify what unintended



 5  consequences could arise.  And if nothing more,



 6  have it as a list of whoever in the state is



 7  making decisions on water supply, water use,



 8  wastewater, whatever it might be.



 9                 Look at this list and think through



10  these potential issues.  And hopefully that list



11  would not be -- well, I doubt it could ever be all



12  inclusive, but it might spark people to think of,



13  oh.  Oh yeah, this is something we should consider



14  as well.  So that when decisions are made they're



15  done in the context of potential results and



16  effects that decision might be.  And that's



17  something I think we could take on.  As I said, it



18  would never be all inclusive, but at least it



19  could be a start.



20                 ROBERT MOORE:  I think there's one



21  issue where you're back to, what you could you



22  look at that would help the science and



23  technology?  As an example, how we cope with that.



24  I think the Coppermine Brook would be a very



25  interesting one where what would you need to know
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� 1  that would -- what information do you need, would



 2  we need to know in order to prevent an issue like



 3  that from occurring?



 4                 It's similar to the UConn issue,



 5  but this is more complex because there's lots of



 6  players.  And does that impact of that low stream,



 7  does it affect -- what does it affect?  Does it



 8  affect the fisheries?  Does it affect the dilution



 9  of the wastewater treatment on the Pequabuck?



10                 You know, is there a low-flow water



11  quality issue as well by drying up that stream in



12  terms of the allocation for wastewater on the



13  Pequabuck, you know, for Bristol and Plymouth.



14  You know, now are they not meeting standards



15  because there's not enough flow in the river?



16                 So there's lots of little issues



17  related to both supply, you know, environment and



18  wastewater on that.  But one little thing, what



19  would the information be that we need to know in



20  order to deal with that?  And that might be an



21  example where you could get a real-time look at



22  how do you look at all these issues and what ones



23  would be necessary for us to prevent something



24  like that in the future?  We're not going to



25  prevent drought.
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� 1                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Right.  And what



 2  are the opportunities to restore flow?  You know,



 3  so is there a wastewater treatment plant in New



 4  Britain that maybe is discharging farther down,



 5  but might we want to revisit where it discharges



 6  if the water quality is high enough?  That kind of



 7  thing.



 8                 CHRIS CLARK:  I think that raises



 9  another issue and it's a matter of priority.  It's



10  we know where -- we should be able to identify



11  where there are no problems and make those the



12  primary focus of the plan where we fix.  You fix



13  what's broken first before you expand into a, you



14  know, I'll call it a global solution -- but I



15  mean, a statewide solution.  Just my thought.



16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And I think



17  what's important in the Coppermine situation is



18  also, why did it happen?  What kind of diversions



19  are we talking about that were in operation at



20  what quantities?  And how did we end up with a dry



21  streambed.  I mean, is it drought related?  Is it



22  over pumping related?



23                 Should there be a way to address



24  that such that it doesn't happen?  Because these



25  are exactly the kind of situations we've been





                            38

� 1  concerned about with groundwater diversions during



 2  dry periods.



 3                 BETH BARTON:  But back to this



 4  tension, so in that particular situation -- and



 5  I'm not familiar with that situation, but I get



 6  that there was a diversion permit that was



 7  granted.  Is there a diversion that took place?



 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I believe



 9  they're registered diversions, Beth.



10                 BETH BARTON:  Excuse me?



11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I believe



12  they're registered diversions, but we're still in



13  the exploration phase.



14                 BETH BARTON:  Okay.  But the point



15  of what we're doing wouldn't be necessarily to



16  dictate or change the outcome of whatever that



17  process was.  It's back to what Ellen was saying,



18  the bigger picture, you know, rather than be to



19  have in place something that identified the sorts



20  of things that, during the course of the decision



21  being made, whatever was made with respect to that



22  activity, if it were followed it hopefully would



23  have ended up avoiding the problem.



24                 I think that's a distinction,



25  because I assume this isn't intended to be, the
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� 1  water plan is not intended to supplant other



 2  land-use planning mechanisms that are out there.



 3  I think we have to keep reminding ourselves of



 4  that.



 5                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Well, that's a



 6  good question that I -- one of the things several



 7  months ago, the Science and Technical Group posed



 8  to the policy committee is, if we find through



 9  this process that there are parts of what we would



10  think should be in a good state water plan that



11  are in conflict with existing plans, how would



12  that be handled?



13                 The simple answer is, it would



14  probably be some of the proposed legislation that



15  would go back to the Legislature to resolve those



16  kinds of conflicts.  But I think we have to



17  acknowledge certainly respect for the existing



18  plans and laws, but also the possibility that they



19  may need to change.  And I would hope that that is



20  in the fact that the legislation asked us to come



21  up with proposed legislation.  I would hope that



22  the Legislature itself would be amenable to those



23  proposals.



24                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think



25  that gets to, you know, backing up the step of
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� 1  where you need the data to support those



 2  decisions.  To your point, do we know what caused



 3  that?  And you know, people are going to make



 4  certain assumptions, but if you don't have the



 5  data to support that you may make policy or



 6  legislative recommendations that are not really



 7  going to solve the problem that is in fact there,



 8  but there may be other things you should be



 9  recommending.



10                 So I think we can't have a



11  knee-jerk reaction to things without having the



12  basis for those recommendations.



13                 ROBERT MOORE:  You know, I think in



14  that particular basin there are those two plants



15  downstream.  Both have waste allocations for BOD



16  and nutrients, I think, and probably phosphorus as



17  well, you know, in Plymouth and the Bristol.  New



18  Britain goes to Mattabasset.



19                 And so they're based on a certain



20  streamflow -- is their wastewater allocation.  So



21  I mean, I think you know, in terms of the plan, do



22  we want to change any of those things?  No, but



23  should we have the resources available to predict



24  issues like that and what happens?



25                 That waste load allocation was done
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� 1  long before there was any work on diversion.  It



 2  was done in the seventies, early seventies.  And



 3  then, you know, the registrations came in, but



 4  they weren't -- they didn't change any conditions



 5  in that streambed, in that streamflow.



 6                 The drought, little drought, big



 7  drought, whatever it is, if there's a drought that



 8  has an impact.  And we don't have the data to deal



 9  with those things because we're not looking at



10  this picture all at once.  And we have the



11  capability to make this information real-time.



12                 I mean, the information that if we



13  collect it at different basins and we determine



14  what's necessary by basin, maybe it's different



15  for each basin because each basin is different.



16  But there should be information that we collect in



17  that basin that identifies at least where we know



18  there's problems.



19                 And what's that information that



20  you collect, and can it be in real time?  Can it



21  be collected monthly or annually?  And what's the



22  level of data collection that needs to be done so



23  we can predict some of those things?



24                 And I think that if we could come



25  out with a plan that does some of that, regardless
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� 1  if it solves it -- it doesn't have to solve it.



 2  It just has to, you know, figure out what's going



 3  on and then we can, you know, at least then other



 4  decisions can be made to solve it.



 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I also think we



 6  need to get back ultimately to this discussion of,



 7  is it mainly a water quantity plan or a water



 8  quality plan?



 9                 One of the lessons out of the



10  conference that Denise and Corin went to is the



11  states who tried to do both at the same time



12  really had their hands full.  And that, in



13  general, one has moved forward in front of the



14  other.



15                 We have a lot of quality plans.  We



16  don't have a quantity plan, and I think this needs



17  to be a steering committee discussion at some



18  point in time.  The broader we make the plan the



19  less likely we are to end up with something that's



20  meaningful that's actually going to sort of



21  address anything.



22                 So I think we need to put that on



23  the future agenda, Jack, and have a discussion



24  about it.  I think I'd like to see the policy



25  committee, policy subcommittee complete their work
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� 1  and make a recommendation on that issue.



 2                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I think the



 3  simple place that they intersect, where quantity



 4  and quality intersect is when quantity becomes a



 5  factor in, like, wastewater assimilation.  That's



 6  a logical place.  If you think of quality as



 7  including nutrient issues, bacteria issues,



 8  everything else, that's where it gets hugely



 9  broad.



10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Storm water, the



11  whole nine yards.



12                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Right, exactly.



13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, the



14  point about Old Lyme and if you basically build a



15  sewer and send it to New London, you are having a



16  change in the volume of water resources in Old



17  Lyme in that there's a clear connection there and



18  a clear link there.



19                 If you're sort of going back and



20  looking at lake quality when you're not changing



21  anything in terms of where the water is going,



22  that's a different thing and you've really made



23  this umbrella much bigger.



24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Point well taken.



25  It seems like you've got a lot of work handed to
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� 1  you there, critical work.



 2                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I took some notes



 3  and I'll be looking for the transcript to make



 4  sure that I captured everything in the notes.



 5                 So yes, I think this gives us --



 6  this discussion has given us some focus for,



 7  whether we call it scenario looking or just



 8  brainstorming of unintended consequences, or how



 9  this is all -- what information we need to be able



10  to address concerns, such as the Coppermine Brook



11  issue, that will inform our work over the next



12  several months.



13                 We do have a next meeting



14  scheduled.  Give me some help here folks.  Is it



15  the 13th of January?  Louanne is not here, but --



16  it's not on my calendar, but that's ringing a



17  bell.  Anybody else from the group know what it



18  was?



19                 Bob, do you have it?  David?



20  Alicia?  Well anyway, I think it's the 13th of



21  January, but we'll get that to you definitively.



22  I was just doing a quick scan of my e-mail and I



23  couldn't find it.



24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any further



25  questions or comments, Virginia?
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� 1                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  It is the 13th.



 2  Yeah, it would be a one o'clock on the 13th.



 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.



 4                 Website update.  Why don't you come



 5  up to the microphone here -- so I don't know



 6  what's going on with the newly remodeled room.



 7                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  I don't know if --



 8  can you adjust the volume on the speakers, because



 9  I think it's a little difficult to hear some of



10  what they're saying for folks in the back, maybe.



11  I don't know.



12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is Commissioner



13  Caron available?



14                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  The resident



15  expert.



16                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  So I'm pleased to



17  announce that I'm very close to, or the new Water



18  Planning Council website is very close to being



19  ready for internal review.  I'm just tying up some



20  loose ends.  Essentially the site is completely



21  built.  I'm just finishing putting in data,



22  uploading documents, those type of things.



23                 The way I'd like to work the



24  internal review for the site before it goes



25  public, if the Water Planning Council is okay with
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� 1  it, is I'll probably send out a link next week



 2  probably, you know, after the holidays or after



 3  Christmas.  And the link will include a username



 4  and password so that only people with those, with



 5  that information can access the site.



 6                 And I'll send that to everyone



 7  who's involved with, obviously everyone in the



 8  WPC, the Steering Committee Advisory Group and all



 9  the workgroups, and anyone else who might be



10  interested.  And I'd like to get some feedback



11  from those folks on essentially making sure the



12  content is accurate, in adding additional content.



13                 Essentially what I've done thus far



14  for the pages that we have is, like, for instance,



15  every workgroup page.  I've given a short overview



16  of the history and what the group is focused on,



17  what they've accomplished, their future goals,



18  tried to tie that in with the water planning, and



19  then provided links to documents that any groups



20  have created.



21                 Especially with the technical,



22  Science and Technical Committee and the policy



23  committee I'd like to get feedback on, you know,



24  from the chairs of those groups explaining more of



25  what those groups are involved in, what they're
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� 1  working on.  I'm struggling with those in



 2  particular.



 3                 So I think it will be good.  The



 4  calendar system, once the site is out there and



 5  open to the public it will be a good way to keep



 6  everyone coordinated and on the same page.  So I'm



 7  looking forward to it.  So it's coming along and



 8  you'll be able to review it.



 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Eric.



10                 You know, later on in the agenda



11  we'll get to other states' work plans, but one of



12  the things that's critical to everything we do is



13  public outreach -- and it's taking code, or input.



14  So the website I think is very critical.



15                 So once that goes live after



16  everybody signs off on it then I think we have



17  to -- some of our press people do some really good



18  public relations and get some good press on it so



19  people can really watch and monitor what we're



20  doing on an online basis and give their input into



21  the process.



22                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, absolutely.



23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, Virginia?



24                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Would you like a



25  segue to your next topic on the agenda?  The other
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� 1  states' plan workgroup table identified some



 2  particular states that had impressive websites.



 3  Have you had an oppurtunity to look through any of



 4  those?



 5                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, actually I



 6  have.  So going back to Virginia's question there.



 7  Yes, I have reviewed some of the websites from the



 8  other states, and some of them are great.



 9                 I wish that Connecticut's site, the



10  one I'm building, or the one that has been built



11  was going to be as flashy and modern and as



12  advanced as some of the sites that are out there,



13  but for the time I'm restricted.  Because it's a



14  state website I'm restricted to the portal.  The



15  content management system is administered by the



16  Department of Administrative Services, which is



17  why most state websites kind of follow the same



18  design.  They're all coordinated through BEST.



19                 One interesting thing is that the



20  State is going be going through a statewide



21  upgrade of their websites.  You've already seen



22  the upgrade on CT.gov, the state portal.  All of



23  the agency sites are going to get a new management



24  system, and that's supposed to occur in the next



25  year.  I'm going to be trying to get the WPC, you
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� 1  know, in the start of the line.  I don't know how



 2  successful I'll be at that, but it will be good to



 3  kind of play with some new things, interactive



 4  tools and whatnot.



 5                 Because as many of you know, our



 6  state websites, they're a little antiquated as far



 7  as how they work.  Even some modern browsers don't



 8  display them properly anymore.  So that will be



 9  exciting when that unrolls and then we'll have



10  more flexibility as to how we can build in new



11  features.



12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.  Thank



13  you so much.



14                 Any questions?



15                 (No response.)



16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Appreciate your work



17  on that.



18                 We're going to go to the



19  legislative update and then we'll go to the other



20  states' work plans.  Mr. Neeley, would you like to



21  come forward to give an update?



22                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Yeah, I think,



23  you know, Maureen will also want to, I think, add



24  to some of this.  So the big issue right on the



25  legislation, one of the concerns that have been
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� 1  expressed by the stakeholders on the Water



 2  Planning Council Advisory Group and some others is



 3  that this plan --



 4                 GENE LIKENS:  Sorry, we can't hear



 5  you.



 6                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So one of the



 7  primary concerns expressed by the members of the



 8  Water Planning Council Advisory Group and the



 9  stakeholders and some others is that this plan can



10  go into effect without a -- with either no action



11  on the plan, action on the plan, or the plan can



12  be modified by either the standing committees that



13  will review the plan or the General Assembly.



14                 So there's a legitimate concern



15  there.  And you know, given the importance of the



16  plan they, you know, an affirmative action should



17  be taken.  And also that if there are



18  modifications made to the plan, that the advisory



19  group, the Steering Committee, the planning



20  council, whoever it may be will have an



21  opportunity to provide feedback on those, on



22  changes or modifications that the Legislature may



23  want to make on the plan.



24                 So I know the Water Planning



25  Council --
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� 1                 GENE LIKENS:  We're not hearing



 2  you.



 3                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So is that



 4  better, Gene?



 5                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes.



 6                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So the Water



 7  Planning Council had asked the Water Planning



 8  Council Advisory Group to come up with some



 9  language in a proposal on how they would modify



10  the current statute and that approval process.  I



11  got that a couple of days ago and currently am



12  reviewing it.  And in looking at it I'm going to



13  share it with the Water Planning Council.



14                 So that's sort of the part that



15  we're looking at sort of modifying the statute.



16  As you're all aware there are many, sort of,



17  statewide plans.  I mean, most recently -- well,



18  not most recently, but three or four years ago



19  DEEP, the Bureau of Energy and Technology Policy



20  did a comprehensive energy strategy similar to a



21  water plan, but on energy that Elin worked closely



22  on.



23                 Now that never went to the



24  Legislature.  It was basically adopted by the



25  bureau and DEEP with input from a lot of





                            52

� 1  stakeholders including DEEP, PURA, the OCC and the



 2  AG.



 3                 And it's implementation -- and



 4  Elin, you can, you know, sort of chime in -- the



 5  implementation of that plan was actually brought



 6  about by Public Act 1180, which sort of took the



 7  plan.  And then out of 1180 came legislative



 8  proposals that implemented them.  Is that sort



 9  accurate, Elin?



10                 ELIN KATZ:  Yes.



11                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  And then for



12  example, I think the Department of Public Health



13  has, I think, a number of plans including -- I was



14  just looking at one today on HIV.  And it's a



15  statewide plan.  They write it.  They follow it.



16  It's not voted on.



17                 There's the -- what is it?



18  Conservation and development statewide plan that



19  gets done.  I don't think that goes to the



20  Legislature.  I think that sort of gets --



21                 ROBERT MOORE:  It goes to all the



22  municipalities, I think.



23                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Yeah, but it



24  doesn't get a formal vote by the Legislature.



25  Right?
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� 1                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I think that



 2  one does.



 3                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Okay.  That one



 4  does.  But there, you know, there's examples of



 5  both, so I guess one of the things we want to do



 6  is sort of look at some of the other statewide



 7  plans and see how those work in terms of process.



 8                 While they may be different in



 9  terms of what the issue is, whether it's energy or



10  HIV or conservation, we're looking for the



11  simplest process possible, something that exists



12  already that we can point to, to the Legislature



13  and say, look, we have a process here.  It works.



14  You know, it's tried and tested.



15                 So we're looking at that and then I



16  think we're also -- and we're going to sort of



17  talk to legislators.  I think Maureen, myself,



18  members of the planning council, the Steering



19  Committee folks, I would imagine, at some point to



20  find out sort of what their intent is, what they



21  would really like to see, what they would like



22  their involvement to be in the water planning and



23  the water plan report itself.



24                 Because I mean, Maureen and I were



25  talking this morning.  It's really not quite clear
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� 1  where this whole approval thing came from.  We



 2  don't know if it's a legislator.  It could have



 3  been a staff person.  So we're going to try to



 4  sort of figure out what their intent was to have



 5  this process, especially a process, again where



 6  it's not -- something that important is not, you



 7  know, if you take no action it gets approved.



 8                 Or if you modify it the folks that



 9  actually prepared the plan don't get an



10  opportunity to sort of look at your modifications



11  and decide, you know, sort of have a



12  back-and-forth on it.  So that's where we are on



13  that.  Maureen, you know, may have more to add.



14                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  No, I think



15  that captures that.  You know, we did look at the



16  underlying statute from which this Public Act



17  14163 came to be.  The previous plan did not



18  require legislative approval.  It was, the



19  commissioners blessed it and then it was sent to



20  the Legislature.



21                 So that's when we started thinking



22  about, did we create a whole approval process here



23  that is quite cumbersome and takes two or three



24  pages to revise it?  Or should we just step back



25  and say, should we even think about the whole
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� 1  process here, and is there another one?



 2                 So we are looking at other plans



 3  out there and seeing if there's another mechanism



 4  that makes sense that would just supplant this



 5  whole sequence that we have in place now.



 6                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Any thoughts,



 7  questions?  Elin?



 8                 ELIN KATZ:  Do you want



 9  suggestions?  I don't want to get too far into the



10  substance, but I'll just react.  I mean, having it



11  approved or not approved is always a double-edged



12  sword.  And the comprehensive energy strategy I



13  think was a good process.  We have a good product,



14  but it's not enforceable.



15                 You know, I think that certainly



16  DEEP and other state agencies use it as a roadmap,



17  but there's nothing that stops -- and we see every



18  legislative session someone coming in with



19  something that has, you know, in contradiction to



20  the plan or five steps ahead of where the plan



21  would be.



22                 And so that's a problem, you know,



23  because then you could go and say, well, they have



24  the CES.  And it's, you know, sometimes it's, oh,



25  that's nice.  And sometimes it's, oh, so what?
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� 1                 So I think if there's an approval



 2  process you do get the legislators more vested in



 3  the final product, but I recognize that that can



 4  be a cumbersome process.  But I would hate to see



 5  us put all this work into something that everybody



 6  follows until it's inconvenient to follow.  And I



 7  don't know how you prevent that, but the more



 8  people who are invested, the better, the stronger



 9  your end result is going to be.



10                 ANDREW LORD:  I think it's a



11  fundamental question to the formation of the plan.



12  We had four agencies that are involved and, you



13  know, one of the things that the regulated



14  community says is, oh, you have a policy.  It's



15  not really law.



16                 So the question is, how do we



17  structure a plan that creates policy and/or law



18  for four different agencies?  That's going to



19  be -- I think that's fundamental in putting a plan



20  together.  So I think that's probably a question



21  that we need to answer sooner rather than later.



22  Do we want it to have the authority of law?  Or do



23  we want it to be a policy that can be sort of



24  applied as necessary?  Or as convenient?



25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You're raising an
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� 1  excellent point, Andrew, because as you look at



 2  the other state' work plans one of the things that



 3  comes out loud and clear is that many of them have



 4  set up separate authorities, separate groups to



 5  oversee the implementation of this.  So we've long



 6  struggled with that.



 7                 When the Water Planning Council was



 8  established, it really was established because we



 9  needed some kind of plan, but we didn't have any



10  teeth in the bill.  So I think that's going to be



11  up for real debate.  It goes along with Betsey's



12  suggestion about quality versus quantity in terms



13  of how we're going to implement this, and who's



14  going to have the authority?  Do we have to put



15  more teeth in -- I'm just throwing this out -- in



16  the WUCC process, or whatever?  But somebody's got



17  to implement it.



18                 ANDREW LORD:  Right.  But I think



19  before we can even start drafting a plan we have



20  to have an answer to that question.



21                 ELIN KATZ:  As I was reading



22  Colorado's plan, and I thought it was really



23  excellent in a lot of ways.  I wrote, home rule,



24  on it.



25                 You know, if you're trying to
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� 1  create something that has -- going to be a real



 2  impetus for change, then it has to have enough



 3  force and authority that when somebody really



 4  doesn't want to do something in the plan or follow



 5  the plan, nonetheless they have to, otherwise you



 6  don't have a structure for change.



 7                 And I think that does require some



 8  kind of oversight Authority, whether it's vested



 9  in the Legislature or another board or something,



10  that otherwise you have that fundamental tension



11  that, you know, we have 169 towns with legitimate



12  ideas and concerns and development plans that are



13  going to at times clash with our vision.



14                 ANDREW LORD:  And two tribal



15  nations.



16                 ELIN KATZ:  And tribal nations.



17                 BETH BARTON:  I just want to say



18  two comments.  First of all, making it enforceable



19  kind of begs the question, enforceable against



20  who?  Is it enforceable with respect to each



21  individual, each entity?  Or is it enforceable in



22  the context of the various existing approval



23  processes that may be out there?  I think that's a



24  huge distinction.



25                 And the second comment is while I
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� 1  understand the interest in having there be teeth



 2  enforcing change and things of that nature, I



 3  would just caution you don't want to have that



 4  level of oversight or approval that is so



 5  intensive that you basically can't respond to



 6  change and developments.  And I mean, I think of,



 7  like, the remediation standard regulations.



 8                 I mean, one of the huge problems is



 9  the whole process that it has to go through,



10  whether it's a finite little detail or a big huge



11  issue, that's sort of the underpinning in the



12  regulation.  So I think you just have to be



13  cautious in terms of how detailed you want



14  whatever approval might be given to be and what it



15  actually runs to.



16                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And we talked



17  about this at, I think, the first or second policy



18  meeting.  And you know, whether the plan itself is



19  enforceable or whether it's then the plan



20  recommends legislative changes that then modify



21  programs that then have new rules by which you



22  play under those programs.



23                 And I think we kind of landed on



24  the side of, you know, to call this an enforceable



25  plan in and of itself -- may require a very
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� 1  different process for its adoption than, and even



 2  a different level of participation, buy in, all



 3  that other stuff.



 4                 So I think -- at least I thought we



 5  kind of landed on the -- whatever legislative



 6  recommendations come out of it become what the new



 7  laws would be, but I do agree there needs to be



 8  then that next step of how do you keep this plan



 9  alive and renewed and modified over time?  And



10  that may be that kind of standing authority.



11                 But I think because there's four



12  agencies involved with separate legislative



13  mandates it's kind of hard to have a single plan



14  change all that.



15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And there's also --



16  we looked at one area for dispute resolution, too.



17  Where does it go?  We're fighting this all the



18  time with the tree trimming.  Literally, we have



19  people, we have cases now set up because we have



20  one particular city where the tree -- believe it



21  or not, the tree warden wants the tree down and



22  the people -- no, the tree warden wants to keep



23  the tree and the people want to cut the tree down.



24  And that's going to be a docket here.



25                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  So in terms of
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� 1  legislation the one thing I'm hearing is that so



 2  we want to plan the -- you want to provide



 3  certainty to folks that it's clear what's allowed



 4  and what's not allowed, but at the same time you



 5  want it to be flexible.  But that's what, you



 6  know, it happens.



 7                 I mean for example, the business



 8  community would want certainty.  Like, we want to



 9  just know what the rules of the road are.  But on



10  the same token we want to, you know, we also, you



11  know, don't want to be locked in.  We want to be a



12  little flexible.



13                 ROBERT MOORE:  We're not going to



14  know what the rules of the road are until we know



15  what the plan is.  But I think with Maureen is --



16  that's where we should start, because of the way



17  we left it, you know, and focus on the plan as a



18  plan and the enforcement to come out of the



19  different agencies.



20                 So the plan may enforce the



21  agencies to do something, but it wouldn't in



22  effect create a new law.  That's kind of where we



23  left our recommendation.  But are you proposing



24  this legislation so that we can see it before?



25                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Oh, absolutely.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Oh, yes.



 2                 ROBERT MOORE:  The time to file is



 3  coming up pretty quickly.



 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, but that's going



 5  to go to the Steering Committee and to the Water



 6  Planning Advisory Group.



 7                 NICHOLAS NEELEY:  Well, it's pretty



 8  flexible.



 9                 ROBERT MOORE:  And there's some



10  other issues that we talked about.  I've mentioned



11  to Mike Sullivan, you know, we wanted to deal if



12  we could early on with this confidential or FOIA



13  information on the water utilities, and we were



14  going to get together with them.



15                 You know, is that an issue that we



16  should address this year in terms of legislation



17  if you come to some kind of conclusion with it?



18  Otherwise we're going to wait a whole year before



19  we find out some of those basic issues on yield



20  and demand and stuff like that.



21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I mean, as --



22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Can the people on



23  the phone hear us?



24                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Yes.



25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Good.
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� 1                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  It seems to me



 2  like one of the microphones, anytime it picks



 3  someone's voice up we don't hear anything in the



 4  room at all, but most of the microphones are



 5  working.



 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  It's usually my



 7  voice.



 8                 GENE LIKENS:  I agree.



 9                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Is this one



10  working?



11                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  That one is



12  working.



13                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So did you hear



14  Bob's question about -- this is Mike Sullivan.



15  Bob's question about, like, FOIA and whether or



16  not that was something that we needed to kind of



17  deal with this session?



18                 I mean, I think Elin and I are, you



19  know, as I guess all of us are as agencies, like a



20  little bit constrained right now because the



21  legislative packages are being developed and we



22  can only go forward with those kind of things that



23  OPM and the Governor's office approve.



24                 With that caveat, I mean, I think



25  as a practical matter we need to -- everybody in
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� 1  the room needs to kind of deal with the FOIA



 2  question because it gets at the -- we need to have



 3  the public feel like they know what's going into



 4  the plan.  And so the FOIA question I think needs



 5  to be dealt with as a result of that.



 6                 You need to have people feel that



 7  the process has integrity and that they know what



 8  decisions are being made as to what's in and out



 9  of the plan, that everybody has access to the same



10  information when they're making that, those kinds



11  of decisions.  So regardless of where you come in



12  or come out on the FOIA question, I think that



13  just needs to be dealt with early on in this



14  process for sure.



15                 I'd also like to kind of get back



16  to, you know, this question of, like,



17  enforceability.  I mean, my view of the plan is



18  that we're looking to have a document that informs



19  decision making at a whole variety of levels.  And



20  that that's where the plan needs to help us come



21  out with.



22                 There's going to be a variety of



23  things that, if we're successful in pulling this



24  plan together, a variety of things that are action



25  items.  And they might fall into any number of
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� 1  different areas.  They might be in the legislative



 2  recommendations, regulatory changes, like a whole



 3  host of things.  We just don't know what those are



 4  going to be right now.



 5                 The plan itself I think is not



 6  something that you take and if you're not going to



 7  be enforcing that against anybody -- but you want



 8  to have a meaningful document that informs



 9  decisions.  And that's, I think, where we



10  ultimately are going to want to be.  You don't



11  want to get in a situation where anybody here is



12  criticized for using the plan as basically what



13  amounts to guidelines and then trying to enforce,



14  an agency enforce guidelines against, like, any



15  entity.  And that's not a place where you want to



16  be.



17                 But you do want to have it strong



18  enough that you're providing sufficient direction



19  that this is what the state water plan is



20  encouraging and this is what it's discouraging.



21  And whatever the process is that we need to have



22  in terms of approval for that, I think that's



23  ultimately where we want to be.



24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Mike, with the FOIA



25  you were going to try to coordinate something in
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� 1  January, a regular planning council meeting?



 2                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Right.  That's



 3  still my goal, is to try to get three or four



 4  people that are involved at different places in



 5  this process to kind of come in and educate



 6  everybody as to what that is and how they react to



 7  FOIA requests.  And what they think makes sense,



 8  they can talk to us about that, about like



 9  possible changes in the future.



10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.



11                 ANDREW LORD:  So I have two



12  questions.



13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.



14                 ANDREW LORD:  And if I'm being



15  ignorant just tell me.  I thought the FOIA issue



16  was a little bit different.  Is that we can't get



17  information on water company assets because it's



18  protected information.  Is that the FOIA issue



19  that we're talking about?



20                 ROBERT MOORE:  Yes, generally.



21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yes, generally.



22                 BETH BARTON:  But there was also --



23  wasn't part of that, that before we even reached



24  that conclusion -- and maybe I missed the last



25  scene in the movie.
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� 1                 ANDREW LORD:  I was there, too.



 2                 BETH BARTON:  But we were going to



 3  figure out what in fact we needed and what in fact



 4  you could and couldn't get.  Because there was an



 5  issue as to whether or not this was a significant



 6  issue, or whether it really wasn't that



 7  significant in terms of what was needed.  I don't



 8  think we ever resolved that, which I think builds



 9  on your point.



10                 ROBERT MOORE:  You know, the policy



11  committee asked that the planning council gather



12  together with some of the water utilities and DAS



13  to determine what information would be



14  appropriate.  Because the issues, like, yield a



15  safe field of the demand and a few other things,



16  you know, the interconnections between --



17                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Whatever



18  microphone someone is using now is the one that



19  doesn't project onto the call.



20                 ROBERT MOORE:  Let me just get



21  closer.



22                 I think the issue was in the



23  Freedom of Information issue.  The issue really



24  was about, you know, were there issues that could



25  be removed from the DAS letter on what could be
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� 1  redacted from water plans and information?  And we



 2  had talked earlier that perhaps issues, demand,



 3  consumption, interconnection between



 4  municipalities, those issues do not threaten the



 5  security of the water supply system.  And which



 6  ones of those could be released which would help



 7  in developing the plan, because without some of



 8  those issues we wouldn't have any information on



 9  consumption.



10                 And so those were the issues that



11  we had suggested that we get together early on and



12  decide what could be available.  And if they were



13  appropriate then we could move ahead with those



14  pieces that would be missing from the process.



15  And that was kind of -- and I think you'll see



16  that there were some issues that they could, you



17  know, release without having, you know, a security



18  issue.



19                 But you know, do you need to know



20  where the water lines are?  You don't need to



21  know, you know, but you need to know how many



22  people are served.  You need to know what the



23  consumption is.  You need to know what the future



24  is and those kinds of issues which are, you know,



25  basic to how much water is there.
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� 1                 ANDREW LORD:  Right.  Okay.



 2                 ROBERT MOORE:  And that's, you



 3  know, do you need to have a legislative change or



 4  at least a determination by DAS that these are



 5  issues that are not protected by, you know, by



 6  fiat.



 7                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Right.  I think



 8  that's right.  And so it gets back to what Beth



 9  was saying.  You know, once you make the



10  determination as to what you need, like, at a



11  minimum to move this process forward.  If it's



12  possible to kind of deal with those things



13  administratively, we should go ahead and do that



14  if we need legislative changes to clarify that and



15  everybody is in agreement that that will not have



16  a security impact.  Then we ought to be able to do



17  that pretty quickly.



18                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think



19  that's something that Corin reported back on as



20  well from -- I think she said California dealt



21  with that in terms of their plan and things.  So



22  again, maybe what we can learn from some of the



23  other states.



24                 And I think they, you know, the



25  reservation of the utilities is, we don't mind
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� 1  doing aggregate data, but when you get to single



 2  supply or if you have a utility that only has a



 3  single supply, how do you deal with that?  So she



 4  did say, I think, they did it on a unit basis, not



 5  an individual source or something.



 6                 Now whether that will work or not



 7  is, you know, to be discussed, but I think there's



 8  something we can learn from how they've dealt with



 9  it and what's applicable here as well.  So --



10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Anything



11  further on this before we -- Rob, you need a



12  little break?  All set?  All set for water or



13  something?



14                 THE REPORTER:  I'm fine.



15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.



16                 ROBERT MOORE:  He's amazing.



17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  He is amazing.



18  Listen, he's been with me for hours upon hours.



19                 If there's nothing else on



20  legislative matters we're going to shift into the



21  other states' work plans and open up the Steering



22  Committee.  Can the people on the phone hear me?



23                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Yeah.



24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  One thing I have to



25  say looking over the report, again to Matt and
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� 1  Pat, and of the committee when you were involved,



 2  what a ton of work went into reviewing these



 3  reports.  I mean, it's just unbelievable.  And the



 4  way they laid it out is really reader friendly in



 5  terms of what they tried to accomplish.  So I'd



 6  like to thank them again on behalf of Steering



 7  Committee and the council for the work that they



 8  did.



 9                 So I just want to open up for



10  discussions if anybody has any reactions to what



11  they might have read.  And again, these are just



12  used as examples.  So the most current one that



13  was just approved was Colorado, which was approved



14  earlier this fall.  One of the interesting things



15  about that is the dollar amount attached to it.



16  And you can see that's a theme through all the



17  reports.



18                 The money that you have to commit



19  for funds moving forward, consistent outreach,



20  educational programs for people, consistent



21  stakeholder involvement, and also the fact the



22  legislative and government bodies are behind what



23  you're doing and on how you're assessing the



24  situation, which comes up pretty much



25  science-based most of the time.
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� 1                 So I'm going to open up the



 2  discussion.



 3                 ELIN KATZ:  I'll just talk about



 4  the Colorado report, which was the one they



 5  pointed us to particularly.



 6                 Putting aside the particulars of



 7  the issues which were -- actually we had some



 8  great discussion.  I really liked the way it



 9  framed the issues as far as it was a very positive



10  report.  You know, it started with this idea, you



11  know, people of Colorado and recognizing the



12  challenges, but then we have, you know, the water



13  plan has answers.



14                 You know, maybe it's overconfident,



15  but I think that that's something to keep in mind.



16  For me at least as a goal is, how do we propose



17  something that's positive that has a roadmap



18  forward instead of -- I'm not saying we would end



19  there, but you know, it's easy to focus on the



20  problems without framing it in terms of solutions.



21  So that was just one thing that struck me about



22  it.



23                 And the other thing is, and in



24  other reports, too, is the very specific goals as



25  far as, you know, the measurable objectives.  The
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� 1  goals, the action plans, and the unit checking.  I



 2  think as I've been saying through these meetings



 3  it's very easy to get off into almost a little bit



 4  of a philosophical debate on issues.  And I'm



 5  absolutely guilty of it, too.  And I think



 6  that's -- you're going to need part of that.



 7                 But at some point you've got to



 8  start writing down every possible goal and then



 9  decide which ones -- you can't focus on every one,



10  but which ones you're going to focus on.  And



11  then, you know, what's the measurable objective



12  and what's the action item?  I thought that that



13  framework was particularly helpful.



14                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think



15  that speaks to a couple of things.  You know, you



16  talk about one of the key principles that the



17  other states' workgroup came out with being an



18  iterative process.  If we don't have adequate



19  funding to do it all, how do we do enough to make



20  it valuable in the onset but know that there's



21  more to come?



22                 Because I think every time we have



23  a discussion about, what data do we have?  What



24  data do we need?  We know don't have it all and we



25  may not have the basis to make all the decisions,
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� 1  but how far can you go with what you have and



 2  then -- but not make decisions absent data, but at



 3  least set things up as to how you would approach



 4  getting the data, or move to the next step.  So I



 5  think that came through loud and clear both in the



 6  other states' workgroups and I think the Colorado



 7  one, too, as well as they framed that.



 8                 And I think the other thing, as you



 9  said, Jack, is the whole outreach piece.  I mean,



10  Colorado's was amazing, what they did.  And I



11  think that came back from Corin.  And those folks



12  from their meetings was, you know, early outreach



13  and just, you know, just the Q and A that's on the



14  Colorado site for the average member of the public



15  to get that, and then the amount of meetings they



16  had and stuff like that.



17                 It really makes you think about



18  we're all so ingrained in this and it's what we



19  do.  Then how do you step back 20 feet to somebody



20  who has no idea what this is, about to make it



21  relevant to them and build, you know, whether it's



22  public or legislators who really don't have an



23  interest in this?



24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, yeah.  As we



25  get into this, I mean, I see the Steering
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� 1  Committee really holding some hearings out around



 2  the state, maybe one in every county, whatever.



 3  I'm not sure.  But once we roll out the website



 4  perhaps that would be the time to start.



 5                 So far we've been down in Fairfield



 6  University.  I think we had a great presentation



 7  down there.  And we were at Yale, a couple of



 8  these schools as well.  So it's good stuff.



 9                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I just want to



10  make one thing clear from the perspective of the



11  other states' groups.  I was a member of it.



12  There are several people here who were.  Matt was



13  one of the chairs.  Gail was on it.  Alicia was on



14  it.  David was on it.  Martha was on it.  Did I



15  miss anybody else who was part of that group?



16  Anyway, so they can all weigh in.



17                 But we decided at the very



18  beginning that our intent was not to recommend any



19  particular plan.  And so the fact that you all got



20  the Colorado plan is just because, I assume, it



21  was because it's the one been the most recent.



22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's right.



23                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  But it's not, as



24  I say, it's not an endorsement from the group.  We



25  decided that we would focus on the kinds of
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� 1  elements that would be important in how other



 2  states address that particular issue, and that's



 3  the way it was framed.



 4                 Throughout our discussions, though,



 5  we found that without those overarching



 6  principles -- that are listed in the beginning of



 7  the group's report in the green box -- you might



 8  as well stop now.  If we don't have a commitment



 9  to making sure that the funding is there, making



10  sure you have all the stakeholders on board, et



11  cetera, that the odds that any kind of a plan



12  would be successful and implementable go to almost



13  zero.



14                 And so we really wanted to stress



15  the importance of those overarching principles and



16  that's something that I think this group, and



17  through the Water Planning Council, needs to



18  really commit to, to make this a successful



19  process.



20                 ROBERT MOORE:  I thought the draft



21  table of contents by the committee, you know,



22  really was appropriate.  The only thing I looked



23  at is some of the other order plans are really



24  more focused on individual basins.  And there



25  might have to be a, you know, if you look at this
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� 1  outline you might want to take the watersheds or



 2  individual basins and look at some of the issues



 3  related to the basin or the WUCC, or some other,



 4  you know.



 5                 As you get into some of the



 6  conditions it may be more appropriate to look at



 7  it, you know, in a narrower scope than some of



 8  these things and have subcategories under some of



 9  those issues.  And I think the Colorado one, you



10  know, really they have all those crazy basins and



11  all these plans with everybody in the world.



12                 But I thought the Colorado one in



13  its glitz made it somewhat more readable.  I mean,



14  the history, the photography, you know, when you



15  look at it online it jumps out at you, what



16  they've done in terms of the glitz.  And that



17  would be a budget consideration for development of



18  the report.



19                 But you know, I think it added a



20  lot to the readability to get, you know, some of



21  the pictures in there.  And it just broke up the



22  boredom of reading through everything.  But you



23  know, that was good.



24                 I thought that their last page on



25  the, you know, where they had the summary of their
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� 1  critical goals and actions was a decent summary.



 2  You know, they took every, the whole report and



 3  broke it down into four or five pages by the



 4  critical actions in each of the areas that they



 5  looked at in terms of demand and supply, quantity



 6  and quality.  And they had the critical actions in



 7  there.



 8                 And I thought that was kind of an



 9  interesting way to summarize the whole report.



10  And you know, it referred back to how to read it.



11  So you could go to the back of the report and if



12  you just wanted to -- you didn't have to read the



13  whole thing to get a sense of where it's going.



14                 And I think in terms of this plan



15  and what we're talking about, it doesn't enact any



16  rules but it suggests where this legislation



17  should be and it suggests where there should be



18  process.  So it's kind of the same focus, of what



19  we've agreed that it says, needs legislation.  And



20  this one needs to be done by current rules.



21                 So it kind of blends those things



22  together, which I think would be a good format for



23  us.  I guess, we need to change this or we have a



24  current system that implements it and we just need



25  to do it.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anyone Else?



 2  Anybody on the phone have any comments about the



 3  other states?



 4                 GENE LIKENS:  This is Gene.  I



 5  think the work of the committee to pull these



 6  plans together for evidencing has been really



 7  good.



 8                 There's been a couple of recent



 9  scientific papers on what happened in Australia



10  with their plans.  I can share those papers with



11  someone if you like.  And if you could send me



12  your e-mail I'm happy to send along those papers.



13  They're an analysis of what happened, what worked



14  and what didn't work.



15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's great.



16                 Actually Gail Lucchina, Gail will



17  send you everybody's e-mail.  That would be



18  terrific.



19                 Anybody from the audience have any



20  comments or questions?



21                 (No response.)



22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I know it's three



23  days before Christmas, so we're all thinking about



24  the Christmas shopping that we haven't done yet.



25                 Go ahead.
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� 1                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I'm interested in



 2  getting people's sense of how the work of that



 3  committee will be used in this process.  Is it



 4  something that we'll just make available to a



 5  consultant working on it?  Is it something that we



 6  as a steering committee want to pick and choose



 7  key items that need to be addressed?  Are there



 8  next steps for the group, our next steps for the



 9  Steering Committee related to this?



10                 And another thing to clarify.  It



11  may have been obvious from the information,



12  particularly the long table.  We intentionally



13  were not trying to do a comprehensive summary of



14  each of the plans.  The instructions to the group



15  was when you look through a particular state's



16  plan, just note what jumped out of you.  Do not



17  try and summarize the whole thing, but what might



18  be somewhat unique, what might be somewhat



19  troubling.



20                 There was a couple of places where



21  it said, not to be emulated.  You know, this is



22  something that didn't work, so let's not go there.



23  So that it was not intended to be all encompassing



24  by any means.



25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm sorry.
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� 1                 Tom?



 2                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I just wanted



 3  to -- let me throw out a response to your



 4  question.



 5                 I thought the table of contents, if



 6  they were viewed as directionally correct by the



 7  Planning Council, administratively, and



 8  essentially framed the scope of work that you're



 9  looking for a consultant to help write, basically



10  say here's the content --



11                 GENE LIKENS:  We've lost you again.



12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm sorry, Gene.



13                 Tom, come right up here to one of



14  these mics.



15                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I simply said



16  that from my vantage point I've always viewed a



17  table of contents that came out of the other



18  states' plans workgroup that was endorsed as, for



19  lack of a better description, as directionally



20  correct in terms of what you'd be looking for in



21  the deliverable from a state plan could be used



22  for the purposes of beginning to scope the nature



23  of work that you're looking for in terms of a



24  consultant that NEIWPCC would help identify going



25  forward.
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� 1                 And so at some point in time if



 2  people say, look, from a content point of view



 3  without necessarily saying what that content will



 4  say, that's essentially what we want the state



 5  plan to reflect as we go forward.  That would be



 6  helpful in terms of setting the scope.



 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew?



 8                 ANDREW LORD:  No, I was just -- I'm



 9  coming at this from a very practical perspective,



10  in that what's the role of the Steering Committee



11  in drafting the plan?  What do we actually have to



12  do to get this process working?  With you guys?



13  With us?



14                 You know, at some point we have to



15  start filling the content and the table of



16  contents.  So we need to have, either we need to



17  have discussions or we need to defer it to the



18  consultant to go forward with drafting it, and



19  then we review it.  I'm just, like, what do I have



20  to do to move this plan forward, is really my



21  practical question.



22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that Tom --



23  well, let me just answer what Virginia was asking



24  in terms of the other states work plans that were



25  reviewed in terms of who's going to do what.  I
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� 1  think that everybody, and particularly NEIWPCC



 2  would be utilizing that as a point of reference



 3  when they go out and look at a consultant.  And I



 4  would see using that as a roadmap, and we start



 5  putting our plan together as we go through that.



 6  Those are the pieces that the Steering Committee



 7  will be reviewing and critiquing as we move along.



 8                 ANDREW LORD:  So we don't start the



 9  process?  I mean, the consultant will provide us



10  with a draft that's, you know?



11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Or the committee.  I



12  mean, there could be some things coming out of the



13  committees that would be something that would go



14  into the plan, because the Science and Technology



15  Committee and the policy committee could very well



16  have something come out of there that would be



17  incorporated into the plan.



18                 CHRIS CLARK:  But I think it would



19  be helpful if the project managers were to put



20  forth how they would see this starting to come



21  together and what our roles would be.



22                 Because another role has to -- I



23  think should factor in here is the stakeholders.



24  And who are they going to be?  And how are you



25  going to factor their comments into the plan as
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� 1  you try to develop this?



 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.



 3                 ANDREW LORD:  Yeah, my question is



 4  just mechanical, almost.



 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, and you're



 6  absolutely correct.



 7                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  For my



 8  perspective, so I think I am looking for the



 9  Steering Committee to help.  I agree with Tom's



10  point about sort of having this model table of



11  contents as sort of a placeholder for a consultant



12  to start from.



13                 I struggle a little bit with this



14  table of contents.  So if somebody who's not --



15  who's thinking broader than water allocation plan,



16  I might, you know, in stream, out of stream, I



17  might think that needs to go away.  But getting



18  feedback from the Steering Committee about what --



19  do we have consensus on, is this the right table



20  of contents?  Will this bring us to solving the



21  problem that we identified that we want the plan



22  to solve?  So feedback on that I think would be



23  really helpful.



24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's a good



25  starting point.





                            85

� 1                 ELIN KATZ:  I mean, the other



 2  question when you start talking about process and,



 3  you know, the process is obviously very important



 4  to me.  You can't advocate if you don't have



 5  anywhere to advocate in a process.



 6                 So I always think about at what



 7  point do you seek public input?  If you do it too



 8  soon you can end up with chaos.  But if you do it



 9  too far down the line then everyone is invested



10  and it's very -- it's harder to change.



11                 So I think you've really got to



12  think about, do you start with some scoping



13  meetings and then go back, and go back and forth?



14  And do you do that section by section?  Or do you



15  try to manage the whole elephant at once?  There's



16  all different models, but I think we have to



17  figure out which one is going to work based on



18  who's writing the report, how we're writing it and



19  the extent to which we want public input, which I



20  am assuming is a lot.



21                 ROBERT MOORE:  In terms of what Tom



22  has said, I agree with him.  I think that in order



23  to write a scope of services for a consultant you



24  need to have an outline that you want done.



25  Otherwise you're going to end up negotiating for a
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� 1  long time with a consultant about, you know, that



 2  doesn't cover this.  It doesn't cover that.



 3                 And this outline, the model outline



 4  in a little bit of detail would help focusing in



 5  right away on getting a better product.  Obviously



 6  it will change as we start to get that and fill in



 7  the blanks in policies and stuff.  But you know,



 8  for a starting point, you know, I would hate to



 9  have NEIWPCC and Tom say, you know, let's go out



10  for an RFP for, you know -- unless Milone &



11  MacBroom sitting in the back of the room every



12  time.  So they may have a better sense of where



13  we're going, but other consultants will not.



14                 You know, so they won't have, you



15  know, a detail of how do you want this thing done?



16  And maybe it would be better for you to start with



17  here's an outline of what we're looking at and how



18  would you fill in this, and how would you get paid



19  to do this?



20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Susan is going to



21  answer all these questions?  Susan?



22                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I'll answer some.



23  I don't know if they can hear me if I sit here.



24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, come up here,



25  Susan, please.
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� 1                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  So it's Susan



 2  Sullivan with New England Interstate Water



 3  Pollution Control Commission.



 4                 As you know, we just entered into



 5  procurement services for the consultant that we



 6  were just talking about, and I thought it would be



 7  valuable -- can everybody hear me?  I don't know



 8  how far away I am -- for maybe, Steve, your sense



 9  of what we were thinking about how our equipment



10  would work and then we could have a dialogue.



11                 It's never NEIWPCC's intention to



12  do any kind of work without coordinating with our



13  players.  So I look at the Steering Committee here



14  as our team.  And in our mind we're sort of



15  thinking that we will take at least a semblance of



16  the table of contents, lay out a draft RFP for



17  discussion purposes only, bring it back to the



18  Steering Committee to have a dialogue about, is



19  this sort of hitting the mark or not?



20                 It will be no surprise that with



21  the amount of money that's available to actually



22  do the work, that we're a little concerned based



23  on how big the elephant is of how many bites



24  you're actually going to get.



25                 And as we've been talking, and I've
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� 1  been listening, I've been thinking that there's



 2  probably value in laying out the RFP in different



 3  segments so that you can get a sense of how much



 4  sections might cost.  Because you all haven't



 5  really settled into, is it going to be quality,



 6  quantity, what it is you're going to want.



 7                 And from our perspective we don't



 8  have to tell anybody how much money is available



 9  to do the work.  We just need to ask them how much



10  it's going to cost them.  So we can ask them in



11  sections and that may be more helpful when we



12  decide, because at the end NEIWPCC is not going to



13  be the one that says, oh, were picking this



14  consultant.



15                 We're going to be talking to you on



16  who's the best fit and are they hitting the mark?



17  Did they write their proposal in a way that is



18  going to get you to the place you want to be?



19  Because it's critically important to us that the



20  final product is what you asked for and you paid



21  for.  And that's important because from beginning



22  to end people's viewpoints on what this docket



23  should look like are going to change.  So we're



24  going to try to be incredibly clear on what it is



25  you want.
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� 1                 And I know that's complicated and



 2  certainly this entire dialogue is complicated, so



 3  it shouldn't be a surprise.  But that's sort of



 4  where we were thinking, is we probably will write



 5  something to share with you in draft form off of



 6  what you've provided us.  But that doesn't mean



 7  that's what we have to send out.



 8                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So time is of



 9  essence.



10                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Well, that's where



11  I was going next.  However we have an obligation



12  to get this out in the February timeline.  So it's



13  not going to be like we're going to say, sit



14  around for a year.



15                 And I should also bring up that



16  NEIWPCC has a pretty strong conflict of interest



17  policy.  So anyone who may have any interest in



18  playing in any part with any consultant, with any



19  payment would be immediately disqualified from



20  participating.  So that's important, too, from the



21  Steering Committee in who you may want.



22                 And we're not particular.  We call



23  it a steering committee, but it doesn't have to be



24  your Steering Committee.  You could give us two,



25  three people that you think are great to help us
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� 1  lead the development of the RFP and we'll finalize



 2  it and come back to you.  It depends on what you



 3  want it to look like and that was sort of what I



 4  was hoping to talk about in the next one, two



 5  weeks, because time is of the essence.



 6                 But we're relatively well



 7  positioned to move quickly forward once we know



 8  what it looks like.  I'm not worried about getting



 9  it out.  That's not our -- it's really what is the



10  meat going to be?  And you've done a lot of work



11  already.  I think you're well positioned to move



12  forward.



13                 But I think the question is, who do



14  you want to be joining NEIWPCC to develop the RFP?



15  And then the next question is, who do you want to



16  be on our team authority to select the consultant?



17                 And again, we do have a pretty



18  strong conflict of interest policy because it's



19  not in our best interests to end up in that



20  situation either.  And we haven't had that



21  conversation with the board or anyone yet, but



22  that was sort of where we were coming from.



23                 And I get what people are saying of



24  maybe the table of contents isn't necessarily what



25  everybody wants, but maybe the extras or the





                            91

� 1  things that are maybe outside could be a piece



 2  that we ask for different accounting for.  And



 3  maybe we don't do them this time, or maybe we



 4  can't afford them.  I don't know, because we don't



 5  have a sense yet.



 6                 But I was glad that Chris asked



 7  that question because I think it is important for



 8  us because we basically have six weeks to get an



 9  RFP out.  So who are we going to work with, is



10  what I needed to be guided with.



11                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Let me just pick



12  up on a couple things that Susan said.  It's not



13  only what the nature of the document or the



14  report, or the deliverable that you are going to



15  be approaching the market is asking them, but you



16  know, there are questions.



17                 For example, are you looking for a



18  single contractor that has the ability, not only



19  to help you with the content of the report, but



20  also is tasked to do the public engagement, public



21  involvement piece in terms of thinking of those



22  pieces through as well?



23                 And again, then the second piece



24  is, as Susan has mentioned, it's unlikely I think



25  in a perfect world, and we live in an imperfect
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� 1  world, to get everything that I think everyone



 2  would want to have in the amount of money that's



 3  set aside right now.



 4                 But it will help, I think, once



 5  you've gone out and you've approached the market.



 6  It will help both frame, kind of, whether it has



 7  to be squeezed or not, but also help frame the



 8  ability to advocate for the release of the second



 9  chunk of money that's sitting out there and to do



10  that in a timely fashion.  So it's not only about



11  the content of the report, it's kind of the



12  stakeholder engagement, because that has to be



13  tied together on this thing going forward.



14                 Susan is absolutely right.  As we



15  move through this you'll need a process by which



16  the Steering Committee and the Water Planning



17  Council are in alignment about what's going out in



18  terms of the approach to the marketplace.  And



19  then once it comes back, how do you kind of sort



20  through that and decide what you're going to do?



21  And that's something that needs attention over the



22  course of the next couple weeks.



23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That clarifies it, I



24  think.



25                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Now all the work
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� 1  that's been done so far with our various groups



 2  have been done with people who have never put



 3  together a formal water plan.  We've done versions



 4  of it over the past many decades.  And I think



 5  there's probably a lot of expertise that a



 6  potential consultant could bring to this process,



 7  and I know there are consultants out there who



 8  have written plans for other states.



 9                 Can we work in some kind of



10  flexibility to the RFP so that if somebody says,



11  well, you know, we did the plan for the Sonoran



12  State and this is what we found really was



13  necessary?  And you know, it could change what



14  we're doing.



15                 Is it possible to have that kind of



16  flexibility in the RFP even though what they end



17  up doing might not be what they were asked to do?



18                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I think that



19  there's flexibility in all of those realms,



20  because what we're looking for is the most



21  qualified group of people to help us get to a



22  place.  And if they have better suggestions I



23  certainly think that it's important to use them.



24                 And I'm glad, Virginia, you asked



25  because my mind went to a different spot when you
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� 1  started talking.  I want to be clear that we're



 2  not suggesting that the many players who



 3  participate in this process can't respond to the



 4  RFP if they so choose once it's out.



 5                 What we're telling you and saying



 6  out loud is, we won't allow them to be on the team



 7  of people writing the RFP or selecting the team.



 8  That's the conflict of interest part and I



 9  probably should have clarified that before.



10  Because we certainly know you have plenty of



11  experts, many of whom have been involved.



12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So how many people



13  would you like to help assist with the RFP?  And



14  how many would you like to be on the RFP selection



15  committee in terms of numbers?



16                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I don't have a



17  number.  Maybe between three and seven, but what I



18  really need is people who actually have time in



19  the next month to really participate.  You know



20  what I mean?  That's going to be the key part



21  because timing is tight.



22                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  You need people



23  in the next month to participate in shaping the



24  RFP as it goes to the marketplace?



25                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Yes.
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� 1                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Not to vet the



 2  responses.  Right?



 3                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  No, just right



 4  now.  However it would be nice if they were the



 5  same group of people.  They don't have to be, but



 6  it would be nice if whoever wanted to participate.



 7                 Because although you have a lot of



 8  people on your team in different areas, it would



 9  be better if people weren't relearning.  So it



10  would be better if the same three to seven people,



11  probably seven if we can include the vetting part,



12  or together.



13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So everybody



14  on the Steering Committee would be so nice as to



15  go home and check their calendars.  And if you're



16  interested, send me an e-mail by next Monday.



17                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Perfect.



18                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  It's a short



19  week, Jack, and Christmas to an extent in between.



20                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  We can actually



21  make it until the 4th.  How's that?  Does that



22  work?



23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  And Gail



24  Lucchina will send out the e-mail.



25                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  And if we're
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� 1  talking about timing I think your next meeting is



 2  February 2nd.



 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  But the thing of it



 4  is, is that we also have our next meeting for the



 5  Water Planning Council, itself is January 5th.



 6  And we can always call the Steering Committee that



 7  day as well.



 8                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Okay.



 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So we could call it



10  special.  That's our regularly scheduled one, but



11  we could do something.  You can do a conference



12  call or we could have a special if we need to.



13                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Because just from



14  a timing perspective we probably will want to do



15  things over the phone to make sure that we can get



16  things done.



17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah, I think the



18  phone is better for a lot of people, anyway.



19                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I would propose



20  that we, we the Steering Committee assume that we



21  will have some meetings by conference call and the



22  first one or two of those might be difficult until



23  we really learn each other's voices.  And you



24  know, I've been on conference calls with 19



25  people.  When you know the voices the conversation
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� 1  goes as smooth as if you're in the room.



 2                 And so I, just in terms of



 3  schedules and timing and travel, I think that



 4  would be a good, good plan, when we've got this



 5  crunch period and we might have other crunch



 6  periods in the future.



 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Maureen?



 8                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Can I just ask



 9  for clarification?  Are you asking for just



10  members of the Steering Committee to be on this



11  selection committee?  Or if there are people who



12  have more experience in RFPs or otherwise that may



13  not sit on the Steering Committee?  Should we



14  suggest them, or do you want to just limit it to



15  this?



16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Unless anybody



17  disagrees, I'd rather keep it to the Steering



18  Committee.



19                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Okay.



20                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Jack, can I just?



21  And Susan, you may want to stay for this.



22                 To go back to one point Chris made



23  earlier.  I think once the consultant is, or



24  consult, you know, however it's laid out -- is on



25  board.  Then to your point, Chris, the work that
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� 1  gets done through the policy work, the work that



 2  gets done through the Science and Tech workgroup



 3  are going to be supported and framed along with



 4  the consulting resources that will be part of the



 5  team.



 6                 Ultimately it will have to be



 7  vetted before the entire Steering Committee.  You



 8  know, substantive issues have to come back through



 9  the Steering Committee, but you'll have that



10  resource to help kind of move those issues along



11  through the process.



12                 CHRIS CLARK:  Yeah, I think that's



13  a critical piece.



14                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  It is.  It is a



15  critical piece.



16                 CHRIS CLARK:  It's just taking off



17  in a bunch of different directions.



18                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  No, that's right.



19  That's right.



20                 CHRIS CLARK:  Your expertise is to



21  pull it back and give us focus, yeah.



22                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  I'm going to try.



23                 CHRIS CLARK:  It's easy for it to



24  take off, because it's a complicated issue.



25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, Susan and Tom
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� 1  really kind of -- they whip us into shape here.



 2  So okay.



 3                 Yes?



 4                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  It's been brought



 5  up in this discussion that the table of contents



 6  could be a good initial roadmap of what might go



 7  into an RFP.  And Ellen mentioned that she had



 8  some reservations about portions of it.



 9                 I think it would behoove us to have



10  a discussion in the steering group in terms of the



11  adequacy of it and if there are obvious things



12  that need changing right now before NEIWPCC starts



13  working on using that as a basis for an RFP.



14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.



15                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Is that something



16  you want to do right now?  I mean, we don't want



17  to postpone until February.



18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No.



19                 ELIN KATZ:  I would suggest maybe,



20  not put to Ellen on the spot, although it's a



21  great name and I know, you know, that if you could



22  e-mail us sort of your concerns.  Rather than



23  trying to respond on the spot, I'd like to think



24  about the issues you raised and be a little more



25  thoughtful than just kind of spitballing.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I kind of put this



 2  in the same category as people who want to be on



 3  the RFP criteria committee and the RFP committee,



 4  that by the first Monday in January if you have



 5  any concerns if you could get it to us, unless



 6  there's something burning.  I mean, something



 7  right this moment.  I didn't want to cut anybody



 8  off.



 9                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So right.  So I



10  mean, why am I struggling?  You know, is everybody



11  else on board with the table of contents?  So



12  maybe I'm the outlier.  I sort of thought back in



13  June -- was it in June when we started this



14  process?



15                 At that session I sort of got a



16  sense that we were talking about water.  We



17  weren't making a distinction between water in



18  streams, water in lakes, water along the shore.



19  It was all water, so water people consumed.



20  Water, you know, wastewater isn't, as Julie



21  Zimmerman corrected me, it's just the wrong word.



22  It's just water of a different quality.



23                 And so a little bit in here.  When



24  I keep saying, in stream, out of stream, are we



25  thinking collectively about sort of that water





                           101

� 1  budget?  And are we ensuring that water used in



 2  basins stays in that basin?



 3                 And we utilize water for -- we



 4  match the quality of water to its best use.  And



 5  maybe I don't see that in here and maybe it is, or



 6  maybe others aren't interested in that.



 7                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  If I may?  The



 8  intent was that it definitely is included.  And



 9  folks, correct me if I'm wrong, but the use of in



10  stream and out of stream, the in stream was to



11  encompass all the non-water supply issues, the



12  environmental issues, the wastewater assimilation



13  issues, everything that's happening in the stream.



14                 And why I spoke slowly when I said



15  the water supply issues is it wasn't solely



16  drinking water supply, but that could be



17  industrials plan.  It could be agricultural



18  supply.  But the water that needs to stay in the



19  stream was trying to encompass, I think, exactly



20  what your concern is.  That it was not just a



21  drinking water allocation plan, or a water



22  withdrawal allocation plan.  That it really did



23  want to encompass all the pieces of it to address



24  the environmental issues.



25                 ROBERT MOORE:  Elin, I think if you
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� 1  look at the annotated version of the outline, I



 2  might have trouble with the names and the titles



 3  of the sections, but if you look at the annotated



 4  version under the current conditions estimate,



 5  under understanding Connecticut water resources,



 6  it talks about waste assimilation and issues.



 7                 Under the, understanding



 8  Connecticut demand, it looks at recreation.  It



 9  looks at waste assimilation.  If you look at the



10  water resources structure it talks about land use



11  and stuff like that.



12                 So I think, you know, the term



13  "understanding Connecticut's water," you know,



14  when you look at what's written as the annotation



15  in there, it covers all those issues pretty



16  intensively.  I think it hits the quality/quantity



17  in both of these cases as you look on the current



18  condition assessment.



19                 And then it raises conflict and



20  challenges our dealing with aging infrastructure,



21  the impacts on demand.  You know, it handles all



22  those issues.  So it's not clear, I think, in the



23  words that are used in the actual table, but when



24  you read the annotation and what they expected, so



25  maybe we ought to change some of the titles.  And
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� 1  you look at the annotation, it does -- and then it



 2  gets into preparing for change.



 3                 You know, I could say that's not



 4  the right title, but when you get to the



 5  annotation it does hit the issues that we need to



 6  address in this thing.  So you know, and I think



 7  as a consultant comes in, you know, we use this as



 8  a guidance document, you know, they'll probably



 9  come up with their own terms of how it's done.



10                 So I think when you look at the



11  annotation, what's meant in there, you know, maybe



12  I would suggest some title changes to some of the



13  chapters and stuff.  But other than that, I think



14  the annotation hit all the issues that we've been



15  talking about in terms of water is water.



16                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  So perhaps we



17  should be sharing the annotated version as the



18  basis for the RFP, not the table, the abbreviated



19  table of contents.



20                 ROBERT MOORE:  Right.  So I think



21  the work that's done in here is much clearer, that



22  it addresses everything, rather than this.  And so



23  I think that it probably hits the issues, and if



24  you focus on that part.



25                 And you know, and the other thing,
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� 1  Virginia.  When the consultant gets hired they're



 2  going to come in and show us their best effort.



 3  They're going to come in and say, you know, you



 4  have a nice plan here, but I did this.  And look



 5  how it worked.



 6                 You know, they're going to come in



 7  and say, you know, hire me because I've already



 8  done this.  I've done that, and you know, you



 9  might be off base on this, but I can do this and I



10  can get it better and I can do it, you know.  So I



11  think they won't be limited in this is an RFP.



12  They'll come in and say how they're going to



13  address this, but then they're going to show how



14  great they are.



15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes?



16                 JANE CERASO:  Regarding the scope



17  of the RFP, we don't have, neither Susan nor I



18  have a copy of that table of contents.  So a



19  request to get that.



20                 And also a question whether that



21  table of contents will address what's in 14163,



22  because that's kind of how we scoped our work with



23  you thinking you wanted to meet your statutory



24  minimums here.



25                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  The group did a
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� 1  crosscheck between the legislation and the table



 2  of contents and we did crosschecks with what else?



 3  We did three of them, as I recall.



 4                 MATTHEW PAFFORD:  Yeah, it was with



 5  the public act.  It was with the Steering



 6  Committee recommendations.



 7                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Yes, we did the



 8  crosscheck.



 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Yes?



10                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Susan, do you



11  have the other states' report?



12                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  Yes.



13                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Okay.



14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Mike Sullivan.



15                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I do agree with



16  what Bob was saying about the annotated table of



17  contents.  And I do think that reflects a lot of



18  the discussions that were had.



19                 But maybe, I mean, just if you



20  follow up on what you were saying earlier.  If



21  Ellen or anybody else has comments about that then



22  maybe they could get back to you by whatever the



23  date was.



24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  The same day, the



25  first Monday in January, which is the 4th.
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� 1                 Okay.  Is that all right?  Okay.



 2  Yes?



 3                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And just to



 4  make sure you have -- I know there's been a couple



 5  versions of the other states' reports, so if



 6  you're working off one make sure you actually have



 7  the last final one to the consultant.  Because



 8  remember, there was a revision to the table of



 9  contents and some other stuff.  So Susan said she



10  had one, but make sure.



11                 SUSAN SULLIVAN:  September 17th.



12                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  That sounds



13  right.  I know, Elin, you're looking for the table



14  of contents in that one.  And I think you may be



15  looking at an older version.



16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Anything else



17  to come before us today?  Yes?



18                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I shared with



19  planning council members -- and it's really not



20  the Steering Committee -- but to the planning



21  council that memo regarding the watershed lands



22  group and the Kinder Morgan application.  I



23  forwarded it to you this morning that they had



24  some thoughts they wanted to share, and wanted to



25  give it to you now so that maybe at the
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� 1  January 5th meeting you could be prepared to



 2  discuss that, since I guess the deadline for FERC



 3  comments is January 6th according to Margaret.



 4                 ROBERT MOORE:  You have two days.



 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.



 6                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  Actually the



 7  deadline for comments, and this is March 6th, that



 8  the intervenor, to file for intervenor is March



 9  6th.  You can make comments to FERC at any time.



10                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  March 6th or



11  January 6th?



12                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  I'm sorry, January



13  6th.



14                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I though we



15  just bought two months.  So the request for



16  intervenors is due by January 6th?



17                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  Yeah.



18                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Okay.  Thank



19  you.  I did not know that.



20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Yes?



21                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I would be



22  interested in seeing the MOU or whatever it was,



23  MOA with NEIWPCC just to see what it was that



24  you've been charged to do.



25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We can get that





                           108

� 1  around to Steering Committee members.  Absolutely.



 2  Gail, please.  Thank goodness we have Gail.  We'll



 3  get that information out to you.



 4                 Any other questions from the



 5  Steering Committee?  Anything else?  Anybody from



 6  the public wish to address us.



 7                 (No response.)



 8                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Well, thank



 9  you all very, very much.  Happy holidays.  Happy



10  New Year.  And we'll see you all in January.  And



11  you know you have your homework assignments so you



12  know what to get into us.  So thank you all very



13  much.



14                 (Whereupon, the above proceedings



15  were concluded at 3:14 p.m.)
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� 1                      CERTIFICATE



 2
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