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 1 
 2                 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.  Let's call
 3  this meeting of the Water Planning Council to
 4  order.  Good afternoon.  Thanks to DEEP for
 5  hosting us here in the Gina McCarthy Auditorium.
 6                 A quick quiz.  Does anybody know
 7  who Gina McCarthy is?  Everybody knows the former
 8  DEEP --
 9                 LORI VITAGLIANO: Yes.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN: Someone on the
11  phone.  Very good.  You win the prize.
12                 Who is on the phone?
13                 FAITH GAVIN KUHN: Faith Gavin
14  Kuhn.
15                 LORI VITAGLIANO: Lori Vitagliano.
16                 SUSAN MOREA: Sue Morea with CDM.
17                 LEN DeJONG: Len DeJong.
18                 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.  So we have
19  several items to go over this afternoon.  We're
20  going to review the executive summary and the
21  two-page summary.  We're going by the comments
22  flagged by CDM, and the MM team, new discussion,
23  the discussion teams that may need more attention
24  but may not be captured in detailed comments such
25  as private wells and groundwater.
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 1                 Then we're going to talk about
 2  making the formal presentation, I guess, handing
 3  over to the WPC, how we're going to do that.  And
 4  then finally, and a very important part of this
 5  agenda is outreach and budget.
 6                 So with that we're going to turn it
 7  over to you, Kirk.
 8                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Thanks.  Here we
 9  are.  It's been an interesting year.  This is our
10  meeting, scheduled meeting of this plan
11  development process.  And the theme of the issues
12  that you brought up, Jack, are really how we
13  transition from the planning process into the
14  implementation phase, the outreach and
15  implementation portion.
16                 So we've done our best to interpret
17  everything that we've heard from the workshops and
18  the committee meetings and the Planning Council
19  meetings over the course of this year into this
20  document.  We've looked at all the comments we've
21  received on the document, and have addressed them.
22  We agree with many.  We disagree with some, but
23  we've provided a reason for that based on our
24  interpretation of what we've heard.
25                 The final determination of what
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 1  goes into the plan is your prerogative.  It's the
 2  Council's decision.  But there were a few, a
 3  handful -- about a dozen comments that we wanted
 4  to go over with you specifically today because we
 5  have not addressed them yet, and didn't feel
 6  comfortable addressing them until we had a chance
 7  to talk to you.
 8                 So the two things that I wanted to
 9  quickly say first -- and then we can look at the
10  executive summary -- are things that I hope will
11  carry forward.  A pathway through the process, we
12  ask you to trust the process.  It was not always
13  comfortable.  We were going through some rough
14  times.  People were thinking it was moving too
15  fast, others thinking it was moving too slow, but
16  I think that collectively we did a good job
17  following the process.  And I hope that as you
18  move into implementation you can develop some
19  formal processes for that as well, because I think
20  in the end it served us well.
21                 The other thing I said right at the
22  beginning -- and Joe hated me for it and probably
23  will hate me for it again -- was that when we find
24  ourselves in June of 2017 we hope you forget who
25  we are, because this document is not a
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 1  consultant's recommendation and I think along the
 2  way it's been interpreted as such, but in the end
 3  it's a series of decisions that you have made with
 4  the advice of your committees.  It is a group of
 5  decisions and technical information that you can
 6  use going forward that arose from you, and not
 7  from us.  And really the way it's presented is our
 8  interpretation, but not necessarily a consultant's
 9  recommendation.
10                 And I think it's really important
11  as you sell this to others and explain it to
12  others, that you explain it that way, that it was
13  developed at the consensus of stakeholders, that
14  it was developed from within and it will carry
15  forward.  I hope you don't forget who we are.  I
16  hope we can help you in future months and years,
17  but we do want you to think of this as your plan
18  and not ours.
19                 So with that, the first item on the
20  agenda was the executive summary and the two-page
21  summary.  Without spending a whole lot of time, I
22  think Elaine and I were thinking about maybe we
23  could talk about 15 minutes on these.  We wanted
24  to allocate about an hour of time to talk about
25  comments that we need your help addressing, and
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 1  then the rest of the time for the remaining
 2  topics, so really the high level.
 3                 You've had a chance to review the
 4  initial draft of the executive summary and
 5  two-page summary.  We've revised those pretty
 6  substantially in some cases and distributed drafts
 7  to you as a council yesterday.
 8                 Are there any issues that stand out
 9  to you as either thematically misaligned or
10  missing?  Anything that would make you
11  uncomfortable turning these over to other people
12  at this point?
13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So first of all,
14  I'd say relatively quickly given the timeframe as
15  allowed, I think you guys have done a great job of
16  addressing some of the concerns that were raised
17  and integrating things, and in essence creating a
18  roadmap for how someone might use the plan in a
19  really conservative way, so I commend you on that.
20                 I have two themes that keep coming
21  up that I just want to sort of address and it
22  doesn't take much to address them, but they are
23  things we've talked about in the past.  And one
24  I'm going to channel Margaret Minor, and it's this
25  issue of when we talk about conservation.
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 1                 So the sentence is, while
 2  Connecticut leads the nation with drinking water
 3  quality the State lags in its conservation ethic.
 4  It needs to be a water conservation ethic.  We
 5  have lots of water conservation initiatives and I
 6  want to make sure we don't lose that concept.  So
 7  you can sort of be thinking about that piece.
 8                 And the other is a comment that
 9  we've made a couple of times regarding the ten
10  policy recommendations, which you lead off --
11  which we're now down to the top ten policy
12  recommendations.  But in essence what they really
13  are, are ten consensus policy recommendations and
14  there's a difference.
15                 They haven't been prioritized
16  against other things that we could necessarily
17  agree on.  They've only been prioritized against
18  each other.  So I'd still think we're still kind
19  of be searching for how to describe those.  I
20  agree that they're the ten we agreed on.  That
21  doesn't make them the most important and doesn't
22  make them the top.  That's my struggle.
23                 LORI MATHEU: Could you say that
24  again?  It doesn't make them the what?
25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So if you look
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 1  on page ES-20 there's a chart and it's the top ten
 2  policy recommendations, or at least the ones we
 3  agreed on.
 4                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Yeah.  So in the
 5  two-page summary we retitle that, top ten
 6  consensus based policy priorities, but we didn't
 7  carry that through to the other series of --
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I didn't get to
 9  the two-page one.  I only got to the big one.
10                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Is that a step
11  forward?
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Let me look at
13  it.
14                 So Lori, my point is we agreed by
15  consensus.  We didn't agree necessarily by
16  priority.  In other words, you could have --
17                 LORI MATHEU: That's true.  That is
18  true.
19                 I thought there were 11.
20                 KIRK WESTPHAL: There were.  We
21  grouped them, two of them together.  One had to do
22  with utilization of class B water for non-potable
23  uses and then the Planning Council developing some
24  guidelines for that.
25                 There were two separate policies.
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 1  We grouped them together really because ten
 2  sounded better than eleven.
 3                 LORI MATHEU: Well, we started off
 4  with ten, but we did do eleven.
 5                 KIRK WESTPHAL: But they were
 6  similar enough that they moved along the same
 7  thought.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Yes, that
 9  addresses my concern, so people carry that
10  through.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Okay.
12                 LORI MATHEU: That's fine.
13                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Good.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And obviously,
15  I'd like to read it in more detail, but the big
16  picture, that was my take on it.
17                 LORI MATHEU: A question on the
18  executive summary.  Yes, page 2, executive
19  summary, item four, conservation.  It's the second
20  sentence, many utilities had already taken steps
21  to promote conservation -- and the Environmental
22  Policy Act of 1992.  Environmental Policy Act?
23  What is that Environmental Policy Act of 1992?
24  What are we referring to there?
25                 ELAINE SISTARE: Page 2,
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 1  conservation.
 2                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Sorry, Lori.  We're
 3  shuffling pages.  Could you point us where that is
 4  again?
 5                 LORI MATHEU: Page 2, executive
 6  summary, item four, conservation.  The second
 7  sentence, you reference the Environmental Policy
 8  Act of 1992.  When I read then nothing comes to
 9  mind.  I have no idea what you're talking about.
10                 KIRK WESTPHAL: David, that
11  originally was some of your thinking, not to put
12  you on the spot?
13                 DAVID MURPHY: I also don't
14  recognize it, so maybe not.  But maybe we should
15  check.
16                 LORI MATHEU: Now Denise is here in
17  the audience.  She was Ms. Conservation in 1989,
18  1990, 1991.  There were a lot of things going on
19  with water conservation.  A lot of laws passed in
20  Connecticut in 1989, 1988.  I don't think we had a
21  name for them, but there were three or four that
22  passed at the same time.
23                 There were retrofit kits.  There
24  were other conservation initiatives.  So yes, many
25  utilities have taken many steps.  And they were in
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 1  the early, you know, late eighties, early
 2  nineties, but I don't remember any Environmental
 3  Policy Act of 1992.
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: You actually
 5  don't need the clause.  You could just take it out
 6  and the sentence still works.
 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL: I will do some
 8  research on that, because I would like to know
 9  where it came from.  We will strike it.
10                 LORI MATHEU: Thank you.
11                 Yeah, I like what you wrote about
12  balance.  I think that makes a lot of sense to add
13  that and have a discussion about it.  You know,
14  page 3 is well written.
15                 The one thing I just think
16  overall -- and we've mentioned it at the last
17  meeting and maybe it's not a discussion for this
18  agenda item, but the missing piece and the person
19  that was missing on our Steering Committee is the
20  point of view from business, the side of business.
21                 I don't know if any of that -- you
22  have an area here on -- you have human health,
23  environmental health and you have economic costs
24  and benefits.  Is there anything in here, in the
25  executive summary on business and needs of


Min-U-Script® BCT Reporting LLC (3) Pages 9 - 12







PUBLIC UTILITIES REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
WATER PLANNING COUNCIL


Public Hearing
June 21, 2017


Page 13


 1  business and industry in the State of Connecticut,
 2  and how this plan meets that or doesn't?
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Yeah.  There is a
 4  section on coordination with economic development
 5  plans and the water plan.  We mentioned here the
 6  Connecticut Economic Resource Center as a resource
 7  to review this plan and help promote awareness of
 8  the plan.
 9                 LORI MATHEU: Where is that?  On
10  page 4?
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Page 4, yeah, the
12  economic costs and benefits.
13                 The one thing we try to point out
14  in the plan -- it wasn't one of the stated,
15  explicit goals of the plan -- to increase economic
16  health and stability, but we certainly want to be
17  cognizant of impacts and potential opportunities.
18  And I think that, you know, the circuit is one way
19  that businesses and cities that do want to go and
20  develop can use this plan to understand where
21  there may be some opportunities to do that.
22                 There's also a -- I can't recall if
23  it's a pathway or policy, but there is a
24  recommendation to make sure that the water plan
25  goals are aligned with economic development goals,
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 1  region by region and throughout the state.  So
 2  there are some mentions of that throughout.
 3                 I agree it's not a primary focus.
 4  The primary focus is more on the balance between
 5  environmental and human health, but we do want to
 6  start incorporating some of these economic ideas,
 7  too.
 8                 I think there was also a pathway
 9  forward that recommends some detailed
10  methodologies be developed maybe through
11  universities to help better understand the value
12  of water for its different uses.  Not necessarily
13  just monetarily, but value socially and
14  economically for water for all its uses.
15                 There are ways to do that.  It
16  differs state to state.  There's some federal
17  guidelines for that, but Connecticut, one of the
18  recommendations of the plan is that Connecticut
19  consider formalizing some ways to help better
20  consistently understand the value of water for
21  different purposes, and one of those is economic.
22                 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I think that
23  fits very nicely into -- in terms of outreach, I
24  think that the economic -- CERC, which I think I
25  had recommended, does a great deal of research in
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 1  terms of what the needs of the State are in terms
 2  of economic development.  And as a matter, a while
 3  back it set up a committee to just look at water
 4  and how it impacts industry coming into the state,
 5  and so it would be appropriate for them to take a
 6  look at it.
 7                 And as we go on our outreach over
 8  the next six months we certainly would get into
 9  the chambers of commerce and Connecticut business
10  and industry groups and other economic development
11  agencies on a regional and state level so they can
12  review this plan as well and make some suggestions
13  before we go to final.
14                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Any other concerns
15  on the summaries?  We can certainly incorporate
16  the changes that you have suggested today.
17                 ELAINE SISTARE: One question that
18  came up internally and it goes to who these
19  summaries will be shared with -- because I think
20  they will be certainly shared more often to
21  environment groups than the plan itself -- is I
22  think the two-page summary pretty accurately
23  shows, you know, the heading of the different
24  government groups that were involved.  The
25  executive summary, maybe a little bit less so.
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 1                 But on both of these we internally
 2  said, you know, what about a contact point?  Or
 3  you know, should the cover page have the names of
 4  the Water Planning Council itself?  Basically so
 5  who is reading this so they can think, you know,
 6  who can I contact for more information?
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I mean, my
 8  suggestion would be the website contact at the
 9  bottom.
10                 ELAINE SISTARE: Uh-huh.  Okay.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL: That's kind of what
12  we had gravitated towards as well.  It makes
13  sense.
14                 Okay.  Are we ready to move on to
15  some of the questions that we wanted -- to the
16  comments that we wanted input on?
17                 As I mentioned, and Elaine maybe
18  you can walk us through these if you like, but
19  what we did is we received -- how many total
20  comments did we receive?
21                 ELAINE SISTARE: We've got about 20
22  pages.
23                 KIRK WESTPHAL: It was fewer than
24  the first round.  We were making some progress.  I
25  don't know quite what that means.
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 1                 ELAINE SISTARE: We're in the four
 2  to five hundred numbers.
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Okay.  But it was
 4  quite a bit more than that the first time.  It was
 5  more than that for the white papers, so we're
 6  making progress.
 7                 We've gone through in the same way
 8  we did before and addressed each comment with a
 9  rationale or just indicated that we've changed
10  text appropriately as suggested.  We'll provide
11  you with that spreadsheet.  What we have culled
12  from that spreadsheet, I think, 13 comments that
13  we could not address without talking to you first.
14  So we wanted to walk through those today.
15                 Do you want me to do that, Elaine?
16  Do you want to do that?
17                 ELAINE SISTARE: Let's split it up.
18  So comment number one --
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Do you all have a
20  copy of this?
21                 THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.
22                 ELAINE SISTARE: The comments, and
23  there may be 1 or 2 in this series of 13 that are
24  similar, but it really is about the next 6 months,
25  and so I'll paraphrase it a bit.
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 1                 Clarification regarding the role of
 2  the advisory group, the Water Planning Council
 3  advisory group and how that role can, you know,
 4  we've had discussions about using the advisory
 5  group to reach out to groups, legislators,
 6  citizens, municipal officials.  But how that can
 7  formally be processed and if it's, you know, while
 8  the advisory group certainly is willing to assist
 9  and support in those, I think there they want to
10  see that communication strategy and whether, you
11  know, we have enough information now to include it
12  in the plan.  Or is it something that, you know,
13  the Water Planning Council is still determining?
14                 So I know, you know, in the past
15  recent meetings we've been talking a lot about the
16  different groups, the different committees that
17  have spent, you know, a lot of time and effort to
18  date putting this plan together.  And I still
19  think still perhaps there's, you know, some
20  question about, you know, what should those
21  various groups and their entities be in the next
22  month?  In six months, et cetera?
23                 THE CHAIRMAN: I think that in
24  terms of the Water Planning Council advisory group
25  we have determined exactly what their role will be
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 1  as we move forward.  We have to kind of, first of
 2  all, look at the constitution of the Water
 3  Planning Council, the Water Planning Council
 4  advisory group and look at who's on there, who's
 5  been working.  Are they represented in the various
 6  groups, and quite frankly, to start with their own
 7  groups once we have consensus with this plan?
 8                 And that's what I hope our end
 9  result will be, that both the Planning Council and
10  the Water Planning Council advisory group speak in
11  the same language as we go out and we talk to the
12  public.  But I would think that the people that
13  represent the Water Planning Council -- or the
14  constituents of the Water Planning Council
15  advisory group would first go to their respectable
16  groups.
17                 And we have to look at, hopefully
18  at the July meeting, look at who's going to be on
19  the Council, who's going to continue on the
20  Council, who's going to be the leadership of the
21  Council, and the Water Planning Council advisory
22  group and take it from there.  And we're open to
23  suggestions, of course, from what they would like
24  to do.  They've been very helpful to us for many,
25  many years, particularly for the last 18 months as
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 1  we've put this plan together.  So we're looking
 2  for input and direction from them as well, but
 3  they represent the constituents.  That's why this
 4  was set up by state statute.  And we should get
 5  them, you know, utilize them to the max.
 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So that one, two
 7  and four, really from my perspective are Water
 8  Planning Council discussions and don't need to be
 9  addressed in the plan any more than they're
10  addressed.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Are you all
12  comfortable with that?  You've got a meeting
13  coming up in July.
14                 THE CHAIRMAN: July 5th.  Right?
15                 LORI MATHEU: What's actually in
16  the plan about the advisory group?
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL: This is what it
18  says --
19                 LORI MATHEU: What page are you on,
20  Kirk?
21                 KIRK WESTPHAL: It's on page 5-60,
22  section 553.  We talk about new roles for the
23  advisory group, and we acknowledge that
24  established by statute that they will continue to
25  serve once the development of the draft plan is
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 1  complete and kind of refocus on four specific
 2  roles as examples.
 3                 Advise the planning council on
 4  priorities for basins that need further
 5  evaluation.  Once a pathway forward is initiated
 6  the advisory group may participate in discussions
 7  on interpreting the findings and building
 8  consensus where consensus couldn't have been
 9  achieved prior.  That's why it's a pathway forward
10  and not a policy recommendation, so if we're going
11  to take the lead in morphing from the pathways
12  forward following those steps into new policy
13  recommendations.
14                 The third one is actively reach out
15  to legislators and citizens, municipal officials
16  and schools to create broad exposure to the plan
17  and advise the Planning Council on the need and
18  utilization on volunteer basin commissions --
19  which we discussed in several pieces, too, that
20  can be useful.  Other states have found them
21  useful.  If you're working in a basin that doesn't
22  already have an established representative body of
23  people, the advisory group could help put that
24  together.
25                 Those are the four specific things
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 1  that the plan recommends.  Nothing more specific.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE: I guess to
 3  downplay that a bit is, you know, like you say,
 4  while it's in the plan, it's a recommendation in
 5  the plan, and like all recommendations in the plan
 6  they, you know, we'll go through that flowchart of
 7  what should we do with this information and how do
 8  we move it forward, and when necessary.  You know,
 9  that flowchart could very quickly be a, you know,
10  do we agree and move forward?
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And all four of
12  those are presented as a recommendation, not as
13  statements of fact.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: But this is also
15  where the consultant's recommendation versus the
16  plan begins to blur a little bit, because I've
17  always looked at these as CDM Smith's
18  recommendation as they were not thoroughly vetted.
19  Then I see the next step is for the Water Planning
20  Council to take those recommendations and decide
21  what they're going to do with them, because I
22  don't think we have consensus on all of those.
23                 KIRK WESTPHAL: That's a fair
24  statement.  I think it's maybe less a
25  recommendation and more our interpretation of what


Page 23


 1  we've heard in discussions, maybe not
 2  consensus-based, but people we've heard in the
 3  discussions that we've had with the Council.
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: But there's not
 5  census on the continued role of the science and
 6  technical group.  That was clear at the last
 7  meeting.
 8                 So the volunteer basin committees,
 9  I'm not sure how that relates to our existing
10  structure of nonprofits and other entities, and
11  whether it works.  I mean, we just haven't vetted
12  it.
13                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And a lot of the
14  comments in the report were addressed at that and
15  we've tempered the language a little bit to
16  suggest only where there isn't an existing group
17  of people or body that can serve in that capacity
18  you might consider forming that and the advisory
19  could help.  So I think we've tried to tone the
20  language down a little bit there.
21                 LORI MATHEU: So back to your first
22  comment, Kirk.  When you said, we should see this
23  as our plan, not yours.  When do we do that?
24  Because to your point, there's concerns on that
25  page.  When does that happen and it turns into
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 1  ours and not theirs, because it's going to happen
 2  soon?  It's going to happen July 1st.
 3                 THE CHAIRMAN: Well, I think that
 4  what's going to happen is that we're going to take
 5  a formal vote and then it becomes our plan.  Well,
 6  we go out and talk to the public about it.  I
 7  think when we take a formal vote of the Council --
 8                 LORI MATHEU: Does that formally
 9  mean that we are happy and pleased with absolutely
10  everything within the draft final plan?  What does
11  that mean?
12                 THE CHAIRMAN: I think it means
13  we're accepting the plan as presented to us.
14                 LORI MATHEU: As presented.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN: As presented, and
16  that we're going to be going through a six-month
17  process to make changes as appropriate.  That's
18  the way I interpreted it, that we're accepting the
19  plan.  They were under contract with us to do a
20  plan.  They've done it, but it doesn't mean that
21  we've accepted it.
22                 I mean, that's going to be the plan
23  we're going to eventually submit to the
24  Legislature.  It could be different.  I'm sure
25  there will be changes before it will go to them.
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And I would add to
 2  that, Jack, that by accepting the plan you're
 3  acknowledging the recommendations in the plan
 4  arose from the discussions that took place during
 5  this year-long planning process.  You don't have
 6  to agree with all of them to accept the fact that
 7  they're recommendations in the plan.
 8                 You don't have to follow them.  You
 9  don't have to enact them, but acknowledge that
10  they came from this process.  I think that to me
11  is what acceptance of the plan would entail.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I mean, because
13  there's more recommendations in this plan than
14  we're going to be able to do in the next five
15  years, I mean, there's no question about that.  So
16  prioritization is necessary, and refinement is
17  going to be necessary.
18                 THE CHAIRMAN: Do you agree?
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And what we -- oh,
20  sorry.  Go ahead, Lori.
21                 LORI MATHEU: No, you go ahead.
22                 KIRK WESTPHAL: I was just going to
23  say, what we give you -- I have this term, but
24  I'll use it anyway.  What we'll turn over to you
25  is a living document.  The intention is that
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 1  you'll continue to discuss and you'll make
 2  decisions and you can revise it.  And before you
 3  turn it over to the legislature it will have some
 4  additional changes that are as from your continued
 5  meetings.
 6                 So we don't expect that the version
 7  that we give you next week at the end of our
 8  contract will be the same thing that you hand over
 9  to the Legislature.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN: Correct.
11                 SUSAN MOREA: Hi.  This is Sue.  I
12  just want to emphasize that we turn over a lot of
13  these plans to different state entities.  You
14  know, the implementation that you do and the
15  strategy put together with any aspect of
16  implementing the plan ultimately, you know,
17  independent, it rests on the plan to -- like, I
18  think Betsey just said, there's a lot
19  recommendations.
20                 We probably can't implement them
21  all, but what you do go back to implement will
22  have its own, you know, will have its own
23  activities associated with it.
24                 I'm a little concerned, Lori, when
25  you said, our plan, because I was thinking it was
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 1  your plan all along, but --
 2                 LORI MATHEU: When I asked the
 3  question I didn't -- it's not my opinion.
 4                 SUSAN MOREA: What?
 5                 LORI MATHEU: So to clarify, the
 6  concern I have is we have the next six months and,
 7  you know, we're going to be putting together
 8  presentations and going out to speak to groups of
 9  people that we need to show that we support this
10  plan.  Right?  So how do you do a presentation if
11  you don't believe in the plan?
12                 So when you go to a council of
13  governments meeting and there's 25 chief elected
14  officials there.  Right?  You've all been there,
15  and you're presenting on something.  And they get
16  the sense you don't believe in your own plan, it's
17  going to be a hard sell.  So I guess --
18                 SUSAN MOREA: -- the plan --
19                 LORI MATHEU: Sorry, I didn't hear
20  your last comment.
21                 SUSAN MOREA: I guess, who would be
22  in that situation that doesn't believe in the plan
23  that would be presenting on the plan?
24                 LORI MATHEU: Well, from the Health
25  Department's point of view, we fundamentally
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 1  believe that it's our plan at this point.  We
 2  don't absolutely agree with every single detail
 3  and the details need to be worked out, but I think
 4  we have to come at it from that point of view,
 5  that this is now our plan.
 6                 So Sue, I'm agreeing.  At some
 7  point we have to take responsibility as a Council
 8  and say, this is ours.  And it's not a
 9  hundred percent done, because it's still a draft.
10  It's no final.  So under public comment -- but for
11  the most part, you know, a number of us sat
12  through many, many hours and days of meetings and
13  put a lot of energy into development of this.  So
14  while we don't all a hundred percent agree on
15  everything and things could be changed before we
16  give it to the Governor, that for the most part we
17  agree with what it says, how it's moving forward.
18                 And essentially, certainly in the
19  executive summary, you know, if we have issues
20  with anything that's in the executive summary we
21  should be voicing that now, because at our point,
22  from what I read the Health Department is
23  absolutely fine with the high level parts of what
24  the executive summary and the two-pager is saying,
25  as well as overall, the plan.
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And Lori, I think
 2  as agencies and as representatives of those
 3  agencies, and as a council you can say that we
 4  accept the plan as the recommendations of the
 5  stakeholders, and then as a council it's up to you
 6  to decide what recommendations to act upon and
 7  that's often the way these happen.
 8                 LORI MATHEU: Doesn't that sound
 9  like none of our staff ever participated in any of
10  these meetings?  Well, we let the stakeholders do
11  all the work and then now we're just trying to
12  accept it ourselves.
13                 We have a lot of staff and a lot of
14  time involvement ourselves and we had a lot of
15  discussion with all the stakeholders during many,
16  many meetings.  And from my point of view
17  representing the Health Department, what the
18  Health Department was looking through is woven
19  throughout this entire plan.
20                 So you know, that's my point of
21  view and it's where I come from.  And that's what
22  I would present on, and that's what I plan to say.
23  And you know, I guess I just want to know if we're
24  all on the same page or not.
25                 KIRK WESTPHAL: I don't see the


Page 30


 1  agencies as separate from the stakeholders.  I
 2  think you are stakeholders by virtue of your
 3  agencies, but I think it's up to the Council to
 4  determine which recommendations from that
 5  collective group of stakeholders are your
 6  priorities and which ones to act upon.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So I think part
 8  of my struggle here is the two sections we're
 9  talking about; which are 5.5.3, the new roles for
10  the Water Planning Council advisory group; and
11  5.5.4, continued role of the science and technical
12  group is an ongoing discussion, a discussion we've
13  had at the last Water Planning Council and
14  Steering Committee meeting and one that we didn't
15  reach consensus on.
16                 So we do not have consensus around
17  this issue.  Maybe the way to do that is to soften
18  the language in here.  We haven't seen the
19  rewrite, but this language which we haven't seen
20  until the plan came out sparked some discussion.
21                 So I see your point totally.  The
22  pieces from my perspective that have been well
23  vetted and that we've been through, I believe it's
24  our plan.  I think there are places where there
25  are still some fundamental disagreements and I
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 1  guess the question to the Council is, what do we
 2  do about that in the next ten days?
 3                 LORI MATHEU: So on the advisory
 4  group, I have the statute if you want to see it.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN: I'm well aware of
 6  the statute.
 7                 LORI MATHEU: Well, we can read it.
 8  I think it's important that every once in a while,
 9  you know, it's good to read what it says.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN: I think I wrote the
11  statute.
12                 LORI MATHEU: You did.  You did.
13  So the Council may establish an advisory group
14  that shall serve at the pleasure of the Council.
15  The advisory group shall be balanced between
16  consumptive and nonconsumptive interests.  The
17  advisory group may include representatives of --
18  and they go through 15 different categories.  And
19  it says, the advisory group may include
20  representatives of.  It's so well written that it
21  leaves it to a broad perspective.
22                 So one of the things that, you
23  know, last time Betsey, you had mentioned we have
24  disagreement, I think we can spend some time now.
25  I think it's worthwhile talking about what we all
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 1  want, because I think we're close.  I don't think
 2  we're that far apart on what we're thinking about.
 3                 You know, the advisory as it stands
 4  now we have worked hard to get members to
 5  represent every one of the 15 positions here.  And
 6  I'm not sure if all of them are actively
 7  participating or not, or want to continue, but one
 8  of the things we desperately need is active
 9  implementation.  Right?
10                 We have a lot of work to do given
11  the plan.  It will be final next year.  So I would
12  say the statute could stand the way it is because
13  it's so beautifully written, Jack, and I think
14  it's broad enough that gives us leeway.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN: It gives us a lot of
16  flexibility, yes, but I don't think we need any
17  more groups set up.
18                 LORI MATHEU: That's what I'm
19  leading to.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN: I think actually --
21  I don't think we need more subcommittees, or
22  committees on committees.  I think we have enough
23  right here to do it.
24                 LORI MATHEU: Well, I'm sort of
25  leaning toward that end.  I've kind of sort of
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 1  changed my mind a little bit.
 2                 THE CHAIRMAN: I know you are a
 3  flexible person.
 4                 LORI MATHEU: I'm a flexible
 5  person.  So anyway -- but one of the things,
 6  though, that I'll constantly go back to -- and it
 7  goes back to my comment, comment number four about
 8  the Steering Committee and the role of the
 9  Steering Committee.  I know we participate in the
10  Steering Committee, but there are people that are
11  so valuable to our process, like Larry Bingaman
12  and Beth, and the people that came every single
13  time and actively participated.
14                 I would want somehow to ask them if
15  they want to continue to participate in some way.
16  And I don't know exactly what that way is, but I
17  think the statute in reading it a number of times
18  this morning, I think it gives us the flexibility
19  to bring them back to the process if they wish to
20  in some way.
21                 THE CHAIRMAN: And the statute does
22  not limit.  It doesn't say one.
23                 LORI MATHEU: Exactly.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN: You can put four of
25  them there.
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 1                 LORI MATHEU: That's right.
 2                 THE CHAIRMAN: Which we'll pick up,
 3  but I think we're -- quite frankly, I'm glad we're
 4  looking at this again because I was hung up on a
 5  max.  But if you wanted to bring Larry or some
 6  other group in, you could.
 7                 LORI MATHEU: Right.  I think it's
 8  just -- it's pretty clear, through, to be balanced
 9  between consumptive and nonconsumptive interests,
10  but I do think that there's flexibility enough,
11  and I've read it enough times here.
12                 And so it's so, you know, we could
13  do that and the people on the Steering
14  Committee -- that goes to my comment, that to let
15  the people go that we've asked to be part of the
16  Steering Committee that have actively
17  participated, that spent a lot of time thinking
18  through many, many items that we asked them to
19  think through, and given us good comments and have
20  actively participated.  It would be wonderful to
21  get them involved in some level under the existing
22  statute.  So I guess I changed my mind.
23                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Lori, if I could
24  interpret what you're saying?  You're saying it's
25  more than people -- than the committees?
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 1                 LORI MATHEU: Yes.
 2                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And if there's a
 3  way to keep the people involved and engaged with
 4  the existing statute.  That may be what you'd look
 5  to do.
 6                 One thought that has crossed my
 7  mind is, you know, for people who may not have the
 8  time commitment to serve on committees formally,
 9  you could consider in the future things like
10  expert panels, bringing people in who are experts
11  in policy or climate change, or whatever the case
12  may be.  And giving these people who have
13  participated in the plan and given a lot of their
14  time opportunities to weight in on it without the
15  onus of feeling the need to participate in regular
16  committee meetings.
17                 Options that you have that -- I
18  guess for now what I would suggest is this
19  probably does require some more discussion and you
20  do have Planning Council meetings coming up.  So I
21  think we should soften the language a little bit
22  in the report and indicate that these are
23  decisions that will be made by the Planning
24  Council moving forward, but toss some of those
25  ideas out there.  Would that be a good way to
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 1  proceed at this point?
 2                 THE CHAIRMAN: Betsey?
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So I would
 4  suggest -- and I appreciate Lori's position and
 5  her thoughtfulness on this.  I see the
 6  interpretation of the language.  It is a deviation
 7  from the way we've looked at it in past and I want
 8  to make sure that we were very thoughtful about it
 9  and thought a way through.
10                 But what that would mean to me
11  would be deleting section 5.5.4 in the plan, which
12  is the continued role of the science and technical
13  group.  Maybe working language into 5.5.3 about
14  the value of the input and the expertise that's
15  served and how to make sure we capture that, and
16  be very vague about it.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL: That would work.
18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Would that make
19  sense?
20                 My concern is about the paragraph
21  about advise the Water Planning Council and the
22  need and utilization of volunteer basin committee.
23  It's almost like it's not Connecticut language.
24  We have some really active watershed groups, which
25  is typically how we refer to them.  I understand
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 1  the structure is likely different.
 2                 I think the point is, if there's a
 3  basin that needs assistance and a need to be used,
 4  we need to look and seek the best way to get that.
 5  It's not a one-size-fits-all solution and it
 6  really needs to be driven from the bottom up or
 7  it's not going to happen.  So I'd like to see that
 8  language sort of softened.
 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Yeah, we should
10  send you the language.  There's a section in the
11  report that talks about those potential groups
12  specifically, not related to the advisory group,
13  but as a way to help implement.
14                 And we talk about looking to the
15  COGs to help with that, or maybe even to do that
16  in some cases, looking to municipal governments to
17  do that.  Not necessarily fitting one required
18  template to each basin.  So we've softened that in
19  response to a lot of the comments we've gotten as
20  well.
21                 LORI MATHEU: So we don't see a
22  specific, like Kirk, you called it an expert
23  panel.  You don't see a role for, you know,
24  somebody like Virginia to continue on and work on,
25  you know, maybe under the advisory group and
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 1  continue to work on some of the details of the
 2  implementation of some problem basins.  We don't
 3  see a role for that at all?
 4                 THE CHAIRMAN: I mean, she's a
 5  representative of the advisory council now.
 6                 LORI MATHEU: Right.  We don't see
 7  a role specifically.  So Betsey, you're suggesting
 8  taking out the whole section there where it speaks
 9  to the role of the science and technology group.
10                 Because I attended many of those
11  meetings.  I think I missed one in the last year
12  and I think the group of people that volunteered
13  for that group were perfect for that group.  And
14  to just kind of let the group melt away, I don't
15  know if I a hundred percent agree with that.
16                 Because they were so focused and
17  they were so well driven.  And Virginia led them
18  so well, and to continue on some effort -- and I
19  think they were willing to do and continue on
20  implementation, because that's what we need.  We
21  need implementation and we need people who are
22  knowledgeable about the process and what was done.
23  And so in order to actually get implementation
24  moving forward I would hate to let that group just
25  go.
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 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I think it's a
 2  question of structure versus participation, and my
 3  position is we don't need the structure anymore.
 4  Virginia has all of their names and numbers.
 5  They're people who have traditionally participated
 6  on subcommittees associated with the Water
 7  Planning Council advisory group, and they can sort
 8  of be invited to speak.
 9                 We want as much participation as we
10  can get.  I totally agree with that, Lori.  It's a
11  question of, do you have a standing committee
12  outside of the statutory structure sort of as we
13  move forward?  And my position on that would be,
14  no.  It doesn't mean those people aren't valuable
15  and we don't want them involved.  The question is,
16  how do we do that?
17                 LORI MATHEU: Right.  And I think
18  the statute over the years has been very narrowly
19  interpreted, because the wording is more broad
20  than what we've done in the past.  The advisory
21  group may include representatives.
22                 So Jack, to your point, I think as
23  long as we can provide a balance I think there
24  could be these expert panels that get put
25  together.  There could be groups of experts that
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 1  focus on basin and basin planning, on basin
 2  issues, basin modeling, what have you.
 3                 Because in some ways the statute
 4  doesn't fit implementation.  The word alone
 5  "advisory," it doesn't fit implementation, but I
 6  think it's workable.  But I just don't want to
 7  lose the concept of having a group of experts that
 8  are science based moving forward and working on
 9  implementation.  So maybe it's a subcommittee of
10  the advisory committee that we're talking about.
11                 THE CHAIRMAN: I don't have a
12  problem with that.
13                 KIRK WESTPHAL: I think I hear
14  consensus that you want the people to stay
15  involved and the structure just needs to be
16  figured out and maybe simplified?
17                 THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah.
18                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And it can say
19  something to that effect in the report.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN: How does that sound,
21  Virginia?
22                 LORI MATHEU: Do you have anything
23  to add Virginia?  We're talking about you over in
24  your --
25                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: I think there is


Min-U-Script® BCT Reporting LLC (10) Pages 37 - 40







PUBLIC UTILITIES REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
WATER PLANNING COUNCIL


Public Hearing
June 21, 2017


Page 41


 1  a definite role for a science and technical group
 2  moving forward.  As Betsey mentioned, a lot of the
 3  people who currently serve on that group have been
 4  actively involved for years, if not decades.  And
 5  if it were structured as a subcommittee under the
 6  advisory group I think that that could work very
 7  well.
 8                 I think the structure in some ways
 9  is immaterial, because the enthusiasm of the group
10  is self sustaining.  At some point in the
11  future -- and this could be, you know, 5, 10, 15
12  years from now, I would suggest renaming the slot
13  that I currently fill, which has some esoteric
14  streamflow ecology, and God knows what else under
15  it, as just a science and technical slot.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: It actually has
17  an "S" on it.  Members of academia with expertise
18  in streamflow, public health and ecology.  So we
19  can multiply it here.  It does have an "S" on it.
20                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: So I've got an
21  alternate personality?
22                 LORI MATHEU: Yes, multiple.
23                 But the advisory group may include
24  representatives of.  So to me, that means you're
25  going to have different groups.  Right?  And to
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 1  Jack's point, you could make multiple parties as
 2  long as you balance consumptive and
 3  nonconsumptive.
 4                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: I have some
 5  feelings about the multiple, but I don't need to
 6  necessarily bring it up here.  If there's a public
 7  comment I can bring it up at that point.
 8                 LORI MATHEU: So it may include
 9  representatives of.  So that doesn't mean it's one
10  entity per slot.
11                 THE CHAIRMAN: Margaret?
12                 MARGARET WALKER: Some things I was
13  going to hold for the report of the advisory
14  group, but in connection with what you're saying
15  now we discussed yesterday -- I think we're all
16  willing to do outreach.  In a general way we
17  discussed some ways we could do that.
18                 Most of the details in the bullets
19  were kind of a surprise and I don't think that
20  we're prepared to do some of those things.  I'm
21  not sure we should.  We have to talk about it with
22  you.  So we had a couple of things we knew we
23  might do, but for instance, we're going to get a
24  new chair.  One of the candidates, John Hudak said
25  he didn't feel he could respond right now because
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 1  he doesn't understand what assignments will go to
 2  whom in the future.
 3                 I just would have to say that those
 4  bullets go far beyond I think what people were
 5  talking about.  There were some explicit
 6  suggestions about going forward, and Len DeJong
 7  and Arron Budris have been talking about a
 8  presentation to COGs, which I'm sure would be good
 9  to have a uniform presentation to COGs.  Some
10  debate on whether each presentation, it should be
11  saved.  Or should there be core material?
12                 But we would not be, I think, and
13  there are other members of the group here,
14  comfortable with these assignments, that we
15  really don't know how to do it.  As I said, I'm
16  not sure we should be doing it, or we could do it
17  without a conflict of interest if you're talking
18  about reaching out to legislators.  It can get
19  complicated.
20                 So I had a couple of other things
21  from the advisory group I did want to mention on
22  this issue of balance.  I count approximately five
23  environmental groups represented on the Water
24  Planning Council advisory group of 20.  They may
25  come in different ways, but I think we've all
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 1  recognized that there has not been a balance.
 2                 And in some of the discussion on
 3  balance I try to avoid this balance between human
 4  health and the environment.  If you think you can
 5  improve health by downgrading the environment,
 6  that's not a balanced situation.
 7                 Where I do see that kind of balance
 8  in this plan and also in DEEP's remediation
 9  roundtables and work is a balance between human
10  health and the environment on one side of the
11  scale and economic development on the other.  And
12  that's a case where if you listen to, oh, these
13  are risk-based decisions, we have to analyze what
14  would be the risk to health versus the, you know,
15  the well being of the community if this project
16  moves forward.  That I think is where you see that
17  kind of balancing discussion.
18                 So as you know, I'm sensitive to
19  the term "balance," and I was just listening and
20  thinking we need to be careful what we're
21  balancing.  So from the advisory group you might
22  want to hear what Arron has in mind for the COGs,
23  but we're unsure how it would go forward.  With
24  most of what we want to do, as mentioned here, we
25  do want to help in terms of educating the public
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 1  and bringing in comments on the plan.
 2                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: And just to
 3  amend that a little bit, I think the group does
 4  not feel that we have the expertise or the
 5  resources to do what was initially in the plan.
 6  Now I've heard, Kirk, you say that you're going to
 7  soften that and make it vaguer until those
 8  decisions are made, which I think it's very
 9  appropriate.
10                 But do keep it mind that to have an
11  effective outreach process it really needs some
12  professional expertise.  And a bunch of us
13  well-meaning folks might not do as good a job as
14  somebody who has that training.
15                 And so as I said, that we don't
16  feel that we have the skills or the time or the
17  energy to do it as it was originally listed.
18                 ELAINE SISTARE: I think we've
19  heard appropriate edits to that section five.  So
20  like you said, Virginia, we can edit that as
21  appropriate before this final draft report is
22  complete.
23                 I do want to move on since I'm
24  trying to keep an eye on the clock.  This would be
25  a relatively easy one, but on the comments, the
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 1  comments that's numbered number three about
 2  private wells, Lori, I think you've brought this
 3  up maybe a few times about a pathway forward for
 4  the private well testing and inventory.
 5                 And you know, I guess, Dave, maybe
 6  I'll ask you to speak to this a bit.  Because
 7  while we could do that, it's just a matter of, you
 8  know, is that something we want to try to draft
 9  and get into this final draft report?
10                 LORI MATHEU: Yes.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And I think we'd be
12  happy to do that if the Council agrees to that.
13  The reason it isn't there as a specific
14  pathway right now is it didn't arise organically
15  through the stakeholder workshops process.  And so
16  we'd be happy to do that if there's a consensus on
17  the panel, on the Council to do that.  It is
18  mentioned a number of places, but I think as we've
19  talked about, it's scattered.  It's not a
20  prevalent theme.
21                 LORI MATHEU: Right.  It's kind of
22  throughout and if you read the whole plan you get
23  sort of a flavor of it.  But in many, many of the
24  broad meetings on policy we talked about private
25  wells.  And it was brought up, not only by me, but
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 1  by other people in that room time and time again.
 2  So I thought that maybe as time ran out, to write
 3  a pathway forward.  So that was my thought.
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So can we just
 5  talk about what would be in that pathway forward?
 6  What do you see as the major steps?
 7                 LORI MATHEU: I think the major
 8  step, like, the hugest hurdle is just getting
 9  legislation passed that would do basic testing,
10  like bacteriological, physical testing.  And then
11  start at least, like when we had Gary Robbins,
12  Professor Robbins come to the policy group and
13  give a presentation on private wells.
14                 You know, he's always out there
15  looking to put together some funding to get
16  together an inventory so at least we know where
17  these private wells are.  So maybe some basics.
18  We start with baby steps first and keep it really
19  simple, that we know private wells exist.  We know
20  that there's hundreds of thousands of them, but we
21  have no idea of the quality and we have no idea of
22  the location.  We have basic ideas and we have
23  scattered information, but a pathway forward would
24  mean to at least to try to move forward with
25  proposed legislation on basic level testing for
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 1  all private wells.
 2                 And maybe, if that doesn't pass,
 3  maybe you start simple with all new wells, all new
 4  private wells.  And all new private wells have to
 5  go through -- and Gary mentioned -- I'm forgetting
 6  all the details, but he has sort of a format.  He
 7  has gathered information on private wells and
 8  maybe we can, you know, work on some sort of
 9  format for new wells, and a new well moving
10  forward.  Let's start small and see what we can
11  do.  That would be a pathway, I think.
12                 Because I think it's scary to a lot
13  of people.  Many, many different groups out there,
14  if you're going to say, we're going to test for
15  everything and we want to do an inventory and we
16  want to do it in the year -- and there's a lot of
17  money and there's a lot of effort that would go
18  into that.
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So may I make a
20  suggestion rather than sort of getting to
21  legislation without having an opportunity to have
22  a lot of discussion about it?  To sort of frame it
23  more that we have concerns that people are being
24  exposed to contaminants in their water.  We need
25  to do something about testing of private wells.
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 1  There's a series of options that are available,
 2  but not actually jump to what we think is probably
 3  the right thing to do, but just legislation.  But
 4  the point is, there isn't any testing that needs
 5  to be --
 6                 LORI MATHEU: I think we've been
 7  there for 20 years saying, we should test, we
 8  should test.  I think now is the time to push it,
 9  and under this plan.
10                 And so one of the efforts that the
11  Health Department has tried to move forward and
12  has not been as successful is just that, passing
13  legislation.  I think we've talked for years.  I
14  think we've known -- anyone who's sat in through
15  Gary's presentation, you get concerned if you have
16  a private well and you haven't tested it, because
17  there's pockets of uranium.  There's pockets of
18  arsenic, and they're at super high numbers in
19  certain areas of the state.
20                 And so we all know that, and
21  there's other emerging contaminants that could be
22  found in the ground beyond that.  But I think
23  starting small and slow would make some sense and
24  I know legislation is going to be difficult.  It
25  has been difficult, but we've talked for a very
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 1  long time about private wells and trying to do
 2  something, and it never seems to get off the
 3  ground.
 4                 So using the platform of the plan
 5  and the public outreach that we plan to do over
 6  the next six months -- and see what people say.
 7  Maybe people will come out and say, no way.  I
 8  don't want that.  Take it out.  You know, people
 9  are going to come out against it.  I don't know.
10  I would imagine that local health directors and
11  the people that we talked to in the Health
12  Department would say, this is necessary because we
13  just don't know what people are consuming in their
14  homes.
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Well, if we're
16  going to go for it, we should really go for it.
17  So I would want the recommendation to sort of be
18  put in that similar -- to have to do a perc test
19  associated with your septic system.  Before you
20  actually build a house you need an installed well
21  that has appropriate quality and appropriate
22  quantity to support the size of the house.  I
23  mean, if we're going to do it we should do it.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN: What happens now
25  when someone builds a house and puts a well in?
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 1  What happens now?
 2                 LORI MATHEU: They drill the well
 3  last.
 4                 THE CHAIRMAN: Nobody tests the
 5  well?
 6                 LORI MATHEU: They do a basic test
 7  on new wells, a standard chemistry test.  So it's
 8  a bacteriological, physical, iron, and whatever.
 9  But that's only for new wells that are drilled.
10  And they are drilled last, after the septic and
11  foundation is in place.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: After your
13  investment has --
14                 LORI MATHEU: Right.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN: Well I know there's
16  a lot of people that have difficulties with
17  wells after they buy the house.
18                 LORI MATHEU: Betsy, I would agree
19  with it.  It's a certificate process for private
20  wells essentially.
21                 THE CHAIRMAN: So you want to put
22  it in the plan, is what you're saying?
23                 LORI MATHEU: Sure.
24                 ELAINE SISTARE: And it sounds like
25  as a pathway forward, which as we've developed the
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 1  other pathways forward in the plan, this is how
 2  you can move it forward.  So it's not, you know,
 3  drafted language.  It's not.  You know, so it can
 4  be added on and probably should be added on as
 5  it's pushed forward, but it's some ideas at this
 6  moment in time.
 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And it's a way to
 8  consolidate these ideas in a fairly highly visible
 9  place in the report.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN: Sure.
11                 LORI MATHEU: Exactly.  And one
12  thing with -- and I keep going back to Gary's
13  presentation, but he was adamant that we needed to
14  start collecting information.  Maybe even part of
15  the pathway -- I forget your terms, Kirk, in that
16  you use the pathways, the categories that you
17  have.
18                 KIRK WESTPHAL: I use a lot of
19  terms.
20                 LORI MATHEU: The subcategories in
21  the pathways.  And again it was, whatever,
22  whatever.  But one of the two's would be to work
23  on a strategy to collect an inventory of existing
24  wells.
25                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Yeah.  So the first
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 1  category is always information needs.
 2                 LORI MATHEU: Right.
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Information needs,
 4  outreach and possible partnerships.
 5                 LORI MATHEU: Right.
 6                 ELAINE SISTARE: Consensus
 7  building, and I think, you know, something that
 8  has been brought up at some of the presentations
 9  is the real estate groups.  So you know, it could
10  be on one point of consensus building.
11                 LORI MATHEU: So if we put that out
12  there, to Betsy's point, and that strongly -- I'm
13  sure we're going to be getting some pushback, but
14  should also hear from others that might say, yeah,
15  that makes absolute sense.  So that would make it
16  much more definitive and helpful.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL: All right?
18                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: May I make a
19  quick comment?  Lori, what I heard you say was it
20  had two pieces that are intimately related.  One
21  is the water quality and the testing, and the
22  other is the location of all the wells.  And I
23  think they're in some ways very separate and Gary
24  was addressing both.
25                 In his research area he would use
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 1  students to collect that data.  I just want to put
 2  out there -- I've mentioned it before, but I think
 3  it should be part of the discussion, that the
 4  inventory, a large inventory of the groundwater
 5  wells, domestic wells does exist.
 6                 It's Bob Hefferman's work that he
 7  did over probably eight or ten years.  He has more
 8  than 10,000 records in it.  And when he did it he
 9  wanted to be able to sell it to the State.  And I
10  have no idea what the price tag would be, but I
11  think that should at least be considered because
12  the price tag, even if you use students, can go
13  high very, very quickly pawing through all the
14  individual reports.
15                 So I just want to make note that
16  that does exist, and if you all want to pursue it
17  and see what he would be charging and whether it
18  would be worth it, that's certainly something that
19  could be considered.
20                 LORI MATHEU: That's a
21  consideration, that we've known about that
22  inventory for years.  One of the other things that
23  he used, new technology with GIS and, you know,
24  you can get down to a certain level now with GIS
25  technology and print out building lots and all
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 1  kinds of different things.  So there's ways to use
 2  GIS I think in a very creative way, versus having
 3  to do a lot of field work.
 4                 ELAINE SISTARE: Thank you.  I
 5  think we've got enough information to draft
 6  something there.
 7                 Moving on to another set of
 8  comments that we need some feedback on.  So this
 9  is in section three of the report, which is on one
10  of the data sections.  And the way that the
11  comment reads is that the plan --
12                 KIRK WESTPHAL: This is number
13  five?
14                 ELAINE SISTARE: On our two-page
15  summary.  The plan should acknowledge that
16  groundwater is not included under the current
17  streamflow regulations.  The plan should not
18  advocate whether groundwater should or should not
19  be included under streamflow regulations, but
20  simply note that it is not now.
21                 And I think, you know, the
22  streamflow, maybe we can jump to also look at
23  comment number seven on this list, which also
24  talks about streamflow regulations on safe yield.
25  So our concerns on at least section three in that
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 1  suggestion was that we weren't sure how it
 2  compares or relates to future water demands and
 3  supply, whether it would be added to the previous
 4  section, but we wanted to see your thoughts about
 5  groundwater and minimum streamflow standards and
 6  making sure that, you know, we appropriately
 7  provide text in the report associated with that.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So I didn't get
 9  it as it related to the section that they were
10  referring to.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL: That was part of
12  the reason why we talked about it.  We didn't
13  quite understand the location in the report that
14  was being referenced.
15                 LORI MATHEU: It seems to be
16  incorrect.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Can we leave it at
18  this?  If you agree with this statement, can we
19  find where we've addressed it and make sure that
20  the statement fits the tone of the comment?
21                 LORI MATHEU: I'm fine with the
22  comment.  Just the location is wrong.
23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I mean, the
24  first sentence is true, is that groundwater is not
25  included in the current streamflow regulations.
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 1  The part about not advocating here depends on
 2  where here is.  And I don't think anyone is
 3  advocating that groundwater be integrated into the
 4  streamflow regs at this point in time.  That
 5  doesn't mean that the connection between
 6  groundwater and streamflow and diversions
 7  shouldn't be addressed.  So the second
 8  sentence out of context doesn't make any sense.
 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL: We will find out
10  where that exists.  It may be in one of the
11  pathways, and then carry your thought forward
12  there, Betsy.
13                 ELAINE SISTARE: All right.  So
14  while we're thinking streamflow let's also look at
15  comment number seven on this, which is about
16  deleting the paragraph on page 527.  And it says,
17  the reasoning is the impact of streamflow
18  regulations on safe yields analysis.
19                 Each water utility will need to
20  conduct for their affected sources, and it's
21  already underway through the WUCC process.  So it
22  should not be a high-level recommendation that's
23  in the plan, and I guess we just wanted to, you
24  know, to make sure that we understood and that
25  ultimately we can delete that component of the
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 1  policy recommendation, because I guess that's
 2  where it is.
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Delete it or change
 4  it to an acknowledgment that it's being addressed
 5  by the WUCC process.
 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So we
 7  recommended deletion.
 8                 Because it's actually sort of a
 9  smaller piece of -- and we actually think that it
10  really fits in this section in terms of all of the
11  things that were going on.  It's under
12  environmental monitoring.  I'm not so sure we've
13  really got it.
14                 In addition, impact.  When the regs
15  were adopted this was considered.  I agree that we
16  need to know, but -- so that was our take on it.
17                 LORI MATHEU: I don't have that
18  wording in front of me.
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: 5-27.
20                 LORI MATHEU: This is the separate
21  wording.
22                 So you want that -- you want C
23  taken out?
24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Yes.
25                 LORI MATHEU: Why?  Why would you
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 1  want that taken out?
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So, it doesn't
 3  fit within that piece.  That work is being done by
 4  the WUCC.  This is a really high-level
 5  recommendation.  It is not really clear why it's
 6  in there, and why it's in this location in
 7  particular.
 8                 LORI MATHEU: Suggested policy
 9  recommendations --
10                 ELAINE SISTARE: Under data, under
11  the data policy recommendation, correct.
12                 LORI MATHEU: Yeah, the data policy
13  recommendations.  To me, it seems to fit.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So what's going
15  to happen with that data once it's developed?
16  What's the purpose of the data?  What do you do
17  with it, and where do you go with it?
18                 LORI MATHEU: Well, I think it goes
19  to the point of the second bullet on the plan
20  summary when we talk about class A water.
21                 ELAINE SISTARE: The two-page
22  summary?
23                 LORI MATHEU: And it goes to the
24  part about the executive summary, which repeats
25  that saying, you know, I am to maintain the
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 1  highest quality drinking water.  I think a big
 2  part of this plan, and what the Health Department
 3  actually really likes about this plan is the
 4  acknowledgment of those items that we maintain the
 5  highest quality water for drinking.
 6                 But we do know that minimum
 7  streamflow -- and let's be honest, minimum
 8  streamflow is going to have a direct impact on the
 9  existing safe yield, and we have to be able to
10  understand that.  And we have to understand how
11  much and quantify that, and then be able to plan
12  for it appropriately in order to maintain number
13  two, and in order maintain the second bullet under
14  background.
15                 We're the only State that prohibits
16  this and we want to continue to maintain that, and
17  we believe in that.  That was the very first
18  policy meeting that I was at that everybody said,
19  let's take that right off the table.  We all agree
20  that we should maintain that.
21                 So that's what that goes to.  To
22  me, it's incredibly important to quantify how much
23  that's going to impact safe field, and where that
24  water is going to come from in the future so that
25  we can continue to maintain item two in the
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 1  executive summary on the second page.
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: My understanding
 3  is that work is underway through the WUCC process
 4  and will be vetted through the WUCC process.  It's
 5  also, I trust, part of any water supplier's
 6  planning and updating of their water supply plan.
 7  It's not actually a task that the Water Planning
 8  Council would take on, and I just don't think it
 9  belongs here.
10                 LORI MATHEU: Maybe it's in the
11  wrong place, but I think it has to be identified.
12  And then it could be identified that the WUCC is
13  working on that, or these other plans are working
14  on it because what you say to many other folks is
15  that there's other plans that do this or that,
16  this and that, for, you know, the blue plan, the
17  green plan and whatever plan, whatever plan, state
18  plan.
19                 You mentioned that you tee up an
20  issue and then you say another plan has taken care
21  of that.  I think maybe that's -- that we just
22  need rewrite that to a point and put it in the
23  right place.  But it is a data need.  It is a data
24  need and the WUCC is working on that.
25                 KIRK WESTPHAL: There are a couple
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 1  of places we could include that thought if you're
 2  comfortable with it.  We have a section on the
 3  instream flow policy recommendation on the
 4  instream flow, which is basically an
 5  acknowledgment that these are being implemented
 6  statewide for all the right reasons.  And would
 7  that be an appropriate place to say the WUCC
 8  process is evaluating the impacts of instream flow
 9  as part of that acknowledgment?  Would that be an
10  appropriate reference?
11                 LORI MATHEU: Right.  Wording that
12  same way that you have written there about impact
13  on quantity, that would be fine.  But I
14  think under data needs, I think it is a data need.
15  I think it's important to acknowledge.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I actually don't
17  think that's necessarily the right place to put
18  it, Kirk.  One of our concerns -- so where?  Can
19  you be more specific of where you would put it?
20                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Yeah.  Let's see
21  the contents here.  It would be section 5.2.3.8,
22  implementation of the minimum streamflow
23  regulations.
24                 ELAINE SISTARE: Which is another
25  policy recommendation.
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL: It's on page 522.
 2  And I think we had scaled that back.  We also have
 3  a pathway forward in streamflow, and maybe that's
 4  a more appropriate place for it to just encourage
 5  the coordination and the continuation of the work
 6  that the WUCC process is doing.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I would rather
 8  see it in the pathway forward than I would in this
 9  section.
10                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Okay.  Are you
11  comfortable with that, Lori?  That's more action
12  oriented, anyway.
13                 LORI MATHEU: You're suggesting
14  taking out the words in 522?
15                 ELAINE SISTARE: The paragraph C,
16  under the data policy recommendations.  Under 2,
17  paragraph 2C, under the data policy
18  recommendation.
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL: And move that to
20  the pathway forward for instream flow.
21                 LORI MATHEU: I guess I would
22  disagree.  I would want to see it there, because I
23  think it's important.  It's critically important
24  to maintain the highest quality drinking water.
25  And without that information we don't have a clue
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 1  how we're going to maintain the highest quality
 2  water for drinking.  I have no idea, because right
 3  now in some utilities -- and the information we're
 4  starting to gather, it's pretty significant.
 5                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Could I make an
 6  observation?  If I were a private citizen and I
 7  wanted to know about what the plan said about the
 8  impacts of instream flow, I wouldn't look to the
 9  data section for that.  I would look under the two
10  headings that specifically talked about instream
11  flow.
12                 So even though it is a data need,
13  it might be more impactful to include it in the
14  pathway forward.  That's where I would look for
15  it.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And also
17  pointing out there are considerable offramps built
18  into the regs depending on what the impact is and
19  where you are as a utility in meeting your margin
20  of safety and other issues.
21                 LORI MATHEU: But those offramps
22  are under a drought situation and under your
23  margin of safety issues.  And so only when you're
24  hitting those critical points is when you get the
25  offramp.  So offramps are fine when you get
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 1  critical points, but when you're doing planning
 2  you should be planning for 10, 20 years.  And yes,
 3  critical points are important, but also planning
 4  for the future is.
 5                 So the offramps don't give you the
 6  water you need for future planning.  They give you
 7  offramps for critical situation issues such as
 8  drought, such as minimum margin of safety issues.
 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And that makes
10  sense, because the premise was -- our goal through
11  those streamflow regs was to try to balance
12  downstream needs with upstream uses in the
13  reservoir going forward.  And that ultimately we
14  get to a point where we can move forward, so
15  that's the goal.  There's no question that's the
16  goal.
17                 LORI MATHEU: And I think beyond --
18  we're always thinking about the presentations
19  we're going to have to do in the next six months.
20  So if people say, oh, really.  That's great.  How
21  are you going to maintain that high quality water
22  for drinking?  How do you know?  How do you
23  account for it?  What are you going to do?
24                 I think for us we need to quantify
25  it, understand it.  Where are the issues?  And


Page 66


 1  then think about really changing the conservation
 2  ethic.  I mean, that's where these items work
 3  really well together in this executive summary.
 4  One leads into the next.
 5                 And when we talk about this at a
 6  high level to politicians, to chief elected
 7  officials and other people about this plan, I
 8  think that's what we have to strategize on, is how
 9  did we find that balance?  How do we find that
10  balance between minimum streamflow and high
11  quality water for human consumption?  How do we
12  find that?
13                 I think a lot of it has to do with
14  reuse of class B, reuse for non-potable use and
15  water conservation, because if you think about
16  what's going on in the western part of the state,
17  you know, using all that water for irrigation,
18  does that make any sense?  And should you be
19  pursuing more class A water if you're going to
20  just use 80 percent of your supply for irrigation?
21                 So you know, talk about big-picture
22  policy, the ethic needs to be changed.  And so it
23  says all of that.  So I want to be able to point
24  to places where we say this is an important issue.
25  So I think it belongs in multiple places, because
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 1  it is important, one of the most important points
 2  in the plan.
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: We have a
 4  difference of opinion.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN: So let me see who I
 6  can agree with.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: May I make a
 8  suggestion, Jack?
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.
10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Let's get
11  through everything else and table this and come
12  back to it.
13                 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Is that okay
15  with you, Lori?
16                 LORI MATHEU: Sounds good.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL: May I make another
18  suggestion?  And do with this as you see fit.  We
19  can talk about these for the next three days -- we
20  all if we could.  Could we jump ahead to talk
21  about some of the administrative details quickly
22  so we don't see those as afterthoughts at the end
23  and spend the remaining time on these comments?
24  Would that be okay with everybody?
25                 THE CHAIRMAN: Sure.
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL: So we've been
 2  really dealing with section three and two at the
 3  same time.  So let's jump ahead to section four
 4  and talk a little bit about the logistics of
 5  turning the documents over to you and some
 6  thoughts then about outreach and budget moving
 7  forward.
 8                 Our plan is to hand you -- and
 9  Elaine, you can elaborate on this -- Word
10  documents that you can modify and you would
11  probably want to assign a caretaker as a counsel
12  of those documents to ensure version consistency.
13  PDFs, of course, that you can share and post.
14                 And the executive summary is
15  written in a different piece of software,
16  InDesign.  I don't know if anybody has access to
17  that, but we could figure out -- we will need to
18  figure out how you can edit the executive summary.
19  We'll give it to you in a Word form, but you'll
20  also want the ability to modify electronically in
21  InDesign.
22                 Elaine, you had some thoughts on
23  hardcopies and flash drives, too.  Do you want to
24  share those?
25                 ELAINE SISTARE: Sure.  Yeah,
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 1  rather than -- because these are going to be large
 2  sized PDF files, so I think basically a memory
 3  stick -- four memory sticks to the Water Planning
 4  Council members.  And paper copies of the June
 5  2017 final draft report.  I'm suggesting two per
 6  Water Planning Council member, but I could
 7  increase that by a couple if necessary.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Increasing by a
 9  couple would be nice.
10                 LORI MATHEU: Four would be good.
11                 ELAINE SISTARE: So four per number
12  of the Water Planning Council.
13                 LORI MATHEU: Six would be better.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE: I'm sure 20 would
15  be better.  Right?
16                 LORI MATHEU: I'll take six, then.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL: I hear two and six,
18  so we'll go with four.
19                 ELAINE SISTARE: The middle ground.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN: PURA needs two, so
21  just make two for us.
22                 LORI MATHEU: My Commissioner needs
23  one.  You know, my staff needs some.  We have
24  another section.  I'm sure Betsey has the same.
25  You know, commissioners love to have the paper
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 1  copies.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE: Sixteen between
 3  all of you, and do you think that would be
 4  reasonable?  I don't know, you know, an OPM
 5  representative is not here.
 6                 KIRK WESTPHAL: You can divide them
 7  up as you see fit.
 8                 ELAINE SISTARE: Six for the two of
 9  you?
10                 LORI MATHEU: I'll take four.
11                 THE CHAIRMAN: Give me four, and
12  then I'll give Gary two.
13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So 16.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE: Okay.  And along
15  with, you know, like I said, the memory sticks and
16  the executive summary would be bound inside of it
17  as part of the report.  The two-page handout will
18  not be bound as part of the report, but you know,
19  as I've delivered in the past, slipped in.
20                 We do expect -- and it kind of goes
21  to the consultant to the Council transfer, but
22  we'll put in, you know, a one or two-page letter
23  from CDM Smith saying, here's the final draft
24  report.  So that would be bound inside the report,
25  too.
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 1                 Beside that, that's about the
 2  details associated with it, there has been some --
 3  if I'm remembering correctly from the last
 4  meeting, that July 5th is when the next time, you
 5  know, after you've received the report the July
 6  5th meeting would be your first opportunity to say
 7  you're ready to post it.
 8                 That's all I have.
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN: And I would
10  anticipate us opening a new docket for tracking
11  purposes because there's so much.  There's volumes
12  of information in the existing docket we have set
13  up the development of the water plan.
14                 So Mr. Neeley will set up a docket.
15  Probably it would be relevant or --
16                 NICK NEELEY: Yeah, just to keep in
17  mind I know, you know, we've talked a lot about --
18  I don't know if this is relevant or not, but
19  there's been a lot of discussion about this
20  outreach plan.
21                 There's no mention of an outreach
22  plan in the statute itself.  All it says is the
23  Water Planning Council, once it has the draft
24  report shall publish it and put it out for public
25  comment.  That's what the statute calls for at a
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 1  minimum.
 2                 Just so I think some people were
 3  under the assumption that the statute calls for an
 4  outreach plan, practically it might, but it's not
 5  required by the statute.  It tells you, you have
 6  to have one public meeting.  You've got to post it
 7  on the Internet.  And that's a mechanism to gather
 8  comments, and that's the extent of it.
 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL: That's a good
10  point, Nick.  I think it's sort of an implicit
11  assumption on our part that because this would be
12  put to the Legislature for a vote, that
13  the outreach will be an effective step toward
14  securing that vote.
15                 All right.  We do want to
16  acknowledge that NEIWPCC has done a really nice
17  job tabulating all of the public comments to date
18  from the docket.  That will be included as an
19  appendix -- you may have mentioned that, Elaine --
20  and categorize the different kinds of comments
21  that we received.  So that would be part of the
22  report.  At least you haven't seen that yet, I
23  don't think.
24                 ELAINE SISTARE: Not the individual
25  comments, the summary.
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL: The summary.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE: Yes.
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Jack, do you want
 4  to talk a little bit about next steps going
 5  forward, opportunities for outreach, what your
 6  thoughts and plans are?
 7                 THE CHAIRMAN: And Lori or Betsey,
 8  just jump in here you if you want.
 9                 In terms of the budget, I mean, I
10  don't have to tell you it's in a state of flux
11  right now.  We are happy that we're going to have
12  Garrett Eucalitto who's going to be coming over
13  from the Office of Policy and Management.  He's
14  going to be the new representative on the Council
15  to replace David LeVasseur.
16                 David, we're not so certain he's
17  going to be available to come back in some type of
18  capacity because of the state of flux with the
19  budget.  We're still waiting to hear back from the
20  Army Corps of Engineers in terms of what might be
21  available there.
22                 NEIWPCC has some hours left and I
23  have to figure out how that translates into
24  dollars.  We would love to hear from them as
25  involved in some capacity as we go through this
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 1  process.  We just have to figure out how to do it
 2  strategically and financially.
 3                 In terms of the outreach, one of
 4  the things that I've talked about is the fact that
 5  all three -- all the agencies, OPM, DEEP, PURA and
 6  DPH have our own communications people that work
 7  for us.  And I think over the next several weeks
 8  what I would suggest is that we get together and
 9  try to come up -- and it kind of goes with what
10  Virginia and Margaret talked about, that elevator
11  speech, those bullets that you came up with when
12  we were out in Fort Trumbull, so we can all really
13  speak with a unified voice going out.
14                 There might be some situations if
15  you're going to some of the -- the discussions we
16  just had previously between Lori and Betsey, those
17  are the kinds of things -- nothing wrong
18  with saying to people that you might have to get
19  back to them if you're a council of governments or
20  something like that to give an answer, but we
21  really want to have people go out and speak in a
22  unified voice after we formally accept this plan.
23                 And we have to move very quickly,
24  because before you know it December 31st will be
25  here.  So we have ideas.  As Nick said, you know,
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 1  it's not that we're not mandated, but I think
 2  we've spent a great deal of time, effort and money
 3  on this.  And I think we have an obligation as the
 4  citizens of the State to go out and to promote
 5  this plan and to let them know what we've tried to
 6  do over the past year and a half.  So we're open
 7  to suggestions from the Water Planning Council or
 8  any of the Water Planning Council advisory group,
 9  or anybody as we move forward, but it's
10  challenging for us right now.
11                 One of the things that I had
12  mentioned is that at the PURA, and formally the
13  DPUC, we had a extensive consumer outreach program
14  for an electric supplier competition program.  So
15  we have some experience going out and speaking to
16  groups and doing public service announcements and
17  coming up with some literature to promote it.  So
18  Mike Coyle has been very involved with that back
19  at our shop.  So there's alternatives.  There's
20  things we can utilize moving forward.  And again,
21  we're open to, also, suggestions.
22                 I don't know if Betsey or Lori have
23  anything to add?
24                 LORI MATHEU: I think that webinars
25  can be done and they can be produced.  And a
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 1  number of us have the equipment, at least, and the
 2  people and the communication offices to be able to
 3  help us produce that.  And maybe we can have CDM
 4  Smith help us with some slides, which would be
 5  very helpful, focus a PowerPoint presentation.
 6                 As much as I hate PowerPoint, I
 7  think we should have something that could be used
 8  by anyone that we would have them deputized, as
 9  you mentioned, you know, people on the advisory to
10  go up and speak, but to use those slides and to
11  speak to the plan in a consistent manner.  I think
12  a unified voice is really very important.
13                 So I have spoken with my deputy
14  commissioner this morning and she is willing to,
15  as we had mentioned, get our Communications
16  Director Maura Downs involved with your
17  communications directors, and put their thoughts
18  together.
19                 We recently had built a new media
20  center at our department, so I think we could put
21  that to some good use.  So I think if we put our
22  communications people together I think we could
23  pool our resources and get something interesting
24  done.
25                 ELAINE SISTARE: One thing I will
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 1  add on to that memory stick at minimum, Lori, is
 2  that -- and brought this up at the advisory group
 3  yesterday exactly what you said about the
 4  presentation.  But the May 20th, I believe it was,
 5  public meeting number six.
 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: At the LOB.
 7                 ELAINE SISTARE: At the LOB pretty
 8  much has, you know, the information that's
 9  included in the plan.  If those, you know,
10  individuals do presentations elsewhere maybe they
11  want to put in a couple, you know, specific slides
12  to that COG to that area of the state, et cetera,
13  but ultimately that is the framework of a
14  presentation for the plan.
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So we're halfway
16  through?
17                 ELAINE SISTARE: We're halfway
18  through.  There are some easy ones that I see.
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Let's do the easy
20  ones first.
21                 DAVID MURPHY: Can we take a break,
22  and have me come up and say -- I think I worked on
23  this section.
24                 KIRK WESTPHAL: I'd be happy to
25  take a break.
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 1                 DAVID MURPHY: Not a long break.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE: Section 5-3.  The
 3  one that perhaps we skipped was item number six,
 4  which is about climate change.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN: Let's take a
 6  five-minute break, so we can do the environment
 7  later.
 8 
 9                 (Whereupon, a recess was taken from
10  3:00 p.m. to 3:11 p.m.)
11 
12                 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.  Let's
13  reconvene.
14                 DAVID MURPHY: I wanted to continue
15  with the comments, comment six from DEEP.  This is
16  a comment about the climate change discussion, and
17  I believe there was a discussion offline a few
18  minutes ago.  Was there some resolution on this
19  one?
20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Yes.  I mean, so
21  basically -- and I'm not going to do as articulate
22  a job as Corinne did, because this was discussed
23  at science and technical.  What we'd like to see
24  is some additional recommendations that as we move
25  forward we really need to be looking at climate
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 1  change and reassessing as we go.  And that my
 2  understanding is you guys have looked over 25
 3  years.  There's a need for continuing to evaluate
 4  climate change, the impacts and further refining
 5  them.
 6                 Does that accurately capture it,
 7  Corinne or Kirk?
 8                 CORINNE FITTING: Yeah, it just
 9  needed the next step.
10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: It needed the
11  next step.
12                 CORINNE FITTING: And a couple
13  sentences will do it.
14                 KIRK WESTPHAL: I'll do that.
15                 DAVID MURPHY: Comment seven, I
16  believe we are?
17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Tabling until
18  the end.
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL: So comment eight, I
20  spoke to Alicea during the break, and Betsey as
21  well, and I think we have a resolution on this
22  one.
23                 Betsey, would you like to describe
24  it?
25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: 5-3-22.
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 1                 DAVID MURPHY: Page 536.
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So this is about
 3  the policy discussion that the policy subcommittee
 4  had about interconnections.  I think we had four
 5  meetings where we talked about interconnections
 6  and we ended up with two competing policy sort of
 7  statements.  I think there's concern about
 8  including the draft policy statements, because we
 9  never reached consensus on them.
10                 So my suggestion, and Alicea
11  agreed, would be to delete the first two sentences
12  of the policy subcommittee language section and
13  basically just end up with a statement of fact
14  about what happened and what we'd be focused on.
15                 So for those of you who are looking
16  at it, the paragraph would start with, there was
17  agreement that interconnections between public
18  water supply systems have multiple benefits, and
19  it would end with sustainability, and that's it.
20  Short and simple, and to the point.
21                 You okay with that, Lori?  Did you
22  understand that?
23                 LORI MATHEU: (Nodding
24  affirmatively.)
25                 ELAINE SISTARE: On page 536.
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 1  Right?  So delete under paragraph C, under
 2  consensusbuilding communication, delete the first
 3  sentence.  Start --
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Two sentences.
 5                 ELAINE SISTARE: Two sentences?
 6  Okay.  Start with, there was agreement.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Yeah.
 8                 ELAINE SISTARE: And that sentence
 9  stands alone?
10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And keep the
11  rest of the paragraph, and go all the way down to
12  sustainability.
13                 ELAINE SISTARE: Okay.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And that's it.
15                 LORI MATHEU: So all you're
16  deleting are the first two sentences?
17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And the draft
18  policy statements.
19                 ELAINE SISTARE: What's written in
20  blue, those subparagraphs under that about the
21  draft sentences.
22                 LORI MATHEU: Where do the two
23  draft policy statements come from?
24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: They came out of
25  the policy subcommittee, but there was never
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 1  consensus on them.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE: And then just to
 3  clarify this is in the pathways.  It's not draft
 4  language.
 5                 LORI MATHEU: There was a lot of
 6  discussion about interconnections and the fact
 7  that -- especially emergency interconnections
 8  should be fostered, not only for sharing of water,
 9  but for resiliency.
10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And
11  environmental sustainability.  It sort of went,
12  all of those pieces --
13                 LORI MATHEU: I really thought we
14  had consensus on the discussions like that.
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: We didn't.
16                 LORI MATHEU: I cannot remember
17  people disagreeing.
18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: We didn't get
19  consensus.
20                 ELAINE SISTARE: In the way that
21  it's written, yeah, we wrote it as consensus was
22  not reached, but you know, we've included it as a
23  draft.  That's, you know, reading this paragraph
24  in full.  So it's, you know, while I think the
25  phrase is draft, in its phrase, the consensus was
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 1  not reached, the question is, you know, whether we
 2  should strike them from the plan.
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So the beauty
 4  is -- to me, is that the two sentences that remain
 5  capture the concepts that are embedded in both
 6  draft policy one and draft policy two, and talk
 7  about the importance of those interconnections and
 8  the possibility of utilizing them without then
 9  pulling forward the language, which from my
10  memory, the policy subcommittee didn't reach
11  agreement upon.
12                 LORI MATHEU: I thought we had
13  consensus on this.  Is there anyone else that was
14  in those meetings in this room?
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Alicea.
16                 DAVID RADKA: What was the
17  discussion?
18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Did we reach
19  consensus on both policy recommendations.
20                 DAVID RADKA: Can you paraphrase
21  the policy recommendations?
22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Bob young is
23  what you need to know.
24                 DAVID RADKA: I thought we pretty
25  much reached consensus on the pieces that you've
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 1  put on it as far as the drivers for it.
 2                 CORINNE FITTING: I think we
 3  reached consensus on some of the drivers, but we
 4  never decided that that policy was what we were
 5  going with.  We had multiple discussions and we
 6  could never quite get there.
 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL: What I recall is
 8  that we agreed that the language was useful, but
 9  didn't belong as a policy recommendation as the
10  language was crafted.  And I think the suggestion
11  was made by somebody to include the language in
12  the plan as an example of how future policies
13  could be crafted, but not specifically recommend
14  that language.  And I think, Elaine, that's why
15  you're saying we included it as a pathway for
16  discussion, but not as recommended language.
17                 So I agree, I don't think there was
18  consensus that it was a policy recommendation, but
19  there was an expression of a need to at least
20  preserve that language in some way in the plan as
21  an example.  That's how I remember it.
22                 DAVID RADKA: I would disagree.  I
23  would characterize it maybe a little -- a step
24  further than that.  There seemed to be consensus
25  that interconnections had value.
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 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Absolutely.
 2                 DAVID RADKA: And I think that's
 3  what you were talking about, Corinne, is that.
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And there's
 5  still language in there that does that.
 6                 ALICEA CHARAMUT: My discomfort --
 7  Alicea Charamut, Connecticut River Conservancy.
 8  My discomfort with it was that the language that
 9  we weren't -- everyone was not comfortable putting
10  forward.
11                 If it's in the plan it's going to
12  be just too easy for someone to point out and say,
13  it's here.  Let's just use this language, when
14  there were -- and I know I wasn't the only one
15  that was not comfortable with the second
16  recommendation which went beyond emergency
17  interconnections.
18                 LORI MATHEU: Are you more
19  concerned with policy number one versus policy
20  number two?  Or policy number two with more
21  concern --
22                 ALICEA CHARAMUT: Which one was the
23  emergency interconnections?
24                 LORI MATHEU: Number two.
25                 ALICEA CHARAMUT: I was more


Page 86


 1  concerned with policy number one.
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: No, I'm sorry.
 3  You're concerned with policy number two.
 4                 ALICEA CHARAMUT: Okay.  Thank you.
 5  What did Betsey say?
 6                 LORI MATHEU: Policy number two.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And just,
 8  Alicea, not to speak for you, but I think your
 9  concern about policy number two is that there are
10  no controls on it.  Correct?  It reduces barriers
11  and provides incentives.
12                 ALICEA CHARAMUT: Right.
13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: But there's no
14  balance provided in the policy.
15                 LORI MATHEU: So could we leave
16  draft policy number one in?  Alicea, since it's
17  your comment?
18                 ALICEA CHARAMUT: I seem to recall
19  having more consensus around that policy than the
20  other one.  I wish Margaret was here.  Maybe she
21  might remember --
22                 LORI MATHEU: I remember it.
23                 ALICEA CHARAMUT: Yeah, I recall we
24  had consensus around that policy.
25                 KIRK WESTPHAL: It's very short.
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 1  Can somebody read it?
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE: The draft policy
 3  one, promote legislation regulation and regulatory
 4  administration that reduces barriers and provides
 5  incentives for water utilities to construct
 6  permanent interconnections that can be utilized on
 7  a short-term basis to provide reliability during
 8  emergency situations without impacting the
 9  systems' margin of safety.
10                 Draft policy two has the same
11  phrasing to start, but instead ends with, to
12  construct permanent interconnections that provide
13  system resiliency and environmental
14  sustainability.
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And that goes to
16  why there wasn't sort of agreement, because this
17  concept of environmental sustainability in
18  utilizing interconnections to provide for a wide
19  variety of things is where the group couldn't come
20  to consensus.
21                 LORI MATHEU: On policy two?
22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Well, if we
23  could have come to consensus it probably would
24  have been policy one.  That's why policy one isn't
25  broad enough from our perspective.
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN: Why don't we leave
 2  both in there and go out on the road with them?
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: We've got no
 4  other draft policies in here, would be another way
 5  to look at it.
 6                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: The gist of it
 7  is covered in the text.
 8                 LORI MATHEU: I agree with Jack to
 9  leave it in there and see what comes with it, or
10  take out draft policy number two since that seems
11  to be the more -- and I do remember that that was
12  a little bit more on the edge, but we talked a lot
13  about emergency situations and emergency
14  interconnections.  And I think -- I swear I've
15  been to many, many meetings.  I swear we had
16  consensus on that.
17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So we can check
18  the minutes.
19                 LORI MATHEU: Good, because I
20  recall a conversation where we talked about this.
21                 DAVID MURPHY: The narrative also
22  doesn't say, these are examples.  It might be
23  something that we could fix by saying, these are
24  potential examples.
25                 ELAINE SISTARE: It's almost
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 1  giving, you know, a half an inch forward on a
 2  pathway forward.  This is how a pathway forward
 3  could get pushed forward, you know, in a very
 4  small step, you know, and these are two options.
 5                 So you know, maybe some
 6  wordsmithing to state it as that.  But you know,
 7  like Betsey said, no, it's not in any of the other
 8  pathways forward, but I guess because there was
 9  significant conversations at the policy meetings
10  that's where, you know, it was drafted as it
11  reads.
12                 The other, you know, somewhat of --
13  the comment and responses stand as their own, too.
14  So there is, you know, depending on what the final
15  draft of the report is, those comments and
16  responses also stand as part of the documentation
17  of development.
18                 DAVID MURPHY: So they document the
19  changes in some opinions?
20                 ELAINE SISTARE: Yes.
21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Say that again
22  please, Elaine?
23                 ELAINE SISTARE: The comment log
24  similar to as we did for the phase one report, the
25  comment log will be a document that we deliver as,
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 1  you know here's the comments we received.  Here's
 2  how, you know, they're either agree, disagree,
 3  other.
 4                 In this resolution detail, you
 5  know, what the resolution detail -- probably reads
 6  something like, you know, this was discussed at
 7  the Water Planning Council special meeting.  You
 8  know, left in or, you know, otherwise and, you
 9  know, this was, you know, while it continues to be
10  draft language it's an example, some kind of
11  summary.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Another way to
13  approach it would be the way that you've proposed
14  agricultural practices, because the agricultural
15  practices language was actually adopted by the
16  policy subcommittee.  But what you've done, and
17  it's done on page 5-20, is you put a note in and
18  say, this language was prepared by the policy
19  subcommittee and has been adapted to fit the
20  context of the plan's goals.  You could take a
21  similar approach on this issue.
22                 ELAINE SISTARE: And maybe my first
23  stop with there is that that is a draft policy
24  recommendation versus a pathway forward.  You
25  know, the pathway forward, as we've developed them
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 1  and as we had them reviewed, you know, we
 2  encourage that.  You know, these are ideas.
 3  There's no wrong idea.  There's nothing, you know,
 4  we shouldn't say, no.  If you list six groups,
 5  could we, you know, list seven or eight?  Sure.
 6  But we're not going to, you know, we can list a
 7  definite amount and still not have it all there,
 8  but it's to provide information as on the topic so
 9  that it can be discussed and pushed forward if
10  appropriate.
11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So where are we?
12                 THE CHAIRMAN: You were going to
13  soften the language?
14                 ELAINE SISTARE: We can, certainly.
15  We can format it a little more clear that, you
16  know, unlike other pathways forward we're
17  including some start to a --
18                 DAVID MURPHY: Two examples, two
19  examples of the language.
20                 ELAINE SISTARE: Correct.  And then
21  also document on this resolution detail that, you
22  know, discussion was at the Water Planning Council
23  meeting, and ultimately just that.  That while
24  there was some concerns about moving it forward,
25  we've addressed by softening the language and, you
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 1  know, noting that it is a pathway forward for
 2  ideas.
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I'm really
 4  uncomfortable with the policy language.  We did
 5  talk about it.  The concepts as they're addressed
 6  in the text I think are right on.  That could
 7  actually be expanded.
 8                 Even if you worked sort of the
 9  policy, the draft policy language into the text,
10  it would stand out less than two draft policy
11  recommendations that are in blue.  Nothing else is
12  in blue even though it says, needs consensus,
13  which from my perspective there wasn't consensus
14  about.  I think it gives them too much weight.
15                 ELAINE SISTARE: Perhaps we should
16  just, you know -- did I interrupt you, Lori?  Did
17  you have a thought?
18                 LORI MATHEU: No.
19                 ELAINE SISTARE: You know, taking
20  it out of, like you say, rather than, you know,
21  maybe I can include it as a bracketed paragraph of
22  text of that, you know, and just format it a
23  little differently so that it doesn't stand out.
24                 LORI MATHEU: I remember the
25  conversation in the policy group where there was a
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 1  discussion about impacts of high-quality water for
 2  future sources.  And we thought that
 3  interconnections and sharing of water would be a
 4  way to avoid and to limit or reduce the impact of
 5  developing new sources of supply versus sharing
 6  the water across the state.
 7                 And I really thought we had good
 8  consensus on that issue.  I could clearly remember
 9  the conversation about that sort of thing versus
10  developing new surface water supplies up in the
11  headwater streams.  I can clearly remember this
12  conversation in the policy group.
13                 ALICEA CHARAMUT: And I
14  clearly remember talking specifically about
15  barrier removal outside of emergency situations.
16  And myself -- and I know Mike from UConn said the
17  same thing, and we were uncomfortable with that
18  barrier removal because you don't have the checks
19  and balances there.
20                 So that's where we didn't have
21  consensus.  I remember that very clearly.
22                 KIRK WESTPHAL: My recommendation,
23  if I can jump in, is since we're touting this
24  entire plan as a consensus based plan to the
25  extent we can, why don't we leave in the first one
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 1  where there was general agreement as an example,
 2  to underline this as an example of how this
 3  pathway can ultimately lead to the policy, and
 4  let's strike the second one for now.
 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Alicea, are you
 6  okay with that?
 7                 ALICEA CHARAMUT: (Nodding
 8  affirmatively.)
 9                 LORI MATHEU: That works for me.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.  Thank you for
11  those final comments.
12                 KIRK WESTPHAL: Thank you very much
13  everybody.  It's been a real privilege.  We
14  appreciate it.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much.
16  We appreciate all your work.
17                 ELAINE SISTARE: Okay.  So we've
18  made it through another one.  Let's see, Dave.
19  Where are we?
20                 DAVID MURPHY: Number nine.  Number
21  nine is three paragraphs in the pathway forward
22  about streamflow regulations that had some
23  language about financial impacts, et cetera.
24                 The only reason we didn't address
25  these as DEEP suggested was that others had made


Page 95


 1  edits to these, these three bullets.  And I --
 2  Betsey made a good point.  It would have been good
 3  to bring those edits to review.  We don't have
 4  them.  My recollection is for this specific
 5  comment the edits were mainly editorial, some
 6  wordsmithing.
 7                 So the discussion, I guess, is
 8  whether these three, A, B and C can stay, because
 9  other people that edited it that read them
10  evidently were fine with them.  Or should they go?
11  Is there a need to have them at all?
12                 So we can read them, if that's
13  helpful.
14                 Elaine, was this the page?
15                 ELAINE SISTARE: Yes.
16                 DAVID MURPHY: Okay.  So this is
17  the pathway forward in instream flow, ecological
18  flows and the minimum streamflow standards.
19                 Under information needs, minimum
20  streamflow regulations have impacted some
21  available water for public drinking water supply,
22  current and future safe yield.  It is
23  understood that impacts to safe yield and margin
24  of safety are being calculated by water utilities
25  and may be reported as part of the water
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 1  utility coordinating committee, the WUCC process
 2  and the information should be incorporated into
 3  implementation decisions for the plan.
 4                 B, it is recommended that the Water
 5  Planning Council study the financial impacts of
 6  regulatory resident water releases to water
 7  utilities.
 8                 C, it is recommended that although
 9  the ecological flow targets presented in this
10  report are not regulatory mandates -- and that's
11  in the brackets -- in parenthesis, unlike the
12  required reservoir releases, comma, the impacts of
13  satisfying these needs to the greatest extent
14  possible be included in the evaluation of the
15  impacts of the streamflow standards on water
16  utilities with respect to yield, margin of safety
17  and cost.
18                 So A is kind of what's happening
19  already.  B would be something extra for the Water
20  Planning Council to do going forward.  And then C
21  is kind of additional steps that can be taken.
22                 Betsey, do you have comment?
23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So I think my
24  concern and our overall comments on this one were
25  driven by there is a -- and I still struggle with
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 1  all of the terms.  There is a policy
 2  recommendation about implementation of minimum
 3  streamflow and I actually think that this
 4  discussion we're having now relates back to the
 5  comment number five.  Okay?  Because they are
 6  related.
 7                 And it was always my understanding
 8  that the recommended pathway forward for instream
 9  flow was not going to be about implementation of
10  minimum streamflow, because that's a policy
11  recommendation.  But it was going to be about how
12  do we achieve balance on instream flow moving
13  forward, and what do we need to look at?
14                 My actual hope for this
15  recommendation would be that it would be much
16  broader and really looking at broad
17  ecological flows, which it sort of does.  But then
18  it falls back down into minimum streamflow, which
19  isn't what it's about, which is why we're
20  recommending that those paragraphs come out.
21                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: May I interject,
22  Betsey?  I think this is related to a discussion
23  that went on in the science and technical
24  committee quite early on that the original
25  summary, basis summary sheets that had the bars
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 1  had represented just the mandated flows from the
 2  streamflow regulations.
 3                 And it was general consensus in the
 4  science and technical group that that was not
 5  adequate as a representation of ecological flows,
 6  which I think is the point that you're making
 7  here.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Absolutely.
 9                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: And those, as
10  you recall, those summary sheets then added the
11  big, long hatch bars that represented the -- I
12  don't remember.  It was the 80th percentile and
13  the -- what?  50th, whatever.  It doesn't matter.
14                 But I think you're making the same
15  point, that the mandated minimum streamflows are
16  just a component of appropriate ecological flows.
17  And since we made the change in the summary sheets
18  it sounds like it would be appropriate to make a
19  similar change in this discussion.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN: Lori?
21                 LORI MATHEU: Kirk, what you are
22  recommending?  How did this get in here to begin
23  with?  So why are these here in A, B and C?
24                 DAVID MURPHY: I think as an
25  information need for ecological flows, C kind of
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 1  gets at it best.  A and B kind of rehash what the
 2  impacts of the existing regulation are.  And I'm
 3  thinking out loud that A and B were kind of in
 4  there just to kind of get the reader familiar with
 5  what C would be suggesting if similar to what A
 6  and B are suggesting.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: But C actually
 8  turns the issue on its head, because the real
 9  issue is in order to have sufficient ecological
10  flows statewide we probably need a new set of
11  tools.  We don't know what those set of tools are,
12  but we need a pathway forward to get there.
13                 I mean, whether that -- and now
14  we're going back up to comment five.  Whether that
15  is groundwater incorporated in the streamflow,
16  which I don't think it is, we have a component of
17  instream flow that is not regulated, but we know
18  that there's a need.  So how do we as a State
19  begin to grapple with that issue?
20                 And I really thought that that's
21  what this sort of pathway forward would be looking
22  at.  We don't have consensus on it.  I agree
23  totally, but it's identified in the balance
24  statement as one of the top sort of five issues
25  and it's recognized in the executive summary.  And
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 1  somehow we need to be talking about this.
 2                 DAVID MURPHY: So to get started
 3  with ecological flow as a pathway forward, is
 4  there an information need?  Or maybe there's not
 5  an immediate information need.  Maybe it starts
 6  with the partnerships and consensusbuilding.  I
 7  guess what I'm suggesting is what if we don't have
 8  information needs?
 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: That would get
10  past this issue.
11                 LORI MATHEU: I think these are
12  more impacts, because I mean, to go to ecological
13  flows -- I guess, some of the point is, minimum
14  streamflow has an impact.  To go above and
15  beyond minimum streamflow you're going to
16  ecological flows which is going to have an even
17  more significant impact.  So to understand, you
18  know, to get to ecological flow needs and to try
19  to meet those we already have impacts by minimum
20  streamflow.
21                 And so I think that just brings
22  that back and makes sure that the reader, whoever
23  is reading this is understanding that in order to
24  get to desired ecological flows you're impacting
25  other uses of that water supply significantly.
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 1                 So I think the point -- maybe it's
 2  just termed incorrectly, but I don't agree with
 3  deleting those concepts because those were
 4  discussed.  And we talked a lot about the fact
 5  that the impact of minimum streamflow on existing
 6  safe yield belongs with the WUCC, and those
 7  calculations belong in the WUCC, but we were going
 8  to mention it in this plan, and I agreed to that
 9  and said, okay.  We're going to mention it, but
10  we're not going to calculate it here.  We'll
11  calculate it under the WUCC process.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: That's what A
13  is.
14                 LORI MATHEU: So to bring it out
15  front -- right.  That's what A is.  And I would,
16  as far as I'm concerned, I would like to have
17  those three bullets until there.  And maybe it's
18  just inappropriately termed.
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: But it's not
20  about these ecological flows -- and the title is
21  actually probably wrong on the section.  This is
22  about meeting ecological flows statewide, which we
23  are not presently -- and minimum streamflow will
24  not get us there.
25                 The question is, in order to
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 1  achieve the balance as required by the plan and as
 2  set forth in the objectives, what do we do?  And
 3  we have some sort of general suggestions about how
 4  we move forward below.
 5                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: Betsey, could
 6  you see moving some of that language into the
 7  introductory paragraph and then making information
 8  needs just much more focused?
 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So there's a
10  section -- no, I can't, Virginia, because there's
11  already a section on minimum streamflow
12  implementation.  That's not what this is about.
13  And what those things are, are about minimum.  A
14  certainly is about minimum streamflow.
15                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: But then, for
16  instance, C?  Could you move C into the
17  introductory paragraph, and then the information
18  needs would be to come up with some way of
19  assessing what an appropriate ecological flow
20  would be?  That's a huge question.
21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: But in order to
22  do that you don't have to include an evaluation
23  that impacts those streamflow standards on water
24  utilities.  So it's a little bit like every
25  opportunity sort of goes back and harps on that
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 1  issue, and I think we need to really focus on the
 2  ecological flows.
 3                 We do need balance.  This doesn't
 4  really drive us in one particular direction and
 5  doesn't -- I mean, it says it's an issue that we
 6  need to look at and provides some pathways for
 7  getting there.
 8                 LORI MATHEU: But I think it's an
 9  important recognition if you take that next step
10  beyond minimum streamflow and look at ecological
11  flow needs, which are significant.  There's going
12  to be a significant impact to existing uses, which
13  includes public water systems and sources.  So to
14  continue to bring that back to the reader I think
15  is important.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Well, then when
17  we get to class A we should put something in there
18  that says, by the way, it impacts ecological
19  flows -- because we're taking it out.
20                 LORI MATHEU: I agree.
21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I think we've
22  done a good job of trying to balance our competing
23  needs, but always sort of bringing this issue back
24  up every time ecological flows are addressed.  I
25  don't think actually it treats that issue fairly
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 1  in the context.  I mean, this is a really big
 2  issue for us.
 3                 LORI MATHEU: Right.  And minimum
 4  streamflow impacting safe yield is a big issue
 5  when we're looking at -- I would say, to us, but
 6  to the State, I would say when you're looking
 7  at meeting future need statewide and regionally,
 8  how can you meet the needs if you're failing to --
 9  lose existing safe yield.  We've got to start
10  looking at the numbers and quantifying that.
11                 Now to take that another step
12  further before ecological needs, it has even more
13  of an impact on the existing uses that are already
14  there.
15                 So I think mentioning it, maybe we
16  don't focus in on the details so much, but maybe
17  softening that, but I think it needs to be
18  mentioned.  And the fact that the WUCC process
19  will be, you know, that's a big part for us
20  because we backed off of this bigtime because we
21  were told the WUCC will calculate it.  And I said,
22  okay.  That's where it belongs.  I agree with
23  that.
24                 DAVID MURPHY: What if we scrap A,
25  B, and C -- and possibly B and have an A and B.  A
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 1  would be first to commission -- began to develop
 2  the targets.  And B, just as some water users have
 3  evaluated impacts on streamflow regulations,
 4  eventually they will need to evaluate the impacts
 5  of these regulations.
 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: If it is a
 7  regulation.
 8                 DAVID MURPHY: If it is.
 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I mean, we don't
10  know.
11                 DAVID MURPHY: Right.  So that's
12  why it's A to B.  So A would be identify the
13  targets, and B would be just as those -- some have
14  chosen to evaluate impacts, they could begin to
15  evaluate impacts.  It's a pathway.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I would much
17  rather see a second paragraph that says clearly
18  once those targets are defined there needs to be a
19  balancing of other needs and prioritization of
20  uses.  I mean, because that's really -- it's all
21  about that balance piece.
22                 DAVID MURPHY: And I think that's
23  important enough to go in the introductory text.
24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I think that's
25  really what Virginia was suggesting was that some
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 1  of it move into the introductory text.
 2                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: Betsey, I think
 3  the comment you made might be apt, too, because
 4  this is a yeah-but.  This is great, but it's going
 5  to have this effect on the safe yield.  But if we
 6  had a yeah-but equivalent in the level A -- not
 7  the level A.  The class A discussion, yes, this is
 8  great for protecting public health, but it has an
 9  effect on the streamflow.  If they were to yell
10  out over there, too, as you mentioned, that would
11  keep it in balance.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Right, but this
13  is about a future activity that we're going to
14  look at.  Anything that we propose or come up with
15  as either the Water Planning Council or as an
16  agency will be vetted, will go through all of the
17  process and all of these things will be evaluated.
18                 It doesn't mean that you frontload
19  it with sort of the potential negative
20  consequences when you actually don't really
21  understand what they do.  I mean, one of the
22  examples -- well, because there might be ways of
23  reaching both needs without impacting the
24  availability of water and having better
25  streamflows.  I mean, you don't know.  It could be
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 1  an operational phase.
 2                 LORI MATHEU: Maybe the recognition
 3  of the evaluation needs to happen so that there's
 4  an understanding of the impact.  I just think that
 5  it's a very important concept.
 6                 DAVID RADKA: May I offer a comment
 7  as a WUCC cochair?  I don't disagree that the
 8  WUCCs are very interested in this and will be
 9  pursuing this, but I don't believe that all
10  utilities will.  By the time the WUCC report and
11  your report is completed in basically a year from
12  now, that that analysis will have been done.
13                 And even where it's done, the
14  implications for utility by utility are going to
15  be very system specific.  So in some cases the
16  utility could assess the impacts of implementing
17  streamflow regulations, and we'll be able to
18  absorb it with very little impact.  In other areas
19  it will be more problematic and that will trigger
20  a need to look at, what are the alternatives?
21                 What do I do to comply with this?
22  Do I need to find a new source?  Do I need to
23  pursue an interconnection or not?
24                 So that work does need to be done,
25  but I don't believe it will be done in its
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 1  totality by the time the WUCCs complete their
 2  work.
 3                 LORI MATHEU: Well, the WUCC is an
 4  interesting animal because the WUCC continues.
 5  All right?  So the WUCC finishes its contract with
 6  MMI this time next year, but it doesn't end.  So
 7  to that point, those documents can be updated and
 8  revised moving forward.
 9                 So when I say the WUCC will
10  evaluate that -- and I agree with you.  Not every
11  utility has calculated this, but most of them
12  have, from what I'm understanding.  I have a
13  pretty good idea of what the impact is going to
14  be, pretty good.  And so we want to capture that
15  under the WUCC process and while we have MMI under
16  contract, but if that doesn't play out the timing
17  may not play out.
18                 We may be able to do -- we may
19  certainly be able to capture it as we move forward
20  after the year, you know, after July 1st of '18.
21                 DAVID RADKA: And I think the
22  importance is -- to what you spoke to earlier, is
23  that in the state water plan that we really need
24  to capture it in two ways.  One is that it is a
25  data need and it will be a data need going
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 1  forward, but then also just speaking about these
 2  are the potential implications, good, bad, and
 3  otherwise.  We just need to acknowledge that.
 4                 LORI MATHEU: Right.
 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So my suggestion
 6  sort of going back to the earlier discussion we
 7  had -- so think about comment number seven, which
 8  is a comment that we tabled.  It really is about
 9  this very similar issue.  It was data needs and it
10  was streamflow regulations.
11                 My suggestion is that we take
12  paragraph A as it exists on page 5-47 and on
13  5.3.2.11, and substitute it for what is paragraph
14  C on page 5-27 to resolve that comment, because it
15  actually is the same thing, but does a better job
16  of addressing the WUCC process and those issues.
17                 And then the plan clearly documents
18  that the impact of minimum streamflow on safe
19  yield is something that needs to be determined.
20  The WUCC has taken the lead.  You know, if it
21  doesn't happen, then we need to go from there.
22                 And then taking Dave's suggestion
23  that we go straight on ecological flows to
24  possible partnerships, and skip the data piece.
25  Does that make sense?
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 1                 ELAINE SISTARE: I was mostly
 2  following along.
 3                 DAVID MURPHY: So they would go
 4  where comment seven discusses --
 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Yes.  A is the
 6  substitute for paragraph C on page 5-27.  So it
 7  remains in the data section.  It's documented in
 8  the plan.
 9                 LORI MATHEU: That's fine with me.
10                 DAVID MURPHY: And B goes away.
11  And C goes as well.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Goes away, yeah.
13                 DAVID MURPHY: So there's no
14  information needs?
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Correct.
16                 Are you okay with that, Lori?
17                 LORI MATHEU: I still think there
18  should be maybe a sentence or two that talks about
19  impact, because I don't think you should talk
20  about ecological flows and get to that next level
21  without saying that there will be an impact.  That
22  needs to be understood as you move forward.
23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So my suggestion
24  on how to do that would be someplace in the
25  introductory paragraph put in a sentence that
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 1  says, clearly addressing instream needs needs to
 2  be balanced with other uses of water including
 3  public drinking water supply, and not going into
 4  detail about what we're not sure actually is
 5  what's going to happen.
 6                 DAVID MURPHY: So let's make sure
 7  this paragraph works above the heading information
 8  needs, which will be deleted.
 9                 The purpose then of the following
10  suggested next steps is to better understand the
11  impacts of regulatory releases as well as the
12  broader ecological flows, and to begin the
13  discussion about how to balance both the uses of
14  water for instream and out of stream needs, as
15  well as balancing cutbacks or reductions in times
16  of drought.  It would go straight to possible
17  partnerships, and I think that could work.
18                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: And perhaps,
19  Lori, to your point, it could have sort of a
20  parenthetical phrase including the effect on the
21  balance both in uses of water for instream and out
22  of stream needs including possible effect on safe
23  yield or something -- just get those terms in
24  there.
25                 LORI MATHEU: I don't think that's
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 1  enough.  I don't think that's enough, but I'm
 2  willing to compromise.  So if I could see the
 3  language then I'll take a look at it.  I just
 4  don't think it's enough.  I think we have to
 5  emphasize it more.
 6                 Sometimes it gets lost in the
 7  paragraph.  If you just put a phrase there,
 8  because I think it is an issue that needs to get
 9  brought up, like, more boldly.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.
11                 ELAINE SISTARE: It sounds like, at
12  least for today, we're tabling it.
13                 LORI MATHEU: Right.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE: We need to revise
15  and provide --
16                 LORI MATHEU: You revise.  I'll
17  take a look at it and we'll talk about it further.
18                 ELAINE SISTARE: Understood.  Dave,
19  are we on?
20                 DAVID MURPHY: Number ten.  This is
21  about the offramps.  This is the same section.
22                 ELAINE SISTARE: The same section
23  about streamflow, and it sounds like we've
24  discussed this a bit today already also.
25                 DAVID MURPHY: So this is under
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 1  consensus building.  The bullet is, during times
 2  of drought or even during typical summer
 3  conditions there may not be sufficient water
 4  inside basins to fully satisfy both needs.  Any
 5  measures taken should be balanced just as the
 6  legitimacy of both needs is also balanced.  In
 7  other words, water conservation measures for
 8  consumptive use should not be the only measures
 9  taken during times of basin stress.
10                 Am I reading the wrong bullet?
11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: No, you're not.
12  So once we made those changes, above this bullet
13  can stay.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE: We're moving onto
15  comment eleven, getting close to the end.  So
16  page 550 which is a pathway forward for, you know,
17  part of the grouped theme, so future challenges.
18                 DAVID MURPHY: This is for
19  watershed and aquifer protection where incentives
20  are lacking.  And there's a statement about -- and
21  this actually comes up a couple times in the plan
22  overall about headwater streams and whether or not
23  we have the protections in place.  And would they
24  lose protections if they could not be used for
25  future water supply use land protections.
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 1                 We had some edits on this that
 2  were, I would say, more than editorial.  There
 3  were some commenters that were -- favored the
 4  statement.  So I think we wanted to bring this one
 5  to the Water Planning Council today to see if we
 6  could decide essentially whether it stays or goes.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And DPH had
 8  suggested it be deleted.  So can you explain to me
 9  how the headwater streams would lose their
10  existing protections?  The premise of the sentence
11  doesn't make any sense to me.
12                 DAVID MURPHY: I think where this
13  comes from typically, and how it got here as well
14  is the thought that if streamflow regulations
15  prevent the use of headwater streams, class one
16  streams, probably class one or two from public
17  water supply, there would be -- water utilities
18  would be less interested in preserving those
19  lands, owning those lands, protecting those
20  sources.
21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So most class
22  one headwater streams that are owned by utilities
23  are feeding reservoirs from which they then pull
24  drinking water?  It's in their interest and the
25  State's interest for those headwater streams to be
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 1  protected.
 2                 A class one designation of those
 3  streams provides that protection and actually sort
 4  of protects the water downstream.  We don't get
 5  this piece.  Am I missing something?  I'd
 6  appreciate it if somebody would explain it to me.
 7                 LORI MATHEU: So if the utility
 8  owns land for -- is this future sources of supply
 9  we're talking about?
10                 ELAINE SISTARE: This is future
11  concerns, I think is the pathway.  That's the way
12  it's titled.  Overcoming future challenges.
13                 DAVID MURPHY: So this could be
14  future sources, or not future sources.  It's
15  not --
16                 LORI MATHEU: I'm just thinking
17  about land.  There's thousands of acres owned for
18  future potential reservoir development.
19                 At some point a utility might make
20  a decision that it's not worth owning a property
21  any longer and will go and do something else for a
22  future source, and that land protection that you
23  had for years, decades is now gone for that
24  particular stream.
25                 I can think about a couple
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 1  situations that are out there now that I think
 2  are -- these areas are threatened by just those
 3  decisions that could come 5 to 10, 20 years from
 4  now.
 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And the
 6  decisions are being driven by what, Lori?
 7                 LORI MATHEU: On cost of developing
 8  the supply, the amount of water you might get in
 9  order to develop a surface water supply and create
10  a new diversion on the surface water supply in the
11  future.  It might be incredibly costly, versus
12  doing it somewhere else.
13                 And therefore the land you've owned
14  for decades might not be worth it anymore.  We've
15  heard utilities, you know, say they're paying
16  taxes, they're paying local taxes to other towns
17  where they own this property, so it might not be
18  worthwhile any longer to continue to hold onto of
19  these lands that they've held onto for a long
20  time.
21                 So it's something that maybe we
22  could write in a little bit stronger to say, you
23  know, water company owned lands that are out there
24  that are owned and controlled by utilities for
25  future supplies are, you know, provide a great
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 1  level of protection for many, many streams.  But
 2  in the future there could be risk that those would
 3  be in jeopardy because of the economy.  The
 4  economics of developing that supply just won't
 5  work for that particular utility.
 6                 So how that will all play out, I
 7  just think that you would hate to lose those
 8  protections that you have, that land that has been
 9  held for a long time.  Would it be easy to
10  untangle that land and just sell it?  No, it would
11  not be easy under water company land law.  But
12  could it play out in the future?  Possibly.
13                 THE CHAIRMAN: I guess that's my
14  issue.  I mean, why -- you have to sign off on
15  this before it can be disposed of.  We have to
16  approve it.
17                 LORI MATHEU: Future source.  They
18  could make a case that they don't need it as a
19  future supply.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN: But there's so many
21  safeguards that we have in statutes now.  I don't
22  know why this is an issue.
23                 LORI MATHEU: I would hate to lose
24  water company owned land, because utilities -- and
25  we've already heard the discussion.  Why should I
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 1  own this property.
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Is there a
 3  regulatory driver as to why they can't develop it
 4  for public water supply?
 5                 LORI MATHEU: It could be that it's
 6  too expensive, that it turns into a great expense
 7  for a little bit of water.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Because there
 9  isn't that much, or we won't let them take it?
10  I'm trying to understand.
11                 LORI MATHEU: I'm just thinking
12  that there could be so many regulatory barriers to
13  developing a new surface water supply in the
14  future that a utility will say, we can't afford to
15  do that and we're going to look somewhere else.
16  We'll buy the water from somewhere else.  We'll
17  purchase water through interconnections, but this
18  land has to go away.
19                 At some point maybe it becomes a
20  political decision to sell the property.  There's
21  thousands of acres in that situation that has been
22  held a long time ago for future surface water
23  development.  And what is going to happen to that
24  in the next 10, 20 years?
25                 Are these utilities going to
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 1  continue to hold onto that property thinking,
 2  we're still going to develop that source?  Or at
 3  some point are they going to make a decision it's
 4  not worth it for us anymore, because our demands
 5  are going down?
 6                 Maybe we don't need to develop that
 7  source of supply.  You know, through our
 8  projections of 50 years our demands are going down
 9  and, so we don't have a need for that, that land
10  any longer.  I don't know.  There is a lot of
11  land.  There's thousands of acres that's owned and
12  I think it's just something that needs to be
13  thought further.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: That's a much
15  bigger issue than what I got out of reading this
16  section.  And that sentence that we were concerned
17  about I believe sort of confuses the issue.
18                 I mean, if what you're saying is,
19  we're concerned that existing water company land
20  may begin to lose our existing strong protections,
21  if they're not viably used for public water,
22  that's a very different statement than what the
23  sentence says right now.
24                 LORI MATHEU: Which sentence are
25  you looking at?
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 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: It's the second
 2  sentence under watershed and aquifer protection
 3  where incentives are lacking.
 4                 LORI MATHEU: So one of the
 5  concerns is that headwater streams will begin to
 6  lose existing strong protections if they cannot be
 7  viably used for public water supply.
 8                 Dave, do you have any thoughts?
 9                 DAVID RADKA: To a certain degree,
10  I would agree with you, Lori, but I think when you
11  really saw that was when new regulations already
12  came into play.
13                 And utilities took a look at their
14  sources in the marginal yield and said that cost
15  benefit analysis -- should I, you know, construct
16  a surface water treatment plant or filtration for
17  this source that maybe only has, you know, less
18  than a half a million gallons a day safe yield?
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Existing, like
20  an existing source.
21                 DAVID RADKA: Existing, and that's
22  when I think a lot of companies made that
23  decision.  What they did with the land probably
24  varied.  So you had some utilities at that point
25  in time saying, I'm going to get rid of my land.
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 1  Others that are still sitting on it, but have
 2  already come to that conclusion, I'm not going to.
 3  It just happens to be presiding in water company
 4  land, but likely won't ever be used.
 5                 So again, it's going to vary by
 6  utility, but we've disposed of over a thousand
 7  acres that were formerly class one or class two
 8  land, all been going for open space because the
 9  open-space, you know, incentives that are there.
10  There's a lot of others might make a different
11  conscious decision.
12                 LORI MATHEU: Right.
13                 ELAINE SISTARE: We did receive
14  other comments about this section, you know,
15  saying that they appreciated that section.
16                 DAVID MURPHY: And we're trying to
17  get at just the reasons for additional
18  protections, so if there's a better way to get at
19  it.
20                 LORI MATHEU: I mean, the idea is
21  we don't want this land to go away that provides
22  that protection.  It is a concern moving forward,
23  and how do you identify these properties and keep
24  them in the protection mode versus others, other
25  modes?
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 1                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA: Lori, you're
 2  keeping them into protection mode.  Is that as
 3  drinking water protection?  Or is that as
 4  ecological protection?
 5                 LORI MATHEU: Well, as anything.
 6  Like David mentioned, that their land is no longer
 7  in their ownership.  It went to open space.  I
 8  mean, you know, as long as it's held, somebody's
 9  property has been held for a very long time and
10  well preserved, and these well preserved areas and
11  these headwater streams.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: So our concern
13  was driven by this sentence could be looked at to
14  basically -- I thought it was a jab at streamflow
15  classification.  Streamflow classification
16  actually helps here -- if this is what you're
17  talking about?
18                 ELAINE SISTARE: Should we add a
19  sentence about streamflow classification?
20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: That would be
21  another way to do it, is classification, in
22  streamflow classification of one on these sort of
23  existing protected lands.  Basically it protects
24  the quantity associated with that, with those
25  headwater streams.
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 1                 And there's certainly agreement
 2  that headwater streams are important.  I think
 3  it's a little unclear what's going on here, but
 4  that would address our concerns.  Are you good
 5  with that, Corinne.
 6                 CORINNE FITTING: (Nodding
 7  affirmatively.)
 8                 ELAINE SISTARE: I think we're on
 9  the last comment.
10                 DAVID MURPHY: Yeah, shifting to
11  comment twelve, this is one we've covered.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: We've covered
13  it.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE: So the last one,
15  13.  And this is a bit of, you know, maybe,
16  hopefully we can come to a resolution quickly.
17  It's, I think, something we talked about during
18  the workshop.
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Let me just sort
20  of explain for people.  So it's 6-5.  It's the
21  table.
22                 Our concern was it's really not
23  clear exactly what you do with the X's.  What it
24  means it that it was talked about, but it
25  doesn't -- some of them were fully addressed.
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 1  Some of them were partially addressed.  Some of
 2  them were discussed, but no resolution was
 3  reached.
 4                 And what we were suggesting was a
 5  Consumer Reports kind of approach.  In other
 6  words, the full circle means complete.  A half
 7  circle means discussed, but no resolution.  A dash
 8  means something else.  It's probably too late at
 9  this point in time, and the X's can just be what
10  they are.
11                 LORI MATHEU: I would agree with
12  that.  If you can squeeze that in, that would be
13  good to do.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: I think the
15  concern is there's value judgments associated with
16  that, and how do you do that?
17                 LORI MATHEU: Right.
18                 ELAINE SISTARE: Well, that's, you
19  know, even our draft response here is that
20  discusses trying to think about that in the
21  workshop, but it would be, you know, some might
22  be -- in parts it's completely addressed.  In
23  parts it's partially addressed.  So we have, you
24  know, three circles or something.
25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: Yeah, because
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 1  it's a struggle, but -- so we'll stand down on
 2  that comment.
 3                 THE CHAIRMAN: Is that it?
 4                 ELAINE SISTARE: We have made it
 5  through our thing, so I appreciate that.  I think,
 6  you know, we've heard comments on the two-page
 7  summary, the executive summary.  We still have
 8  some work to do, but we're getting there.
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN: But you know what?
10  For all of the meetings and hearings and outreach,
11  to have this discussion this afternoon is not all
12  that bad considering what we've accomplished over
13  this period of time.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD: And to have this
15  many interesting people watch the paint dry for
16  this long is huge.
17                 THE CHAIRMAN: We should all get
18  some kind of awards for doing that.  So are we
19  meeting on the 5th?
20                 ELAINE SISTARE: Yeah.  Kirk, Joe
21  and I said we would attend.
22                 THE CHAIRMAN: The next meeting
23  will be July 5th in New Britain, and everybody
24  have a nice Fourth of July.  Thank you.
25                 Do you have anything else?


Page 126


 1                 LORI MATHEU: No.
 2                 I would like to say, you know,
 3  thank you.  At the end of this process we have
 4  accomplished a lot and I'd like to say that, you
 5  know, the Health Department is very pleased with
 6  the plan and excited to work toward
 7  implementation.
 8                 So thank you for all of your work.
 9  It's been tremendous.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN: I think the firm has
11  done just an outstanding job and in keeping us on
12  track and getting us to our goal here, that it's
13  on time and we're about to hit the road and we get
14  this passed next year.
15                 Thank you very much.  Appreciate
16  it.
17                 (Whereupon, the above proceedings
18  were concluded at 4:07 p.m.)
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
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 1
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's call
  


 3   this meeting of the Water Planning Council to
  


 4   order.  Good afternoon.  Thanks to DEEP for
  


 5   hosting us here in the Gina McCarthy Auditorium.
  


 6                  A quick quiz.  Does anybody know
  


 7   who Gina McCarthy is?  Everybody knows the former
  


 8   DEEP --
  


 9                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  Yes.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Someone on the
  


11   phone.  Very good.  You win the prize.
  


12                  Who is on the phone?
  


13                  FAITH GAVIN KUHN:  Faith Gavin
  


14   Kuhn.
  


15                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  Lori Vitagliano.
  


16                  SUSAN MOREA:  Sue Morea with CDM.
  


17                  LEN DeJONG:  Len DeJong.
  


18                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So we have
  


19   several items to go over this afternoon.  We're
  


20   going to review the executive summary and the
  


21   two-page summary.  We're going by the comments
  


22   flagged by CDM, and the MM team, new discussion,
  


23   the discussion teams that may need more attention
  


24   but may not be captured in detailed comments such
  


25   as private wells and groundwater.
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 1                  Then we're going to talk about
  


 2   making the formal presentation, I guess, handing
  


 3   over to the WPC, how we're going to do that.  And
  


 4   then finally, and a very important part of this
  


 5   agenda is outreach and budget.
  


 6                  So with that we're going to turn it
  


 7   over to you, Kirk.
  


 8                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Thanks.  Here we
  


 9   are.  It's been an interesting year.  This is our
  


10   meeting, scheduled meeting of this plan
  


11   development process.  And the theme of the issues
  


12   that you brought up, Jack, are really how we
  


13   transition from the planning process into the
  


14   implementation phase, the outreach and
  


15   implementation portion.
  


16                  So we've done our best to interpret
  


17   everything that we've heard from the workshops and
  


18   the committee meetings and the Planning Council
  


19   meetings over the course of this year into this
  


20   document.  We've looked at all the comments we've
  


21   received on the document, and have addressed them.
  


22   We agree with many.  We disagree with some, but
  


23   we've provided a reason for that based on our
  


24   interpretation of what we've heard.
  


25                  The final determination of what
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 1   goes into the plan is your prerogative.  It's the
  


 2   Council's decision.  But there were a few, a
  


 3   handful -- about a dozen comments that we wanted
  


 4   to go over with you specifically today because we
  


 5   have not addressed them yet, and didn't feel
  


 6   comfortable addressing them until we had a chance
  


 7   to talk to you.
  


 8                  So the two things that I wanted to
  


 9   quickly say first -- and then we can look at the
  


10   executive summary -- are things that I hope will
  


11   carry forward.  A pathway through the process, we
  


12   ask you to trust the process.  It was not always
  


13   comfortable.  We were going through some rough
  


14   times.  People were thinking it was moving too
  


15   fast, others thinking it was moving too slow, but
  


16   I think that collectively we did a good job
  


17   following the process.  And I hope that as you
  


18   move into implementation you can develop some
  


19   formal processes for that as well, because I think
  


20   in the end it served us well.
  


21                  The other thing I said right at the
  


22   beginning -- and Joe hated me for it and probably
  


23   will hate me for it again -- was that when we find
  


24   ourselves in June of 2017 we hope you forget who
  


25   we are, because this document is not a
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 1   consultant's recommendation and I think along the
  


 2   way it's been interpreted as such, but in the end
  


 3   it's a series of decisions that you have made with
  


 4   the advice of your committees.  It is a group of
  


 5   decisions and technical information that you can
  


 6   use going forward that arose from you, and not
  


 7   from us.  And really the way it's presented is our
  


 8   interpretation, but not necessarily a consultant's
  


 9   recommendation.
  


10                  And I think it's really important
  


11   as you sell this to others and explain it to
  


12   others, that you explain it that way, that it was
  


13   developed at the consensus of stakeholders, that
  


14   it was developed from within and it will carry
  


15   forward.  I hope you don't forget who we are.  I
  


16   hope we can help you in future months and years,
  


17   but we do want you to think of this as your plan
  


18   and not ours.
  


19                  So with that, the first item on the
  


20   agenda was the executive summary and the two-page
  


21   summary.  Without spending a whole lot of time, I
  


22   think Elaine and I were thinking about maybe we
  


23   could talk about 15 minutes on these.  We wanted
  


24   to allocate about an hour of time to talk about
  


25   comments that we need your help addressing, and
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 1   then the rest of the time for the remaining
  


 2   topics, so really the high level.
  


 3                  You've had a chance to review the
  


 4   initial draft of the executive summary and
  


 5   two-page summary.  We've revised those pretty
  


 6   substantially in some cases and distributed drafts
  


 7   to you as a council yesterday.
  


 8                  Are there any issues that stand out
  


 9   to you as either thematically misaligned or
  


10   missing?  Anything that would make you
  


11   uncomfortable turning these over to other people
  


12   at this point?
  


13                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So first of all,
  


14   I'd say relatively quickly given the timeframe as
  


15   allowed, I think you guys have done a great job of
  


16   addressing some of the concerns that were raised
  


17   and integrating things, and in essence creating a
  


18   roadmap for how someone might use the plan in a
  


19   really conservative way, so I commend you on that.
  


20                  I have two themes that keep coming
  


21   up that I just want to sort of address and it
  


22   doesn't take much to address them, but they are
  


23   things we've talked about in the past.  And one
  


24   I'm going to channel Margaret Minor, and it's this
  


25   issue of when we talk about conservation.
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 1                  So the sentence is, while
  


 2   Connecticut leads the nation with drinking water
  


 3   quality the State lags in its conservation ethic.
  


 4   It needs to be a water conservation ethic.  We
  


 5   have lots of water conservation initiatives and I
  


 6   want to make sure we don't lose that concept.  So
  


 7   you can sort of be thinking about that piece.
  


 8                  And the other is a comment that
  


 9   we've made a couple of times regarding the ten
  


10   policy recommendations, which you lead off --
  


11   which we're now down to the top ten policy
  


12   recommendations.  But in essence what they really
  


13   are, are ten consensus policy recommendations and
  


14   there's a difference.
  


15                  They haven't been prioritized
  


16   against other things that we could necessarily
  


17   agree on.  They've only been prioritized against
  


18   each other.  So I'd still think we're still kind
  


19   of be searching for how to describe those.  I
  


20   agree that they're the ten we agreed on.  That
  


21   doesn't make them the most important and doesn't
  


22   make them the top.  That's my struggle.
  


23                  LORI MATHEU:  Could you say that
  


24   again?  It doesn't make them the what?
  


25                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So if you look
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 1   on page ES-20 there's a chart and it's the top ten
  


 2   policy recommendations, or at least the ones we
  


 3   agreed on.
  


 4                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  So in the
  


 5   two-page summary we retitle that, top ten
  


 6   consensus based policy priorities, but we didn't
  


 7   carry that through to the other series of --
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I didn't get to
  


 9   the two-page one.  I only got to the big one.
  


10                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Is that a step
  


11   forward?
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Let me look at
  


13   it.
  


14                  So Lori, my point is we agreed by
  


15   consensus.  We didn't agree necessarily by
  


16   priority.  In other words, you could have --
  


17                  LORI MATHEU:  That's true.  That is
  


18   true.
  


19                  I thought there were 11.
  


20                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  There were.  We
  


21   grouped them, two of them together.  One had to do
  


22   with utilization of class B water for non-potable
  


23   uses and then the Planning Council developing some
  


24   guidelines for that.
  


25                  There were two separate policies.
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 1   We grouped them together really because ten
  


 2   sounded better than eleven.
  


 3                  LORI MATHEU:  Well, we started off
  


 4   with ten, but we did do eleven.
  


 5                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  But they were
  


 6   similar enough that they moved along the same
  


 7   thought.
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes, that
  


 9   addresses my concern, so people carry that
  


10   through.
  


11                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Okay.
  


12                  LORI MATHEU:  That's fine.
  


13                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Good.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And obviously,
  


15   I'd like to read it in more detail, but the big
  


16   picture, that was my take on it.
  


17                  LORI MATHEU:  A question on the
  


18   executive summary.  Yes, page 2, executive
  


19   summary, item four, conservation.  It's the second
  


20   sentence, many utilities had already taken steps
  


21   to promote conservation -- and the Environmental
  


22   Policy Act of 1992.  Environmental Policy Act?
  


23   What is that Environmental Policy Act of 1992?
  


24   What are we referring to there?
  


25                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Page 2,







11


 1   conservation.
  


 2                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Sorry, Lori.  We're
  


 3   shuffling pages.  Could you point us where that is
  


 4   again?
  


 5                  LORI MATHEU:  Page 2, executive
  


 6   summary, item four, conservation.  The second
  


 7   sentence, you reference the Environmental Policy
  


 8   Act of 1992.  When I read then nothing comes to
  


 9   mind.  I have no idea what you're talking about.
  


10                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  David, that
  


11   originally was some of your thinking, not to put
  


12   you on the spot?
  


13                  DAVID MURPHY:  I also don't
  


14   recognize it, so maybe not.  But maybe we should
  


15   check.
  


16                  LORI MATHEU:  Now Denise is here in
  


17   the audience.  She was Ms. Conservation in 1989,
  


18   1990, 1991.  There were a lot of things going on
  


19   with water conservation.  A lot of laws passed in
  


20   Connecticut in 1989, 1988.  I don't think we had a
  


21   name for them, but there were three or four that
  


22   passed at the same time.
  


23                  There were retrofit kits.  There
  


24   were other conservation initiatives.  So yes, many
  


25   utilities have taken many steps.  And they were in
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 1   the early, you know, late eighties, early
  


 2   nineties, but I don't remember any Environmental
  


 3   Policy Act of 1992.
  


 4                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  You actually
  


 5   don't need the clause.  You could just take it out
  


 6   and the sentence still works.
  


 7                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I will do some
  


 8   research on that, because I would like to know
  


 9   where it came from.  We will strike it.
  


10                  LORI MATHEU:  Thank you.
  


11                  Yeah, I like what you wrote about
  


12   balance.  I think that makes a lot of sense to add
  


13   that and have a discussion about it.  You know,
  


14   page 3 is well written.
  


15                  The one thing I just think
  


16   overall -- and we've mentioned it at the last
  


17   meeting and maybe it's not a discussion for this
  


18   agenda item, but the missing piece and the person
  


19   that was missing on our Steering Committee is the
  


20   point of view from business, the side of business.
  


21                  I don't know if any of that -- you
  


22   have an area here on -- you have human health,
  


23   environmental health and you have economic costs
  


24   and benefits.  Is there anything in here, in the
  


25   executive summary on business and needs of
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 1   business and industry in the State of Connecticut,
  


 2   and how this plan meets that or doesn't?
  


 3                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  There is a
  


 4   section on coordination with economic development
  


 5   plans and the water plan.  We mentioned here the
  


 6   Connecticut Economic Resource Center as a resource
  


 7   to review this plan and help promote awareness of
  


 8   the plan.
  


 9                  LORI MATHEU:  Where is that?  On
  


10   page 4?
  


11                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Page 4, yeah, the
  


12   economic costs and benefits.
  


13                  The one thing we try to point out
  


14   in the plan -- it wasn't one of the stated,
  


15   explicit goals of the plan -- to increase economic
  


16   health and stability, but we certainly want to be
  


17   cognizant of impacts and potential opportunities.
  


18   And I think that, you know, the circuit is one way
  


19   that businesses and cities that do want to go and
  


20   develop can use this plan to understand where
  


21   there may be some opportunities to do that.
  


22                  There's also a -- I can't recall if
  


23   it's a pathway or policy, but there is a
  


24   recommendation to make sure that the water plan
  


25   goals are aligned with economic development goals,
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 1   region by region and throughout the state.  So
  


 2   there are some mentions of that throughout.
  


 3                  I agree it's not a primary focus.
  


 4   The primary focus is more on the balance between
  


 5   environmental and human health, but we do want to
  


 6   start incorporating some of these economic ideas,
  


 7   too.
  


 8                  I think there was also a pathway
  


 9   forward that recommends some detailed
  


10   methodologies be developed maybe through
  


11   universities to help better understand the value
  


12   of water for its different uses.  Not necessarily
  


13   just monetarily, but value socially and
  


14   economically for water for all its uses.
  


15                  There are ways to do that.  It
  


16   differs state to state.  There's some federal
  


17   guidelines for that, but Connecticut, one of the
  


18   recommendations of the plan is that Connecticut
  


19   consider formalizing some ways to help better
  


20   consistently understand the value of water for
  


21   different purposes, and one of those is economic.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, I think that
  


23   fits very nicely into -- in terms of outreach, I
  


24   think that the economic -- CERC, which I think I
  


25   had recommended, does a great deal of research in
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 1   terms of what the needs of the State are in terms
  


 2   of economic development.  And as a matter, a while
  


 3   back it set up a committee to just look at water
  


 4   and how it impacts industry coming into the state,
  


 5   and so it would be appropriate for them to take a
  


 6   look at it.
  


 7                  And as we go on our outreach over
  


 8   the next six months we certainly would get into
  


 9   the chambers of commerce and Connecticut business
  


10   and industry groups and other economic development
  


11   agencies on a regional and state level so they can
  


12   review this plan as well and make some suggestions
  


13   before we go to final.
  


14                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Any other concerns
  


15   on the summaries?  We can certainly incorporate
  


16   the changes that you have suggested today.
  


17                  ELAINE SISTARE:  One question that
  


18   came up internally and it goes to who these
  


19   summaries will be shared with -- because I think
  


20   they will be certainly shared more often to
  


21   environment groups than the plan itself -- is I
  


22   think the two-page summary pretty accurately
  


23   shows, you know, the heading of the different
  


24   government groups that were involved.  The
  


25   executive summary, maybe a little bit less so.
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 1                  But on both of these we internally
  


 2   said, you know, what about a contact point?  Or
  


 3   you know, should the cover page have the names of
  


 4   the Water Planning Council itself?  Basically so
  


 5   who is reading this so they can think, you know,
  


 6   who can I contact for more information?
  


 7                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, my
  


 8   suggestion would be the website contact at the
  


 9   bottom.
  


10                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Uh-huh.  Okay.
  


11                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  That's kind of what
  


12   we had gravitated towards as well.  It makes
  


13   sense.
  


14                  Okay.  Are we ready to move on to
  


15   some of the questions that we wanted -- to the
  


16   comments that we wanted input on?
  


17                  As I mentioned, and Elaine maybe
  


18   you can walk us through these if you like, but
  


19   what we did is we received -- how many total
  


20   comments did we receive?
  


21                  ELAINE SISTARE:  We've got about 20
  


22   pages.
  


23                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  It was fewer than
  


24   the first round.  We were making some progress.  I
  


25   don't know quite what that means.
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 1                  ELAINE SISTARE:  We're in the four
  


 2   to five hundred numbers.
  


 3                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Okay.  But it was
  


 4   quite a bit more than that the first time.  It was
  


 5   more than that for the white papers, so we're
  


 6   making progress.
  


 7                  We've gone through in the same way
  


 8   we did before and addressed each comment with a
  


 9   rationale or just indicated that we've changed
  


10   text appropriately as suggested.  We'll provide
  


11   you with that spreadsheet.  What we have culled
  


12   from that spreadsheet, I think, 13 comments that
  


13   we could not address without talking to you first.
  


14   So we wanted to walk through those today.
  


15                  Do you want me to do that, Elaine?
  


16   Do you want to do that?
  


17                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Let's split it up.
  


18   So comment number one --
  


19                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Do you all have a
  


20   copy of this?
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.
  


22                  ELAINE SISTARE:  The comments, and
  


23   there may be 1 or 2 in this series of 13 that are
  


24   similar, but it really is about the next 6 months,
  


25   and so I'll paraphrase it a bit.
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 1                  Clarification regarding the role of
  


 2   the advisory group, the Water Planning Council
  


 3   advisory group and how that role can, you know,
  


 4   we've had discussions about using the advisory
  


 5   group to reach out to groups, legislators,
  


 6   citizens, municipal officials.  But how that can
  


 7   formally be processed and if it's, you know, while
  


 8   the advisory group certainly is willing to assist
  


 9   and support in those, I think there they want to
  


10   see that communication strategy and whether, you
  


11   know, we have enough information now to include it
  


12   in the plan.  Or is it something that, you know,
  


13   the Water Planning Council is still determining?
  


14                  So I know, you know, in the past
  


15   recent meetings we've been talking a lot about the
  


16   different groups, the different committees that
  


17   have spent, you know, a lot of time and effort to
  


18   date putting this plan together.  And I still
  


19   think still perhaps there's, you know, some
  


20   question about, you know, what should those
  


21   various groups and their entities be in the next
  


22   month?  In six months, et cetera?
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that in
  


24   terms of the Water Planning Council advisory group
  


25   we have determined exactly what their role will be
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 1   as we move forward.  We have to kind of, first of
  


 2   all, look at the constitution of the Water
  


 3   Planning Council, the Water Planning Council
  


 4   advisory group and look at who's on there, who's
  


 5   been working.  Are they represented in the various
  


 6   groups, and quite frankly, to start with their own
  


 7   groups once we have consensus with this plan?
  


 8                  And that's what I hope our end
  


 9   result will be, that both the Planning Council and
  


10   the Water Planning Council advisory group speak in
  


11   the same language as we go out and we talk to the
  


12   public.  But I would think that the people that
  


13   represent the Water Planning Council -- or the
  


14   constituents of the Water Planning Council
  


15   advisory group would first go to their respectable
  


16   groups.
  


17                  And we have to look at, hopefully
  


18   at the July meeting, look at who's going to be on
  


19   the Council, who's going to continue on the
  


20   Council, who's going to be the leadership of the
  


21   Council, and the Water Planning Council advisory
  


22   group and take it from there.  And we're open to
  


23   suggestions, of course, from what they would like
  


24   to do.  They've been very helpful to us for many,
  


25   many years, particularly for the last 18 months as
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 1   we've put this plan together.  So we're looking
  


 2   for input and direction from them as well, but
  


 3   they represent the constituents.  That's why this
  


 4   was set up by state statute.  And we should get
  


 5   them, you know, utilize them to the max.
  


 6                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So that one, two
  


 7   and four, really from my perspective are Water
  


 8   Planning Council discussions and don't need to be
  


 9   addressed in the plan any more than they're
  


10   addressed.
  


11                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Are you all
  


12   comfortable with that?  You've got a meeting
  


13   coming up in July.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  July 5th.  Right?
  


15                  LORI MATHEU:  What's actually in
  


16   the plan about the advisory group?
  


17                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  This is what it
  


18   says --
  


19                  LORI MATHEU:  What page are you on,
  


20   Kirk?
  


21                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  It's on page 5-60,
  


22   section 553.  We talk about new roles for the
  


23   advisory group, and we acknowledge that
  


24   established by statute that they will continue to
  


25   serve once the development of the draft plan is
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 1   complete and kind of refocus on four specific
  


 2   roles as examples.
  


 3                  Advise the planning council on
  


 4   priorities for basins that need further
  


 5   evaluation.  Once a pathway forward is initiated
  


 6   the advisory group may participate in discussions
  


 7   on interpreting the findings and building
  


 8   consensus where consensus couldn't have been
  


 9   achieved prior.  That's why it's a pathway forward
  


10   and not a policy recommendation, so if we're going
  


11   to take the lead in morphing from the pathways
  


12   forward following those steps into new policy
  


13   recommendations.
  


14                  The third one is actively reach out
  


15   to legislators and citizens, municipal officials
  


16   and schools to create broad exposure to the plan
  


17   and advise the Planning Council on the need and
  


18   utilization on volunteer basin commissions --
  


19   which we discussed in several pieces, too, that
  


20   can be useful.  Other states have found them
  


21   useful.  If you're working in a basin that doesn't
  


22   already have an established representative body of
  


23   people, the advisory group could help put that
  


24   together.
  


25                  Those are the four specific things
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 1   that the plan recommends.  Nothing more specific.
  


 2                  ELAINE SISTARE:  I guess to
  


 3   downplay that a bit is, you know, like you say,
  


 4   while it's in the plan, it's a recommendation in
  


 5   the plan, and like all recommendations in the plan
  


 6   they, you know, we'll go through that flowchart of
  


 7   what should we do with this information and how do
  


 8   we move it forward, and when necessary.  You know,
  


 9   that flowchart could very quickly be a, you know,
  


10   do we agree and move forward?
  


11                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And all four of
  


12   those are presented as a recommendation, not as
  


13   statements of fact.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But this is also
  


15   where the consultant's recommendation versus the
  


16   plan begins to blur a little bit, because I've
  


17   always looked at these as CDM Smith's
  


18   recommendation as they were not thoroughly vetted.
  


19   Then I see the next step is for the Water Planning
  


20   Council to take those recommendations and decide
  


21   what they're going to do with them, because I
  


22   don't think we have consensus on all of those.
  


23                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  That's a fair
  


24   statement.  I think it's maybe less a
  


25   recommendation and more our interpretation of what
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 1   we've heard in discussions, maybe not
  


 2   consensus-based, but people we've heard in the
  


 3   discussions that we've had with the Council.
  


 4                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But there's not
  


 5   census on the continued role of the science and
  


 6   technical group.  That was clear at the last
  


 7   meeting.
  


 8                  So the volunteer basin committees,
  


 9   I'm not sure how that relates to our existing
  


10   structure of nonprofits and other entities, and
  


11   whether it works.  I mean, we just haven't vetted
  


12   it.
  


13                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And a lot of the
  


14   comments in the report were addressed at that and
  


15   we've tempered the language a little bit to
  


16   suggest only where there isn't an existing group
  


17   of people or body that can serve in that capacity
  


18   you might consider forming that and the advisory
  


19   could help.  So I think we've tried to tone the
  


20   language down a little bit there.
  


21                  LORI MATHEU:  So back to your first
  


22   comment, Kirk.  When you said, we should see this
  


23   as our plan, not yours.  When do we do that?
  


24   Because to your point, there's concerns on that
  


25   page.  When does that happen and it turns into
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 1   ours and not theirs, because it's going to happen
  


 2   soon?  It's going to happen July 1st.
  


 3                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, I think that
  


 4   what's going to happen is that we're going to take
  


 5   a formal vote and then it becomes our plan.  Well,
  


 6   we go out and talk to the public about it.  I
  


 7   think when we take a formal vote of the Council --
  


 8                  LORI MATHEU:  Does that formally
  


 9   mean that we are happy and pleased with absolutely
  


10   everything within the draft final plan?  What does
  


11   that mean?
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think it means
  


13   we're accepting the plan as presented to us.
  


14                  LORI MATHEU:  As presented.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  As presented, and
  


16   that we're going to be going through a six-month
  


17   process to make changes as appropriate.  That's
  


18   the way I interpreted it, that we're accepting the
  


19   plan.  They were under contract with us to do a
  


20   plan.  They've done it, but it doesn't mean that
  


21   we've accepted it.
  


22                  I mean, that's going to be the plan
  


23   we're going to eventually submit to the
  


24   Legislature.  It could be different.  I'm sure
  


25   there will be changes before it will go to them.
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 1                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And I would add to
  


 2   that, Jack, that by accepting the plan you're
  


 3   acknowledging the recommendations in the plan
  


 4   arose from the discussions that took place during
  


 5   this year-long planning process.  You don't have
  


 6   to agree with all of them to accept the fact that
  


 7   they're recommendations in the plan.
  


 8                  You don't have to follow them.  You
  


 9   don't have to enact them, but acknowledge that
  


10   they came from this process.  I think that to me
  


11   is what acceptance of the plan would entail.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, because
  


13   there's more recommendations in this plan than
  


14   we're going to be able to do in the next five
  


15   years, I mean, there's no question about that.  So
  


16   prioritization is necessary, and refinement is
  


17   going to be necessary.
  


18                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Do you agree?
  


19                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And what we -- oh,
  


20   sorry.  Go ahead, Lori.
  


21                  LORI MATHEU:  No, you go ahead.
  


22                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I was just going to
  


23   say, what we give you -- I have this term, but
  


24   I'll use it anyway.  What we'll turn over to you
  


25   is a living document.  The intention is that
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 1   you'll continue to discuss and you'll make
  


 2   decisions and you can revise it.  And before you
  


 3   turn it over to the legislature it will have some
  


 4   additional changes that are as from your continued
  


 5   meetings.
  


 6                  So we don't expect that the version
  


 7   that we give you next week at the end of our
  


 8   contract will be the same thing that you hand over
  


 9   to the Legislature.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct.
  


11                  SUSAN MOREA:  Hi.  This is Sue.  I
  


12   just want to emphasize that we turn over a lot of
  


13   these plans to different state entities.  You
  


14   know, the implementation that you do and the
  


15   strategy put together with any aspect of
  


16   implementing the plan ultimately, you know,
  


17   independent, it rests on the plan to -- like, I
  


18   think Betsey just said, there's a lot
  


19   recommendations.
  


20                  We probably can't implement them
  


21   all, but what you do go back to implement will
  


22   have its own, you know, will have its own
  


23   activities associated with it.
  


24                  I'm a little concerned, Lori, when
  


25   you said, our plan, because I was thinking it was
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 1   your plan all along, but --
  


 2                  LORI MATHEU:  When I asked the
  


 3   question I didn't -- it's not my opinion.
  


 4                  SUSAN MOREA:  What?
  


 5                  LORI MATHEU:  So to clarify, the
  


 6   concern I have is we have the next six months and,
  


 7   you know, we're going to be putting together
  


 8   presentations and going out to speak to groups of
  


 9   people that we need to show that we support this
  


10   plan.  Right?  So how do you do a presentation if
  


11   you don't believe in the plan?
  


12                  So when you go to a council of
  


13   governments meeting and there's 25 chief elected
  


14   officials there.  Right?  You've all been there,
  


15   and you're presenting on something.  And they get
  


16   the sense you don't believe in your own plan, it's
  


17   going to be a hard sell.  So I guess --
  


18                  SUSAN MOREA:  -- the plan --
  


19                  LORI MATHEU:  Sorry, I didn't hear
  


20   your last comment.
  


21                  SUSAN MOREA:  I guess, who would be
  


22   in that situation that doesn't believe in the plan
  


23   that would be presenting on the plan?
  


24                  LORI MATHEU:  Well, from the Health
  


25   Department's point of view, we fundamentally
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 1   believe that it's our plan at this point.  We
  


 2   don't absolutely agree with every single detail
  


 3   and the details need to be worked out, but I think
  


 4   we have to come at it from that point of view,
  


 5   that this is now our plan.
  


 6                  So Sue, I'm agreeing.  At some
  


 7   point we have to take responsibility as a Council
  


 8   and say, this is ours.  And it's not a
  


 9   hundred percent done, because it's still a draft.
  


10   It's no final.  So under public comment -- but for
  


11   the most part, you know, a number of us sat
  


12   through many, many hours and days of meetings and
  


13   put a lot of energy into development of this.  So
  


14   while we don't all a hundred percent agree on
  


15   everything and things could be changed before we
  


16   give it to the Governor, that for the most part we
  


17   agree with what it says, how it's moving forward.
  


18                  And essentially, certainly in the
  


19   executive summary, you know, if we have issues
  


20   with anything that's in the executive summary we
  


21   should be voicing that now, because at our point,
  


22   from what I read the Health Department is
  


23   absolutely fine with the high level parts of what
  


24   the executive summary and the two-pager is saying,
  


25   as well as overall, the plan.
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 1                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And Lori, I think
  


 2   as agencies and as representatives of those
  


 3   agencies, and as a council you can say that we
  


 4   accept the plan as the recommendations of the
  


 5   stakeholders, and then as a council it's up to you
  


 6   to decide what recommendations to act upon and
  


 7   that's often the way these happen.
  


 8                  LORI MATHEU:  Doesn't that sound
  


 9   like none of our staff ever participated in any of
  


10   these meetings?  Well, we let the stakeholders do
  


11   all the work and then now we're just trying to
  


12   accept it ourselves.
  


13                  We have a lot of staff and a lot of
  


14   time involvement ourselves and we had a lot of
  


15   discussion with all the stakeholders during many,
  


16   many meetings.  And from my point of view
  


17   representing the Health Department, what the
  


18   Health Department was looking through is woven
  


19   throughout this entire plan.
  


20                  So you know, that's my point of
  


21   view and it's where I come from.  And that's what
  


22   I would present on, and that's what I plan to say.
  


23   And you know, I guess I just want to know if we're
  


24   all on the same page or not.
  


25                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I don't see the
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 1   agencies as separate from the stakeholders.  I
  


 2   think you are stakeholders by virtue of your
  


 3   agencies, but I think it's up to the Council to
  


 4   determine which recommendations from that
  


 5   collective group of stakeholders are your
  


 6   priorities and which ones to act upon.
  


 7                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I think part
  


 8   of my struggle here is the two sections we're
  


 9   talking about; which are 5.5.3, the new roles for
  


10   the Water Planning Council advisory group; and
  


11   5.5.4, continued role of the science and technical
  


12   group is an ongoing discussion, a discussion we've
  


13   had at the last Water Planning Council and
  


14   Steering Committee meeting and one that we didn't
  


15   reach consensus on.
  


16                  So we do not have consensus around
  


17   this issue.  Maybe the way to do that is to soften
  


18   the language in here.  We haven't seen the
  


19   rewrite, but this language which we haven't seen
  


20   until the plan came out sparked some discussion.
  


21                  So I see your point totally.  The
  


22   pieces from my perspective that have been well
  


23   vetted and that we've been through, I believe it's
  


24   our plan.  I think there are places where there
  


25   are still some fundamental disagreements and I
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 1   guess the question to the Council is, what do we
  


 2   do about that in the next ten days?
  


 3                  LORI MATHEU:  So on the advisory
  


 4   group, I have the statute if you want to see it.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm well aware of
  


 6   the statute.
  


 7                  LORI MATHEU:  Well, we can read it.
  


 8   I think it's important that every once in a while,
  


 9   you know, it's good to read what it says.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think I wrote the
  


11   statute.
  


12                  LORI MATHEU:  You did.  You did.
  


13   So the Council may establish an advisory group
  


14   that shall serve at the pleasure of the Council.
  


15   The advisory group shall be balanced between
  


16   consumptive and nonconsumptive interests.  The
  


17   advisory group may include representatives of --
  


18   and they go through 15 different categories.  And
  


19   it says, the advisory group may include
  


20   representatives of.  It's so well written that it
  


21   leaves it to a broad perspective.
  


22                  So one of the things that, you
  


23   know, last time Betsey, you had mentioned we have
  


24   disagreement, I think we can spend some time now.
  


25   I think it's worthwhile talking about what we all
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 1   want, because I think we're close.  I don't think
  


 2   we're that far apart on what we're thinking about.
  


 3                  You know, the advisory as it stands
  


 4   now we have worked hard to get members to
  


 5   represent every one of the 15 positions here.  And
  


 6   I'm not sure if all of them are actively
  


 7   participating or not, or want to continue, but one
  


 8   of the things we desperately need is active
  


 9   implementation.  Right?
  


10                  We have a lot of work to do given
  


11   the plan.  It will be final next year.  So I would
  


12   say the statute could stand the way it is because
  


13   it's so beautifully written, Jack, and I think
  


14   it's broad enough that gives us leeway.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  It gives us a lot of
  


16   flexibility, yes, but I don't think we need any
  


17   more groups set up.
  


18                  LORI MATHEU:  That's what I'm
  


19   leading to.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think actually --
  


21   I don't think we need more subcommittees, or
  


22   committees on committees.  I think we have enough
  


23   right here to do it.
  


24                  LORI MATHEU:  Well, I'm sort of
  


25   leaning toward that end.  I've kind of sort of
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 1   changed my mind a little bit.
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I know you are a
  


 3   flexible person.
  


 4                  LORI MATHEU:  I'm a flexible
  


 5   person.  So anyway -- but one of the things,
  


 6   though, that I'll constantly go back to -- and it
  


 7   goes back to my comment, comment number four about
  


 8   the Steering Committee and the role of the
  


 9   Steering Committee.  I know we participate in the
  


10   Steering Committee, but there are people that are
  


11   so valuable to our process, like Larry Bingaman
  


12   and Beth, and the people that came every single
  


13   time and actively participated.
  


14                  I would want somehow to ask them if
  


15   they want to continue to participate in some way.
  


16   And I don't know exactly what that way is, but I
  


17   think the statute in reading it a number of times
  


18   this morning, I think it gives us the flexibility
  


19   to bring them back to the process if they wish to
  


20   in some way.
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And the statute does
  


22   not limit.  It doesn't say one.
  


23                  LORI MATHEU:  Exactly.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  You can put four of
  


25   them there.
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 1                  LORI MATHEU:  That's right.
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Which we'll pick up,
  


 3   but I think we're -- quite frankly, I'm glad we're
  


 4   looking at this again because I was hung up on a
  


 5   max.  But if you wanted to bring Larry or some
  


 6   other group in, you could.
  


 7                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.  I think it's
  


 8   just -- it's pretty clear, through, to be balanced
  


 9   between consumptive and nonconsumptive interests,
  


10   but I do think that there's flexibility enough,
  


11   and I've read it enough times here.
  


12                  And so it's so, you know, we could
  


13   do that and the people on the Steering
  


14   Committee -- that goes to my comment, that to let
  


15   the people go that we've asked to be part of the
  


16   Steering Committee that have actively
  


17   participated, that spent a lot of time thinking
  


18   through many, many items that we asked them to
  


19   think through, and given us good comments and have
  


20   actively participated.  It would be wonderful to
  


21   get them involved in some level under the existing
  


22   statute.  So I guess I changed my mind.
  


23                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Lori, if I could
  


24   interpret what you're saying?  You're saying it's
  


25   more than people -- than the committees?
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 1                  LORI MATHEU:  Yes.
  


 2                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And if there's a
  


 3   way to keep the people involved and engaged with
  


 4   the existing statute.  That may be what you'd look
  


 5   to do.
  


 6                  One thought that has crossed my
  


 7   mind is, you know, for people who may not have the
  


 8   time commitment to serve on committees formally,
  


 9   you could consider in the future things like
  


10   expert panels, bringing people in who are experts
  


11   in policy or climate change, or whatever the case
  


12   may be.  And giving these people who have
  


13   participated in the plan and given a lot of their
  


14   time opportunities to weight in on it without the
  


15   onus of feeling the need to participate in regular
  


16   committee meetings.
  


17                  Options that you have that -- I
  


18   guess for now what I would suggest is this
  


19   probably does require some more discussion and you
  


20   do have Planning Council meetings coming up.  So I
  


21   think we should soften the language a little bit
  


22   in the report and indicate that these are
  


23   decisions that will be made by the Planning
  


24   Council moving forward, but toss some of those
  


25   ideas out there.  Would that be a good way to
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 1   proceed at this point?
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Betsey?
  


 3                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I would
  


 4   suggest -- and I appreciate Lori's position and
  


 5   her thoughtfulness on this.  I see the
  


 6   interpretation of the language.  It is a deviation
  


 7   from the way we've looked at it in past and I want
  


 8   to make sure that we were very thoughtful about it
  


 9   and thought a way through.
  


10                  But what that would mean to me
  


11   would be deleting section 5.5.4 in the plan, which
  


12   is the continued role of the science and technical
  


13   group.  Maybe working language into 5.5.3 about
  


14   the value of the input and the expertise that's
  


15   served and how to make sure we capture that, and
  


16   be very vague about it.
  


17                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  That would work.
  


18                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Would that make
  


19   sense?
  


20                  My concern is about the paragraph
  


21   about advise the Water Planning Council and the
  


22   need and utilization of volunteer basin committee.
  


23   It's almost like it's not Connecticut language.
  


24   We have some really active watershed groups, which
  


25   is typically how we refer to them.  I understand
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 1   the structure is likely different.
  


 2                  I think the point is, if there's a
  


 3   basin that needs assistance and a need to be used,
  


 4   we need to look and seek the best way to get that.
  


 5   It's not a one-size-fits-all solution and it
  


 6   really needs to be driven from the bottom up or
  


 7   it's not going to happen.  So I'd like to see that
  


 8   language sort of softened.
  


 9                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah, we should
  


10   send you the language.  There's a section in the
  


11   report that talks about those potential groups
  


12   specifically, not related to the advisory group,
  


13   but as a way to help implement.
  


14                  And we talk about looking to the
  


15   COGs to help with that, or maybe even to do that
  


16   in some cases, looking to municipal governments to
  


17   do that.  Not necessarily fitting one required
  


18   template to each basin.  So we've softened that in
  


19   response to a lot of the comments we've gotten as
  


20   well.
  


21                  LORI MATHEU:  So we don't see a
  


22   specific, like Kirk, you called it an expert
  


23   panel.  You don't see a role for, you know,
  


24   somebody like Virginia to continue on and work on,
  


25   you know, maybe under the advisory group and
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 1   continue to work on some of the details of the
  


 2   implementation of some problem basins.  We don't
  


 3   see a role for that at all?
  


 4                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I mean, she's a
  


 5   representative of the advisory council now.
  


 6                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.  We don't see
  


 7   a role specifically.  So Betsey, you're suggesting
  


 8   taking out the whole section there where it speaks
  


 9   to the role of the science and technology group.
  


10                  Because I attended many of those
  


11   meetings.  I think I missed one in the last year
  


12   and I think the group of people that volunteered
  


13   for that group were perfect for that group.  And
  


14   to just kind of let the group melt away, I don't
  


15   know if I a hundred percent agree with that.
  


16                  Because they were so focused and
  


17   they were so well driven.  And Virginia led them
  


18   so well, and to continue on some effort -- and I
  


19   think they were willing to do and continue on
  


20   implementation, because that's what we need.  We
  


21   need implementation and we need people who are
  


22   knowledgeable about the process and what was done.
  


23   And so in order to actually get implementation
  


24   moving forward I would hate to let that group just
  


25   go.
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 1                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think it's a
  


 2   question of structure versus participation, and my
  


 3   position is we don't need the structure anymore.
  


 4   Virginia has all of their names and numbers.
  


 5   They're people who have traditionally participated
  


 6   on subcommittees associated with the Water
  


 7   Planning Council advisory group, and they can sort
  


 8   of be invited to speak.
  


 9                  We want as much participation as we
  


10   can get.  I totally agree with that, Lori.  It's a
  


11   question of, do you have a standing committee
  


12   outside of the statutory structure sort of as we
  


13   move forward?  And my position on that would be,
  


14   no.  It doesn't mean those people aren't valuable
  


15   and we don't want them involved.  The question is,
  


16   how do we do that?
  


17                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.  And I think
  


18   the statute over the years has been very narrowly
  


19   interpreted, because the wording is more broad
  


20   than what we've done in the past.  The advisory
  


21   group may include representatives.
  


22                  So Jack, to your point, I think as
  


23   long as we can provide a balance I think there
  


24   could be these expert panels that get put
  


25   together.  There could be groups of experts that
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 1   focus on basin and basin planning, on basin
  


 2   issues, basin modeling, what have you.
  


 3                  Because in some ways the statute
  


 4   doesn't fit implementation.  The word alone
  


 5   "advisory," it doesn't fit implementation, but I
  


 6   think it's workable.  But I just don't want to
  


 7   lose the concept of having a group of experts that
  


 8   are science based moving forward and working on
  


 9   implementation.  So maybe it's a subcommittee of
  


10   the advisory committee that we're talking about.
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I don't have a
  


12   problem with that.
  


13                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think I hear
  


14   consensus that you want the people to stay
  


15   involved and the structure just needs to be
  


16   figured out and maybe simplified?
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah.
  


18                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And it can say
  


19   something to that effect in the report.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  How does that sound,
  


21   Virginia?
  


22                  LORI MATHEU:  Do you have anything
  


23   to add Virginia?  We're talking about you over in
  


24   your --
  


25                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  I think there is
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 1   a definite role for a science and technical group
  


 2   moving forward.  As Betsey mentioned, a lot of the
  


 3   people who currently serve on that group have been
  


 4   actively involved for years, if not decades.  And
  


 5   if it were structured as a subcommittee under the
  


 6   advisory group I think that that could work very
  


 7   well.
  


 8                  I think the structure in some ways
  


 9   is immaterial, because the enthusiasm of the group
  


10   is self sustaining.  At some point in the
  


11   future -- and this could be, you know, 5, 10, 15
  


12   years from now, I would suggest renaming the slot
  


13   that I currently fill, which has some esoteric
  


14   streamflow ecology, and God knows what else under
  


15   it, as just a science and technical slot.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It actually has
  


17   an "S" on it.  Members of academia with expertise
  


18   in streamflow, public health and ecology.  So we
  


19   can multiply it here.  It does have an "S" on it.
  


20                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  So I've got an
  


21   alternate personality?
  


22                  LORI MATHEU:  Yes, multiple.
  


23                  But the advisory group may include
  


24   representatives of.  So to me, that means you're
  


25   going to have different groups.  Right?  And to
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 1   Jack's point, you could make multiple parties as
  


 2   long as you balance consumptive and
  


 3   nonconsumptive.
  


 4                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  I have some
  


 5   feelings about the multiple, but I don't need to
  


 6   necessarily bring it up here.  If there's a public
  


 7   comment I can bring it up at that point.
  


 8                  LORI MATHEU:  So it may include
  


 9   representatives of.  So that doesn't mean it's one
  


10   entity per slot.
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret?
  


12                  MARGARET WALKER:  Some things I was
  


13   going to hold for the report of the advisory
  


14   group, but in connection with what you're saying
  


15   now we discussed yesterday -- I think we're all
  


16   willing to do outreach.  In a general way we
  


17   discussed some ways we could do that.
  


18                  Most of the details in the bullets
  


19   were kind of a surprise and I don't think that
  


20   we're prepared to do some of those things.  I'm
  


21   not sure we should.  We have to talk about it with
  


22   you.  So we had a couple of things we knew we
  


23   might do, but for instance, we're going to get a
  


24   new chair.  One of the candidates, John Hudak said
  


25   he didn't feel he could respond right now because
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 1   he doesn't understand what assignments will go to
  


 2   whom in the future.
  


 3                  I just would have to say that those
  


 4   bullets go far beyond I think what people were
  


 5   talking about.  There were some explicit
  


 6   suggestions about going forward, and Len DeJong
  


 7   and Arron Budris have been talking about a
  


 8   presentation to COGs, which I'm sure would be good
  


 9   to have a uniform presentation to COGs.  Some
  


10   debate on whether each presentation, it should be
  


11   saved.  Or should there be core material?
  


12                  But we would not be, I think, and
  


13   there are other members of the group here,
  


14   comfortable with these assignments, that we
  


15   really don't know how to do it.  As I said, I'm
  


16   not sure we should be doing it, or we could do it
  


17   without a conflict of interest if you're talking
  


18   about reaching out to legislators.  It can get
  


19   complicated.
  


20                  So I had a couple of other things
  


21   from the advisory group I did want to mention on
  


22   this issue of balance.  I count approximately five
  


23   environmental groups represented on the Water
  


24   Planning Council advisory group of 20.  They may
  


25   come in different ways, but I think we've all
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 1   recognized that there has not been a balance.
  


 2                  And in some of the discussion on
  


 3   balance I try to avoid this balance between human
  


 4   health and the environment.  If you think you can
  


 5   improve health by downgrading the environment,
  


 6   that's not a balanced situation.
  


 7                  Where I do see that kind of balance
  


 8   in this plan and also in DEEP's remediation
  


 9   roundtables and work is a balance between human
  


10   health and the environment on one side of the
  


11   scale and economic development on the other.  And
  


12   that's a case where if you listen to, oh, these
  


13   are risk-based decisions, we have to analyze what
  


14   would be the risk to health versus the, you know,
  


15   the well being of the community if this project
  


16   moves forward.  That I think is where you see that
  


17   kind of balancing discussion.
  


18                  So as you know, I'm sensitive to
  


19   the term "balance," and I was just listening and
  


20   thinking we need to be careful what we're
  


21   balancing.  So from the advisory group you might
  


22   want to hear what Arron has in mind for the COGs,
  


23   but we're unsure how it would go forward.  With
  


24   most of what we want to do, as mentioned here, we
  


25   do want to help in terms of educating the public
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 1   and bringing in comments on the plan.
  


 2                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  And just to
  


 3   amend that a little bit, I think the group does
  


 4   not feel that we have the expertise or the
  


 5   resources to do what was initially in the plan.
  


 6   Now I've heard, Kirk, you say that you're going to
  


 7   soften that and make it vaguer until those
  


 8   decisions are made, which I think it's very
  


 9   appropriate.
  


10                  But do keep it mind that to have an
  


11   effective outreach process it really needs some
  


12   professional expertise.  And a bunch of us
  


13   well-meaning folks might not do as good a job as
  


14   somebody who has that training.
  


15                  And so as I said, that we don't
  


16   feel that we have the skills or the time or the
  


17   energy to do it as it was originally listed.
  


18                  ELAINE SISTARE:  I think we've
  


19   heard appropriate edits to that section five.  So
  


20   like you said, Virginia, we can edit that as
  


21   appropriate before this final draft report is
  


22   complete.
  


23                  I do want to move on since I'm
  


24   trying to keep an eye on the clock.  This would be
  


25   a relatively easy one, but on the comments, the
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 1   comments that's numbered number three about
  


 2   private wells, Lori, I think you've brought this
  


 3   up maybe a few times about a pathway forward for
  


 4   the private well testing and inventory.
  


 5                  And you know, I guess, Dave, maybe
  


 6   I'll ask you to speak to this a bit.  Because
  


 7   while we could do that, it's just a matter of, you
  


 8   know, is that something we want to try to draft
  


 9   and get into this final draft report?
  


10                  LORI MATHEU:  Yes.
  


11                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And I think we'd be
  


12   happy to do that if the Council agrees to that.
  


13   The reason it isn't there as a specific
  


14   pathway right now is it didn't arise organically
  


15   through the stakeholder workshops process.  And so
  


16   we'd be happy to do that if there's a consensus on
  


17   the panel, on the Council to do that.  It is
  


18   mentioned a number of places, but I think as we've
  


19   talked about, it's scattered.  It's not a
  


20   prevalent theme.
  


21                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.  It's kind of
  


22   throughout and if you read the whole plan you get
  


23   sort of a flavor of it.  But in many, many of the
  


24   broad meetings on policy we talked about private
  


25   wells.  And it was brought up, not only by me, but
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 1   by other people in that room time and time again.
  


 2   So I thought that maybe as time ran out, to write
  


 3   a pathway forward.  So that was my thought.
  


 4                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So can we just
  


 5   talk about what would be in that pathway forward?
  


 6   What do you see as the major steps?
  


 7                  LORI MATHEU:  I think the major
  


 8   step, like, the hugest hurdle is just getting
  


 9   legislation passed that would do basic testing,
  


10   like bacteriological, physical testing.  And then
  


11   start at least, like when we had Gary Robbins,
  


12   Professor Robbins come to the policy group and
  


13   give a presentation on private wells.
  


14                  You know, he's always out there
  


15   looking to put together some funding to get
  


16   together an inventory so at least we know where
  


17   these private wells are.  So maybe some basics.
  


18   We start with baby steps first and keep it really
  


19   simple, that we know private wells exist.  We know
  


20   that there's hundreds of thousands of them, but we
  


21   have no idea of the quality and we have no idea of
  


22   the location.  We have basic ideas and we have
  


23   scattered information, but a pathway forward would
  


24   mean to at least to try to move forward with
  


25   proposed legislation on basic level testing for
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 1   all private wells.
  


 2                  And maybe, if that doesn't pass,
  


 3   maybe you start simple with all new wells, all new
  


 4   private wells.  And all new private wells have to
  


 5   go through -- and Gary mentioned -- I'm forgetting
  


 6   all the details, but he has sort of a format.  He
  


 7   has gathered information on private wells and
  


 8   maybe we can, you know, work on some sort of
  


 9   format for new wells, and a new well moving
  


10   forward.  Let's start small and see what we can
  


11   do.  That would be a pathway, I think.
  


12                  Because I think it's scary to a lot
  


13   of people.  Many, many different groups out there,
  


14   if you're going to say, we're going to test for
  


15   everything and we want to do an inventory and we
  


16   want to do it in the year -- and there's a lot of
  


17   money and there's a lot of effort that would go
  


18   into that.
  


19                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So may I make a
  


20   suggestion rather than sort of getting to
  


21   legislation without having an opportunity to have
  


22   a lot of discussion about it?  To sort of frame it
  


23   more that we have concerns that people are being
  


24   exposed to contaminants in their water.  We need
  


25   to do something about testing of private wells.
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 1   There's a series of options that are available,
  


 2   but not actually jump to what we think is probably
  


 3   the right thing to do, but just legislation.  But
  


 4   the point is, there isn't any testing that needs
  


 5   to be --
  


 6                  LORI MATHEU:  I think we've been
  


 7   there for 20 years saying, we should test, we
  


 8   should test.  I think now is the time to push it,
  


 9   and under this plan.
  


10                  And so one of the efforts that the
  


11   Health Department has tried to move forward and
  


12   has not been as successful is just that, passing
  


13   legislation.  I think we've talked for years.  I
  


14   think we've known -- anyone who's sat in through
  


15   Gary's presentation, you get concerned if you have
  


16   a private well and you haven't tested it, because
  


17   there's pockets of uranium.  There's pockets of
  


18   arsenic, and they're at super high numbers in
  


19   certain areas of the state.
  


20                  And so we all know that, and
  


21   there's other emerging contaminants that could be
  


22   found in the ground beyond that.  But I think
  


23   starting small and slow would make some sense and
  


24   I know legislation is going to be difficult.  It
  


25   has been difficult, but we've talked for a very







50


 1   long time about private wells and trying to do
  


 2   something, and it never seems to get off the
  


 3   ground.
  


 4                  So using the platform of the plan
  


 5   and the public outreach that we plan to do over
  


 6   the next six months -- and see what people say.
  


 7   Maybe people will come out and say, no way.  I
  


 8   don't want that.  Take it out.  You know, people
  


 9   are going to come out against it.  I don't know.
  


10   I would imagine that local health directors and
  


11   the people that we talked to in the Health
  


12   Department would say, this is necessary because we
  


13   just don't know what people are consuming in their
  


14   homes.
  


15                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well, if we're
  


16   going to go for it, we should really go for it.
  


17   So I would want the recommendation to sort of be
  


18   put in that similar -- to have to do a perc test
  


19   associated with your septic system.  Before you
  


20   actually build a house you need an installed well
  


21   that has appropriate quality and appropriate
  


22   quantity to support the size of the house.  I
  


23   mean, if we're going to do it we should do it.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  What happens now
  


25   when someone builds a house and puts a well in?
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 1   What happens now?
  


 2                  LORI MATHEU:  They drill the well
  


 3   last.
  


 4                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Nobody tests the
  


 5   well?
  


 6                  LORI MATHEU:  They do a basic test
  


 7   on new wells, a standard chemistry test.  So it's
  


 8   a bacteriological, physical, iron, and whatever.
  


 9   But that's only for new wells that are drilled.
  


10   And they are drilled last, after the septic and
  


11   foundation is in place.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  After your
  


13   investment has --
  


14                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well I know there's
  


16   a lot of people that have difficulties with
  


17   wells after they buy the house.
  


18                  LORI MATHEU:  Betsy, I would agree
  


19   with it.  It's a certificate process for private
  


20   wells essentially.
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  So you want to put
  


22   it in the plan, is what you're saying?
  


23                  LORI MATHEU:  Sure.
  


24                  ELAINE SISTARE:  And it sounds like
  


25   as a pathway forward, which as we've developed the
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 1   other pathways forward in the plan, this is how
  


 2   you can move it forward.  So it's not, you know,
  


 3   drafted language.  It's not.  You know, so it can
  


 4   be added on and probably should be added on as
  


 5   it's pushed forward, but it's some ideas at this
  


 6   moment in time.
  


 7                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And it's a way to
  


 8   consolidate these ideas in a fairly highly visible
  


 9   place in the report.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.
  


11                  LORI MATHEU:  Exactly.  And one
  


12   thing with -- and I keep going back to Gary's
  


13   presentation, but he was adamant that we needed to
  


14   start collecting information.  Maybe even part of
  


15   the pathway -- I forget your terms, Kirk, in that
  


16   you use the pathways, the categories that you
  


17   have.
  


18                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I use a lot of
  


19   terms.
  


20                  LORI MATHEU:  The subcategories in
  


21   the pathways.  And again it was, whatever,
  


22   whatever.  But one of the two's would be to work
  


23   on a strategy to collect an inventory of existing
  


24   wells.
  


25                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  So the first
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 1   category is always information needs.
  


 2                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.
  


 3                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Information needs,
  


 4   outreach and possible partnerships.
  


 5                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.
  


 6                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Consensus
  


 7   building, and I think, you know, something that
  


 8   has been brought up at some of the presentations
  


 9   is the real estate groups.  So you know, it could
  


10   be on one point of consensus building.
  


11                  LORI MATHEU:  So if we put that out
  


12   there, to Betsy's point, and that strongly -- I'm
  


13   sure we're going to be getting some pushback, but
  


14   should also hear from others that might say, yeah,
  


15   that makes absolute sense.  So that would make it
  


16   much more definitive and helpful.
  


17                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  All right?
  


18                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  May I make a
  


19   quick comment?  Lori, what I heard you say was it
  


20   had two pieces that are intimately related.  One
  


21   is the water quality and the testing, and the
  


22   other is the location of all the wells.  And I
  


23   think they're in some ways very separate and Gary
  


24   was addressing both.
  


25                  In his research area he would use
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 1   students to collect that data.  I just want to put
  


 2   out there -- I've mentioned it before, but I think
  


 3   it should be part of the discussion, that the
  


 4   inventory, a large inventory of the groundwater
  


 5   wells, domestic wells does exist.
  


 6                  It's Bob Hefferman's work that he
  


 7   did over probably eight or ten years.  He has more
  


 8   than 10,000 records in it.  And when he did it he
  


 9   wanted to be able to sell it to the State.  And I
  


10   have no idea what the price tag would be, but I
  


11   think that should at least be considered because
  


12   the price tag, even if you use students, can go
  


13   high very, very quickly pawing through all the
  


14   individual reports.
  


15                  So I just want to make note that
  


16   that does exist, and if you all want to pursue it
  


17   and see what he would be charging and whether it
  


18   would be worth it, that's certainly something that
  


19   could be considered.
  


20                  LORI MATHEU:  That's a
  


21   consideration, that we've known about that
  


22   inventory for years.  One of the other things that
  


23   he used, new technology with GIS and, you know,
  


24   you can get down to a certain level now with GIS
  


25   technology and print out building lots and all
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 1   kinds of different things.  So there's ways to use
  


 2   GIS I think in a very creative way, versus having
  


 3   to do a lot of field work.
  


 4                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Thank you.  I
  


 5   think we've got enough information to draft
  


 6   something there.
  


 7                  Moving on to another set of
  


 8   comments that we need some feedback on.  So this
  


 9   is in section three of the report, which is on one
  


10   of the data sections.  And the way that the
  


11   comment reads is that the plan --
  


12                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  This is number
  


13   five?
  


14                  ELAINE SISTARE:  On our two-page
  


15   summary.  The plan should acknowledge that
  


16   groundwater is not included under the current
  


17   streamflow regulations.  The plan should not
  


18   advocate whether groundwater should or should not
  


19   be included under streamflow regulations, but
  


20   simply note that it is not now.
  


21                  And I think, you know, the
  


22   streamflow, maybe we can jump to also look at
  


23   comment number seven on this list, which also
  


24   talks about streamflow regulations on safe yield.
  


25   So our concerns on at least section three in that
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 1   suggestion was that we weren't sure how it
  


 2   compares or relates to future water demands and
  


 3   supply, whether it would be added to the previous
  


 4   section, but we wanted to see your thoughts about
  


 5   groundwater and minimum streamflow standards and
  


 6   making sure that, you know, we appropriately
  


 7   provide text in the report associated with that.
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I didn't get
  


 9   it as it related to the section that they were
  


10   referring to.
  


11                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  That was part of
  


12   the reason why we talked about it.  We didn't
  


13   quite understand the location in the report that
  


14   was being referenced.
  


15                  LORI MATHEU:  It seems to be
  


16   incorrect.
  


17                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Can we leave it at
  


18   this?  If you agree with this statement, can we
  


19   find where we've addressed it and make sure that
  


20   the statement fits the tone of the comment?
  


21                  LORI MATHEU:  I'm fine with the
  


22   comment.  Just the location is wrong.
  


23                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, the
  


24   first sentence is true, is that groundwater is not
  


25   included in the current streamflow regulations.
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 1   The part about not advocating here depends on
  


 2   where here is.  And I don't think anyone is
  


 3   advocating that groundwater be integrated into the
  


 4   streamflow regs at this point in time.  That
  


 5   doesn't mean that the connection between
  


 6   groundwater and streamflow and diversions
  


 7   shouldn't be addressed.  So the second
  


 8   sentence out of context doesn't make any sense.
  


 9                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  We will find out
  


10   where that exists.  It may be in one of the
  


11   pathways, and then carry your thought forward
  


12   there, Betsy.
  


13                  ELAINE SISTARE:  All right.  So
  


14   while we're thinking streamflow let's also look at
  


15   comment number seven on this, which is about
  


16   deleting the paragraph on page 527.  And it says,
  


17   the reasoning is the impact of streamflow
  


18   regulations on safe yields analysis.
  


19                  Each water utility will need to
  


20   conduct for their affected sources, and it's
  


21   already underway through the WUCC process.  So it
  


22   should not be a high-level recommendation that's
  


23   in the plan, and I guess we just wanted to, you
  


24   know, to make sure that we understood and that
  


25   ultimately we can delete that component of the
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 1   policy recommendation, because I guess that's
  


 2   where it is.
  


 3                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Delete it or change
  


 4   it to an acknowledgment that it's being addressed
  


 5   by the WUCC process.
  


 6                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we
  


 7   recommended deletion.
  


 8                  Because it's actually sort of a
  


 9   smaller piece of -- and we actually think that it
  


10   really fits in this section in terms of all of the
  


11   things that were going on.  It's under
  


12   environmental monitoring.  I'm not so sure we've
  


13   really got it.
  


14                  In addition, impact.  When the regs
  


15   were adopted this was considered.  I agree that we
  


16   need to know, but -- so that was our take on it.
  


17                  LORI MATHEU:  I don't have that
  


18   wording in front of me.
  


19                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  5-27.
  


20                  LORI MATHEU:  This is the separate
  


21   wording.
  


22                  So you want that -- you want C
  


23   taken out?
  


24                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.
  


25                  LORI MATHEU:  Why?  Why would you
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 1   want that taken out?
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So, it doesn't
  


 3   fit within that piece.  That work is being done by
  


 4   the WUCC.  This is a really high-level
  


 5   recommendation.  It is not really clear why it's
  


 6   in there, and why it's in this location in
  


 7   particular.
  


 8                  LORI MATHEU:  Suggested policy
  


 9   recommendations --
  


10                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Under data, under
  


11   the data policy recommendation, correct.
  


12                  LORI MATHEU:  Yeah, the data policy
  


13   recommendations.  To me, it seems to fit.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So what's going
  


15   to happen with that data once it's developed?
  


16   What's the purpose of the data?  What do you do
  


17   with it, and where do you go with it?
  


18                  LORI MATHEU:  Well, I think it goes
  


19   to the point of the second bullet on the plan
  


20   summary when we talk about class A water.
  


21                  ELAINE SISTARE:  The two-page
  


22   summary?
  


23                  LORI MATHEU:  And it goes to the
  


24   part about the executive summary, which repeats
  


25   that saying, you know, I am to maintain the
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 1   highest quality drinking water.  I think a big
  


 2   part of this plan, and what the Health Department
  


 3   actually really likes about this plan is the
  


 4   acknowledgment of those items that we maintain the
  


 5   highest quality water for drinking.
  


 6                  But we do know that minimum
  


 7   streamflow -- and let's be honest, minimum
  


 8   streamflow is going to have a direct impact on the
  


 9   existing safe yield, and we have to be able to
  


10   understand that.  And we have to understand how
  


11   much and quantify that, and then be able to plan
  


12   for it appropriately in order to maintain number
  


13   two, and in order maintain the second bullet under
  


14   background.
  


15                  We're the only State that prohibits
  


16   this and we want to continue to maintain that, and
  


17   we believe in that.  That was the very first
  


18   policy meeting that I was at that everybody said,
  


19   let's take that right off the table.  We all agree
  


20   that we should maintain that.
  


21                  So that's what that goes to.  To
  


22   me, it's incredibly important to quantify how much
  


23   that's going to impact safe field, and where that
  


24   water is going to come from in the future so that
  


25   we can continue to maintain item two in the
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 1   executive summary on the second page.
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My understanding
  


 3   is that work is underway through the WUCC process
  


 4   and will be vetted through the WUCC process.  It's
  


 5   also, I trust, part of any water supplier's
  


 6   planning and updating of their water supply plan.
  


 7   It's not actually a task that the Water Planning
  


 8   Council would take on, and I just don't think it
  


 9   belongs here.
  


10                  LORI MATHEU:  Maybe it's in the
  


11   wrong place, but I think it has to be identified.
  


12   And then it could be identified that the WUCC is
  


13   working on that, or these other plans are working
  


14   on it because what you say to many other folks is
  


15   that there's other plans that do this or that,
  


16   this and that, for, you know, the blue plan, the
  


17   green plan and whatever plan, whatever plan, state
  


18   plan.
  


19                  You mentioned that you tee up an
  


20   issue and then you say another plan has taken care
  


21   of that.  I think maybe that's -- that we just
  


22   need rewrite that to a point and put it in the
  


23   right place.  But it is a data need.  It is a data
  


24   need and the WUCC is working on that.
  


25                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  There are a couple
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 1   of places we could include that thought if you're
  


 2   comfortable with it.  We have a section on the
  


 3   instream flow policy recommendation on the
  


 4   instream flow, which is basically an
  


 5   acknowledgment that these are being implemented
  


 6   statewide for all the right reasons.  And would
  


 7   that be an appropriate place to say the WUCC
  


 8   process is evaluating the impacts of instream flow
  


 9   as part of that acknowledgment?  Would that be an
  


10   appropriate reference?
  


11                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.  Wording that
  


12   same way that you have written there about impact
  


13   on quantity, that would be fine.  But I
  


14   think under data needs, I think it is a data need.
  


15   I think it's important to acknowledge.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I actually don't
  


17   think that's necessarily the right place to put
  


18   it, Kirk.  One of our concerns -- so where?  Can
  


19   you be more specific of where you would put it?
  


20                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  Let's see
  


21   the contents here.  It would be section 5.2.3.8,
  


22   implementation of the minimum streamflow
  


23   regulations.
  


24                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Which is another
  


25   policy recommendation.
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 1                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  It's on page 522.
  


 2   And I think we had scaled that back.  We also have
  


 3   a pathway forward in streamflow, and maybe that's
  


 4   a more appropriate place for it to just encourage
  


 5   the coordination and the continuation of the work
  


 6   that the WUCC process is doing.
  


 7                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I would rather
  


 8   see it in the pathway forward than I would in this
  


 9   section.
  


10                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Okay.  Are you
  


11   comfortable with that, Lori?  That's more action
  


12   oriented, anyway.
  


13                  LORI MATHEU:  You're suggesting
  


14   taking out the words in 522?
  


15                  ELAINE SISTARE:  The paragraph C,
  


16   under the data policy recommendations.  Under 2,
  


17   paragraph 2C, under the data policy
  


18   recommendation.
  


19                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And move that to
  


20   the pathway forward for instream flow.
  


21                  LORI MATHEU:  I guess I would
  


22   disagree.  I would want to see it there, because I
  


23   think it's important.  It's critically important
  


24   to maintain the highest quality drinking water.
  


25   And without that information we don't have a clue
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 1   how we're going to maintain the highest quality
  


 2   water for drinking.  I have no idea, because right
  


 3   now in some utilities -- and the information we're
  


 4   starting to gather, it's pretty significant.
  


 5                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Could I make an
  


 6   observation?  If I were a private citizen and I
  


 7   wanted to know about what the plan said about the
  


 8   impacts of instream flow, I wouldn't look to the
  


 9   data section for that.  I would look under the two
  


10   headings that specifically talked about instream
  


11   flow.
  


12                  So even though it is a data need,
  


13   it might be more impactful to include it in the
  


14   pathway forward.  That's where I would look for
  


15   it.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And also
  


17   pointing out there are considerable offramps built
  


18   into the regs depending on what the impact is and
  


19   where you are as a utility in meeting your margin
  


20   of safety and other issues.
  


21                  LORI MATHEU:  But those offramps
  


22   are under a drought situation and under your
  


23   margin of safety issues.  And so only when you're
  


24   hitting those critical points is when you get the
  


25   offramp.  So offramps are fine when you get
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 1   critical points, but when you're doing planning
  


 2   you should be planning for 10, 20 years.  And yes,
  


 3   critical points are important, but also planning
  


 4   for the future is.
  


 5                  So the offramps don't give you the
  


 6   water you need for future planning.  They give you
  


 7   offramps for critical situation issues such as
  


 8   drought, such as minimum margin of safety issues.
  


 9                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And that makes
  


10   sense, because the premise was -- our goal through
  


11   those streamflow regs was to try to balance
  


12   downstream needs with upstream uses in the
  


13   reservoir going forward.  And that ultimately we
  


14   get to a point where we can move forward, so
  


15   that's the goal.  There's no question that's the
  


16   goal.
  


17                  LORI MATHEU:  And I think beyond --
  


18   we're always thinking about the presentations
  


19   we're going to have to do in the next six months.
  


20   So if people say, oh, really.  That's great.  How
  


21   are you going to maintain that high quality water
  


22   for drinking?  How do you know?  How do you
  


23   account for it?  What are you going to do?
  


24                  I think for us we need to quantify
  


25   it, understand it.  Where are the issues?  And
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 1   then think about really changing the conservation
  


 2   ethic.  I mean, that's where these items work
  


 3   really well together in this executive summary.
  


 4   One leads into the next.
  


 5                  And when we talk about this at a
  


 6   high level to politicians, to chief elected
  


 7   officials and other people about this plan, I
  


 8   think that's what we have to strategize on, is how
  


 9   did we find that balance?  How do we find that
  


10   balance between minimum streamflow and high
  


11   quality water for human consumption?  How do we
  


12   find that?
  


13                  I think a lot of it has to do with
  


14   reuse of class B, reuse for non-potable use and
  


15   water conservation, because if you think about
  


16   what's going on in the western part of the state,
  


17   you know, using all that water for irrigation,
  


18   does that make any sense?  And should you be
  


19   pursuing more class A water if you're going to
  


20   just use 80 percent of your supply for irrigation?
  


21                  So you know, talk about big-picture
  


22   policy, the ethic needs to be changed.  And so it
  


23   says all of that.  So I want to be able to point
  


24   to places where we say this is an important issue.
  


25   So I think it belongs in multiple places, because
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 1   it is important, one of the most important points
  


 2   in the plan.
  


 3                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We have a
  


 4   difference of opinion.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  So let me see who I
  


 6   can agree with.
  


 7                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  May I make a
  


 8   suggestion, Jack?
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Let's get
  


11   through everything else and table this and come
  


12   back to it.
  


13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Is that okay
  


15   with you, Lori?
  


16                  LORI MATHEU:  Sounds good.
  


17                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  May I make another
  


18   suggestion?  And do with this as you see fit.  We
  


19   can talk about these for the next three days -- we
  


20   all if we could.  Could we jump ahead to talk
  


21   about some of the administrative details quickly
  


22   so we don't see those as afterthoughts at the end
  


23   and spend the remaining time on these comments?
  


24   Would that be okay with everybody?
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.
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 1                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  So we've been
  


 2   really dealing with section three and two at the
  


 3   same time.  So let's jump ahead to section four
  


 4   and talk a little bit about the logistics of
  


 5   turning the documents over to you and some
  


 6   thoughts then about outreach and budget moving
  


 7   forward.
  


 8                  Our plan is to hand you -- and
  


 9   Elaine, you can elaborate on this -- Word
  


10   documents that you can modify and you would
  


11   probably want to assign a caretaker as a counsel
  


12   of those documents to ensure version consistency.
  


13   PDFs, of course, that you can share and post.
  


14                  And the executive summary is
  


15   written in a different piece of software,
  


16   InDesign.  I don't know if anybody has access to
  


17   that, but we could figure out -- we will need to
  


18   figure out how you can edit the executive summary.
  


19   We'll give it to you in a Word form, but you'll
  


20   also want the ability to modify electronically in
  


21   InDesign.
  


22                  Elaine, you had some thoughts on
  


23   hardcopies and flash drives, too.  Do you want to
  


24   share those?
  


25                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Sure.  Yeah,
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 1   rather than -- because these are going to be large
  


 2   sized PDF files, so I think basically a memory
  


 3   stick -- four memory sticks to the Water Planning
  


 4   Council members.  And paper copies of the June
  


 5   2017 final draft report.  I'm suggesting two per
  


 6   Water Planning Council member, but I could
  


 7   increase that by a couple if necessary.
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Increasing by a
  


 9   couple would be nice.
  


10                  LORI MATHEU:  Four would be good.
  


11                  ELAINE SISTARE:  So four per number
  


12   of the Water Planning Council.
  


13                  LORI MATHEU:  Six would be better.
  


14                  ELAINE SISTARE:  I'm sure 20 would
  


15   be better.  Right?
  


16                  LORI MATHEU:  I'll take six, then.
  


17                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I hear two and six,
  


18   so we'll go with four.
  


19                  ELAINE SISTARE:  The middle ground.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  PURA needs two, so
  


21   just make two for us.
  


22                  LORI MATHEU:  My Commissioner needs
  


23   one.  You know, my staff needs some.  We have
  


24   another section.  I'm sure Betsey has the same.
  


25   You know, commissioners love to have the paper
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 1   copies.
  


 2                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Sixteen between
  


 3   all of you, and do you think that would be
  


 4   reasonable?  I don't know, you know, an OPM
  


 5   representative is not here.
  


 6                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  You can divide them
  


 7   up as you see fit.
  


 8                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Six for the two of
  


 9   you?
  


10                  LORI MATHEU:  I'll take four.
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Give me four, and
  


12   then I'll give Gary two.
  


13                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So 16.
  


14                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  And along
  


15   with, you know, like I said, the memory sticks and
  


16   the executive summary would be bound inside of it
  


17   as part of the report.  The two-page handout will
  


18   not be bound as part of the report, but you know,
  


19   as I've delivered in the past, slipped in.
  


20                  We do expect -- and it kind of goes
  


21   to the consultant to the Council transfer, but
  


22   we'll put in, you know, a one or two-page letter
  


23   from CDM Smith saying, here's the final draft
  


24   report.  So that would be bound inside the report,
  


25   too.







71


 1                  Beside that, that's about the
  


 2   details associated with it, there has been some --
  


 3   if I'm remembering correctly from the last
  


 4   meeting, that July 5th is when the next time, you
  


 5   know, after you've received the report the July
  


 6   5th meeting would be your first opportunity to say
  


 7   you're ready to post it.
  


 8                  That's all I have.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And I would
  


10   anticipate us opening a new docket for tracking
  


11   purposes because there's so much.  There's volumes
  


12   of information in the existing docket we have set
  


13   up the development of the water plan.
  


14                  So Mr. Neeley will set up a docket.
  


15   Probably it would be relevant or --
  


16                  NICK NEELEY:  Yeah, just to keep in
  


17   mind I know, you know, we've talked a lot about --
  


18   I don't know if this is relevant or not, but
  


19   there's been a lot of discussion about this
  


20   outreach plan.
  


21                  There's no mention of an outreach
  


22   plan in the statute itself.  All it says is the
  


23   Water Planning Council, once it has the draft
  


24   report shall publish it and put it out for public
  


25   comment.  That's what the statute calls for at a
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 1   minimum.
  


 2                  Just so I think some people were
  


 3   under the assumption that the statute calls for an
  


 4   outreach plan, practically it might, but it's not
  


 5   required by the statute.  It tells you, you have
  


 6   to have one public meeting.  You've got to post it
  


 7   on the Internet.  And that's a mechanism to gather
  


 8   comments, and that's the extent of it.
  


 9                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  That's a good
  


10   point, Nick.  I think it's sort of an implicit
  


11   assumption on our part that because this would be
  


12   put to the Legislature for a vote, that
  


13   the outreach will be an effective step toward
  


14   securing that vote.
  


15                  All right.  We do want to
  


16   acknowledge that NEIWPCC has done a really nice
  


17   job tabulating all of the public comments to date
  


18   from the docket.  That will be included as an
  


19   appendix -- you may have mentioned that, Elaine --
  


20   and categorize the different kinds of comments
  


21   that we received.  So that would be part of the
  


22   report.  At least you haven't seen that yet, I
  


23   don't think.
  


24                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Not the individual
  


25   comments, the summary.
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 1                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  The summary.
  


 2                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes.
  


 3                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Jack, do you want
  


 4   to talk a little bit about next steps going
  


 5   forward, opportunities for outreach, what your
  


 6   thoughts and plans are?
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And Lori or Betsey,
  


 8   just jump in here you if you want.
  


 9                  In terms of the budget, I mean, I
  


10   don't have to tell you it's in a state of flux
  


11   right now.  We are happy that we're going to have
  


12   Garrett Eucalitto who's going to be coming over
  


13   from the Office of Policy and Management.  He's
  


14   going to be the new representative on the Council
  


15   to replace David LeVasseur.
  


16                  David, we're not so certain he's
  


17   going to be available to come back in some type of
  


18   capacity because of the state of flux with the
  


19   budget.  We're still waiting to hear back from the
  


20   Army Corps of Engineers in terms of what might be
  


21   available there.
  


22                  NEIWPCC has some hours left and I
  


23   have to figure out how that translates into
  


24   dollars.  We would love to hear from them as
  


25   involved in some capacity as we go through this
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 1   process.  We just have to figure out how to do it
  


 2   strategically and financially.
  


 3                  In terms of the outreach, one of
  


 4   the things that I've talked about is the fact that
  


 5   all three -- all the agencies, OPM, DEEP, PURA and
  


 6   DPH have our own communications people that work
  


 7   for us.  And I think over the next several weeks
  


 8   what I would suggest is that we get together and
  


 9   try to come up -- and it kind of goes with what
  


10   Virginia and Margaret talked about, that elevator
  


11   speech, those bullets that you came up with when
  


12   we were out in Fort Trumbull, so we can all really
  


13   speak with a unified voice going out.
  


14                  There might be some situations if
  


15   you're going to some of the -- the discussions we
  


16   just had previously between Lori and Betsey, those
  


17   are the kinds of things -- nothing wrong
  


18   with saying to people that you might have to get
  


19   back to them if you're a council of governments or
  


20   something like that to give an answer, but we
  


21   really want to have people go out and speak in a
  


22   unified voice after we formally accept this plan.
  


23                  And we have to move very quickly,
  


24   because before you know it December 31st will be
  


25   here.  So we have ideas.  As Nick said, you know,







75


 1   it's not that we're not mandated, but I think
  


 2   we've spent a great deal of time, effort and money
  


 3   on this.  And I think we have an obligation as the
  


 4   citizens of the State to go out and to promote
  


 5   this plan and to let them know what we've tried to
  


 6   do over the past year and a half.  So we're open
  


 7   to suggestions from the Water Planning Council or
  


 8   any of the Water Planning Council advisory group,
  


 9   or anybody as we move forward, but it's
  


10   challenging for us right now.
  


11                  One of the things that I had
  


12   mentioned is that at the PURA, and formally the
  


13   DPUC, we had a extensive consumer outreach program
  


14   for an electric supplier competition program.  So
  


15   we have some experience going out and speaking to
  


16   groups and doing public service announcements and
  


17   coming up with some literature to promote it.  So
  


18   Mike Coyle has been very involved with that back
  


19   at our shop.  So there's alternatives.  There's
  


20   things we can utilize moving forward.  And again,
  


21   we're open to, also, suggestions.
  


22                  I don't know if Betsey or Lori have
  


23   anything to add?
  


24                  LORI MATHEU:  I think that webinars
  


25   can be done and they can be produced.  And a
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 1   number of us have the equipment, at least, and the
  


 2   people and the communication offices to be able to
  


 3   help us produce that.  And maybe we can have CDM
  


 4   Smith help us with some slides, which would be
  


 5   very helpful, focus a PowerPoint presentation.
  


 6                  As much as I hate PowerPoint, I
  


 7   think we should have something that could be used
  


 8   by anyone that we would have them deputized, as
  


 9   you mentioned, you know, people on the advisory to
  


10   go up and speak, but to use those slides and to
  


11   speak to the plan in a consistent manner.  I think
  


12   a unified voice is really very important.
  


13                  So I have spoken with my deputy
  


14   commissioner this morning and she is willing to,
  


15   as we had mentioned, get our Communications
  


16   Director Maura Downs involved with your
  


17   communications directors, and put their thoughts
  


18   together.
  


19                  We recently had built a new media
  


20   center at our department, so I think we could put
  


21   that to some good use.  So I think if we put our
  


22   communications people together I think we could
  


23   pool our resources and get something interesting
  


24   done.
  


25                  ELAINE SISTARE:  One thing I will
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 1   add on to that memory stick at minimum, Lori, is
  


 2   that -- and brought this up at the advisory group
  


 3   yesterday exactly what you said about the
  


 4   presentation.  But the May 20th, I believe it was,
  


 5   public meeting number six.
  


 6                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  At the LOB.
  


 7                  ELAINE SISTARE:  At the LOB pretty
  


 8   much has, you know, the information that's
  


 9   included in the plan.  If those, you know,
  


10   individuals do presentations elsewhere maybe they
  


11   want to put in a couple, you know, specific slides
  


12   to that COG to that area of the state, et cetera,
  


13   but ultimately that is the framework of a
  


14   presentation for the plan.
  


15                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we're halfway
  


16   through?
  


17                  ELAINE SISTARE:  We're halfway
  


18   through.  There are some easy ones that I see.
  


19                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Let's do the easy
  


20   ones first.
  


21                  DAVID MURPHY:  Can we take a break,
  


22   and have me come up and say -- I think I worked on
  


23   this section.
  


24                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I'd be happy to
  


25   take a break.
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 1                  DAVID MURPHY:  Not a long break.
  


 2                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Section 5-3.  The
  


 3   one that perhaps we skipped was item number six,
  


 4   which is about climate change.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Let's take a
  


 6   five-minute break, so we can do the environment
  


 7   later.
  


 8
  


 9                  (Whereupon, a recess was taken from
  


10   3:00 p.m. to 3:11 p.m.)
  


11
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's
  


13   reconvene.
  


14                  DAVID MURPHY:  I wanted to continue
  


15   with the comments, comment six from DEEP.  This is
  


16   a comment about the climate change discussion, and
  


17   I believe there was a discussion offline a few
  


18   minutes ago.  Was there some resolution on this
  


19   one?
  


20                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.  I mean, so
  


21   basically -- and I'm not going to do as articulate
  


22   a job as Corinne did, because this was discussed
  


23   at science and technical.  What we'd like to see
  


24   is some additional recommendations that as we move
  


25   forward we really need to be looking at climate
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 1   change and reassessing as we go.  And that my
  


 2   understanding is you guys have looked over 25
  


 3   years.  There's a need for continuing to evaluate
  


 4   climate change, the impacts and further refining
  


 5   them.
  


 6                  Does that accurately capture it,
  


 7   Corinne or Kirk?
  


 8                  CORINNE FITTING:  Yeah, it just
  


 9   needed the next step.
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It needed the
  


11   next step.
  


12                  CORINNE FITTING:  And a couple
  


13   sentences will do it.
  


14                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I'll do that.
  


15                  DAVID MURPHY:  Comment seven, I
  


16   believe we are?
  


17                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Tabling until
  


18   the end.
  


19                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  So comment eight, I
  


20   spoke to Alicea during the break, and Betsey as
  


21   well, and I think we have a resolution on this
  


22   one.
  


23                  Betsey, would you like to describe
  


24   it?
  


25                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:   5-3-22.
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 1                  DAVID MURPHY:  Page 536.
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So this is about
  


 3   the policy discussion that the policy subcommittee
  


 4   had about interconnections.  I think we had four
  


 5   meetings where we talked about interconnections
  


 6   and we ended up with two competing policy sort of
  


 7   statements.  I think there's concern about
  


 8   including the draft policy statements, because we
  


 9   never reached consensus on them.
  


10                  So my suggestion, and Alicea
  


11   agreed, would be to delete the first two sentences
  


12   of the policy subcommittee language section and
  


13   basically just end up with a statement of fact
  


14   about what happened and what we'd be focused on.
  


15                  So for those of you who are looking
  


16   at it, the paragraph would start with, there was
  


17   agreement that interconnections between public
  


18   water supply systems have multiple benefits, and
  


19   it would end with sustainability, and that's it.
  


20   Short and simple, and to the point.
  


21                  You okay with that, Lori?  Did you
  


22   understand that?
  


23                  LORI MATHEU:  (Nodding
  


24   affirmatively.)
  


25                  ELAINE SISTARE:  On page 536.
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 1   Right?  So delete under paragraph C, under
  


 2   consensusbuilding communication, delete the first
  


 3   sentence.  Start --
  


 4                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Two sentences.
  


 5                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Two sentences?
  


 6   Okay.  Start with, there was agreement.
  


 7                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah.
  


 8                  ELAINE SISTARE:  And that sentence
  


 9   stands alone?
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And keep the
  


11   rest of the paragraph, and go all the way down to
  


12   sustainability.
  


13                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And that's it.
  


15                  LORI MATHEU:  So all you're
  


16   deleting are the first two sentences?
  


17                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And the draft
  


18   policy statements.
  


19                  ELAINE SISTARE:  What's written in
  


20   blue, those subparagraphs under that about the
  


21   draft sentences.
  


22                  LORI MATHEU:  Where do the two
  


23   draft policy statements come from?
  


24                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  They came out of
  


25   the policy subcommittee, but there was never
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 1   consensus on them.
  


 2                  ELAINE SISTARE:  And then just to
  


 3   clarify this is in the pathways.  It's not draft
  


 4   language.
  


 5                  LORI MATHEU:  There was a lot of
  


 6   discussion about interconnections and the fact
  


 7   that -- especially emergency interconnections
  


 8   should be fostered, not only for sharing of water,
  


 9   but for resiliency.
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And
  


11   environmental sustainability.  It sort of went,
  


12   all of those pieces --
  


13                  LORI MATHEU:  I really thought we
  


14   had consensus on the discussions like that.
  


15                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We didn't.
  


16                  LORI MATHEU:  I cannot remember
  


17   people disagreeing.
  


18                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We didn't get
  


19   consensus.
  


20                  ELAINE SISTARE:  In the way that
  


21   it's written, yeah, we wrote it as consensus was
  


22   not reached, but you know, we've included it as a
  


23   draft.  That's, you know, reading this paragraph
  


24   in full.  So it's, you know, while I think the
  


25   phrase is draft, in its phrase, the consensus was
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 1   not reached, the question is, you know, whether we
  


 2   should strike them from the plan.
  


 3                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So the beauty
  


 4   is -- to me, is that the two sentences that remain
  


 5   capture the concepts that are embedded in both
  


 6   draft policy one and draft policy two, and talk
  


 7   about the importance of those interconnections and
  


 8   the possibility of utilizing them without then
  


 9   pulling forward the language, which from my
  


10   memory, the policy subcommittee didn't reach
  


11   agreement upon.
  


12                  LORI MATHEU:  I thought we had
  


13   consensus on this.  Is there anyone else that was
  


14   in those meetings in this room?
  


15                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Alicea.
  


16                  DAVID RADKA:  What was the
  


17   discussion?
  


18                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Did we reach
  


19   consensus on both policy recommendations.
  


20                  DAVID RADKA:  Can you paraphrase
  


21   the policy recommendations?
  


22                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Bob young is
  


23   what you need to know.
  


24                  DAVID RADKA:  I thought we pretty
  


25   much reached consensus on the pieces that you've
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 1   put on it as far as the drivers for it.
  


 2                  CORINNE FITTING:  I think we
  


 3   reached consensus on some of the drivers, but we
  


 4   never decided that that policy was what we were
  


 5   going with.  We had multiple discussions and we
  


 6   could never quite get there.
  


 7                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  What I recall is
  


 8   that we agreed that the language was useful, but
  


 9   didn't belong as a policy recommendation as the
  


10   language was crafted.  And I think the suggestion
  


11   was made by somebody to include the language in
  


12   the plan as an example of how future policies
  


13   could be crafted, but not specifically recommend
  


14   that language.  And I think, Elaine, that's why
  


15   you're saying we included it as a pathway for
  


16   discussion, but not as recommended language.
  


17                  So I agree, I don't think there was
  


18   consensus that it was a policy recommendation, but
  


19   there was an expression of a need to at least
  


20   preserve that language in some way in the plan as
  


21   an example.  That's how I remember it.
  


22                  DAVID RADKA:  I would disagree.  I
  


23   would characterize it maybe a little -- a step
  


24   further than that.  There seemed to be consensus
  


25   that interconnections had value.
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 1                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Absolutely.
  


 2                  DAVID RADKA:  And I think that's
  


 3   what you were talking about, Corinne, is that.
  


 4                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And there's
  


 5   still language in there that does that.
  


 6                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  My discomfort --
  


 7   Alicea Charamut, Connecticut River Conservancy.
  


 8   My discomfort with it was that the language that
  


 9   we weren't -- everyone was not comfortable putting
  


10   forward.
  


11                  If it's in the plan it's going to
  


12   be just too easy for someone to point out and say,
  


13   it's here.  Let's just use this language, when
  


14   there were -- and I know I wasn't the only one
  


15   that was not comfortable with the second
  


16   recommendation which went beyond emergency
  


17   interconnections.
  


18                  LORI MATHEU:  Are you more
  


19   concerned with policy number one versus policy
  


20   number two?  Or policy number two with more
  


21   concern --
  


22                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Which one was the
  


23   emergency interconnections?
  


24                  LORI MATHEU:  Number two.
  


25                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  I was more
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 1   concerned with policy number one.
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No, I'm sorry.
  


 3   You're concerned with policy number two.
  


 4                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Okay.  Thank you.
  


 5   What did Betsey say?
  


 6                  LORI MATHEU:  Policy number two.
  


 7                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And just,
  


 8   Alicea, not to speak for you, but I think your
  


 9   concern about policy number two is that there are
  


10   no controls on it.  Correct?  It reduces barriers
  


11   and provides incentives.
  


12                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Right.
  


13                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But there's no
  


14   balance provided in the policy.
  


15                  LORI MATHEU:  So could we leave
  


16   draft policy number one in?  Alicea, since it's
  


17   your comment?
  


18                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  I seem to recall
  


19   having more consensus around that policy than the
  


20   other one.  I wish Margaret was here.  Maybe she
  


21   might remember --
  


22                  LORI MATHEU:  I remember it.
  


23                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Yeah, I recall we
  


24   had consensus around that policy.
  


25                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  It's very short.







87


 1   Can somebody read it?
  


 2                  ELAINE SISTARE:  The draft policy
  


 3   one, promote legislation regulation and regulatory
  


 4   administration that reduces barriers and provides
  


 5   incentives for water utilities to construct
  


 6   permanent interconnections that can be utilized on
  


 7   a short-term basis to provide reliability during
  


 8   emergency situations without impacting the
  


 9   systems' margin of safety.
  


10                  Draft policy two has the same
  


11   phrasing to start, but instead ends with, to
  


12   construct permanent interconnections that provide
  


13   system resiliency and environmental
  


14   sustainability.
  


15                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And that goes to
  


16   why there wasn't sort of agreement, because this
  


17   concept of environmental sustainability in
  


18   utilizing interconnections to provide for a wide
  


19   variety of things is where the group couldn't come
  


20   to consensus.
  


21                  LORI MATHEU:  On policy two?
  


22                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well, if we
  


23   could have come to consensus it probably would
  


24   have been policy one.  That's why policy one isn't
  


25   broad enough from our perspective.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Why don't we leave
  


 2   both in there and go out on the road with them?
  


 3                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We've got no
  


 4   other draft policies in here, would be another way
  


 5   to look at it.
  


 6                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  The gist of it
  


 7   is covered in the text.
  


 8                  LORI MATHEU:  I agree with Jack to
  


 9   leave it in there and see what comes with it, or
  


10   take out draft policy number two since that seems
  


11   to be the more -- and I do remember that that was
  


12   a little bit more on the edge, but we talked a lot
  


13   about emergency situations and emergency
  


14   interconnections.  And I think -- I swear I've
  


15   been to many, many meetings.  I swear we had
  


16   consensus on that.
  


17                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we can check
  


18   the minutes.
  


19                  LORI MATHEU:  Good, because I
  


20   recall a conversation where we talked about this.
  


21                  DAVID MURPHY:  The narrative also
  


22   doesn't say, these are examples.  It might be
  


23   something that we could fix by saying, these are
  


24   potential examples.
  


25                  ELAINE SISTARE:  It's almost
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 1   giving, you know, a half an inch forward on a
  


 2   pathway forward.  This is how a pathway forward
  


 3   could get pushed forward, you know, in a very
  


 4   small step, you know, and these are two options.
  


 5                  So you know, maybe some
  


 6   wordsmithing to state it as that.  But you know,
  


 7   like Betsey said, no, it's not in any of the other
  


 8   pathways forward, but I guess because there was
  


 9   significant conversations at the policy meetings
  


10   that's where, you know, it was drafted as it
  


11   reads.
  


12                  The other, you know, somewhat of --
  


13   the comment and responses stand as their own, too.
  


14   So there is, you know, depending on what the final
  


15   draft of the report is, those comments and
  


16   responses also stand as part of the documentation
  


17   of development.
  


18                  DAVID MURPHY:  So they document the
  


19   changes in some opinions?
  


20                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes.
  


21                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Say that again
  


22   please, Elaine?
  


23                  ELAINE SISTARE:  The comment log
  


24   similar to as we did for the phase one report, the
  


25   comment log will be a document that we deliver as,
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 1   you know here's the comments we received.  Here's
  


 2   how, you know, they're either agree, disagree,
  


 3   other.
  


 4                  In this resolution detail, you
  


 5   know, what the resolution detail -- probably reads
  


 6   something like, you know, this was discussed at
  


 7   the Water Planning Council special meeting.  You
  


 8   know, left in or, you know, otherwise and, you
  


 9   know, this was, you know, while it continues to be
  


10   draft language it's an example, some kind of
  


11   summary.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Another way to
  


13   approach it would be the way that you've proposed
  


14   agricultural practices, because the agricultural
  


15   practices language was actually adopted by the
  


16   policy subcommittee.  But what you've done, and
  


17   it's done on page 5-20, is you put a note in and
  


18   say, this language was prepared by the policy
  


19   subcommittee and has been adapted to fit the
  


20   context of the plan's goals.  You could take a
  


21   similar approach on this issue.
  


22                  ELAINE SISTARE:  And maybe my first
  


23   stop with there is that that is a draft policy
  


24   recommendation versus a pathway forward.  You
  


25   know, the pathway forward, as we've developed them







91


 1   and as we had them reviewed, you know, we
  


 2   encourage that.  You know, these are ideas.
  


 3   There's no wrong idea.  There's nothing, you know,
  


 4   we shouldn't say, no.  If you list six groups,
  


 5   could we, you know, list seven or eight?  Sure.
  


 6   But we're not going to, you know, we can list a
  


 7   definite amount and still not have it all there,
  


 8   but it's to provide information as on the topic so
  


 9   that it can be discussed and pushed forward if
  


10   appropriate.
  


11                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So where are we?
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  You were going to
  


13   soften the language?
  


14                  ELAINE SISTARE:  We can, certainly.
  


15   We can format it a little more clear that, you
  


16   know, unlike other pathways forward we're
  


17   including some start to a --
  


18                  DAVID MURPHY:  Two examples, two
  


19   examples of the language.
  


20                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Correct.  And then
  


21   also document on this resolution detail that, you
  


22   know, discussion was at the Water Planning Council
  


23   meeting, and ultimately just that.  That while
  


24   there was some concerns about moving it forward,
  


25   we've addressed by softening the language and, you
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 1   know, noting that it is a pathway forward for
  


 2   ideas.
  


 3                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I'm really
  


 4   uncomfortable with the policy language.  We did
  


 5   talk about it.  The concepts as they're addressed
  


 6   in the text I think are right on.  That could
  


 7   actually be expanded.
  


 8                  Even if you worked sort of the
  


 9   policy, the draft policy language into the text,
  


10   it would stand out less than two draft policy
  


11   recommendations that are in blue.  Nothing else is
  


12   in blue even though it says, needs consensus,
  


13   which from my perspective there wasn't consensus
  


14   about.  I think it gives them too much weight.
  


15                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Perhaps we should
  


16   just, you know -- did I interrupt you, Lori?  Did
  


17   you have a thought?
  


18                  LORI MATHEU:  No.
  


19                  ELAINE SISTARE:  You know, taking
  


20   it out of, like you say, rather than, you know,
  


21   maybe I can include it as a bracketed paragraph of
  


22   text of that, you know, and just format it a
  


23   little differently so that it doesn't stand out.
  


24                  LORI MATHEU:  I remember the
  


25   conversation in the policy group where there was a
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 1   discussion about impacts of high-quality water for
  


 2   future sources.  And we thought that
  


 3   interconnections and sharing of water would be a
  


 4   way to avoid and to limit or reduce the impact of
  


 5   developing new sources of supply versus sharing
  


 6   the water across the state.
  


 7                  And I really thought we had good
  


 8   consensus on that issue.  I could clearly remember
  


 9   the conversation about that sort of thing versus
  


10   developing new surface water supplies up in the
  


11   headwater streams.  I can clearly remember this
  


12   conversation in the policy group.
  


13                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  And I
  


14   clearly remember talking specifically about
  


15   barrier removal outside of emergency situations.
  


16   And myself -- and I know Mike from UConn said the
  


17   same thing, and we were uncomfortable with that
  


18   barrier removal because you don't have the checks
  


19   and balances there.
  


20                  So that's where we didn't have
  


21   consensus.  I remember that very clearly.
  


22                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  My recommendation,
  


23   if I can jump in, is since we're touting this
  


24   entire plan as a consensus based plan to the
  


25   extent we can, why don't we leave in the first one
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 1   where there was general agreement as an example,
  


 2   to underline this as an example of how this
  


 3   pathway can ultimately lead to the policy, and
  


 4   let's strike the second one for now.
  


 5                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Alicea, are you
  


 6   okay with that?
  


 7                  ALICEA CHARAMUT:  (Nodding
  


 8   affirmatively.)
  


 9                  LORI MATHEU:  That works for me.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you for
  


11   those final comments.
  


12                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Thank you very much
  


13   everybody.  It's been a real privilege.  We
  


14   appreciate it.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
  


16   We appreciate all your work.
  


17                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  So we've
  


18   made it through another one.  Let's see, Dave.
  


19   Where are we?
  


20                  DAVID MURPHY:  Number nine.  Number
  


21   nine is three paragraphs in the pathway forward
  


22   about streamflow regulations that had some
  


23   language about financial impacts, et cetera.
  


24                  The only reason we didn't address
  


25   these as DEEP suggested was that others had made
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 1   edits to these, these three bullets.  And I --
  


 2   Betsey made a good point.  It would have been good
  


 3   to bring those edits to review.  We don't have
  


 4   them.  My recollection is for this specific
  


 5   comment the edits were mainly editorial, some
  


 6   wordsmithing.
  


 7                  So the discussion, I guess, is
  


 8   whether these three, A, B and C can stay, because
  


 9   other people that edited it that read them
  


10   evidently were fine with them.  Or should they go?
  


11   Is there a need to have them at all?
  


12                  So we can read them, if that's
  


13   helpful.
  


14                  Elaine, was this the page?
  


15                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes.
  


16                  DAVID MURPHY:  Okay.  So this is
  


17   the pathway forward in instream flow, ecological
  


18   flows and the minimum streamflow standards.
  


19                  Under information needs, minimum
  


20   streamflow regulations have impacted some
  


21   available water for public drinking water supply,
  


22   current and future safe yield.  It is
  


23   understood that impacts to safe yield and margin
  


24   of safety are being calculated by water utilities
  


25   and may be reported as part of the water
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 1   utility coordinating committee, the WUCC process
  


 2   and the information should be incorporated into
  


 3   implementation decisions for the plan.
  


 4                  B, it is recommended that the Water
  


 5   Planning Council study the financial impacts of
  


 6   regulatory resident water releases to water
  


 7   utilities.
  


 8                  C, it is recommended that although
  


 9   the ecological flow targets presented in this
  


10   report are not regulatory mandates -- and that's
  


11   in the brackets -- in parenthesis, unlike the
  


12   required reservoir releases, comma, the impacts of
  


13   satisfying these needs to the greatest extent
  


14   possible be included in the evaluation of the
  


15   impacts of the streamflow standards on water
  


16   utilities with respect to yield, margin of safety
  


17   and cost.
  


18                  So A is kind of what's happening
  


19   already.  B would be something extra for the Water
  


20   Planning Council to do going forward.  And then C
  


21   is kind of additional steps that can be taken.
  


22                  Betsey, do you have comment?
  


23                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I think my
  


24   concern and our overall comments on this one were
  


25   driven by there is a -- and I still struggle with
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 1   all of the terms.  There is a policy
  


 2   recommendation about implementation of minimum
  


 3   streamflow and I actually think that this
  


 4   discussion we're having now relates back to the
  


 5   comment number five.  Okay?  Because they are
  


 6   related.
  


 7                  And it was always my understanding
  


 8   that the recommended pathway forward for instream
  


 9   flow was not going to be about implementation of
  


10   minimum streamflow, because that's a policy
  


11   recommendation.  But it was going to be about how
  


12   do we achieve balance on instream flow moving
  


13   forward, and what do we need to look at?
  


14                  My actual hope for this
  


15   recommendation would be that it would be much
  


16   broader and really looking at broad
  


17   ecological flows, which it sort of does.  But then
  


18   it falls back down into minimum streamflow, which
  


19   isn't what it's about, which is why we're
  


20   recommending that those paragraphs come out.
  


21                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  May I interject,
  


22   Betsey?  I think this is related to a discussion
  


23   that went on in the science and technical
  


24   committee quite early on that the original
  


25   summary, basis summary sheets that had the bars
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 1   had represented just the mandated flows from the
  


 2   streamflow regulations.
  


 3                  And it was general consensus in the
  


 4   science and technical group that that was not
  


 5   adequate as a representation of ecological flows,
  


 6   which I think is the point that you're making
  


 7   here.
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Absolutely.
  


 9                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  And those, as
  


10   you recall, those summary sheets then added the
  


11   big, long hatch bars that represented the -- I
  


12   don't remember.  It was the 80th percentile and
  


13   the -- what?  50th, whatever.  It doesn't matter.
  


14                  But I think you're making the same
  


15   point, that the mandated minimum streamflows are
  


16   just a component of appropriate ecological flows.
  


17   And since we made the change in the summary sheets
  


18   it sounds like it would be appropriate to make a
  


19   similar change in this discussion.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Lori?
  


21                  LORI MATHEU:  Kirk, what you are
  


22   recommending?  How did this get in here to begin
  


23   with?  So why are these here in A, B and C?
  


24                  DAVID MURPHY:  I think as an
  


25   information need for ecological flows, C kind of
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 1   gets at it best.  A and B kind of rehash what the
  


 2   impacts of the existing regulation are.  And I'm
  


 3   thinking out loud that A and B were kind of in
  


 4   there just to kind of get the reader familiar with
  


 5   what C would be suggesting if similar to what A
  


 6   and B are suggesting.
  


 7                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But C actually
  


 8   turns the issue on its head, because the real
  


 9   issue is in order to have sufficient ecological
  


10   flows statewide we probably need a new set of
  


11   tools.  We don't know what those set of tools are,
  


12   but we need a pathway forward to get there.
  


13                  I mean, whether that -- and now
  


14   we're going back up to comment five.  Whether that
  


15   is groundwater incorporated in the streamflow,
  


16   which I don't think it is, we have a component of
  


17   instream flow that is not regulated, but we know
  


18   that there's a need.  So how do we as a State
  


19   begin to grapple with that issue?
  


20                  And I really thought that that's
  


21   what this sort of pathway forward would be looking
  


22   at.  We don't have consensus on it.  I agree
  


23   totally, but it's identified in the balance
  


24   statement as one of the top sort of five issues
  


25   and it's recognized in the executive summary.  And
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 1   somehow we need to be talking about this.
  


 2                  DAVID MURPHY:  So to get started
  


 3   with ecological flow as a pathway forward, is
  


 4   there an information need?  Or maybe there's not
  


 5   an immediate information need.  Maybe it starts
  


 6   with the partnerships and consensusbuilding.  I
  


 7   guess what I'm suggesting is what if we don't have
  


 8   information needs?
  


 9                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That would get
  


10   past this issue.
  


11                  LORI MATHEU:  I think these are
  


12   more impacts, because I mean, to go to ecological
  


13   flows -- I guess, some of the point is, minimum
  


14   streamflow has an impact.  To go above and
  


15   beyond minimum streamflow you're going to
  


16   ecological flows which is going to have an even
  


17   more significant impact.  So to understand, you
  


18   know, to get to ecological flow needs and to try
  


19   to meet those we already have impacts by minimum
  


20   streamflow.
  


21                  And so I think that just brings
  


22   that back and makes sure that the reader, whoever
  


23   is reading this is understanding that in order to
  


24   get to desired ecological flows you're impacting
  


25   other uses of that water supply significantly.
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 1                  So I think the point -- maybe it's
  


 2   just termed incorrectly, but I don't agree with
  


 3   deleting those concepts because those were
  


 4   discussed.  And we talked a lot about the fact
  


 5   that the impact of minimum streamflow on existing
  


 6   safe yield belongs with the WUCC, and those
  


 7   calculations belong in the WUCC, but we were going
  


 8   to mention it in this plan, and I agreed to that
  


 9   and said, okay.  We're going to mention it, but
  


10   we're not going to calculate it here.  We'll
  


11   calculate it under the WUCC process.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That's what A
  


13   is.
  


14                  LORI MATHEU:  So to bring it out
  


15   front -- right.  That's what A is.  And I would,
  


16   as far as I'm concerned, I would like to have
  


17   those three bullets until there.  And maybe it's
  


18   just inappropriately termed.
  


19                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But it's not
  


20   about these ecological flows -- and the title is
  


21   actually probably wrong on the section.  This is
  


22   about meeting ecological flows statewide, which we
  


23   are not presently -- and minimum streamflow will
  


24   not get us there.
  


25                  The question is, in order to
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 1   achieve the balance as required by the plan and as
  


 2   set forth in the objectives, what do we do?  And
  


 3   we have some sort of general suggestions about how
  


 4   we move forward below.
  


 5                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Betsey, could
  


 6   you see moving some of that language into the
  


 7   introductory paragraph and then making information
  


 8   needs just much more focused?
  


 9                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So there's a
  


10   section -- no, I can't, Virginia, because there's
  


11   already a section on minimum streamflow
  


12   implementation.  That's not what this is about.
  


13   And what those things are, are about minimum.  A
  


14   certainly is about minimum streamflow.
  


15                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  But then, for
  


16   instance, C?  Could you move C into the
  


17   introductory paragraph, and then the information
  


18   needs would be to come up with some way of
  


19   assessing what an appropriate ecological flow
  


20   would be?  That's a huge question.
  


21                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But in order to
  


22   do that you don't have to include an evaluation
  


23   that impacts those streamflow standards on water
  


24   utilities.  So it's a little bit like every
  


25   opportunity sort of goes back and harps on that
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 1   issue, and I think we need to really focus on the
  


 2   ecological flows.
  


 3                  We do need balance.  This doesn't
  


 4   really drive us in one particular direction and
  


 5   doesn't -- I mean, it says it's an issue that we
  


 6   need to look at and provides some pathways for
  


 7   getting there.
  


 8                  LORI MATHEU:  But I think it's an
  


 9   important recognition if you take that next step
  


10   beyond minimum streamflow and look at ecological
  


11   flow needs, which are significant.  There's going
  


12   to be a significant impact to existing uses, which
  


13   includes public water systems and sources.  So to
  


14   continue to bring that back to the reader I think
  


15   is important.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well, then when
  


17   we get to class A we should put something in there
  


18   that says, by the way, it impacts ecological
  


19   flows -- because we're taking it out.
  


20                  LORI MATHEU:  I agree.
  


21                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think we've
  


22   done a good job of trying to balance our competing
  


23   needs, but always sort of bringing this issue back
  


24   up every time ecological flows are addressed.  I
  


25   don't think actually it treats that issue fairly
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 1   in the context.  I mean, this is a really big
  


 2   issue for us.
  


 3                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.  And minimum
  


 4   streamflow impacting safe yield is a big issue
  


 5   when we're looking at -- I would say, to us, but
  


 6   to the State, I would say when you're looking
  


 7   at meeting future need statewide and regionally,
  


 8   how can you meet the needs if you're failing to --
  


 9   lose existing safe yield.  We've got to start
  


10   looking at the numbers and quantifying that.
  


11                  Now to take that another step
  


12   further before ecological needs, it has even more
  


13   of an impact on the existing uses that are already
  


14   there.
  


15                  So I think mentioning it, maybe we
  


16   don't focus in on the details so much, but maybe
  


17   softening that, but I think it needs to be
  


18   mentioned.  And the fact that the WUCC process
  


19   will be, you know, that's a big part for us
  


20   because we backed off of this bigtime because we
  


21   were told the WUCC will calculate it.  And I said,
  


22   okay.  That's where it belongs.  I agree with
  


23   that.
  


24                  DAVID MURPHY:  What if we scrap A,
  


25   B, and C -- and possibly B and have an A and B.  A
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 1   would be first to commission -- began to develop
  


 2   the targets.  And B, just as some water users have
  


 3   evaluated impacts on streamflow regulations,
  


 4   eventually they will need to evaluate the impacts
  


 5   of these regulations.
  


 6                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  If it is a
  


 7   regulation.
  


 8                  DAVID MURPHY:  If it is.
  


 9                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, we don't
  


10   know.
  


11                  DAVID MURPHY:  Right.  So that's
  


12   why it's A to B.  So A would be identify the
  


13   targets, and B would be just as those -- some have
  


14   chosen to evaluate impacts, they could begin to
  


15   evaluate impacts.  It's a pathway.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I would much
  


17   rather see a second paragraph that says clearly
  


18   once those targets are defined there needs to be a
  


19   balancing of other needs and prioritization of
  


20   uses.  I mean, because that's really -- it's all
  


21   about that balance piece.
  


22                  DAVID MURPHY:  And I think that's
  


23   important enough to go in the introductory text.
  


24                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think that's
  


25   really what Virginia was suggesting was that some
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 1   of it move into the introductory text.
  


 2                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Betsey, I think
  


 3   the comment you made might be apt, too, because
  


 4   this is a yeah-but.  This is great, but it's going
  


 5   to have this effect on the safe yield.  But if we
  


 6   had a yeah-but equivalent in the level A -- not
  


 7   the level A.  The class A discussion, yes, this is
  


 8   great for protecting public health, but it has an
  


 9   effect on the streamflow.  If they were to yell
  


10   out over there, too, as you mentioned, that would
  


11   keep it in balance.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Right, but this
  


13   is about a future activity that we're going to
  


14   look at.  Anything that we propose or come up with
  


15   as either the Water Planning Council or as an
  


16   agency will be vetted, will go through all of the
  


17   process and all of these things will be evaluated.
  


18                  It doesn't mean that you frontload
  


19   it with sort of the potential negative
  


20   consequences when you actually don't really
  


21   understand what they do.  I mean, one of the
  


22   examples -- well, because there might be ways of
  


23   reaching both needs without impacting the
  


24   availability of water and having better
  


25   streamflows.  I mean, you don't know.  It could be
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 1   an operational phase.
  


 2                  LORI MATHEU:  Maybe the recognition
  


 3   of the evaluation needs to happen so that there's
  


 4   an understanding of the impact.  I just think that
  


 5   it's a very important concept.
  


 6                  DAVID RADKA:  May I offer a comment
  


 7   as a WUCC cochair?  I don't disagree that the
  


 8   WUCCs are very interested in this and will be
  


 9   pursuing this, but I don't believe that all
  


10   utilities will.  By the time the WUCC report and
  


11   your report is completed in basically a year from
  


12   now, that that analysis will have been done.
  


13                  And even where it's done, the
  


14   implications for utility by utility are going to
  


15   be very system specific.  So in some cases the
  


16   utility could assess the impacts of implementing
  


17   streamflow regulations, and we'll be able to
  


18   absorb it with very little impact.  In other areas
  


19   it will be more problematic and that will trigger
  


20   a need to look at, what are the alternatives?
  


21                  What do I do to comply with this?
  


22   Do I need to find a new source?  Do I need to
  


23   pursue an interconnection or not?
  


24                  So that work does need to be done,
  


25   but I don't believe it will be done in its
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 1   totality by the time the WUCCs complete their
  


 2   work.
  


 3                  LORI MATHEU:  Well, the WUCC is an
  


 4   interesting animal because the WUCC continues.
  


 5   All right?  So the WUCC finishes its contract with
  


 6   MMI this time next year, but it doesn't end.  So
  


 7   to that point, those documents can be updated and
  


 8   revised moving forward.
  


 9                  So when I say the WUCC will
  


10   evaluate that -- and I agree with you.  Not every
  


11   utility has calculated this, but most of them
  


12   have, from what I'm understanding.  I have a
  


13   pretty good idea of what the impact is going to
  


14   be, pretty good.  And so we want to capture that
  


15   under the WUCC process and while we have MMI under
  


16   contract, but if that doesn't play out the timing
  


17   may not play out.
  


18                  We may be able to do -- we may
  


19   certainly be able to capture it as we move forward
  


20   after the year, you know, after July 1st of '18.
  


21                  DAVID RADKA:  And I think the
  


22   importance is -- to what you spoke to earlier, is
  


23   that in the state water plan that we really need
  


24   to capture it in two ways.  One is that it is a
  


25   data need and it will be a data need going
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 1   forward, but then also just speaking about these
  


 2   are the potential implications, good, bad, and
  


 3   otherwise.  We just need to acknowledge that.
  


 4                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.
  


 5                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So my suggestion
  


 6   sort of going back to the earlier discussion we
  


 7   had -- so think about comment number seven, which
  


 8   is a comment that we tabled.  It really is about
  


 9   this very similar issue.  It was data needs and it
  


10   was streamflow regulations.
  


11                  My suggestion is that we take
  


12   paragraph A as it exists on page 5-47 and on
  


13   5.3.2.11, and substitute it for what is paragraph
  


14   C on page 5-27 to resolve that comment, because it
  


15   actually is the same thing, but does a better job
  


16   of addressing the WUCC process and those issues.
  


17                  And then the plan clearly documents
  


18   that the impact of minimum streamflow on safe
  


19   yield is something that needs to be determined.
  


20   The WUCC has taken the lead.  You know, if it
  


21   doesn't happen, then we need to go from there.
  


22                  And then taking Dave's suggestion
  


23   that we go straight on ecological flows to
  


24   possible partnerships, and skip the data piece.
  


25   Does that make sense?
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 1                  ELAINE SISTARE:  I was mostly
  


 2   following along.
  


 3                  DAVID MURPHY:  So they would go
  


 4   where comment seven discusses --
  


 5                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.  A is the
  


 6   substitute for paragraph C on page 5-27.  So it
  


 7   remains in the data section.  It's documented in
  


 8   the plan.
  


 9                  LORI MATHEU:  That's fine with me.
  


10                  DAVID MURPHY:  And B goes away.
  


11   And C goes as well.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Goes away, yeah.
  


13                  DAVID MURPHY:  So there's no
  


14   information needs?
  


15                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Correct.
  


16                  Are you okay with that, Lori?
  


17                  LORI MATHEU:  I still think there
  


18   should be maybe a sentence or two that talks about
  


19   impact, because I don't think you should talk
  


20   about ecological flows and get to that next level
  


21   without saying that there will be an impact.  That
  


22   needs to be understood as you move forward.
  


23                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So my suggestion
  


24   on how to do that would be someplace in the
  


25   introductory paragraph put in a sentence that
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 1   says, clearly addressing instream needs needs to
  


 2   be balanced with other uses of water including
  


 3   public drinking water supply, and not going into
  


 4   detail about what we're not sure actually is
  


 5   what's going to happen.
  


 6                  DAVID MURPHY:  So let's make sure
  


 7   this paragraph works above the heading information
  


 8   needs, which will be deleted.
  


 9                  The purpose then of the following
  


10   suggested next steps is to better understand the
  


11   impacts of regulatory releases as well as the
  


12   broader ecological flows, and to begin the
  


13   discussion about how to balance both the uses of
  


14   water for instream and out of stream needs, as
  


15   well as balancing cutbacks or reductions in times
  


16   of drought.  It would go straight to possible
  


17   partnerships, and I think that could work.
  


18                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  And perhaps,
  


19   Lori, to your point, it could have sort of a
  


20   parenthetical phrase including the effect on the
  


21   balance both in uses of water for instream and out
  


22   of stream needs including possible effect on safe
  


23   yield or something -- just get those terms in
  


24   there.
  


25                  LORI MATHEU:  I don't think that's







112


 1   enough.  I don't think that's enough, but I'm
  


 2   willing to compromise.  So if I could see the
  


 3   language then I'll take a look at it.  I just
  


 4   don't think it's enough.  I think we have to
  


 5   emphasize it more.
  


 6                  Sometimes it gets lost in the
  


 7   paragraph.  If you just put a phrase there,
  


 8   because I think it is an issue that needs to get
  


 9   brought up, like, more boldly.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
  


11                  ELAINE SISTARE:  It sounds like, at
  


12   least for today, we're tabling it.
  


13                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.
  


14                  ELAINE SISTARE:  We need to revise
  


15   and provide --
  


16                  LORI MATHEU:  You revise.  I'll
  


17   take a look at it and we'll talk about it further.
  


18                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Understood.  Dave,
  


19   are we on?
  


20                  DAVID MURPHY:  Number ten.  This is
  


21   about the offramps.  This is the same section.
  


22                  ELAINE SISTARE:  The same section
  


23   about streamflow, and it sounds like we've
  


24   discussed this a bit today already also.
  


25                  DAVID MURPHY:  So this is under
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 1   consensus building.  The bullet is, during times
  


 2   of drought or even during typical summer
  


 3   conditions there may not be sufficient water
  


 4   inside basins to fully satisfy both needs.  Any
  


 5   measures taken should be balanced just as the
  


 6   legitimacy of both needs is also balanced.  In
  


 7   other words, water conservation measures for
  


 8   consumptive use should not be the only measures
  


 9   taken during times of basin stress.
  


10                  Am I reading the wrong bullet?
  


11                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No, you're not.
  


12   So once we made those changes, above this bullet
  


13   can stay.
  


14                  ELAINE SISTARE:  We're moving onto
  


15   comment eleven, getting close to the end.  So
  


16   page 550 which is a pathway forward for, you know,
  


17   part of the grouped theme, so future challenges.
  


18                  DAVID MURPHY:  This is for
  


19   watershed and aquifer protection where incentives
  


20   are lacking.  And there's a statement about -- and
  


21   this actually comes up a couple times in the plan
  


22   overall about headwater streams and whether or not
  


23   we have the protections in place.  And would they
  


24   lose protections if they could not be used for
  


25   future water supply use land protections.
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 1                  We had some edits on this that
  


 2   were, I would say, more than editorial.  There
  


 3   were some commenters that were -- favored the
  


 4   statement.  So I think we wanted to bring this one
  


 5   to the Water Planning Council today to see if we
  


 6   could decide essentially whether it stays or goes.
  


 7                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And DPH had
  


 8   suggested it be deleted.  So can you explain to me
  


 9   how the headwater streams would lose their
  


10   existing protections?  The premise of the sentence
  


11   doesn't make any sense to me.
  


12                  DAVID MURPHY:  I think where this
  


13   comes from typically, and how it got here as well
  


14   is the thought that if streamflow regulations
  


15   prevent the use of headwater streams, class one
  


16   streams, probably class one or two from public
  


17   water supply, there would be -- water utilities
  


18   would be less interested in preserving those
  


19   lands, owning those lands, protecting those
  


20   sources.
  


21                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So most class
  


22   one headwater streams that are owned by utilities
  


23   are feeding reservoirs from which they then pull
  


24   drinking water?  It's in their interest and the
  


25   State's interest for those headwater streams to be
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 1   protected.
  


 2                  A class one designation of those
  


 3   streams provides that protection and actually sort
  


 4   of protects the water downstream.  We don't get
  


 5   this piece.  Am I missing something?  I'd
  


 6   appreciate it if somebody would explain it to me.
  


 7                  LORI MATHEU:  So if the utility
  


 8   owns land for -- is this future sources of supply
  


 9   we're talking about?
  


10                  ELAINE SISTARE:  This is future
  


11   concerns, I think is the pathway.  That's the way
  


12   it's titled.  Overcoming future challenges.
  


13                  DAVID MURPHY:  So this could be
  


14   future sources, or not future sources.  It's
  


15   not --
  


16                  LORI MATHEU:  I'm just thinking
  


17   about land.  There's thousands of acres owned for
  


18   future potential reservoir development.
  


19                  At some point a utility might make
  


20   a decision that it's not worth owning a property
  


21   any longer and will go and do something else for a
  


22   future source, and that land protection that you
  


23   had for years, decades is now gone for that
  


24   particular stream.
  


25                  I can think about a couple
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 1   situations that are out there now that I think
  


 2   are -- these areas are threatened by just those
  


 3   decisions that could come 5 to 10, 20 years from
  


 4   now.
  


 5                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And the
  


 6   decisions are being driven by what, Lori?
  


 7                  LORI MATHEU:  On cost of developing
  


 8   the supply, the amount of water you might get in
  


 9   order to develop a surface water supply and create
  


10   a new diversion on the surface water supply in the
  


11   future.  It might be incredibly costly, versus
  


12   doing it somewhere else.
  


13                  And therefore the land you've owned
  


14   for decades might not be worth it anymore.  We've
  


15   heard utilities, you know, say they're paying
  


16   taxes, they're paying local taxes to other towns
  


17   where they own this property, so it might not be
  


18   worthwhile any longer to continue to hold onto of
  


19   these lands that they've held onto for a long
  


20   time.
  


21                  So it's something that maybe we
  


22   could write in a little bit stronger to say, you
  


23   know, water company owned lands that are out there
  


24   that are owned and controlled by utilities for
  


25   future supplies are, you know, provide a great
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 1   level of protection for many, many streams.  But
  


 2   in the future there could be risk that those would
  


 3   be in jeopardy because of the economy.  The
  


 4   economics of developing that supply just won't
  


 5   work for that particular utility.
  


 6                  So how that will all play out, I
  


 7   just think that you would hate to lose those
  


 8   protections that you have, that land that has been
  


 9   held for a long time.  Would it be easy to
  


10   untangle that land and just sell it?  No, it would
  


11   not be easy under water company land law.  But
  


12   could it play out in the future?  Possibly.
  


13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I guess that's my
  


14   issue.  I mean, why -- you have to sign off on
  


15   this before it can be disposed of.  We have to
  


16   approve it.
  


17                  LORI MATHEU:  Future source.  They
  


18   could make a case that they don't need it as a
  


19   future supply.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  But there's so many
  


21   safeguards that we have in statutes now.  I don't
  


22   know why this is an issue.
  


23                  LORI MATHEU:  I would hate to lose
  


24   water company owned land, because utilities -- and
  


25   we've already heard the discussion.  Why should I
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 1   own this property.
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Is there a
  


 3   regulatory driver as to why they can't develop it
  


 4   for public water supply?
  


 5                  LORI MATHEU:  It could be that it's
  


 6   too expensive, that it turns into a great expense
  


 7   for a little bit of water.
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Because there
  


 9   isn't that much, or we won't let them take it?
  


10   I'm trying to understand.
  


11                  LORI MATHEU:  I'm just thinking
  


12   that there could be so many regulatory barriers to
  


13   developing a new surface water supply in the
  


14   future that a utility will say, we can't afford to
  


15   do that and we're going to look somewhere else.
  


16   We'll buy the water from somewhere else.  We'll
  


17   purchase water through interconnections, but this
  


18   land has to go away.
  


19                  At some point maybe it becomes a
  


20   political decision to sell the property.  There's
  


21   thousands of acres in that situation that has been
  


22   held a long time ago for future surface water
  


23   development.  And what is going to happen to that
  


24   in the next 10, 20 years?
  


25                  Are these utilities going to
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 1   continue to hold onto that property thinking,
  


 2   we're still going to develop that source?  Or at
  


 3   some point are they going to make a decision it's
  


 4   not worth it for us anymore, because our demands
  


 5   are going down?
  


 6                  Maybe we don't need to develop that
  


 7   source of supply.  You know, through our
  


 8   projections of 50 years our demands are going down
  


 9   and, so we don't have a need for that, that land
  


10   any longer.  I don't know.  There is a lot of
  


11   land.  There's thousands of acres that's owned and
  


12   I think it's just something that needs to be
  


13   thought further.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That's a much
  


15   bigger issue than what I got out of reading this
  


16   section.  And that sentence that we were concerned
  


17   about I believe sort of confuses the issue.
  


18                  I mean, if what you're saying is,
  


19   we're concerned that existing water company land
  


20   may begin to lose our existing strong protections,
  


21   if they're not viably used for public water,
  


22   that's a very different statement than what the
  


23   sentence says right now.
  


24                  LORI MATHEU:  Which sentence are
  


25   you looking at?
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 1                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It's the second
  


 2   sentence under watershed and aquifer protection
  


 3   where incentives are lacking.
  


 4                  LORI MATHEU:  So one of the
  


 5   concerns is that headwater streams will begin to
  


 6   lose existing strong protections if they cannot be
  


 7   viably used for public water supply.
  


 8                  Dave, do you have any thoughts?
  


 9                  DAVID RADKA:  To a certain degree,
  


10   I would agree with you, Lori, but I think when you
  


11   really saw that was when new regulations already
  


12   came into play.
  


13                  And utilities took a look at their
  


14   sources in the marginal yield and said that cost
  


15   benefit analysis -- should I, you know, construct
  


16   a surface water treatment plant or filtration for
  


17   this source that maybe only has, you know, less
  


18   than a half a million gallons a day safe yield?
  


19                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Existing, like
  


20   an existing source.
  


21                  DAVID RADKA:  Existing, and that's
  


22   when I think a lot of companies made that
  


23   decision.  What they did with the land probably
  


24   varied.  So you had some utilities at that point
  


25   in time saying, I'm going to get rid of my land.
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 1   Others that are still sitting on it, but have
  


 2   already come to that conclusion, I'm not going to.
  


 3   It just happens to be presiding in water company
  


 4   land, but likely won't ever be used.
  


 5                  So again, it's going to vary by
  


 6   utility, but we've disposed of over a thousand
  


 7   acres that were formerly class one or class two
  


 8   land, all been going for open space because the
  


 9   open-space, you know, incentives that are there.
  


10   There's a lot of others might make a different
  


11   conscious decision.
  


12                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.
  


13                  ELAINE SISTARE:  We did receive
  


14   other comments about this section, you know,
  


15   saying that they appreciated that section.
  


16                  DAVID MURPHY:  And we're trying to
  


17   get at just the reasons for additional
  


18   protections, so if there's a better way to get at
  


19   it.
  


20                  LORI MATHEU:  I mean, the idea is
  


21   we don't want this land to go away that provides
  


22   that protection.  It is a concern moving forward,
  


23   and how do you identify these properties and keep
  


24   them in the protection mode versus others, other
  


25   modes?
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 1                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Lori, you're
  


 2   keeping them into protection mode.  Is that as
  


 3   drinking water protection?  Or is that as
  


 4   ecological protection?
  


 5                  LORI MATHEU:  Well, as anything.
  


 6   Like David mentioned, that their land is no longer
  


 7   in their ownership.  It went to open space.  I
  


 8   mean, you know, as long as it's held, somebody's
  


 9   property has been held for a very long time and
  


10   well preserved, and these well preserved areas and
  


11   these headwater streams.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So our concern
  


13   was driven by this sentence could be looked at to
  


14   basically -- I thought it was a jab at streamflow
  


15   classification.  Streamflow classification
  


16   actually helps here -- if this is what you're
  


17   talking about?
  


18                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Should we add a
  


19   sentence about streamflow classification?
  


20                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That would be
  


21   another way to do it, is classification, in
  


22   streamflow classification of one on these sort of
  


23   existing protected lands.  Basically it protects
  


24   the quantity associated with that, with those
  


25   headwater streams.
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 1                  And there's certainly agreement
  


 2   that headwater streams are important.  I think
  


 3   it's a little unclear what's going on here, but
  


 4   that would address our concerns.  Are you good
  


 5   with that, Corinne.
  


 6                  CORINNE FITTING:  (Nodding
  


 7   affirmatively.)
  


 8                  ELAINE SISTARE:  I think we're on
  


 9   the last comment.
  


10                  DAVID MURPHY:  Yeah, shifting to
  


11   comment twelve, this is one we've covered.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We've covered
  


13   it.
  


14                  ELAINE SISTARE:  So the last one,
  


15   13.  And this is a bit of, you know, maybe,
  


16   hopefully we can come to a resolution quickly.
  


17   It's, I think, something we talked about during
  


18   the workshop.
  


19                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Let me just sort
  


20   of explain for people.  So it's 6-5.  It's the
  


21   table.
  


22                  Our concern was it's really not
  


23   clear exactly what you do with the X's.  What it
  


24   means it that it was talked about, but it
  


25   doesn't -- some of them were fully addressed.
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 1   Some of them were partially addressed.  Some of
  


 2   them were discussed, but no resolution was
  


 3   reached.
  


 4                  And what we were suggesting was a
  


 5   Consumer Reports kind of approach.  In other
  


 6   words, the full circle means complete.  A half
  


 7   circle means discussed, but no resolution.  A dash
  


 8   means something else.  It's probably too late at
  


 9   this point in time, and the X's can just be what
  


10   they are.
  


11                  LORI MATHEU:  I would agree with
  


12   that.  If you can squeeze that in, that would be
  


13   good to do.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think the
  


15   concern is there's value judgments associated with
  


16   that, and how do you do that?
  


17                  LORI MATHEU:  Right.
  


18                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Well, that's, you
  


19   know, even our draft response here is that
  


20   discusses trying to think about that in the
  


21   workshop, but it would be, you know, some might
  


22   be -- in parts it's completely addressed.  In
  


23   parts it's partially addressed.  So we have, you
  


24   know, three circles or something.
  


25                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah, because
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 1   it's a struggle, but -- so we'll stand down on
  


 2   that comment.
  


 3                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that it?
  


 4                  ELAINE SISTARE:  We have made it
  


 5   through our thing, so I appreciate that.  I think,
  


 6   you know, we've heard comments on the two-page
  


 7   summary, the executive summary.  We still have
  


 8   some work to do, but we're getting there.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  But you know what?
  


10   For all of the meetings and hearings and outreach,
  


11   to have this discussion this afternoon is not all
  


12   that bad considering what we've accomplished over
  


13   this period of time.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And to have this
  


15   many interesting people watch the paint dry for
  


16   this long is huge.
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We should all get
  


18   some kind of awards for doing that.  So are we
  


19   meeting on the 5th?
  


20                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Yeah.  Kirk, Joe
  


21   and I said we would attend.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  The next meeting
  


23   will be July 5th in New Britain, and everybody
  


24   have a nice Fourth of July.  Thank you.
  


25                  Do you have anything else?
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 1                  LORI MATHEU:  No.
  


 2                  I would like to say, you know,
  


 3   thank you.  At the end of this process we have
  


 4   accomplished a lot and I'd like to say that, you
  


 5   know, the Health Department is very pleased with
  


 6   the plan and excited to work toward
  


 7   implementation.
  


 8                  So thank you for all of your work.
  


 9   It's been tremendous.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think the firm has
  


11   done just an outstanding job and in keeping us on
  


12   track and getting us to our goal here, that it's
  


13   on time and we're about to hit the road and we get
  


14   this passed next year.
  


15                  Thank you very much.  Appreciate
  


16   it.
  


17                  (Whereupon, the above proceedings
  


18   were concluded at 4:07 p.m.)
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 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's call

 3  this meeting of the Water Planning Council to

 4  order.  Good afternoon.  Thanks to DEEP for

 5  hosting us here in the Gina McCarthy Auditorium.

 6                 A quick quiz.  Does anybody know

 7  who Gina McCarthy is?  Everybody knows the former

 8  DEEP --

 9                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Yes.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Someone on the

11  phone.  Very good.  You win the prize.

12                 Who is on the phone?

13                 FAITH GAVIN KUHN:  Faith Gavin

14  Kuhn.

15                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Lori Vitagliano.

16                 SUSAN MOREA:  Sue Morea with CDM.

17                 LEN DeJONG:  Len DeJong.

18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So we have

19  several items to go over this afternoon.  We're

20  going to review the executive summary and the

21  two-page summary.  We're going by the comments

22  flagged by CDM, and the MM team, new discussion,

23  the discussion teams that may need more attention

24  but may not be captured in detailed comments such

25  as private wells and groundwater.
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� 1                 Then we're going to talk about

 2  making the formal presentation, I guess, handing

 3  over to the WPC, how we're going to do that.  And

 4  then finally, and a very important part of this

 5  agenda is outreach and budget.

 6                 So with that we're going to turn it

 7  over to you, Kirk.

 8                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Thanks.  Here we

 9  are.  It's been an interesting year.  This is our

10  meeting, scheduled meeting of this plan

11  development process.  And the theme of the issues

12  that you brought up, Jack, are really how we

13  transition from the planning process into the

14  implementation phase, the outreach and

15  implementation portion.

16                 So we've done our best to interpret

17  everything that we've heard from the workshops and

18  the committee meetings and the Planning Council

19  meetings over the course of this year into this

20  document.  We've looked at all the comments we've

21  received on the document, and have addressed them.

22  We agree with many.  We disagree with some, but

23  we've provided a reason for that based on our

24  interpretation of what we've heard.

25                 The final determination of what
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� 1  goes into the plan is your prerogative.  It's the

 2  Council's decision.  But there were a few, a

 3  handful -- about a dozen comments that we wanted

 4  to go over with you specifically today because we

 5  have not addressed them yet, and didn't feel

 6  comfortable addressing them until we had a chance

 7  to talk to you.

 8                 So the two things that I wanted to

 9  quickly say first -- and then we can look at the

10  executive summary -- are things that I hope will

11  carry forward.  A pathway through the process, we

12  ask you to trust the process.  It was not always

13  comfortable.  We were going through some rough

14  times.  People were thinking it was moving too

15  fast, others thinking it was moving too slow, but

16  I think that collectively we did a good job

17  following the process.  And I hope that as you

18  move into implementation you can develop some

19  formal processes for that as well, because I think

20  in the end it served us well.

21                 The other thing I said right at the

22  beginning -- and Joe hated me for it and probably

23  will hate me for it again -- was that when we find

24  ourselves in June of 2017 we hope you forget who

25  we are, because this document is not a
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� 1  consultant's recommendation and I think along the

 2  way it's been interpreted as such, but in the end

 3  it's a series of decisions that you have made with

 4  the advice of your committees.  It is a group of

 5  decisions and technical information that you can

 6  use going forward that arose from you, and not

 7  from us.  And really the way it's presented is our

 8  interpretation, but not necessarily a consultant's

 9  recommendation.

10                 And I think it's really important

11  as you sell this to others and explain it to

12  others, that you explain it that way, that it was

13  developed at the consensus of stakeholders, that

14  it was developed from within and it will carry

15  forward.  I hope you don't forget who we are.  I

16  hope we can help you in future months and years,

17  but we do want you to think of this as your plan

18  and not ours.

19                 So with that, the first item on the

20  agenda was the executive summary and the two-page

21  summary.  Without spending a whole lot of time, I

22  think Elaine and I were thinking about maybe we

23  could talk about 15 minutes on these.  We wanted

24  to allocate about an hour of time to talk about

25  comments that we need your help addressing, and
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� 1  then the rest of the time for the remaining

 2  topics, so really the high level.

 3                 You've had a chance to review the

 4  initial draft of the executive summary and

 5  two-page summary.  We've revised those pretty

 6  substantially in some cases and distributed drafts

 7  to you as a council yesterday.

 8                 Are there any issues that stand out

 9  to you as either thematically misaligned or

10  missing?  Anything that would make you

11  uncomfortable turning these over to other people

12  at this point?

13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So first of all,

14  I'd say relatively quickly given the timeframe as

15  allowed, I think you guys have done a great job of

16  addressing some of the concerns that were raised

17  and integrating things, and in essence creating a

18  roadmap for how someone might use the plan in a

19  really conservative way, so I commend you on that.

20                 I have two themes that keep coming

21  up that I just want to sort of address and it

22  doesn't take much to address them, but they are

23  things we've talked about in the past.  And one

24  I'm going to channel Margaret Minor, and it's this

25  issue of when we talk about conservation.
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� 1                 So the sentence is, while

 2  Connecticut leads the nation with drinking water

 3  quality the State lags in its conservation ethic.

 4  It needs to be a water conservation ethic.  We

 5  have lots of water conservation initiatives and I

 6  want to make sure we don't lose that concept.  So

 7  you can sort of be thinking about that piece.

 8                 And the other is a comment that

 9  we've made a couple of times regarding the ten

10  policy recommendations, which you lead off --

11  which we're now down to the top ten policy

12  recommendations.  But in essence what they really

13  are, are ten consensus policy recommendations and

14  there's a difference.

15                 They haven't been prioritized

16  against other things that we could necessarily

17  agree on.  They've only been prioritized against

18  each other.  So I'd still think we're still kind

19  of be searching for how to describe those.  I

20  agree that they're the ten we agreed on.  That

21  doesn't make them the most important and doesn't

22  make them the top.  That's my struggle.

23                 LORI MATHEU:  Could you say that

24  again?  It doesn't make them the what?

25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So if you look
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� 1  on page ES-20 there's a chart and it's the top ten

 2  policy recommendations, or at least the ones we

 3  agreed on.

 4                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  So in the

 5  two-page summary we retitle that, top ten

 6  consensus based policy priorities, but we didn't

 7  carry that through to the other series of --

 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I didn't get to

 9  the two-page one.  I only got to the big one.

10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Is that a step

11  forward?

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Let me look at

13  it.

14                 So Lori, my point is we agreed by

15  consensus.  We didn't agree necessarily by

16  priority.  In other words, you could have --

17                 LORI MATHEU:  That's true.  That is

18  true.

19                 I thought there were 11.

20                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  There were.  We

21  grouped them, two of them together.  One had to do

22  with utilization of class B water for non-potable

23  uses and then the Planning Council developing some

24  guidelines for that.

25                 There were two separate policies.
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 2  sounded better than eleven.

 3                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, we started off

 4  with ten, but we did do eleven.

 5                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  But they were

 6  similar enough that they moved along the same

 7  thought.

 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes, that

 9  addresses my concern, so people carry that

10  through.

11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Okay.

12                 LORI MATHEU:  That's fine.

13                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Good.

14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And obviously,

15  I'd like to read it in more detail, but the big

16  picture, that was my take on it.

17                 LORI MATHEU:  A question on the

18  executive summary.  Yes, page 2, executive

19  summary, item four, conservation.  It's the second

20  sentence, many utilities had already taken steps

21  to promote conservation -- and the Environmental

22  Policy Act of 1992.  Environmental Policy Act?

23  What is that Environmental Policy Act of 1992?

24  What are we referring to there?

25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Page 2,
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� 1  conservation.

 2                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Sorry, Lori.  We're

 3  shuffling pages.  Could you point us where that is

 4  again?

 5                 LORI MATHEU:  Page 2, executive

 6  summary, item four, conservation.  The second

 7  sentence, you reference the Environmental Policy

 8  Act of 1992.  When I read then nothing comes to

 9  mind.  I have no idea what you're talking about.

10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  David, that

11  originally was some of your thinking, not to put

12  you on the spot?

13                 DAVID MURPHY:  I also don't

14  recognize it, so maybe not.  But maybe we should

15  check.

16                 LORI MATHEU:  Now Denise is here in

17  the audience.  She was Ms. Conservation in 1989,

18  1990, 1991.  There were a lot of things going on

19  with water conservation.  A lot of laws passed in

20  Connecticut in 1989, 1988.  I don't think we had a

21  name for them, but there were three or four that

22  passed at the same time.

23                 There were retrofit kits.  There

24  were other conservation initiatives.  So yes, many

25  utilities have taken many steps.  And they were in
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� 1  the early, you know, late eighties, early

 2  nineties, but I don't remember any Environmental

 3  Policy Act of 1992.

 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  You actually

 5  don't need the clause.  You could just take it out

 6  and the sentence still works.

 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I will do some

 8  research on that, because I would like to know

 9  where it came from.  We will strike it.

10                 LORI MATHEU:  Thank you.

11                 Yeah, I like what you wrote about

12  balance.  I think that makes a lot of sense to add

13  that and have a discussion about it.  You know,

14  page 3 is well written.

15                 The one thing I just think

16  overall -- and we've mentioned it at the last

17  meeting and maybe it's not a discussion for this

18  agenda item, but the missing piece and the person

19  that was missing on our Steering Committee is the

20  point of view from business, the side of business.

21                 I don't know if any of that -- you

22  have an area here on -- you have human health,

23  environmental health and you have economic costs

24  and benefits.  Is there anything in here, in the

25  executive summary on business and needs of
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� 1  business and industry in the State of Connecticut,

 2  and how this plan meets that or doesn't?

 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  There is a

 4  section on coordination with economic development

 5  plans and the water plan.  We mentioned here the

 6  Connecticut Economic Resource Center as a resource

 7  to review this plan and help promote awareness of

 8  the plan.

 9                 LORI MATHEU:  Where is that?  On

10  page 4?

11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Page 4, yeah, the

12  economic costs and benefits.

13                 The one thing we try to point out

14  in the plan -- it wasn't one of the stated,

15  explicit goals of the plan -- to increase economic

16  health and stability, but we certainly want to be

17  cognizant of impacts and potential opportunities.

18  And I think that, you know, the circuit is one way

19  that businesses and cities that do want to go and

20  develop can use this plan to understand where

21  there may be some opportunities to do that.

22                 There's also a -- I can't recall if

23  it's a pathway or policy, but there is a

24  recommendation to make sure that the water plan

25  goals are aligned with economic development goals,
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� 1  region by region and throughout the state.  So

 2  there are some mentions of that throughout.

 3                 I agree it's not a primary focus.

 4  The primary focus is more on the balance between

 5  environmental and human health, but we do want to

 6  start incorporating some of these economic ideas,

 7  too.

 8                 I think there was also a pathway

 9  forward that recommends some detailed

10  methodologies be developed maybe through

11  universities to help better understand the value

12  of water for its different uses.  Not necessarily

13  just monetarily, but value socially and

14  economically for water for all its uses.

15                 There are ways to do that.  It

16  differs state to state.  There's some federal

17  guidelines for that, but Connecticut, one of the

18  recommendations of the plan is that Connecticut

19  consider formalizing some ways to help better

20  consistently understand the value of water for

21  different purposes, and one of those is economic.

22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, I think that

23  fits very nicely into -- in terms of outreach, I

24  think that the economic -- CERC, which I think I

25  had recommended, does a great deal of research in
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� 1  terms of what the needs of the State are in terms

 2  of economic development.  And as a matter, a while

 3  back it set up a committee to just look at water

 4  and how it impacts industry coming into the state,

 5  and so it would be appropriate for them to take a

 6  look at it.

 7                 And as we go on our outreach over

 8  the next six months we certainly would get into

 9  the chambers of commerce and Connecticut business

10  and industry groups and other economic development

11  agencies on a regional and state level so they can

12  review this plan as well and make some suggestions

13  before we go to final.

14                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Any other concerns

15  on the summaries?  We can certainly incorporate

16  the changes that you have suggested today.

17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  One question that

18  came up internally and it goes to who these

19  summaries will be shared with -- because I think

20  they will be certainly shared more often to

21  environment groups than the plan itself -- is I

22  think the two-page summary pretty accurately

23  shows, you know, the heading of the different

24  government groups that were involved.  The

25  executive summary, maybe a little bit less so.
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� 1                 But on both of these we internally

 2  said, you know, what about a contact point?  Or

 3  you know, should the cover page have the names of

 4  the Water Planning Council itself?  Basically so

 5  who is reading this so they can think, you know,

 6  who can I contact for more information?

 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, my

 8  suggestion would be the website contact at the

 9  bottom.

10                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Uh-huh.  Okay.

11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That's kind of what

12  we had gravitated towards as well.  It makes

13  sense.

14                 Okay.  Are we ready to move on to

15  some of the questions that we wanted -- to the

16  comments that we wanted input on?

17                 As I mentioned, and Elaine maybe

18  you can walk us through these if you like, but

19  what we did is we received -- how many total

20  comments did we receive?

21                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We've got about 20

22  pages.

23                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  It was fewer than

24  the first round.  We were making some progress.  I

25  don't know quite what that means.
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� 1                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We're in the four

 2  to five hundred numbers.

 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Okay.  But it was

 4  quite a bit more than that the first time.  It was

 5  more than that for the white papers, so we're

 6  making progress.

 7                 We've gone through in the same way

 8  we did before and addressed each comment with a

 9  rationale or just indicated that we've changed

10  text appropriately as suggested.  We'll provide

11  you with that spreadsheet.  What we have culled

12  from that spreadsheet, I think, 13 comments that

13  we could not address without talking to you first.

14  So we wanted to walk through those today.

15                 Do you want me to do that, Elaine?

16  Do you want to do that?

17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Let's split it up.

18  So comment number one --

19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Do you all have a

20  copy of this?

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.

22                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The comments, and

23  there may be 1 or 2 in this series of 13 that are

24  similar, but it really is about the next 6 months,

25  and so I'll paraphrase it a bit.
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� 1                 Clarification regarding the role of

 2  the advisory group, the Water Planning Council

 3  advisory group and how that role can, you know,

 4  we've had discussions about using the advisory

 5  group to reach out to groups, legislators,

 6  citizens, municipal officials.  But how that can

 7  formally be processed and if it's, you know, while

 8  the advisory group certainly is willing to assist

 9  and support in those, I think there they want to

10  see that communication strategy and whether, you

11  know, we have enough information now to include it

12  in the plan.  Or is it something that, you know,

13  the Water Planning Council is still determining?

14                 So I know, you know, in the past

15  recent meetings we've been talking a lot about the

16  different groups, the different committees that

17  have spent, you know, a lot of time and effort to

18  date putting this plan together.  And I still

19  think still perhaps there's, you know, some

20  question about, you know, what should those

21  various groups and their entities be in the next

22  month?  In six months, et cetera?

23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that in

24  terms of the Water Planning Council advisory group

25  we have determined exactly what their role will be
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� 1  as we move forward.  We have to kind of, first of

 2  all, look at the constitution of the Water

 3  Planning Council, the Water Planning Council

 4  advisory group and look at who's on there, who's

 5  been working.  Are they represented in the various

 6  groups, and quite frankly, to start with their own

 7  groups once we have consensus with this plan?

 8                 And that's what I hope our end

 9  result will be, that both the Planning Council and

10  the Water Planning Council advisory group speak in

11  the same language as we go out and we talk to the

12  public.  But I would think that the people that

13  represent the Water Planning Council -- or the

14  constituents of the Water Planning Council

15  advisory group would first go to their respectable

16  groups.

17                 And we have to look at, hopefully

18  at the July meeting, look at who's going to be on

19  the Council, who's going to continue on the

20  Council, who's going to be the leadership of the

21  Council, and the Water Planning Council advisory

22  group and take it from there.  And we're open to

23  suggestions, of course, from what they would like

24  to do.  They've been very helpful to us for many,

25  many years, particularly for the last 18 months as
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� 1  we've put this plan together.  So we're looking

 2  for input and direction from them as well, but

 3  they represent the constituents.  That's why this

 4  was set up by state statute.  And we should get

 5  them, you know, utilize them to the max.

 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So that one, two

 7  and four, really from my perspective are Water

 8  Planning Council discussions and don't need to be

 9  addressed in the plan any more than they're

10  addressed.

11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Are you all

12  comfortable with that?  You've got a meeting

13  coming up in July.

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  July 5th.  Right?

15                 LORI MATHEU:  What's actually in

16  the plan about the advisory group?

17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  This is what it

18  says --

19                 LORI MATHEU:  What page are you on,

20  Kirk?

21                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  It's on page 5-60,

22  section 553.  We talk about new roles for the

23  advisory group, and we acknowledge that

24  established by statute that they will continue to

25  serve once the development of the draft plan is
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� 1  complete and kind of refocus on four specific

 2  roles as examples.

 3                 Advise the planning council on

 4  priorities for basins that need further

 5  evaluation.  Once a pathway forward is initiated

 6  the advisory group may participate in discussions

 7  on interpreting the findings and building

 8  consensus where consensus couldn't have been

 9  achieved prior.  That's why it's a pathway forward

10  and not a policy recommendation, so if we're going

11  to take the lead in morphing from the pathways

12  forward following those steps into new policy

13  recommendations.

14                 The third one is actively reach out

15  to legislators and citizens, municipal officials

16  and schools to create broad exposure to the plan

17  and advise the Planning Council on the need and

18  utilization on volunteer basin commissions --

19  which we discussed in several pieces, too, that

20  can be useful.  Other states have found them

21  useful.  If you're working in a basin that doesn't

22  already have an established representative body of

23  people, the advisory group could help put that

24  together.

25                 Those are the four specific things
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� 1  that the plan recommends.  Nothing more specific.

 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I guess to

 3  downplay that a bit is, you know, like you say,

 4  while it's in the plan, it's a recommendation in

 5  the plan, and like all recommendations in the plan

 6  they, you know, we'll go through that flowchart of

 7  what should we do with this information and how do

 8  we move it forward, and when necessary.  You know,

 9  that flowchart could very quickly be a, you know,

10  do we agree and move forward?

11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And all four of

12  those are presented as a recommendation, not as

13  statements of fact.

14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But this is also

15  where the consultant's recommendation versus the

16  plan begins to blur a little bit, because I've

17  always looked at these as CDM Smith's

18  recommendation as they were not thoroughly vetted.

19  Then I see the next step is for the Water Planning

20  Council to take those recommendations and decide

21  what they're going to do with them, because I

22  don't think we have consensus on all of those.

23                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That's a fair

24  statement.  I think it's maybe less a

25  recommendation and more our interpretation of what
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� 1  we've heard in discussions, maybe not

 2  consensus-based, but people we've heard in the

 3  discussions that we've had with the Council.

 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But there's not

 5  census on the continued role of the science and

 6  technical group.  That was clear at the last

 7  meeting.

 8                 So the volunteer basin committees,

 9  I'm not sure how that relates to our existing

10  structure of nonprofits and other entities, and

11  whether it works.  I mean, we just haven't vetted

12  it.

13                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And a lot of the

14  comments in the report were addressed at that and

15  we've tempered the language a little bit to

16  suggest only where there isn't an existing group

17  of people or body that can serve in that capacity

18  you might consider forming that and the advisory

19  could help.  So I think we've tried to tone the

20  language down a little bit there.

21                 LORI MATHEU:  So back to your first

22  comment, Kirk.  When you said, we should see this

23  as our plan, not yours.  When do we do that?

24  Because to your point, there's concerns on that

25  page.  When does that happen and it turns into
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� 1  ours and not theirs, because it's going to happen

 2  soon?  It's going to happen July 1st.

 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, I think that

 4  what's going to happen is that we're going to take

 5  a formal vote and then it becomes our plan.  Well,

 6  we go out and talk to the public about it.  I

 7  think when we take a formal vote of the Council --

 8                 LORI MATHEU:  Does that formally

 9  mean that we are happy and pleased with absolutely

10  everything within the draft final plan?  What does

11  that mean?

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think it means

13  we're accepting the plan as presented to us.

14                 LORI MATHEU:  As presented.

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  As presented, and

16  that we're going to be going through a six-month

17  process to make changes as appropriate.  That's

18  the way I interpreted it, that we're accepting the

19  plan.  They were under contract with us to do a

20  plan.  They've done it, but it doesn't mean that

21  we've accepted it.

22                 I mean, that's going to be the plan

23  we're going to eventually submit to the

24  Legislature.  It could be different.  I'm sure

25  there will be changes before it will go to them.
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� 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And I would add to

 2  that, Jack, that by accepting the plan you're

 3  acknowledging the recommendations in the plan

 4  arose from the discussions that took place during

 5  this year-long planning process.  You don't have

 6  to agree with all of them to accept the fact that

 7  they're recommendations in the plan.

 8                 You don't have to follow them.  You

 9  don't have to enact them, but acknowledge that

10  they came from this process.  I think that to me

11  is what acceptance of the plan would entail.

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, because

13  there's more recommendations in this plan than

14  we're going to be able to do in the next five

15  years, I mean, there's no question about that.  So

16  prioritization is necessary, and refinement is

17  going to be necessary.

18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Do you agree?

19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And what we -- oh,

20  sorry.  Go ahead, Lori.

21                 LORI MATHEU:  No, you go ahead.

22                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I was just going to

23  say, what we give you -- I have this term, but

24  I'll use it anyway.  What we'll turn over to you

25  is a living document.  The intention is that
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� 1  you'll continue to discuss and you'll make

 2  decisions and you can revise it.  And before you

 3  turn it over to the legislature it will have some

 4  additional changes that are as from your continued

 5  meetings.

 6                 So we don't expect that the version

 7  that we give you next week at the end of our

 8  contract will be the same thing that you hand over

 9  to the Legislature.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct.

11                 SUSAN MOREA:  Hi.  This is Sue.  I

12  just want to emphasize that we turn over a lot of

13  these plans to different state entities.  You

14  know, the implementation that you do and the

15  strategy put together with any aspect of

16  implementing the plan ultimately, you know,

17  independent, it rests on the plan to -- like, I

18  think Betsey just said, there's a lot

19  recommendations.

20                 We probably can't implement them

21  all, but what you do go back to implement will

22  have its own, you know, will have its own

23  activities associated with it.

24                 I'm a little concerned, Lori, when

25  you said, our plan, because I was thinking it was
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� 1  your plan all along, but --

 2                 LORI MATHEU:  When I asked the

 3  question I didn't -- it's not my opinion.

 4                 SUSAN MOREA:  What?

 5                 LORI MATHEU:  So to clarify, the

 6  concern I have is we have the next six months and,

 7  you know, we're going to be putting together

 8  presentations and going out to speak to groups of

 9  people that we need to show that we support this

10  plan.  Right?  So how do you do a presentation if

11  you don't believe in the plan?

12                 So when you go to a council of

13  governments meeting and there's 25 chief elected

14  officials there.  Right?  You've all been there,

15  and you're presenting on something.  And they get

16  the sense you don't believe in your own plan, it's

17  going to be a hard sell.  So I guess --

18                 SUSAN MOREA:  -- the plan --

19                 LORI MATHEU:  Sorry, I didn't hear

20  your last comment.

21                 SUSAN MOREA:  I guess, who would be

22  in that situation that doesn't believe in the plan

23  that would be presenting on the plan?

24                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, from the Health

25  Department's point of view, we fundamentally
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� 1  believe that it's our plan at this point.  We

 2  don't absolutely agree with every single detail

 3  and the details need to be worked out, but I think

 4  we have to come at it from that point of view,

 5  that this is now our plan.

 6                 So Sue, I'm agreeing.  At some

 7  point we have to take responsibility as a Council

 8  and say, this is ours.  And it's not a

 9  hundred percent done, because it's still a draft.

10  It's no final.  So under public comment -- but for

11  the most part, you know, a number of us sat

12  through many, many hours and days of meetings and

13  put a lot of energy into development of this.  So

14  while we don't all a hundred percent agree on

15  everything and things could be changed before we

16  give it to the Governor, that for the most part we

17  agree with what it says, how it's moving forward.

18                 And essentially, certainly in the

19  executive summary, you know, if we have issues

20  with anything that's in the executive summary we

21  should be voicing that now, because at our point,

22  from what I read the Health Department is

23  absolutely fine with the high level parts of what

24  the executive summary and the two-pager is saying,

25  as well as overall, the plan.
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� 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And Lori, I think

 2  as agencies and as representatives of those

 3  agencies, and as a council you can say that we

 4  accept the plan as the recommendations of the

 5  stakeholders, and then as a council it's up to you

 6  to decide what recommendations to act upon and

 7  that's often the way these happen.

 8                 LORI MATHEU:  Doesn't that sound

 9  like none of our staff ever participated in any of

10  these meetings?  Well, we let the stakeholders do

11  all the work and then now we're just trying to

12  accept it ourselves.

13                 We have a lot of staff and a lot of

14  time involvement ourselves and we had a lot of

15  discussion with all the stakeholders during many,

16  many meetings.  And from my point of view

17  representing the Health Department, what the

18  Health Department was looking through is woven

19  throughout this entire plan.

20                 So you know, that's my point of

21  view and it's where I come from.  And that's what

22  I would present on, and that's what I plan to say.

23  And you know, I guess I just want to know if we're

24  all on the same page or not.

25                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I don't see the
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� 1  agencies as separate from the stakeholders.  I

 2  think you are stakeholders by virtue of your

 3  agencies, but I think it's up to the Council to

 4  determine which recommendations from that

 5  collective group of stakeholders are your

 6  priorities and which ones to act upon.

 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I think part

 8  of my struggle here is the two sections we're

 9  talking about; which are 5.5.3, the new roles for

10  the Water Planning Council advisory group; and

11  5.5.4, continued role of the science and technical

12  group is an ongoing discussion, a discussion we've

13  had at the last Water Planning Council and

14  Steering Committee meeting and one that we didn't

15  reach consensus on.

16                 So we do not have consensus around

17  this issue.  Maybe the way to do that is to soften

18  the language in here.  We haven't seen the

19  rewrite, but this language which we haven't seen

20  until the plan came out sparked some discussion.

21                 So I see your point totally.  The

22  pieces from my perspective that have been well

23  vetted and that we've been through, I believe it's

24  our plan.  I think there are places where there

25  are still some fundamental disagreements and I
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 2  do about that in the next ten days?

 3                 LORI MATHEU:  So on the advisory

 4  group, I have the statute if you want to see it.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm well aware of

 6  the statute.

 7                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, we can read it.

 8  I think it's important that every once in a while,

 9  you know, it's good to read what it says.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think I wrote the

11  statute.

12                 LORI MATHEU:  You did.  You did.

13  So the Council may establish an advisory group

14  that shall serve at the pleasure of the Council.

15  The advisory group shall be balanced between

16  consumptive and nonconsumptive interests.  The

17  advisory group may include representatives of --

18  and they go through 15 different categories.  And

19  it says, the advisory group may include

20  representatives of.  It's so well written that it

21  leaves it to a broad perspective.

22                 So one of the things that, you

23  know, last time Betsey, you had mentioned we have

24  disagreement, I think we can spend some time now.

25  I think it's worthwhile talking about what we all
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� 1  want, because I think we're close.  I don't think

 2  we're that far apart on what we're thinking about.

 3                 You know, the advisory as it stands

 4  now we have worked hard to get members to

 5  represent every one of the 15 positions here.  And

 6  I'm not sure if all of them are actively

 7  participating or not, or want to continue, but one

 8  of the things we desperately need is active

 9  implementation.  Right?

10                 We have a lot of work to do given

11  the plan.  It will be final next year.  So I would

12  say the statute could stand the way it is because

13  it's so beautifully written, Jack, and I think

14  it's broad enough that gives us leeway.

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  It gives us a lot of

16  flexibility, yes, but I don't think we need any

17  more groups set up.

18                 LORI MATHEU:  That's what I'm

19  leading to.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think actually --

21  I don't think we need more subcommittees, or

22  committees on committees.  I think we have enough

23  right here to do it.

24                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, I'm sort of

25  leaning toward that end.  I've kind of sort of
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 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I know you are a

 3  flexible person.

 4                 LORI MATHEU:  I'm a flexible

 5  person.  So anyway -- but one of the things,

 6  though, that I'll constantly go back to -- and it

 7  goes back to my comment, comment number four about

 8  the Steering Committee and the role of the

 9  Steering Committee.  I know we participate in the

10  Steering Committee, but there are people that are

11  so valuable to our process, like Larry Bingaman

12  and Beth, and the people that came every single

13  time and actively participated.

14                 I would want somehow to ask them if

15  they want to continue to participate in some way.

16  And I don't know exactly what that way is, but I

17  think the statute in reading it a number of times

18  this morning, I think it gives us the flexibility

19  to bring them back to the process if they wish to

20  in some way.

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And the statute does

22  not limit.  It doesn't say one.

23                 LORI MATHEU:  Exactly.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You can put four of

25  them there.
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 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Which we'll pick up,

 3  but I think we're -- quite frankly, I'm glad we're

 4  looking at this again because I was hung up on a

 5  max.  But if you wanted to bring Larry or some

 6  other group in, you could.

 7                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  I think it's

 8  just -- it's pretty clear, through, to be balanced

 9  between consumptive and nonconsumptive interests,

10  but I do think that there's flexibility enough,

11  and I've read it enough times here.

12                 And so it's so, you know, we could

13  do that and the people on the Steering

14  Committee -- that goes to my comment, that to let

15  the people go that we've asked to be part of the

16  Steering Committee that have actively

17  participated, that spent a lot of time thinking

18  through many, many items that we asked them to

19  think through, and given us good comments and have

20  actively participated.  It would be wonderful to

21  get them involved in some level under the existing

22  statute.  So I guess I changed my mind.

23                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Lori, if I could

24  interpret what you're saying?  You're saying it's

25  more than people -- than the committees?
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 2                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And if there's a

 3  way to keep the people involved and engaged with

 4  the existing statute.  That may be what you'd look

 5  to do.

 6                 One thought that has crossed my

 7  mind is, you know, for people who may not have the

 8  time commitment to serve on committees formally,

 9  you could consider in the future things like

10  expert panels, bringing people in who are experts

11  in policy or climate change, or whatever the case

12  may be.  And giving these people who have

13  participated in the plan and given a lot of their

14  time opportunities to weight in on it without the

15  onus of feeling the need to participate in regular

16  committee meetings.

17                 Options that you have that -- I

18  guess for now what I would suggest is this

19  probably does require some more discussion and you

20  do have Planning Council meetings coming up.  So I

21  think we should soften the language a little bit

22  in the report and indicate that these are

23  decisions that will be made by the Planning

24  Council moving forward, but toss some of those

25  ideas out there.  Would that be a good way to
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 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Betsey?

 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I would

 4  suggest -- and I appreciate Lori's position and

 5  her thoughtfulness on this.  I see the

 6  interpretation of the language.  It is a deviation

 7  from the way we've looked at it in past and I want

 8  to make sure that we were very thoughtful about it

 9  and thought a way through.

10                 But what that would mean to me

11  would be deleting section 5.5.4 in the plan, which

12  is the continued role of the science and technical

13  group.  Maybe working language into 5.5.3 about

14  the value of the input and the expertise that's

15  served and how to make sure we capture that, and

16  be very vague about it.

17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That would work.

18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Would that make

19  sense?

20                 My concern is about the paragraph

21  about advise the Water Planning Council and the

22  need and utilization of volunteer basin committee.

23  It's almost like it's not Connecticut language.

24  We have some really active watershed groups, which

25  is typically how we refer to them.  I understand
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 2                 I think the point is, if there's a

 3  basin that needs assistance and a need to be used,

 4  we need to look and seek the best way to get that.

 5  It's not a one-size-fits-all solution and it

 6  really needs to be driven from the bottom up or

 7  it's not going to happen.  So I'd like to see that

 8  language sort of softened.

 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah, we should

10  send you the language.  There's a section in the

11  report that talks about those potential groups

12  specifically, not related to the advisory group,

13  but as a way to help implement.

14                 And we talk about looking to the

15  COGs to help with that, or maybe even to do that

16  in some cases, looking to municipal governments to

17  do that.  Not necessarily fitting one required

18  template to each basin.  So we've softened that in

19  response to a lot of the comments we've gotten as

20  well.

21                 LORI MATHEU:  So we don't see a

22  specific, like Kirk, you called it an expert

23  panel.  You don't see a role for, you know,

24  somebody like Virginia to continue on and work on,

25  you know, maybe under the advisory group and
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 2  implementation of some problem basins.  We don't

 3  see a role for that at all?

 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I mean, she's a

 5  representative of the advisory council now.

 6                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  We don't see

 7  a role specifically.  So Betsey, you're suggesting

 8  taking out the whole section there where it speaks

 9  to the role of the science and technology group.

10                 Because I attended many of those

11  meetings.  I think I missed one in the last year

12  and I think the group of people that volunteered

13  for that group were perfect for that group.  And

14  to just kind of let the group melt away, I don't

15  know if I a hundred percent agree with that.

16                 Because they were so focused and

17  they were so well driven.  And Virginia led them

18  so well, and to continue on some effort -- and I

19  think they were willing to do and continue on

20  implementation, because that's what we need.  We

21  need implementation and we need people who are

22  knowledgeable about the process and what was done.

23  And so in order to actually get implementation

24  moving forward I would hate to let that group just

25  go.
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 2  question of structure versus participation, and my

 3  position is we don't need the structure anymore.

 4  Virginia has all of their names and numbers.

 5  They're people who have traditionally participated

 6  on subcommittees associated with the Water

 7  Planning Council advisory group, and they can sort

 8  of be invited to speak.

 9                 We want as much participation as we

10  can get.  I totally agree with that, Lori.  It's a

11  question of, do you have a standing committee

12  outside of the statutory structure sort of as we

13  move forward?  And my position on that would be,

14  no.  It doesn't mean those people aren't valuable

15  and we don't want them involved.  The question is,

16  how do we do that?

17                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  And I think

18  the statute over the years has been very narrowly

19  interpreted, because the wording is more broad

20  than what we've done in the past.  The advisory

21  group may include representatives.

22                 So Jack, to your point, I think as

23  long as we can provide a balance I think there

24  could be these expert panels that get put

25  together.  There could be groups of experts that
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 2  issues, basin modeling, what have you.

 3                 Because in some ways the statute

 4  doesn't fit implementation.  The word alone

 5  "advisory," it doesn't fit implementation, but I

 6  think it's workable.  But I just don't want to

 7  lose the concept of having a group of experts that

 8  are science based moving forward and working on

 9  implementation.  So maybe it's a subcommittee of

10  the advisory committee that we're talking about.

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I don't have a

12  problem with that.

13                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think I hear

14  consensus that you want the people to stay

15  involved and the structure just needs to be

16  figured out and maybe simplified?

17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah.

18                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And it can say

19  something to that effect in the report.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  How does that sound,

21  Virginia?

22                 LORI MATHEU:  Do you have anything

23  to add Virginia?  We're talking about you over in

24  your --

25                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  I think there is


                            40
� 1  a definite role for a science and technical group

 2  moving forward.  As Betsey mentioned, a lot of the

 3  people who currently serve on that group have been

 4  actively involved for years, if not decades.  And

 5  if it were structured as a subcommittee under the

 6  advisory group I think that that could work very

 7  well.

 8                 I think the structure in some ways

 9  is immaterial, because the enthusiasm of the group

10  is self sustaining.  At some point in the

11  future -- and this could be, you know, 5, 10, 15

12  years from now, I would suggest renaming the slot

13  that I currently fill, which has some esoteric

14  streamflow ecology, and God knows what else under

15  it, as just a science and technical slot.

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It actually has

17  an "S" on it.  Members of academia with expertise

18  in streamflow, public health and ecology.  So we

19  can multiply it here.  It does have an "S" on it.

20                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  So I've got an

21  alternate personality?

22                 LORI MATHEU:  Yes, multiple.

23                 But the advisory group may include

24  representatives of.  So to me, that means you're

25  going to have different groups.  Right?  And to
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 2  long as you balance consumptive and

 3  nonconsumptive.

 4                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  I have some

 5  feelings about the multiple, but I don't need to

 6  necessarily bring it up here.  If there's a public

 7  comment I can bring it up at that point.

 8                 LORI MATHEU:  So it may include

 9  representatives of.  So that doesn't mean it's one

10  entity per slot.

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret?

12                 MARGARET WALKER:  Some things I was

13  going to hold for the report of the advisory

14  group, but in connection with what you're saying

15  now we discussed yesterday -- I think we're all

16  willing to do outreach.  In a general way we

17  discussed some ways we could do that.

18                 Most of the details in the bullets

19  were kind of a surprise and I don't think that

20  we're prepared to do some of those things.  I'm

21  not sure we should.  We have to talk about it with

22  you.  So we had a couple of things we knew we

23  might do, but for instance, we're going to get a

24  new chair.  One of the candidates, John Hudak said

25  he didn't feel he could respond right now because
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� 1  he doesn't understand what assignments will go to

 2  whom in the future.

 3                 I just would have to say that those

 4  bullets go far beyond I think what people were

 5  talking about.  There were some explicit

 6  suggestions about going forward, and Len DeJong

 7  and Arron Budris have been talking about a

 8  presentation to COGs, which I'm sure would be good

 9  to have a uniform presentation to COGs.  Some

10  debate on whether each presentation, it should be

11  saved.  Or should there be core material?

12                 But we would not be, I think, and

13  there are other members of the group here,

14  comfortable with these assignments, that we

15  really don't know how to do it.  As I said, I'm

16  not sure we should be doing it, or we could do it

17  without a conflict of interest if you're talking

18  about reaching out to legislators.  It can get

19  complicated.

20                 So I had a couple of other things

21  from the advisory group I did want to mention on

22  this issue of balance.  I count approximately five

23  environmental groups represented on the Water

24  Planning Council advisory group of 20.  They may

25  come in different ways, but I think we've all
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 2                 And in some of the discussion on

 3  balance I try to avoid this balance between human

 4  health and the environment.  If you think you can

 5  improve health by downgrading the environment,

 6  that's not a balanced situation.

 7                 Where I do see that kind of balance

 8  in this plan and also in DEEP's remediation

 9  roundtables and work is a balance between human

10  health and the environment on one side of the

11  scale and economic development on the other.  And

12  that's a case where if you listen to, oh, these

13  are risk-based decisions, we have to analyze what

14  would be the risk to health versus the, you know,

15  the well being of the community if this project

16  moves forward.  That I think is where you see that

17  kind of balancing discussion.

18                 So as you know, I'm sensitive to

19  the term "balance," and I was just listening and

20  thinking we need to be careful what we're

21  balancing.  So from the advisory group you might

22  want to hear what Arron has in mind for the COGs,

23  but we're unsure how it would go forward.  With

24  most of what we want to do, as mentioned here, we

25  do want to help in terms of educating the public
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 2                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  And just to

 3  amend that a little bit, I think the group does

 4  not feel that we have the expertise or the

 5  resources to do what was initially in the plan.

 6  Now I've heard, Kirk, you say that you're going to

 7  soften that and make it vaguer until those

 8  decisions are made, which I think it's very

 9  appropriate.

10                 But do keep it mind that to have an

11  effective outreach process it really needs some

12  professional expertise.  And a bunch of us

13  well-meaning folks might not do as good a job as

14  somebody who has that training.

15                 And so as I said, that we don't

16  feel that we have the skills or the time or the

17  energy to do it as it was originally listed.

18                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I think we've

19  heard appropriate edits to that section five.  So

20  like you said, Virginia, we can edit that as

21  appropriate before this final draft report is

22  complete.

23                 I do want to move on since I'm

24  trying to keep an eye on the clock.  This would be

25  a relatively easy one, but on the comments, the
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 2  private wells, Lori, I think you've brought this

 3  up maybe a few times about a pathway forward for

 4  the private well testing and inventory.

 5                 And you know, I guess, Dave, maybe

 6  I'll ask you to speak to this a bit.  Because

 7  while we could do that, it's just a matter of, you

 8  know, is that something we want to try to draft

 9  and get into this final draft report?

10                 LORI MATHEU:  Yes.

11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And I think we'd be

12  happy to do that if the Council agrees to that.

13  The reason it isn't there as a specific

14  pathway right now is it didn't arise organically

15  through the stakeholder workshops process.  And so

16  we'd be happy to do that if there's a consensus on

17  the panel, on the Council to do that.  It is

18  mentioned a number of places, but I think as we've

19  talked about, it's scattered.  It's not a

20  prevalent theme.

21                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  It's kind of

22  throughout and if you read the whole plan you get

23  sort of a flavor of it.  But in many, many of the

24  broad meetings on policy we talked about private

25  wells.  And it was brought up, not only by me, but
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 2  So I thought that maybe as time ran out, to write

 3  a pathway forward.  So that was my thought.

 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So can we just

 5  talk about what would be in that pathway forward?

 6  What do you see as the major steps?

 7                 LORI MATHEU:  I think the major

 8  step, like, the hugest hurdle is just getting

 9  legislation passed that would do basic testing,

10  like bacteriological, physical testing.  And then

11  start at least, like when we had Gary Robbins,

12  Professor Robbins come to the policy group and

13  give a presentation on private wells.

14                 You know, he's always out there

15  looking to put together some funding to get

16  together an inventory so at least we know where

17  these private wells are.  So maybe some basics.

18  We start with baby steps first and keep it really

19  simple, that we know private wells exist.  We know

20  that there's hundreds of thousands of them, but we

21  have no idea of the quality and we have no idea of

22  the location.  We have basic ideas and we have

23  scattered information, but a pathway forward would

24  mean to at least to try to move forward with

25  proposed legislation on basic level testing for
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� 1  all private wells.

 2                 And maybe, if that doesn't pass,

 3  maybe you start simple with all new wells, all new

 4  private wells.  And all new private wells have to

 5  go through -- and Gary mentioned -- I'm forgetting

 6  all the details, but he has sort of a format.  He

 7  has gathered information on private wells and

 8  maybe we can, you know, work on some sort of

 9  format for new wells, and a new well moving

10  forward.  Let's start small and see what we can

11  do.  That would be a pathway, I think.

12                 Because I think it's scary to a lot

13  of people.  Many, many different groups out there,

14  if you're going to say, we're going to test for

15  everything and we want to do an inventory and we

16  want to do it in the year -- and there's a lot of

17  money and there's a lot of effort that would go

18  into that.

19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So may I make a

20  suggestion rather than sort of getting to

21  legislation without having an opportunity to have

22  a lot of discussion about it?  To sort of frame it

23  more that we have concerns that people are being

24  exposed to contaminants in their water.  We need

25  to do something about testing of private wells.
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 2  but not actually jump to what we think is probably

 3  the right thing to do, but just legislation.  But

 4  the point is, there isn't any testing that needs

 5  to be --

 6                 LORI MATHEU:  I think we've been

 7  there for 20 years saying, we should test, we

 8  should test.  I think now is the time to push it,

 9  and under this plan.

10                 And so one of the efforts that the

11  Health Department has tried to move forward and

12  has not been as successful is just that, passing

13  legislation.  I think we've talked for years.  I

14  think we've known -- anyone who's sat in through

15  Gary's presentation, you get concerned if you have

16  a private well and you haven't tested it, because

17  there's pockets of uranium.  There's pockets of

18  arsenic, and they're at super high numbers in

19  certain areas of the state.

20                 And so we all know that, and

21  there's other emerging contaminants that could be

22  found in the ground beyond that.  But I think

23  starting small and slow would make some sense and

24  I know legislation is going to be difficult.  It

25  has been difficult, but we've talked for a very
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� 1  long time about private wells and trying to do

 2  something, and it never seems to get off the

 3  ground.

 4                 So using the platform of the plan

 5  and the public outreach that we plan to do over

 6  the next six months -- and see what people say.

 7  Maybe people will come out and say, no way.  I

 8  don't want that.  Take it out.  You know, people

 9  are going to come out against it.  I don't know.

10  I would imagine that local health directors and

11  the people that we talked to in the Health

12  Department would say, this is necessary because we

13  just don't know what people are consuming in their

14  homes.

15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well, if we're

16  going to go for it, we should really go for it.

17  So I would want the recommendation to sort of be

18  put in that similar -- to have to do a perc test

19  associated with your septic system.  Before you

20  actually build a house you need an installed well

21  that has appropriate quality and appropriate

22  quantity to support the size of the house.  I

23  mean, if we're going to do it we should do it.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  What happens now

25  when someone builds a house and puts a well in?
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 2                 LORI MATHEU:  They drill the well

 3  last.

 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Nobody tests the

 5  well?

 6                 LORI MATHEU:  They do a basic test

 7  on new wells, a standard chemistry test.  So it's

 8  a bacteriological, physical, iron, and whatever.

 9  But that's only for new wells that are drilled.

10  And they are drilled last, after the septic and

11  foundation is in place.

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  After your

13  investment has --

14                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well I know there's

16  a lot of people that have difficulties with

17  wells after they buy the house.

18                 LORI MATHEU:  Betsy, I would agree

19  with it.  It's a certificate process for private

20  wells essentially.

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So you want to put

22  it in the plan, is what you're saying?

23                 LORI MATHEU:  Sure.

24                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And it sounds like

25  as a pathway forward, which as we've developed the
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 2  you can move it forward.  So it's not, you know,

 3  drafted language.  It's not.  You know, so it can

 4  be added on and probably should be added on as

 5  it's pushed forward, but it's some ideas at this

 6  moment in time.

 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And it's a way to

 8  consolidate these ideas in a fairly highly visible

 9  place in the report.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.

11                 LORI MATHEU:  Exactly.  And one

12  thing with -- and I keep going back to Gary's

13  presentation, but he was adamant that we needed to

14  start collecting information.  Maybe even part of

15  the pathway -- I forget your terms, Kirk, in that

16  you use the pathways, the categories that you

17  have.

18                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I use a lot of

19  terms.

20                 LORI MATHEU:  The subcategories in

21  the pathways.  And again it was, whatever,

22  whatever.  But one of the two's would be to work

23  on a strategy to collect an inventory of existing

24  wells.

25                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  So the first
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 2                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.

 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Information needs,

 4  outreach and possible partnerships.

 5                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.

 6                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Consensus

 7  building, and I think, you know, something that

 8  has been brought up at some of the presentations

 9  is the real estate groups.  So you know, it could

10  be on one point of consensus building.

11                 LORI MATHEU:  So if we put that out

12  there, to Betsy's point, and that strongly -- I'm

13  sure we're going to be getting some pushback, but

14  should also hear from others that might say, yeah,

15  that makes absolute sense.  So that would make it

16  much more definitive and helpful.

17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  All right?

18                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  May I make a

19  quick comment?  Lori, what I heard you say was it

20  had two pieces that are intimately related.  One

21  is the water quality and the testing, and the

22  other is the location of all the wells.  And I

23  think they're in some ways very separate and Gary

24  was addressing both.

25                 In his research area he would use
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� 1  students to collect that data.  I just want to put

 2  out there -- I've mentioned it before, but I think

 3  it should be part of the discussion, that the

 4  inventory, a large inventory of the groundwater

 5  wells, domestic wells does exist.

 6                 It's Bob Hefferman's work that he

 7  did over probably eight or ten years.  He has more

 8  than 10,000 records in it.  And when he did it he

 9  wanted to be able to sell it to the State.  And I

10  have no idea what the price tag would be, but I

11  think that should at least be considered because

12  the price tag, even if you use students, can go

13  high very, very quickly pawing through all the

14  individual reports.

15                 So I just want to make note that

16  that does exist, and if you all want to pursue it

17  and see what he would be charging and whether it

18  would be worth it, that's certainly something that

19  could be considered.

20                 LORI MATHEU:  That's a

21  consideration, that we've known about that

22  inventory for years.  One of the other things that

23  he used, new technology with GIS and, you know,

24  you can get down to a certain level now with GIS

25  technology and print out building lots and all
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 2  GIS I think in a very creative way, versus having

 3  to do a lot of field work.

 4                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Thank you.  I

 5  think we've got enough information to draft

 6  something there.

 7                 Moving on to another set of

 8  comments that we need some feedback on.  So this

 9  is in section three of the report, which is on one

10  of the data sections.  And the way that the

11  comment reads is that the plan --

12                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  This is number

13  five?

14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  On our two-page

15  summary.  The plan should acknowledge that

16  groundwater is not included under the current

17  streamflow regulations.  The plan should not

18  advocate whether groundwater should or should not

19  be included under streamflow regulations, but

20  simply note that it is not now.

21                 And I think, you know, the

22  streamflow, maybe we can jump to also look at

23  comment number seven on this list, which also

24  talks about streamflow regulations on safe yield.

25  So our concerns on at least section three in that
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 2  compares or relates to future water demands and

 3  supply, whether it would be added to the previous

 4  section, but we wanted to see your thoughts about

 5  groundwater and minimum streamflow standards and

 6  making sure that, you know, we appropriately

 7  provide text in the report associated with that.

 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I didn't get

 9  it as it related to the section that they were

10  referring to.

11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That was part of

12  the reason why we talked about it.  We didn't

13  quite understand the location in the report that

14  was being referenced.

15                 LORI MATHEU:  It seems to be

16  incorrect.

17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Can we leave it at

18  this?  If you agree with this statement, can we

19  find where we've addressed it and make sure that

20  the statement fits the tone of the comment?

21                 LORI MATHEU:  I'm fine with the

22  comment.  Just the location is wrong.

23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, the

24  first sentence is true, is that groundwater is not

25  included in the current streamflow regulations.
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� 1  The part about not advocating here depends on

 2  where here is.  And I don't think anyone is

 3  advocating that groundwater be integrated into the

 4  streamflow regs at this point in time.  That

 5  doesn't mean that the connection between

 6  groundwater and streamflow and diversions

 7  shouldn't be addressed.  So the second

 8  sentence out of context doesn't make any sense.

 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  We will find out

10  where that exists.  It may be in one of the

11  pathways, and then carry your thought forward

12  there, Betsy.

13                 ELAINE SISTARE:  All right.  So

14  while we're thinking streamflow let's also look at

15  comment number seven on this, which is about

16  deleting the paragraph on page 527.  And it says,

17  the reasoning is the impact of streamflow

18  regulations on safe yields analysis.

19                 Each water utility will need to

20  conduct for their affected sources, and it's

21  already underway through the WUCC process.  So it

22  should not be a high-level recommendation that's

23  in the plan, and I guess we just wanted to, you

24  know, to make sure that we understood and that

25  ultimately we can delete that component of the
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� 1  policy recommendation, because I guess that's

 2  where it is.

 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Delete it or change

 4  it to an acknowledgment that it's being addressed

 5  by the WUCC process.

 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we

 7  recommended deletion.

 8                 Because it's actually sort of a

 9  smaller piece of -- and we actually think that it

10  really fits in this section in terms of all of the

11  things that were going on.  It's under

12  environmental monitoring.  I'm not so sure we've

13  really got it.

14                 In addition, impact.  When the regs

15  were adopted this was considered.  I agree that we

16  need to know, but -- so that was our take on it.

17                 LORI MATHEU:  I don't have that

18  wording in front of me.

19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  5-27.

20                 LORI MATHEU:  This is the separate

21  wording.

22                 So you want that -- you want C

23  taken out?

24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.

25                 LORI MATHEU:  Why?  Why would you


                            58
� 1  want that taken out?

 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So, it doesn't

 3  fit within that piece.  That work is being done by

 4  the WUCC.  This is a really high-level

 5  recommendation.  It is not really clear why it's

 6  in there, and why it's in this location in

 7  particular.

 8                 LORI MATHEU:  Suggested policy

 9  recommendations --

10                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Under data, under

11  the data policy recommendation, correct.

12                 LORI MATHEU:  Yeah, the data policy

13  recommendations.  To me, it seems to fit.

14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So what's going

15  to happen with that data once it's developed?

16  What's the purpose of the data?  What do you do

17  with it, and where do you go with it?

18                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, I think it goes

19  to the point of the second bullet on the plan

20  summary when we talk about class A water.

21                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The two-page

22  summary?

23                 LORI MATHEU:  And it goes to the

24  part about the executive summary, which repeats

25  that saying, you know, I am to maintain the
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� 1  highest quality drinking water.  I think a big

 2  part of this plan, and what the Health Department

 3  actually really likes about this plan is the

 4  acknowledgment of those items that we maintain the

 5  highest quality water for drinking.

 6                 But we do know that minimum

 7  streamflow -- and let's be honest, minimum

 8  streamflow is going to have a direct impact on the

 9  existing safe yield, and we have to be able to

10  understand that.  And we have to understand how

11  much and quantify that, and then be able to plan

12  for it appropriately in order to maintain number

13  two, and in order maintain the second bullet under

14  background.

15                 We're the only State that prohibits

16  this and we want to continue to maintain that, and

17  we believe in that.  That was the very first

18  policy meeting that I was at that everybody said,

19  let's take that right off the table.  We all agree

20  that we should maintain that.

21                 So that's what that goes to.  To

22  me, it's incredibly important to quantify how much

23  that's going to impact safe field, and where that

24  water is going to come from in the future so that

25  we can continue to maintain item two in the
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 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My understanding

 3  is that work is underway through the WUCC process

 4  and will be vetted through the WUCC process.  It's

 5  also, I trust, part of any water supplier's

 6  planning and updating of their water supply plan.

 7  It's not actually a task that the Water Planning

 8  Council would take on, and I just don't think it

 9  belongs here.

10                 LORI MATHEU:  Maybe it's in the

11  wrong place, but I think it has to be identified.

12  And then it could be identified that the WUCC is

13  working on that, or these other plans are working

14  on it because what you say to many other folks is

15  that there's other plans that do this or that,

16  this and that, for, you know, the blue plan, the

17  green plan and whatever plan, whatever plan, state

18  plan.

19                 You mentioned that you tee up an

20  issue and then you say another plan has taken care

21  of that.  I think maybe that's -- that we just

22  need rewrite that to a point and put it in the

23  right place.  But it is a data need.  It is a data

24  need and the WUCC is working on that.

25                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  There are a couple
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� 1  of places we could include that thought if you're

 2  comfortable with it.  We have a section on the

 3  instream flow policy recommendation on the

 4  instream flow, which is basically an

 5  acknowledgment that these are being implemented

 6  statewide for all the right reasons.  And would

 7  that be an appropriate place to say the WUCC

 8  process is evaluating the impacts of instream flow

 9  as part of that acknowledgment?  Would that be an

10  appropriate reference?

11                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  Wording that

12  same way that you have written there about impact

13  on quantity, that would be fine.  But I

14  think under data needs, I think it is a data need.

15  I think it's important to acknowledge.

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I actually don't

17  think that's necessarily the right place to put

18  it, Kirk.  One of our concerns -- so where?  Can

19  you be more specific of where you would put it?

20                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  Let's see

21  the contents here.  It would be section 5.2.3.8,

22  implementation of the minimum streamflow

23  regulations.

24                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Which is another

25  policy recommendation.
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� 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  It's on page 522.

 2  And I think we had scaled that back.  We also have

 3  a pathway forward in streamflow, and maybe that's

 4  a more appropriate place for it to just encourage

 5  the coordination and the continuation of the work

 6  that the WUCC process is doing.

 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I would rather

 8  see it in the pathway forward than I would in this

 9  section.

10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Okay.  Are you

11  comfortable with that, Lori?  That's more action

12  oriented, anyway.

13                 LORI MATHEU:  You're suggesting

14  taking out the words in 522?

15                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The paragraph C,

16  under the data policy recommendations.  Under 2,

17  paragraph 2C, under the data policy

18  recommendation.

19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And move that to

20  the pathway forward for instream flow.

21                 LORI MATHEU:  I guess I would

22  disagree.  I would want to see it there, because I

23  think it's important.  It's critically important

24  to maintain the highest quality drinking water.

25  And without that information we don't have a clue
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� 1  how we're going to maintain the highest quality

 2  water for drinking.  I have no idea, because right

 3  now in some utilities -- and the information we're

 4  starting to gather, it's pretty significant.

 5                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Could I make an

 6  observation?  If I were a private citizen and I

 7  wanted to know about what the plan said about the

 8  impacts of instream flow, I wouldn't look to the

 9  data section for that.  I would look under the two

10  headings that specifically talked about instream

11  flow.

12                 So even though it is a data need,

13  it might be more impactful to include it in the

14  pathway forward.  That's where I would look for

15  it.

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And also

17  pointing out there are considerable offramps built

18  into the regs depending on what the impact is and

19  where you are as a utility in meeting your margin

20  of safety and other issues.

21                 LORI MATHEU:  But those offramps

22  are under a drought situation and under your

23  margin of safety issues.  And so only when you're

24  hitting those critical points is when you get the

25  offramp.  So offramps are fine when you get
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� 1  critical points, but when you're doing planning

 2  you should be planning for 10, 20 years.  And yes,

 3  critical points are important, but also planning

 4  for the future is.

 5                 So the offramps don't give you the

 6  water you need for future planning.  They give you

 7  offramps for critical situation issues such as

 8  drought, such as minimum margin of safety issues.

 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And that makes

10  sense, because the premise was -- our goal through

11  those streamflow regs was to try to balance

12  downstream needs with upstream uses in the

13  reservoir going forward.  And that ultimately we

14  get to a point where we can move forward, so

15  that's the goal.  There's no question that's the

16  goal.

17                 LORI MATHEU:  And I think beyond --

18  we're always thinking about the presentations

19  we're going to have to do in the next six months.

20  So if people say, oh, really.  That's great.  How

21  are you going to maintain that high quality water

22  for drinking?  How do you know?  How do you

23  account for it?  What are you going to do?

24                 I think for us we need to quantify

25  it, understand it.  Where are the issues?  And
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� 1  then think about really changing the conservation

 2  ethic.  I mean, that's where these items work

 3  really well together in this executive summary.

 4  One leads into the next.

 5                 And when we talk about this at a

 6  high level to politicians, to chief elected

 7  officials and other people about this plan, I

 8  think that's what we have to strategize on, is how

 9  did we find that balance?  How do we find that

10  balance between minimum streamflow and high

11  quality water for human consumption?  How do we

12  find that?

13                 I think a lot of it has to do with

14  reuse of class B, reuse for non-potable use and

15  water conservation, because if you think about

16  what's going on in the western part of the state,

17  you know, using all that water for irrigation,

18  does that make any sense?  And should you be

19  pursuing more class A water if you're going to

20  just use 80 percent of your supply for irrigation?

21                 So you know, talk about big-picture

22  policy, the ethic needs to be changed.  And so it

23  says all of that.  So I want to be able to point

24  to places where we say this is an important issue.

25  So I think it belongs in multiple places, because


                            66
� 1  it is important, one of the most important points

 2  in the plan.

 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We have a

 4  difference of opinion.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So let me see who I

 6  can agree with.

 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  May I make a

 8  suggestion, Jack?

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Let's get

11  through everything else and table this and come

12  back to it.

13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.

14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Is that okay

15  with you, Lori?

16                 LORI MATHEU:  Sounds good.

17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  May I make another

18  suggestion?  And do with this as you see fit.  We

19  can talk about these for the next three days -- we

20  all if we could.  Could we jump ahead to talk

21  about some of the administrative details quickly

22  so we don't see those as afterthoughts at the end

23  and spend the remaining time on these comments?

24  Would that be okay with everybody?

25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.


                            67
� 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  So we've been

 2  really dealing with section three and two at the

 3  same time.  So let's jump ahead to section four

 4  and talk a little bit about the logistics of

 5  turning the documents over to you and some

 6  thoughts then about outreach and budget moving

 7  forward.

 8                 Our plan is to hand you -- and

 9  Elaine, you can elaborate on this -- Word

10  documents that you can modify and you would

11  probably want to assign a caretaker as a counsel

12  of those documents to ensure version consistency.

13  PDFs, of course, that you can share and post.

14                 And the executive summary is

15  written in a different piece of software,

16  InDesign.  I don't know if anybody has access to

17  that, but we could figure out -- we will need to

18  figure out how you can edit the executive summary.

19  We'll give it to you in a Word form, but you'll

20  also want the ability to modify electronically in

21  InDesign.

22                 Elaine, you had some thoughts on

23  hardcopies and flash drives, too.  Do you want to

24  share those?

25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Sure.  Yeah,
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� 1  rather than -- because these are going to be large

 2  sized PDF files, so I think basically a memory

 3  stick -- four memory sticks to the Water Planning

 4  Council members.  And paper copies of the June

 5  2017 final draft report.  I'm suggesting two per

 6  Water Planning Council member, but I could

 7  increase that by a couple if necessary.

 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Increasing by a

 9  couple would be nice.

10                 LORI MATHEU:  Four would be good.

11                 ELAINE SISTARE:  So four per number

12  of the Water Planning Council.

13                 LORI MATHEU:  Six would be better.

14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I'm sure 20 would

15  be better.  Right?

16                 LORI MATHEU:  I'll take six, then.

17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I hear two and six,

18  so we'll go with four.

19                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The middle ground.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  PURA needs two, so

21  just make two for us.

22                 LORI MATHEU:  My Commissioner needs

23  one.  You know, my staff needs some.  We have

24  another section.  I'm sure Betsey has the same.

25  You know, commissioners love to have the paper
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� 1  copies.

 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Sixteen between

 3  all of you, and do you think that would be

 4  reasonable?  I don't know, you know, an OPM

 5  representative is not here.

 6                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  You can divide them

 7  up as you see fit.

 8                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Six for the two of

 9  you?

10                 LORI MATHEU:  I'll take four.

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Give me four, and

12  then I'll give Gary two.

13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So 16.

14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  And along

15  with, you know, like I said, the memory sticks and

16  the executive summary would be bound inside of it

17  as part of the report.  The two-page handout will

18  not be bound as part of the report, but you know,

19  as I've delivered in the past, slipped in.

20                 We do expect -- and it kind of goes

21  to the consultant to the Council transfer, but

22  we'll put in, you know, a one or two-page letter

23  from CDM Smith saying, here's the final draft

24  report.  So that would be bound inside the report,

25  too.
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� 1                 Beside that, that's about the

 2  details associated with it, there has been some --

 3  if I'm remembering correctly from the last

 4  meeting, that July 5th is when the next time, you

 5  know, after you've received the report the July

 6  5th meeting would be your first opportunity to say

 7  you're ready to post it.

 8                 That's all I have.

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And I would

10  anticipate us opening a new docket for tracking

11  purposes because there's so much.  There's volumes

12  of information in the existing docket we have set

13  up the development of the water plan.

14                 So Mr. Neeley will set up a docket.

15  Probably it would be relevant or --

16                 NICK NEELEY:  Yeah, just to keep in

17  mind I know, you know, we've talked a lot about --

18  I don't know if this is relevant or not, but

19  there's been a lot of discussion about this

20  outreach plan.

21                 There's no mention of an outreach

22  plan in the statute itself.  All it says is the

23  Water Planning Council, once it has the draft

24  report shall publish it and put it out for public

25  comment.  That's what the statute calls for at a
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 2                 Just so I think some people were

 3  under the assumption that the statute calls for an

 4  outreach plan, practically it might, but it's not

 5  required by the statute.  It tells you, you have

 6  to have one public meeting.  You've got to post it

 7  on the Internet.  And that's a mechanism to gather

 8  comments, and that's the extent of it.

 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That's a good

10  point, Nick.  I think it's sort of an implicit

11  assumption on our part that because this would be

12  put to the Legislature for a vote, that

13  the outreach will be an effective step toward

14  securing that vote.

15                 All right.  We do want to

16  acknowledge that NEIWPCC has done a really nice

17  job tabulating all of the public comments to date

18  from the docket.  That will be included as an

19  appendix -- you may have mentioned that, Elaine --

20  and categorize the different kinds of comments

21  that we received.  So that would be part of the

22  report.  At least you haven't seen that yet, I

23  don't think.

24                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Not the individual

25  comments, the summary.
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� 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  The summary.

 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes.

 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Jack, do you want

 4  to talk a little bit about next steps going

 5  forward, opportunities for outreach, what your

 6  thoughts and plans are?

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And Lori or Betsey,

 8  just jump in here you if you want.

 9                 In terms of the budget, I mean, I

10  don't have to tell you it's in a state of flux

11  right now.  We are happy that we're going to have

12  Garrett Eucalitto who's going to be coming over

13  from the Office of Policy and Management.  He's

14  going to be the new representative on the Council

15  to replace David LeVasseur.

16                 David, we're not so certain he's

17  going to be available to come back in some type of

18  capacity because of the state of flux with the

19  budget.  We're still waiting to hear back from the

20  Army Corps of Engineers in terms of what might be

21  available there.

22                 NEIWPCC has some hours left and I

23  have to figure out how that translates into

24  dollars.  We would love to hear from them as

25  involved in some capacity as we go through this
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� 1  process.  We just have to figure out how to do it

 2  strategically and financially.

 3                 In terms of the outreach, one of

 4  the things that I've talked about is the fact that

 5  all three -- all the agencies, OPM, DEEP, PURA and

 6  DPH have our own communications people that work

 7  for us.  And I think over the next several weeks

 8  what I would suggest is that we get together and

 9  try to come up -- and it kind of goes with what

10  Virginia and Margaret talked about, that elevator

11  speech, those bullets that you came up with when

12  we were out in Fort Trumbull, so we can all really

13  speak with a unified voice going out.

14                 There might be some situations if

15  you're going to some of the -- the discussions we

16  just had previously between Lori and Betsey, those

17  are the kinds of things -- nothing wrong

18  with saying to people that you might have to get

19  back to them if you're a council of governments or

20  something like that to give an answer, but we

21  really want to have people go out and speak in a

22  unified voice after we formally accept this plan.

23                 And we have to move very quickly,

24  because before you know it December 31st will be

25  here.  So we have ideas.  As Nick said, you know,
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� 1  it's not that we're not mandated, but I think

 2  we've spent a great deal of time, effort and money

 3  on this.  And I think we have an obligation as the

 4  citizens of the State to go out and to promote

 5  this plan and to let them know what we've tried to

 6  do over the past year and a half.  So we're open

 7  to suggestions from the Water Planning Council or

 8  any of the Water Planning Council advisory group,

 9  or anybody as we move forward, but it's

10  challenging for us right now.

11                 One of the things that I had

12  mentioned is that at the PURA, and formally the

13  DPUC, we had a extensive consumer outreach program

14  for an electric supplier competition program.  So

15  we have some experience going out and speaking to

16  groups and doing public service announcements and

17  coming up with some literature to promote it.  So

18  Mike Coyle has been very involved with that back

19  at our shop.  So there's alternatives.  There's

20  things we can utilize moving forward.  And again,

21  we're open to, also, suggestions.

22                 I don't know if Betsey or Lori have

23  anything to add?

24                 LORI MATHEU:  I think that webinars

25  can be done and they can be produced.  And a
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� 1  number of us have the equipment, at least, and the

 2  people and the communication offices to be able to

 3  help us produce that.  And maybe we can have CDM

 4  Smith help us with some slides, which would be

 5  very helpful, focus a PowerPoint presentation.

 6                 As much as I hate PowerPoint, I

 7  think we should have something that could be used

 8  by anyone that we would have them deputized, as

 9  you mentioned, you know, people on the advisory to

10  go up and speak, but to use those slides and to

11  speak to the plan in a consistent manner.  I think

12  a unified voice is really very important.

13                 So I have spoken with my deputy

14  commissioner this morning and she is willing to,

15  as we had mentioned, get our Communications

16  Director Maura Downs involved with your

17  communications directors, and put their thoughts

18  together.

19                 We recently had built a new media

20  center at our department, so I think we could put

21  that to some good use.  So I think if we put our

22  communications people together I think we could

23  pool our resources and get something interesting

24  done.

25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  One thing I will
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� 1  add on to that memory stick at minimum, Lori, is

 2  that -- and brought this up at the advisory group

 3  yesterday exactly what you said about the

 4  presentation.  But the May 20th, I believe it was,

 5  public meeting number six.

 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  At the LOB.

 7                 ELAINE SISTARE:  At the LOB pretty

 8  much has, you know, the information that's

 9  included in the plan.  If those, you know,

10  individuals do presentations elsewhere maybe they

11  want to put in a couple, you know, specific slides

12  to that COG to that area of the state, et cetera,

13  but ultimately that is the framework of a

14  presentation for the plan.

15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we're halfway

16  through?

17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We're halfway

18  through.  There are some easy ones that I see.

19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Let's do the easy

20  ones first.

21                 DAVID MURPHY:  Can we take a break,

22  and have me come up and say -- I think I worked on

23  this section.

24                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I'd be happy to

25  take a break.
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� 1                 DAVID MURPHY:  Not a long break.

 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Section 5-3.  The

 3  one that perhaps we skipped was item number six,

 4  which is about climate change.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Let's take a

 6  five-minute break, so we can do the environment

 7  later.

 8

 9                 (Whereupon, a recess was taken from

10  3:00 p.m. to 3:11 p.m.)

11

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's

13  reconvene.

14                 DAVID MURPHY:  I wanted to continue

15  with the comments, comment six from DEEP.  This is

16  a comment about the climate change discussion, and

17  I believe there was a discussion offline a few

18  minutes ago.  Was there some resolution on this

19  one?

20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.  I mean, so

21  basically -- and I'm not going to do as articulate

22  a job as Corinne did, because this was discussed

23  at science and technical.  What we'd like to see

24  is some additional recommendations that as we move

25  forward we really need to be looking at climate
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� 1  change and reassessing as we go.  And that my

 2  understanding is you guys have looked over 25

 3  years.  There's a need for continuing to evaluate

 4  climate change, the impacts and further refining

 5  them.

 6                 Does that accurately capture it,

 7  Corinne or Kirk?

 8                 CORINNE FITTING:  Yeah, it just

 9  needed the next step.

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It needed the

11  next step.

12                 CORINNE FITTING:  And a couple

13  sentences will do it.

14                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I'll do that.

15                 DAVID MURPHY:  Comment seven, I

16  believe we are?

17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Tabling until

18  the end.

19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  So comment eight, I

20  spoke to Alicea during the break, and Betsey as

21  well, and I think we have a resolution on this

22  one.

23                 Betsey, would you like to describe

24  it?

25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:   5-3-22.
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� 1                 DAVID MURPHY:  Page 536.

 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So this is about

 3  the policy discussion that the policy subcommittee

 4  had about interconnections.  I think we had four

 5  meetings where we talked about interconnections

 6  and we ended up with two competing policy sort of

 7  statements.  I think there's concern about

 8  including the draft policy statements, because we

 9  never reached consensus on them.

10                 So my suggestion, and Alicea

11  agreed, would be to delete the first two sentences

12  of the policy subcommittee language section and

13  basically just end up with a statement of fact

14  about what happened and what we'd be focused on.

15                 So for those of you who are looking

16  at it, the paragraph would start with, there was

17  agreement that interconnections between public

18  water supply systems have multiple benefits, and

19  it would end with sustainability, and that's it.

20  Short and simple, and to the point.

21                 You okay with that, Lori?  Did you

22  understand that?

23                 LORI MATHEU:  (Nodding

24  affirmatively.)

25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  On page 536.
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� 1  Right?  So delete under paragraph C, under

 2  consensusbuilding communication, delete the first

 3  sentence.  Start --

 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Two sentences.

 5                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Two sentences?

 6  Okay.  Start with, there was agreement.

 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah.

 8                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And that sentence

 9  stands alone?

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And keep the

11  rest of the paragraph, and go all the way down to

12  sustainability.

13                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.

14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And that's it.

15                 LORI MATHEU:  So all you're

16  deleting are the first two sentences?

17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And the draft

18  policy statements.

19                 ELAINE SISTARE:  What's written in

20  blue, those subparagraphs under that about the

21  draft sentences.

22                 LORI MATHEU:  Where do the two

23  draft policy statements come from?

24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  They came out of

25  the policy subcommittee, but there was never
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� 1  consensus on them.

 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And then just to

 3  clarify this is in the pathways.  It's not draft

 4  language.

 5                 LORI MATHEU:  There was a lot of

 6  discussion about interconnections and the fact

 7  that -- especially emergency interconnections

 8  should be fostered, not only for sharing of water,

 9  but for resiliency.

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And

11  environmental sustainability.  It sort of went,

12  all of those pieces --

13                 LORI MATHEU:  I really thought we

14  had consensus on the discussions like that.

15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We didn't.

16                 LORI MATHEU:  I cannot remember

17  people disagreeing.

18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We didn't get

19  consensus.

20                 ELAINE SISTARE:  In the way that

21  it's written, yeah, we wrote it as consensus was

22  not reached, but you know, we've included it as a

23  draft.  That's, you know, reading this paragraph

24  in full.  So it's, you know, while I think the

25  phrase is draft, in its phrase, the consensus was
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� 1  not reached, the question is, you know, whether we

 2  should strike them from the plan.

 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So the beauty

 4  is -- to me, is that the two sentences that remain

 5  capture the concepts that are embedded in both

 6  draft policy one and draft policy two, and talk

 7  about the importance of those interconnections and

 8  the possibility of utilizing them without then

 9  pulling forward the language, which from my

10  memory, the policy subcommittee didn't reach

11  agreement upon.

12                 LORI MATHEU:  I thought we had

13  consensus on this.  Is there anyone else that was

14  in those meetings in this room?

15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Alicea.

16                 DAVID RADKA:  What was the

17  discussion?

18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Did we reach

19  consensus on both policy recommendations.

20                 DAVID RADKA:  Can you paraphrase

21  the policy recommendations?

22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Bob young is

23  what you need to know.

24                 DAVID RADKA:  I thought we pretty

25  much reached consensus on the pieces that you've
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� 1  put on it as far as the drivers for it.

 2                 CORINNE FITTING:  I think we

 3  reached consensus on some of the drivers, but we

 4  never decided that that policy was what we were

 5  going with.  We had multiple discussions and we

 6  could never quite get there.

 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  What I recall is

 8  that we agreed that the language was useful, but

 9  didn't belong as a policy recommendation as the

10  language was crafted.  And I think the suggestion

11  was made by somebody to include the language in

12  the plan as an example of how future policies

13  could be crafted, but not specifically recommend

14  that language.  And I think, Elaine, that's why

15  you're saying we included it as a pathway for

16  discussion, but not as recommended language.

17                 So I agree, I don't think there was

18  consensus that it was a policy recommendation, but

19  there was an expression of a need to at least

20  preserve that language in some way in the plan as

21  an example.  That's how I remember it.

22                 DAVID RADKA:  I would disagree.  I

23  would characterize it maybe a little -- a step

24  further than that.  There seemed to be consensus

25  that interconnections had value.
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 2                 DAVID RADKA:  And I think that's

 3  what you were talking about, Corinne, is that.

 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And there's

 5  still language in there that does that.

 6                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  My discomfort --

 7  Alicea Charamut, Connecticut River Conservancy.

 8  My discomfort with it was that the language that

 9  we weren't -- everyone was not comfortable putting

10  forward.

11                 If it's in the plan it's going to

12  be just too easy for someone to point out and say,

13  it's here.  Let's just use this language, when

14  there were -- and I know I wasn't the only one

15  that was not comfortable with the second

16  recommendation which went beyond emergency

17  interconnections.

18                 LORI MATHEU:  Are you more

19  concerned with policy number one versus policy

20  number two?  Or policy number two with more

21  concern --

22                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Which one was the

23  emergency interconnections?

24                 LORI MATHEU:  Number two.

25                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  I was more
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� 1  concerned with policy number one.

 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No, I'm sorry.

 3  You're concerned with policy number two.

 4                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Okay.  Thank you.

 5  What did Betsey say?

 6                 LORI MATHEU:  Policy number two.

 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And just,

 8  Alicea, not to speak for you, but I think your

 9  concern about policy number two is that there are

10  no controls on it.  Correct?  It reduces barriers

11  and provides incentives.

12                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Right.

13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But there's no

14  balance provided in the policy.

15                 LORI MATHEU:  So could we leave

16  draft policy number one in?  Alicea, since it's

17  your comment?

18                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  I seem to recall

19  having more consensus around that policy than the

20  other one.  I wish Margaret was here.  Maybe she

21  might remember --

22                 LORI MATHEU:  I remember it.

23                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Yeah, I recall we

24  had consensus around that policy.

25                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  It's very short.
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 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The draft policy

 3  one, promote legislation regulation and regulatory

 4  administration that reduces barriers and provides

 5  incentives for water utilities to construct

 6  permanent interconnections that can be utilized on

 7  a short-term basis to provide reliability during

 8  emergency situations without impacting the

 9  systems' margin of safety.

10                 Draft policy two has the same

11  phrasing to start, but instead ends with, to

12  construct permanent interconnections that provide

13  system resiliency and environmental

14  sustainability.

15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And that goes to

16  why there wasn't sort of agreement, because this

17  concept of environmental sustainability in

18  utilizing interconnections to provide for a wide

19  variety of things is where the group couldn't come

20  to consensus.

21                 LORI MATHEU:  On policy two?

22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well, if we

23  could have come to consensus it probably would

24  have been policy one.  That's why policy one isn't

25  broad enough from our perspective.


                            87
� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Why don't we leave

 2  both in there and go out on the road with them?

 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We've got no

 4  other draft policies in here, would be another way

 5  to look at it.

 6                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  The gist of it

 7  is covered in the text.

 8                 LORI MATHEU:  I agree with Jack to

 9  leave it in there and see what comes with it, or

10  take out draft policy number two since that seems

11  to be the more -- and I do remember that that was

12  a little bit more on the edge, but we talked a lot

13  about emergency situations and emergency

14  interconnections.  And I think -- I swear I've

15  been to many, many meetings.  I swear we had

16  consensus on that.

17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we can check

18  the minutes.

19                 LORI MATHEU:  Good, because I

20  recall a conversation where we talked about this.

21                 DAVID MURPHY:  The narrative also

22  doesn't say, these are examples.  It might be

23  something that we could fix by saying, these are

24  potential examples.

25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  It's almost
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� 1  giving, you know, a half an inch forward on a

 2  pathway forward.  This is how a pathway forward

 3  could get pushed forward, you know, in a very

 4  small step, you know, and these are two options.

 5                 So you know, maybe some

 6  wordsmithing to state it as that.  But you know,

 7  like Betsey said, no, it's not in any of the other

 8  pathways forward, but I guess because there was

 9  significant conversations at the policy meetings

10  that's where, you know, it was drafted as it

11  reads.

12                 The other, you know, somewhat of --

13  the comment and responses stand as their own, too.

14  So there is, you know, depending on what the final

15  draft of the report is, those comments and

16  responses also stand as part of the documentation

17  of development.

18                 DAVID MURPHY:  So they document the

19  changes in some opinions?

20                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes.

21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Say that again

22  please, Elaine?

23                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The comment log

24  similar to as we did for the phase one report, the

25  comment log will be a document that we deliver as,
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 2  how, you know, they're either agree, disagree,

 3  other.

 4                 In this resolution detail, you

 5  know, what the resolution detail -- probably reads

 6  something like, you know, this was discussed at

 7  the Water Planning Council special meeting.  You

 8  know, left in or, you know, otherwise and, you

 9  know, this was, you know, while it continues to be

10  draft language it's an example, some kind of

11  summary.

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Another way to

13  approach it would be the way that you've proposed

14  agricultural practices, because the agricultural

15  practices language was actually adopted by the

16  policy subcommittee.  But what you've done, and

17  it's done on page 5-20, is you put a note in and

18  say, this language was prepared by the policy

19  subcommittee and has been adapted to fit the

20  context of the plan's goals.  You could take a

21  similar approach on this issue.

22                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And maybe my first

23  stop with there is that that is a draft policy

24  recommendation versus a pathway forward.  You

25  know, the pathway forward, as we've developed them
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� 1  and as we had them reviewed, you know, we

 2  encourage that.  You know, these are ideas.

 3  There's no wrong idea.  There's nothing, you know,

 4  we shouldn't say, no.  If you list six groups,

 5  could we, you know, list seven or eight?  Sure.

 6  But we're not going to, you know, we can list a

 7  definite amount and still not have it all there,

 8  but it's to provide information as on the topic so

 9  that it can be discussed and pushed forward if

10  appropriate.

11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So where are we?

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You were going to

13  soften the language?

14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We can, certainly.

15  We can format it a little more clear that, you

16  know, unlike other pathways forward we're

17  including some start to a --

18                 DAVID MURPHY:  Two examples, two

19  examples of the language.

20                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Correct.  And then

21  also document on this resolution detail that, you

22  know, discussion was at the Water Planning Council

23  meeting, and ultimately just that.  That while

24  there was some concerns about moving it forward,

25  we've addressed by softening the language and, you
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� 1  know, noting that it is a pathway forward for

 2  ideas.

 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I'm really

 4  uncomfortable with the policy language.  We did

 5  talk about it.  The concepts as they're addressed

 6  in the text I think are right on.  That could

 7  actually be expanded.

 8                 Even if you worked sort of the

 9  policy, the draft policy language into the text,

10  it would stand out less than two draft policy

11  recommendations that are in blue.  Nothing else is

12  in blue even though it says, needs consensus,

13  which from my perspective there wasn't consensus

14  about.  I think it gives them too much weight.

15                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Perhaps we should

16  just, you know -- did I interrupt you, Lori?  Did

17  you have a thought?

18                 LORI MATHEU:  No.

19                 ELAINE SISTARE:  You know, taking

20  it out of, like you say, rather than, you know,

21  maybe I can include it as a bracketed paragraph of

22  text of that, you know, and just format it a

23  little differently so that it doesn't stand out.

24                 LORI MATHEU:  I remember the

25  conversation in the policy group where there was a
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� 1  discussion about impacts of high-quality water for

 2  future sources.  And we thought that

 3  interconnections and sharing of water would be a

 4  way to avoid and to limit or reduce the impact of

 5  developing new sources of supply versus sharing

 6  the water across the state.

 7                 And I really thought we had good

 8  consensus on that issue.  I could clearly remember

 9  the conversation about that sort of thing versus

10  developing new surface water supplies up in the

11  headwater streams.  I can clearly remember this

12  conversation in the policy group.

13                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  And I

14  clearly remember talking specifically about

15  barrier removal outside of emergency situations.

16  And myself -- and I know Mike from UConn said the

17  same thing, and we were uncomfortable with that

18  barrier removal because you don't have the checks

19  and balances there.

20                 So that's where we didn't have

21  consensus.  I remember that very clearly.

22                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  My recommendation,

23  if I can jump in, is since we're touting this

24  entire plan as a consensus based plan to the

25  extent we can, why don't we leave in the first one


                            93
� 1  where there was general agreement as an example,

 2  to underline this as an example of how this

 3  pathway can ultimately lead to the policy, and

 4  let's strike the second one for now.

 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Alicea, are you

 6  okay with that?

 7                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  (Nodding

 8  affirmatively.)

 9                 LORI MATHEU:  That works for me.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you for

11  those final comments.

12                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Thank you very much

13  everybody.  It's been a real privilege.  We

14  appreciate it.

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.

16  We appreciate all your work.

17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  So we've

18  made it through another one.  Let's see, Dave.

19  Where are we?

20                 DAVID MURPHY:  Number nine.  Number

21  nine is three paragraphs in the pathway forward

22  about streamflow regulations that had some

23  language about financial impacts, et cetera.

24                 The only reason we didn't address

25  these as DEEP suggested was that others had made
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� 1  edits to these, these three bullets.  And I --

 2  Betsey made a good point.  It would have been good

 3  to bring those edits to review.  We don't have

 4  them.  My recollection is for this specific

 5  comment the edits were mainly editorial, some

 6  wordsmithing.

 7                 So the discussion, I guess, is

 8  whether these three, A, B and C can stay, because

 9  other people that edited it that read them

10  evidently were fine with them.  Or should they go?

11  Is there a need to have them at all?

12                 So we can read them, if that's

13  helpful.

14                 Elaine, was this the page?

15                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes.

16                 DAVID MURPHY:  Okay.  So this is

17  the pathway forward in instream flow, ecological

18  flows and the minimum streamflow standards.

19                 Under information needs, minimum

20  streamflow regulations have impacted some

21  available water for public drinking water supply,

22  current and future safe yield.  It is

23  understood that impacts to safe yield and margin

24  of safety are being calculated by water utilities

25  and may be reported as part of the water


                            95
� 1  utility coordinating committee, the WUCC process

 2  and the information should be incorporated into

 3  implementation decisions for the plan.

 4                 B, it is recommended that the Water

 5  Planning Council study the financial impacts of

 6  regulatory resident water releases to water

 7  utilities.

 8                 C, it is recommended that although

 9  the ecological flow targets presented in this

10  report are not regulatory mandates -- and that's

11  in the brackets -- in parenthesis, unlike the

12  required reservoir releases, comma, the impacts of

13  satisfying these needs to the greatest extent

14  possible be included in the evaluation of the

15  impacts of the streamflow standards on water

16  utilities with respect to yield, margin of safety

17  and cost.

18                 So A is kind of what's happening

19  already.  B would be something extra for the Water

20  Planning Council to do going forward.  And then C

21  is kind of additional steps that can be taken.

22                 Betsey, do you have comment?

23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I think my

24  concern and our overall comments on this one were

25  driven by there is a -- and I still struggle with
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� 1  all of the terms.  There is a policy

 2  recommendation about implementation of minimum

 3  streamflow and I actually think that this

 4  discussion we're having now relates back to the

 5  comment number five.  Okay?  Because they are

 6  related.

 7                 And it was always my understanding

 8  that the recommended pathway forward for instream

 9  flow was not going to be about implementation of

10  minimum streamflow, because that's a policy

11  recommendation.  But it was going to be about how

12  do we achieve balance on instream flow moving

13  forward, and what do we need to look at?

14                 My actual hope for this

15  recommendation would be that it would be much

16  broader and really looking at broad

17  ecological flows, which it sort of does.  But then

18  it falls back down into minimum streamflow, which

19  isn't what it's about, which is why we're

20  recommending that those paragraphs come out.

21                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  May I interject,

22  Betsey?  I think this is related to a discussion

23  that went on in the science and technical

24  committee quite early on that the original

25  summary, basis summary sheets that had the bars
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� 1  had represented just the mandated flows from the

 2  streamflow regulations.

 3                 And it was general consensus in the

 4  science and technical group that that was not

 5  adequate as a representation of ecological flows,

 6  which I think is the point that you're making

 7  here.

 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Absolutely.

 9                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  And those, as

10  you recall, those summary sheets then added the

11  big, long hatch bars that represented the -- I

12  don't remember.  It was the 80th percentile and

13  the -- what?  50th, whatever.  It doesn't matter.

14                 But I think you're making the same

15  point, that the mandated minimum streamflows are

16  just a component of appropriate ecological flows.

17  And since we made the change in the summary sheets

18  it sounds like it would be appropriate to make a

19  similar change in this discussion.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Lori?

21                 LORI MATHEU:  Kirk, what you are

22  recommending?  How did this get in here to begin

23  with?  So why are these here in A, B and C?

24                 DAVID MURPHY:  I think as an

25  information need for ecological flows, C kind of
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� 1  gets at it best.  A and B kind of rehash what the

 2  impacts of the existing regulation are.  And I'm

 3  thinking out loud that A and B were kind of in

 4  there just to kind of get the reader familiar with

 5  what C would be suggesting if similar to what A

 6  and B are suggesting.

 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But C actually

 8  turns the issue on its head, because the real

 9  issue is in order to have sufficient ecological

10  flows statewide we probably need a new set of

11  tools.  We don't know what those set of tools are,

12  but we need a pathway forward to get there.

13                 I mean, whether that -- and now

14  we're going back up to comment five.  Whether that

15  is groundwater incorporated in the streamflow,

16  which I don't think it is, we have a component of

17  instream flow that is not regulated, but we know

18  that there's a need.  So how do we as a State

19  begin to grapple with that issue?

20                 And I really thought that that's

21  what this sort of pathway forward would be looking

22  at.  We don't have consensus on it.  I agree

23  totally, but it's identified in the balance

24  statement as one of the top sort of five issues

25  and it's recognized in the executive summary.  And
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� 1  somehow we need to be talking about this.

 2                 DAVID MURPHY:  So to get started

 3  with ecological flow as a pathway forward, is

 4  there an information need?  Or maybe there's not

 5  an immediate information need.  Maybe it starts

 6  with the partnerships and consensusbuilding.  I

 7  guess what I'm suggesting is what if we don't have

 8  information needs?

 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That would get

10  past this issue.

11                 LORI MATHEU:  I think these are

12  more impacts, because I mean, to go to ecological

13  flows -- I guess, some of the point is, minimum

14  streamflow has an impact.  To go above and

15  beyond minimum streamflow you're going to

16  ecological flows which is going to have an even

17  more significant impact.  So to understand, you

18  know, to get to ecological flow needs and to try

19  to meet those we already have impacts by minimum

20  streamflow.

21                 And so I think that just brings

22  that back and makes sure that the reader, whoever

23  is reading this is understanding that in order to

24  get to desired ecological flows you're impacting

25  other uses of that water supply significantly.
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 2  just termed incorrectly, but I don't agree with

 3  deleting those concepts because those were

 4  discussed.  And we talked a lot about the fact

 5  that the impact of minimum streamflow on existing

 6  safe yield belongs with the WUCC, and those

 7  calculations belong in the WUCC, but we were going

 8  to mention it in this plan, and I agreed to that

 9  and said, okay.  We're going to mention it, but

10  we're not going to calculate it here.  We'll

11  calculate it under the WUCC process.

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That's what A

13  is.

14                 LORI MATHEU:  So to bring it out

15  front -- right.  That's what A is.  And I would,

16  as far as I'm concerned, I would like to have

17  those three bullets until there.  And maybe it's

18  just inappropriately termed.

19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But it's not

20  about these ecological flows -- and the title is

21  actually probably wrong on the section.  This is

22  about meeting ecological flows statewide, which we

23  are not presently -- and minimum streamflow will

24  not get us there.

25                 The question is, in order to
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 2  set forth in the objectives, what do we do?  And

 3  we have some sort of general suggestions about how

 4  we move forward below.

 5                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Betsey, could

 6  you see moving some of that language into the

 7  introductory paragraph and then making information

 8  needs just much more focused?

 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So there's a

10  section -- no, I can't, Virginia, because there's

11  already a section on minimum streamflow

12  implementation.  That's not what this is about.

13  And what those things are, are about minimum.  A

14  certainly is about minimum streamflow.

15                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  But then, for

16  instance, C?  Could you move C into the

17  introductory paragraph, and then the information

18  needs would be to come up with some way of

19  assessing what an appropriate ecological flow

20  would be?  That's a huge question.

21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But in order to

22  do that you don't have to include an evaluation

23  that impacts those streamflow standards on water

24  utilities.  So it's a little bit like every

25  opportunity sort of goes back and harps on that
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� 1  issue, and I think we need to really focus on the

 2  ecological flows.

 3                 We do need balance.  This doesn't

 4  really drive us in one particular direction and

 5  doesn't -- I mean, it says it's an issue that we

 6  need to look at and provides some pathways for

 7  getting there.

 8                 LORI MATHEU:  But I think it's an

 9  important recognition if you take that next step

10  beyond minimum streamflow and look at ecological

11  flow needs, which are significant.  There's going

12  to be a significant impact to existing uses, which

13  includes public water systems and sources.  So to

14  continue to bring that back to the reader I think

15  is important.

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well, then when

17  we get to class A we should put something in there

18  that says, by the way, it impacts ecological

19  flows -- because we're taking it out.

20                 LORI MATHEU:  I agree.

21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think we've

22  done a good job of trying to balance our competing

23  needs, but always sort of bringing this issue back

24  up every time ecological flows are addressed.  I

25  don't think actually it treats that issue fairly
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� 1  in the context.  I mean, this is a really big

 2  issue for us.

 3                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  And minimum

 4  streamflow impacting safe yield is a big issue

 5  when we're looking at -- I would say, to us, but

 6  to the State, I would say when you're looking

 7  at meeting future need statewide and regionally,

 8  how can you meet the needs if you're failing to --

 9  lose existing safe yield.  We've got to start

10  looking at the numbers and quantifying that.

11                 Now to take that another step

12  further before ecological needs, it has even more

13  of an impact on the existing uses that are already

14  there.

15                 So I think mentioning it, maybe we

16  don't focus in on the details so much, but maybe

17  softening that, but I think it needs to be

18  mentioned.  And the fact that the WUCC process

19  will be, you know, that's a big part for us

20  because we backed off of this bigtime because we

21  were told the WUCC will calculate it.  And I said,

22  okay.  That's where it belongs.  I agree with

23  that.

24                 DAVID MURPHY:  What if we scrap A,

25  B, and C -- and possibly B and have an A and B.  A
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� 1  would be first to commission -- began to develop

 2  the targets.  And B, just as some water users have

 3  evaluated impacts on streamflow regulations,

 4  eventually they will need to evaluate the impacts

 5  of these regulations.

 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  If it is a

 7  regulation.

 8                 DAVID MURPHY:  If it is.

 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, we don't

10  know.

11                 DAVID MURPHY:  Right.  So that's

12  why it's A to B.  So A would be identify the

13  targets, and B would be just as those -- some have

14  chosen to evaluate impacts, they could begin to

15  evaluate impacts.  It's a pathway.

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I would much

17  rather see a second paragraph that says clearly

18  once those targets are defined there needs to be a

19  balancing of other needs and prioritization of

20  uses.  I mean, because that's really -- it's all

21  about that balance piece.

22                 DAVID MURPHY:  And I think that's

23  important enough to go in the introductory text.

24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think that's

25  really what Virginia was suggesting was that some
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 2                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Betsey, I think

 3  the comment you made might be apt, too, because

 4  this is a yeah-but.  This is great, but it's going

 5  to have this effect on the safe yield.  But if we

 6  had a yeah-but equivalent in the level A -- not

 7  the level A.  The class A discussion, yes, this is

 8  great for protecting public health, but it has an

 9  effect on the streamflow.  If they were to yell

10  out over there, too, as you mentioned, that would

11  keep it in balance.

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Right, but this

13  is about a future activity that we're going to

14  look at.  Anything that we propose or come up with

15  as either the Water Planning Council or as an

16  agency will be vetted, will go through all of the

17  process and all of these things will be evaluated.

18                 It doesn't mean that you frontload

19  it with sort of the potential negative

20  consequences when you actually don't really

21  understand what they do.  I mean, one of the

22  examples -- well, because there might be ways of

23  reaching both needs without impacting the

24  availability of water and having better

25  streamflows.  I mean, you don't know.  It could be
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 2                 LORI MATHEU:  Maybe the recognition

 3  of the evaluation needs to happen so that there's

 4  an understanding of the impact.  I just think that

 5  it's a very important concept.

 6                 DAVID RADKA:  May I offer a comment

 7  as a WUCC cochair?  I don't disagree that the

 8  WUCCs are very interested in this and will be

 9  pursuing this, but I don't believe that all

10  utilities will.  By the time the WUCC report and

11  your report is completed in basically a year from

12  now, that that analysis will have been done.

13                 And even where it's done, the

14  implications for utility by utility are going to

15  be very system specific.  So in some cases the

16  utility could assess the impacts of implementing

17  streamflow regulations, and we'll be able to

18  absorb it with very little impact.  In other areas

19  it will be more problematic and that will trigger

20  a need to look at, what are the alternatives?

21                 What do I do to comply with this?

22  Do I need to find a new source?  Do I need to

23  pursue an interconnection or not?

24                 So that work does need to be done,

25  but I don't believe it will be done in its
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� 1  totality by the time the WUCCs complete their

 2  work.

 3                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, the WUCC is an

 4  interesting animal because the WUCC continues.

 5  All right?  So the WUCC finishes its contract with

 6  MMI this time next year, but it doesn't end.  So

 7  to that point, those documents can be updated and

 8  revised moving forward.

 9                 So when I say the WUCC will

10  evaluate that -- and I agree with you.  Not every

11  utility has calculated this, but most of them

12  have, from what I'm understanding.  I have a

13  pretty good idea of what the impact is going to

14  be, pretty good.  And so we want to capture that

15  under the WUCC process and while we have MMI under

16  contract, but if that doesn't play out the timing

17  may not play out.

18                 We may be able to do -- we may

19  certainly be able to capture it as we move forward

20  after the year, you know, after July 1st of '18.

21                 DAVID RADKA:  And I think the

22  importance is -- to what you spoke to earlier, is

23  that in the state water plan that we really need

24  to capture it in two ways.  One is that it is a

25  data need and it will be a data need going
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� 1  forward, but then also just speaking about these

 2  are the potential implications, good, bad, and

 3  otherwise.  We just need to acknowledge that.

 4                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.

 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So my suggestion

 6  sort of going back to the earlier discussion we

 7  had -- so think about comment number seven, which

 8  is a comment that we tabled.  It really is about

 9  this very similar issue.  It was data needs and it

10  was streamflow regulations.

11                 My suggestion is that we take

12  paragraph A as it exists on page 5-47 and on

13  5.3.2.11, and substitute it for what is paragraph

14  C on page 5-27 to resolve that comment, because it

15  actually is the same thing, but does a better job

16  of addressing the WUCC process and those issues.

17                 And then the plan clearly documents

18  that the impact of minimum streamflow on safe

19  yield is something that needs to be determined.

20  The WUCC has taken the lead.  You know, if it

21  doesn't happen, then we need to go from there.

22                 And then taking Dave's suggestion

23  that we go straight on ecological flows to

24  possible partnerships, and skip the data piece.

25  Does that make sense?
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� 1                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I was mostly

 2  following along.

 3                 DAVID MURPHY:  So they would go

 4  where comment seven discusses --

 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.  A is the

 6  substitute for paragraph C on page 5-27.  So it

 7  remains in the data section.  It's documented in

 8  the plan.

 9                 LORI MATHEU:  That's fine with me.

10                 DAVID MURPHY:  And B goes away.

11  And C goes as well.

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Goes away, yeah.

13                 DAVID MURPHY:  So there's no

14  information needs?

15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Correct.

16                 Are you okay with that, Lori?

17                 LORI MATHEU:  I still think there

18  should be maybe a sentence or two that talks about

19  impact, because I don't think you should talk

20  about ecological flows and get to that next level

21  without saying that there will be an impact.  That

22  needs to be understood as you move forward.

23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So my suggestion

24  on how to do that would be someplace in the

25  introductory paragraph put in a sentence that
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 2  be balanced with other uses of water including

 3  public drinking water supply, and not going into

 4  detail about what we're not sure actually is

 5  what's going to happen.

 6                 DAVID MURPHY:  So let's make sure

 7  this paragraph works above the heading information

 8  needs, which will be deleted.

 9                 The purpose then of the following

10  suggested next steps is to better understand the

11  impacts of regulatory releases as well as the

12  broader ecological flows, and to begin the

13  discussion about how to balance both the uses of

14  water for instream and out of stream needs, as

15  well as balancing cutbacks or reductions in times

16  of drought.  It would go straight to possible

17  partnerships, and I think that could work.

18                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  And perhaps,

19  Lori, to your point, it could have sort of a

20  parenthetical phrase including the effect on the

21  balance both in uses of water for instream and out

22  of stream needs including possible effect on safe

23  yield or something -- just get those terms in

24  there.

25                 LORI MATHEU:  I don't think that's
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� 1  enough.  I don't think that's enough, but I'm

 2  willing to compromise.  So if I could see the

 3  language then I'll take a look at it.  I just

 4  don't think it's enough.  I think we have to

 5  emphasize it more.

 6                 Sometimes it gets lost in the

 7  paragraph.  If you just put a phrase there,

 8  because I think it is an issue that needs to get

 9  brought up, like, more boldly.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.

11                 ELAINE SISTARE:  It sounds like, at

12  least for today, we're tabling it.

13                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.

14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We need to revise

15  and provide --

16                 LORI MATHEU:  You revise.  I'll

17  take a look at it and we'll talk about it further.

18                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Understood.  Dave,

19  are we on?

20                 DAVID MURPHY:  Number ten.  This is

21  about the offramps.  This is the same section.

22                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The same section

23  about streamflow, and it sounds like we've

24  discussed this a bit today already also.

25                 DAVID MURPHY:  So this is under
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� 1  consensus building.  The bullet is, during times

 2  of drought or even during typical summer

 3  conditions there may not be sufficient water

 4  inside basins to fully satisfy both needs.  Any

 5  measures taken should be balanced just as the

 6  legitimacy of both needs is also balanced.  In

 7  other words, water conservation measures for

 8  consumptive use should not be the only measures

 9  taken during times of basin stress.

10                 Am I reading the wrong bullet?

11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No, you're not.

12  So once we made those changes, above this bullet

13  can stay.

14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We're moving onto

15  comment eleven, getting close to the end.  So

16  page 550 which is a pathway forward for, you know,

17  part of the grouped theme, so future challenges.

18                 DAVID MURPHY:  This is for

19  watershed and aquifer protection where incentives

20  are lacking.  And there's a statement about -- and

21  this actually comes up a couple times in the plan

22  overall about headwater streams and whether or not

23  we have the protections in place.  And would they

24  lose protections if they could not be used for

25  future water supply use land protections.
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� 1                 We had some edits on this that

 2  were, I would say, more than editorial.  There

 3  were some commenters that were -- favored the

 4  statement.  So I think we wanted to bring this one

 5  to the Water Planning Council today to see if we

 6  could decide essentially whether it stays or goes.

 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And DPH had

 8  suggested it be deleted.  So can you explain to me

 9  how the headwater streams would lose their

10  existing protections?  The premise of the sentence

11  doesn't make any sense to me.

12                 DAVID MURPHY:  I think where this

13  comes from typically, and how it got here as well

14  is the thought that if streamflow regulations

15  prevent the use of headwater streams, class one

16  streams, probably class one or two from public

17  water supply, there would be -- water utilities

18  would be less interested in preserving those

19  lands, owning those lands, protecting those

20  sources.

21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So most class

22  one headwater streams that are owned by utilities

23  are feeding reservoirs from which they then pull

24  drinking water?  It's in their interest and the

25  State's interest for those headwater streams to be
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 2                 A class one designation of those

 3  streams provides that protection and actually sort

 4  of protects the water downstream.  We don't get

 5  this piece.  Am I missing something?  I'd

 6  appreciate it if somebody would explain it to me.

 7                 LORI MATHEU:  So if the utility

 8  owns land for -- is this future sources of supply

 9  we're talking about?

10                 ELAINE SISTARE:  This is future

11  concerns, I think is the pathway.  That's the way

12  it's titled.  Overcoming future challenges.

13                 DAVID MURPHY:  So this could be

14  future sources, or not future sources.  It's

15  not --

16                 LORI MATHEU:  I'm just thinking

17  about land.  There's thousands of acres owned for

18  future potential reservoir development.

19                 At some point a utility might make

20  a decision that it's not worth owning a property

21  any longer and will go and do something else for a

22  future source, and that land protection that you

23  had for years, decades is now gone for that

24  particular stream.

25                 I can think about a couple
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� 1  situations that are out there now that I think

 2  are -- these areas are threatened by just those

 3  decisions that could come 5 to 10, 20 years from

 4  now.

 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And the

 6  decisions are being driven by what, Lori?

 7                 LORI MATHEU:  On cost of developing

 8  the supply, the amount of water you might get in

 9  order to develop a surface water supply and create

10  a new diversion on the surface water supply in the

11  future.  It might be incredibly costly, versus

12  doing it somewhere else.

13                 And therefore the land you've owned

14  for decades might not be worth it anymore.  We've

15  heard utilities, you know, say they're paying

16  taxes, they're paying local taxes to other towns

17  where they own this property, so it might not be

18  worthwhile any longer to continue to hold onto of

19  these lands that they've held onto for a long

20  time.

21                 So it's something that maybe we

22  could write in a little bit stronger to say, you

23  know, water company owned lands that are out there

24  that are owned and controlled by utilities for

25  future supplies are, you know, provide a great
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� 1  level of protection for many, many streams.  But

 2  in the future there could be risk that those would

 3  be in jeopardy because of the economy.  The

 4  economics of developing that supply just won't

 5  work for that particular utility.

 6                 So how that will all play out, I

 7  just think that you would hate to lose those

 8  protections that you have, that land that has been

 9  held for a long time.  Would it be easy to

10  untangle that land and just sell it?  No, it would

11  not be easy under water company land law.  But

12  could it play out in the future?  Possibly.

13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I guess that's my

14  issue.  I mean, why -- you have to sign off on

15  this before it can be disposed of.  We have to

16  approve it.

17                 LORI MATHEU:  Future source.  They

18  could make a case that they don't need it as a

19  future supply.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  But there's so many

21  safeguards that we have in statutes now.  I don't

22  know why this is an issue.

23                 LORI MATHEU:  I would hate to lose

24  water company owned land, because utilities -- and

25  we've already heard the discussion.  Why should I


                           117
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 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Is there a

 3  regulatory driver as to why they can't develop it

 4  for public water supply?

 5                 LORI MATHEU:  It could be that it's

 6  too expensive, that it turns into a great expense

 7  for a little bit of water.

 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Because there

 9  isn't that much, or we won't let them take it?

10  I'm trying to understand.

11                 LORI MATHEU:  I'm just thinking

12  that there could be so many regulatory barriers to

13  developing a new surface water supply in the

14  future that a utility will say, we can't afford to

15  do that and we're going to look somewhere else.

16  We'll buy the water from somewhere else.  We'll

17  purchase water through interconnections, but this

18  land has to go away.

19                 At some point maybe it becomes a

20  political decision to sell the property.  There's

21  thousands of acres in that situation that has been

22  held a long time ago for future surface water

23  development.  And what is going to happen to that

24  in the next 10, 20 years?

25                 Are these utilities going to
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� 1  continue to hold onto that property thinking,

 2  we're still going to develop that source?  Or at

 3  some point are they going to make a decision it's

 4  not worth it for us anymore, because our demands

 5  are going down?

 6                 Maybe we don't need to develop that

 7  source of supply.  You know, through our

 8  projections of 50 years our demands are going down

 9  and, so we don't have a need for that, that land

10  any longer.  I don't know.  There is a lot of

11  land.  There's thousands of acres that's owned and

12  I think it's just something that needs to be

13  thought further.

14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That's a much

15  bigger issue than what I got out of reading this

16  section.  And that sentence that we were concerned

17  about I believe sort of confuses the issue.

18                 I mean, if what you're saying is,

19  we're concerned that existing water company land

20  may begin to lose our existing strong protections,

21  if they're not viably used for public water,

22  that's a very different statement than what the

23  sentence says right now.

24                 LORI MATHEU:  Which sentence are

25  you looking at?
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� 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It's the second

 2  sentence under watershed and aquifer protection

 3  where incentives are lacking.

 4                 LORI MATHEU:  So one of the

 5  concerns is that headwater streams will begin to

 6  lose existing strong protections if they cannot be

 7  viably used for public water supply.

 8                 Dave, do you have any thoughts?

 9                 DAVID RADKA:  To a certain degree,

10  I would agree with you, Lori, but I think when you

11  really saw that was when new regulations already

12  came into play.

13                 And utilities took a look at their

14  sources in the marginal yield and said that cost

15  benefit analysis -- should I, you know, construct

16  a surface water treatment plant or filtration for

17  this source that maybe only has, you know, less

18  than a half a million gallons a day safe yield?

19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Existing, like

20  an existing source.

21                 DAVID RADKA:  Existing, and that's

22  when I think a lot of companies made that

23  decision.  What they did with the land probably

24  varied.  So you had some utilities at that point

25  in time saying, I'm going to get rid of my land.
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� 1  Others that are still sitting on it, but have

 2  already come to that conclusion, I'm not going to.

 3  It just happens to be presiding in water company

 4  land, but likely won't ever be used.

 5                 So again, it's going to vary by

 6  utility, but we've disposed of over a thousand

 7  acres that were formerly class one or class two

 8  land, all been going for open space because the

 9  open-space, you know, incentives that are there.

10  There's a lot of others might make a different

11  conscious decision.

12                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.

13                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We did receive

14  other comments about this section, you know,

15  saying that they appreciated that section.

16                 DAVID MURPHY:  And we're trying to

17  get at just the reasons for additional

18  protections, so if there's a better way to get at

19  it.

20                 LORI MATHEU:  I mean, the idea is

21  we don't want this land to go away that provides

22  that protection.  It is a concern moving forward,

23  and how do you identify these properties and keep

24  them in the protection mode versus others, other

25  modes?
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� 1                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Lori, you're

 2  keeping them into protection mode.  Is that as

 3  drinking water protection?  Or is that as

 4  ecological protection?

 5                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, as anything.

 6  Like David mentioned, that their land is no longer

 7  in their ownership.  It went to open space.  I

 8  mean, you know, as long as it's held, somebody's

 9  property has been held for a very long time and

10  well preserved, and these well preserved areas and

11  these headwater streams.

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So our concern

13  was driven by this sentence could be looked at to

14  basically -- I thought it was a jab at streamflow

15  classification.  Streamflow classification

16  actually helps here -- if this is what you're

17  talking about?

18                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Should we add a

19  sentence about streamflow classification?

20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That would be

21  another way to do it, is classification, in

22  streamflow classification of one on these sort of

23  existing protected lands.  Basically it protects

24  the quantity associated with that, with those

25  headwater streams.
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� 1                 And there's certainly agreement

 2  that headwater streams are important.  I think

 3  it's a little unclear what's going on here, but

 4  that would address our concerns.  Are you good

 5  with that, Corinne.

 6                 CORINNE FITTING:  (Nodding

 7  affirmatively.)

 8                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I think we're on

 9  the last comment.

10                 DAVID MURPHY:  Yeah, shifting to

11  comment twelve, this is one we've covered.

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We've covered

13  it.

14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  So the last one,

15  13.  And this is a bit of, you know, maybe,

16  hopefully we can come to a resolution quickly.

17  It's, I think, something we talked about during

18  the workshop.

19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Let me just sort

20  of explain for people.  So it's 6-5.  It's the

21  table.

22                 Our concern was it's really not

23  clear exactly what you do with the X's.  What it

24  means it that it was talked about, but it

25  doesn't -- some of them were fully addressed.
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� 1  Some of them were partially addressed.  Some of

 2  them were discussed, but no resolution was

 3  reached.

 4                 And what we were suggesting was a

 5  Consumer Reports kind of approach.  In other

 6  words, the full circle means complete.  A half

 7  circle means discussed, but no resolution.  A dash

 8  means something else.  It's probably too late at

 9  this point in time, and the X's can just be what

10  they are.

11                 LORI MATHEU:  I would agree with

12  that.  If you can squeeze that in, that would be

13  good to do.

14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think the

15  concern is there's value judgments associated with

16  that, and how do you do that?

17                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.

18                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Well, that's, you

19  know, even our draft response here is that

20  discusses trying to think about that in the

21  workshop, but it would be, you know, some might

22  be -- in parts it's completely addressed.  In

23  parts it's partially addressed.  So we have, you

24  know, three circles or something.

25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah, because
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� 1  it's a struggle, but -- so we'll stand down on

 2  that comment.

 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that it?

 4                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We have made it

 5  through our thing, so I appreciate that.  I think,

 6  you know, we've heard comments on the two-page

 7  summary, the executive summary.  We still have

 8  some work to do, but we're getting there.

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  But you know what?

10  For all of the meetings and hearings and outreach,

11  to have this discussion this afternoon is not all

12  that bad considering what we've accomplished over

13  this period of time.

14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And to have this

15  many interesting people watch the paint dry for

16  this long is huge.

17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We should all get

18  some kind of awards for doing that.  So are we

19  meeting on the 5th?

20                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yeah.  Kirk, Joe

21  and I said we would attend.

22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  The next meeting

23  will be July 5th in New Britain, and everybody

24  have a nice Fourth of July.  Thank you.

25                 Do you have anything else?
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� 1                 LORI MATHEU:  No.

 2                 I would like to say, you know,

 3  thank you.  At the end of this process we have

 4  accomplished a lot and I'd like to say that, you

 5  know, the Health Department is very pleased with

 6  the plan and excited to work toward

 7  implementation.

 8                 So thank you for all of your work.

 9  It's been tremendous.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think the firm has

11  done just an outstanding job and in keeping us on

12  track and getting us to our goal here, that it's

13  on time and we're about to hit the road and we get

14  this passed next year.

15                 Thank you very much.  Appreciate

16  it.

17                 (Whereupon, the above proceedings

18  were concluded at 4:07 p.m.)
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 1
 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's call
 3  this meeting of the Water Planning Council to
 4  order.  Good afternoon.  Thanks to DEEP for
 5  hosting us here in the Gina McCarthy Auditorium.
 6                 A quick quiz.  Does anybody know
 7  who Gina McCarthy is?  Everybody knows the former
 8  DEEP --
 9                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Yes.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Someone on the
11  phone.  Very good.  You win the prize.
12                 Who is on the phone?
13                 FAITH GAVIN KUHN:  Faith Gavin
14  Kuhn.
15                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Lori Vitagliano.
16                 SUSAN MOREA:  Sue Morea with CDM.
17                 LEN DeJONG:  Len DeJong.
18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So we have
19  several items to go over this afternoon.  We're
20  going to review the executive summary and the
21  two-page summary.  We're going by the comments
22  flagged by CDM, and the MM team, new discussion,
23  the discussion teams that may need more attention
24  but may not be captured in detailed comments such
25  as private wells and groundwater.
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 1                 Then we're going to talk about
 2  making the formal presentation, I guess, handing
 3  over to the WPC, how we're going to do that.  And
 4  then finally, and a very important part of this
 5  agenda is outreach and budget.
 6                 So with that we're going to turn it
 7  over to you, Kirk.
 8                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Thanks.  Here we
 9  are.  It's been an interesting year.  This is our
10  meeting, scheduled meeting of this plan
11  development process.  And the theme of the issues
12  that you brought up, Jack, are really how we
13  transition from the planning process into the
14  implementation phase, the outreach and
15  implementation portion.
16                 So we've done our best to interpret
17  everything that we've heard from the workshops and
18  the committee meetings and the Planning Council
19  meetings over the course of this year into this
20  document.  We've looked at all the comments we've
21  received on the document, and have addressed them.
22  We agree with many.  We disagree with some, but
23  we've provided a reason for that based on our
24  interpretation of what we've heard.
25                 The final determination of what
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 1  goes into the plan is your prerogative.  It's the
 2  Council's decision.  But there were a few, a
 3  handful -- about a dozen comments that we wanted
 4  to go over with you specifically today because we
 5  have not addressed them yet, and didn't feel
 6  comfortable addressing them until we had a chance
 7  to talk to you.
 8                 So the two things that I wanted to
 9  quickly say first -- and then we can look at the
10  executive summary -- are things that I hope will
11  carry forward.  A pathway through the process, we
12  ask you to trust the process.  It was not always
13  comfortable.  We were going through some rough
14  times.  People were thinking it was moving too
15  fast, others thinking it was moving too slow, but
16  I think that collectively we did a good job
17  following the process.  And I hope that as you
18  move into implementation you can develop some
19  formal processes for that as well, because I think
20  in the end it served us well.
21                 The other thing I said right at the
22  beginning -- and Joe hated me for it and probably
23  will hate me for it again -- was that when we find
24  ourselves in June of 2017 we hope you forget who
25  we are, because this document is not a
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 1  consultant's recommendation and I think along the
 2  way it's been interpreted as such, but in the end
 3  it's a series of decisions that you have made with
 4  the advice of your committees.  It is a group of
 5  decisions and technical information that you can
 6  use going forward that arose from you, and not
 7  from us.  And really the way it's presented is our
 8  interpretation, but not necessarily a consultant's
 9  recommendation.
10                 And I think it's really important
11  as you sell this to others and explain it to
12  others, that you explain it that way, that it was
13  developed at the consensus of stakeholders, that
14  it was developed from within and it will carry
15  forward.  I hope you don't forget who we are.  I
16  hope we can help you in future months and years,
17  but we do want you to think of this as your plan
18  and not ours.
19                 So with that, the first item on the
20  agenda was the executive summary and the two-page
21  summary.  Without spending a whole lot of time, I
22  think Elaine and I were thinking about maybe we
23  could talk about 15 minutes on these.  We wanted
24  to allocate about an hour of time to talk about
25  comments that we need your help addressing, and
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 1  then the rest of the time for the remaining
 2  topics, so really the high level.
 3                 You've had a chance to review the
 4  initial draft of the executive summary and
 5  two-page summary.  We've revised those pretty
 6  substantially in some cases and distributed drafts
 7  to you as a council yesterday.
 8                 Are there any issues that stand out
 9  to you as either thematically misaligned or
10  missing?  Anything that would make you
11  uncomfortable turning these over to other people
12  at this point?
13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So first of all,
14  I'd say relatively quickly given the timeframe as
15  allowed, I think you guys have done a great job of
16  addressing some of the concerns that were raised
17  and integrating things, and in essence creating a
18  roadmap for how someone might use the plan in a
19  really conservative way, so I commend you on that.
20                 I have two themes that keep coming
21  up that I just want to sort of address and it
22  doesn't take much to address them, but they are
23  things we've talked about in the past.  And one
24  I'm going to channel Margaret Minor, and it's this
25  issue of when we talk about conservation.


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 8


 1                 So the sentence is, while
 2  Connecticut leads the nation with drinking water
 3  quality the State lags in its conservation ethic.
 4  It needs to be a water conservation ethic.  We
 5  have lots of water conservation initiatives and I
 6  want to make sure we don't lose that concept.  So
 7  you can sort of be thinking about that piece.
 8                 And the other is a comment that
 9  we've made a couple of times regarding the ten
10  policy recommendations, which you lead off --
11  which we're now down to the top ten policy
12  recommendations.  But in essence what they really
13  are, are ten consensus policy recommendations and
14  there's a difference.
15                 They haven't been prioritized
16  against other things that we could necessarily
17  agree on.  They've only been prioritized against
18  each other.  So I'd still think we're still kind
19  of be searching for how to describe those.  I
20  agree that they're the ten we agreed on.  That
21  doesn't make them the most important and doesn't
22  make them the top.  That's my struggle.
23                 LORI MATHEU:  Could you say that
24  again?  It doesn't make them the what?
25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So if you look
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 1  on page ES-20 there's a chart and it's the top ten
 2  policy recommendations, or at least the ones we
 3  agreed on.
 4                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  So in the
 5  two-page summary we retitle that, top ten
 6  consensus based policy priorities, but we didn't
 7  carry that through to the other series of --
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I didn't get to
 9  the two-page one.  I only got to the big one.
10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Is that a step
11  forward?
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Let me look at
13  it.
14                 So Lori, my point is we agreed by
15  consensus.  We didn't agree necessarily by
16  priority.  In other words, you could have --
17                 LORI MATHEU:  That's true.  That is
18  true.
19                 I thought there were 11.
20                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  There were.  We
21  grouped them, two of them together.  One had to do
22  with utilization of class B water for non-potable
23  uses and then the Planning Council developing some
24  guidelines for that.
25                 There were two separate policies.
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 1  We grouped them together really because ten
 2  sounded better than eleven.
 3                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, we started off
 4  with ten, but we did do eleven.
 5                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  But they were
 6  similar enough that they moved along the same
 7  thought.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes, that
 9  addresses my concern, so people carry that
10  through.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Okay.
12                 LORI MATHEU:  That's fine.
13                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Good.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And obviously,
15  I'd like to read it in more detail, but the big
16  picture, that was my take on it.
17                 LORI MATHEU:  A question on the
18  executive summary.  Yes, page 2, executive
19  summary, item four, conservation.  It's the second
20  sentence, many utilities had already taken steps
21  to promote conservation -- and the Environmental
22  Policy Act of 1992.  Environmental Policy Act?
23  What is that Environmental Policy Act of 1992?
24  What are we referring to there?
25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Page 2,
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 1  conservation.
 2                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Sorry, Lori.  We're
 3  shuffling pages.  Could you point us where that is
 4  again?
 5                 LORI MATHEU:  Page 2, executive
 6  summary, item four, conservation.  The second
 7  sentence, you reference the Environmental Policy
 8  Act of 1992.  When I read then nothing comes to
 9  mind.  I have no idea what you're talking about.
10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  David, that
11  originally was some of your thinking, not to put
12  you on the spot?
13                 DAVID MURPHY:  I also don't
14  recognize it, so maybe not.  But maybe we should
15  check.
16                 LORI MATHEU:  Now Denise is here in
17  the audience.  She was Ms. Conservation in 1989,
18  1990, 1991.  There were a lot of things going on
19  with water conservation.  A lot of laws passed in
20  Connecticut in 1989, 1988.  I don't think we had a
21  name for them, but there were three or four that
22  passed at the same time.
23                 There were retrofit kits.  There
24  were other conservation initiatives.  So yes, many
25  utilities have taken many steps.  And they were in
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 1  the early, you know, late eighties, early
 2  nineties, but I don't remember any Environmental
 3  Policy Act of 1992.
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  You actually
 5  don't need the clause.  You could just take it out
 6  and the sentence still works.
 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I will do some
 8  research on that, because I would like to know
 9  where it came from.  We will strike it.
10                 LORI MATHEU:  Thank you.
11                 Yeah, I like what you wrote about
12  balance.  I think that makes a lot of sense to add
13  that and have a discussion about it.  You know,
14  page 3 is well written.
15                 The one thing I just think
16  overall -- and we've mentioned it at the last
17  meeting and maybe it's not a discussion for this
18  agenda item, but the missing piece and the person
19  that was missing on our Steering Committee is the
20  point of view from business, the side of business.
21                 I don't know if any of that -- you
22  have an area here on -- you have human health,
23  environmental health and you have economic costs
24  and benefits.  Is there anything in here, in the
25  executive summary on business and needs of
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 1  business and industry in the State of Connecticut,
 2  and how this plan meets that or doesn't?
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  There is a
 4  section on coordination with economic development
 5  plans and the water plan.  We mentioned here the
 6  Connecticut Economic Resource Center as a resource
 7  to review this plan and help promote awareness of
 8  the plan.
 9                 LORI MATHEU:  Where is that?  On
10  page 4?
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Page 4, yeah, the
12  economic costs and benefits.
13                 The one thing we try to point out
14  in the plan -- it wasn't one of the stated,
15  explicit goals of the plan -- to increase economic
16  health and stability, but we certainly want to be
17  cognizant of impacts and potential opportunities.
18  And I think that, you know, the circuit is one way
19  that businesses and cities that do want to go and
20  develop can use this plan to understand where
21  there may be some opportunities to do that.
22                 There's also a -- I can't recall if
23  it's a pathway or policy, but there is a
24  recommendation to make sure that the water plan
25  goals are aligned with economic development goals,
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 1  region by region and throughout the state.  So
 2  there are some mentions of that throughout.
 3                 I agree it's not a primary focus.
 4  The primary focus is more on the balance between
 5  environmental and human health, but we do want to
 6  start incorporating some of these economic ideas,
 7  too.
 8                 I think there was also a pathway
 9  forward that recommends some detailed
10  methodologies be developed maybe through
11  universities to help better understand the value
12  of water for its different uses.  Not necessarily
13  just monetarily, but value socially and
14  economically for water for all its uses.
15                 There are ways to do that.  It
16  differs state to state.  There's some federal
17  guidelines for that, but Connecticut, one of the
18  recommendations of the plan is that Connecticut
19  consider formalizing some ways to help better
20  consistently understand the value of water for
21  different purposes, and one of those is economic.
22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, I think that
23  fits very nicely into -- in terms of outreach, I
24  think that the economic -- CERC, which I think I
25  had recommended, does a great deal of research in
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 1  terms of what the needs of the State are in terms
 2  of economic development.  And as a matter, a while
 3  back it set up a committee to just look at water
 4  and how it impacts industry coming into the state,
 5  and so it would be appropriate for them to take a
 6  look at it.
 7                 And as we go on our outreach over
 8  the next six months we certainly would get into
 9  the chambers of commerce and Connecticut business
10  and industry groups and other economic development
11  agencies on a regional and state level so they can
12  review this plan as well and make some suggestions
13  before we go to final.
14                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Any other concerns
15  on the summaries?  We can certainly incorporate
16  the changes that you have suggested today.
17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  One question that
18  came up internally and it goes to who these
19  summaries will be shared with -- because I think
20  they will be certainly shared more often to
21  environment groups than the plan itself -- is I
22  think the two-page summary pretty accurately
23  shows, you know, the heading of the different
24  government groups that were involved.  The
25  executive summary, maybe a little bit less so.
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 1                 But on both of these we internally
 2  said, you know, what about a contact point?  Or
 3  you know, should the cover page have the names of
 4  the Water Planning Council itself?  Basically so
 5  who is reading this so they can think, you know,
 6  who can I contact for more information?
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, my
 8  suggestion would be the website contact at the
 9  bottom.
10                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Uh-huh.  Okay.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That's kind of what
12  we had gravitated towards as well.  It makes
13  sense.
14                 Okay.  Are we ready to move on to
15  some of the questions that we wanted -- to the
16  comments that we wanted input on?
17                 As I mentioned, and Elaine maybe
18  you can walk us through these if you like, but
19  what we did is we received -- how many total
20  comments did we receive?
21                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We've got about 20
22  pages.
23                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  It was fewer than
24  the first round.  We were making some progress.  I
25  don't know quite what that means.
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 1                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We're in the four
 2  to five hundred numbers.
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Okay.  But it was
 4  quite a bit more than that the first time.  It was
 5  more than that for the white papers, so we're
 6  making progress.
 7                 We've gone through in the same way
 8  we did before and addressed each comment with a
 9  rationale or just indicated that we've changed
10  text appropriately as suggested.  We'll provide
11  you with that spreadsheet.  What we have culled
12  from that spreadsheet, I think, 13 comments that
13  we could not address without talking to you first.
14  So we wanted to walk through those today.
15                 Do you want me to do that, Elaine?
16  Do you want to do that?
17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Let's split it up.
18  So comment number one --
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Do you all have a
20  copy of this?
21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.
22                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The comments, and
23  there may be 1 or 2 in this series of 13 that are
24  similar, but it really is about the next 6 months,
25  and so I'll paraphrase it a bit.
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 1                 Clarification regarding the role of
 2  the advisory group, the Water Planning Council
 3  advisory group and how that role can, you know,
 4  we've had discussions about using the advisory
 5  group to reach out to groups, legislators,
 6  citizens, municipal officials.  But how that can
 7  formally be processed and if it's, you know, while
 8  the advisory group certainly is willing to assist
 9  and support in those, I think there they want to
10  see that communication strategy and whether, you
11  know, we have enough information now to include it
12  in the plan.  Or is it something that, you know,
13  the Water Planning Council is still determining?
14                 So I know, you know, in the past
15  recent meetings we've been talking a lot about the
16  different groups, the different committees that
17  have spent, you know, a lot of time and effort to
18  date putting this plan together.  And I still
19  think still perhaps there's, you know, some
20  question about, you know, what should those
21  various groups and their entities be in the next
22  month?  In six months, et cetera?
23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that in
24  terms of the Water Planning Council advisory group
25  we have determined exactly what their role will be
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 1  as we move forward.  We have to kind of, first of
 2  all, look at the constitution of the Water
 3  Planning Council, the Water Planning Council
 4  advisory group and look at who's on there, who's
 5  been working.  Are they represented in the various
 6  groups, and quite frankly, to start with their own
 7  groups once we have consensus with this plan?
 8                 And that's what I hope our end
 9  result will be, that both the Planning Council and
10  the Water Planning Council advisory group speak in
11  the same language as we go out and we talk to the
12  public.  But I would think that the people that
13  represent the Water Planning Council -- or the
14  constituents of the Water Planning Council
15  advisory group would first go to their respectable
16  groups.
17                 And we have to look at, hopefully
18  at the July meeting, look at who's going to be on
19  the Council, who's going to continue on the
20  Council, who's going to be the leadership of the
21  Council, and the Water Planning Council advisory
22  group and take it from there.  And we're open to
23  suggestions, of course, from what they would like
24  to do.  They've been very helpful to us for many,
25  many years, particularly for the last 18 months as
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 1  we've put this plan together.  So we're looking
 2  for input and direction from them as well, but
 3  they represent the constituents.  That's why this
 4  was set up by state statute.  And we should get
 5  them, you know, utilize them to the max.
 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So that one, two
 7  and four, really from my perspective are Water
 8  Planning Council discussions and don't need to be
 9  addressed in the plan any more than they're
10  addressed.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Are you all
12  comfortable with that?  You've got a meeting
13  coming up in July.
14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  July 5th.  Right?
15                 LORI MATHEU:  What's actually in
16  the plan about the advisory group?
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  This is what it
18  says --
19                 LORI MATHEU:  What page are you on,
20  Kirk?
21                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  It's on page 5-60,
22  section 553.  We talk about new roles for the
23  advisory group, and we acknowledge that
24  established by statute that they will continue to
25  serve once the development of the draft plan is
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 1  complete and kind of refocus on four specific
 2  roles as examples.
 3                 Advise the planning council on
 4  priorities for basins that need further
 5  evaluation.  Once a pathway forward is initiated
 6  the advisory group may participate in discussions
 7  on interpreting the findings and building
 8  consensus where consensus couldn't have been
 9  achieved prior.  That's why it's a pathway forward
10  and not a policy recommendation, so if we're going
11  to take the lead in morphing from the pathways
12  forward following those steps into new policy
13  recommendations.
14                 The third one is actively reach out
15  to legislators and citizens, municipal officials
16  and schools to create broad exposure to the plan
17  and advise the Planning Council on the need and
18  utilization on volunteer basin commissions --
19  which we discussed in several pieces, too, that
20  can be useful.  Other states have found them
21  useful.  If you're working in a basin that doesn't
22  already have an established representative body of
23  people, the advisory group could help put that
24  together.
25                 Those are the four specific things
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 1  that the plan recommends.  Nothing more specific.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I guess to
 3  downplay that a bit is, you know, like you say,
 4  while it's in the plan, it's a recommendation in
 5  the plan, and like all recommendations in the plan
 6  they, you know, we'll go through that flowchart of
 7  what should we do with this information and how do
 8  we move it forward, and when necessary.  You know,
 9  that flowchart could very quickly be a, you know,
10  do we agree and move forward?
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And all four of
12  those are presented as a recommendation, not as
13  statements of fact.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But this is also
15  where the consultant's recommendation versus the
16  plan begins to blur a little bit, because I've
17  always looked at these as CDM Smith's
18  recommendation as they were not thoroughly vetted.
19  Then I see the next step is for the Water Planning
20  Council to take those recommendations and decide
21  what they're going to do with them, because I
22  don't think we have consensus on all of those.
23                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That's a fair
24  statement.  I think it's maybe less a
25  recommendation and more our interpretation of what
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 1  we've heard in discussions, maybe not
 2  consensus-based, but people we've heard in the
 3  discussions that we've had with the Council.
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But there's not
 5  census on the continued role of the science and
 6  technical group.  That was clear at the last
 7  meeting.
 8                 So the volunteer basin committees,
 9  I'm not sure how that relates to our existing
10  structure of nonprofits and other entities, and
11  whether it works.  I mean, we just haven't vetted
12  it.
13                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And a lot of the
14  comments in the report were addressed at that and
15  we've tempered the language a little bit to
16  suggest only where there isn't an existing group
17  of people or body that can serve in that capacity
18  you might consider forming that and the advisory
19  could help.  So I think we've tried to tone the
20  language down a little bit there.
21                 LORI MATHEU:  So back to your first
22  comment, Kirk.  When you said, we should see this
23  as our plan, not yours.  When do we do that?
24  Because to your point, there's concerns on that
25  page.  When does that happen and it turns into
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 1  ours and not theirs, because it's going to happen
 2  soon?  It's going to happen July 1st.
 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, I think that
 4  what's going to happen is that we're going to take
 5  a formal vote and then it becomes our plan.  Well,
 6  we go out and talk to the public about it.  I
 7  think when we take a formal vote of the Council --
 8                 LORI MATHEU:  Does that formally
 9  mean that we are happy and pleased with absolutely
10  everything within the draft final plan?  What does
11  that mean?
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think it means
13  we're accepting the plan as presented to us.
14                 LORI MATHEU:  As presented.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  As presented, and
16  that we're going to be going through a six-month
17  process to make changes as appropriate.  That's
18  the way I interpreted it, that we're accepting the
19  plan.  They were under contract with us to do a
20  plan.  They've done it, but it doesn't mean that
21  we've accepted it.
22                 I mean, that's going to be the plan
23  we're going to eventually submit to the
24  Legislature.  It could be different.  I'm sure
25  there will be changes before it will go to them.
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And I would add to
 2  that, Jack, that by accepting the plan you're
 3  acknowledging the recommendations in the plan
 4  arose from the discussions that took place during
 5  this year-long planning process.  You don't have
 6  to agree with all of them to accept the fact that
 7  they're recommendations in the plan.
 8                 You don't have to follow them.  You
 9  don't have to enact them, but acknowledge that
10  they came from this process.  I think that to me
11  is what acceptance of the plan would entail.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, because
13  there's more recommendations in this plan than
14  we're going to be able to do in the next five
15  years, I mean, there's no question about that.  So
16  prioritization is necessary, and refinement is
17  going to be necessary.
18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Do you agree?
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And what we -- oh,
20  sorry.  Go ahead, Lori.
21                 LORI MATHEU:  No, you go ahead.
22                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I was just going to
23  say, what we give you -- I have this term, but
24  I'll use it anyway.  What we'll turn over to you
25  is a living document.  The intention is that
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 1  you'll continue to discuss and you'll make
 2  decisions and you can revise it.  And before you
 3  turn it over to the legislature it will have some
 4  additional changes that are as from your continued
 5  meetings.
 6                 So we don't expect that the version
 7  that we give you next week at the end of our
 8  contract will be the same thing that you hand over
 9  to the Legislature.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct.
11                 SUSAN MOREA:  Hi.  This is Sue.  I
12  just want to emphasize that we turn over a lot of
13  these plans to different state entities.  You
14  know, the implementation that you do and the
15  strategy put together with any aspect of
16  implementing the plan ultimately, you know,
17  independent, it rests on the plan to -- like, I
18  think Betsey just said, there's a lot
19  recommendations.
20                 We probably can't implement them
21  all, but what you do go back to implement will
22  have its own, you know, will have its own
23  activities associated with it.
24                 I'm a little concerned, Lori, when
25  you said, our plan, because I was thinking it was
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 1  your plan all along, but --
 2                 LORI MATHEU:  When I asked the
 3  question I didn't -- it's not my opinion.
 4                 SUSAN MOREA:  What?
 5                 LORI MATHEU:  So to clarify, the
 6  concern I have is we have the next six months and,
 7  you know, we're going to be putting together
 8  presentations and going out to speak to groups of
 9  people that we need to show that we support this
10  plan.  Right?  So how do you do a presentation if
11  you don't believe in the plan?
12                 So when you go to a council of
13  governments meeting and there's 25 chief elected
14  officials there.  Right?  You've all been there,
15  and you're presenting on something.  And they get
16  the sense you don't believe in your own plan, it's
17  going to be a hard sell.  So I guess --
18                 SUSAN MOREA:  -- the plan --
19                 LORI MATHEU:  Sorry, I didn't hear
20  your last comment.
21                 SUSAN MOREA:  I guess, who would be
22  in that situation that doesn't believe in the plan
23  that would be presenting on the plan?
24                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, from the Health
25  Department's point of view, we fundamentally
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 1  believe that it's our plan at this point.  We
 2  don't absolutely agree with every single detail
 3  and the details need to be worked out, but I think
 4  we have to come at it from that point of view,
 5  that this is now our plan.
 6                 So Sue, I'm agreeing.  At some
 7  point we have to take responsibility as a Council
 8  and say, this is ours.  And it's not a
 9  hundred percent done, because it's still a draft.
10  It's no final.  So under public comment -- but for
11  the most part, you know, a number of us sat
12  through many, many hours and days of meetings and
13  put a lot of energy into development of this.  So
14  while we don't all a hundred percent agree on
15  everything and things could be changed before we
16  give it to the Governor, that for the most part we
17  agree with what it says, how it's moving forward.
18                 And essentially, certainly in the
19  executive summary, you know, if we have issues
20  with anything that's in the executive summary we
21  should be voicing that now, because at our point,
22  from what I read the Health Department is
23  absolutely fine with the high level parts of what
24  the executive summary and the two-pager is saying,
25  as well as overall, the plan.
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And Lori, I think
 2  as agencies and as representatives of those
 3  agencies, and as a council you can say that we
 4  accept the plan as the recommendations of the
 5  stakeholders, and then as a council it's up to you
 6  to decide what recommendations to act upon and
 7  that's often the way these happen.
 8                 LORI MATHEU:  Doesn't that sound
 9  like none of our staff ever participated in any of
10  these meetings?  Well, we let the stakeholders do
11  all the work and then now we're just trying to
12  accept it ourselves.
13                 We have a lot of staff and a lot of
14  time involvement ourselves and we had a lot of
15  discussion with all the stakeholders during many,
16  many meetings.  And from my point of view
17  representing the Health Department, what the
18  Health Department was looking through is woven
19  throughout this entire plan.
20                 So you know, that's my point of
21  view and it's where I come from.  And that's what
22  I would present on, and that's what I plan to say.
23  And you know, I guess I just want to know if we're
24  all on the same page or not.
25                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I don't see the
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 1  agencies as separate from the stakeholders.  I
 2  think you are stakeholders by virtue of your
 3  agencies, but I think it's up to the Council to
 4  determine which recommendations from that
 5  collective group of stakeholders are your
 6  priorities and which ones to act upon.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I think part
 8  of my struggle here is the two sections we're
 9  talking about; which are 5.5.3, the new roles for
10  the Water Planning Council advisory group; and
11  5.5.4, continued role of the science and technical
12  group is an ongoing discussion, a discussion we've
13  had at the last Water Planning Council and
14  Steering Committee meeting and one that we didn't
15  reach consensus on.
16                 So we do not have consensus around
17  this issue.  Maybe the way to do that is to soften
18  the language in here.  We haven't seen the
19  rewrite, but this language which we haven't seen
20  until the plan came out sparked some discussion.
21                 So I see your point totally.  The
22  pieces from my perspective that have been well
23  vetted and that we've been through, I believe it's
24  our plan.  I think there are places where there
25  are still some fundamental disagreements and I
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 1  guess the question to the Council is, what do we
 2  do about that in the next ten days?
 3                 LORI MATHEU:  So on the advisory
 4  group, I have the statute if you want to see it.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm well aware of
 6  the statute.
 7                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, we can read it.
 8  I think it's important that every once in a while,
 9  you know, it's good to read what it says.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think I wrote the
11  statute.
12                 LORI MATHEU:  You did.  You did.
13  So the Council may establish an advisory group
14  that shall serve at the pleasure of the Council.
15  The advisory group shall be balanced between
16  consumptive and nonconsumptive interests.  The
17  advisory group may include representatives of --
18  and they go through 15 different categories.  And
19  it says, the advisory group may include
20  representatives of.  It's so well written that it
21  leaves it to a broad perspective.
22                 So one of the things that, you
23  know, last time Betsey, you had mentioned we have
24  disagreement, I think we can spend some time now.
25  I think it's worthwhile talking about what we all
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 1  want, because I think we're close.  I don't think
 2  we're that far apart on what we're thinking about.
 3                 You know, the advisory as it stands
 4  now we have worked hard to get members to
 5  represent every one of the 15 positions here.  And
 6  I'm not sure if all of them are actively
 7  participating or not, or want to continue, but one
 8  of the things we desperately need is active
 9  implementation.  Right?
10                 We have a lot of work to do given
11  the plan.  It will be final next year.  So I would
12  say the statute could stand the way it is because
13  it's so beautifully written, Jack, and I think
14  it's broad enough that gives us leeway.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  It gives us a lot of
16  flexibility, yes, but I don't think we need any
17  more groups set up.
18                 LORI MATHEU:  That's what I'm
19  leading to.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think actually --
21  I don't think we need more subcommittees, or
22  committees on committees.  I think we have enough
23  right here to do it.
24                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, I'm sort of
25  leaning toward that end.  I've kind of sort of
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 1  changed my mind a little bit.
 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I know you are a
 3  flexible person.
 4                 LORI MATHEU:  I'm a flexible
 5  person.  So anyway -- but one of the things,
 6  though, that I'll constantly go back to -- and it
 7  goes back to my comment, comment number four about
 8  the Steering Committee and the role of the
 9  Steering Committee.  I know we participate in the
10  Steering Committee, but there are people that are
11  so valuable to our process, like Larry Bingaman
12  and Beth, and the people that came every single
13  time and actively participated.
14                 I would want somehow to ask them if
15  they want to continue to participate in some way.
16  And I don't know exactly what that way is, but I
17  think the statute in reading it a number of times
18  this morning, I think it gives us the flexibility
19  to bring them back to the process if they wish to
20  in some way.
21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And the statute does
22  not limit.  It doesn't say one.
23                 LORI MATHEU:  Exactly.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You can put four of
25  them there.
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 1                 LORI MATHEU:  That's right.
 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Which we'll pick up,
 3  but I think we're -- quite frankly, I'm glad we're
 4  looking at this again because I was hung up on a
 5  max.  But if you wanted to bring Larry or some
 6  other group in, you could.
 7                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  I think it's
 8  just -- it's pretty clear, through, to be balanced
 9  between consumptive and nonconsumptive interests,
10  but I do think that there's flexibility enough,
11  and I've read it enough times here.
12                 And so it's so, you know, we could
13  do that and the people on the Steering
14  Committee -- that goes to my comment, that to let
15  the people go that we've asked to be part of the
16  Steering Committee that have actively
17  participated, that spent a lot of time thinking
18  through many, many items that we asked them to
19  think through, and given us good comments and have
20  actively participated.  It would be wonderful to
21  get them involved in some level under the existing
22  statute.  So I guess I changed my mind.
23                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Lori, if I could
24  interpret what you're saying?  You're saying it's
25  more than people -- than the committees?
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 1                 LORI MATHEU:  Yes.
 2                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And if there's a
 3  way to keep the people involved and engaged with
 4  the existing statute.  That may be what you'd look
 5  to do.
 6                 One thought that has crossed my
 7  mind is, you know, for people who may not have the
 8  time commitment to serve on committees formally,
 9  you could consider in the future things like
10  expert panels, bringing people in who are experts
11  in policy or climate change, or whatever the case
12  may be.  And giving these people who have
13  participated in the plan and given a lot of their
14  time opportunities to weight in on it without the
15  onus of feeling the need to participate in regular
16  committee meetings.
17                 Options that you have that -- I
18  guess for now what I would suggest is this
19  probably does require some more discussion and you
20  do have Planning Council meetings coming up.  So I
21  think we should soften the language a little bit
22  in the report and indicate that these are
23  decisions that will be made by the Planning
24  Council moving forward, but toss some of those
25  ideas out there.  Would that be a good way to
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 1  proceed at this point?
 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Betsey?
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I would
 4  suggest -- and I appreciate Lori's position and
 5  her thoughtfulness on this.  I see the
 6  interpretation of the language.  It is a deviation
 7  from the way we've looked at it in past and I want
 8  to make sure that we were very thoughtful about it
 9  and thought a way through.
10                 But what that would mean to me
11  would be deleting section 5.5.4 in the plan, which
12  is the continued role of the science and technical
13  group.  Maybe working language into 5.5.3 about
14  the value of the input and the expertise that's
15  served and how to make sure we capture that, and
16  be very vague about it.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That would work.
18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Would that make
19  sense?
20                 My concern is about the paragraph
21  about advise the Water Planning Council and the
22  need and utilization of volunteer basin committee.
23  It's almost like it's not Connecticut language.
24  We have some really active watershed groups, which
25  is typically how we refer to them.  I understand
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 1  the structure is likely different.
 2                 I think the point is, if there's a
 3  basin that needs assistance and a need to be used,
 4  we need to look and seek the best way to get that.
 5  It's not a one-size-fits-all solution and it
 6  really needs to be driven from the bottom up or
 7  it's not going to happen.  So I'd like to see that
 8  language sort of softened.
 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah, we should
10  send you the language.  There's a section in the
11  report that talks about those potential groups
12  specifically, not related to the advisory group,
13  but as a way to help implement.
14                 And we talk about looking to the
15  COGs to help with that, or maybe even to do that
16  in some cases, looking to municipal governments to
17  do that.  Not necessarily fitting one required
18  template to each basin.  So we've softened that in
19  response to a lot of the comments we've gotten as
20  well.
21                 LORI MATHEU:  So we don't see a
22  specific, like Kirk, you called it an expert
23  panel.  You don't see a role for, you know,
24  somebody like Virginia to continue on and work on,
25  you know, maybe under the advisory group and
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 1  continue to work on some of the details of the
 2  implementation of some problem basins.  We don't
 3  see a role for that at all?
 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I mean, she's a
 5  representative of the advisory council now.
 6                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  We don't see
 7  a role specifically.  So Betsey, you're suggesting
 8  taking out the whole section there where it speaks
 9  to the role of the science and technology group.
10                 Because I attended many of those
11  meetings.  I think I missed one in the last year
12  and I think the group of people that volunteered
13  for that group were perfect for that group.  And
14  to just kind of let the group melt away, I don't
15  know if I a hundred percent agree with that.
16                 Because they were so focused and
17  they were so well driven.  And Virginia led them
18  so well, and to continue on some effort -- and I
19  think they were willing to do and continue on
20  implementation, because that's what we need.  We
21  need implementation and we need people who are
22  knowledgeable about the process and what was done.
23  And so in order to actually get implementation
24  moving forward I would hate to let that group just
25  go.
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 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think it's a
 2  question of structure versus participation, and my
 3  position is we don't need the structure anymore.
 4  Virginia has all of their names and numbers.
 5  They're people who have traditionally participated
 6  on subcommittees associated with the Water
 7  Planning Council advisory group, and they can sort
 8  of be invited to speak.
 9                 We want as much participation as we
10  can get.  I totally agree with that, Lori.  It's a
11  question of, do you have a standing committee
12  outside of the statutory structure sort of as we
13  move forward?  And my position on that would be,
14  no.  It doesn't mean those people aren't valuable
15  and we don't want them involved.  The question is,
16  how do we do that?
17                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  And I think
18  the statute over the years has been very narrowly
19  interpreted, because the wording is more broad
20  than what we've done in the past.  The advisory
21  group may include representatives.
22                 So Jack, to your point, I think as
23  long as we can provide a balance I think there
24  could be these expert panels that get put
25  together.  There could be groups of experts that
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 1  focus on basin and basin planning, on basin
 2  issues, basin modeling, what have you.
 3                 Because in some ways the statute
 4  doesn't fit implementation.  The word alone
 5  "advisory," it doesn't fit implementation, but I
 6  think it's workable.  But I just don't want to
 7  lose the concept of having a group of experts that
 8  are science based moving forward and working on
 9  implementation.  So maybe it's a subcommittee of
10  the advisory committee that we're talking about.
11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I don't have a
12  problem with that.
13                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think I hear
14  consensus that you want the people to stay
15  involved and the structure just needs to be
16  figured out and maybe simplified?
17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah.
18                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And it can say
19  something to that effect in the report.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  How does that sound,
21  Virginia?
22                 LORI MATHEU:  Do you have anything
23  to add Virginia?  We're talking about you over in
24  your --
25                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  I think there is
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 1  a definite role for a science and technical group
 2  moving forward.  As Betsey mentioned, a lot of the
 3  people who currently serve on that group have been
 4  actively involved for years, if not decades.  And
 5  if it were structured as a subcommittee under the
 6  advisory group I think that that could work very
 7  well.
 8                 I think the structure in some ways
 9  is immaterial, because the enthusiasm of the group
10  is self sustaining.  At some point in the
11  future -- and this could be, you know, 5, 10, 15
12  years from now, I would suggest renaming the slot
13  that I currently fill, which has some esoteric
14  streamflow ecology, and God knows what else under
15  it, as just a science and technical slot.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It actually has
17  an "S" on it.  Members of academia with expertise
18  in streamflow, public health and ecology.  So we
19  can multiply it here.  It does have an "S" on it.
20                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  So I've got an
21  alternate personality?
22                 LORI MATHEU:  Yes, multiple.
23                 But the advisory group may include
24  representatives of.  So to me, that means you're
25  going to have different groups.  Right?  And to
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 1  Jack's point, you could make multiple parties as
 2  long as you balance consumptive and
 3  nonconsumptive.
 4                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  I have some
 5  feelings about the multiple, but I don't need to
 6  necessarily bring it up here.  If there's a public
 7  comment I can bring it up at that point.
 8                 LORI MATHEU:  So it may include
 9  representatives of.  So that doesn't mean it's one
10  entity per slot.
11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret?
12                 MARGARET WALKER:  Some things I was
13  going to hold for the report of the advisory
14  group, but in connection with what you're saying
15  now we discussed yesterday -- I think we're all
16  willing to do outreach.  In a general way we
17  discussed some ways we could do that.
18                 Most of the details in the bullets
19  were kind of a surprise and I don't think that
20  we're prepared to do some of those things.  I'm
21  not sure we should.  We have to talk about it with
22  you.  So we had a couple of things we knew we
23  might do, but for instance, we're going to get a
24  new chair.  One of the candidates, John Hudak said
25  he didn't feel he could respond right now because
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 1  he doesn't understand what assignments will go to
 2  whom in the future.
 3                 I just would have to say that those
 4  bullets go far beyond I think what people were
 5  talking about.  There were some explicit
 6  suggestions about going forward, and Len DeJong
 7  and Arron Budris have been talking about a
 8  presentation to COGs, which I'm sure would be good
 9  to have a uniform presentation to COGs.  Some
10  debate on whether each presentation, it should be
11  saved.  Or should there be core material?
12                 But we would not be, I think, and
13  there are other members of the group here,
14  comfortable with these assignments, that we
15  really don't know how to do it.  As I said, I'm
16  not sure we should be doing it, or we could do it
17  without a conflict of interest if you're talking
18  about reaching out to legislators.  It can get
19  complicated.
20                 So I had a couple of other things
21  from the advisory group I did want to mention on
22  this issue of balance.  I count approximately five
23  environmental groups represented on the Water
24  Planning Council advisory group of 20.  They may
25  come in different ways, but I think we've all
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 1  recognized that there has not been a balance.
 2                 And in some of the discussion on
 3  balance I try to avoid this balance between human
 4  health and the environment.  If you think you can
 5  improve health by downgrading the environment,
 6  that's not a balanced situation.
 7                 Where I do see that kind of balance
 8  in this plan and also in DEEP's remediation
 9  roundtables and work is a balance between human
10  health and the environment on one side of the
11  scale and economic development on the other.  And
12  that's a case where if you listen to, oh, these
13  are risk-based decisions, we have to analyze what
14  would be the risk to health versus the, you know,
15  the well being of the community if this project
16  moves forward.  That I think is where you see that
17  kind of balancing discussion.
18                 So as you know, I'm sensitive to
19  the term "balance," and I was just listening and
20  thinking we need to be careful what we're
21  balancing.  So from the advisory group you might
22  want to hear what Arron has in mind for the COGs,
23  but we're unsure how it would go forward.  With
24  most of what we want to do, as mentioned here, we
25  do want to help in terms of educating the public
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 1  and bringing in comments on the plan.
 2                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  And just to
 3  amend that a little bit, I think the group does
 4  not feel that we have the expertise or the
 5  resources to do what was initially in the plan.
 6  Now I've heard, Kirk, you say that you're going to
 7  soften that and make it vaguer until those
 8  decisions are made, which I think it's very
 9  appropriate.
10                 But do keep it mind that to have an
11  effective outreach process it really needs some
12  professional expertise.  And a bunch of us
13  well-meaning folks might not do as good a job as
14  somebody who has that training.
15                 And so as I said, that we don't
16  feel that we have the skills or the time or the
17  energy to do it as it was originally listed.
18                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I think we've
19  heard appropriate edits to that section five.  So
20  like you said, Virginia, we can edit that as
21  appropriate before this final draft report is
22  complete.
23                 I do want to move on since I'm
24  trying to keep an eye on the clock.  This would be
25  a relatively easy one, but on the comments, the
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 1  comments that's numbered number three about
 2  private wells, Lori, I think you've brought this
 3  up maybe a few times about a pathway forward for
 4  the private well testing and inventory.
 5                 And you know, I guess, Dave, maybe
 6  I'll ask you to speak to this a bit.  Because
 7  while we could do that, it's just a matter of, you
 8  know, is that something we want to try to draft
 9  and get into this final draft report?
10                 LORI MATHEU:  Yes.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And I think we'd be
12  happy to do that if the Council agrees to that.
13  The reason it isn't there as a specific
14  pathway right now is it didn't arise organically
15  through the stakeholder workshops process.  And so
16  we'd be happy to do that if there's a consensus on
17  the panel, on the Council to do that.  It is
18  mentioned a number of places, but I think as we've
19  talked about, it's scattered.  It's not a
20  prevalent theme.
21                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  It's kind of
22  throughout and if you read the whole plan you get
23  sort of a flavor of it.  But in many, many of the
24  broad meetings on policy we talked about private
25  wells.  And it was brought up, not only by me, but
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 1  by other people in that room time and time again.
 2  So I thought that maybe as time ran out, to write
 3  a pathway forward.  So that was my thought.
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So can we just
 5  talk about what would be in that pathway forward?
 6  What do you see as the major steps?
 7                 LORI MATHEU:  I think the major
 8  step, like, the hugest hurdle is just getting
 9  legislation passed that would do basic testing,
10  like bacteriological, physical testing.  And then
11  start at least, like when we had Gary Robbins,
12  Professor Robbins come to the policy group and
13  give a presentation on private wells.
14                 You know, he's always out there
15  looking to put together some funding to get
16  together an inventory so at least we know where
17  these private wells are.  So maybe some basics.
18  We start with baby steps first and keep it really
19  simple, that we know private wells exist.  We know
20  that there's hundreds of thousands of them, but we
21  have no idea of the quality and we have no idea of
22  the location.  We have basic ideas and we have
23  scattered information, but a pathway forward would
24  mean to at least to try to move forward with
25  proposed legislation on basic level testing for
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 1  all private wells.
 2                 And maybe, if that doesn't pass,
 3  maybe you start simple with all new wells, all new
 4  private wells.  And all new private wells have to
 5  go through -- and Gary mentioned -- I'm forgetting
 6  all the details, but he has sort of a format.  He
 7  has gathered information on private wells and
 8  maybe we can, you know, work on some sort of
 9  format for new wells, and a new well moving
10  forward.  Let's start small and see what we can
11  do.  That would be a pathway, I think.
12                 Because I think it's scary to a lot
13  of people.  Many, many different groups out there,
14  if you're going to say, we're going to test for
15  everything and we want to do an inventory and we
16  want to do it in the year -- and there's a lot of
17  money and there's a lot of effort that would go
18  into that.
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So may I make a
20  suggestion rather than sort of getting to
21  legislation without having an opportunity to have
22  a lot of discussion about it?  To sort of frame it
23  more that we have concerns that people are being
24  exposed to contaminants in their water.  We need
25  to do something about testing of private wells.
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 1  There's a series of options that are available,
 2  but not actually jump to what we think is probably
 3  the right thing to do, but just legislation.  But
 4  the point is, there isn't any testing that needs
 5  to be --
 6                 LORI MATHEU:  I think we've been
 7  there for 20 years saying, we should test, we
 8  should test.  I think now is the time to push it,
 9  and under this plan.
10                 And so one of the efforts that the
11  Health Department has tried to move forward and
12  has not been as successful is just that, passing
13  legislation.  I think we've talked for years.  I
14  think we've known -- anyone who's sat in through
15  Gary's presentation, you get concerned if you have
16  a private well and you haven't tested it, because
17  there's pockets of uranium.  There's pockets of
18  arsenic, and they're at super high numbers in
19  certain areas of the state.
20                 And so we all know that, and
21  there's other emerging contaminants that could be
22  found in the ground beyond that.  But I think
23  starting small and slow would make some sense and
24  I know legislation is going to be difficult.  It
25  has been difficult, but we've talked for a very
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 1  long time about private wells and trying to do
 2  something, and it never seems to get off the
 3  ground.
 4                 So using the platform of the plan
 5  and the public outreach that we plan to do over
 6  the next six months -- and see what people say.
 7  Maybe people will come out and say, no way.  I
 8  don't want that.  Take it out.  You know, people
 9  are going to come out against it.  I don't know.
10  I would imagine that local health directors and
11  the people that we talked to in the Health
12  Department would say, this is necessary because we
13  just don't know what people are consuming in their
14  homes.
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well, if we're
16  going to go for it, we should really go for it.
17  So I would want the recommendation to sort of be
18  put in that similar -- to have to do a perc test
19  associated with your septic system.  Before you
20  actually build a house you need an installed well
21  that has appropriate quality and appropriate
22  quantity to support the size of the house.  I
23  mean, if we're going to do it we should do it.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  What happens now
25  when someone builds a house and puts a well in?
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 1  What happens now?
 2                 LORI MATHEU:  They drill the well
 3  last.
 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Nobody tests the
 5  well?
 6                 LORI MATHEU:  They do a basic test
 7  on new wells, a standard chemistry test.  So it's
 8  a bacteriological, physical, iron, and whatever.
 9  But that's only for new wells that are drilled.
10  And they are drilled last, after the septic and
11  foundation is in place.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  After your
13  investment has --
14                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well I know there's
16  a lot of people that have difficulties with
17  wells after they buy the house.
18                 LORI MATHEU:  Betsy, I would agree
19  with it.  It's a certificate process for private
20  wells essentially.
21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So you want to put
22  it in the plan, is what you're saying?
23                 LORI MATHEU:  Sure.
24                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And it sounds like
25  as a pathway forward, which as we've developed the
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 1  other pathways forward in the plan, this is how
 2  you can move it forward.  So it's not, you know,
 3  drafted language.  It's not.  You know, so it can
 4  be added on and probably should be added on as
 5  it's pushed forward, but it's some ideas at this
 6  moment in time.
 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And it's a way to
 8  consolidate these ideas in a fairly highly visible
 9  place in the report.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.
11                 LORI MATHEU:  Exactly.  And one
12  thing with -- and I keep going back to Gary's
13  presentation, but he was adamant that we needed to
14  start collecting information.  Maybe even part of
15  the pathway -- I forget your terms, Kirk, in that
16  you use the pathways, the categories that you
17  have.
18                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I use a lot of
19  terms.
20                 LORI MATHEU:  The subcategories in
21  the pathways.  And again it was, whatever,
22  whatever.  But one of the two's would be to work
23  on a strategy to collect an inventory of existing
24  wells.
25                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  So the first
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 1  category is always information needs.
 2                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Information needs,
 4  outreach and possible partnerships.
 5                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.
 6                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Consensus
 7  building, and I think, you know, something that
 8  has been brought up at some of the presentations
 9  is the real estate groups.  So you know, it could
10  be on one point of consensus building.
11                 LORI MATHEU:  So if we put that out
12  there, to Betsy's point, and that strongly -- I'm
13  sure we're going to be getting some pushback, but
14  should also hear from others that might say, yeah,
15  that makes absolute sense.  So that would make it
16  much more definitive and helpful.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  All right?
18                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  May I make a
19  quick comment?  Lori, what I heard you say was it
20  had two pieces that are intimately related.  One
21  is the water quality and the testing, and the
22  other is the location of all the wells.  And I
23  think they're in some ways very separate and Gary
24  was addressing both.
25                 In his research area he would use
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 1  students to collect that data.  I just want to put
 2  out there -- I've mentioned it before, but I think
 3  it should be part of the discussion, that the
 4  inventory, a large inventory of the groundwater
 5  wells, domestic wells does exist.
 6                 It's Bob Hefferman's work that he
 7  did over probably eight or ten years.  He has more
 8  than 10,000 records in it.  And when he did it he
 9  wanted to be able to sell it to the State.  And I
10  have no idea what the price tag would be, but I
11  think that should at least be considered because
12  the price tag, even if you use students, can go
13  high very, very quickly pawing through all the
14  individual reports.
15                 So I just want to make note that
16  that does exist, and if you all want to pursue it
17  and see what he would be charging and whether it
18  would be worth it, that's certainly something that
19  could be considered.
20                 LORI MATHEU:  That's a
21  consideration, that we've known about that
22  inventory for years.  One of the other things that
23  he used, new technology with GIS and, you know,
24  you can get down to a certain level now with GIS
25  technology and print out building lots and all
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 1  kinds of different things.  So there's ways to use
 2  GIS I think in a very creative way, versus having
 3  to do a lot of field work.
 4                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Thank you.  I
 5  think we've got enough information to draft
 6  something there.
 7                 Moving on to another set of
 8  comments that we need some feedback on.  So this
 9  is in section three of the report, which is on one
10  of the data sections.  And the way that the
11  comment reads is that the plan --
12                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  This is number
13  five?
14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  On our two-page
15  summary.  The plan should acknowledge that
16  groundwater is not included under the current
17  streamflow regulations.  The plan should not
18  advocate whether groundwater should or should not
19  be included under streamflow regulations, but
20  simply note that it is not now.
21                 And I think, you know, the
22  streamflow, maybe we can jump to also look at
23  comment number seven on this list, which also
24  talks about streamflow regulations on safe yield.
25  So our concerns on at least section three in that
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 1  suggestion was that we weren't sure how it
 2  compares or relates to future water demands and
 3  supply, whether it would be added to the previous
 4  section, but we wanted to see your thoughts about
 5  groundwater and minimum streamflow standards and
 6  making sure that, you know, we appropriately
 7  provide text in the report associated with that.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I didn't get
 9  it as it related to the section that they were
10  referring to.
11                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That was part of
12  the reason why we talked about it.  We didn't
13  quite understand the location in the report that
14  was being referenced.
15                 LORI MATHEU:  It seems to be
16  incorrect.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Can we leave it at
18  this?  If you agree with this statement, can we
19  find where we've addressed it and make sure that
20  the statement fits the tone of the comment?
21                 LORI MATHEU:  I'm fine with the
22  comment.  Just the location is wrong.
23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, the
24  first sentence is true, is that groundwater is not
25  included in the current streamflow regulations.
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 1  The part about not advocating here depends on
 2  where here is.  And I don't think anyone is
 3  advocating that groundwater be integrated into the
 4  streamflow regs at this point in time.  That
 5  doesn't mean that the connection between
 6  groundwater and streamflow and diversions
 7  shouldn't be addressed.  So the second
 8  sentence out of context doesn't make any sense.
 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  We will find out
10  where that exists.  It may be in one of the
11  pathways, and then carry your thought forward
12  there, Betsy.
13                 ELAINE SISTARE:  All right.  So
14  while we're thinking streamflow let's also look at
15  comment number seven on this, which is about
16  deleting the paragraph on page 527.  And it says,
17  the reasoning is the impact of streamflow
18  regulations on safe yields analysis.
19                 Each water utility will need to
20  conduct for their affected sources, and it's
21  already underway through the WUCC process.  So it
22  should not be a high-level recommendation that's
23  in the plan, and I guess we just wanted to, you
24  know, to make sure that we understood and that
25  ultimately we can delete that component of the
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 1  policy recommendation, because I guess that's
 2  where it is.
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Delete it or change
 4  it to an acknowledgment that it's being addressed
 5  by the WUCC process.
 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we
 7  recommended deletion.
 8                 Because it's actually sort of a
 9  smaller piece of -- and we actually think that it
10  really fits in this section in terms of all of the
11  things that were going on.  It's under
12  environmental monitoring.  I'm not so sure we've
13  really got it.
14                 In addition, impact.  When the regs
15  were adopted this was considered.  I agree that we
16  need to know, but -- so that was our take on it.
17                 LORI MATHEU:  I don't have that
18  wording in front of me.
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  5-27.
20                 LORI MATHEU:  This is the separate
21  wording.
22                 So you want that -- you want C
23  taken out?
24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.
25                 LORI MATHEU:  Why?  Why would you
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 1  want that taken out?
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So, it doesn't
 3  fit within that piece.  That work is being done by
 4  the WUCC.  This is a really high-level
 5  recommendation.  It is not really clear why it's
 6  in there, and why it's in this location in
 7  particular.
 8                 LORI MATHEU:  Suggested policy
 9  recommendations --
10                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Under data, under
11  the data policy recommendation, correct.
12                 LORI MATHEU:  Yeah, the data policy
13  recommendations.  To me, it seems to fit.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So what's going
15  to happen with that data once it's developed?
16  What's the purpose of the data?  What do you do
17  with it, and where do you go with it?
18                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, I think it goes
19  to the point of the second bullet on the plan
20  summary when we talk about class A water.
21                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The two-page
22  summary?
23                 LORI MATHEU:  And it goes to the
24  part about the executive summary, which repeats
25  that saying, you know, I am to maintain the
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 1  highest quality drinking water.  I think a big
 2  part of this plan, and what the Health Department
 3  actually really likes about this plan is the
 4  acknowledgment of those items that we maintain the
 5  highest quality water for drinking.
 6                 But we do know that minimum
 7  streamflow -- and let's be honest, minimum
 8  streamflow is going to have a direct impact on the
 9  existing safe yield, and we have to be able to
10  understand that.  And we have to understand how
11  much and quantify that, and then be able to plan
12  for it appropriately in order to maintain number
13  two, and in order maintain the second bullet under
14  background.
15                 We're the only State that prohibits
16  this and we want to continue to maintain that, and
17  we believe in that.  That was the very first
18  policy meeting that I was at that everybody said,
19  let's take that right off the table.  We all agree
20  that we should maintain that.
21                 So that's what that goes to.  To
22  me, it's incredibly important to quantify how much
23  that's going to impact safe field, and where that
24  water is going to come from in the future so that
25  we can continue to maintain item two in the


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 61


 1  executive summary on the second page.
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My understanding
 3  is that work is underway through the WUCC process
 4  and will be vetted through the WUCC process.  It's
 5  also, I trust, part of any water supplier's
 6  planning and updating of their water supply plan.
 7  It's not actually a task that the Water Planning
 8  Council would take on, and I just don't think it
 9  belongs here.
10                 LORI MATHEU:  Maybe it's in the
11  wrong place, but I think it has to be identified.
12  And then it could be identified that the WUCC is
13  working on that, or these other plans are working
14  on it because what you say to many other folks is
15  that there's other plans that do this or that,
16  this and that, for, you know, the blue plan, the
17  green plan and whatever plan, whatever plan, state
18  plan.
19                 You mentioned that you tee up an
20  issue and then you say another plan has taken care
21  of that.  I think maybe that's -- that we just
22  need rewrite that to a point and put it in the
23  right place.  But it is a data need.  It is a data
24  need and the WUCC is working on that.
25                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  There are a couple
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 1  of places we could include that thought if you're
 2  comfortable with it.  We have a section on the
 3  instream flow policy recommendation on the
 4  instream flow, which is basically an
 5  acknowledgment that these are being implemented
 6  statewide for all the right reasons.  And would
 7  that be an appropriate place to say the WUCC
 8  process is evaluating the impacts of instream flow
 9  as part of that acknowledgment?  Would that be an
10  appropriate reference?
11                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  Wording that
12  same way that you have written there about impact
13  on quantity, that would be fine.  But I
14  think under data needs, I think it is a data need.
15  I think it's important to acknowledge.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I actually don't
17  think that's necessarily the right place to put
18  it, Kirk.  One of our concerns -- so where?  Can
19  you be more specific of where you would put it?
20                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Yeah.  Let's see
21  the contents here.  It would be section 5.2.3.8,
22  implementation of the minimum streamflow
23  regulations.
24                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Which is another
25  policy recommendation.


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 63


 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  It's on page 522.
 2  And I think we had scaled that back.  We also have
 3  a pathway forward in streamflow, and maybe that's
 4  a more appropriate place for it to just encourage
 5  the coordination and the continuation of the work
 6  that the WUCC process is doing.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I would rather
 8  see it in the pathway forward than I would in this
 9  section.
10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Okay.  Are you
11  comfortable with that, Lori?  That's more action
12  oriented, anyway.
13                 LORI MATHEU:  You're suggesting
14  taking out the words in 522?
15                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The paragraph C,
16  under the data policy recommendations.  Under 2,
17  paragraph 2C, under the data policy
18  recommendation.
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And move that to
20  the pathway forward for instream flow.
21                 LORI MATHEU:  I guess I would
22  disagree.  I would want to see it there, because I
23  think it's important.  It's critically important
24  to maintain the highest quality drinking water.
25  And without that information we don't have a clue
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 1  how we're going to maintain the highest quality
 2  water for drinking.  I have no idea, because right
 3  now in some utilities -- and the information we're
 4  starting to gather, it's pretty significant.
 5                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Could I make an
 6  observation?  If I were a private citizen and I
 7  wanted to know about what the plan said about the
 8  impacts of instream flow, I wouldn't look to the
 9  data section for that.  I would look under the two
10  headings that specifically talked about instream
11  flow.
12                 So even though it is a data need,
13  it might be more impactful to include it in the
14  pathway forward.  That's where I would look for
15  it.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And also
17  pointing out there are considerable offramps built
18  into the regs depending on what the impact is and
19  where you are as a utility in meeting your margin
20  of safety and other issues.
21                 LORI MATHEU:  But those offramps
22  are under a drought situation and under your
23  margin of safety issues.  And so only when you're
24  hitting those critical points is when you get the
25  offramp.  So offramps are fine when you get
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 1  critical points, but when you're doing planning
 2  you should be planning for 10, 20 years.  And yes,
 3  critical points are important, but also planning
 4  for the future is.
 5                 So the offramps don't give you the
 6  water you need for future planning.  They give you
 7  offramps for critical situation issues such as
 8  drought, such as minimum margin of safety issues.
 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And that makes
10  sense, because the premise was -- our goal through
11  those streamflow regs was to try to balance
12  downstream needs with upstream uses in the
13  reservoir going forward.  And that ultimately we
14  get to a point where we can move forward, so
15  that's the goal.  There's no question that's the
16  goal.
17                 LORI MATHEU:  And I think beyond --
18  we're always thinking about the presentations
19  we're going to have to do in the next six months.
20  So if people say, oh, really.  That's great.  How
21  are you going to maintain that high quality water
22  for drinking?  How do you know?  How do you
23  account for it?  What are you going to do?
24                 I think for us we need to quantify
25  it, understand it.  Where are the issues?  And
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 1  then think about really changing the conservation
 2  ethic.  I mean, that's where these items work
 3  really well together in this executive summary.
 4  One leads into the next.
 5                 And when we talk about this at a
 6  high level to politicians, to chief elected
 7  officials and other people about this plan, I
 8  think that's what we have to strategize on, is how
 9  did we find that balance?  How do we find that
10  balance between minimum streamflow and high
11  quality water for human consumption?  How do we
12  find that?
13                 I think a lot of it has to do with
14  reuse of class B, reuse for non-potable use and
15  water conservation, because if you think about
16  what's going on in the western part of the state,
17  you know, using all that water for irrigation,
18  does that make any sense?  And should you be
19  pursuing more class A water if you're going to
20  just use 80 percent of your supply for irrigation?
21                 So you know, talk about big-picture
22  policy, the ethic needs to be changed.  And so it
23  says all of that.  So I want to be able to point
24  to places where we say this is an important issue.
25  So I think it belongs in multiple places, because


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 67


 1  it is important, one of the most important points
 2  in the plan.
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We have a
 4  difference of opinion.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So let me see who I
 6  can agree with.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  May I make a
 8  suggestion, Jack?
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.
10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Let's get
11  through everything else and table this and come
12  back to it.
13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Is that okay
15  with you, Lori?
16                 LORI MATHEU:  Sounds good.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  May I make another
18  suggestion?  And do with this as you see fit.  We
19  can talk about these for the next three days -- we
20  all if we could.  Could we jump ahead to talk
21  about some of the administrative details quickly
22  so we don't see those as afterthoughts at the end
23  and spend the remaining time on these comments?
24  Would that be okay with everybody?
25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  So we've been
 2  really dealing with section three and two at the
 3  same time.  So let's jump ahead to section four
 4  and talk a little bit about the logistics of
 5  turning the documents over to you and some
 6  thoughts then about outreach and budget moving
 7  forward.
 8                 Our plan is to hand you -- and
 9  Elaine, you can elaborate on this -- Word
10  documents that you can modify and you would
11  probably want to assign a caretaker as a counsel
12  of those documents to ensure version consistency.
13  PDFs, of course, that you can share and post.
14                 And the executive summary is
15  written in a different piece of software,
16  InDesign.  I don't know if anybody has access to
17  that, but we could figure out -- we will need to
18  figure out how you can edit the executive summary.
19  We'll give it to you in a Word form, but you'll
20  also want the ability to modify electronically in
21  InDesign.
22                 Elaine, you had some thoughts on
23  hardcopies and flash drives, too.  Do you want to
24  share those?
25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Sure.  Yeah,
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 1  rather than -- because these are going to be large
 2  sized PDF files, so I think basically a memory
 3  stick -- four memory sticks to the Water Planning
 4  Council members.  And paper copies of the June
 5  2017 final draft report.  I'm suggesting two per
 6  Water Planning Council member, but I could
 7  increase that by a couple if necessary.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Increasing by a
 9  couple would be nice.
10                 LORI MATHEU:  Four would be good.
11                 ELAINE SISTARE:  So four per number
12  of the Water Planning Council.
13                 LORI MATHEU:  Six would be better.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I'm sure 20 would
15  be better.  Right?
16                 LORI MATHEU:  I'll take six, then.
17                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I hear two and six,
18  so we'll go with four.
19                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The middle ground.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  PURA needs two, so
21  just make two for us.
22                 LORI MATHEU:  My Commissioner needs
23  one.  You know, my staff needs some.  We have
24  another section.  I'm sure Betsey has the same.
25  You know, commissioners love to have the paper
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 1  copies.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Sixteen between
 3  all of you, and do you think that would be
 4  reasonable?  I don't know, you know, an OPM
 5  representative is not here.
 6                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  You can divide them
 7  up as you see fit.
 8                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Six for the two of
 9  you?
10                 LORI MATHEU:  I'll take four.
11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Give me four, and
12  then I'll give Gary two.
13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So 16.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  And along
15  with, you know, like I said, the memory sticks and
16  the executive summary would be bound inside of it
17  as part of the report.  The two-page handout will
18  not be bound as part of the report, but you know,
19  as I've delivered in the past, slipped in.
20                 We do expect -- and it kind of goes
21  to the consultant to the Council transfer, but
22  we'll put in, you know, a one or two-page letter
23  from CDM Smith saying, here's the final draft
24  report.  So that would be bound inside the report,
25  too.
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 1                 Beside that, that's about the
 2  details associated with it, there has been some --
 3  if I'm remembering correctly from the last
 4  meeting, that July 5th is when the next time, you
 5  know, after you've received the report the July
 6  5th meeting would be your first opportunity to say
 7  you're ready to post it.
 8                 That's all I have.
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And I would
10  anticipate us opening a new docket for tracking
11  purposes because there's so much.  There's volumes
12  of information in the existing docket we have set
13  up the development of the water plan.
14                 So Mr. Neeley will set up a docket.
15  Probably it would be relevant or --
16                 NICK NEELEY:  Yeah, just to keep in
17  mind I know, you know, we've talked a lot about --
18  I don't know if this is relevant or not, but
19  there's been a lot of discussion about this
20  outreach plan.
21                 There's no mention of an outreach
22  plan in the statute itself.  All it says is the
23  Water Planning Council, once it has the draft
24  report shall publish it and put it out for public
25  comment.  That's what the statute calls for at a
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 1  minimum.
 2                 Just so I think some people were
 3  under the assumption that the statute calls for an
 4  outreach plan, practically it might, but it's not
 5  required by the statute.  It tells you, you have
 6  to have one public meeting.  You've got to post it
 7  on the Internet.  And that's a mechanism to gather
 8  comments, and that's the extent of it.
 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  That's a good
10  point, Nick.  I think it's sort of an implicit
11  assumption on our part that because this would be
12  put to the Legislature for a vote, that
13  the outreach will be an effective step toward
14  securing that vote.
15                 All right.  We do want to
16  acknowledge that NEIWPCC has done a really nice
17  job tabulating all of the public comments to date
18  from the docket.  That will be included as an
19  appendix -- you may have mentioned that, Elaine --
20  and categorize the different kinds of comments
21  that we received.  So that would be part of the
22  report.  At least you haven't seen that yet, I
23  don't think.
24                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Not the individual
25  comments, the summary.
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  The summary.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes.
 3                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Jack, do you want
 4  to talk a little bit about next steps going
 5  forward, opportunities for outreach, what your
 6  thoughts and plans are?
 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And Lori or Betsey,
 8  just jump in here you if you want.
 9                 In terms of the budget, I mean, I
10  don't have to tell you it's in a state of flux
11  right now.  We are happy that we're going to have
12  Garrett Eucalitto who's going to be coming over
13  from the Office of Policy and Management.  He's
14  going to be the new representative on the Council
15  to replace David LeVasseur.
16                 David, we're not so certain he's
17  going to be available to come back in some type of
18  capacity because of the state of flux with the
19  budget.  We're still waiting to hear back from the
20  Army Corps of Engineers in terms of what might be
21  available there.
22                 NEIWPCC has some hours left and I
23  have to figure out how that translates into
24  dollars.  We would love to hear from them as
25  involved in some capacity as we go through this
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 1  process.  We just have to figure out how to do it
 2  strategically and financially.
 3                 In terms of the outreach, one of
 4  the things that I've talked about is the fact that
 5  all three -- all the agencies, OPM, DEEP, PURA and
 6  DPH have our own communications people that work
 7  for us.  And I think over the next several weeks
 8  what I would suggest is that we get together and
 9  try to come up -- and it kind of goes with what
10  Virginia and Margaret talked about, that elevator
11  speech, those bullets that you came up with when
12  we were out in Fort Trumbull, so we can all really
13  speak with a unified voice going out.
14                 There might be some situations if
15  you're going to some of the -- the discussions we
16  just had previously between Lori and Betsey, those
17  are the kinds of things -- nothing wrong
18  with saying to people that you might have to get
19  back to them if you're a council of governments or
20  something like that to give an answer, but we
21  really want to have people go out and speak in a
22  unified voice after we formally accept this plan.
23                 And we have to move very quickly,
24  because before you know it December 31st will be
25  here.  So we have ideas.  As Nick said, you know,
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 1  it's not that we're not mandated, but I think
 2  we've spent a great deal of time, effort and money
 3  on this.  And I think we have an obligation as the
 4  citizens of the State to go out and to promote
 5  this plan and to let them know what we've tried to
 6  do over the past year and a half.  So we're open
 7  to suggestions from the Water Planning Council or
 8  any of the Water Planning Council advisory group,
 9  or anybody as we move forward, but it's
10  challenging for us right now.
11                 One of the things that I had
12  mentioned is that at the PURA, and formally the
13  DPUC, we had a extensive consumer outreach program
14  for an electric supplier competition program.  So
15  we have some experience going out and speaking to
16  groups and doing public service announcements and
17  coming up with some literature to promote it.  So
18  Mike Coyle has been very involved with that back
19  at our shop.  So there's alternatives.  There's
20  things we can utilize moving forward.  And again,
21  we're open to, also, suggestions.
22                 I don't know if Betsey or Lori have
23  anything to add?
24                 LORI MATHEU:  I think that webinars
25  can be done and they can be produced.  And a
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 1  number of us have the equipment, at least, and the
 2  people and the communication offices to be able to
 3  help us produce that.  And maybe we can have CDM
 4  Smith help us with some slides, which would be
 5  very helpful, focus a PowerPoint presentation.
 6                 As much as I hate PowerPoint, I
 7  think we should have something that could be used
 8  by anyone that we would have them deputized, as
 9  you mentioned, you know, people on the advisory to
10  go up and speak, but to use those slides and to
11  speak to the plan in a consistent manner.  I think
12  a unified voice is really very important.
13                 So I have spoken with my deputy
14  commissioner this morning and she is willing to,
15  as we had mentioned, get our Communications
16  Director Maura Downs involved with your
17  communications directors, and put their thoughts
18  together.
19                 We recently had built a new media
20  center at our department, so I think we could put
21  that to some good use.  So I think if we put our
22  communications people together I think we could
23  pool our resources and get something interesting
24  done.
25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  One thing I will
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 1  add on to that memory stick at minimum, Lori, is
 2  that -- and brought this up at the advisory group
 3  yesterday exactly what you said about the
 4  presentation.  But the May 20th, I believe it was,
 5  public meeting number six.
 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  At the LOB.
 7                 ELAINE SISTARE:  At the LOB pretty
 8  much has, you know, the information that's
 9  included in the plan.  If those, you know,
10  individuals do presentations elsewhere maybe they
11  want to put in a couple, you know, specific slides
12  to that COG to that area of the state, et cetera,
13  but ultimately that is the framework of a
14  presentation for the plan.
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we're halfway
16  through?
17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We're halfway
18  through.  There are some easy ones that I see.
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Let's do the easy
20  ones first.
21                 DAVID MURPHY:  Can we take a break,
22  and have me come up and say -- I think I worked on
23  this section.
24                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I'd be happy to
25  take a break.
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 1                 DAVID MURPHY:  Not a long break.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Section 5-3.  The
 3  one that perhaps we skipped was item number six,
 4  which is about climate change.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Let's take a
 6  five-minute break, so we can do the environment
 7  later.
 8
 9                 (Whereupon, a recess was taken from
10  3:00 p.m. to 3:11 p.m.)
11
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's
13  reconvene.
14                 DAVID MURPHY:  I wanted to continue
15  with the comments, comment six from DEEP.  This is
16  a comment about the climate change discussion, and
17  I believe there was a discussion offline a few
18  minutes ago.  Was there some resolution on this
19  one?
20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.  I mean, so
21  basically -- and I'm not going to do as articulate
22  a job as Corinne did, because this was discussed
23  at science and technical.  What we'd like to see
24  is some additional recommendations that as we move
25  forward we really need to be looking at climate
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 1  change and reassessing as we go.  And that my
 2  understanding is you guys have looked over 25
 3  years.  There's a need for continuing to evaluate
 4  climate change, the impacts and further refining
 5  them.
 6                 Does that accurately capture it,
 7  Corinne or Kirk?
 8                 CORINNE FITTING:  Yeah, it just
 9  needed the next step.
10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It needed the
11  next step.
12                 CORINNE FITTING:  And a couple
13  sentences will do it.
14                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I'll do that.
15                 DAVID MURPHY:  Comment seven, I
16  believe we are?
17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Tabling until
18  the end.
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  So comment eight, I
20  spoke to Alicea during the break, and Betsey as
21  well, and I think we have a resolution on this
22  one.
23                 Betsey, would you like to describe
24  it?
25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:   5-3-22.
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 1                 DAVID MURPHY:  Page 536.
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So this is about
 3  the policy discussion that the policy subcommittee
 4  had about interconnections.  I think we had four
 5  meetings where we talked about interconnections
 6  and we ended up with two competing policy sort of
 7  statements.  I think there's concern about
 8  including the draft policy statements, because we
 9  never reached consensus on them.
10                 So my suggestion, and Alicea
11  agreed, would be to delete the first two sentences
12  of the policy subcommittee language section and
13  basically just end up with a statement of fact
14  about what happened and what we'd be focused on.
15                 So for those of you who are looking
16  at it, the paragraph would start with, there was
17  agreement that interconnections between public
18  water supply systems have multiple benefits, and
19  it would end with sustainability, and that's it.
20  Short and simple, and to the point.
21                 You okay with that, Lori?  Did you
22  understand that?
23                 LORI MATHEU:  (Nodding
24  affirmatively.)
25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  On page 536.
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 1  Right?  So delete under paragraph C, under
 2  consensusbuilding communication, delete the first
 3  sentence.  Start --
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Two sentences.
 5                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Two sentences?
 6  Okay.  Start with, there was agreement.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah.
 8                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And that sentence
 9  stands alone?
10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And keep the
11  rest of the paragraph, and go all the way down to
12  sustainability.
13                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And that's it.
15                 LORI MATHEU:  So all you're
16  deleting are the first two sentences?
17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And the draft
18  policy statements.
19                 ELAINE SISTARE:  What's written in
20  blue, those subparagraphs under that about the
21  draft sentences.
22                 LORI MATHEU:  Where do the two
23  draft policy statements come from?
24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  They came out of
25  the policy subcommittee, but there was never
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 1  consensus on them.
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And then just to
 3  clarify this is in the pathways.  It's not draft
 4  language.
 5                 LORI MATHEU:  There was a lot of
 6  discussion about interconnections and the fact
 7  that -- especially emergency interconnections
 8  should be fostered, not only for sharing of water,
 9  but for resiliency.
10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And
11  environmental sustainability.  It sort of went,
12  all of those pieces --
13                 LORI MATHEU:  I really thought we
14  had consensus on the discussions like that.
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We didn't.
16                 LORI MATHEU:  I cannot remember
17  people disagreeing.
18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We didn't get
19  consensus.
20                 ELAINE SISTARE:  In the way that
21  it's written, yeah, we wrote it as consensus was
22  not reached, but you know, we've included it as a
23  draft.  That's, you know, reading this paragraph
24  in full.  So it's, you know, while I think the
25  phrase is draft, in its phrase, the consensus was


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 83


 1  not reached, the question is, you know, whether we
 2  should strike them from the plan.
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So the beauty
 4  is -- to me, is that the two sentences that remain
 5  capture the concepts that are embedded in both
 6  draft policy one and draft policy two, and talk
 7  about the importance of those interconnections and
 8  the possibility of utilizing them without then
 9  pulling forward the language, which from my
10  memory, the policy subcommittee didn't reach
11  agreement upon.
12                 LORI MATHEU:  I thought we had
13  consensus on this.  Is there anyone else that was
14  in those meetings in this room?
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Alicea.
16                 DAVID RADKA:  What was the
17  discussion?
18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Did we reach
19  consensus on both policy recommendations.
20                 DAVID RADKA:  Can you paraphrase
21  the policy recommendations?
22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Bob young is
23  what you need to know.
24                 DAVID RADKA:  I thought we pretty
25  much reached consensus on the pieces that you've
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 1  put on it as far as the drivers for it.
 2                 CORINNE FITTING:  I think we
 3  reached consensus on some of the drivers, but we
 4  never decided that that policy was what we were
 5  going with.  We had multiple discussions and we
 6  could never quite get there.
 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  What I recall is
 8  that we agreed that the language was useful, but
 9  didn't belong as a policy recommendation as the
10  language was crafted.  And I think the suggestion
11  was made by somebody to include the language in
12  the plan as an example of how future policies
13  could be crafted, but not specifically recommend
14  that language.  And I think, Elaine, that's why
15  you're saying we included it as a pathway for
16  discussion, but not as recommended language.
17                 So I agree, I don't think there was
18  consensus that it was a policy recommendation, but
19  there was an expression of a need to at least
20  preserve that language in some way in the plan as
21  an example.  That's how I remember it.
22                 DAVID RADKA:  I would disagree.  I
23  would characterize it maybe a little -- a step
24  further than that.  There seemed to be consensus
25  that interconnections had value.
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 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Absolutely.
 2                 DAVID RADKA:  And I think that's
 3  what you were talking about, Corinne, is that.
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And there's
 5  still language in there that does that.
 6                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  My discomfort --
 7  Alicea Charamut, Connecticut River Conservancy.
 8  My discomfort with it was that the language that
 9  we weren't -- everyone was not comfortable putting
10  forward.
11                 If it's in the plan it's going to
12  be just too easy for someone to point out and say,
13  it's here.  Let's just use this language, when
14  there were -- and I know I wasn't the only one
15  that was not comfortable with the second
16  recommendation which went beyond emergency
17  interconnections.
18                 LORI MATHEU:  Are you more
19  concerned with policy number one versus policy
20  number two?  Or policy number two with more
21  concern --
22                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Which one was the
23  emergency interconnections?
24                 LORI MATHEU:  Number two.
25                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  I was more
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 1  concerned with policy number one.
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No, I'm sorry.
 3  You're concerned with policy number two.
 4                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Okay.  Thank you.
 5  What did Betsey say?
 6                 LORI MATHEU:  Policy number two.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And just,
 8  Alicea, not to speak for you, but I think your
 9  concern about policy number two is that there are
10  no controls on it.  Correct?  It reduces barriers
11  and provides incentives.
12                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Right.
13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But there's no
14  balance provided in the policy.
15                 LORI MATHEU:  So could we leave
16  draft policy number one in?  Alicea, since it's
17  your comment?
18                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  I seem to recall
19  having more consensus around that policy than the
20  other one.  I wish Margaret was here.  Maybe she
21  might remember --
22                 LORI MATHEU:  I remember it.
23                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  Yeah, I recall we
24  had consensus around that policy.
25                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  It's very short.
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 1  Can somebody read it?
 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The draft policy
 3  one, promote legislation regulation and regulatory
 4  administration that reduces barriers and provides
 5  incentives for water utilities to construct
 6  permanent interconnections that can be utilized on
 7  a short-term basis to provide reliability during
 8  emergency situations without impacting the
 9  systems' margin of safety.
10                 Draft policy two has the same
11  phrasing to start, but instead ends with, to
12  construct permanent interconnections that provide
13  system resiliency and environmental
14  sustainability.
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And that goes to
16  why there wasn't sort of agreement, because this
17  concept of environmental sustainability in
18  utilizing interconnections to provide for a wide
19  variety of things is where the group couldn't come
20  to consensus.
21                 LORI MATHEU:  On policy two?
22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well, if we
23  could have come to consensus it probably would
24  have been policy one.  That's why policy one isn't
25  broad enough from our perspective.
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Why don't we leave
 2  both in there and go out on the road with them?
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We've got no
 4  other draft policies in here, would be another way
 5  to look at it.
 6                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  The gist of it
 7  is covered in the text.
 8                 LORI MATHEU:  I agree with Jack to
 9  leave it in there and see what comes with it, or
10  take out draft policy number two since that seems
11  to be the more -- and I do remember that that was
12  a little bit more on the edge, but we talked a lot
13  about emergency situations and emergency
14  interconnections.  And I think -- I swear I've
15  been to many, many meetings.  I swear we had
16  consensus on that.
17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we can check
18  the minutes.
19                 LORI MATHEU:  Good, because I
20  recall a conversation where we talked about this.
21                 DAVID MURPHY:  The narrative also
22  doesn't say, these are examples.  It might be
23  something that we could fix by saying, these are
24  potential examples.
25                 ELAINE SISTARE:  It's almost
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 1  giving, you know, a half an inch forward on a
 2  pathway forward.  This is how a pathway forward
 3  could get pushed forward, you know, in a very
 4  small step, you know, and these are two options.
 5                 So you know, maybe some
 6  wordsmithing to state it as that.  But you know,
 7  like Betsey said, no, it's not in any of the other
 8  pathways forward, but I guess because there was
 9  significant conversations at the policy meetings
10  that's where, you know, it was drafted as it
11  reads.
12                 The other, you know, somewhat of --
13  the comment and responses stand as their own, too.
14  So there is, you know, depending on what the final
15  draft of the report is, those comments and
16  responses also stand as part of the documentation
17  of development.
18                 DAVID MURPHY:  So they document the
19  changes in some opinions?
20                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes.
21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Say that again
22  please, Elaine?
23                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The comment log
24  similar to as we did for the phase one report, the
25  comment log will be a document that we deliver as,


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 90


 1  you know here's the comments we received.  Here's
 2  how, you know, they're either agree, disagree,
 3  other.
 4                 In this resolution detail, you
 5  know, what the resolution detail -- probably reads
 6  something like, you know, this was discussed at
 7  the Water Planning Council special meeting.  You
 8  know, left in or, you know, otherwise and, you
 9  know, this was, you know, while it continues to be
10  draft language it's an example, some kind of
11  summary.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Another way to
13  approach it would be the way that you've proposed
14  agricultural practices, because the agricultural
15  practices language was actually adopted by the
16  policy subcommittee.  But what you've done, and
17  it's done on page 5-20, is you put a note in and
18  say, this language was prepared by the policy
19  subcommittee and has been adapted to fit the
20  context of the plan's goals.  You could take a
21  similar approach on this issue.
22                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And maybe my first
23  stop with there is that that is a draft policy
24  recommendation versus a pathway forward.  You
25  know, the pathway forward, as we've developed them
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 1  and as we had them reviewed, you know, we
 2  encourage that.  You know, these are ideas.
 3  There's no wrong idea.  There's nothing, you know,
 4  we shouldn't say, no.  If you list six groups,
 5  could we, you know, list seven or eight?  Sure.
 6  But we're not going to, you know, we can list a
 7  definite amount and still not have it all there,
 8  but it's to provide information as on the topic so
 9  that it can be discussed and pushed forward if
10  appropriate.
11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So where are we?
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You were going to
13  soften the language?
14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We can, certainly.
15  We can format it a little more clear that, you
16  know, unlike other pathways forward we're
17  including some start to a --
18                 DAVID MURPHY:  Two examples, two
19  examples of the language.
20                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Correct.  And then
21  also document on this resolution detail that, you
22  know, discussion was at the Water Planning Council
23  meeting, and ultimately just that.  That while
24  there was some concerns about moving it forward,
25  we've addressed by softening the language and, you
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 1  know, noting that it is a pathway forward for
 2  ideas.
 3                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I'm really
 4  uncomfortable with the policy language.  We did
 5  talk about it.  The concepts as they're addressed
 6  in the text I think are right on.  That could
 7  actually be expanded.
 8                 Even if you worked sort of the
 9  policy, the draft policy language into the text,
10  it would stand out less than two draft policy
11  recommendations that are in blue.  Nothing else is
12  in blue even though it says, needs consensus,
13  which from my perspective there wasn't consensus
14  about.  I think it gives them too much weight.
15                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Perhaps we should
16  just, you know -- did I interrupt you, Lori?  Did
17  you have a thought?
18                 LORI MATHEU:  No.
19                 ELAINE SISTARE:  You know, taking
20  it out of, like you say, rather than, you know,
21  maybe I can include it as a bracketed paragraph of
22  text of that, you know, and just format it a
23  little differently so that it doesn't stand out.
24                 LORI MATHEU:  I remember the
25  conversation in the policy group where there was a
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 1  discussion about impacts of high-quality water for
 2  future sources.  And we thought that
 3  interconnections and sharing of water would be a
 4  way to avoid and to limit or reduce the impact of
 5  developing new sources of supply versus sharing
 6  the water across the state.
 7                 And I really thought we had good
 8  consensus on that issue.  I could clearly remember
 9  the conversation about that sort of thing versus
10  developing new surface water supplies up in the
11  headwater streams.  I can clearly remember this
12  conversation in the policy group.
13                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  And I
14  clearly remember talking specifically about
15  barrier removal outside of emergency situations.
16  And myself -- and I know Mike from UConn said the
17  same thing, and we were uncomfortable with that
18  barrier removal because you don't have the checks
19  and balances there.
20                 So that's where we didn't have
21  consensus.  I remember that very clearly.
22                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  My recommendation,
23  if I can jump in, is since we're touting this
24  entire plan as a consensus based plan to the
25  extent we can, why don't we leave in the first one
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 1  where there was general agreement as an example,
 2  to underline this as an example of how this
 3  pathway can ultimately lead to the policy, and
 4  let's strike the second one for now.
 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Alicea, are you
 6  okay with that?
 7                 ALICEA CHARAMUT:  (Nodding
 8  affirmatively.)
 9                 LORI MATHEU:  That works for me.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you for
11  those final comments.
12                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Thank you very much
13  everybody.  It's been a real privilege.  We
14  appreciate it.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
16  We appreciate all your work.
17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  So we've
18  made it through another one.  Let's see, Dave.
19  Where are we?
20                 DAVID MURPHY:  Number nine.  Number
21  nine is three paragraphs in the pathway forward
22  about streamflow regulations that had some
23  language about financial impacts, et cetera.
24                 The only reason we didn't address
25  these as DEEP suggested was that others had made
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 1  edits to these, these three bullets.  And I --
 2  Betsey made a good point.  It would have been good
 3  to bring those edits to review.  We don't have
 4  them.  My recollection is for this specific
 5  comment the edits were mainly editorial, some
 6  wordsmithing.
 7                 So the discussion, I guess, is
 8  whether these three, A, B and C can stay, because
 9  other people that edited it that read them
10  evidently were fine with them.  Or should they go?
11  Is there a need to have them at all?
12                 So we can read them, if that's
13  helpful.
14                 Elaine, was this the page?
15                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes.
16                 DAVID MURPHY:  Okay.  So this is
17  the pathway forward in instream flow, ecological
18  flows and the minimum streamflow standards.
19                 Under information needs, minimum
20  streamflow regulations have impacted some
21  available water for public drinking water supply,
22  current and future safe yield.  It is
23  understood that impacts to safe yield and margin
24  of safety are being calculated by water utilities
25  and may be reported as part of the water
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 1  utility coordinating committee, the WUCC process
 2  and the information should be incorporated into
 3  implementation decisions for the plan.
 4                 B, it is recommended that the Water
 5  Planning Council study the financial impacts of
 6  regulatory resident water releases to water
 7  utilities.
 8                 C, it is recommended that although
 9  the ecological flow targets presented in this
10  report are not regulatory mandates -- and that's
11  in the brackets -- in parenthesis, unlike the
12  required reservoir releases, comma, the impacts of
13  satisfying these needs to the greatest extent
14  possible be included in the evaluation of the
15  impacts of the streamflow standards on water
16  utilities with respect to yield, margin of safety
17  and cost.
18                 So A is kind of what's happening
19  already.  B would be something extra for the Water
20  Planning Council to do going forward.  And then C
21  is kind of additional steps that can be taken.
22                 Betsey, do you have comment?
23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I think my
24  concern and our overall comments on this one were
25  driven by there is a -- and I still struggle with
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 1  all of the terms.  There is a policy
 2  recommendation about implementation of minimum
 3  streamflow and I actually think that this
 4  discussion we're having now relates back to the
 5  comment number five.  Okay?  Because they are
 6  related.
 7                 And it was always my understanding
 8  that the recommended pathway forward for instream
 9  flow was not going to be about implementation of
10  minimum streamflow, because that's a policy
11  recommendation.  But it was going to be about how
12  do we achieve balance on instream flow moving
13  forward, and what do we need to look at?
14                 My actual hope for this
15  recommendation would be that it would be much
16  broader and really looking at broad
17  ecological flows, which it sort of does.  But then
18  it falls back down into minimum streamflow, which
19  isn't what it's about, which is why we're
20  recommending that those paragraphs come out.
21                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  May I interject,
22  Betsey?  I think this is related to a discussion
23  that went on in the science and technical
24  committee quite early on that the original
25  summary, basis summary sheets that had the bars
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 1  had represented just the mandated flows from the
 2  streamflow regulations.
 3                 And it was general consensus in the
 4  science and technical group that that was not
 5  adequate as a representation of ecological flows,
 6  which I think is the point that you're making
 7  here.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Absolutely.
 9                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  And those, as
10  you recall, those summary sheets then added the
11  big, long hatch bars that represented the -- I
12  don't remember.  It was the 80th percentile and
13  the -- what?  50th, whatever.  It doesn't matter.
14                 But I think you're making the same
15  point, that the mandated minimum streamflows are
16  just a component of appropriate ecological flows.
17  And since we made the change in the summary sheets
18  it sounds like it would be appropriate to make a
19  similar change in this discussion.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Lori?
21                 LORI MATHEU:  Kirk, what you are
22  recommending?  How did this get in here to begin
23  with?  So why are these here in A, B and C?
24                 DAVID MURPHY:  I think as an
25  information need for ecological flows, C kind of
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 1  gets at it best.  A and B kind of rehash what the
 2  impacts of the existing regulation are.  And I'm
 3  thinking out loud that A and B were kind of in
 4  there just to kind of get the reader familiar with
 5  what C would be suggesting if similar to what A
 6  and B are suggesting.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But C actually
 8  turns the issue on its head, because the real
 9  issue is in order to have sufficient ecological
10  flows statewide we probably need a new set of
11  tools.  We don't know what those set of tools are,
12  but we need a pathway forward to get there.
13                 I mean, whether that -- and now
14  we're going back up to comment five.  Whether that
15  is groundwater incorporated in the streamflow,
16  which I don't think it is, we have a component of
17  instream flow that is not regulated, but we know
18  that there's a need.  So how do we as a State
19  begin to grapple with that issue?
20                 And I really thought that that's
21  what this sort of pathway forward would be looking
22  at.  We don't have consensus on it.  I agree
23  totally, but it's identified in the balance
24  statement as one of the top sort of five issues
25  and it's recognized in the executive summary.  And
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 1  somehow we need to be talking about this.
 2                 DAVID MURPHY:  So to get started
 3  with ecological flow as a pathway forward, is
 4  there an information need?  Or maybe there's not
 5  an immediate information need.  Maybe it starts
 6  with the partnerships and consensusbuilding.  I
 7  guess what I'm suggesting is what if we don't have
 8  information needs?
 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That would get
10  past this issue.
11                 LORI MATHEU:  I think these are
12  more impacts, because I mean, to go to ecological
13  flows -- I guess, some of the point is, minimum
14  streamflow has an impact.  To go above and
15  beyond minimum streamflow you're going to
16  ecological flows which is going to have an even
17  more significant impact.  So to understand, you
18  know, to get to ecological flow needs and to try
19  to meet those we already have impacts by minimum
20  streamflow.
21                 And so I think that just brings
22  that back and makes sure that the reader, whoever
23  is reading this is understanding that in order to
24  get to desired ecological flows you're impacting
25  other uses of that water supply significantly.
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 1                 So I think the point -- maybe it's
 2  just termed incorrectly, but I don't agree with
 3  deleting those concepts because those were
 4  discussed.  And we talked a lot about the fact
 5  that the impact of minimum streamflow on existing
 6  safe yield belongs with the WUCC, and those
 7  calculations belong in the WUCC, but we were going
 8  to mention it in this plan, and I agreed to that
 9  and said, okay.  We're going to mention it, but
10  we're not going to calculate it here.  We'll
11  calculate it under the WUCC process.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That's what A
13  is.
14                 LORI MATHEU:  So to bring it out
15  front -- right.  That's what A is.  And I would,
16  as far as I'm concerned, I would like to have
17  those three bullets until there.  And maybe it's
18  just inappropriately termed.
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But it's not
20  about these ecological flows -- and the title is
21  actually probably wrong on the section.  This is
22  about meeting ecological flows statewide, which we
23  are not presently -- and minimum streamflow will
24  not get us there.
25                 The question is, in order to
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 1  achieve the balance as required by the plan and as
 2  set forth in the objectives, what do we do?  And
 3  we have some sort of general suggestions about how
 4  we move forward below.
 5                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Betsey, could
 6  you see moving some of that language into the
 7  introductory paragraph and then making information
 8  needs just much more focused?
 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So there's a
10  section -- no, I can't, Virginia, because there's
11  already a section on minimum streamflow
12  implementation.  That's not what this is about.
13  And what those things are, are about minimum.  A
14  certainly is about minimum streamflow.
15                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  But then, for
16  instance, C?  Could you move C into the
17  introductory paragraph, and then the information
18  needs would be to come up with some way of
19  assessing what an appropriate ecological flow
20  would be?  That's a huge question.
21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But in order to
22  do that you don't have to include an evaluation
23  that impacts those streamflow standards on water
24  utilities.  So it's a little bit like every
25  opportunity sort of goes back and harps on that
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 1  issue, and I think we need to really focus on the
 2  ecological flows.
 3                 We do need balance.  This doesn't
 4  really drive us in one particular direction and
 5  doesn't -- I mean, it says it's an issue that we
 6  need to look at and provides some pathways for
 7  getting there.
 8                 LORI MATHEU:  But I think it's an
 9  important recognition if you take that next step
10  beyond minimum streamflow and look at ecological
11  flow needs, which are significant.  There's going
12  to be a significant impact to existing uses, which
13  includes public water systems and sources.  So to
14  continue to bring that back to the reader I think
15  is important.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well, then when
17  we get to class A we should put something in there
18  that says, by the way, it impacts ecological
19  flows -- because we're taking it out.
20                 LORI MATHEU:  I agree.
21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think we've
22  done a good job of trying to balance our competing
23  needs, but always sort of bringing this issue back
24  up every time ecological flows are addressed.  I
25  don't think actually it treats that issue fairly
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 1  in the context.  I mean, this is a really big
 2  issue for us.
 3                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.  And minimum
 4  streamflow impacting safe yield is a big issue
 5  when we're looking at -- I would say, to us, but
 6  to the State, I would say when you're looking
 7  at meeting future need statewide and regionally,
 8  how can you meet the needs if you're failing to --
 9  lose existing safe yield.  We've got to start
10  looking at the numbers and quantifying that.
11                 Now to take that another step
12  further before ecological needs, it has even more
13  of an impact on the existing uses that are already
14  there.
15                 So I think mentioning it, maybe we
16  don't focus in on the details so much, but maybe
17  softening that, but I think it needs to be
18  mentioned.  And the fact that the WUCC process
19  will be, you know, that's a big part for us
20  because we backed off of this bigtime because we
21  were told the WUCC will calculate it.  And I said,
22  okay.  That's where it belongs.  I agree with
23  that.
24                 DAVID MURPHY:  What if we scrap A,
25  B, and C -- and possibly B and have an A and B.  A


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 105


 1  would be first to commission -- began to develop
 2  the targets.  And B, just as some water users have
 3  evaluated impacts on streamflow regulations,
 4  eventually they will need to evaluate the impacts
 5  of these regulations.
 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  If it is a
 7  regulation.
 8                 DAVID MURPHY:  If it is.
 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I mean, we don't
10  know.
11                 DAVID MURPHY:  Right.  So that's
12  why it's A to B.  So A would be identify the
13  targets, and B would be just as those -- some have
14  chosen to evaluate impacts, they could begin to
15  evaluate impacts.  It's a pathway.
16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I would much
17  rather see a second paragraph that says clearly
18  once those targets are defined there needs to be a
19  balancing of other needs and prioritization of
20  uses.  I mean, because that's really -- it's all
21  about that balance piece.
22                 DAVID MURPHY:  And I think that's
23  important enough to go in the introductory text.
24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think that's
25  really what Virginia was suggesting was that some
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 1  of it move into the introductory text.
 2                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Betsey, I think
 3  the comment you made might be apt, too, because
 4  this is a yeah-but.  This is great, but it's going
 5  to have this effect on the safe yield.  But if we
 6  had a yeah-but equivalent in the level A -- not
 7  the level A.  The class A discussion, yes, this is
 8  great for protecting public health, but it has an
 9  effect on the streamflow.  If they were to yell
10  out over there, too, as you mentioned, that would
11  keep it in balance.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Right, but this
13  is about a future activity that we're going to
14  look at.  Anything that we propose or come up with
15  as either the Water Planning Council or as an
16  agency will be vetted, will go through all of the
17  process and all of these things will be evaluated.
18                 It doesn't mean that you frontload
19  it with sort of the potential negative
20  consequences when you actually don't really
21  understand what they do.  I mean, one of the
22  examples -- well, because there might be ways of
23  reaching both needs without impacting the
24  availability of water and having better
25  streamflows.  I mean, you don't know.  It could be
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 1  an operational phase.
 2                 LORI MATHEU:  Maybe the recognition
 3  of the evaluation needs to happen so that there's
 4  an understanding of the impact.  I just think that
 5  it's a very important concept.
 6                 DAVID RADKA:  May I offer a comment
 7  as a WUCC cochair?  I don't disagree that the
 8  WUCCs are very interested in this and will be
 9  pursuing this, but I don't believe that all
10  utilities will.  By the time the WUCC report and
11  your report is completed in basically a year from
12  now, that that analysis will have been done.
13                 And even where it's done, the
14  implications for utility by utility are going to
15  be very system specific.  So in some cases the
16  utility could assess the impacts of implementing
17  streamflow regulations, and we'll be able to
18  absorb it with very little impact.  In other areas
19  it will be more problematic and that will trigger
20  a need to look at, what are the alternatives?
21                 What do I do to comply with this?
22  Do I need to find a new source?  Do I need to
23  pursue an interconnection or not?
24                 So that work does need to be done,
25  but I don't believe it will be done in its
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 1  totality by the time the WUCCs complete their
 2  work.
 3                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, the WUCC is an
 4  interesting animal because the WUCC continues.
 5  All right?  So the WUCC finishes its contract with
 6  MMI this time next year, but it doesn't end.  So
 7  to that point, those documents can be updated and
 8  revised moving forward.
 9                 So when I say the WUCC will
10  evaluate that -- and I agree with you.  Not every
11  utility has calculated this, but most of them
12  have, from what I'm understanding.  I have a
13  pretty good idea of what the impact is going to
14  be, pretty good.  And so we want to capture that
15  under the WUCC process and while we have MMI under
16  contract, but if that doesn't play out the timing
17  may not play out.
18                 We may be able to do -- we may
19  certainly be able to capture it as we move forward
20  after the year, you know, after July 1st of '18.
21                 DAVID RADKA:  And I think the
22  importance is -- to what you spoke to earlier, is
23  that in the state water plan that we really need
24  to capture it in two ways.  One is that it is a
25  data need and it will be a data need going
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 1  forward, but then also just speaking about these
 2  are the potential implications, good, bad, and
 3  otherwise.  We just need to acknowledge that.
 4                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.
 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So my suggestion
 6  sort of going back to the earlier discussion we
 7  had -- so think about comment number seven, which
 8  is a comment that we tabled.  It really is about
 9  this very similar issue.  It was data needs and it
10  was streamflow regulations.
11                 My suggestion is that we take
12  paragraph A as it exists on page 5-47 and on
13  5.3.2.11, and substitute it for what is paragraph
14  C on page 5-27 to resolve that comment, because it
15  actually is the same thing, but does a better job
16  of addressing the WUCC process and those issues.
17                 And then the plan clearly documents
18  that the impact of minimum streamflow on safe
19  yield is something that needs to be determined.
20  The WUCC has taken the lead.  You know, if it
21  doesn't happen, then we need to go from there.
22                 And then taking Dave's suggestion
23  that we go straight on ecological flows to
24  possible partnerships, and skip the data piece.
25  Does that make sense?
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 1                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I was mostly
 2  following along.
 3                 DAVID MURPHY:  So they would go
 4  where comment seven discusses --
 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.  A is the
 6  substitute for paragraph C on page 5-27.  So it
 7  remains in the data section.  It's documented in
 8  the plan.
 9                 LORI MATHEU:  That's fine with me.
10                 DAVID MURPHY:  And B goes away.
11  And C goes as well.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Goes away, yeah.
13                 DAVID MURPHY:  So there's no
14  information needs?
15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Correct.
16                 Are you okay with that, Lori?
17                 LORI MATHEU:  I still think there
18  should be maybe a sentence or two that talks about
19  impact, because I don't think you should talk
20  about ecological flows and get to that next level
21  without saying that there will be an impact.  That
22  needs to be understood as you move forward.
23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So my suggestion
24  on how to do that would be someplace in the
25  introductory paragraph put in a sentence that
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 1  says, clearly addressing instream needs needs to
 2  be balanced with other uses of water including
 3  public drinking water supply, and not going into
 4  detail about what we're not sure actually is
 5  what's going to happen.
 6                 DAVID MURPHY:  So let's make sure
 7  this paragraph works above the heading information
 8  needs, which will be deleted.
 9                 The purpose then of the following
10  suggested next steps is to better understand the
11  impacts of regulatory releases as well as the
12  broader ecological flows, and to begin the
13  discussion about how to balance both the uses of
14  water for instream and out of stream needs, as
15  well as balancing cutbacks or reductions in times
16  of drought.  It would go straight to possible
17  partnerships, and I think that could work.
18                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  And perhaps,
19  Lori, to your point, it could have sort of a
20  parenthetical phrase including the effect on the
21  balance both in uses of water for instream and out
22  of stream needs including possible effect on safe
23  yield or something -- just get those terms in
24  there.
25                 LORI MATHEU:  I don't think that's
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 1  enough.  I don't think that's enough, but I'm
 2  willing to compromise.  So if I could see the
 3  language then I'll take a look at it.  I just
 4  don't think it's enough.  I think we have to
 5  emphasize it more.
 6                 Sometimes it gets lost in the
 7  paragraph.  If you just put a phrase there,
 8  because I think it is an issue that needs to get
 9  brought up, like, more boldly.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
11                 ELAINE SISTARE:  It sounds like, at
12  least for today, we're tabling it.
13                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We need to revise
15  and provide --
16                 LORI MATHEU:  You revise.  I'll
17  take a look at it and we'll talk about it further.
18                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Understood.  Dave,
19  are we on?
20                 DAVID MURPHY:  Number ten.  This is
21  about the offramps.  This is the same section.
22                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The same section
23  about streamflow, and it sounds like we've
24  discussed this a bit today already also.
25                 DAVID MURPHY:  So this is under
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 1  consensus building.  The bullet is, during times
 2  of drought or even during typical summer
 3  conditions there may not be sufficient water
 4  inside basins to fully satisfy both needs.  Any
 5  measures taken should be balanced just as the
 6  legitimacy of both needs is also balanced.  In
 7  other words, water conservation measures for
 8  consumptive use should not be the only measures
 9  taken during times of basin stress.
10                 Am I reading the wrong bullet?
11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No, you're not.
12  So once we made those changes, above this bullet
13  can stay.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We're moving onto
15  comment eleven, getting close to the end.  So
16  page 550 which is a pathway forward for, you know,
17  part of the grouped theme, so future challenges.
18                 DAVID MURPHY:  This is for
19  watershed and aquifer protection where incentives
20  are lacking.  And there's a statement about -- and
21  this actually comes up a couple times in the plan
22  overall about headwater streams and whether or not
23  we have the protections in place.  And would they
24  lose protections if they could not be used for
25  future water supply use land protections.
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 1                 We had some edits on this that
 2  were, I would say, more than editorial.  There
 3  were some commenters that were -- favored the
 4  statement.  So I think we wanted to bring this one
 5  to the Water Planning Council today to see if we
 6  could decide essentially whether it stays or goes.
 7                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And DPH had
 8  suggested it be deleted.  So can you explain to me
 9  how the headwater streams would lose their
10  existing protections?  The premise of the sentence
11  doesn't make any sense to me.
12                 DAVID MURPHY:  I think where this
13  comes from typically, and how it got here as well
14  is the thought that if streamflow regulations
15  prevent the use of headwater streams, class one
16  streams, probably class one or two from public
17  water supply, there would be -- water utilities
18  would be less interested in preserving those
19  lands, owning those lands, protecting those
20  sources.
21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So most class
22  one headwater streams that are owned by utilities
23  are feeding reservoirs from which they then pull
24  drinking water?  It's in their interest and the
25  State's interest for those headwater streams to be
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 1  protected.
 2                 A class one designation of those
 3  streams provides that protection and actually sort
 4  of protects the water downstream.  We don't get
 5  this piece.  Am I missing something?  I'd
 6  appreciate it if somebody would explain it to me.
 7                 LORI MATHEU:  So if the utility
 8  owns land for -- is this future sources of supply
 9  we're talking about?
10                 ELAINE SISTARE:  This is future
11  concerns, I think is the pathway.  That's the way
12  it's titled.  Overcoming future challenges.
13                 DAVID MURPHY:  So this could be
14  future sources, or not future sources.  It's
15  not --
16                 LORI MATHEU:  I'm just thinking
17  about land.  There's thousands of acres owned for
18  future potential reservoir development.
19                 At some point a utility might make
20  a decision that it's not worth owning a property
21  any longer and will go and do something else for a
22  future source, and that land protection that you
23  had for years, decades is now gone for that
24  particular stream.
25                 I can think about a couple
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 1  situations that are out there now that I think
 2  are -- these areas are threatened by just those
 3  decisions that could come 5 to 10, 20 years from
 4  now.
 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And the
 6  decisions are being driven by what, Lori?
 7                 LORI MATHEU:  On cost of developing
 8  the supply, the amount of water you might get in
 9  order to develop a surface water supply and create
10  a new diversion on the surface water supply in the
11  future.  It might be incredibly costly, versus
12  doing it somewhere else.
13                 And therefore the land you've owned
14  for decades might not be worth it anymore.  We've
15  heard utilities, you know, say they're paying
16  taxes, they're paying local taxes to other towns
17  where they own this property, so it might not be
18  worthwhile any longer to continue to hold onto of
19  these lands that they've held onto for a long
20  time.
21                 So it's something that maybe we
22  could write in a little bit stronger to say, you
23  know, water company owned lands that are out there
24  that are owned and controlled by utilities for
25  future supplies are, you know, provide a great
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 1  level of protection for many, many streams.  But
 2  in the future there could be risk that those would
 3  be in jeopardy because of the economy.  The
 4  economics of developing that supply just won't
 5  work for that particular utility.
 6                 So how that will all play out, I
 7  just think that you would hate to lose those
 8  protections that you have, that land that has been
 9  held for a long time.  Would it be easy to
10  untangle that land and just sell it?  No, it would
11  not be easy under water company land law.  But
12  could it play out in the future?  Possibly.
13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I guess that's my
14  issue.  I mean, why -- you have to sign off on
15  this before it can be disposed of.  We have to
16  approve it.
17                 LORI MATHEU:  Future source.  They
18  could make a case that they don't need it as a
19  future supply.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  But there's so many
21  safeguards that we have in statutes now.  I don't
22  know why this is an issue.
23                 LORI MATHEU:  I would hate to lose
24  water company owned land, because utilities -- and
25  we've already heard the discussion.  Why should I


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 118


 1  own this property.
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Is there a
 3  regulatory driver as to why they can't develop it
 4  for public water supply?
 5                 LORI MATHEU:  It could be that it's
 6  too expensive, that it turns into a great expense
 7  for a little bit of water.
 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Because there
 9  isn't that much, or we won't let them take it?
10  I'm trying to understand.
11                 LORI MATHEU:  I'm just thinking
12  that there could be so many regulatory barriers to
13  developing a new surface water supply in the
14  future that a utility will say, we can't afford to
15  do that and we're going to look somewhere else.
16  We'll buy the water from somewhere else.  We'll
17  purchase water through interconnections, but this
18  land has to go away.
19                 At some point maybe it becomes a
20  political decision to sell the property.  There's
21  thousands of acres in that situation that has been
22  held a long time ago for future surface water
23  development.  And what is going to happen to that
24  in the next 10, 20 years?
25                 Are these utilities going to
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 1  continue to hold onto that property thinking,
 2  we're still going to develop that source?  Or at
 3  some point are they going to make a decision it's
 4  not worth it for us anymore, because our demands
 5  are going down?
 6                 Maybe we don't need to develop that
 7  source of supply.  You know, through our
 8  projections of 50 years our demands are going down
 9  and, so we don't have a need for that, that land
10  any longer.  I don't know.  There is a lot of
11  land.  There's thousands of acres that's owned and
12  I think it's just something that needs to be
13  thought further.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That's a much
15  bigger issue than what I got out of reading this
16  section.  And that sentence that we were concerned
17  about I believe sort of confuses the issue.
18                 I mean, if what you're saying is,
19  we're concerned that existing water company land
20  may begin to lose our existing strong protections,
21  if they're not viably used for public water,
22  that's a very different statement than what the
23  sentence says right now.
24                 LORI MATHEU:  Which sentence are
25  you looking at?
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 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It's the second
 2  sentence under watershed and aquifer protection
 3  where incentives are lacking.
 4                 LORI MATHEU:  So one of the
 5  concerns is that headwater streams will begin to
 6  lose existing strong protections if they cannot be
 7  viably used for public water supply.
 8                 Dave, do you have any thoughts?
 9                 DAVID RADKA:  To a certain degree,
10  I would agree with you, Lori, but I think when you
11  really saw that was when new regulations already
12  came into play.
13                 And utilities took a look at their
14  sources in the marginal yield and said that cost
15  benefit analysis -- should I, you know, construct
16  a surface water treatment plant or filtration for
17  this source that maybe only has, you know, less
18  than a half a million gallons a day safe yield?
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Existing, like
20  an existing source.
21                 DAVID RADKA:  Existing, and that's
22  when I think a lot of companies made that
23  decision.  What they did with the land probably
24  varied.  So you had some utilities at that point
25  in time saying, I'm going to get rid of my land.
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 1  Others that are still sitting on it, but have
 2  already come to that conclusion, I'm not going to.
 3  It just happens to be presiding in water company
 4  land, but likely won't ever be used.
 5                 So again, it's going to vary by
 6  utility, but we've disposed of over a thousand
 7  acres that were formerly class one or class two
 8  land, all been going for open space because the
 9  open-space, you know, incentives that are there.
10  There's a lot of others might make a different
11  conscious decision.
12                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.
13                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We did receive
14  other comments about this section, you know,
15  saying that they appreciated that section.
16                 DAVID MURPHY:  And we're trying to
17  get at just the reasons for additional
18  protections, so if there's a better way to get at
19  it.
20                 LORI MATHEU:  I mean, the idea is
21  we don't want this land to go away that provides
22  that protection.  It is a concern moving forward,
23  and how do you identify these properties and keep
24  them in the protection mode versus others, other
25  modes?
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 1                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Lori, you're
 2  keeping them into protection mode.  Is that as
 3  drinking water protection?  Or is that as
 4  ecological protection?
 5                 LORI MATHEU:  Well, as anything.
 6  Like David mentioned, that their land is no longer
 7  in their ownership.  It went to open space.  I
 8  mean, you know, as long as it's held, somebody's
 9  property has been held for a very long time and
10  well preserved, and these well preserved areas and
11  these headwater streams.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So our concern
13  was driven by this sentence could be looked at to
14  basically -- I thought it was a jab at streamflow
15  classification.  Streamflow classification
16  actually helps here -- if this is what you're
17  talking about?
18                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Should we add a
19  sentence about streamflow classification?
20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That would be
21  another way to do it, is classification, in
22  streamflow classification of one on these sort of
23  existing protected lands.  Basically it protects
24  the quantity associated with that, with those
25  headwater streams.
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 1                 And there's certainly agreement
 2  that headwater streams are important.  I think
 3  it's a little unclear what's going on here, but
 4  that would address our concerns.  Are you good
 5  with that, Corinne.
 6                 CORINNE FITTING:  (Nodding
 7  affirmatively.)
 8                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I think we're on
 9  the last comment.
10                 DAVID MURPHY:  Yeah, shifting to
11  comment twelve, this is one we've covered.
12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  We've covered
13  it.
14                 ELAINE SISTARE:  So the last one,
15  13.  And this is a bit of, you know, maybe,
16  hopefully we can come to a resolution quickly.
17  It's, I think, something we talked about during
18  the workshop.
19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Let me just sort
20  of explain for people.  So it's 6-5.  It's the
21  table.
22                 Our concern was it's really not
23  clear exactly what you do with the X's.  What it
24  means it that it was talked about, but it
25  doesn't -- some of them were fully addressed.
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 1  Some of them were partially addressed.  Some of
 2  them were discussed, but no resolution was
 3  reached.
 4                 And what we were suggesting was a
 5  Consumer Reports kind of approach.  In other
 6  words, the full circle means complete.  A half
 7  circle means discussed, but no resolution.  A dash
 8  means something else.  It's probably too late at
 9  this point in time, and the X's can just be what
10  they are.
11                 LORI MATHEU:  I would agree with
12  that.  If you can squeeze that in, that would be
13  good to do.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think the
15  concern is there's value judgments associated with
16  that, and how do you do that?
17                 LORI MATHEU:  Right.
18                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Well, that's, you
19  know, even our draft response here is that
20  discusses trying to think about that in the
21  workshop, but it would be, you know, some might
22  be -- in parts it's completely addressed.  In
23  parts it's partially addressed.  So we have, you
24  know, three circles or something.
25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah, because
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 1  it's a struggle, but -- so we'll stand down on
 2  that comment.
 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that it?
 4                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We have made it
 5  through our thing, so I appreciate that.  I think,
 6  you know, we've heard comments on the two-page
 7  summary, the executive summary.  We still have
 8  some work to do, but we're getting there.
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  But you know what?
10  For all of the meetings and hearings and outreach,
11  to have this discussion this afternoon is not all
12  that bad considering what we've accomplished over
13  this period of time.
14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And to have this
15  many interesting people watch the paint dry for
16  this long is huge.
17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We should all get
18  some kind of awards for doing that.  So are we
19  meeting on the 5th?
20                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yeah.  Kirk, Joe
21  and I said we would attend.
22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  The next meeting
23  will be July 5th in New Britain, and everybody
24  have a nice Fourth of July.  Thank you.
25                 Do you have anything else?
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 1                 LORI MATHEU:  No.
 2                 I would like to say, you know,
 3  thank you.  At the end of this process we have
 4  accomplished a lot and I'd like to say that, you
 5  know, the Health Department is very pleased with
 6  the plan and excited to work toward
 7  implementation.
 8                 So thank you for all of your work.
 9  It's been tremendous.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think the firm has
11  done just an outstanding job and in keeping us on
12  track and getting us to our goal here, that it's
13  on time and we're about to hit the road and we get
14  this passed next year.
15                 Thank you very much.  Appreciate
16  it.
17                 (Whereupon, the above proceedings
18  were concluded at 4:07 p.m.)
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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