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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's call

 2  this meeting of the Water Planning Council for

 3  November 16th to order.

 4                 The first order of business will be

 5  the acceptance of the October 3rd transcript.  The

 6  acceptance, not the approval.  The acceptance.

 7                 LORI MATHIEU:  I move to accept.

 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Have we seen

 9  them?  I know I've seen the transcript of the

10  public meeting.  Have we actually seen the

11  transcript of the October 3rd meeting?

12                 THE REPORTER:  Are you asking me?

13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No.

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.

15                 THE REPORTER:  Have I seen it?

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No.  No.  No.  I

17  was asking them.

18                 THE REPORTER:  I have it right here

19  if you want.  It has been submitted.  I have sent

20  it in.

21                 LORI MATHIEU:  Who does it get sent

22  to?

23                 THE REPORTER:  I have sent it to my

24  agency.  And I did put a note in there for e-mail

25  addresses.  I can further that if you'd like.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Gail.  Who makes

 2  sure we get that?

 3                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  Tyra sent it out a

 4  couple of day ago now.

 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I thought that

 6  was for the public hearing on the 30th.  I saw

 7  that cross my e-mail box.

 8                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  I'll find out.

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  All right.  Let's

10  move on to the next update on the state water

11  plan.

12                 And then thank you, Betsey.  One of

13  the things we have had was we had the hearing on

14  October 30th at DEEP headquarters.  I thought it

15  was very well attended.  I thought it was a really

16  good hearing and quite a bit of public comment

17  there that evening that people turned out for.  I

18  thought it was well received.

19                 We also had an informational

20  session last week with Representative Mary

21  Mushinsky and Senator Ted Kennendy in Wallingford.

22  I thought that was a god session as well.  You

23  all, since our last meeting -- to Westport, too.

24  Right?

25                 LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, Betsey and I.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Would you like to

 2  report on that?

 3                 LORI MATHIEU:  It was excellent.

 4  There were 50 to 60 people there in the audience

 5  and State Representative Jonathan Steinberg did an

 6  excellent job facilitating, and I think we talked

 7  and had a great conversation with the group for

 8  about maybe over two hours.  Betsey, it was a very

 9  nice conversation.

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  An engaged,

11  stimulating group, yes.

12                 LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, very much so.

13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So the other

14  things that have happened since then is at the

15  last meeting Lori made a very good suggestion to

16  reach out to CBIA.  I did that.  I spoke to the

17  environmental policy council.  I think it was the

18  last Friday in October and that was an instructive

19  discussion.

20                 They're actually having a forum

21  tomorrow talking about sustainability.  And one of

22  their topics is water and that's quite exciting

23  also.  I also spoke to the Capital Region Council

24  of Governments.  I had five minutes on the agenda

25  so it was quite the challenge, but they were an
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� 1  engaged group also.

 2                 LORI MATHIEU:  So I've also

 3  presented at a number of council of governments,

 4  and we can talk about that further when we get

 5  into --

 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We're going to

 7  keep -- yeah.

 8                 LORI MATHIEU:  -- keep going down

 9  the agenda, but I had presented in front of the

10  local health directors, which all 73 districts

11  were there.  And we had some time for questions

12  and answers, but there's a number of other events

13  we were at.  So --

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And I'm speaking

15  tomorrow in Waterbury at the Central Naugatuck

16  Valley Council of Governments at ten o'clock

17  tomorrow morning.  So that should be good.

18                 So I think we're out there.  I

19  mean, I think we're getting out there.  We're

20  getting towards the deadline, but I think we've

21  gone on the road a lot.  We did the webinar, and I

22  think the responses certainly are coming in, a lot

23  of the responses are coming in at the last minute.

24                 Any other discussion on events or

25  outreach during the next couple weeks?
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� 1                 LORI MATHIEU:  Well, I think all of

 2  the outreach events that were scheduled through

 3  the outreach team were done except for yours

 4  tomorrow, Jack.  We were pretty comprehensive and

 5  have done well over 20 different events.  We

 6  reached out to every council of governments and

 7  any one of the council of governments that wanted

 8  us there, we have been presenting to.  So that was

 9  a good effort.

10                 And we reached out to other groups.

11  As Betsey mentioned, CBIA.  We did a presentation

12  in front of the farm bureau -- I believe?  I'm

13  looking at Linda.  We also met yesterday with a

14  few people representing the irrigation group, and

15  again local health directors.

16                 And I know you did running a golf

17  course.  Right?  For superintendents.  So we've

18  been widespread with that.  And also the

19  Connecticut CWWA events in October.  There was a

20  presentation, and CDM Smith participated in that

21  along with the water industry.  So there was a

22  good number of forums and events that we either

23  have been there ourselves or others have been

24  taking on.

25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.  And those
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� 1  members of the Water Planning Council advisory

 2  group have been very helpful with that as well,

 3  you know, in speaking.  So we thank them for that.

 4                 So the finalization of the state

 5  water plan and the state water plan comments,

 6  we're getting down to the end.  And as Betsey --

 7  at the end we'll talk about funds.  Right?  Under

 8  new business?

 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Sure.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We're going to need

11  some kind of authorization today to move forward.

12                 So moving forward we're going to

13  obviously want to, after the 20th we're going to

14  have to do a compilation of all the input, all the

15  e-mails and letters that we received, and the

16  results of the formalized hearing that we had on

17  the 30th.  And go through that, sort that out, and

18  hopefully at the end of this meeting we'll be in a

19  position to get CDM Smith on board to help

20  facilitate that.

21                 Any comments on that moving

22  forward?  Does that make sense?

23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is it the weather or

25  is it me?  It seems very docile this afternoon.
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� 1                 LORI MATHIEU:  I'm not.

 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, you're never

 3  docile.

 4                 LORI MATHIEU:  So let me ask a

 5  question then, if you want it livened up.

 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Don't start any

 7  problems now.

 8                 LORI MATHIEU:  Which item are we

 9  on?  Finalization of the plan?

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Finalization of the

11  state water plan, prioritization, discussion of

12  comments received and response documentation.

13                 LORI MATHIEU:  All right.  So we

14  received many, many comments.  I know Corinne and

15  Linda have been paying close attention to

16  everything that we've received.  I'm just

17  wondering if we know how many sets of comments we

18  received.  Can we say?

19                 LINDA FERRARO:  Yeah.  So far we

20  have 76 sets of comments.  We've been receiving

21  comments via the SurveyMonkey and we also have

22  some from e-mail that have been going to the Water

23  Planning Council website e-mail.

24                 And a lot of them that are going

25  into the e-mail are repeats of the same message.
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� 1  So as of just a few minutes ago it's 76 sets of

 2  comments so far.

 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Seventy-six total?

 4                 LINDA FERRARO:  Yes.

 5                 LORI MATHIEU:  Okay.  That's good.

 6  And we're going to talk later about how we're

 7  going to address those and the statutory

 8  requirements of addressing those in the timeframe

 9  that we have.  Right?

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct, yeah.

11                 LORI MATHIEU:  Okay.  Thanks.

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We'll do that under

13  our new business, but let's move into the Water

14  Planning Council advisory group.

15                 Good afternoon.

16                 JOHN HUDAK:  Good afternoon.  So

17  we've added three new members in the past few

18  months.  We're now full, so we're not coming to

19  you for any appointments today.

20                 Also I'm going to hold on the

21  updates on our operating procedures and the

22  implementation framework, because I see they're on

23  the agenda.

24                 We have one other ad hoc

25  subcommittee membership composition workgroup.
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� 1  We've completed a draft report that's going to be

 2  presented to the advisory group on Tuesday for

 3  review and it's our hope that that will come to

 4  the Council very soon.

 5                 Another significant topic we

 6  address, or we talked about was FOIA including

 7  recent developments and questions regarding

 8  interpretation of the implementation of the new

 9  FOIA law by state agencies.  And that there was

10  also a letter submitted by Valerie Rosetti

11  considering a recent FOIA request.

12                 So I would say on all sides there

13  is a desire for some clarifications as to how the

14  law will be implemented going forward.

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Has anybody talked

16  here -- when we need to get clarification, you

17  contact the attorney general's office, and you ask

18  them to tell you what this law means.  Because

19  there seems to be varying interpretations of what

20  this new law is.

21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Well, maybe I

22  could jump in here.  I'm Mike Sullivan.  I used to

23  be with DEEP, and then I retired -- and now I'm

24  back at OPM.  When Ben Barnes asked me to come

25  back I said, as long as I can get on the Water
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� 1  Planning Council I'll do it.

 2                 But this is, I mean, a lot and

 3  people have been here for a while.  And back in my

 4  previous capacity, I mean, this was one of the

 5  issues I was most interested in, most concerned

 6  about.  And so I'm particularly interested in,

 7  one, finding out, like, where we are on this,

 8  because I thought it had kind of been settled

 9  when, you know, people work very hard to kind of

10  reach a resolution, like you know, a compromise on

11  this.

12                 And so if it's not playing out

13  well, I'm particularly interested in finding out

14  why that is and, you know, if there's a need for

15  the attorney general's office to weigh in.  You

16  know, there are ways for us to request a formal

17  opinion from him on that.

18                 The downside on that is anytime you

19  ask for a formal opinion from the attorney

20  general's office, you know, I'm only back for 120

21  calendar days per year and that, you know, I'd

22  have to be here for another five years before we

23  get something like that.  I mean, it takes a long

24  time to get a formal opinion out of the AG's

25  office.  So I kind of see that as the vehicle of
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� 1  last resort.

 2                 I mean, I would rather, you know,

 3  again this is a personal interest and priority of

 4  mine.  I'd rather spend a few weeks -- well, I

 5  plan on spending a few weeks trying to find out,

 6  like, what this is about and see if I can help get

 7  us to, like, a path forward on this.  So this is

 8  kind of random comments on that.

 9                 LORI MATHIEU:  So to add to that,

10  so -- and I'll get right down to it.  So where I

11  see the problem is, is in the catchall phrase.  Is

12  that all these pieces of information that we all

13  agreed to should be withheld and redacted.  They

14  are all in that law.  We all agreed to it.

15                 Then there, the water industry

16  wanted a catchall phrase for anything else, in my

17  understanding was for the future.

18                 JOHN HUDAK:  Correct.

19                 LORI MATHIEU:  It doesn't say that.

20  It doesn't say, future documents.  It says, it's

21  broad so it captures -- in our attorney's

22  interpretation is that it captures all information

23  that we have.  And so that includes safe yield,

24  safe yield calculations.

25                 JOHN HUDAK:  Well, I can only say
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� 1  the intent when we, you know, we were at the table

 2  and Margaret was there.

 3                 LORI MATHIEU:  I was there, too.

 4  Yes.  Yeah, we all agreed to the future because it

 5  made sense to us.

 6                 JOHN HUDAK:  It was designed for

 7  emerging threats that aren't apparent to us right

 8  now.

 9                 LORI MATHIEU:  I agree, but it

10  doesn't say that.

11                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So I love

12  attorneys.  I mean, I am a one.  I married one.

13  I'm very fond of them, but I mean, sometimes they

14  also need direction.

15                 I mean if, you know, if everybody's

16  intent was that, you know, that this was going to

17  be the case moving forward sometimes -- again I've

18  served in that role as well for an agency in the

19  past and sometimes attorneys just need to know

20  what their client really, really wants, you know,

21  and then helps direct a path forward.

22                 So I think it's worth, like, really

23  sitting down and talking about this, you know,

24  more, like, very soon to see if we can figure out

25  a way to get, you know, to help them help us move
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� 1  forward on this.

 2                 JOHN HUDAK:  I would agree and I'm

 3  happy to talk to CWWA, and if you need our help.

 4  So --

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I mean, are you

 6  asking for -- yes, Margaret?

 7                 MARGARET MINOR:  So on this

 8  issue --

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Good afternoon,

10  Margaret.

11                 MARGARET MINOR:  Good afternoon.

12                 I, of course, was startled by the

13  interpretation.  I was extremely surprised by the

14  redacted version of the MDC water supply plan that

15  was given to Val, and you've seen her letter.

16  You've seen her reasons why she wanted to see the

17  calculations of safe yield, and I could add about

18  ten more reasons to that.

19                 I don't even think those should be

20  redacted under the old law.  How you're doing your

21  calculation doesn't tell you where the source is.

22                 I'm extremely concerned and I've

23  been asking one of my water company colleagues at

24  DPH for a while.  These calculations of safe yield

25  available water and margin of safety are extremely
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� 1  important, and I get the sense they're not always

 2  done consistently.

 3                 So last week I did -- and then I

 4  figured, well, even if we solve this MDC problem

 5  the argument is apt to be, well, MDC is unique.

 6  It has only one system except for some well

 7  fields, et cetera.

 8                 So I filed to see the regional

 9  water authority water supply plan to try to see

10  what the law would show with an application from

11  something that had not already been adjudicated.

12  But I can say that we signed off on this law

13  holding our breaths.  I would not have wanted to

14  challenge it during the water -- during this

15  process, holding our breath that it might work out

16  for us.

17                 The catchall phrase which may or

18  may not be a problem was originally described as a

19  deal killer by the Governor's staff.  And they

20  moved, and finally to get it through we said,

21  okay.  So I think -- I know that Jonathan

22  Steinberg and others probably here on the Council

23  want to get this fixed.  Possibly it needs a

24  legislative fix, but it definitely needs a fix.

25                 And in terms of water planning --
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� 1  and meanwhile we have the WUCCs going forward.

 2  When I hear about money, I think, oh, let's get

 3  some WUCC money for here, but we have the WUCCS

 4  going forward with similar issues.

 5                 If you want to do water planning

 6  and you want to know what water should be where,

 7  or as the situation in Bethel, if you're trying to

 8  decide between using a reservoir and well fields

 9  and the customer has an interest in that, the

10  numbers need to be transparent.  The numbers need

11  to be there for people to look at.  And honestly,

12  I'm disappointed that it's taken this turn.  I'm

13  not totally surprised, but disappointed.

14                 So I hope we will work this out.

15  Before we started this process I said, look, you

16  can't do planning on the basis of numbers the

17  public can't see.  And the idea that, well, when

18  water companies do their new water supply plan

19  five years from now you can see them, that's a

20  little late unless we put everything in the State

21  on hold.

22                 So I'm expressing concern and my

23  news is that I did file for -- and I copied to

24  John that I did file to see the regional water

25  authority's plan.
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� 1                 LORI MATHIEU:  So we received that

 2  and acknowledged your request, and are working on

 3  that.  The part of the law that's the catchall and

 4  what needs to be in careful consideration is, what

 5  is the security risk to this information?  And I

 6  think that's valid.

 7                 It's a valid point to make, and is

 8  every utility's information the same?  Do you

 9  treat everybody's information the same, or is it

10  different?  Is it different for MDC's information

11  versus a small water system's information?  That

12  small water system may not be as secure as an MDC

13  system.

14                 So there's a security risk that

15  needs to be weighed and that's what the law

16  actually forces public agencies to do, is to weigh

17  the security risk on the release of that

18  information.  So that's something that should be

19  part of the discussion.  I know there's a need.

20  There's a lot in that.

21                 Margaret, I agree with you.  The

22  information should be shared, but how do you share

23  it?  Is there a security risk at all in sharing

24  this information, or not?  And we're not the

25  experts on that determination.
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� 1                 So there are people out there that

 2  are experts that see this all the time that deal

 3  with security risks, cyber security, people in

 4  Homeland Security, people in the FBI that we work

 5  with and others here with that we know.  We have

 6  colleagues in that area.  So that, that needs to

 7  be a consideration as well when we're talking

 8  about this information.

 9                 So I agree with you, though, and

10  sharing information is very important.  It's a big

11  part of the state water plan, the WUCC and the

12  information should be published so that everybody

13  can understand how much water you have today, how

14  much water you're going to have in the future.

15  That along with water quality needs to be better

16  understood.

17                 So I agree with you, but there

18  needs to be discussion about security risk.

19                 MARGARET MINOR:  You know, Groton,

20  we've been talking about security since 2001.

21  Some companies have put up all their information.

22  Groton has put up all the information on its

23  utility and the attitude seems to be, well, if the

24  water company feels that all its information can

25  be released with no problem, well, then it can be
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� 1  released with no problem.

 2                 Basically the determination of

 3  what's a security risk is coming down to what the

 4  water companies feel.  Aquarion, I've been at

 5  presentations where they put out all their data.

 6  We look at applications for CEPA review and for

 7  funding.  Very elaborate things are posted

 8  publicly.

 9                 So my sense is the only time these

10  security issues arise are when water advocates ask

11  to see water plans or other data such as the

12  Wallingford streamflow study.

13                 LORI MATHIEU:  So I'm not

14  disagreeing with you at all, but I think that the

15  reason why the law exists and FOIs after 9/11 -- I

16  think we have to take a step back.

17                 And when we're looking at a few, as

18  you mentioned, that do water supply plans and have

19  all the data, you know, that are responsible for

20  reservoirs and large systems and serve thousands

21  of people, you also have to think about the small

22  system that serves 40 homes where the wellheads

23  are not secured.  There's no security cameras.

24  There's no security fence.  There's no security,

25  period.
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� 1                 There's no professional staff on.

 2  You know, they're run by a mom-and-pop operation.

 3  And do they have the same level of security risk

 4  versus and MDC?  I'm just putting the question out

 5  there.  I'm not disagreeing with you at all, but

 6  the reason why it's there is because of a security

 7  risk review and that has to be a consideration and

 8  part of the discussion.

 9                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Well, it has

10  livened up here a bit, I think.

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  That's

12  good.

13                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  But the

14  presumption behind FOIA is that the public should

15  have access to the information that its government

16  has, and even the exemptions that allow a state

17  agency to withhold -- and these are narrowly

18  construed -- that allow an agency to withhold

19  information is discretionary.

20                 You know, a state agency may

21  withhold information and then it has a laundry

22  list of exemptions.  Now I know it's a little bit

23  different when we get into, like, the security

24  lense that gets kind of put back on top of this

25  when it comes to, like, supplying information.
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� 1                 But nonetheless, I mean, we do need

 2  to, I think, be cognizant of the fact that the

 3  whole purpose of FOIA is to get information out to

 4  the public when it wants to see it.

 5                 And I do think that we ought to

 6  just think about what Lori was talking about at

 7  the end of her statement.  I mean, that's probably

 8  the essence of what was going on in those

 9  discussions at the end of the legislative session.

10  I mean, there was a lot -- people were spending a

11  lot of time in those rooms trying to, like, reach

12  a compromise on this stuff.

13                 One of the downsides is probably

14  the lawyers weren't in those rooms.  And so

15  lawyers looking to interpret what that language

16  means, I think there may just need to be, like, an

17  education of some of the people that were not in

18  the room about what this law was really trying to

19  get at.  And maybe that's a short-circuit way to

20  kind of get to a place where we're actually

21  implementing what the agreement was.

22                 And so I think we shouldn't --

23  don't lead to, like, the formal AG opinion

24  request, because that takes too long.

25                 MARGARET MINOR:  I'm not.
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� 1                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I wouldn't link

 2  to a legislative tact here either, because that

 3  may not be necessary, and God knows what you're

 4  going to get out of that process, and again, it

 5  takes too long.

 6                 If in fact -- what it might be,

 7  John, that we do need to get some people together

 8  again and say, okay.  Let's recreate, you know,

 9  the sense of, like, whatever that last meeting was

10  about what we're actually, like, trying to do here

11  and what we've agreed to.  And then see if we can

12  help whoever the lawyers are and others that are

13  actually implementing this to kind of get us all

14  to the same place.

15                 JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, this is all very

16  new.  I haven't gone back and looked at a water

17  supply plan and tried to redact it -- and I really

18  don't want to.

19                 But the catchall, I haven't looked

20  at in a long time and I would be interested in

21  what the sticking point or confusion is with it.

22                 LORI MATHIEU:  It covers all

23  information that a state agency or public agency

24  has.  It doesn't say anything new.  It's a

25  discussion --
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� 1                 JOHN HUDAK:  It's a petition

 2  process, though, from the water company to the

 3  DAS.  Correct?

 4                 LORI MATHIEU:  No.  No, it's not.

 5                 I think what we need to do is

 6  probably read the law that's passed and put

 7  together -- as Mike had referenced, probably put

 8  together a group that could talk through where we

 9  were when we ended the discussion on all of this.

10  And what do we all agree to?

11                 I think -- and the people that I've

12  talked to, and after hearing your presentations in

13  September, and then October I've heard that the

14  water industry for the most part, I guess, is

15  ready to say, let's release this information.  And

16  that's fine, but we have to look at what the law

17  actually says and then the interpretations from

18  our attorneys, and what I have been advised to do.

19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm going to ask if

20  my colleague on the Water Planning Council,

21  Michael Sullivan would facilitate a group to

22  discuss this?  I think that's what has to

23  happen -- people that still have issues with the

24  interpreting the law.

25                 And would you be willing to do
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 2                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I'd be happy to

 3  do that.  You know, if Lori and John and Margaret,

 4  if you could, like, help me identify who was

 5  making those last throes of a compromise I'd be

 6  happy to do that.

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Great.

 8                 MARGARET MINOR:  Thank you.

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Good.  Thank you

10  very much.

11                 John, anything?

12                 JOHN HUDAK:  I guess not until the

13  next item on the agenda.

14                 MARGARET MINOR:  What's the next

15  one?

16                 JOHN HUDAK:  Well, this general

17  update and then we're moving into policies and

18  procedures.

19                 MARGARET MINOR:  Well, that's been

20  submitted.  Am I correct?

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah, that's been

22  submitted.  And it's been reviewed by my

23  colleagues.  Would you like to say anything

24  further on it?  It's an excellent document.  It's

25  obvious you spent a lot of time and effort on it.
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 2  the comments we heard here.  We sat down as a

 3  group, the full group and made a few changes.  I

 4  would say the most significant, we simplified

 5  section one as far as membership and just referred

 6  to the statute rather than trying to interpret it.

 7                 And I believe the biggest change

 8  otherwise was every October is the proposal to

 9  submit an annual slate.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I like that.

11                 JOHN HUDAK:  I envision the listing

12  would include the members, what the category is,

13  whether consumptive or nonconsumptive, who their

14  alternate is, when their terms expire.

15                 The biggest challenge I think

16  before that is to figure out what your term is,

17  and we want to stagger it -- is the intent.  So

18  we're not all coming up, you know, next year, or

19  in four years or whatever.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think it's great.

21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I just have one

22  comment -- just to show you that I read it, John.

23  In article 5 section 2 you have two periods at the

24  end of that sentence.  It's the lawyer in me,

25  John.
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 2  eliminating it.

 3                 JOHN HUDAK:  I won't sleep tonight,

 4  Michael.

 5                 MARGARET MINOR:  It's an ellipses.

 6  There's redacted.

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any?

 8                 LORI MATHIEU:  I'll make a motion

 9  that we adopt the procedure.  I don't have the

10  date, but is there a date on the document?

11                 JOHN HUDAK:  It just says, draft

12  October 17.

13                 LORI MATHIEU:  I'll make a motion

14  that we adopt the October 17, 2017, procedure

15  document for the advisory committee.

16                 JOHN HUDAK:  Minus the period.

17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Minus the period.

18                 LORI MATHIEU:  I totally disagree

19  with eliminating the extra period.  I liked it

20  there.

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Second, Betsey?

22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I will second

23  that.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Motion made and

25  seconded that the Water Planning Council adopt the
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 2  prepared by the Water Planning Council advisory

 3  group.

 4                 Any questions or comments?

 5                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  For discussion,

 6  just appreciation to Margaret and John and to the

 7  group as a whole.  They worked really hard on

 8  this.  There's been a subgroup who has worked on

 9  it, and I think it's been a very thoughtful

10  discussion and really does move the ball forward.

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Very well done.

12                 MARGARET MINOR:  Well, I'm happy to

13  say that in that we had other leaders.  Alicea and

14  Virginia and Lynn particularly come to mind, but I

15  think everybody did participate.

16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, we thank you.

17  Any further comment?

18

19                 (No response.)

20

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in favor

22  signify by saying, aye.

23                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  The document is

25  approved, the operating procedures for the Water
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 2                 Next, we're going to have a

 3  discussion of the implementation plan.  John,

 4  would you like to talk about that?

 5                 JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, this is

 6  something we put before you back in September, I

 7  believe, and it's basically a framework or a

 8  structure for implementation of the state water

 9  plan.

10                 It somewhat builds on the diagram

11  in the draft plan, but what it does is create a

12  new implementation workgroup that would consist of

13  members of the advisory group, the Water Planning

14  Council agency staff and subject matter experts,

15  many of whom could have participated in the state

16  water plan subcommittees and committees.

17                 And really the Water Planning

18  Council advisory group's role would be somewhat

19  high-level in determining -- helping to determine

20  priorities, maybe selecting the -- helping to

21  select the implementation group members and also

22  serving as kind of a sounding board and

23  stakeholder group for the implementation group to

24  submit draft deliverables to and get comments.

25  And then we provided kind of a case example of how
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 2  the second page.

 3                 And we used an example of the

 4  obsolete registrations issue, talk about

 5  identifying members for the workgroup and just

 6  working through -- it could be subcommittees of

 7  that implementation workgroup spinning off to work

 8  on various issues and then coming back and going

 9  to the advisory group for comment, and then to the

10  Water Planning Council for action or further work.

11                 LORI MATHIEU:  So -- go ahead.

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I was just going to

13  ask for any reaction?

14                 LORI MATHIEU:  So at this point I

15  like the document as a draft, and I think it

16  should remain draft until the water plan moves

17  forward.

18                 I think our first course of

19  business is to finalize the plan itself and then

20  move toward -- because there might be changes to

21  the plan that might make some changes to how this

22  could carry forward.

23                 So the thought that I had, it's a

24  very good draft and I appreciate all of the work,

25  but I think that there needs to be more discussion
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 2  we plan to implement and have some conversation

 3  about that between the agencies prior to saying

 4  this could be a final, but I like it as a final

 5  draft.

 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I actually

 7  think it's a very thoughtful draft.  I agree with

 8  Lori and I think it's really clear with the

 9  direction that the state water plan is headed that

10  we're going to need this kind of agreement.  I

11  think it's envisioned.

12                 While I think there might be some

13  minor changes to the plan as to the kind of issues

14  that are in here, what's going to be critical as

15  we move forward is identification of priorities

16  and trying to get the horsepower behind those

17  priorities to move them forward.  And I would

18  argue it would make sense to have the structure in

19  place as we move forward with adoption and to be

20  ready.

21                 And I actually think it's right.

22  We've been talking about it for four months or so.

23  And again, in and of itself it doesn't do

24  anything, but it is then prepared to take issues,

25  identify them and help us, the Water Planning
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 2  them.

 3                 So I guess my position is that it

 4  is right at this point in time.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Michael?

 6                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So how would

 7  this work then?  I know, you know, the plan -- and

 8  by the way, you know, somebody that's just kind of

 9  coming back and taking a look at things, like

10  kudos, I mean, really I think to everybody.  It's

11  a lot of work and I think it really is a good

12  basis for continuing to move forward.

13                 I mean, it's not everything.  You

14  know, we talk about a bunch of stuff early on in

15  this process, you know, and there isn't resolution

16  about some of those things, but it's a really,

17  really solid piece of work, I think.  And so, you

18  know, just as a former member of the public you

19  know, thanks.

20                 But then how would this work, say,

21  on something, I suppose, like the diversion issue

22  as an example?  Or say, like the FOIA issue?  Say

23  there wasn't any of the discussion, you know, that

24  led to the act last year, but this issue came up.

25                 And I mean, would the idea be that,


                            32
� 1  you know, we would see that as being something

 2  that is an issue that needs further kind of

 3  development and we kind of kick it to --

 4                 JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, this is specific

 5  to the state water plan only.  We did actually

 6  have a process where reports were developed on

 7  FOIA issues -- actually it was two viewpoints.

 8                 But this is really specific to the

 9  state water plan.  You know, we tried not to make

10  this chart in here an organizational chart or a

11  hierarchy, because we wanted to kind of leave it

12  open.  But just making the point that these groups

13  are connected and communicating back and forth

14  with each other.

15                 I think the first step probably

16  would be fairly high-level in terms of taking the

17  recommendations of the plan and seeing what's

18  right to move forward from a lot of perspectives,

19  what's most important, what's maybe most feasible

20  to do.  And then try to identify the right players

21  to be involved with the implementation group.

22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think one of

23  the things that this concept does very effectively

24  is the Water Planning Council advisory group,

25  basically membership is set -- even though the
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 2  stays dynamic and in place.

 3                 This allows you to pull in experts

 4  regarding specific topics as necessary,

 5  somewhere the way we did in the policy

 6  subcommittee and the science and technical

 7  subcommittee, to really make sure you have the

 8  right people at the table for the specific

 9  discussion as it moves forward.  I think that's a

10  very powerful component of it.

11                 JOHN HUDAK:  It's not unlike what's

12  been done with the advisory in the past, the other

13  state's workgroup and a host of other workgroups

14  that have been used over the past ten years or

15  more.

16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Lori?

17                 LORI MATHIEU:  I still think it's

18  premature to vote on this today.  This Council has

19  a lot of decisions to make over the next six weeks

20  on comments, priorities, changes to the plan,

21  briefing legislators.

22                 And I agree with Betsey that there

23  needs to be a group, a stakeholder group that can

24  take on completion of work, but the priorities

25  need to be set from the Council.  And the Council
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 2  should, frankly, have more discussion about the

 3  details of this between ourselves to make sure

 4  that all of the parts and pieces are in place that

 5  we needed that are necessary to move forward.

 6                 So I see it as a good final draft,

 7  and from our department we appreciate all the work

 8  you put into this.  Certainly priority setting is

 9  going to be very important while we move forward

10  because we can't -- if you read the six hundred

11  and something pages of the plan there's so much to

12  do, I mean, your head will spin.  Right?

13                 So we have to pick priorities and

14  identify priorities and figure out what's

15  important, most important for all of us to move

16  forward with.  And we've heard a lot in the public

17  forums that we've been to.  And I think I've been

18  to over 20 or 25 different events, and we've heard

19  a lot consistent comments about some things, but

20  there are other things that are really important

21  that should be worked on.

22                 So I just think it's a really good

23  final draft.  In my opinion it's something that's

24  premature before the plan is even final.  So

25  thanks.
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 2  more question?  It's just going back to, you know,

 3  the operating procedures that we just voted on.

 4                 So with this, is the idea that this

 5  workgroup fit in with article 4 of your committee

 6  structure?

 7                 JOHN HUDAK:  It's not necessarily

 8  an advisory group workgroup.  We wanted to leave

 9  that kind of to the discretion of the Water

10  Planning Council at this point.  It could be

11  something different.

12                 If it were becoming an advisory

13  group workgroup, then I suppose we could change

14  this document.  That's still a draft.  So --

15                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah.  I mean, I

16  was spending so much time focused on the operating

17  procedures, John that I didn't really get --

18                 JOHN HUDAK:  I know.  It's

19  riveting.

20                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I frankly, Jack,

21  would like to think about this just a little bit

22  more.  I mean, this is my first meeting and I

23  think this is -- I mean, this is a critical kind

24  of structural component I think, because again,

25  it's the, you know, my assumption is, I mean, it's
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 2  adopted by the Legislature.

 3                 But again, it's an extremely solid

 4  plan -- I think.  And you know, we are going to

 5  get that approved, I think, pretty expeditiously

 6  to tell you the truth.

 7                 So this, this kind of, you know,

 8  structure then becomes critical, you know, because

 9  you don't want to lose momentum.  You want to be

10  able to, like, kind of keep moving on some of

11  these other issues, but I'd just like to think

12  about this a little bit more.  And also think

13  about any time you get a diagram and there are,

14  like, two lines going up and one is going up to

15  the planning council and the other one is going up

16  to the advisory group.  I'm still not sure exactly

17  how that will work at this point.  So I'd rather

18  just kind of wait for a final vote.

19                 JOHN HUDAK:  I would say that's

20  kind of what we expected, but we do want to keep

21  talking about it.

22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think your

23  predecessor had the exact same concern.

24                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And he was the

25  smart one.
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 2  metaphorical lines.  Don't take it literally.

 3                 I think that, you know, I spoke

 4  with Len and others who worked on this and I think

 5  the main -- sort of the principals are important,

 6  and I think you all at outlined some of them.

 7  That experts -- that there would be some way to

 8  bring in experts as needed, that the stakeholders

 9  who have worked on the plan are also involved in

10  areas of interest.  And most of all, that

11  implementation not being lost sight of.

12                 So you know, there are going to be

13  things in the plan that change from consider doing

14  X, to, adopt X, or, take a vote on X.  We need to

15  track what is supposed to be implemented in the

16  plan.

17                 And so we'd like, you know, one

18  thing I'd like in the Water Planning Council

19  advisory group is just to keep implementation on

20  our agenda.  We look forward to getting your ideas

21  and how you think it might work.  And all of our

22  ideas might change as time goes on, but we just

23  want to be sure that we keep implementation in the

24  front of our minds as we make decisions so we

25  don't make decisions that could not be
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 2                 And that as decisions are made

 3  we're looking.  We're thinking, okay.  How will

 4  this be implemented?  And you know, we think this

 5  has much to recommend in, but we're not surprised

 6  you want to think it over, or change it around, or

 7  keep it flexible.  But the implementation itself

 8  is very -- we felt was very important.  Keep it in

 9  mind as the plan is being modified and adopted.

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So for my fellow

11  members who want some more time to read this and

12  think about it, let's just talk about timing.  So

13  it's --

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I was going to

15  suggest that -- I said to Lori -- that this be on

16  the agenda for April and December.  That's it.

17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well -- but if

18  you have comments and the Water Planning Council

19  advisory group needs adequate time to respond to

20  those comments -- and I think they want to do that

21  in a thoughtful way.

22                 I mean, one of the things I see in

23  this document is we have this.  It first came to

24  us, I believe, back in September and they have

25  been responsive to many of the issues that we've
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� 1  raised.  How do we get them issues between here

 2  and there in a way that they can respond to it and

 3  make changes in a way that it ends up being their

 4  work product that we're accepting as we move

 5  forward?  So what's the plan for that?

 6                 LORI MATHIEU:  So we could delay it

 7  until January to take.  For me, I'm okay with

 8  voting on something, but one thing that I think

 9  this -- and I think this Council needs to do more

10  of is actually talk face to face and have a

11  discussion about the pieces and parts of this

12  procedure.

13                 I know we go off and individually

14  review things and then bring our comments forward,

15  but we never really have time to talk face to face

16  with each other about what's important and what

17  should change here, because just there's no

18  conversation ever, and I think that's where we

19  need some time to do that.

20                 I think to Mike's point, you know,

21  I'd like to have -- I've reviewed it, but I'd

22  actually like to have a comment about our comments

23  together during these meetings, and I think that

24  that's valid and important for us to do.

25                 So that's just my comment, and I
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 2  mentioned, to kind of just jump into this and say,

 3  it's okay, and it's final, especially when the

 4  plan is not final yet.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I mean, I think we

 6  could put the discussion on a vote on it.  That's

 7  my feeling -- at the December meeting.  We can

 8  discuss it and vote on it.

 9                 LORI MATHIEU:  I'm okay with that

10  timing.  That works for me, as long as we can have

11  a discussion.

12                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, I'm okay

13  with that as well.

14                 MARGARET MINOR:  Thank you for

15  offering to read yet another document.  We thank

16  you for doing that.

17                 JOHN HUDAK:  Doing a lot of reading

18  lately.

19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Betsey, I just want

20  to make sure you're okay.  I mean, because you're

21  concerned about the Water Planning Council

22  advisory group reading your comments?

23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No.  So the

24  Water Planning Council advisory group first gave

25  us this document, I believe it was back in
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 2  made some edits.  They sent it to us at the end of

 3  October for discussion at the November meeting.

 4                 It's clear that there are some

 5  concerns.  Those concerns aren't necessarily clear

 6  yet.  Are we moving the discussion of those

 7  concerns to the December meeting and then asking

 8  them to revise it after that?

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No.

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I just want to

11  understand the proceeding --

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We will vote on this

13  at the December meeting.  We will vote on this.

14  If there's concerns, we'll bring them up.  We'll

15  talk about it and we'll vote on it in December.

16  That's my plan.  That's my suggestion.

17                 LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, I agree.

18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, we're not going

19  to push it up.

20                 Virginia de Lima, good afternoon.

21                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Good afternoon.

22  I'd like to address your question, Mike, and

23  piggyback on something Margaret said, since I was

24  sort of the initiator of the two different sets of

25  lines, just the thought process behind it.


                            42
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 2  as being a traditional workgroup under the Water

 3  Planning Council, because that was an existing

 4  mechanism that allowed us to bring in the subject

 5  matter experts and that has worked very well in

 6  the past.

 7                 However, we felt that this

 8  particular group had a slightly different stature

 9  because of the importance of it and the need to be

10  able to direct comments and get feedback directly

11  to the Water Planning Council, rather than always

12  going through the Water Planning Council advisory

13  group.

14                 We saw there was a key role for the

15  advisory group because of the variety of

16  stakeholders, in being that bouncing off ideas, to

17  have them ask the questions.  Will this work?

18  Does it make sense?  And to get that feedback.

19                 But we didn't want to have to work

20  through the advisory group.  We wanted that group

21  to be able to work directly with you folks, and so

22  that was sort of the origin of why there were two

23  sets of lines.  It's in a slightly different

24  category than our typical workgroup.

25                 Then piggybacking on a comment
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 2  on our radar screen.  I see implementation as

 3  being a challenge because I see there are two

 4  pieces to it.  The plan, as you all know, the

 5  policy recommendations were based on consensus of

 6  all the players and it follows pretty closely that

 7  that means that those were the easy things.

 8                 Now when I have listened to the

 9  various comments made at public meetings about the

10  plan typically what's coming up is the tough

11  things which are handled in the pathways forward.

12  So we have two levels of implementation that we

13  need to be looking at.  What is implementing the

14  recommendations that are actually in the plan, but

15  the second one -- which I don't think has to wait

16  until approval of the plan -- is making progress

17  on those tougher issues that CDM Smith and Milone

18  and MacBroom gave us some very concrete pathways

19  forward on.

20                 That can start at any time.  And

21  from my listening to the comments, that's the

22  place where the public has the most concerns.  And

23  I think we have an obligation to demonstrate to

24  them that we are trying to make progress on those

25  tougher issues.
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 2  What do you see as the role of the advisory group

 3  in implementation?  What do you see that role is?

 4                 VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  As I see it --

 5  and I'm speaking just for myself.  Other members

 6  of the subgroup, please chime in.  I see the

 7  implementation group as having a primary

 8  responsibility to doing the research about a

 9  particular issue, what might be necessary and to

10  use the advisory group as a sounding board, as

11  advice givers, as a resource towards that so that

12  we get the opinion of that wider range of

13  stakeholders.

14                 And as I said, this is specifically

15  for the implementation.  It's not the role of the

16  advisory group in other areas.

17                 LORI MATHIEU:  So John and

18  Margaret, how do you see the advisory group itself

19  interacting with the Water Planning Council on

20  setting priorities?

21                 MARGARET MINOR:  Well, the advisory

22  group, the way it's set up we sometimes suggest to

23  you things we would like to do, and would you

24  assign them to us?

25                 But ordinarily the normal process
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 2  advisory group to discuss it.  You give us

 3  assignments, or you approve assignments that we

 4  suggest.

 5                 Virginia I think has outlined this.

 6  This would not be part of that normal Water

 7  Planning Council advisory group relationship.  It

 8  would be a separate group, I think somewhat

 9  similar to the workgroups -- somewhat similar to

10  the workgroups in the Steering Committee.

11                 But the advisory group would, as

12  Virginia said, the way I see it, we would be

13  making/hearing.  Some members would be part of

14  this group.  We would discuss some of the items.

15  We might have opinions, but the workgroup itself

16  would then be communicating directly in terms of

17  doing reporting to the Water Planning Council.

18                 So meanwhile, I'm sure that members

19  of the advisory group apart from implementation

20  may have ideas about the water planning, what's

21  happening and who's doing what, and we might want

22  to work on it, or we might want to refer things to

23  this implementation group.  Or we might want to

24  bring ideas to you, but this group would be in a

25  different relationship to you than the advisory
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 2                 And I see the advisory group as

 3  being a very active participant in identifying

 4  implementation tasks and ways to implement tasks,

 5  but even we do not have all the expertise that

 6  would be needed on some subjects.  So experts

 7  would be brought in by a group that's focusing on

 8  implementation tasks.

 9                 JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, and I would

10  agree with that.  I think it's the implementation

11  group that would be getting into the details and

12  in the weeds of policy and technical matters,

13  while the advisory group would be more on a higher

14  level helping with identifying what's most

15  important, or taking on, you know, clear

16  assignments from the Council as well as far as

17  that goes.

18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I think the

19  plan is clear, and I actually trust that the Water

20  Planning Council members agree that it's up to the

21  Water Planning Council to actually set the

22  priority --

23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct.

24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  -- of what moves

25  forward and when it moves forward, and then this
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 2                 Many of the things that

 3  implementation group would work on, or the Water

 4  Planning Council advisory group would work on

 5  ultimately need to come back to the Council,

 6  ultimately to one of the agencies to actually make

 7  it work, because that's the point where the rubber

 8  sort of hits the road and where the real authority

 9  rests to do many of these things.  But it's about

10  the vetting, how to get there, the best way to get

11  there and reaching consensus where we can about

12  how we get there.

13                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Would everybody

14  that's on the WPCAG be able to be on the

15  implementation workgroup again under this scheme?

16                 JOHN HUDAK:  Well, I think the idea

17  would be to encourage participation, but I doubt

18  everybody on the advisory group would actually be

19  on the implementation group.  There would be

20  members of the group on there, but it could very

21  well be people that are not on the group as well,

22  just like --

23                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  We've had some,

24  you know, I'm not really interested in revisiting

25  past struggles, but I mean, there were issues for
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 2  advisory group and, like, what those various rules

 3  were and everything.

 4                 Is this clear?  I mean, one of the

 5  concerns -- I mean, there were a number of

 6  debates.  I remember early on people were

 7  concerned about, like, their roles and the clarity

 8  of their roles and all that.  Are we heading down

 9  a similar path with these two lines?

10                 JOHN HUDAK:  I would like

11  to envision this implementation group more as a

12  combination of the policy group and the science

13  and technical group.  And that was, you know, they

14  really didn't step on each other's toes at all, I

15  would say.

16                 I would say there was some

17  redundancy or confusion between the Steering

18  Committee and the advisory group and I think the

19  advisory group really wasn't clear on their role

20  during that process.

21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  But the policy

22  and science and tech group, I agree with you.  I

23  thought they, one, they did a great, great job.

24  And two, they had pretty well-defined kind of

25  universes that they were focused on, and I guess
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 2  about it.

 3                 JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, the numbers

 4  tended to come and go, too, you know, as needed or

 5  as interested.

 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, Margaret?

 7                 MARGARET MINOR:  Yes, I agree with

 8  John, and I hope that our -- and Virginia and Lynn

 9  and all that worked on it agree.  I agree that

10  would be a comparable model.

11                 And as to who would be on it,

12  typically, let's say, what's being discussed is

13  infrastructure.  There would be I'm sure, you

14  know, the people from the advisory that would want

15  to sit on that, or contribute to that would be

16  different than the people who would want to speak

17  about, let's say, FOIA or registrations perhaps.

18                 So I imagine that it would not --

19  in the past different topics, different members of

20  our advisory group have wanted to participate in

21  discussions and I'm sure it would continue that

22  way.  You wouldn't want people joining the group

23  and dropping out, and joining the group and

24  dropping out.

25                 So you would want, you know, people
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 2  willing to put in some time.  The rest of us could

 3  sit and listen or comment, but not be part of the

 4  group.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So we have consensus

 6  that we'll --

 7                 LEN DeJONG:  Jack, can I catch a

 8  second?

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure, Len.

10                 LEN DeJONG:  First of all, great

11  discussion and thank you for having it.

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You're very welcome.

13                 LEN DeJONG:  I just wanted to point

14  out on page 2 of the concept framework paper, the

15  group that worked together to put this paper

16  together tried to best create assignments and

17  responsibilities and roles for each of the three

18  groups of the WPC, the Council and the AG, as well

19  as the workgroup.

20                 And Mike, to your point, within the

21  workgroup there's even a suggestion that there may

22  be subcommittees to deal with specific items that

23  that WPC prioritizes for us.  So if you could take

24  another look at that as you're reviewing that, and

25  if we didn't get that quite right, we would
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 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thanks, Len.

 3                 Okay.  So we'll take this up at the

 4  next meeting.  Thank you.

 5                 New business discussion, remaining

 6  funds and update from the Army Corps of Engineers.

 7  And we have some money and we have some

 8  suggestions moving forward.

 9                 Betsey?

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we have been

11  working with Mike Jennings at NEIWPCC, as I think

12  most people know.  CDM Smith was contracted

13  through NEIWPCC.  There is an existing MOU with

14  NEIWPCC which is valid through the end of the year

15  and there are some remaining funds on that.

16                 The funds that are remaining on

17  that are roughly about $16,000 -- well, plus the

18  admin for NEIWPCC on that.  And in talking to CDM

19  Smith and NEIWPCC, it's not enough to do the job

20  that I think needs to be done in terms of

21  addressing the comments that are coming in --

22  still to come in up until Monday.

23                 So we've worked with CDM Smith and

24  NEIWPCC and there's an estimate that some

25  additional funds are needed in order to be able to
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 2  the plan and submit it to the Legislature in the

 3  form that you would all like to see it ultimately.

 4                 And that's going to need to include

 5  both some discussions with the Water Planning

 6  Council members.  If you've been to any of the

 7  public meetings we are getting lots of comments on

 8  some very similar topics, and then we're getting

 9  comments on both ends of the spectrum on topics.

10  And the Water Planning Council is going to need to

11  spend some time thinking about those issues and

12  addressing them.

13                 So we have an estimate from NEIWPCC

14  as to the additional funds that are necessary to

15  do the job that we think we need.  We've

16  identified -- DEEP has done -- DEEP, so to

17  speak -- and has identified some additional funds

18  that we can add to this, because obviously time is

19  of the essence.

20                 To then work back through OPM and

21  NEIWPCC to get CDM Smith back under contract, I

22  think the other good news is that -- most people

23  know that Kirk -- who is here -- has left CDM

24  Smith.  But CDM Smith has been working with

25  Kleinfelder, and Kirk would be at the table also.
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 2  but there's lots of steps and the good news is we

 3  now have enough money to do those steps.  So if

 4  we're working on that -- but I think the motion

 5  would be that the Water Planning Council asks OPM

 6  to amend the existing MOU with NEIWPCC with the

 7  funds that are available to complete the plan.

 8                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Exactly.

 9                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And just for

10  the --

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Can I have second to

12  that.

13                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I'll second

14  that.

15                 And just for the sake of my fellow

16  members, I mean, I have talked to Ben Barnes about

17  this.  He's aware of this.  He supports our going

18  ahead and doing this.  I talked to our

19  administrative and legal people.  They're going to

20  help me try to fast track this early next week.

21  And so I'm optimistic that we'll get this done

22  very quickly.

23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Question on the

24  motion?

25                 LORI MATHIEU:  I have a question.
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 2  we're discussing those details, the changes.  Is

 3  that correct?

 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We're discussing the

 5  contract.  Correct.

 6                 LORI MATHIEU:  Okay.  So the law

 7  requires that a document is produced that is a

 8  document that responds to comments.  Is that

 9  actually referred to as a document being produced

10  in the revision?

11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I believe the

12  revision -- and I'm not so sure if it's as artful

13  as it could be -- recalls a comment log with

14  documented responses.  I mean, suggestions on that

15  are welcome, Lori, in terms of how we do that.

16                 LORI MATHIEU:  Well, we should

17  follow what the law says -- is my opinion, is that

18  the law actually says a document is produced that

19  responds to all the comments.

20                 So I'm not sure, you know, I think

21  there needs to be a separate document that is a

22  separate standalone document that we can then

23  present to legislators or anyone else and put up

24  online that says, here's how we -- here's our

25  thought process in replying to these comments, and
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 2  that talks to and speaks to how we were addressing

 3  comments.

 4                 Because in hearing all the comments

 5  that we have heard, and reading through the

 6  comments that are online I think we're going to

 7  have to carefully consider how we address some of

 8  these comments.  And I think it will be worth our

 9  time to put together a separate document.  I think

10  the law requires it and I think people would

11  expect that they would hear from us on how we

12  would address their comment.

13                 And I think that that's what the

14  intent of what the law meant, is that there is a

15  separate document that's produced.  So I think we

16  need to maybe just look at the statute, because I

17  think the statute directs us specifically in that

18  area.

19                 So the other comment I had was

20  about making decisions on plan revisions.  It

21  wasn't clear to me whether or not the Water

22  Planning Council was in the lead of making those

23  decisions, and I think it needs to be clear that

24  it is the Water Planning Council's decision on

25  what to change and what not to change.
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 2  that the process that would be undertaken -- and I

 3  think this is envisioned in what I've read from

 4  CDM Smith, but we can certainly ask Elaine who is

 5  here today -- is it would be very similar to the

 6  process we went through last time, is there were

 7  some issues which CDM Smith addressed.  There were

 8  others that they brought to our attention.  We had

 9  a discussion about it and we made a specific

10  decision about how we were going to move forward.

11                 There's time built into the scope

12  to have those meetings.  That's what I read into

13  the scope and into the time.  So -- I mean, that

14  was my assumption as to how that would be

15  addressed.

16                 LORI MATHIEU:  I think what I read

17  into some of the language was that CDM would be

18  making some decisions, and I guess I want to make

19  sure if it's clear.  I think anybody in the public

20  would expect that the Water Planning Council would

21  be deciding on the changes going to be made.

22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So do you have

23  suggested suggestions that you're going to put in

24  a redlined?  That would be helpful.

25                 LORI MATHIEU:  Sure.
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 2  document attached to that.

 3                 LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, I know.  I just

 4  saw your comments yesterday, so I apologize.  I

 5  don't have my specific changes for you right now,

 6  but that's, you know, for me that was -- I think I

 7  read into it a lot that it said CDM Smith all over

 8  it, and didn't really mention the Water Planning

 9  Council making the decisions on what changes.

10                 And also I think there was a line.

11  I think what you may have changed also was that

12  you had CDM Smith, or someone had CDM Smith doing

13  a presentation in front of the legislators, and I

14  think that presentation should happen.  I think

15  that meeting should happen with legislators maybe

16  sometime in December.

17                 I think that's important for us to

18  do because these are the people that we need to

19  have them, one, understand the plan, what we've

20  done, how we've done it, what's in the plan and

21  what decisions we're making on change.

22                 Because we heard some very specific

23  comments in Wallingford.  It was pretty loud and

24  clear from two legislators what they wanted to see

25  done, and I think they would probably welcome that


                            58
� 1  discussion in December before we finalize the

 2  plan.

 3                 So to have funding to help us get

 4  to that point and utilize the expertise of CDM, I

 5  think is a great idea, but in the end the

 6  decisions on changes are coming from the Council

 7  itself.  So I can look at that again, but --

 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So just to be

 9  clear, CDM Smith had originally proposed a meeting

10  with stakeholders.  In response to earlier

11  comments on this I suggested that we delete that.

12                 Part of our challenge is going to

13  be to stay within budget to address the document

14  issue.  And this issue becomes -- I mean, I think

15  the premise was similar to the way the

16  implementation does it.  The Water Planning

17  Council can take the responsibility for that

18  outreach and those pieces and keep it out of the

19  scope.  I mean, I thought that was consistent with

20  earlier comments.  But you know, comments are

21  welcome on that.

22                 LORI MATHIEU:  So how do you see

23  this just in plain language?  How do you see this

24  working moving forward.  November 20th comes and

25  goes, that's Monday.  What plays out in the next
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 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we need to

 3  get all of the comments together.  We would need

 4  to get them to CDM Smith.  They would need to

 5  begin to sort those.  I think that the agencies

 6  would be looking at them at the same time.  We

 7  would then be engaging in discussions with CDM

 8  Smith about the changes that were going to be

 9  made.

10                 I think Elaine and Kirk last time

11  did a very good job of figuring out which comments

12  could be addressed directly and straightforwardly,

13  and which ones actually needed policy discussions

14  because the direction wasn't clear.  I think if

15  the direction is not clear there will be forums

16  for the Water Planning Council to discuss those

17  and decisions made as to which direction the plan

18  goes on it.

19                 LORI MATHIEU:  So you envision

20  additional meetings in December, or we're going to

21  have to make decisions as a Council?

22                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That's in the

23  scope.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah.

25                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Elaine, is there
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 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I think, you know,

 3  I guess like you said, Betsey, we've got a firm

 4  amount of resources that we can provide towards

 5  this.  So I agree with Lori that, yes, ultimately

 6  the Water Planning Council needs to determine what

 7  the changes are, especially if they are, you know,

 8  substantial of any sort.

 9                 So otherwise editorial, you know,

10  minor components of what we would do is prepare a

11  draft that this is how that edit will be made and

12  the Water Planning Council ultimately, you know,

13  should give the check that says, yes.

14                 But there may be others that we

15  say, you know, hey.  We need a discussion.  You

16  know, we've got to start from step one to figure

17  out what the final version would be.

18                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And Lori, I

19  think, you know, there's that process.  And then I

20  think there's, as you point out, there's the

21  legislative process and dealing with legislators.

22  And I think that's a, like, that's kind of a

23  separate conversation that we need to have, you

24  know, and frankly, really rely on the expertise of

25  former Representative Betkoski to kind of, like,
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 2                 Okay.  Now how -- let's assume that

 3  we've -- well first, in all my experience with the

 4  three other people up here I've never known anyone

 5  of them at any point in that relationship to give

 6  up decision-making authority on anything to

 7  anyone.  So I think that's one thing that has

 8  always united us.

 9                 But then on the legislative front I

10  do think, I mean, there's going to be a formal,

11  I'm sure, legislative hearing on this.  But

12  there's going to be a need to have, like, a prep

13  meeting with, you know, the environment committee

14  chairs, the public health committee chairs, other

15  people that are very, very interested on it that

16  are not necessarily committee leadership.

17                 And we're going to have to, like,

18  sit down and figure out, you know, what that's

19  going to be.  You know, I'm sure we're going to be

20  relying on, like, Nick Neeley for his expertise in

21  that as well and others, but that has to be a

22  pretty well developed strategy as well.  That's

23  not something that we can just kind of waltz into.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And we'll have to

25  speak with one voice.
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 2  that will actually be after plan completion, when

 3  we're sort of moving forward.  And I think the

 4  premise is the contract would have expired at that

 5  point in time.

 6                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Right.

 7                 LORI MATHIEU:  So we don't foresee

 8  the need to meet with them before we finalize the

 9  plan?  I'm just asking because I think there

10  was -- the original text mentioned that CDM would

11  hold a forum for legislators and would be done and

12  completed before we finalize the plan.  But I

13  think now we're saying, we shouldn't do that.

14                 I'm just asking, should we do that

15  before the plan is final, or not?  And I just

16  don't know what the best course is.  So I defer

17  to --

18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Shouldn't we meet

19  with the legislators?

20                 LORI MATHIEU:  The legislators

21  prior to finalizing?

22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Absolutely not.  I

23  don't think so.

24                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, I agree

25  with that.  You know, we're the experts.  You're
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 2  that we think makes sense.  And then I think we

 3  present it to them and talk to them about, like,

 4  all the various things that have happened during

 5  this process and all the decisions that have

 6  happened.

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.  Okay.  We

 8  still have a motion on the floor here.

 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Can I ask a

10  question about the motion?

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.

12                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Did it include

13  and extend the MOU until February 1, 2018?

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, I don't think it

15  did.

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It should.

17                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, I would

18  second that as well.  That's what I talked to Ben

19  about.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay?  Any other --

21                 LORI MATHIEU:  Just a question.  Is

22  that sufficient time for closeout payment of

23  invoices?

24                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I talked to my

25  administrative folks.  I mean, they didn't seem to
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 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in

 3  favor signify by saying, aye.

 4                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  The motion is

 6  adopted.  Thank you.

 7                 Okay.  Under. The Army Corps of

 8  Engineers, this is kind of -- anything more on

 9  that?

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So would you

11  like me to just give a summary of the call that we

12  had, Jack?

13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.

14                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So CDM Smith

15  very kindly arranged a call.  Jack and I were the

16  two members who were able to participate on it.

17  The call was October 11th.

18                 The Army Corps of Engineers has

19  planning money that potentially might be available

20  for implementation.  They've got some money in

21  their budget, but as people know the federal

22  budget isn't very clear right now.  And it's not

23  actually clear whether the New England division of

24  the Army Corps will have money available.

25                 The discussion was really about if
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 2  best be spent?  The decision was that it was

 3  probably premature to make those decisions.  We

 4  wanted to wait until the comments were on the

 5  record.

 6                 Wed have a better idea where we

 7  were headed and then reconvene in December with

 8  the Corps.  And if CDM Smith could facilitate

 9  that, that would be great to talk about some ideas

10  and some concepts and to give us time to engage

11  Lori and Mike in those discussions also.

12                 So it's an ongoing discussion, a

13  potential avenue for some resources available for

14  implementation once we finalize the plan, but no

15  final decisions or direction.

16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Betsey.

17  Any comments or questions?

18                 Thank you.

19                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Jack, I did

20  receive some feedback from the Army Corps about

21  dates for a December follow-up call, as December

22  12th or 13th, or 19th through 21st.  So if, you

23  know, we can get some -- if any of those or all of

24  those work I'll report back to the Army Corps and

25  we can get a call set up.


                            66
� 1                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Can you send us

 2  an e-mail on that, Elaine?

 3                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Sure.

 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That would be

 5  great.

 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Send them to Shina,

 7  please.

 8                 Okay.  Under old business, Eric is

 9  not here, but Bruce did you have anything on the

10  drought?

11                 BRUCE WITTCHEN:  I'll try to use

12  the microphone.

13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Before you begin, I

14  should say that the drought was, at our last

15  public information hearing, it was very much front

16  and center.

17                 People are very, particularly

18  Senator Kennedy is very concerned -- or I

19  shouldn't say concerned, but he really wants to

20  see, you know, what's going on with the drought

21  and what we're going to be doing moving forward.

22  Because there seems to be -- we still are kind

23  of -- seems to be a hodgepodge on the drought.

24  What's going on with it?

25                 BRUCE WITTCHEN:  Well, there's two
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� 1  things.  First of all, the interagency drought

 2  workgroup, the group that would, say, make a

 3  decision that we are in a drought advisory, they

 4  actually met a few weeks ago because there was a

 5  drought advisory looming.

 6                 We were triggering an increasing

 7  number of our criteria.  We conveniently were able

 8  to meet between one heavy rainstorm and another.

 9  Anyway, we met after one heavy rain and before the

10  next, and at this point we no longer trigger any

11  drought criteria in the State.  So I can tell you

12  step one is that we are not in a drought advisory

13  and that that group probably will not need to meet

14  again in the near future.

15                 That group also has a little

16  subcommittee they formed of staff from the

17  agencies on the interagency group.  And that group

18  is working on the comments that were received

19  regarding the draft drought plan.  So they are

20  going to be working with the comments that came in

21  regarding the draft drought plan.

22                 We were hoping to put off working

23  on the draft drought plan until after the most

24  recent drought ended, and then everybody was

25  sidetracked with too many other things.  So now
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 2  scheduled -- well, they may be scheduled now.  I

 3  don't know if Eric was able to choose a date since

 4  I left the office, but we were looking for a date

 5  in the next couple weeks to kind of divide up the

 6  comments that were received and figure it out.

 7                 So kind of on a parallel path to

 8  what you're doing with the water plan, we're

 9  trying to finalize the draft drought plan that we

10  saw a year ago, maybe -- well, more that a year

11  ago.  We set it aside for last year's drought.  So

12  that's where we stand.

13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.

14                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So Jack, this is

15  another thing I'm interested in.  I have

16  short-termer's syndrome once again.  I've got,

17  like, you know, we've got a year left basically in

18  this administration.  And this is one of those

19  things that, you know, I want to, you know, use

20  the offices of OPM to try to finalize.  You know,

21  so I just wanted to let you know that.

22                 You know, I'm going to be trying

23  to, like, kind of move this along, force it along.

24  I'm going to be talking to a lot of people, but

25  that will be -- just to let you know that's one of
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 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.  Very

 3  good.  Any further questions?

 4                 LORI MATHIEU:  So to Bruce's point,

 5  we are trying to get together a member of that

 6  group.  And to Mike's point, that I think last

 7  month -- correct me if I'm wrong -- I think Betsey

 8  and I said we wanted to finalize the plan by the

 9  end of the year.  So we kind of set a pretty

10  aggressive course to address comments.

11                 I know we've been struggling even

12  to get dates to get together, but as Bruce

13  mentioned there is a good document that summarizes

14  all the comments that we received.  And we just

15  need to sit down together and spend a couple hours

16  going through those comments as the agencies, six

17  agencies that are there along with USGS and NOAA.

18  Make decisions and then make changes to that plan.

19                 Also I want to note that on the

20  28th of November at the DPH lab, NOAA and the

21  agencies are invited, and some invited guests are

22  invited to view a presentation, that NOAA is

23  putting together in a workshop on their new

24  forecast model.

25                 So I can get further information to
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� 1  you because that's going to be instrumental in how

 2  I think we move forward with looking at drought,

 3  again that things are changing within NOAA

 4  themselves.  So, anyway.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.  Thank

 6  you.  Thank you, Bruce.

 7                 Any other old business?

 8

 9                 (No response.)

10

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any public comment

12  today?  Yes.

13                 VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Hello.  I'm Val

14  Rossetti from Save Our Water Connecticut.  I'm

15  calling to follow up on a letter I wrote and

16  submitted last month to the Water Planning Council

17  about the inability for citizens to view the

18  assumptions and calculations of safe yield

19  sources.  And I have not yet had -- I wasn't here

20  to hear the discussion.  So I don't know what if

21  anything has progressed on that.

22                 I have reread the law that was

23  passed effective July 1st, and one of the

24  questions I have, which I'd like to ask today --

25  and I don't know whether it can be answered -- is
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� 1  my request to see the water supply plan that was

 2  initiated in 2016.  And redactions continued and

 3  my understanding, past the onset of the new law.

 4                 But the decision to redact all that

 5  material, was that made in accordance with the new

 6  law?  Or was that something that was done

 7  according to prior assumptions?

 8                 In other words, if I were to

 9  resubmit that request under the rules of the

10  July 1, 2017 law, would that redaction be

11  different or the same?  I don't know if that's

12  something that can be answered.

13                 I have reviewed the law, and of

14  course, I think as most of the members of the

15  Council are aware, nowhere on the list of security

16  items that need to be redacted are safe yields,

17  were a calculation of safe yield.  So I'm

18  wondering -- that was question number one.

19                 I don't know -- I know Lori, you're

20  probably most familiar painfully with this, but --

21                 LORI MATHIEU:  It was based upon

22  the new law, and a section that you should pay

23  close attention to -- and too bad you missed the

24  conversation that we had before you came in,

25  because we did talk about quite a bit.  And I
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� 1  think we have some actions to move forward.

 2                 But just to get back to your

 3  question, the catchall phrase .

 4                 VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Uh-huh.  I have

 5  it in front of me, yeah.

 6                 LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, it captures all

 7  data that we have in front of us as public

 8  agencies, not just any new data.  The intent was

 9  new data.  The intent was to be concerned about if

10  anything else happened, if there's any other new

11  document that was requested from anywhere that

12  came into any public agency, that we couldn't

13  foresee to put into the laundry list that you see

14  in the statute, that in the future -- it was a

15  future consideration versus a catchall for

16  everything.

17                 So that's -- I think that's where

18  the discussion needs to be.  That's the

19  particular --

20                 VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Okay.  I'm

21  sorry.  I thought your meeting was starting at

22  1:30.  So maybe I got the time -- the time, that's

23  what was listed on the website.

24                 LORI MATHIEU:  You missed all of

25  our fun discussion.
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� 1                 VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Oh, okay.  You

 2  know, because reading this it says basically the

 3  water company requests that the record be -- if

 4  they don't want it.  So was it per se in this

 5  case, the request of the MDC that that information

 6  be redacted?

 7                 LORI MATHIEU:  There was a security

 8  risk determination that was made by the public

 9  agency.

10                 VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Right, but it's

11  referred for a security risk?  It says here, if

12  there are reasonable grounds to believe upon

13  request by the water company such a record may be

14  reviewed by the --

15                 LORI MATHIEU:  Right.  And we did

16  do that and we discussed that with the MDC, and we

17  agreed with some and disagreed with others.  So

18  there was a discussion that played out under that

19  statute as required.

20                 VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Okay.  So the

21  Department of Public Health basically initiated

22  the discussion about what would be redacted.

23  Okay.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Val, excuse me.

25                 We should say that Mike Sullivan
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� 1  from OPM is going to head up a group to get all

 2  the parties together on this very issue, that we

 3  have him come up with some meetings of minds and

 4  who's interpreting what.

 5                 VALERIE ROSSETTI:  That would be

 6  great.  You know, I just, as a citizen, I'm

 7  obviously not a hydrologist.  I just got very

 8  interested in this with the Niagara bottling

 9  issue.

10                 I did briefly go online and just

11  put in safe yield calculations, and out popped a

12  number of national studies that have very complex

13  safe yield calculations in 300-page glory.  I

14  mean, I have one here from -- let's see what the

15  name of it is.  The Water Research Foundation in

16  Denver that apparently has thousands of water

17  utilities, the federal governments, state

18  governments.

19                 It's going through a huge scenario

20  with one of the distilled water systems in North

21  Carolina.  And one of its stresses is that there

22  really needs to be a look at how safe yields have

23  been calculated.  There needs to be modeling of

24  scenarios with low and high impact from climate

25  change.
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� 1                 And in some cases that won't make a

 2  difference.  That may well be true in Connecticut

 3  and others, even in a place like North Carolina

 4  which also has a lot of water.  It does make a

 5  difference.

 6                 So a lot of the assumptions behind

 7  things I think are important for citizens to

 8  understand, as are the scenarios where these

 9  margins of safety come into play.  And I know many

10  people in my group were just -- didn't know when

11  we first looked at, oh, 2 million gallons coming

12  out of MDC reservoir six.

13                 And how much water is in there?

14  And how did they figure this out?  And apparently

15  it's really, you know, still classified

16  information, the whole water system.

17                 And then to get to the point where

18  any drought restrictions would be placed on

19  shipping water out of the watershed, there would

20  have to be not just the Barkhamsted Reservoir, but

21  the Nepaug Reservoir and the two MDC reservoirs

22  down to 10 percent of the level, as well as no

23  water release from the Goodwin Dam and no water

24  released to Lake McDonough.

25                 So those are a lot different
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 2  the Barkhamsted Reservoir.  I'm not arguing that

 3  the MDC doesn't have a lot of water, but I think

 4  the utilities that rely on well fields and those

 5  that are by rivers that have been getting dried up

 6  and those that are now subject to new streamflow

 7  regulations, somebody should be taking a close

 8  look at how --

 9                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  That's the

10  essence of it, Val.  You know, there's -- I think

11  people that were involved in, like, all the

12  discussions leading up, like, to the new law,

13  there seemed to be some surprise about, like, how

14  it's actually getting implemented.

15                 And like, I'm new.  I'm back.  I'm

16  new to the Water Planning Council again, and I've

17  always been interested in this issue.  And so I'm

18  interested in finding out kind of what the lay of

19  the land is, talking to people, seeing if we can

20  find -- get our way back to, like, a path forward

21  that, like, kind of reflects where everybody

22  thought they were at the end of the passage of the

23  law.

24                 VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Sorry I missed

25  the discussion.
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 2  you, Val.

 3                 Any further public comment?  Any

 4  further public comment?

 5

 6                 (No response.)

 7

 8                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anything further to

 9  come before the Water Planning Council?

10

11                 (No response.)

12

13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  If not, on behalf of

14  the Council, I wish everyone a very happy and

15  healthy Thanksgiving.

16                 Enjoy the holiday weekend, and

17  thank you all very much.  May I have a motion to

18  adjourn?

19                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So moved.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Second?

21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Second.

22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in favor?

23                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.

25
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� 1                 (Whereupon, the above proceedings

 2  were concluded at 1:59 p.m.)
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's call
  


 2   this meeting of the Water Planning Council for
  


 3   November 16th to order.
  


 4                  The first order of business will be
  


 5   the acceptance of the October 3rd transcript.  The
  


 6   acceptance, not the approval.  The acceptance.
  


 7                  LORI MATHIEU:  I move to accept.
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Have we seen
  


 9   them?  I know I've seen the transcript of the
  


10   public meeting.  Have we actually seen the
  


11   transcript of the October 3rd meeting?
  


12                  THE REPORTER:  Are you asking me?
  


13                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.
  


15                  THE REPORTER:  Have I seen it?
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No.  No.  No.  I
  


17   was asking them.
  


18                  THE REPORTER:  I have it right here
  


19   if you want.  It has been submitted.  I have sent
  


20   it in.
  


21                  LORI MATHIEU:  Who does it get sent
  


22   to?
  


23                  THE REPORTER:  I have sent it to my
  


24   agency.  And I did put a note in there for e-mail
  


25   addresses.  I can further that if you'd like.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Gail.  Who makes
  


 2   sure we get that?
  


 3                  GAIL LUCCHINA:  Tyra sent it out a
  


 4   couple of day ago now.
  


 5                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I thought that
  


 6   was for the public hearing on the 30th.  I saw
  


 7   that cross my e-mail box.
  


 8                  GAIL LUCCHINA:  I'll find out.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  All right.  Let's
  


10   move on to the next update on the state water
  


11   plan.
  


12                  And then thank you, Betsey.  One of
  


13   the things we have had was we had the hearing on
  


14   October 30th at DEEP headquarters.  I thought it
  


15   was very well attended.  I thought it was a really
  


16   good hearing and quite a bit of public comment
  


17   there that evening that people turned out for.  I
  


18   thought it was well received.
  


19                  We also had an informational
  


20   session last week with Representative Mary
  


21   Mushinsky and Senator Ted Kennendy in Wallingford.
  


22   I thought that was a god session as well.  You
  


23   all, since our last meeting -- to Westport, too.
  


24   Right?
  


25                  LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, Betsey and I.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Would you like to
  


 2   report on that?
  


 3                  LORI MATHIEU:  It was excellent.
  


 4   There were 50 to 60 people there in the audience
  


 5   and State Representative Jonathan Steinberg did an
  


 6   excellent job facilitating, and I think we talked
  


 7   and had a great conversation with the group for
  


 8   about maybe over two hours.  Betsey, it was a very
  


 9   nice conversation.
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  An engaged,
  


11   stimulating group, yes.
  


12                  LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, very much so.
  


13                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So the other
  


14   things that have happened since then is at the
  


15   last meeting Lori made a very good suggestion to
  


16   reach out to CBIA.  I did that.  I spoke to the
  


17   environmental policy council.  I think it was the
  


18   last Friday in October and that was an instructive
  


19   discussion.
  


20                  They're actually having a forum
  


21   tomorrow talking about sustainability.  And one of
  


22   their topics is water and that's quite exciting
  


23   also.  I also spoke to the Capital Region Council
  


24   of Governments.  I had five minutes on the agenda
  


25   so it was quite the challenge, but they were an
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 1   engaged group also.
  


 2                  LORI MATHIEU:  So I've also
  


 3   presented at a number of council of governments,
  


 4   and we can talk about that further when we get
  


 5   into --
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We're going to
  


 7   keep -- yeah.
  


 8                  LORI MATHIEU:  -- keep going down
  


 9   the agenda, but I had presented in front of the
  


10   local health directors, which all 73 districts
  


11   were there.  And we had some time for questions
  


12   and answers, but there's a number of other events
  


13   we were at.  So --
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And I'm speaking
  


15   tomorrow in Waterbury at the Central Naugatuck
  


16   Valley Council of Governments at ten o'clock
  


17   tomorrow morning.  So that should be good.
  


18                  So I think we're out there.  I
  


19   mean, I think we're getting out there.  We're
  


20   getting towards the deadline, but I think we've
  


21   gone on the road a lot.  We did the webinar, and I
  


22   think the responses certainly are coming in, a lot
  


23   of the responses are coming in at the last minute.
  


24                  Any other discussion on events or
  


25   outreach during the next couple weeks?
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 1                  LORI MATHIEU:  Well, I think all of
  


 2   the outreach events that were scheduled through
  


 3   the outreach team were done except for yours
  


 4   tomorrow, Jack.  We were pretty comprehensive and
  


 5   have done well over 20 different events.  We
  


 6   reached out to every council of governments and
  


 7   any one of the council of governments that wanted
  


 8   us there, we have been presenting to.  So that was
  


 9   a good effort.
  


10                  And we reached out to other groups.
  


11   As Betsey mentioned, CBIA.  We did a presentation
  


12   in front of the farm bureau -- I believe?  I'm
  


13   looking at Linda.  We also met yesterday with a
  


14   few people representing the irrigation group, and
  


15   again local health directors.
  


16                  And I know you did running a golf
  


17   course.  Right?  For superintendents.  So we've
  


18   been widespread with that.  And also the
  


19   Connecticut CWWA events in October.  There was a
  


20   presentation, and CDM Smith participated in that
  


21   along with the water industry.  So there was a
  


22   good number of forums and events that we either
  


23   have been there ourselves or others have been
  


24   taking on.
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.  And those
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 1   members of the Water Planning Council advisory
  


 2   group have been very helpful with that as well,
  


 3   you know, in speaking.  So we thank them for that.
  


 4                  So the finalization of the state
  


 5   water plan and the state water plan comments,
  


 6   we're getting down to the end.  And as Betsey --
  


 7   at the end we'll talk about funds.  Right?  Under
  


 8   new business?
  


 9                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Sure.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We're going to need
  


11   some kind of authorization today to move forward.
  


12                  So moving forward we're going to
  


13   obviously want to, after the 20th we're going to
  


14   have to do a compilation of all the input, all the
  


15   e-mails and letters that we received, and the
  


16   results of the formalized hearing that we had on
  


17   the 30th.  And go through that, sort that out, and
  


18   hopefully at the end of this meeting we'll be in a
  


19   position to get CDM Smith on board to help
  


20   facilitate that.
  


21                  Any comments on that moving
  


22   forward?  Does that make sense?
  


23                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Is it the weather or
  


25   is it me?  It seems very docile this afternoon.
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 1                  LORI MATHIEU:  I'm not.
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No, you're never
  


 3   docile.
  


 4                  LORI MATHIEU:  So let me ask a
  


 5   question then, if you want it livened up.
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Don't start any
  


 7   problems now.
  


 8                  LORI MATHIEU:  Which item are we
  


 9   on?  Finalization of the plan?
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Finalization of the
  


11   state water plan, prioritization, discussion of
  


12   comments received and response documentation.
  


13                  LORI MATHIEU:  All right.  So we
  


14   received many, many comments.  I know Corinne and
  


15   Linda have been paying close attention to
  


16   everything that we've received.  I'm just
  


17   wondering if we know how many sets of comments we
  


18   received.  Can we say?
  


19                  LINDA FERRARO:  Yeah.  So far we
  


20   have 76 sets of comments.  We've been receiving
  


21   comments via the SurveyMonkey and we also have
  


22   some from e-mail that have been going to the Water
  


23   Planning Council website e-mail.
  


24                  And a lot of them that are going
  


25   into the e-mail are repeats of the same message.
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 1   So as of just a few minutes ago it's 76 sets of
  


 2   comments so far.
  


 3                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Seventy-six total?
  


 4                  LINDA FERRARO:  Yes.
  


 5                  LORI MATHIEU:  Okay.  That's good.
  


 6   And we're going to talk later about how we're
  


 7   going to address those and the statutory
  


 8   requirements of addressing those in the timeframe
  


 9   that we have.  Right?
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct, yeah.
  


11                  LORI MATHIEU:  Okay.  Thanks.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We'll do that under
  


13   our new business, but let's move into the Water
  


14   Planning Council advisory group.
  


15                  Good afternoon.
  


16                  JOHN HUDAK:  Good afternoon.  So
  


17   we've added three new members in the past few
  


18   months.  We're now full, so we're not coming to
  


19   you for any appointments today.
  


20                  Also I'm going to hold on the
  


21   updates on our operating procedures and the
  


22   implementation framework, because I see they're on
  


23   the agenda.
  


24                  We have one other ad hoc
  


25   subcommittee membership composition workgroup.
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 1   We've completed a draft report that's going to be
  


 2   presented to the advisory group on Tuesday for
  


 3   review and it's our hope that that will come to
  


 4   the Council very soon.
  


 5                  Another significant topic we
  


 6   address, or we talked about was FOIA including
  


 7   recent developments and questions regarding
  


 8   interpretation of the implementation of the new
  


 9   FOIA law by state agencies.  And that there was
  


10   also a letter submitted by Valerie Rosetti
  


11   considering a recent FOIA request.
  


12                  So I would say on all sides there
  


13   is a desire for some clarifications as to how the
  


14   law will be implemented going forward.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Has anybody talked
  


16   here -- when we need to get clarification, you
  


17   contact the attorney general's office, and you ask
  


18   them to tell you what this law means.  Because
  


19   there seems to be varying interpretations of what
  


20   this new law is.
  


21                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Well, maybe I
  


22   could jump in here.  I'm Mike Sullivan.  I used to
  


23   be with DEEP, and then I retired -- and now I'm
  


24   back at OPM.  When Ben Barnes asked me to come
  


25   back I said, as long as I can get on the Water
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 1   Planning Council I'll do it.
  


 2                  But this is, I mean, a lot and
  


 3   people have been here for a while.  And back in my
  


 4   previous capacity, I mean, this was one of the
  


 5   issues I was most interested in, most concerned
  


 6   about.  And so I'm particularly interested in,
  


 7   one, finding out, like, where we are on this,
  


 8   because I thought it had kind of been settled
  


 9   when, you know, people work very hard to kind of
  


10   reach a resolution, like you know, a compromise on
  


11   this.
  


12                  And so if it's not playing out
  


13   well, I'm particularly interested in finding out
  


14   why that is and, you know, if there's a need for
  


15   the attorney general's office to weigh in.  You
  


16   know, there are ways for us to request a formal
  


17   opinion from him on that.
  


18                  The downside on that is anytime you
  


19   ask for a formal opinion from the attorney
  


20   general's office, you know, I'm only back for 120
  


21   calendar days per year and that, you know, I'd
  


22   have to be here for another five years before we
  


23   get something like that.  I mean, it takes a long
  


24   time to get a formal opinion out of the AG's
  


25   office.  So I kind of see that as the vehicle of
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 1   last resort.
  


 2                  I mean, I would rather, you know,
  


 3   again this is a personal interest and priority of
  


 4   mine.  I'd rather spend a few weeks -- well, I
  


 5   plan on spending a few weeks trying to find out,
  


 6   like, what this is about and see if I can help get
  


 7   us to, like, a path forward on this.  So this is
  


 8   kind of random comments on that.
  


 9                  LORI MATHIEU:  So to add to that,
  


10   so -- and I'll get right down to it.  So where I
  


11   see the problem is, is in the catchall phrase.  Is
  


12   that all these pieces of information that we all
  


13   agreed to should be withheld and redacted.  They
  


14   are all in that law.  We all agreed to it.
  


15                  Then there, the water industry
  


16   wanted a catchall phrase for anything else, in my
  


17   understanding was for the future.
  


18                  JOHN HUDAK:  Correct.
  


19                  LORI MATHIEU:  It doesn't say that.
  


20   It doesn't say, future documents.  It says, it's
  


21   broad so it captures -- in our attorney's
  


22   interpretation is that it captures all information
  


23   that we have.  And so that includes safe yield,
  


24   safe yield calculations.
  


25                  JOHN HUDAK:  Well, I can only say
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 1   the intent when we, you know, we were at the table
  


 2   and Margaret was there.
  


 3                  LORI MATHIEU:  I was there, too.
  


 4   Yes.  Yeah, we all agreed to the future because it
  


 5   made sense to us.
  


 6                  JOHN HUDAK:  It was designed for
  


 7   emerging threats that aren't apparent to us right
  


 8   now.
  


 9                  LORI MATHIEU:  I agree, but it
  


10   doesn't say that.
  


11                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So I love
  


12   attorneys.  I mean, I am a one.  I married one.
  


13   I'm very fond of them, but I mean, sometimes they
  


14   also need direction.
  


15                  I mean if, you know, if everybody's
  


16   intent was that, you know, that this was going to
  


17   be the case moving forward sometimes -- again I've
  


18   served in that role as well for an agency in the
  


19   past and sometimes attorneys just need to know
  


20   what their client really, really wants, you know,
  


21   and then helps direct a path forward.
  


22                  So I think it's worth, like, really
  


23   sitting down and talking about this, you know,
  


24   more, like, very soon to see if we can figure out
  


25   a way to get, you know, to help them help us move







15


 1   forward on this.
  


 2                  JOHN HUDAK:  I would agree and I'm
  


 3   happy to talk to CWWA, and if you need our help.
  


 4   So --
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I mean, are you
  


 6   asking for -- yes, Margaret?
  


 7                  MARGARET MINOR:  So on this
  


 8   issue --
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Good afternoon,
  


10   Margaret.
  


11                  MARGARET MINOR:  Good afternoon.
  


12                  I, of course, was startled by the
  


13   interpretation.  I was extremely surprised by the
  


14   redacted version of the MDC water supply plan that
  


15   was given to Val, and you've seen her letter.
  


16   You've seen her reasons why she wanted to see the
  


17   calculations of safe yield, and I could add about
  


18   ten more reasons to that.
  


19                  I don't even think those should be
  


20   redacted under the old law.  How you're doing your
  


21   calculation doesn't tell you where the source is.
  


22                  I'm extremely concerned and I've
  


23   been asking one of my water company colleagues at
  


24   DPH for a while.  These calculations of safe yield
  


25   available water and margin of safety are extremely
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 1   important, and I get the sense they're not always
  


 2   done consistently.
  


 3                  So last week I did -- and then I
  


 4   figured, well, even if we solve this MDC problem
  


 5   the argument is apt to be, well, MDC is unique.
  


 6   It has only one system except for some well
  


 7   fields, et cetera.
  


 8                  So I filed to see the regional
  


 9   water authority water supply plan to try to see
  


10   what the law would show with an application from
  


11   something that had not already been adjudicated.
  


12   But I can say that we signed off on this law
  


13   holding our breaths.  I would not have wanted to
  


14   challenge it during the water -- during this
  


15   process, holding our breath that it might work out
  


16   for us.
  


17                  The catchall phrase which may or
  


18   may not be a problem was originally described as a
  


19   deal killer by the Governor's staff.  And they
  


20   moved, and finally to get it through we said,
  


21   okay.  So I think -- I know that Jonathan
  


22   Steinberg and others probably here on the Council
  


23   want to get this fixed.  Possibly it needs a
  


24   legislative fix, but it definitely needs a fix.
  


25                  And in terms of water planning --
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 1   and meanwhile we have the WUCCs going forward.
  


 2   When I hear about money, I think, oh, let's get
  


 3   some WUCC money for here, but we have the WUCCS
  


 4   going forward with similar issues.
  


 5                  If you want to do water planning
  


 6   and you want to know what water should be where,
  


 7   or as the situation in Bethel, if you're trying to
  


 8   decide between using a reservoir and well fields
  


 9   and the customer has an interest in that, the
  


10   numbers need to be transparent.  The numbers need
  


11   to be there for people to look at.  And honestly,
  


12   I'm disappointed that it's taken this turn.  I'm
  


13   not totally surprised, but disappointed.
  


14                  So I hope we will work this out.
  


15   Before we started this process I said, look, you
  


16   can't do planning on the basis of numbers the
  


17   public can't see.  And the idea that, well, when
  


18   water companies do their new water supply plan
  


19   five years from now you can see them, that's a
  


20   little late unless we put everything in the State
  


21   on hold.
  


22                  So I'm expressing concern and my
  


23   news is that I did file for -- and I copied to
  


24   John that I did file to see the regional water
  


25   authority's plan.
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 1                  LORI MATHIEU:  So we received that
  


 2   and acknowledged your request, and are working on
  


 3   that.  The part of the law that's the catchall and
  


 4   what needs to be in careful consideration is, what
  


 5   is the security risk to this information?  And I
  


 6   think that's valid.
  


 7                  It's a valid point to make, and is
  


 8   every utility's information the same?  Do you
  


 9   treat everybody's information the same, or is it
  


10   different?  Is it different for MDC's information
  


11   versus a small water system's information?  That
  


12   small water system may not be as secure as an MDC
  


13   system.
  


14                  So there's a security risk that
  


15   needs to be weighed and that's what the law
  


16   actually forces public agencies to do, is to weigh
  


17   the security risk on the release of that
  


18   information.  So that's something that should be
  


19   part of the discussion.  I know there's a need.
  


20   There's a lot in that.
  


21                  Margaret, I agree with you.  The
  


22   information should be shared, but how do you share
  


23   it?  Is there a security risk at all in sharing
  


24   this information, or not?  And we're not the
  


25   experts on that determination.







19


 1                  So there are people out there that
  


 2   are experts that see this all the time that deal
  


 3   with security risks, cyber security, people in
  


 4   Homeland Security, people in the FBI that we work
  


 5   with and others here with that we know.  We have
  


 6   colleagues in that area.  So that, that needs to
  


 7   be a consideration as well when we're talking
  


 8   about this information.
  


 9                  So I agree with you, though, and
  


10   sharing information is very important.  It's a big
  


11   part of the state water plan, the WUCC and the
  


12   information should be published so that everybody
  


13   can understand how much water you have today, how
  


14   much water you're going to have in the future.
  


15   That along with water quality needs to be better
  


16   understood.
  


17                  So I agree with you, but there
  


18   needs to be discussion about security risk.
  


19                  MARGARET MINOR:  You know, Groton,
  


20   we've been talking about security since 2001.
  


21   Some companies have put up all their information.
  


22   Groton has put up all the information on its
  


23   utility and the attitude seems to be, well, if the
  


24   water company feels that all its information can
  


25   be released with no problem, well, then it can be
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 1   released with no problem.
  


 2                  Basically the determination of
  


 3   what's a security risk is coming down to what the
  


 4   water companies feel.  Aquarion, I've been at
  


 5   presentations where they put out all their data.
  


 6   We look at applications for CEPA review and for
  


 7   funding.  Very elaborate things are posted
  


 8   publicly.
  


 9                  So my sense is the only time these
  


10   security issues arise are when water advocates ask
  


11   to see water plans or other data such as the
  


12   Wallingford streamflow study.
  


13                  LORI MATHIEU:  So I'm not
  


14   disagreeing with you at all, but I think that the
  


15   reason why the law exists and FOIs after 9/11 -- I
  


16   think we have to take a step back.
  


17                  And when we're looking at a few, as
  


18   you mentioned, that do water supply plans and have
  


19   all the data, you know, that are responsible for
  


20   reservoirs and large systems and serve thousands
  


21   of people, you also have to think about the small
  


22   system that serves 40 homes where the wellheads
  


23   are not secured.  There's no security cameras.
  


24   There's no security fence.  There's no security,
  


25   period.
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 1                  There's no professional staff on.
  


 2   You know, they're run by a mom-and-pop operation.
  


 3   And do they have the same level of security risk
  


 4   versus and MDC?  I'm just putting the question out
  


 5   there.  I'm not disagreeing with you at all, but
  


 6   the reason why it's there is because of a security
  


 7   risk review and that has to be a consideration and
  


 8   part of the discussion.
  


 9                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Well, it has
  


10   livened up here a bit, I think.
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  That's
  


12   good.
  


13                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  But the
  


14   presumption behind FOIA is that the public should
  


15   have access to the information that its government
  


16   has, and even the exemptions that allow a state
  


17   agency to withhold -- and these are narrowly
  


18   construed -- that allow an agency to withhold
  


19   information is discretionary.
  


20                  You know, a state agency may
  


21   withhold information and then it has a laundry
  


22   list of exemptions.  Now I know it's a little bit
  


23   different when we get into, like, the security
  


24   lense that gets kind of put back on top of this
  


25   when it comes to, like, supplying information.
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 1                  But nonetheless, I mean, we do need
  


 2   to, I think, be cognizant of the fact that the
  


 3   whole purpose of FOIA is to get information out to
  


 4   the public when it wants to see it.
  


 5                  And I do think that we ought to
  


 6   just think about what Lori was talking about at
  


 7   the end of her statement.  I mean, that's probably
  


 8   the essence of what was going on in those
  


 9   discussions at the end of the legislative session.
  


10   I mean, there was a lot -- people were spending a
  


11   lot of time in those rooms trying to, like, reach
  


12   a compromise on this stuff.
  


13                  One of the downsides is probably
  


14   the lawyers weren't in those rooms.  And so
  


15   lawyers looking to interpret what that language
  


16   means, I think there may just need to be, like, an
  


17   education of some of the people that were not in
  


18   the room about what this law was really trying to
  


19   get at.  And maybe that's a short-circuit way to
  


20   kind of get to a place where we're actually
  


21   implementing what the agreement was.
  


22                  And so I think we shouldn't --
  


23   don't lead to, like, the formal AG opinion
  


24   request, because that takes too long.
  


25                  MARGARET MINOR:  I'm not.
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 1                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I wouldn't link
  


 2   to a legislative tact here either, because that
  


 3   may not be necessary, and God knows what you're
  


 4   going to get out of that process, and again, it
  


 5   takes too long.
  


 6                  If in fact -- what it might be,
  


 7   John, that we do need to get some people together
  


 8   again and say, okay.  Let's recreate, you know,
  


 9   the sense of, like, whatever that last meeting was
  


10   about what we're actually, like, trying to do here
  


11   and what we've agreed to.  And then see if we can
  


12   help whoever the lawyers are and others that are
  


13   actually implementing this to kind of get us all
  


14   to the same place.
  


15                  JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, this is all very
  


16   new.  I haven't gone back and looked at a water
  


17   supply plan and tried to redact it -- and I really
  


18   don't want to.
  


19                  But the catchall, I haven't looked
  


20   at in a long time and I would be interested in
  


21   what the sticking point or confusion is with it.
  


22                  LORI MATHIEU:  It covers all
  


23   information that a state agency or public agency
  


24   has.  It doesn't say anything new.  It's a
  


25   discussion --
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 1                  JOHN HUDAK:  It's a petition
  


 2   process, though, from the water company to the
  


 3   DAS.  Correct?
  


 4                  LORI MATHIEU:  No.  No, it's not.
  


 5                  I think what we need to do is
  


 6   probably read the law that's passed and put
  


 7   together -- as Mike had referenced, probably put
  


 8   together a group that could talk through where we
  


 9   were when we ended the discussion on all of this.
  


10   And what do we all agree to?
  


11                  I think -- and the people that I've
  


12   talked to, and after hearing your presentations in
  


13   September, and then October I've heard that the
  


14   water industry for the most part, I guess, is
  


15   ready to say, let's release this information.  And
  


16   that's fine, but we have to look at what the law
  


17   actually says and then the interpretations from
  


18   our attorneys, and what I have been advised to do.
  


19                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I'm going to ask if
  


20   my colleague on the Water Planning Council,
  


21   Michael Sullivan would facilitate a group to
  


22   discuss this?  I think that's what has to
  


23   happen -- people that still have issues with the
  


24   interpreting the law.
  


25                  And would you be willing to do
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 1   that?
  


 2                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I'd be happy to
  


 3   do that.  You know, if Lori and John and Margaret,
  


 4   if you could, like, help me identify who was
  


 5   making those last throes of a compromise I'd be
  


 6   happy to do that.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Great.
  


 8                  MARGARET MINOR:  Thank you.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Good.  Thank you
  


10   very much.
  


11                  John, anything?
  


12                  JOHN HUDAK:  I guess not until the
  


13   next item on the agenda.
  


14                  MARGARET MINOR:  What's the next
  


15   one?
  


16                  JOHN HUDAK:  Well, this general
  


17   update and then we're moving into policies and
  


18   procedures.
  


19                  MARGARET MINOR:  Well, that's been
  


20   submitted.  Am I correct?
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah, that's been
  


22   submitted.  And it's been reviewed by my
  


23   colleagues.  Would you like to say anything
  


24   further on it?  It's an excellent document.  It's
  


25   obvious you spent a lot of time and effort on it.
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 1                  JOHN HUDAK:  We addressed a few of
  


 2   the comments we heard here.  We sat down as a
  


 3   group, the full group and made a few changes.  I
  


 4   would say the most significant, we simplified
  


 5   section one as far as membership and just referred
  


 6   to the statute rather than trying to interpret it.
  


 7                  And I believe the biggest change
  


 8   otherwise was every October is the proposal to
  


 9   submit an annual slate.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I like that.
  


11                  JOHN HUDAK:  I envision the listing
  


12   would include the members, what the category is,
  


13   whether consumptive or nonconsumptive, who their
  


14   alternate is, when their terms expire.
  


15                  The biggest challenge I think
  


16   before that is to figure out what your term is,
  


17   and we want to stagger it -- is the intent.  So
  


18   we're not all coming up, you know, next year, or
  


19   in four years or whatever.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think it's great.
  


21                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I just have one
  


22   comment -- just to show you that I read it, John.
  


23   In article 5 section 2 you have two periods at the
  


24   end of that sentence.  It's the lawyer in me,
  


25   John.
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 1                  LORI MATHIEU:  I disagree with
  


 2   eliminating it.
  


 3                  JOHN HUDAK:  I won't sleep tonight,
  


 4   Michael.
  


 5                  MARGARET MINOR:  It's an ellipses.
  


 6   There's redacted.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Any?
  


 8                  LORI MATHIEU:  I'll make a motion
  


 9   that we adopt the procedure.  I don't have the
  


10   date, but is there a date on the document?
  


11                  JOHN HUDAK:  It just says, draft
  


12   October 17.
  


13                  LORI MATHIEU:  I'll make a motion
  


14   that we adopt the October 17, 2017, procedure
  


15   document for the advisory committee.
  


16                  JOHN HUDAK:  Minus the period.
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Minus the period.
  


18                  LORI MATHIEU:  I totally disagree
  


19   with eliminating the extra period.  I liked it
  


20   there.
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Second, Betsey?
  


22                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I will second
  


23   that.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Motion made and
  


25   seconded that the Water Planning Council adopt the
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 1   operating procedures dated October 17, 2017, as
  


 2   prepared by the Water Planning Council advisory
  


 3   group.
  


 4                  Any questions or comments?
  


 5                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  For discussion,
  


 6   just appreciation to Margaret and John and to the
  


 7   group as a whole.  They worked really hard on
  


 8   this.  There's been a subgroup who has worked on
  


 9   it, and I think it's been a very thoughtful
  


10   discussion and really does move the ball forward.
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Very well done.
  


12                  MARGARET MINOR:  Well, I'm happy to
  


13   say that in that we had other leaders.  Alicea and
  


14   Virginia and Lynn particularly come to mind, but I
  


15   think everybody did participate.
  


16                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, we thank you.
  


17   Any further comment?
  


18
  


19                  (No response.)
  


20
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in favor
  


22   signify by saying, aye.
  


23                  THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  The document is
  


25   approved, the operating procedures for the Water
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 1   Planning Council advisory group are approved.
  


 2                  Next, we're going to have a
  


 3   discussion of the implementation plan.  John,
  


 4   would you like to talk about that?
  


 5                  JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, this is
  


 6   something we put before you back in September, I
  


 7   believe, and it's basically a framework or a
  


 8   structure for implementation of the state water
  


 9   plan.
  


10                  It somewhat builds on the diagram
  


11   in the draft plan, but what it does is create a
  


12   new implementation workgroup that would consist of
  


13   members of the advisory group, the Water Planning
  


14   Council agency staff and subject matter experts,
  


15   many of whom could have participated in the state
  


16   water plan subcommittees and committees.
  


17                  And really the Water Planning
  


18   Council advisory group's role would be somewhat
  


19   high-level in determining -- helping to determine
  


20   priorities, maybe selecting the -- helping to
  


21   select the implementation group members and also
  


22   serving as kind of a sounding board and
  


23   stakeholder group for the implementation group to
  


24   submit draft deliverables to and get comments.
  


25   And then we provided kind of a case example of how
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 1   we might work through an issue, and that was on
  


 2   the second page.
  


 3                  And we used an example of the
  


 4   obsolete registrations issue, talk about
  


 5   identifying members for the workgroup and just
  


 6   working through -- it could be subcommittees of
  


 7   that implementation workgroup spinning off to work
  


 8   on various issues and then coming back and going
  


 9   to the advisory group for comment, and then to the
  


10   Water Planning Council for action or further work.
  


11                  LORI MATHIEU:  So -- go ahead.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I was just going to
  


13   ask for any reaction?
  


14                  LORI MATHIEU:  So at this point I
  


15   like the document as a draft, and I think it
  


16   should remain draft until the water plan moves
  


17   forward.
  


18                  I think our first course of
  


19   business is to finalize the plan itself and then
  


20   move toward -- because there might be changes to
  


21   the plan that might make some changes to how this
  


22   could carry forward.
  


23                  So the thought that I had, it's a
  


24   very good draft and I appreciate all of the work,
  


25   but I think that there needs to be more discussion
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 1   between my colleagues and just us here about how
  


 2   we plan to implement and have some conversation
  


 3   about that between the agencies prior to saying
  


 4   this could be a final, but I like it as a final
  


 5   draft.
  


 6                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I actually
  


 7   think it's a very thoughtful draft.  I agree with
  


 8   Lori and I think it's really clear with the
  


 9   direction that the state water plan is headed that
  


10   we're going to need this kind of agreement.  I
  


11   think it's envisioned.
  


12                  While I think there might be some
  


13   minor changes to the plan as to the kind of issues
  


14   that are in here, what's going to be critical as
  


15   we move forward is identification of priorities
  


16   and trying to get the horsepower behind those
  


17   priorities to move them forward.  And I would
  


18   argue it would make sense to have the structure in
  


19   place as we move forward with adoption and to be
  


20   ready.
  


21                  And I actually think it's right.
  


22   We've been talking about it for four months or so.
  


23   And again, in and of itself it doesn't do
  


24   anything, but it is then prepared to take issues,
  


25   identify them and help us, the Water Planning
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 1   Council as we prioritize them to work through
  


 2   them.
  


 3                  So I guess my position is that it
  


 4   is right at this point in time.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Michael?
  


 6                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So how would
  


 7   this work then?  I know, you know, the plan -- and
  


 8   by the way, you know, somebody that's just kind of
  


 9   coming back and taking a look at things, like
  


10   kudos, I mean, really I think to everybody.  It's
  


11   a lot of work and I think it really is a good
  


12   basis for continuing to move forward.
  


13                  I mean, it's not everything.  You
  


14   know, we talk about a bunch of stuff early on in
  


15   this process, you know, and there isn't resolution
  


16   about some of those things, but it's a really,
  


17   really solid piece of work, I think.  And so, you
  


18   know, just as a former member of the public you
  


19   know, thanks.
  


20                  But then how would this work, say,
  


21   on something, I suppose, like the diversion issue
  


22   as an example?  Or say, like the FOIA issue?  Say
  


23   there wasn't any of the discussion, you know, that
  


24   led to the act last year, but this issue came up.
  


25                  And I mean, would the idea be that,
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 1   you know, we would see that as being something
  


 2   that is an issue that needs further kind of
  


 3   development and we kind of kick it to --
  


 4                  JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, this is specific
  


 5   to the state water plan only.  We did actually
  


 6   have a process where reports were developed on
  


 7   FOIA issues -- actually it was two viewpoints.
  


 8                  But this is really specific to the
  


 9   state water plan.  You know, we tried not to make
  


10   this chart in here an organizational chart or a
  


11   hierarchy, because we wanted to kind of leave it
  


12   open.  But just making the point that these groups
  


13   are connected and communicating back and forth
  


14   with each other.
  


15                  I think the first step probably
  


16   would be fairly high-level in terms of taking the
  


17   recommendations of the plan and seeing what's
  


18   right to move forward from a lot of perspectives,
  


19   what's most important, what's maybe most feasible
  


20   to do.  And then try to identify the right players
  


21   to be involved with the implementation group.
  


22                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think one of
  


23   the things that this concept does very effectively
  


24   is the Water Planning Council advisory group,
  


25   basically membership is set -- even though the
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 1   procedures provide mechanisms to make sure that it
  


 2   stays dynamic and in place.
  


 3                  This allows you to pull in experts
  


 4   regarding specific topics as necessary,
  


 5   somewhere the way we did in the policy
  


 6   subcommittee and the science and technical
  


 7   subcommittee, to really make sure you have the
  


 8   right people at the table for the specific
  


 9   discussion as it moves forward.  I think that's a
  


10   very powerful component of it.
  


11                  JOHN HUDAK:  It's not unlike what's
  


12   been done with the advisory in the past, the other
  


13   state's workgroup and a host of other workgroups
  


14   that have been used over the past ten years or
  


15   more.
  


16                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Lori?
  


17                  LORI MATHIEU:  I still think it's
  


18   premature to vote on this today.  This Council has
  


19   a lot of decisions to make over the next six weeks
  


20   on comments, priorities, changes to the plan,
  


21   briefing legislators.
  


22                  And I agree with Betsey that there
  


23   needs to be a group, a stakeholder group that can
  


24   take on completion of work, but the priorities
  


25   need to be set from the Council.  And the Council
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 1   should have discussion about priorities and we
  


 2   should, frankly, have more discussion about the
  


 3   details of this between ourselves to make sure
  


 4   that all of the parts and pieces are in place that
  


 5   we needed that are necessary to move forward.
  


 6                  So I see it as a good final draft,
  


 7   and from our department we appreciate all the work
  


 8   you put into this.  Certainly priority setting is
  


 9   going to be very important while we move forward
  


10   because we can't -- if you read the six hundred
  


11   and something pages of the plan there's so much to
  


12   do, I mean, your head will spin.  Right?
  


13                  So we have to pick priorities and
  


14   identify priorities and figure out what's
  


15   important, most important for all of us to move
  


16   forward with.  And we've heard a lot in the public
  


17   forums that we've been to.  And I think I've been
  


18   to over 20 or 25 different events, and we've heard
  


19   a lot consistent comments about some things, but
  


20   there are other things that are really important
  


21   that should be worked on.
  


22                  So I just think it's a really good
  


23   final draft.  In my opinion it's something that's
  


24   premature before the plan is even final.  So
  


25   thanks.
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 1                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Could I ask one
  


 2   more question?  It's just going back to, you know,
  


 3   the operating procedures that we just voted on.
  


 4                  So with this, is the idea that this
  


 5   workgroup fit in with article 4 of your committee
  


 6   structure?
  


 7                  JOHN HUDAK:  It's not necessarily
  


 8   an advisory group workgroup.  We wanted to leave
  


 9   that kind of to the discretion of the Water
  


10   Planning Council at this point.  It could be
  


11   something different.
  


12                  If it were becoming an advisory
  


13   group workgroup, then I suppose we could change
  


14   this document.  That's still a draft.  So --
  


15                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah.  I mean, I
  


16   was spending so much time focused on the operating
  


17   procedures, John that I didn't really get --
  


18                  JOHN HUDAK:  I know.  It's
  


19   riveting.
  


20                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I frankly, Jack,
  


21   would like to think about this just a little bit
  


22   more.  I mean, this is my first meeting and I
  


23   think this is -- I mean, this is a critical kind
  


24   of structural component I think, because again,
  


25   it's the, you know, my assumption is, I mean, it's
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 1   going to be a lot of work, you know, to get this
  


 2   adopted by the Legislature.
  


 3                  But again, it's an extremely solid
  


 4   plan -- I think.  And you know, we are going to
  


 5   get that approved, I think, pretty expeditiously
  


 6   to tell you the truth.
  


 7                  So this, this kind of, you know,
  


 8   structure then becomes critical, you know, because
  


 9   you don't want to lose momentum.  You want to be
  


10   able to, like, kind of keep moving on some of
  


11   these other issues, but I'd just like to think
  


12   about this a little bit more.  And also think
  


13   about any time you get a diagram and there are,
  


14   like, two lines going up and one is going up to
  


15   the planning council and the other one is going up
  


16   to the advisory group.  I'm still not sure exactly
  


17   how that will work at this point.  So I'd rather
  


18   just kind of wait for a final vote.
  


19                  JOHN HUDAK:  I would say that's
  


20   kind of what we expected, but we do want to keep
  


21   talking about it.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think your
  


23   predecessor had the exact same concern.
  


24                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And he was the
  


25   smart one.







38


 1                  MARGARET MINOR:  Those are
  


 2   metaphorical lines.  Don't take it literally.
  


 3                  I think that, you know, I spoke
  


 4   with Len and others who worked on this and I think
  


 5   the main -- sort of the principals are important,
  


 6   and I think you all at outlined some of them.
  


 7   That experts -- that there would be some way to
  


 8   bring in experts as needed, that the stakeholders
  


 9   who have worked on the plan are also involved in
  


10   areas of interest.  And most of all, that
  


11   implementation not being lost sight of.
  


12                  So you know, there are going to be
  


13   things in the plan that change from consider doing
  


14   X, to, adopt X, or, take a vote on X.  We need to
  


15   track what is supposed to be implemented in the
  


16   plan.
  


17                  And so we'd like, you know, one
  


18   thing I'd like in the Water Planning Council
  


19   advisory group is just to keep implementation on
  


20   our agenda.  We look forward to getting your ideas
  


21   and how you think it might work.  And all of our
  


22   ideas might change as time goes on, but we just
  


23   want to be sure that we keep implementation in the
  


24   front of our minds as we make decisions so we
  


25   don't make decisions that could not be
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 1   implemented.
  


 2                  And that as decisions are made
  


 3   we're looking.  We're thinking, okay.  How will
  


 4   this be implemented?  And you know, we think this
  


 5   has much to recommend in, but we're not surprised
  


 6   you want to think it over, or change it around, or
  


 7   keep it flexible.  But the implementation itself
  


 8   is very -- we felt was very important.  Keep it in
  


 9   mind as the plan is being modified and adopted.
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So for my fellow
  


11   members who want some more time to read this and
  


12   think about it, let's just talk about timing.  So
  


13   it's --
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I was going to
  


15   suggest that -- I said to Lori -- that this be on
  


16   the agenda for April and December.  That's it.
  


17                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Well -- but if
  


18   you have comments and the Water Planning Council
  


19   advisory group needs adequate time to respond to
  


20   those comments -- and I think they want to do that
  


21   in a thoughtful way.
  


22                  I mean, one of the things I see in
  


23   this document is we have this.  It first came to
  


24   us, I believe, back in September and they have
  


25   been responsive to many of the issues that we've
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 1   raised.  How do we get them issues between here
  


 2   and there in a way that they can respond to it and
  


 3   make changes in a way that it ends up being their
  


 4   work product that we're accepting as we move
  


 5   forward?  So what's the plan for that?
  


 6                  LORI MATHIEU:  So we could delay it
  


 7   until January to take.  For me, I'm okay with
  


 8   voting on something, but one thing that I think
  


 9   this -- and I think this Council needs to do more
  


10   of is actually talk face to face and have a
  


11   discussion about the pieces and parts of this
  


12   procedure.
  


13                  I know we go off and individually
  


14   review things and then bring our comments forward,
  


15   but we never really have time to talk face to face
  


16   with each other about what's important and what
  


17   should change here, because just there's no
  


18   conversation ever, and I think that's where we
  


19   need some time to do that.
  


20                  I think to Mike's point, you know,
  


21   I'd like to have -- I've reviewed it, but I'd
  


22   actually like to have a comment about our comments
  


23   together during these meetings, and I think that
  


24   that's valid and important for us to do.
  


25                  So that's just my comment, and I
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 1   think it's too important of a document, as Mike
  


 2   mentioned, to kind of just jump into this and say,
  


 3   it's okay, and it's final, especially when the
  


 4   plan is not final yet.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I mean, I think we
  


 6   could put the discussion on a vote on it.  That's
  


 7   my feeling -- at the December meeting.  We can
  


 8   discuss it and vote on it.
  


 9                  LORI MATHIEU:  I'm okay with that
  


10   timing.  That works for me, as long as we can have
  


11   a discussion.
  


12                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, I'm okay
  


13   with that as well.
  


14                  MARGARET MINOR:  Thank you for
  


15   offering to read yet another document.  We thank
  


16   you for doing that.
  


17                  JOHN HUDAK:  Doing a lot of reading
  


18   lately.
  


19                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Betsey, I just want
  


20   to make sure you're okay.  I mean, because you're
  


21   concerned about the Water Planning Council
  


22   advisory group reading your comments?
  


23                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No.  So the
  


24   Water Planning Council advisory group first gave
  


25   us this document, I believe it was back in
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 1   September.  We had a discussion about it.  They've
  


 2   made some edits.  They sent it to us at the end of
  


 3   October for discussion at the November meeting.
  


 4                  It's clear that there are some
  


 5   concerns.  Those concerns aren't necessarily clear
  


 6   yet.  Are we moving the discussion of those
  


 7   concerns to the December meeting and then asking
  


 8   them to revise it after that?
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No.
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I just want to
  


11   understand the proceeding --
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We will vote on this
  


13   at the December meeting.  We will vote on this.
  


14   If there's concerns, we'll bring them up.  We'll
  


15   talk about it and we'll vote on it in December.
  


16   That's my plan.  That's my suggestion.
  


17                  LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, I agree.
  


18                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No, we're not going
  


19   to push it up.
  


20                  Virginia de Lima, good afternoon.
  


21                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  Good afternoon.
  


22   I'd like to address your question, Mike, and
  


23   piggyback on something Margaret said, since I was
  


24   sort of the initiator of the two different sets of
  


25   lines, just the thought process behind it.
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 1                  Originally we had conceived of it
  


 2   as being a traditional workgroup under the Water
  


 3   Planning Council, because that was an existing
  


 4   mechanism that allowed us to bring in the subject
  


 5   matter experts and that has worked very well in
  


 6   the past.
  


 7                  However, we felt that this
  


 8   particular group had a slightly different stature
  


 9   because of the importance of it and the need to be
  


10   able to direct comments and get feedback directly
  


11   to the Water Planning Council, rather than always
  


12   going through the Water Planning Council advisory
  


13   group.
  


14                  We saw there was a key role for the
  


15   advisory group because of the variety of
  


16   stakeholders, in being that bouncing off ideas, to
  


17   have them ask the questions.  Will this work?
  


18   Does it make sense?  And to get that feedback.
  


19                  But we didn't want to have to work
  


20   through the advisory group.  We wanted that group
  


21   to be able to work directly with you folks, and so
  


22   that was sort of the origin of why there were two
  


23   sets of lines.  It's in a slightly different
  


24   category than our typical workgroup.
  


25                  Then piggybacking on a comment
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 1   Margaret made in terms of keeping implementation
  


 2   on our radar screen.  I see implementation as
  


 3   being a challenge because I see there are two
  


 4   pieces to it.  The plan, as you all know, the
  


 5   policy recommendations were based on consensus of
  


 6   all the players and it follows pretty closely that
  


 7   that means that those were the easy things.
  


 8                  Now when I have listened to the
  


 9   various comments made at public meetings about the
  


10   plan typically what's coming up is the tough
  


11   things which are handled in the pathways forward.
  


12   So we have two levels of implementation that we
  


13   need to be looking at.  What is implementing the
  


14   recommendations that are actually in the plan, but
  


15   the second one -- which I don't think has to wait
  


16   until approval of the plan -- is making progress
  


17   on those tougher issues that CDM Smith and Milone
  


18   and MacBroom gave us some very concrete pathways
  


19   forward on.
  


20                  That can start at any time.  And
  


21   from my listening to the comments, that's the
  


22   place where the public has the most concerns.  And
  


23   I think we have an obligation to demonstrate to
  


24   them that we are trying to make progress on those
  


25   tougher issues.
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 1                  LORI MATHIEU:  So what do you see?
  


 2   What do you see as the role of the advisory group
  


 3   in implementation?  What do you see that role is?
  


 4                  VIRGINIA DE LIMA:  As I see it --
  


 5   and I'm speaking just for myself.  Other members
  


 6   of the subgroup, please chime in.  I see the
  


 7   implementation group as having a primary
  


 8   responsibility to doing the research about a
  


 9   particular issue, what might be necessary and to
  


10   use the advisory group as a sounding board, as
  


11   advice givers, as a resource towards that so that
  


12   we get the opinion of that wider range of
  


13   stakeholders.
  


14                  And as I said, this is specifically
  


15   for the implementation.  It's not the role of the
  


16   advisory group in other areas.
  


17                  LORI MATHIEU:  So John and
  


18   Margaret, how do you see the advisory group itself
  


19   interacting with the Water Planning Council on
  


20   setting priorities?
  


21                  MARGARET MINOR:  Well, the advisory
  


22   group, the way it's set up we sometimes suggest to
  


23   you things we would like to do, and would you
  


24   assign them to us?
  


25                  But ordinarily the normal process
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 1   is items are discussed, and then you might ask the
  


 2   advisory group to discuss it.  You give us
  


 3   assignments, or you approve assignments that we
  


 4   suggest.
  


 5                  Virginia I think has outlined this.
  


 6   This would not be part of that normal Water
  


 7   Planning Council advisory group relationship.  It
  


 8   would be a separate group, I think somewhat
  


 9   similar to the workgroups -- somewhat similar to
  


10   the workgroups in the Steering Committee.
  


11                  But the advisory group would, as
  


12   Virginia said, the way I see it, we would be
  


13   making/hearing.  Some members would be part of
  


14   this group.  We would discuss some of the items.
  


15   We might have opinions, but the workgroup itself
  


16   would then be communicating directly in terms of
  


17   doing reporting to the Water Planning Council.
  


18                  So meanwhile, I'm sure that members
  


19   of the advisory group apart from implementation
  


20   may have ideas about the water planning, what's
  


21   happening and who's doing what, and we might want
  


22   to work on it, or we might want to refer things to
  


23   this implementation group.  Or we might want to
  


24   bring ideas to you, but this group would be in a
  


25   different relationship to you than the advisory
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 1   group.
  


 2                  And I see the advisory group as
  


 3   being a very active participant in identifying
  


 4   implementation tasks and ways to implement tasks,
  


 5   but even we do not have all the expertise that
  


 6   would be needed on some subjects.  So experts
  


 7   would be brought in by a group that's focusing on
  


 8   implementation tasks.
  


 9                  JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, and I would
  


10   agree with that.  I think it's the implementation
  


11   group that would be getting into the details and
  


12   in the weeds of policy and technical matters,
  


13   while the advisory group would be more on a higher
  


14   level helping with identifying what's most
  


15   important, or taking on, you know, clear
  


16   assignments from the Council as well as far as
  


17   that goes.
  


18                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I think the
  


19   plan is clear, and I actually trust that the Water
  


20   Planning Council members agree that it's up to the
  


21   Water Planning Council to actually set the
  


22   priority --
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct.
  


24                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  -- of what moves
  


25   forward and when it moves forward, and then this
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 1   is a question of how we work to get that done.
  


 2                  Many of the things that
  


 3   implementation group would work on, or the Water
  


 4   Planning Council advisory group would work on
  


 5   ultimately need to come back to the Council,
  


 6   ultimately to one of the agencies to actually make
  


 7   it work, because that's the point where the rubber
  


 8   sort of hits the road and where the real authority
  


 9   rests to do many of these things.  But it's about
  


10   the vetting, how to get there, the best way to get
  


11   there and reaching consensus where we can about
  


12   how we get there.
  


13                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Would everybody
  


14   that's on the WPCAG be able to be on the
  


15   implementation workgroup again under this scheme?
  


16                  JOHN HUDAK:  Well, I think the idea
  


17   would be to encourage participation, but I doubt
  


18   everybody on the advisory group would actually be
  


19   on the implementation group.  There would be
  


20   members of the group on there, but it could very
  


21   well be people that are not on the group as well,
  


22   just like --
  


23                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  We've had some,
  


24   you know, I'm not really interested in revisiting
  


25   past struggles, but I mean, there were issues for
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 1   example with the Steering Committee and the
  


 2   advisory group and, like, what those various rules
  


 3   were and everything.
  


 4                  Is this clear?  I mean, one of the
  


 5   concerns -- I mean, there were a number of
  


 6   debates.  I remember early on people were
  


 7   concerned about, like, their roles and the clarity
  


 8   of their roles and all that.  Are we heading down
  


 9   a similar path with these two lines?
  


10                  JOHN HUDAK:  I would like
  


11   to envision this implementation group more as a
  


12   combination of the policy group and the science
  


13   and technical group.  And that was, you know, they
  


14   really didn't step on each other's toes at all, I
  


15   would say.
  


16                  I would say there was some
  


17   redundancy or confusion between the Steering
  


18   Committee and the advisory group and I think the
  


19   advisory group really wasn't clear on their role
  


20   during that process.
  


21                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  But the policy
  


22   and science and tech group, I agree with you.  I
  


23   thought they, one, they did a great, great job.
  


24   And two, they had pretty well-defined kind of
  


25   universes that they were focused on, and I guess
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 1   that's -- I'm interested in a little bit more
  


 2   about it.
  


 3                  JOHN HUDAK:  Yeah, the numbers
  


 4   tended to come and go, too, you know, as needed or
  


 5   as interested.
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, Margaret?
  


 7                  MARGARET MINOR:  Yes, I agree with
  


 8   John, and I hope that our -- and Virginia and Lynn
  


 9   and all that worked on it agree.  I agree that
  


10   would be a comparable model.
  


11                  And as to who would be on it,
  


12   typically, let's say, what's being discussed is
  


13   infrastructure.  There would be I'm sure, you
  


14   know, the people from the advisory that would want
  


15   to sit on that, or contribute to that would be
  


16   different than the people who would want to speak
  


17   about, let's say, FOIA or registrations perhaps.
  


18                  So I imagine that it would not --
  


19   in the past different topics, different members of
  


20   our advisory group have wanted to participate in
  


21   discussions and I'm sure it would continue that
  


22   way.  You wouldn't want people joining the group
  


23   and dropping out, and joining the group and
  


24   dropping out.
  


25                  So you would want, you know, people
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 1   identified that want to work on that topic and are
  


 2   willing to put in some time.  The rest of us could
  


 3   sit and listen or comment, but not be part of the
  


 4   group.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  So we have consensus
  


 6   that we'll --
  


 7                  LEN DeJONG:  Jack, can I catch a
  


 8   second?
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure, Len.
  


10                  LEN DeJONG:  First of all, great
  


11   discussion and thank you for having it.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  You're very welcome.
  


13                  LEN DeJONG:  I just wanted to point
  


14   out on page 2 of the concept framework paper, the
  


15   group that worked together to put this paper
  


16   together tried to best create assignments and
  


17   responsibilities and roles for each of the three
  


18   groups of the WPC, the Council and the AG, as well
  


19   as the workgroup.
  


20                  And Mike, to your point, within the
  


21   workgroup there's even a suggestion that there may
  


22   be subcommittees to deal with specific items that
  


23   that WPC prioritizes for us.  So if you could take
  


24   another look at that as you're reviewing that, and
  


25   if we didn't get that quite right, we would
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 1   appreciate you telling us about it.
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thanks, Len.
  


 3                  Okay.  So we'll take this up at the
  


 4   next meeting.  Thank you.
  


 5                  New business discussion, remaining
  


 6   funds and update from the Army Corps of Engineers.
  


 7   And we have some money and we have some
  


 8   suggestions moving forward.
  


 9                  Betsey?
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we have been
  


11   working with Mike Jennings at NEIWPCC, as I think
  


12   most people know.  CDM Smith was contracted
  


13   through NEIWPCC.  There is an existing MOU with
  


14   NEIWPCC which is valid through the end of the year
  


15   and there are some remaining funds on that.
  


16                  The funds that are remaining on
  


17   that are roughly about $16,000 -- well, plus the
  


18   admin for NEIWPCC on that.  And in talking to CDM
  


19   Smith and NEIWPCC, it's not enough to do the job
  


20   that I think needs to be done in terms of
  


21   addressing the comments that are coming in --
  


22   still to come in up until Monday.
  


23                  So we've worked with CDM Smith and
  


24   NEIWPCC and there's an estimate that some
  


25   additional funds are needed in order to be able to
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 1   address the comments in a meaningful way, update
  


 2   the plan and submit it to the Legislature in the
  


 3   form that you would all like to see it ultimately.
  


 4                  And that's going to need to include
  


 5   both some discussions with the Water Planning
  


 6   Council members.  If you've been to any of the
  


 7   public meetings we are getting lots of comments on
  


 8   some very similar topics, and then we're getting
  


 9   comments on both ends of the spectrum on topics.
  


10   And the Water Planning Council is going to need to
  


11   spend some time thinking about those issues and
  


12   addressing them.
  


13                  So we have an estimate from NEIWPCC
  


14   as to the additional funds that are necessary to
  


15   do the job that we think we need.  We've
  


16   identified -- DEEP has done -- DEEP, so to
  


17   speak -- and has identified some additional funds
  


18   that we can add to this, because obviously time is
  


19   of the essence.
  


20                  To then work back through OPM and
  


21   NEIWPCC to get CDM Smith back under contract, I
  


22   think the other good news is that -- most people
  


23   know that Kirk -- who is here -- has left CDM
  


24   Smith.  But CDM Smith has been working with
  


25   Kleinfelder, and Kirk would be at the table also.
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 1                  So that's the path we're headed,
  


 2   but there's lots of steps and the good news is we
  


 3   now have enough money to do those steps.  So if
  


 4   we're working on that -- but I think the motion
  


 5   would be that the Water Planning Council asks OPM
  


 6   to amend the existing MOU with NEIWPCC with the
  


 7   funds that are available to complete the plan.
  


 8                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Exactly.
  


 9                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And just for
  


10   the --
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Can I have second to
  


12   that.
  


13                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I'll second
  


14   that.
  


15                  And just for the sake of my fellow
  


16   members, I mean, I have talked to Ben Barnes about
  


17   this.  He's aware of this.  He supports our going
  


18   ahead and doing this.  I talked to our
  


19   administrative and legal people.  They're going to
  


20   help me try to fast track this early next week.
  


21   And so I'm optimistic that we'll get this done
  


22   very quickly.
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Question on the
  


24   motion?
  


25                  LORI MATHIEU:  I have a question.
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 1   I had commented on the details, and I believe
  


 2   we're discussing those details, the changes.  Is
  


 3   that correct?
  


 4                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We're discussing the
  


 5   contract.  Correct.
  


 6                  LORI MATHIEU:  Okay.  So the law
  


 7   requires that a document is produced that is a
  


 8   document that responds to comments.  Is that
  


 9   actually referred to as a document being produced
  


10   in the revision?
  


11                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So I believe the
  


12   revision -- and I'm not so sure if it's as artful
  


13   as it could be -- recalls a comment log with
  


14   documented responses.  I mean, suggestions on that
  


15   are welcome, Lori, in terms of how we do that.
  


16                  LORI MATHIEU:  Well, we should
  


17   follow what the law says -- is my opinion, is that
  


18   the law actually says a document is produced that
  


19   responds to all the comments.
  


20                  So I'm not sure, you know, I think
  


21   there needs to be a separate document that is a
  


22   separate standalone document that we can then
  


23   present to legislators or anyone else and put up
  


24   online that says, here's how we -- here's our
  


25   thought process in replying to these comments, and
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 1   not just a spreadsheet, but also some narrative
  


 2   that talks to and speaks to how we were addressing
  


 3   comments.
  


 4                  Because in hearing all the comments
  


 5   that we have heard, and reading through the
  


 6   comments that are online I think we're going to
  


 7   have to carefully consider how we address some of
  


 8   these comments.  And I think it will be worth our
  


 9   time to put together a separate document.  I think
  


10   the law requires it and I think people would
  


11   expect that they would hear from us on how we
  


12   would address their comment.
  


13                  And I think that that's what the
  


14   intent of what the law meant, is that there is a
  


15   separate document that's produced.  So I think we
  


16   need to maybe just look at the statute, because I
  


17   think the statute directs us specifically in that
  


18   area.
  


19                  So the other comment I had was
  


20   about making decisions on plan revisions.  It
  


21   wasn't clear to me whether or not the Water
  


22   Planning Council was in the lead of making those
  


23   decisions, and I think it needs to be clear that
  


24   it is the Water Planning Council's decision on
  


25   what to change and what not to change.







57


 1                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So my hope is
  


 2   that the process that would be undertaken -- and I
  


 3   think this is envisioned in what I've read from
  


 4   CDM Smith, but we can certainly ask Elaine who is
  


 5   here today -- is it would be very similar to the
  


 6   process we went through last time, is there were
  


 7   some issues which CDM Smith addressed.  There were
  


 8   others that they brought to our attention.  We had
  


 9   a discussion about it and we made a specific
  


10   decision about how we were going to move forward.
  


11                  There's time built into the scope
  


12   to have those meetings.  That's what I read into
  


13   the scope and into the time.  So -- I mean, that
  


14   was my assumption as to how that would be
  


15   addressed.
  


16                  LORI MATHIEU:  I think what I read
  


17   into some of the language was that CDM would be
  


18   making some decisions, and I guess I want to make
  


19   sure if it's clear.  I think anybody in the public
  


20   would expect that the Water Planning Council would
  


21   be deciding on the changes going to be made.
  


22                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So do you have
  


23   suggested suggestions that you're going to put in
  


24   a redlined?  That would be helpful.
  


25                  LORI MATHIEU:  Sure.
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 1                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  There was a
  


 2   document attached to that.
  


 3                  LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, I know.  I just
  


 4   saw your comments yesterday, so I apologize.  I
  


 5   don't have my specific changes for you right now,
  


 6   but that's, you know, for me that was -- I think I
  


 7   read into it a lot that it said CDM Smith all over
  


 8   it, and didn't really mention the Water Planning
  


 9   Council making the decisions on what changes.
  


10                  And also I think there was a line.
  


11   I think what you may have changed also was that
  


12   you had CDM Smith, or someone had CDM Smith doing
  


13   a presentation in front of the legislators, and I
  


14   think that presentation should happen.  I think
  


15   that meeting should happen with legislators maybe
  


16   sometime in December.
  


17                  I think that's important for us to
  


18   do because these are the people that we need to
  


19   have them, one, understand the plan, what we've
  


20   done, how we've done it, what's in the plan and
  


21   what decisions we're making on change.
  


22                  Because we heard some very specific
  


23   comments in Wallingford.  It was pretty loud and
  


24   clear from two legislators what they wanted to see
  


25   done, and I think they would probably welcome that
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 1   discussion in December before we finalize the
  


 2   plan.
  


 3                  So to have funding to help us get
  


 4   to that point and utilize the expertise of CDM, I
  


 5   think is a great idea, but in the end the
  


 6   decisions on changes are coming from the Council
  


 7   itself.  So I can look at that again, but --
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So just to be
  


 9   clear, CDM Smith had originally proposed a meeting
  


10   with stakeholders.  In response to earlier
  


11   comments on this I suggested that we delete that.
  


12                  Part of our challenge is going to
  


13   be to stay within budget to address the document
  


14   issue.  And this issue becomes -- I mean, I think
  


15   the premise was similar to the way the
  


16   implementation does it.  The Water Planning
  


17   Council can take the responsibility for that
  


18   outreach and those pieces and keep it out of the
  


19   scope.  I mean, I thought that was consistent with
  


20   earlier comments.  But you know, comments are
  


21   welcome on that.
  


22                  LORI MATHIEU:  So how do you see
  


23   this just in plain language?  How do you see this
  


24   working moving forward.  November 20th comes and
  


25   goes, that's Monday.  What plays out in the next
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 1   six weeks?
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So we need to
  


 3   get all of the comments together.  We would need
  


 4   to get them to CDM Smith.  They would need to
  


 5   begin to sort those.  I think that the agencies
  


 6   would be looking at them at the same time.  We
  


 7   would then be engaging in discussions with CDM
  


 8   Smith about the changes that were going to be
  


 9   made.
  


10                  I think Elaine and Kirk last time
  


11   did a very good job of figuring out which comments
  


12   could be addressed directly and straightforwardly,
  


13   and which ones actually needed policy discussions
  


14   because the direction wasn't clear.  I think if
  


15   the direction is not clear there will be forums
  


16   for the Water Planning Council to discuss those
  


17   and decisions made as to which direction the plan
  


18   goes on it.
  


19                  LORI MATHIEU:  So you envision
  


20   additional meetings in December, or we're going to
  


21   have to make decisions as a Council?
  


22                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That's in the
  


23   scope.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yeah.
  


25                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Elaine, is there
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 1   anything you wanted to add to that?
  


 2                  ELAINE SISTARE:  I think, you know,
  


 3   I guess like you said, Betsey, we've got a firm
  


 4   amount of resources that we can provide towards
  


 5   this.  So I agree with Lori that, yes, ultimately
  


 6   the Water Planning Council needs to determine what
  


 7   the changes are, especially if they are, you know,
  


 8   substantial of any sort.
  


 9                  So otherwise editorial, you know,
  


10   minor components of what we would do is prepare a
  


11   draft that this is how that edit will be made and
  


12   the Water Planning Council ultimately, you know,
  


13   should give the check that says, yes.
  


14                  But there may be others that we
  


15   say, you know, hey.  We need a discussion.  You
  


16   know, we've got to start from step one to figure
  


17   out what the final version would be.
  


18                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And Lori, I
  


19   think, you know, there's that process.  And then I
  


20   think there's, as you point out, there's the
  


21   legislative process and dealing with legislators.
  


22   And I think that's a, like, that's kind of a
  


23   separate conversation that we need to have, you
  


24   know, and frankly, really rely on the expertise of
  


25   former Representative Betkoski to kind of, like,
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 1   lay out.
  


 2                  Okay.  Now how -- let's assume that
  


 3   we've -- well first, in all my experience with the
  


 4   three other people up here I've never known anyone
  


 5   of them at any point in that relationship to give
  


 6   up decision-making authority on anything to
  


 7   anyone.  So I think that's one thing that has
  


 8   always united us.
  


 9                  But then on the legislative front I
  


10   do think, I mean, there's going to be a formal,
  


11   I'm sure, legislative hearing on this.  But
  


12   there's going to be a need to have, like, a prep
  


13   meeting with, you know, the environment committee
  


14   chairs, the public health committee chairs, other
  


15   people that are very, very interested on it that
  


16   are not necessarily committee leadership.
  


17                  And we're going to have to, like,
  


18   sit down and figure out, you know, what that's
  


19   going to be.  You know, I'm sure we're going to be
  


20   relying on, like, Nick Neeley for his expertise in
  


21   that as well and others, but that has to be a
  


22   pretty well developed strategy as well.  That's
  


23   not something that we can just kind of waltz into.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And we'll have to
  


25   speak with one voice.
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 1                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And a lot of
  


 2   that will actually be after plan completion, when
  


 3   we're sort of moving forward.  And I think the
  


 4   premise is the contract would have expired at that
  


 5   point in time.
  


 6                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Right.
  


 7                  LORI MATHIEU:  So we don't foresee
  


 8   the need to meet with them before we finalize the
  


 9   plan?  I'm just asking because I think there
  


10   was -- the original text mentioned that CDM would
  


11   hold a forum for legislators and would be done and
  


12   completed before we finalize the plan.  But I
  


13   think now we're saying, we shouldn't do that.
  


14                  I'm just asking, should we do that
  


15   before the plan is final, or not?  And I just
  


16   don't know what the best course is.  So I defer
  


17   to --
  


18                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Shouldn't we meet
  


19   with the legislators?
  


20                  LORI MATHIEU:  The legislators
  


21   prior to finalizing?
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Absolutely not.  I
  


23   don't think so.
  


24                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, I agree
  


25   with that.  You know, we're the experts.  You're
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 1   the experts.  We should, like, make the decisions
  


 2   that we think makes sense.  And then I think we
  


 3   present it to them and talk to them about, like,
  


 4   all the various things that have happened during
  


 5   this process and all the decisions that have
  


 6   happened.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.  Okay.  We
  


 8   still have a motion on the floor here.
  


 9                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Can I ask a
  


10   question about the motion?
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.
  


12                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Did it include
  


13   and extend the MOU until February 1, 2018?
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No, I don't think it
  


15   did.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It should.
  


17                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, I would
  


18   second that as well.  That's what I talked to Ben
  


19   about.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay?  Any other --
  


21                  LORI MATHIEU:  Just a question.  Is
  


22   that sufficient time for closeout payment of
  


23   invoices?
  


24                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I talked to my
  


25   administrative folks.  I mean, they didn't seem to
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 1   have a problem.
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in
  


 3   favor signify by saying, aye.
  


 4                  THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  The motion is
  


 6   adopted.  Thank you.
  


 7                  Okay.  Under. The Army Corps of
  


 8   Engineers, this is kind of -- anything more on
  


 9   that?
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So would you
  


11   like me to just give a summary of the call that we
  


12   had, Jack?
  


13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.
  


14                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So CDM Smith
  


15   very kindly arranged a call.  Jack and I were the
  


16   two members who were able to participate on it.
  


17   The call was October 11th.
  


18                  The Army Corps of Engineers has
  


19   planning money that potentially might be available
  


20   for implementation.  They've got some money in
  


21   their budget, but as people know the federal
  


22   budget isn't very clear right now.  And it's not
  


23   actually clear whether the New England division of
  


24   the Army Corps will have money available.
  


25                  The discussion was really about if
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 1   there is money available and how would that money
  


 2   best be spent?  The decision was that it was
  


 3   probably premature to make those decisions.  We
  


 4   wanted to wait until the comments were on the
  


 5   record.
  


 6                  Wed have a better idea where we
  


 7   were headed and then reconvene in December with
  


 8   the Corps.  And if CDM Smith could facilitate
  


 9   that, that would be great to talk about some ideas
  


10   and some concepts and to give us time to engage
  


11   Lori and Mike in those discussions also.
  


12                  So it's an ongoing discussion, a
  


13   potential avenue for some resources available for
  


14   implementation once we finalize the plan, but no
  


15   final decisions or direction.
  


16                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Betsey.
  


17   Any comments or questions?
  


18                  Thank you.
  


19                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Jack, I did
  


20   receive some feedback from the Army Corps about
  


21   dates for a December follow-up call, as December
  


22   12th or 13th, or 19th through 21st.  So if, you
  


23   know, we can get some -- if any of those or all of
  


24   those work I'll report back to the Army Corps and
  


25   we can get a call set up.
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 1                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Can you send us
  


 2   an e-mail on that, Elaine?
  


 3                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Sure.
  


 4                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  That would be
  


 5   great.
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Send them to Shina,
  


 7   please.
  


 8                  Okay.  Under old business, Eric is
  


 9   not here, but Bruce did you have anything on the
  


10   drought?
  


11                  BRUCE WITTCHEN:  I'll try to use
  


12   the microphone.
  


13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Before you begin, I
  


14   should say that the drought was, at our last
  


15   public information hearing, it was very much front
  


16   and center.
  


17                  People are very, particularly
  


18   Senator Kennedy is very concerned -- or I
  


19   shouldn't say concerned, but he really wants to
  


20   see, you know, what's going on with the drought
  


21   and what we're going to be doing moving forward.
  


22   Because there seems to be -- we still are kind
  


23   of -- seems to be a hodgepodge on the drought.
  


24   What's going on with it?
  


25                  BRUCE WITTCHEN:  Well, there's two
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 1   things.  First of all, the interagency drought
  


 2   workgroup, the group that would, say, make a
  


 3   decision that we are in a drought advisory, they
  


 4   actually met a few weeks ago because there was a
  


 5   drought advisory looming.
  


 6                  We were triggering an increasing
  


 7   number of our criteria.  We conveniently were able
  


 8   to meet between one heavy rainstorm and another.
  


 9   Anyway, we met after one heavy rain and before the
  


10   next, and at this point we no longer trigger any
  


11   drought criteria in the State.  So I can tell you
  


12   step one is that we are not in a drought advisory
  


13   and that that group probably will not need to meet
  


14   again in the near future.
  


15                  That group also has a little
  


16   subcommittee they formed of staff from the
  


17   agencies on the interagency group.  And that group
  


18   is working on the comments that were received
  


19   regarding the draft drought plan.  So they are
  


20   going to be working with the comments that came in
  


21   regarding the draft drought plan.
  


22                  We were hoping to put off working
  


23   on the draft drought plan until after the most
  


24   recent drought ended, and then everybody was
  


25   sidetracked with too many other things.  So now
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 1   we've returned to that.  And this subcommittee has
  


 2   scheduled -- well, they may be scheduled now.  I
  


 3   don't know if Eric was able to choose a date since
  


 4   I left the office, but we were looking for a date
  


 5   in the next couple weeks to kind of divide up the
  


 6   comments that were received and figure it out.
  


 7                  So kind of on a parallel path to
  


 8   what you're doing with the water plan, we're
  


 9   trying to finalize the draft drought plan that we
  


10   saw a year ago, maybe -- well, more that a year
  


11   ago.  We set it aside for last year's drought.  So
  


12   that's where we stand.
  


13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.
  


14                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So Jack, this is
  


15   another thing I'm interested in.  I have
  


16   short-termer's syndrome once again.  I've got,
  


17   like, you know, we've got a year left basically in
  


18   this administration.  And this is one of those
  


19   things that, you know, I want to, you know, use
  


20   the offices of OPM to try to finalize.  You know,
  


21   so I just wanted to let you know that.
  


22                  You know, I'm going to be trying
  


23   to, like, kind of move this along, force it along.
  


24   I'm going to be talking to a lot of people, but
  


25   that will be -- just to let you know that's one of
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 1   my objectives before I leave.
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.  Very
  


 3   good.  Any further questions?
  


 4                  LORI MATHIEU:  So to Bruce's point,
  


 5   we are trying to get together a member of that
  


 6   group.  And to Mike's point, that I think last
  


 7   month -- correct me if I'm wrong -- I think Betsey
  


 8   and I said we wanted to finalize the plan by the
  


 9   end of the year.  So we kind of set a pretty
  


10   aggressive course to address comments.
  


11                  I know we've been struggling even
  


12   to get dates to get together, but as Bruce
  


13   mentioned there is a good document that summarizes
  


14   all the comments that we received.  And we just
  


15   need to sit down together and spend a couple hours
  


16   going through those comments as the agencies, six
  


17   agencies that are there along with USGS and NOAA.
  


18   Make decisions and then make changes to that plan.
  


19                  Also I want to note that on the
  


20   28th of November at the DPH lab, NOAA and the
  


21   agencies are invited, and some invited guests are
  


22   invited to view a presentation, that NOAA is
  


23   putting together in a workshop on their new
  


24   forecast model.
  


25                  So I can get further information to
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 1   you because that's going to be instrumental in how
  


 2   I think we move forward with looking at drought,
  


 3   again that things are changing within NOAA
  


 4   themselves.  So, anyway.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Excellent.  Thank
  


 6   you.  Thank you, Bruce.
  


 7                  Any other old business?
  


 8
  


 9                  (No response.)
  


10
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Any public comment
  


12   today?  Yes.
  


13                  VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Hello.  I'm Val
  


14   Rossetti from Save Our Water Connecticut.  I'm
  


15   calling to follow up on a letter I wrote and
  


16   submitted last month to the Water Planning Council
  


17   about the inability for citizens to view the
  


18   assumptions and calculations of safe yield
  


19   sources.  And I have not yet had -- I wasn't here
  


20   to hear the discussion.  So I don't know what if
  


21   anything has progressed on that.
  


22                  I have reread the law that was
  


23   passed effective July 1st, and one of the
  


24   questions I have, which I'd like to ask today --
  


25   and I don't know whether it can be answered -- is
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 1   my request to see the water supply plan that was
  


 2   initiated in 2016.  And redactions continued and
  


 3   my understanding, past the onset of the new law.
  


 4                  But the decision to redact all that
  


 5   material, was that made in accordance with the new
  


 6   law?  Or was that something that was done
  


 7   according to prior assumptions?
  


 8                  In other words, if I were to
  


 9   resubmit that request under the rules of the
  


10   July 1, 2017 law, would that redaction be
  


11   different or the same?  I don't know if that's
  


12   something that can be answered.
  


13                  I have reviewed the law, and of
  


14   course, I think as most of the members of the
  


15   Council are aware, nowhere on the list of security
  


16   items that need to be redacted are safe yields,
  


17   were a calculation of safe yield.  So I'm
  


18   wondering -- that was question number one.
  


19                  I don't know -- I know Lori, you're
  


20   probably most familiar painfully with this, but --
  


21                  LORI MATHIEU:  It was based upon
  


22   the new law, and a section that you should pay
  


23   close attention to -- and too bad you missed the
  


24   conversation that we had before you came in,
  


25   because we did talk about quite a bit.  And I
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 1   think we have some actions to move forward.
  


 2                  But just to get back to your
  


 3   question, the catchall phrase .
  


 4                  VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Uh-huh.  I have
  


 5   it in front of me, yeah.
  


 6                  LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, it captures all
  


 7   data that we have in front of us as public
  


 8   agencies, not just any new data.  The intent was
  


 9   new data.  The intent was to be concerned about if
  


10   anything else happened, if there's any other new
  


11   document that was requested from anywhere that
  


12   came into any public agency, that we couldn't
  


13   foresee to put into the laundry list that you see
  


14   in the statute, that in the future -- it was a
  


15   future consideration versus a catchall for
  


16   everything.
  


17                  So that's -- I think that's where
  


18   the discussion needs to be.  That's the
  


19   particular --
  


20                  VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Okay.  I'm
  


21   sorry.  I thought your meeting was starting at
  


22   1:30.  So maybe I got the time -- the time, that's
  


23   what was listed on the website.
  


24                  LORI MATHIEU:  You missed all of
  


25   our fun discussion.
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 1                  VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Oh, okay.  You
  


 2   know, because reading this it says basically the
  


 3   water company requests that the record be -- if
  


 4   they don't want it.  So was it per se in this
  


 5   case, the request of the MDC that that information
  


 6   be redacted?
  


 7                  LORI MATHIEU:  There was a security
  


 8   risk determination that was made by the public
  


 9   agency.
  


10                  VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Right, but it's
  


11   referred for a security risk?  It says here, if
  


12   there are reasonable grounds to believe upon
  


13   request by the water company such a record may be
  


14   reviewed by the --
  


15                  LORI MATHIEU:  Right.  And we did
  


16   do that and we discussed that with the MDC, and we
  


17   agreed with some and disagreed with others.  So
  


18   there was a discussion that played out under that
  


19   statute as required.
  


20                  VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Okay.  So the
  


21   Department of Public Health basically initiated
  


22   the discussion about what would be redacted.
  


23   Okay.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Val, excuse me.
  


25                  We should say that Mike Sullivan
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 1   from OPM is going to head up a group to get all
  


 2   the parties together on this very issue, that we
  


 3   have him come up with some meetings of minds and
  


 4   who's interpreting what.
  


 5                  VALERIE ROSSETTI:  That would be
  


 6   great.  You know, I just, as a citizen, I'm
  


 7   obviously not a hydrologist.  I just got very
  


 8   interested in this with the Niagara bottling
  


 9   issue.
  


10                  I did briefly go online and just
  


11   put in safe yield calculations, and out popped a
  


12   number of national studies that have very complex
  


13   safe yield calculations in 300-page glory.  I
  


14   mean, I have one here from -- let's see what the
  


15   name of it is.  The Water Research Foundation in
  


16   Denver that apparently has thousands of water
  


17   utilities, the federal governments, state
  


18   governments.
  


19                  It's going through a huge scenario
  


20   with one of the distilled water systems in North
  


21   Carolina.  And one of its stresses is that there
  


22   really needs to be a look at how safe yields have
  


23   been calculated.  There needs to be modeling of
  


24   scenarios with low and high impact from climate
  


25   change.
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 1                  And in some cases that won't make a
  


 2   difference.  That may well be true in Connecticut
  


 3   and others, even in a place like North Carolina
  


 4   which also has a lot of water.  It does make a
  


 5   difference.
  


 6                  So a lot of the assumptions behind
  


 7   things I think are important for citizens to
  


 8   understand, as are the scenarios where these
  


 9   margins of safety come into play.  And I know many
  


10   people in my group were just -- didn't know when
  


11   we first looked at, oh, 2 million gallons coming
  


12   out of MDC reservoir six.
  


13                  And how much water is in there?
  


14   And how did they figure this out?  And apparently
  


15   it's really, you know, still classified
  


16   information, the whole water system.
  


17                  And then to get to the point where
  


18   any drought restrictions would be placed on
  


19   shipping water out of the watershed, there would
  


20   have to be not just the Barkhamsted Reservoir, but
  


21   the Nepaug Reservoir and the two MDC reservoirs
  


22   down to 10 percent of the level, as well as no
  


23   water release from the Goodwin Dam and no water
  


24   released to Lake McDonough.
  


25                  So those are a lot different
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 1   scenarios than back in 1991 or so when it was just
  


 2   the Barkhamsted Reservoir.  I'm not arguing that
  


 3   the MDC doesn't have a lot of water, but I think
  


 4   the utilities that rely on well fields and those
  


 5   that are by rivers that have been getting dried up
  


 6   and those that are now subject to new streamflow
  


 7   regulations, somebody should be taking a close
  


 8   look at how --
  


 9                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  That's the
  


10   essence of it, Val.  You know, there's -- I think
  


11   people that were involved in, like, all the
  


12   discussions leading up, like, to the new law,
  


13   there seemed to be some surprise about, like, how
  


14   it's actually getting implemented.
  


15                  And like, I'm new.  I'm back.  I'm
  


16   new to the Water Planning Council again, and I've
  


17   always been interested in this issue.  And so I'm
  


18   interested in finding out kind of what the lay of
  


19   the land is, talking to people, seeing if we can
  


20   find -- get our way back to, like, a path forward
  


21   that, like, kind of reflects where everybody
  


22   thought they were at the end of the passage of the
  


23   law.
  


24                  VALERIE ROSSETTI:  Sorry I missed
  


25   the discussion.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That's okay.  Thank
  


 2   you, Val.
  


 3                  Any further public comment?  Any
  


 4   further public comment?
  


 5
  


 6                  (No response.)
  


 7
  


 8                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Anything further to
  


 9   come before the Water Planning Council?
  


10
  


11                  (No response.)
  


12
  


13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  If not, on behalf of
  


14   the Council, I wish everyone a very happy and
  


15   healthy Thanksgiving.
  


16                  Enjoy the holiday weekend, and
  


17   thank you all very much.  May I have a motion to
  


18   adjourn?
  


19                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So moved.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Second?
  


21                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Second.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in favor?
  


23                  THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.
  


25
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 1                  (Whereupon, the above proceedings
  


 2   were concluded at 1:59 p.m.)
  


 3
  


 4
  


 5
  


 6
  


 7
  


 8
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 1                       CERTIFICATE
  


 2
  


 3        I hereby certify that the foregoing 79 pages
  


 4   are a complete and accurate computer-aided
  


 5   transcription of my original verbatim notes taken
  


 6   of the Regular Meeting of the WATER PLANNING
  


 7   COUNCIL, which was held before JOHN W. BETKOSKI,
  


 8   III, COUNCIL CHAIRMAN, at the Public Utilities
  


 9   Regulatory Authority, 10 Franklin Square, New
  


10   Britain, Connecticut, on November 16, 2017.
  


11
  


12
  


13
  


14
  


15                  ____________________________
  


16                  Robert G. Dixon, CVR-M 857
  


17                  Notary Public, Court Reporter
  


18                  BCT Reporting, LLC
  


19                  PO Box 1774
  


20                  Bristol, Connecticut  06011
  


21                  My Commission Expires:  6/30/2020
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