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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We'll call

 2  this meeting of the Water Planning Council to

 3  order for December 7th.

 4                 The first order of business will be

 5  the acceptance of the November 16th transcript,

 6  which I know has been e-mailed to everyone.

 7  Absolutely, positively Rob has gotten that to

 8  everyone.

 9                 So I would entertain a motion

10  that we --

11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Was it the

12  hearing, or the transcript of the meeting?  I know

13  I saw the transcript of the hearing come across my

14  desk.  Was the meeting e-mailed also, Rob?

15                 THE REPORTER:  The last hearing

16  that I attended here?

17                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.

18                 THE REPORTER:  I e-mailed it to

19  everyone.

20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  You labeled it

21  hearing, but it was the meeting.

22                 THE REPORTER:  Yes.  I apologize.

23                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So moved.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Do we have a second?

25                 LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, second.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Motion made and

 2  seconded -- thank you for clarifying that -- from

 3  the previous meeting be accepted.

 4                 Any questions?

 5

 6                 (No response.)

 7

 8                 THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in

 9  favor signify by saying aye.

10                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I appreciate

12  everybody's flexibility to be here today.  I was

13  the culprit.  I had a commitment and I don't want

14  to miss these meetings if I don't have to.  So we

15  had to switch things around.  I appreciate people

16  for switching their schedules around to be here,

17  and we're going to try to get this over by

18  four o'clock.

19                 So without further ado, we'll get

20  right to --

21                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Who's on the

22  phone?

23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Who's joined us on

24  the phone, please?

25                 MIKE JENNINGS:  Mike Jennings from
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� 1  the New England Interstate Water Pollution Control

 2  Commission.

 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hello, Mike

 4  Jennings.  How are you?

 5                 MIKE JENNINGS:  I'm good.  Thank

 6  you.

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Who else?

 8                 JOE LALIBERTE:  Joe Laliberte with

 9  CDM Smith.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hello, Joe.

11                 Anyone else?

12

13                 (No response.)

14

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  With that,

16  good afternoon.

17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Thanks Jack.  It's

18  Elaine Sistare from CDM Smith here with Kirk

19  Westphal.

20                 KIRK WESPHAL:  This is Kirk

21  Westphal with CDM Smith.  It is a pleasure to be

22  back with you today.  I do want to make a point

23  for the record that I am no longer with CDM Smith.

24  I was during the development of the plan.  I'm now

25  with the consulting firm Kleinfelder.  We are
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� 1  going to spend some time today going over our

 2  response to the comments that we've received to

 3  date.

 4                 The comment period closed

 5  November 20th and we've started to compile and

 6  respond to the comments received on the plan.  We

 7  want to go over our philosophy in doing that,

 8  share some themes with you that we've identified

 9  and bring to you in advance of next Friday's

10  workshop, which Elaine will go over, some of the

11  issues that will require some discussion with the

12  Water Planning Council to resolve.

13                 We'll talk about how we, I think,

14  as a consulting team can answer a lot of the

15  comments, but there are issues that we'll

16  introduce today that will require some discussion

17  so we can be thinking about that today and next

18  Friday.

19                 I do want to say just by way of

20  introduction that as I've been reading through the

21  comments, many of which have come in the form of

22  letters, that if one of the goals of this process

23  was to get to the point where we can have a common

24  platform for dialogue and an understanding of some

25  common ground, we've done that and I want to
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� 1  congratulate everybody who participated.

 2                 Because of the comments that I have

 3  read I have been so pleased in seeing the

 4  constructive nature of these letters.  Many of

 5  them voice some support for the overall themes

 6  behind the plan and the ideas and policies

 7  expressed within.

 8                 A lot of the letters express a

 9  little bit of regret that the plan didn't go as

10  far as particular interests would have liked to

11  see, but with that concern comes an acknowledgment

12  that there was never an expectation that it would

13  get that far, and that that's what the

14  implementation phase is all about.  And that's why

15  the pathways forward were established.

16                 And so I think that all of the

17  critique that we're seeing of the plan comes with

18  corresponding acknowledgment that that's where our

19  work begins now, and I think that's been a common

20  theme in all of the letters that I have read.

21                 And I want to thank everybody who's

22  contributed the comments, you know, everybody up

23  here, almost everybody back behind us for the

24  constructive nature and tone of these letters,

25  because I do think it provides a place now to
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� 1  embark on the implementation.

 2                 So we're going to talk about the

 3  actual process of addressing the comments for the

 4  next few minutes and set the stage sort of for

 5  next Friday.

 6                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Thanks, Kirk.

 7                 Yes, we do have -- Kirk and I,

 8  along with our team at CDM Smith and Dave Murphy

 9  at Milone & MacBroom have been reviewing comments

10  received.  We have a lot of work to do.

11                 I echo Kirk's statements about it's

12  good to see all the engagement we have.  I've got

13  some slides today that kind of step us through

14  what we need to do in order to have a January 2018

15  updated version of the state water plan.

16                 So what I'll go over today,

17  schedule and deliverables, the review of comments

18  received.  We have generally read a lot of them,

19  but not all of them.  We certainly are not

20  complete in our review.  We want to talk about

21  what the deliverable for the comment responses

22  will look like.  That is a decision and a

23  framework that we need to leave this meeting today

24  with, because we are preparing that format and

25  document in the upcoming week plus.
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� 1                 I'll go over the overall report,

 2  some update about how we expect to update certain

 3  sections of the report and also imitations, what

 4  we don't want to do as far as making changes in

 5  this, in this next month or so to the plan.  And

 6  I'll state about some of the section-by-section

 7  components, and then again landing at the final

 8  slide being the upcoming dates.  As you know, we

 9  do have some special meetings we are coordinating

10  with the Water Planning Council.

11                 So this slide combines the schedule

12  and deliverables associated with the next month's

13  or so worth of work.  We will have a January 2018

14  state water plan.  We have our first special

15  meeting scheduled next Friday here at PURA from

16  nine until noon, and that's really to review edits

17  and comment responses.

18                 As Kirk alluded to, we've got --

19  for the comments that we've received we're going

20  to put them in separate categories, and what we

21  will bring to the Water Planning Council next

22  Friday are those comments that we need some input

23  on.  Certainly things that are clarifications or,

24  you know, simple modifications to the plan we can

25  address, but we do certainly need some direction
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� 1  on certain things.

 2                 The way our contract is written is

 3  that by Monday December 26th we will have an

 4  updated draft report to the Water Planning Council

 5  that will include track changes associated with

 6  each of the report sections.  And then we will

 7  also have the second deliverable associated with

 8  this contract, and that would be the report

 9  summarizing all public comments and changes made

10  to the plan.  And that's per that statute.

11                 On Wednesday, January 3rd we have

12  our second scheduled Water Planning Council

13  special meeting, and that will really be to review

14  the draft updated report and prepare for

15  finalization.

16                 Our contract for paper and electric

17  copies delivered is January 12th.  So in between

18  those last two bullets, January 3rd and January

19  12th for the pencils down on, you know, in order

20  for CDM Smith to complete the paper and electronic

21  format deliverable that Monday January 8th is

22  going to be, you know, in CDM Smith's hands only

23  by that point.

24                 So as you know, the comment period

25  had closed November 20th and this is, you know, a
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� 1  very broad overview of what we've seen.

 2  Connecticut understands and is focused on the

 3  importance of water.  So there were a lot of

 4  comments received, and I think that speaks well

 5  for residents of the state, various industries.

 6  Various stakeholders all are looking at this plan

 7  as a step for the State to manage appropriately

 8  its water.

 9                 I think a lot of the comments are

10  very appreciative of the work that has been

11  completed, but they are looking at how will this

12  be implemented?  So they want it to be that first

13  steps to many steps as we move forward.

14                 Continuing on some of the details

15  associated with the comments, I think there are

16  about 185 submissions.  And we sort of say

17  submissions because there aren't individual

18  comments and many of those submissions are

19  attached letters with, you know, two pages of

20  information or suggestions or comments associated

21  to the plan.

22                 And the way that I have sorted or

23  thought about how these comments came from what

24  groups I think, you know, similar to how the

25  Steering Committee was involved by different
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� 1  stakeholder groups.  The way that I'm looking at

 2  the comments is I've got them in ten groups of

 3  commenters.  So businesses, citizen-led groups,

 4  environmental groups, industry, members of the

 5  public, municipalities, our municipal

 6  organizations, specialty groups, state agencies,

 7  water suppliers and then a few from our Water

 8  Planning Council workgroup members.

 9                 Here are some of the recurring

10  themes in the comments.  And Kirk, I'll ask you to

11  step in a little bit here.  You know, how we've

12  got this table made -- and again, this is from our

13  review to date, but we are seeing some common

14  themes in there.  They're listed in this table

15  here, so I'll step through a few of them.

16                 So consideration of water as a

17  public trust.  This was a very common component of

18  some of the specialty groups and members of the

19  public, and this is one of those items that, how

20  will we address it in the plan?  I do think we do

21  need some WPC discussion and direction.

22                 Some of the definition of the

23  concept of balance, we certainly use the word

24  "balance" throughout the report and the executive

25  summary.  Some of the comments said, you know, is
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� 1  it used consistently?  So we will be able to

 2  clarify that in our plan update.

 3                 Why don't you go ahead, Kirk, and

 4  step in on drought management?

 5                 KIRK WESPHAL:  Sure.

 6                 Again, what we're trying to do is

 7  not necessarily bombard you with issues that need

 8  to be resolved today, or even next Friday.  This

 9  is just a summary of the themes.  There will be a

10  slide in a few minutes that does introduce the

11  specific topics that we'd like to talk to you

12  about next Friday.

13                 But these are just the themes that

14  came up more than once more, more than five times,

15  more than ten times as we read the comments.  The

16  concept that the plan should take a much stronger

17  stance on drought management, that came from

18  almost every sector, which was interesting.

19                 And I think the response to that

20  is, we didn't -- as a group of stakeholders, we

21  didn't want to step on or supersede the work that

22  was being done on the state drought plan at the

23  same time.  In the future I think they can work

24  together and probably link together, but it's too

25  early for that now.
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� 1                 Another comment from a lot of

 2  different angles was that the plan should take a

 3  stronger stance on water bottling, and we talked

 4  about that in some of our policy meetings and

 5  other workgroups.  And we agreed at the time that

 6  there wasn't consensus among stakeholders to make

 7  a strong stance on this, and that we would present

 8  the plan as a set of information that can be used

 9  to help guide those decisions in the future.

10                 I think there is enough groundswell

11  of interest in this particular issue that we may

12  want to talk about making some statements in the

13  plan about how the Planning Council can help

14  foster discussion on this moving forward, how the

15  Planning Council could potentially set up a

16  workgroup to study, not just water bottling, but

17  all large users and what kind of decisions can be

18  made using the information and policies in the

19  plan.  So that's something we'll bring to you next

20  Friday.

21                 Another resounding comment was that

22  groundwater withdrawals should be included in the

23  streamflow regulations.  That really didn't come

24  up a whole lot during our discourse.  During the

25  year of planning it came up once in a while, but
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� 1  the comment is coming from a lot of different

 2  angles and I think it's worth talking about how

 3  the plan addresses that.

 4                 Obviously, the plan can't change

 5  the laws.  It can't change existing regulations,

 6  but whether there needs to be some work done or

 7  some study done is something we can talk about.

 8                 Again, a lot of angles from this

 9  one.  The plan should go further on registered

10  diversions.  I think what we've done in the plan

11  is recommended pretty strongly that diversions

12  that are considered obsolete or unused -- and

13  again there's some question about the definitions

14  of those terms that we need to clarify, too -- be

15  taken off the books.

16                 But we didn't go further than that

17  other than to set up a pathway forward to study

18  this further pretty aggressively and decide if

19  there are some actions that can be taken.

20                 So there wasn't a consensus on

21  that.  There's, I think, a very clear pathway

22  that's outlined in the plan and we can refer to

23  that.

24                 Here's that issue again, the

25  differentiation between obsolete and unused.  I
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� 1  think there are times that we probably use those

 2  words interchangeably in the report, not

 3  intentionally.  I think we had agreed on some

 4  language and we'll go back and clarify that

 5  according to our notes and our understanding, and

 6  run that by you as the Council.

 7                 Distinguishing between drought

 8  response and ongoing conservation was a resounding

 9  theme.  There are future actions to be taken in

10  terms of drought response and credit to be given

11  for ongoing activities in water conservation.  And

12  I think there needs to be some delineation in the

13  plan.  So we will clarify that as well.

14                 A question about utility and

15  user-based water restrictions as opposed to

16  universal types of water restrictions.  There were

17  some question about the interpretation of the

18  plan, whether it's advocating for universal type

19  of conservation mandates, or if that kind of thing

20  can be left up to utilities and water providers

21  and municipalities.  So that may require some

22  clarification and come discussion with the

23  Council.

24                 And then some more focus on some

25  things the plan didn't really focus on just
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� 1  because the issues didn't rise to the surface so

 2  much with the stakeholders.  These are things like

 3  the impervious cover, storm water treatment,

 4  wastewater treatment, things that are dealt with I

 5  think in the white papers to some extent, but not

 6  necessarily with the same intensity in the policy

 7  recommendations and pathways forward.

 8                 And part of that was because of the

 9  priorities that we developed as stakeholders

10  talking about these things, but part of that may

11  require some discussion to see if they need to be

12  at least prioritized for future work as the plan

13  moves forward.

14                 So these are just some of the

15  resounding themes that come from a lot of

16  different angles.  We'll have different types of

17  groups, a lot of different people that we found

18  interesting.  I think most of these comments, as

19  they were made as I said earlier, were made very

20  constructively.  They were critiques saying they

21  wished the plan could go a little bit further in

22  these areas.  We understand that it can't always

23  do that.  That was paraphrasing the comments.

24                 But we would as a commentor --

25  again I'm paraphrasing -- appreciate the
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� 1  opportunity to work with the Planning Council

 2  moving forward to advance these issues using the

 3  plan as it is as the basis for that discussion.

 4                 ELAINE SISTARE:  All right.  As

 5  thinking, I guess, about those themes and about

 6  what we would do with some of those types of

 7  comments, we've looked at four different

 8  categories associated with different comments.

 9                 And as the previous table

10  acknowledged, there might be some that we can, you

11  know, acknowledge receipt of that comment but no

12  change to the plan.  And this might be those

13  comments that offer support and don't necessarily

14  suggest changes, or comment on a topic that was

15  agreed upon during that consensus-based approach

16  that we did use during plan development, or if it

17  was a topic beyond the scope of the plan

18  development including implementation.

19                 So like Kirk said, a lot of

20  comments talked about, you know, how things could

21  be moved further, but really that is a focus of

22  the plan implementation, not necessarily the plan

23  development.

24                 KIRK WESPHAL:  And Elaine, I'll

25  just add to that.
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� 1                 It's one of the reasons that a

 2  separate document responding to all these comments

 3  is important, because not all of the comments will

 4  find their way into a change in the plan, but a

 5  lot of them are good ideas for moving forward.

 6  And so having them in two separate documents will

 7  be very helpful, I think, in the long run.

 8                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Thanks, Kirk.

 9                 And then the second one would be a

10  clarification to the plan.  And like we've said,

11  you know, that's something that simply makes it a

12  little bit clearer and better and is an easy

13  change, or even an editorial change.

14                 There's a third type of comment

15  where we think we can give a good suggestion or

16  can make a suggested change or edit to the plan,

17  but we want the WPC to review those changes.

18                 And then the fourth one would be,

19  you know, we really need some guidance and input

20  from the Water Planning Council in order for us

21  to, you know, address the comment or respond to

22  the comment, or make changes to the plan

23  associated with that.

24                 The ten different types, or

25  different stakeholder groups or different groups
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� 1  that have submitted comments to date, we've been

 2  splitting them up into those ten.  We've gotten

 3  through most of these four that are listed in this

 4  table here, the state agencies, the environmental

 5  groups, the water suppliers and the Water Planning

 6  Council workgroup comments.

 7                 So you know, just to kind of get a

 8  feel, we still have lots of work to do over the

 9  next week or so.  But to give you a feel of where

10  things are landing, you know, some of those

11  comments we're thinking, you know, fall into that,

12  you know, no change to the report category.

13                 A different number of them maybe we

14  can address by adding some clarification to the

15  report.  And then generally, you know, 10 or

16  20 percent may fall in the -- we can draft a

17  response, but we want WPC's review and input

18  associated with that.  And another 10 percent

19  might fall into the -- we need to discuss and

20  figure out how we can address, if at all, some of

21  these other comments.

22                 KIRK WESPHAL:  One thing I would

23  like to add is -- one of the things that we should

24  talk about I think next week or today is the

25  category of no change to the report can be
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� 1  interpreted as dismissive.  And we need to make

 2  sure that it's not.

 3                 There are five reasons that we've

 4  listed here that come up recurrently as we've been

 5  going through these for -- categorizing a comment

 6  is not requiring a change.

 7                 As Elaine said, it either voices

 8  support for an idea or a theme.  It may not agree

 9  with stakeholder consensus and we don't think it's

10  within our rights, at least of the consultants, to

11  change the language that was agreed to by the

12  stakeholders, and so we would point that out.

13                 A lot of the comments that would

14  require no change are being addressed in other

15  reports or other initiatives, and refer the

16  commenters to those reports.  Sometimes they're

17  just thoughts.  They're ideas to be of

18  acknowledged.  We think going forward this would

19  be a good idea to think of.  Agreed, and we'll

20  acknowledge that.

21                 And again, that's why it's

22  important this comment response log be a separate

23  document, that not everything will be embodied in

24  the report.

25                 And then a lot of the comments
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� 1  really are related admittedly in the text of the

 2  comments.  This is for implementation.  This is

 3  what we'd like to see moving forward.  And so it

 4  doesn't necessarily change the plan, but it

 5  becomes part of the motivation for moving forward

 6  with the plan in a very structured way.

 7                 So we want to make sure that the

 8  message to the people who have taken the time to

 9  comment on this report, that if their comment is

10  categorized as no change, it's not dismissive.

11  It's not necessarily a bad thing.  It's very

12  possible that it becomes part of the future

13  workplan.  And we would just need to be very

14  careful about how that message is conveyed.

15                 LORI MATHIEU:  So I have a

16  question.  Can you go back to the previous slide?

17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  This one, where we

18  talk about each of the four categories?

19                 LORI MATHIEU:  The first category,

20  just it does seem to your point -- Kirk, it does

21  seem dismissive.  And so how many sets of comments

22  total?  180?

23                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yeah, about 185.

24                 KIRK WESPHAL:  Sets and a lot of

25  those have 10 or 12 comments.
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� 1                 LORI MATHIEU:  Right.  So a lot of

 2  comments.  Many of those might fit into the

 3  no-change category.  That could be seen as very

 4  dismissive to the whole entire process of public

 5  comment.  So maybe there's a different way, and I

 6  think your clarification was really well worded.

 7                 I think maybe what you said and

 8  what you have up there are too -- maybe they need

 9  to be merged.  Instead of the word "no-change," I

10  think part of it is some of these fit into the

11  category of implementation and this is how we

12  are -- we are addressing them.

13                 We're not going to make a change in

14  page 5-72, but over here it is worthwhile and we

15  appreciate everybody's input.  So I think maybe

16  it's just the way we approach and how we present

17  it in the report, but also being mindful that we

18  are addressing peoples comments.

19                 KIRK WESPHAL:  And the comment log

20  will include that, all that thinking and we have,

21  you know, again this is the messaging.  We've used

22  the term "no change" for our benefit.  We don't

23  have to go back and change anything in the text,

24  but how we present that to others could be very

25  different.
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� 1                 And even if it is in that category

 2  we are including notes in the comment log about

 3  what type of category that falls in.  This is a

 4  great comment and would be part of the

 5  implementation of the plan, or this can be found

 6  in report such and such, or the state drought

 7  plan, things like that.  So we respond to them and

 8  certainly not dismiss them.

 9                 LORI MATHIEU:  So instead of saying

10  no change, maybe it's an asterisk, and say, see

11  the note.  See what's going to happen because of

12  this comment.  That there is action and we did

13  read it.  We do understand it and that we are

14  doing X, Y, and Z with that comment.

15                 And I suspect many of them -- I

16  know I've read most of them that are up online.  I

17  suspect many of them will fit in certain

18  categories and you could use the same repetitive

19  comments again and again, but I believe it's

20  important to let people know that we are

21  addressing any and all comments.

22                 KIRK WESPHAL:  Right.  Our goal

23  is -- to take an example of a letter, if there's a

24  letter with five paragraphs and each paragraph

25  addresses a different topic we'll respond to each
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� 1  of those separate topics individually in our

 2  comment response log, rather than just the letter

 3  as a whole.  We'll be brief because we only have

 4  so much time and so much money, but we will

 5  acknowledge and respond to each.

 6                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Can you share

 7  with us the format for the comment response log?

 8                 ELAINE SISTARE:  It's a couple

 9  slides ahead, but yeah.  It is a good discussion,

10  because like I said, we need to leave here today

11  with an understanding of that's what we'll be

12  doing.

13                 So we went through this percent

14  categorization of responses.  This is a bit of --

15  even, you know, Betsey as we discussed in

16  preparation of next Friday, these are themed

17  comments.  You know, what I have listed here are

18  about 12 or 15 bullets of discussion topics for

19  the Water Planning Council.

20                 So these are comments that we've

21  seen in most cases or all cases, you know, many

22  times over a variety of different comment

23  submissions and we're not sure how we should

24  either respond to them and/or make any

25  modifications to the plan.
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 2  this with you after the meeting so that you can

 3  take a look more closely at it, but I think we'll

 4  be preparing over the next week for next Friday's

 5  special meeting to talk with you as a counsel

 6  about them.

 7                 So you know, I don't necessarily

 8  want to read through all of them, but you know,

 9  I'll skip a few.

10                 The concept of water as public

11  trust, should the plan address water bottling and

12  other large users?  Regionalization policy.

13  Private wells was something brought up.  As I

14  think Kirk already stated about groundwater and

15  streamflow regulations, decentralized sewage,

16  registered diversions.  And then some of the ones

17  at the bottom perhaps are a bit more far-reaching

18  on emerging contaminants, pollution discharge, dam

19  removal, fertilizers and even community storm

20  water authorities.

21                 So they're topics that have come up

22  and like I said, you know, I think Kirk was -- we

23  were talking about they're, in some cases, new

24  ideas or certainly things that weren't hashed out

25  through the development of the plan.
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 2  kind of grouped those into those categories that

 3  Elaine just mentioned.  Here's a brand-new idea

 4  that we didn't discuss, but certainly worth some

 5  discussion before we finalize the plan even to

 6  consider whether we acknowledge that this is an

 7  issue and should be studied further moving

 8  forward.

 9                 And then there were the resounding

10  issues, things like the water bottling and water

11  as a public trust, and the groundwater and

12  streamflow regs, things like that that come up

13  time and time, and time again in the comments,

14  that we want to make sure that we have a very

15  consistent agreeable response with your help.

16                 So this is the kind of thing, but

17  there will be more as we continue to read through

18  these as we develop this suite, but if you could

19  be putting some thought into these this week in

20  preparation for Friday that would be helpful.

21                 LORI MATHIEU:  So a question for

22  you -- and my Commissioner wrote and submitted

23  comments.  And the last comment on the second page

24  was quite important to us, and I don't think we

25  had much discussion on it at all.  I don't see it
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 2                 Where do you think that that falls?

 3  And that's something that falls on this list,

 4  something that the Water Planning Council should

 5  discuss?

 6                 KIRK WESPHAL:  It could be.  I

 7  didn't go through the entire list when I was

 8  putting this together, and I think I did read

 9  through that comment.  It may be paraphrased in

10  one of these.  But yeah, I think it is because

11  it's not a common theme in the plan as it is

12  today.

13                 And if it's an important issue

14  that's brought up, that it's new, that it didn't

15  get a lot of discussion, that's what this time

16  during the workshops would be for.

17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  So the next

18  couple of slides talk about specifically the

19  deliverable, and I've put this quick part of the

20  statute up about -- I think, Lori, in the last

21  meeting we were talking about that.  It's not just

22  a comment log.

23                 The way that it reads is that the

24  last three sentences here are three lines of this

25  paragraph, and you know, the state water plan
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 2  public comments received pursuant to this

 3  subsection, the changes made to the finalized

 4  state water plan in response to such comments and

 5  the reasons for such changes.  So this is this

 6  second deliverable that is part of our contract

 7  over the next month or so.

 8                 And as we are proposing, you know,

 9  the next couple slides talk about how we would

10  plan to do that.  We do anticipate it will be an

11  electronic deliverable.  We anticipate that we'll

12  have a memo summarizing the categories of the

13  comments and responses using some of that

14  information over these last few slides with more

15  detail, and summarizing how the plan was updated

16  based on those various types of categories of

17  different responses received.

18                 We do intend to continue using the

19  table/spreadsheet of the comments received, and as

20  included on the Water Planning Council's website

21  today.  And we will add a final follow-up to that

22  spreadsheet that says, you know, this is the

23  response in very brief, you know, language but

24  trying to show that, you know, we have considered

25  the response and whether it's a clarification or,
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 2  implementation.  So that will be a memo, the

 3  table/spreadsheet.

 4                 And then what I think what is, you

 5  know, certainly has been helping us as we're

 6  reviewing this is getting appendices together of

 7  all these comments sorted by some of these

 8  categories.

 9                 You know, A-1 would be business

10  groups.  A-2 would be citizen-led groups.  A-3,

11  members of the public.  And even, you know, I

12  think we've categorized that way now, we can

13  certainly, you know, change things around or move

14  them around a bit, but basically if someone wants

15  to find their comment and their response they'll

16  be able to find it a little more quickly.

17                 This next one, you know, the last

18  column isn't even correct at the time, but

19  generally the first seven or so columns on the

20  left are exactly what has been prepared by the

21  Water Planning Council as the comments have been

22  submitted.  Again though, perhaps sorted now a

23  bit by, you know, in this case I think the example

24  I've used is water suppliers.  So they're sorted a

25  little bit differently.
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 2  added which perhaps may not remain in the final

 3  document is sort of the bin.  Are we doing, you

 4  know, changes to the report?  Are we using this as

 5  a clarification, or are we getting Water Planning

 6  Council input?

 7                 And then the final column, which I

 8  think would be as part of our final deliverable

 9  would be how, you know, our response to that

10  comment.

11                 KIRK WESPHAL:  And don't try to

12  read those right now, because right now they're

13  just -- well, first of all they're too small to

14  read.  But second of all, they're not responses.

15  They are just summaries of the issues.

16                 And the point there is that where

17  you see the comment is an attachment to a file, it

18  means it's a letter that generally has more than

19  one point that's been brought up.  And we will use

20  the box on the right to list item one, two, three,

21  four, five in response to your concern about it.

22  This is how we responded.  And that's how we plan

23  to do it.

24                 So there will be a lot of text

25  sometimes it those, but probably not too much more
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 2  our language, but we do think it's important.  A

 3  lot of the letters that we've received have five

 4  or six different issues that can be totally

 5  different from each other and they each need a

 6  response, and so that's how we plan to do that.

 7                 It's a lot of work and we'll try to

 8  be brief.  It's also why we've tried to pare down

 9  the number of issues that we need to bring to this

10  group for discussion so that we've been making

11  some progress along the way.

12                 I think what we've learned from

13  that chart you showed earlier on the table is that

14  only about 10 percent of the comments we've

15  received really require some in-depth discussion

16  as a group.  Now that's still a lot of topics, but

17  a lot of them are the same recurring themes over

18  and over again.  So we may have 20 or 25 topics

19  that we need to talk about next Friday.

20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So there are

21  groups of comments that are very consistent and

22  with a consistent theme.  Are you planning to

23  address each of those individually, or are you

24  planning on grouping those with a more substantive

25  response given the number that came in on those
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 2                 I think that for us to try to group

 3  them is actually more work for us and probably

 4  harder for people to find.  I think that if they

 5  can find, as Elaine said, if they can find their

 6  set of comments in the category of their agency or

 7  their interest, and then go through the list and

 8  find their name and see the response, I think for

 9  the commenters it would be more effective that

10  way.

11                 And I think certainly for us it

12  makes it a little bit easier.  A little more

13  linear.  It's not quite as consolidated, but that

14  final report will include a several-page summary

15  of some of the resounding things and how we

16  commented on those.

17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And I guess the

18  response column may be identical for ten, you

19  know, if we did get ten comments.  It may be

20  identical for those ten, or maybe eight or nine of

21  those ten have the identical plus something

22  else because those, you know, they had a separate

23  issue in addition to that common theme.

24                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Can you move

25  back a slide, please Elaine, for a moment?


                            33
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 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah.  Okay.

 3                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yeah, because

 4  after the slide we just reviewed I'm moving onto

 5  the report.  So if you have any comments on, you

 6  know, this comment/response/deliverable, then

 7  let's discuss.

 8                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Will there be

 9  any way to link the memorandum with the comments?

10  I think what I'm wondering is, should there be

11  another column that says this is really theme A

12  it's responded to, I mean, sort of the narrative

13  that goes with this?

14                 I don't know if that would be

15  useful or not.  I think it would depend on how you

16  work through it.

17                 ELAINE SISTARE:  I'm not sure the

18  memo will have so many, you know, links and

19  information to cover all the various topics.  That

20  would be the difficult part because, you know,

21  even as we're talking about responding to

22  comments, if there was an update there probably

23  will be more.  You know, it's been clarified

24  throughout, or you know if there's a certain

25  section.
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 2  be paragraph, line.  It's more of a, you know, we

 3  have addressed it as per your comment or we're,

 4  you know, it's part of a different column.  You

 5  know if it's implementation, et cetera.

 6                 KIRK WESPHAL:  There would at least

 7  be some information to identify the subject of the

 8  comment.  So in response to your concern regarding

 9  registered diversions, here's our response.

10                 Maybe we can take it under

11  advisement to see how much of that we can build in

12  there so that it's documented.

13                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So what I'm

14  thinking about is when we do respond to comments

15  that come in, in regs, sometimes if you have a

16  really controversial issue you write a narrative

17  sort of laying out the rationale for why you've

18  done what you've done.

19                 And then sort of in the individual

20  comments providing a link back, and that reduces

21  the verbiage on the comment long but still

22  provides that connection for people to have some

23  substance.

24                 KIRK WESPHAL:  That's a good idea,

25  and I think that because we will have several
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 2  some of the broader themes and how we've responded

 3  generally, we can certainly refer back to that as

 4  well.  It's a good idea.

 5                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And it may be

 6  something that we prepare based on the notes from

 7  next Friday's next special meeting, too.  You

 8  know, that might be a good piece of information.

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  But as you do this,

10  I mean, there could be 10 or 20 people saying the

11  same thing.  So what you're saying is you're going

12  to lump that together?

13                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The response will

14  be similar, yes.

15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It will be

16  logged individually in a response?

17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.

18                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But if it's a

19  broader narrative, potentially a reference?

20                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes, to the memo.

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I mean, I said that

22  we talked before.  I'm thinking when we have rate

23  cases around here we get thousands of comments and

24  we don't respond to -- we acknowledge that we got

25  them, but we don't address every concern.  We look
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 2  thoughtfulness in the ultimate product we come out

 3  with.

 4                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Yeah, it is.  You

 5  know, I think we're trying to do both, but also

 6  we're trying to make sure that we're not, you

 7  know, I think the comments are certainly helpful,

 8  and in overall to the plan and to the process.

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.

10                 ELAINE SISTARE:  But you know, the

11  plan still needs to stand by itself and will be

12  used as the framework.  So that, you know, is

13  ultimately the goal of this project, is the plan.

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And you know, I

15  always feel that too.  When people come to a

16  hearing we want to make sure that they know

17  they've been heard and we want to acknowledge

18  that.

19                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  My next few

20  slides talk about the report and how that will be

21  updated, because I also want to make sure we're

22  clear on, you know, where we're updating

23  components and also limitations on what we'll be

24  doing.

25                 So in June of 2017 we had the final
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� 1  draft report.  So I'll be calling this the final

 2  report and it will be dated January 2018.  The

 3  executive summary will include any clarification

 4  updates associated with the various comments and

 5  revisions that we may be doing over the next few

 6  weeks.

 7                 Section one is where we'll have

 8  some rather simple updates, but in June we were

 9  stating how here's the final draft and now the

10  Water Planning Council is going to go to public

11  comment.  So of course that would be updated to

12  reflect that this is in fact dated January 2018

13  and that work has been done.

14                 Sections two and three, this is

15  where we've got a lot of the data, the maps, the

16  analysis.  I think generally there's going to be

17  very little changes to any sort of, you know,

18  there's no additional data.  No new evaluations,

19  but if the comments have asked for clarifications

20  or any editorial or, you know, minor mistakes,

21  then certainly those would be addressed in those

22  sections two and three.

23                 In section four which is the

24  stakeholder participation and outreach summary and

25  similar to section one in there, we'll be adding a
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 2  months.  And I think I've asked, you know, I know

 3  each of your organizations have a person that has

 4  been working over the last couple months and I may

 5  be reaching out to them to get some of that

 6  information about what presentations have been --

 7                 LORI MATHIEU:  Say that again?  I'm

 8  sorry.  Say that again?

 9                 ELAINE SISTARE:  The section four,

10  which is the stakeholder participation and

11  outreach, which was included in June was a summary

12  of what had been done to date.  And what needs to

13  be updated now is what has been done between June

14  and December 2017.

15                 So the various presentations that

16  you all have made that other, you know, that

17  representatives have made, you know, that should

18  be documented in I think your outreach group.

19  Right?  Whether it's Linda and Corinne, and

20  Gail -- and who am I missing?

21                 LORI MATHIEU:  So if you wouldn't

22  mind, if you could reach out to me because I was

23  sort of the leader of the team there.  There's

24  another item that we want to continue that team

25  on, and I want to talk to my colleagues about
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 2                 But I'm glad you're bringing that

 3  up because that is very important and we spent an

 4  awful lot of time putting together an awful lot of

 5  material and also presenting.

 6                 So yeah, Linda is here and I've

 7  talked to her about gathering information and

 8  details.  So we can convene another meeting next

 9  week of our little group and get the information

10  put together.

11                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Very good.  Yes,

12  and that's what, you know, will be reflected in

13  section four.  Of course also section four, noting

14  the comment period and probably referring to the

15  separate comment document that's being prepared.

16                 KIRK WESPHAL:  We can maybe include

17  a link to the video presentation that you made,

18  too, right in the report.

19                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And/or that

20  presentation, that PowerPoint presentation that

21  you've included in that.  Maybe that's a

22  worthwhile appendix or link to include as part.

23                 Section five and six of course are

24  the recommendation and implementation sections.

25  And so we can certainly make the clarification in
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� 1  easing components, but I think that's

 2  probably where those themes, if we are going to

 3  discuss with the Water Planning Council and make

 4  any significant changes, then that's where the

 5  sections five and six would the ones that would be

 6  updated with that.

 7                 I don't specifically have section

 8  seven on there.  I think that was a summary.  So

 9  that would probably be updated as applicable.  And

10  then I don't see any changes to the appendices

11  unless they are editorial or otherwise noted, but

12  as of now, you know, it's the text of the report

13  that will be edited.

14                 So some of the limitations and

15  caution, you know, some of what I had even just

16  stated there as far as data and other

17  evaluation -- but you know, we do want to be

18  cognizant and this was a theme on some of the

19  comments that we received also, was that, you

20  know, that the plan was developed with stakeholder

21  involvement and as a consensus-based plan.

22                 So we don't want to make changes

23  that may reflect differently than that

24  stakeholder-based approach.  So we do need to be

25  cautious of that in trying to, you know, not make
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 2  could be different than what the consensus-based

 3  approach landed at over the year or so of

 4  development.

 5                 And as I've already said, data

 6  collection and modification, no changes to maps or

 7  datasheets unless they are editorial in nature.

 8  That I believe is -- go ahead, Betsey.

 9                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Refresh my

10  memory and go back a slide please, Elaine?

11                 So one of the things that was

12  incredibly helpful during the process was the

13  1-page summary and the 23-page executive summary.

14  Is the one-page summary included in here also?

15                 ELAINE SISTARE:  We had that

16  discussion today as, you know, should we make this

17  a deliverable?  And the way that we said was,

18  well, only if there are some changes or edits

19  requested to it.  And so we haven't figured out

20  whether or not that's applicable.

21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I would ask that

22  you keep that on the agenda if there are things

23  that change that would cause that to be updated,

24  because it was really quite helpful to have it

25  that concise and that well done.
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 2  we'll all have to kind of keep our eyes open for

 3  because we aren't seeing comments specifically

 4  asking for a change in the executive summary or in

 5  that two-page.  It's more like this idea needs to

 6  be explored more in the plan.

 7                 And so if we see those that do

 8  extend into executive summary or two-page summary,

 9  those have to be, you know, awake as we go through

10  these.

11                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  So as I

12  think I probably did many times during the

13  development of the plan, my last slide being the

14  upcoming dates which we talked about earlier in

15  this presentation.

16                 But like I said, we've got next

17  Friday as a special meeting, which I think the

18  notice has been posted.  And similar to our

19  workshops held during plan implementation, that

20  will be a working meeting with us as the

21  consultant group and the Water Planning Council,

22  not a public comment involvement meeting, but

23  certainly welcome for public attendance.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct.  That is

25  correct, and we have the legal notice in front of
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 2  State.

 3                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Very good.  And

 4  similar, but topics at least -- or at least you

 5  know we better be further along on Wednesday,

 6  January 3rd for our second special meeting

 7  associated with this effort.  And that again is

 8  from nine until noon here at PURA.

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And then we have a

10  regular schedule which we don't anticipate

11  changing the regular meeting for January 9th.

12                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Correct, and I saw

13  that on the agenda today and, you know, I think

14  I'll be in the report production mode.

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hopefully.

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So have the

17  dates for '18 been established, Jack?  I think I

18  missed that if they were.

19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Gail?

20                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  The date for what?

21  Next meeting.

22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, no.  For 2018.

23                 GAIL LUCCHINA:  We don't have that

24  now.

25                 LORI MATHIEU:  And we just settled
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 2                 ELAINE SISTARE:  So that's the

 3  slides I have today.  We certainly welcome any

 4  additional comment.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, thank you.

 6  That's well thought out.  Very aggressive.  Lots

 7  of work.  Very short period of time.

 8                 ELAINE SISTARE:  And a holiday.

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Lots of dates, a

10  little holiday, a couple holidays in between.

11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And for the

12  benefit of people in the audience, if you were

13  paying attention earlier in the presentation

14  you'll see that the plan will not be ready on

15  January 1st.

16                 When we were looking at the

17  schedule and working with CDM Smith and NEIWPCC on

18  the scope, in order to be very thoughtful and have

19  adequate time to address these issues it was just

20  very clear to get it done by 1/1 was going to be

21  very, very difficult.

22                 So we made the pragmatic decision

23  to basically have delivery in the middle of

24  January.  We'll still be way ahead of the

25  Legislature getting back in session, and hopefully
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 2                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And to piggyback on

 3  that too, by the water planning statute we were

 4  required to submit a report as of January 1, 2016,

 5  to update the Legislature to the progress on the

 6  report.

 7                 So what we'll do is we'll send a

 8  letter to the committees of cognizance on

 9  January 1, 2018, saying that the report is

10  pending, coming.  So we will be able to cover two

11  bases at the same time.  So Mr. Neeley will make

12  sure that happens.  I'm sure.

13                 Right, Mr. Neeley?

14                 NICK NEELEY:  Oh, absolutely.

15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And we certainly

16  appreciate the fact that you guys have jumped

17  right in and are clearly working hard already.

18                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Thank you.

19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I was just going to

20  say that.  Thank you very, very much.  Nice to

21  have you back.

22                 KIRK WESPHAL:  Good to be back.

23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  A lot of work.

24  Okay.  We'll jump right down to the Water Planning

25  Council advisory group report.  I think we've
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 2  with this report that we just had.

 3                 And we'll get a little update from

 4  your November 21st meeting, Margaret?

 5                 MARGARET MINER:  Yeah.  So it was

 6  actually a rather intense meeting with many items.

 7  The step forward, we did receive.  And thank you

 8  for your input on the procedures, guidelines,

 9  processes that Alicea was one of the leaders on,

10  and we formally adopted it.

11                 We had quite a long discussion on

12  the membership categories and how it should work

13  considering the statute, ballots and so forth.

14  And I believe you have a draft of that, and that

15  is a draft that we went over and agreed to send up

16  to you.

17                 And then on the implementation, I

18  believe we are expecting comments back from the

19  Water Planning Council today.

20                 LEN DeJONG:  Correct.

21                 MARGARET MINER:  So final draft

22  went to you, and you all said you'd be responding

23  today on that implementation plan.

24                 We had a report on the state water

25  plan and I think everyone was glad that the
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� 1  consultants are continuing to help and that there

 2  is -- that apparently funding will be found.  So

 3  we're glad it's going forward.

 4                 We had a WUCC update from Lori,

 5  which kind of went over into some other issues,

 6  but generally the WUCCs are proceeding according

 7  to their schedule.  And I know that attendance

 8  probably has been light.  I know it's been hard

 9  for us to cover the three WUCCs in the different

10  parts of the state, but we're looking for -- well,

11  I'm going beyond the Water Planning advisory

12  group.

13                 So we got an update on WUCCs.

14  Legislative update recap, I think -- John is not

15  here.  I do not recall -- the FOIA, yeah, that

16  comes up here, too.  So I'm getting to the FOIA.

17                 So I cannot recall and we don't

18  have draft minutes yet -- and I should have made

19  more notes -- that there was anything significant

20  there, or as I always say, anything significant

21  that people were willing to reveal, because

22  sometimes there's significant things that people

23  don't mention, but we had nothing particular

24  there.

25                 The FOIA update, I think you all
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 2  passed last year, with the current interpretation

 3  that we're hearing from DPH and from the requests.

 4  There are two requests, one that has been

 5  responsive -- responded to.  That was Valerie

 6  Rosetti's request for the MDC water supply plan,

 7  which preceded the legislation and then was made

 8  available to her recently.

 9                 She wrote a letter to the Water

10  Planning Council pointing out what she felt to

11  be -- and I personally would agree with her,

12  unreasonable redactions.  You have that letter.

13                 Subsequently on behalf of Rivers

14  Alliance I requested the regional water authority

15  plan, the south central regional water authority

16  plan from DPH.  And that is to help to clarify the

17  situation.  As with Valerie Rosetti's request,

18  it's sort of in the past.

19                 And they might say, well, we wanted

20  to be clear that the problems -- we want to know

21  if the problems that arose in connection with that

22  plan also would apply to new requests, exactly

23  what is going on.  And I spoke briefly with John

24  who said, there they're trying to look at

25  redactions in light of the new law.
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� 1                 I'm not sure of the working

 2  relationship.  It wasn't clear in the discussion

 3  in our meeting exactly what the working

 4  relationship between a utility and DPH would be on

 5  requests coming in, but Lori is here.  So she can

 6  answer that.

 7                 Generally speaking the FOIA

 8  discussion went back to conversations that we had

 9  back in 2006 and have been having ever since.  Is

10  there a security risk?  What has to be hidden?

11  What doesn't have to be hidden?  That was

12  mostly -- Lori Mathieu raised some of those

13  questions, and also raised a question which I see

14  popped up in the discussion of the water plan,

15  what does it mean to say that water is a public

16  trust?

17                 So in connection with the

18  legislative, the water plan, the FOIA, that

19  question of what does it mean to say, water is a

20  public trust was introduced at the meeting but not

21  discussed further.

22                 The watershed lands workgroup,

23  we're not working on anything right now with --

24  where's my friend?

25                 Tilcon is still out there.  So
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� 1  that's the most significant -- but that's the most

 2  significant pending item that would dramatically

 3  affect watershed lands.  There may be some others,

 4  but our workgroup, which Karen is the cochair, we

 5  have nothing planned for the near future.

 6                 KAREN BURNASKA:  Well, we hope to

 7  meet after the first of the year.

 8                 MARGARET MINER:  After the first of

 9  the year.  Yes, we hope to meet and we hope we'll

10  have all of us.

11                 In the comment period I remember

12  that Judy Allen spoke.  Is she here?

13                 At any rate, she addressed an issue

14  I believe to do with MDC, but I have to wait for

15  the minutes to see that.  So that was basically

16  what happened.  There's considerable progress on

17  the documents we've been trying to bring to your

18  attention and considerable discussion on some of

19  these pending issues.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Along your

21  agenda, Lori or Mike, do you have any followup on

22  FOI?

23                 Mike do you have any follow-up with

24  FOI?

25                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Just to -- I
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� 1  mean, last time I had indicated I have a real

 2  personal interest in this, in this issue.

 3                 And Jack our Chairman -- not Jack,

 4  our Chairman -- Chairman Betkoski had tasked me

 5  with, you know, the responsibility to go out and

 6  see if I can figure this one out and kind of

 7  report back and see if I can bring kind of a

 8  meeting of the minds.  On where we are on this.

 9                 And so I'm in the process of

10  talking to people, and I would hope to be

11  reporting back in early January.

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Appreciate it.

13  Appreciate your efforts on that.

14                 Lori, do you have anything?

15                 LORI MATHIEU:  Well, happy holidays

16  to you, Margaret.  How are you?

17                 I just echo what Mike is saying.

18  We're looking into all of your concerns and hope

19  to report back some additional information in

20  January, looking at what the law says and what we

21  have in the office and how do we proceed with

22  implementing 17-2-11 is important to us.

23                 And how we move forward is

24  something that our department, and with myself at

25  my commissioner's level are looking into how to
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� 1  move forward.

 2                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, that does

 3  remind me of one part of our conversation, because

 4  when the issue came up of looking into the law --

 5  this was in the Water Planning Council advisory

 6  group -- I expressed surprise that the agencies,

 7  who to my mind had given us this law, this is what

 8  it's going to be.  And that there was -- it was

 9  different from what the agencies thought they were

10  getting.

11                 And DPH may not have been on that.

12  There was plenty of time to look at it and there

13  was a special session.  And nobody at the time

14  expressed the interpretation or confusion about

15  what the law might mean.  If that had happened we

16  could have discussed it and made any necessary

17  changes.

18                 So the interpretation of the

19  agencies at this point, I expressed regret that we

20  hadn't heard it sooner when we could have

21  addressed it.

22                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I guess I would

23  just say that, you know, we are where we are,

24  Margaret.  And I would just ask for, like, two to

25  three weeks of quiet time so that I get an
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� 1  opportunity to kind of delve into this.  And

 2  hopefully this will be resolved soon.

 3                 MARGARET MINER:  I thank you both

 4  for working on it.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So also

 6  following up on your items to discuss is the

 7  implementation plan.  And I wanted to open that up

 8  for a little bit of discussion.

 9                 LORI MATHIEU:  I have some

10  comments, Jack.

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, please?

12                 LORI MATHIEU:  So thank you for

13  allowing me to attend your advisory group meeting.

14  It was a pleasure.

15                 MARGARET MINER:  Thank you for

16  being there.

17                 LORI MATHIEU:  Actually, I found it

18  to be well organized and I appreciate you adopting

19  your procedures.  I think it's going a long way to

20  assist in formalizing the group.  So I think that

21  was wonderful.

22                 So I have some concerns with your

23  implementation plan as I've had a chance to

24  digest, as I've mentioned previously, to read most

25  of the comments on the state water plan.  I've had
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� 1  a wonderful opportunity to sit through numerous

 2  meetings on the development of the flowchart that

 3  is part of the draft water plan today on figure

 4  51.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's Kirk's

 6  wonderful piece of work that he put together.

 7                 LORI MATHIEU:  That's true.  It's a

 8  wonderful document.  Awesome.  Right?

 9                 No, truly.  It's well broken down

10  in a plan.  It looks difficult at first, but when

11  you start reading through the pages that follow

12  the actual plan, the actual diagram on 7-5-74 and

13  5-75 in particular, those pages break down the

14  steps, step one, step two and what the intent of

15  the chart actually is.

16                 So I see that -- and before I say

17  what I have to say, I'm willing to sit down with

18  the advisory group and the members that put all of

19  this together and sit down and review it maybe at

20  your next advisory group in some detail.

21                 Because when I read through this

22  and I match it up to the actual wording in the

23  state plan that is drafted now I find some

24  inconsistencies.  And so for me I think it's

25  really important at this point in time to have
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� 1  documents that if we were going to say, this is a

 2  go.  Why don't you move forward with it?  We have

 3  to make sure it's at least consistent with the

 4  draft plan that we have today.

 5                 And correct me if I'm wrong, CDM

 6  and Kleinfelder, I don't believe any comments came

 7  in on this particular section that you have gone

 8  through.

 9                 ELAINE SISTARE:  Not that I have

10  seen to date.

11                 LORI MATHIEU:  Not that you've seen

12  to date.  I have not seen comment.

13                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And I'm going to

14  take your comments and thought further and say

15  that I would think that the consultants ought to

16  have input into the implementation plan given the

17  fact that they're going to be coming up with the

18  final report, to make sure that we're consistent

19  with what's in the plan.

20                 LORI MATHIEU:  So I see this as a

21  great document to be more fully explained.

22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I don't think we're

23  very far apart at all, absolutely not.

24                 LORI MATHIEU:  And it's probably --

25  to Jack's point, I think we're close.  I think it
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� 1  should take off, very clearly take off of the --

 2  what do we call this?  Figure 5-1 in the plan.  It

 3  should be very clear and it shouldn't repeat or

 4  try to paraphrase the role of the Water Planning

 5  Council, for instance.

 6                 It does do that.  It repeats what

 7  your interpretation is of the role of the Water

 8  Planning Council, but on page 5-71, 5-72 and '73,

 9  the plan, the draft plan actually outlines the

10  role of the Water Planning Council.

11                 So I found inconsistencies and

12  would like to make sure.  I think that we need to

13  be consistent and I would like to have this

14  document be a takeoff of and dive into more detail

15  on this flowchart.  Because I think it's really a

16  great idea to add to that flowchart and add the

17  detail of how the implementation is actually going

18  to work, because that is a big deal with my agency

19  in particular.

20                 The reason why we took the time to

21  comment as we did and say what we said on the

22  public health side of things is that we believe

23  there are things that need to change.  Water

24  conservation is one of them.  We're going to need

25  all of your help in the workgroup.  And I want to
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� 1  make sure we get this right.

 2                 So I guess over the next few weeks

 3  we could think about working with our consultants

 4  how this could be modified possibly, to Jack's

 5  point, to make sure we're consistent and that it

 6  is value added to this flowchart.

 7                 MARGARET MINER:  So Len was a

 8  leader on this.  So in terms of what will happen

 9  next I want him to respond.

10                 But one thing we did say here, I

11  think, out of the Water Planning Council advisory

12  group was that our primary concern is that

13  implementation and ways of moving forward with

14  implementation be on the agenda.  We kind of

15  agreed it will be on the agenda of every Water

16  Planning Council advisory group meeting, whatever

17  negotiations of language are going on.

18                 And I was interested in that so

19  many of the public and other commenters apparently

20  emphasized implementation in the comments on the

21  water plan.

22                 So -- and then Len is our main

23  worker here.  So you want to respond?

24                 LEN DeJONG:  I will, Margaret.  And

25  I'll be brief.  First, let me thank the Water
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� 1  Planning Council for including this again on the

 2  agenda.

 3                 For the benefit of the audience I'm

 4  here at the front seat because John Hudak could

 5  not join us today.  Lori, you're absolutely right.

 6  We got to get this right.  So it's not the time to

 7  get it right.  We need to look a little closer.

 8                 I guess my quick comment relative

 9  to the implementation advisory group, which is how

10  it's cited in the state water plan, we saw the

11  workgroup that we've described to you as an insert

12  for that particular group.  So if you're seeing

13  conflicts there it's really important that we

14  understand that.

15                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But I think a

16  point of procedure.  So this document has been in

17  front of the Water Planning Council for a couple

18  of months.  I think that the discussion between

19  the members of the Water Planning Council advisory

20  group who are leading this and the Water Planning

21  Council should happen at the Water Planning

22  Council meeting, not at a Water Planning Council

23  advisory group meeting.

24                 We had promised them a substantive

25  response on this document.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think we're giving

 2  it to them right now.  Well, I think we're telling

 3  them --

 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No, the

 5  suggestion --

 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, the two of us

 7  made a suggestion as to how we ought to be moving

 8  forward.  So I don't know.  Maybe you have

 9  something, a different approach?

10                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think the

11  discussion should happen at a Water Planning

12  Council meeting, not at at Water Planning Council

13  advisory group meeting.

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  All right.  That's

15  fine.

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And I believe

17  that we should get them a redline or suggestions

18  from the Council so that they have something to

19  respond to before we sit down and meet with them.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's fair.

21                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  They put some

22  time into this.  They put some effort into it, and

23  that would be my suggestion.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's fair.  That's

25  more than fair, but I also think that -- I go back
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� 1  to what I said a few moments ago, this plan could

 2  change a hundred percent in the spring.  You don't

 3  know what's going to happen in the Legislature.

 4                 We're going through another

 5  process.  We're going in steps.  So we don't know

 6  what's going to happen in the Legislature next

 7  year.  We don't know.  We don't know what the

 8  committee is going to do, or what's going to

 9  happen.

10                 That being said, I think that we

11  have to be very concerned with how we're going to

12  implement it and the steps we're going to take to

13  do that and that's why I think we should really be

14  in sync with the consultants when we come up with

15  a plan moving forward.  That's all.

16                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My response on

17  that is slightly different, Jack.

18                 I think that we need to get the

19  plan right.  We need to get this piece right also,

20  but between the Water Planning Council, the

21  agencies and the Water Planning Council advisory

22  group we're going to have to carry this thing

23  forward without the benefit of the consultants.

24                 We never would have gotten to this

25  point without them, but that their time needs to
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� 1  be focused on the plan.  It's limited.  We've

 2  struggled to find the money to get us to the point

 3  where we are, and this is something that we as the

 4  water planning community in Connecticut need to

 5  work on together.

 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  The Water Planning

 7  Council ultimately has the responsibility for

 8  this, Betsey.  If it fails, it's on our neck.

 9  Okay?  Not the advisory group.  It's on our neck.

10  So let's get it right.

11                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Absolutely.  But

12  some of the edits that were made to this were in

13  response to comments that were raised in an

14  earlier Water Planning Council to try to recognize

15  the responsibility of the Council and of the

16  agencies that do it.

17                 This is about how they support the

18  Council and implementation, but we need to be

19  engaged with them on dialogue on it as a council.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Got it.

21                 LEN DeJONG:  So Betsey, thank you

22  for the redline comment.  I was going to ask if

23  that was possible from the Council members.  That

24  would certainly help this along.

25                 LORI MATHIEU:  I think, one is
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� 1  suggesting attending your meeting.  It's that all

 2  of your members are there, first of all.  And two,

 3  it shows the support for your group -- second.

 4  Right?  And third, I have more -- I have my

 5  redline version.  Right?  I have it.

 6                 I have more questions than I have

 7  answers for you.  I don't want to rewrite.  I

 8  started yesterday rewriting this and then I

 9  started having more questions than answers.  So I

10  think it deserves a dialogue and a discussion.

11  That's what I think it deserves.

12                 And so that's why I suggested what

13  I suggested, not to take the Authority away from

14  the Water Planning Council, but to go in front of

15  all of your group, that all of you have been

16  talking about this to Betsey's point for the last

17  three or four months.  And I think it would be

18  valuable to have that conversation with the entire

19  group, because they have had input into this and I

20  think it shows that we value the advisory

21  committee.

22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, then I think

23  to Betsey's point we should just have a workshop

24  with just the Water Planning Council and the

25  advisory group, and have a special meeting to
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� 1  flesh it out.  That's all.  I mean, instead of

 2  going back and forth, get everybody in the same

 3  room and come up with the document.  That's what

 4  we ought to do.

 5                 MARGARET MINER:  I just want to

 6  point out that we don't want to -- the idea of an

 7  implementation is entirely independent, I believe,

 8  of the content of the water plan.

 9                 So we do want to be consistent with

10  the water plan, but we're not concerned with what

11  the water plan actually says or will say in the

12  end, or will say after legislators get through

13  with it.

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, you should be,

15  Margaret.  You're going to be out there

16  implementing it.  You should be very concerned

17  with what's in the plan.

18                 MARGARET MINER:  In writing the

19  implementation plan, with talking about what would

20  be the means to implement it --

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You might hate it.

22  You might not want to go and implement it after

23  you see what's in it.

24                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, I think Len

25  will carry forward with the plan.  The idea is
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� 1  that the plan is just a means of implementing

 2  whatever is in the water plan.

 3                 So in terms of consistency we want

 4  to be consistent with whatever structure there is

 5  for implementation, but in terms of those issues

 6  that could come out one way or another way, our

 7  concern is to implement whatever is there and I

 8  think we're trying to set up some kind of

 9  structure.

10                 LORI MATHIEU:  So for instance,

11  I'll give you a good one.  You know, it's really

12  interesting to me about this, and this was brought

13  to my attention by Kirk about a few months back.

14                 It had to do with the difference

15  between the policy recommendations versus the

16  pathway forward, because at some point you're kind

17  of mixing and matching these things.  Right?  You

18  kind of put the concepts together.  Water

19  conservation is a good one.  You have a policy and

20  you have a pathway forward.  So it's when you

21  start presenting in front of these groups like we

22  have, you start mixing those two concepts.

23                 But in the plan itself -- and Kirk

24  is here.  He can answer about this flowchart.  It

25  says a little note on figure 5.1.  This process,
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� 1  this figure 5.1 is for consistent decision making

 2  for pathways forward.  It is assumed that policy

 3  recommendations in the plan proceed directly from

 4  the Water Planning Council to the Legislature and

 5  agencies.

 6                 MARGARET MINER:  Yeah.

 7                 LORI MATHIEU:  So that's

 8  inconsistent with your implementation plan, for

 9  instance.  So I would like to talk about that

10  more.

11                 And now, Kirk I read that.  That's

12  word for word in the flowchart.  Could you expand

13  on what your thought process was in saying that in

14  particular?

15                 KIRK WESPHAL:  Sure.  I'm never

16  going to get out of this chair.

17                 That diagram has been described as

18  a mind map of mine, and for that I apologize to

19  everybody in this room -- and my children and my

20  descendents.  But it was at the time -- let's take

21  a step back.

22                 At the time the context of writing

23  that figure was specifically, as you said, Lori,

24  to guide the process of these pathways forward, to

25  provide some consistent means of these pathways
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� 1  which are a series of directives or opportunities,

 2  or options that take issues that couldn't have

 3  been resolved during the planning process and

 4  moving them forward in a very structured and

 5  consistent way, and I think that's what it does.

 6                 I think that one thing that has

 7  happened between now and then is that the advisory

 8  group -- which as you say and I agree with, Len,

 9  the implementation advisory group that's

10  characterized in that diagram is the advisory

11  group as it is today.  I do agree with that.

12                 The advisory group is what's left

13  of these other workgroups.  At the time we hadn't

14  decided that the Steering Committee wouldn't

15  continue.  We hadn't decided the fate of the

16  policy group and the science and technical group.

17  And as such, I think as the advisory group your

18  role is not necessarily, in my opinion, limited to

19  what's in that diagram.

20                 If you choose to spend some time

21  developing advice to the Council on priorities for

22  policies I think that's within your purview to do.

23  I don't think the diagram doesn't outline that,

24  but it doesn't neglect that either.

25                 I think what's important, and I
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� 1  think to your point, Lori, is that those two

 2  tracks be very carefully distinguished as you work

 3  through issues.  If this is a pathway forward it

 4  hasn't been resolved yet.  There is no consensus

 5  policy statement, and that's the goal that we're

 6  working to through that process diagram.

 7                 But if you're working on talking

 8  about policy recommendations and priorities which

 9  I think you can do as an advisory group to offer

10  advice back to this Council for them to take then

11  to the Legislature.  I think that's within your

12  purview, too.

13                 And I think the point is that the

14  diagram only focuses on one of those aspects, but

15  it's important as you're talking about any issue

16  to keep them separate.  That's my take on things.

17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

18                 Michael?

19                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So I didn't do a

20  redline, but I can give you my thoughts right now

21  on this.  I mean, the thing that has bothered me

22  about the concept is, as I indicated last time,

23  the idea of having, like, two separate lines from

24  the Water Planning Council.

25                 One would go to the advisory group
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� 1  and then to the implementation workgroup.  And the

 2  other line goes directly from the Council to the

 3  workgroup.  And that always just feels to me like

 4  you've got the potential for confusion.

 5                 Is there any reason why you can't

 6  just have, like, the one line going from us to the

 7  advisory group to the implementation workgroup?

 8  If we ever get to the point -- the Council both as

 9  an entity, but also given the four opinionated

10  people that we have up here, we're never going to

11  give up our power to do things.

12                 And so if we have a particular

13  issue that we're interested in having people work

14  on as part of the implementation of the plan, and

15  we give it to the advisory group and plead and

16  say, will you please, like, look at this and, you

17  know, get the subject matter experts involved in

18  this and everything, and come back with a

19  recommendation?

20                 If you three people turn out to be,

21  you know, the defenders of -- your example, you

22  three are the defenders of obsolete registrations

23  and you don't want to take a look at this.  You

24  like the system just the way it is.

25                 And so you never act on our request
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� 1  for you to take a look at this issue and report

 2  back, we can always at some point say, hey, enough

 3  of this.  We're going to set up our own group to

 4  take a look at it and report back.

 5                 So I'm not worried about us being

 6  able to have, like, kind of a direct line to this

 7  implementation workgroup.  And so I guess this is

 8  a long-winded way of asking, why did you feel that

 9  that was a need?

10                 LEN DeJONG:  Mike, I'll see if this

11  helps.  The diagram is labeled a communications

12  diagram.  It's not labeled who reports to whom

13  diagram.  What we attempted to do in the text was

14  describe in a number of spots the fact that the

15  WPC obviously is in charge of the state water

16  plan, is in charge of the workgroup.

17                 So in putting the diagram in we

18  confuse things by using this diagram and labeling

19  it just as a communications diagram, but that was

20  the intent.  It wasn't so that there would be any

21  issues in terms of the workgroup and who the

22  workgroup reports to.

23                 It was a way of saying that

24  collectively the Water Planning Council advisory

25  group, the workgroup and the Water Planning
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� 1  Council would work together in terms of this

 2  process.  I don't know if that helps.

 3                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  It does help me,

 4  because you know, if that's -- yeah, that helps me

 5  a lot, because frankly I'm fine with it then.  I

 6  mean, I would just get rid of that line, but I'm

 7  fine with that.  You know, if that's how it would

 8  work.

 9                 And again, I would defer to my, you

10  know, we operate by consensus here, but if you

11  look for my view of it, I'm fine with that as

12  well.  I would get rid of that line, but

13  nonetheless I think the important thing is that

14  there should be this kind of implementation

15  workgroup.

16                 I mean, like one of the reasons

17  why, you know, in the time that I've been back and

18  as I've listened to people comment and some of the

19  stuff that I've read, even the people that feel

20  that this does not go far enough, or it hasn't

21  dealt with some big issues that it needs to

22  address, to a person I think they feel like this

23  is a really, really solid effort and a solid

24  foundation.

25                 But what they're concerned about is
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� 1  they just want to make sure that we keep going,

 2  that we then like kind of build on this base to

 3  start tackling some of these other issues that we

 4  didn't necessarily address in this go around.

 5                 So I think this implementation

 6  workgroup then becomes extremely important.  So

 7  I'm fine with this.  I'm really, really happy that

 8  people are thinking about it, but again, I don't

 9  want to, you know, if you've got issues that you

10  guys need to, you know, like kind of work out

11  more, I'm fine waiting a little bit.

12                 But I just wanted to say I'm fine

13  with this as long as that's -- Len, that's what

14  you guys have been talking about, that kind of

15  framework, I mean, I'm fine with that.

16                 LEN DeJONG:  Thank you.

17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I just want to say

18  that I support the implementation group a hundred

19  percent.  I just want to make sure that we're all

20  in sync and that I think we could resolve this

21  very quickly at a meeting.

22                 I don't think we have to have a

23  special meeting.  We can put it on the agenda for

24  the next meeting, or if you want a special

25  meeting, we'll have a special meeting.  But we can
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 2  anybody to leave here thinking that I don't

 3  support it, because I do.  I just want to make

 4  sure that we're --

 5                 LEN DeJONG:  Jack, could I ask

 6  Lori?

 7                 Lori, would you be interested and

 8  available to meet?  I know it's a very busy time

 9  for you, but to meet with our workgroup?  There's

10  three of us who were working along with the larger

11  advisory group drafted this document.

12                 LORI MATHIEU:  Yes.

13                 LEN DeJONG:  So instead of meeting

14  with the advisory group, if we were to meet with

15  you and hear your concerns maybe we can move it

16  forward.

17                 LORI MATHIEU:  Sure.  And another

18  one I saw here, which confuses me -- and again,

19  Kirk is here -- steps, five, six and seven.  It's

20  clearly step one through seven are under the

21  authority of the Water Planning Council.  Five,

22  six and seven refer to delegate to a committee.

23                 What's the difference between that

24  committee versus the implementation group?  So it

25  appears as though that the Water Planning Council
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 2  direction and implementation, and what's a

 3  priority and making decisions on priorities of

 4  what's going to go to the Legislature and what's

 5  going to go to, you know, these policies are going

 6  ahead and move forward or not without the input of

 7  the implementation advisory group.  Steps one

 8  through six and seven do not have a line to this

 9  group.

10                 So that's another question I have

11  is steps five, six and seven point to another

12  committee.  So that's something we should talk

13  about.  That's how I saw inconsistency, the way

14  your plan works with this figure 5-1.  And so I

15  guess that's a discussion we should have, and what

16  should change there if anything?

17                 Because again, you know, I

18  fundamentally think that the Water Planning

19  Council is responsible to make decisions on

20  direction, priorities, and what to bring to the

21  legislature maybe without any input from anyone

22  else because we've spent an awful lot of time on

23  some of these policies.  I think we have to tee up

24  some of them and move along.

25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  I appreciate
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 2  planning council should be your subgroup.  I think

 3  that we should have either a special meeting or an

 4  on the agenda meeting, but I think we all should

 5  be there.

 6                 MARGARET MINER:  That sounds very

 7  good.  Thank you for doing that, and I feel pretty

 8  sure it would be most productive if you did meet

 9  with the subgroup working on it, as they've been

10  pretty good at communicating, but 20 voices might

11  be a bit much on this subject.

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.

13                 LEN DeJONG:  We'll arrange for that

14  then.  Thank you.

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We'll get something

16  set up as soon as possible.  I mean, that could be

17  done relatively quickly, too.

18                 LEN DeJONG:  Thank you.

19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Any other new

20  business?

21                 MARGARET MINER:  I did want to make

22  two comments before we go to public comment, or as

23  part of the public comment.

24                 LEN DeJONG:  Margaret, may I jump

25  in front of you?
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 2                 LEN DeJONG:  Another item on the

 3  agenda was the membership report that we've

 4  submitted to you.  And I was wondering if the

 5  Water Planning Council had an opportunity to

 6  review that?

 7                 MARGARET MINER:  Now I did mention

 8  that we delivered it to them.  Have they viewed

 9  it?  I don't know.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I didn't review it.

11  To be perfectly honest with you, I didn't review

12  it very closely.  It wasn't on my --

13                 LORI MATHIEU:  I haven't reviewed

14  it.  I offer the same comment.  I understand and I

15  think Karen, you may have mentioned, you know,

16  group is sizable already.  Eighteen people are

17  enough.

18                 You know, my one observation is

19  that not everyone attends every meeting and that

20  my other observation which I have said repeatedly

21  is that public health I don't think is really well

22  represented.  And so that's just going to be my

23  general comments.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  All right.  I

25  think we have put that on the agenda for the other
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 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My request on

 3  that would be -- thank you for the work.  It would

 4  actually be really helpful for you guys to present

 5  to the Council what's here.

 6                 I think you were probably planning

 7  on doing that today, but we've run out of time,

 8  but the fact that you brought it all the way

 9  through the analysis to recommendations and really

10  getting those recommendations in front of the

11  Council so that we can discuss them would be

12  helpful.

13                 LEN DeJONG:  We'll do that.  Karen

14  is here with me.  Karen, do you have anything

15  else?  Karen and John Hudak and I were members of

16  that group.

17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Karen, do you have

18  anything to add?

19                 KAREN BURNASKA:  Do you want the

20  quick and dirty two-minute, or not?

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.

22                 KAREN BURNASKA:  Okay.  Just so you

23  know, our group was charged with looking at the

24  balance of the membership of the Water Planning

25  Council advisory group to see if it was balanced
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 2  then consumptive out of stream as it relates as

 3  stated in the statutes.

 4                 Just you know, and Lori had this

 5  question -- this is just what I wanted to bring up

 6  as you read the report that was forwarded to you.

 7  What we used as definitions to determine the

 8  interests of the members of in stream and out of

 9  stream is the definition that appears in the state

10  water plan, that the out-of-stream water needs

11  includes water as a use that requires the removal

12  of water from the stream, aquifer, da-da, da-da,

13  da-da.  And this is where we got our definition

14  from and this is how we attached the interest of

15  the people on the group.

16                 When we looked at the group, we not

17  only reviewed the language, we looked at the

18  interests of the members of the group.  We also

19  looked at our attendance.  Someone had mentioned

20  the attendance of the past year and we placed each

21  one with the input of our members of the group

22  with the review that we had done.

23                 We put the members of the advisory

24  group into three categories, in stream, out of

25  stream, and neutral.  And I know you received the
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 2  the state water plan, it's in table one.

 3                 In essence, just what you'll see is

 4  that we believe that the statutory split -- if you

 5  look at the interests mentioned in the statutes

 6  should be seven members representing in stream,

 7  five members representing out of stream, and three

 8  neutral.

 9                 If you also see, what we believe

10  our review showed, is that the actual current

11  membership, the composition is five in stream, ten

12  out of stream, and five neutral.  And one of the

13  main reasons that we believe that the advisory

14  group members is skewed to out of stream is

15  because of the multiple membership really from the

16  water companies, but also from the business and

17  the industry category, and agriculture.

18                 But just so you're not worried

19  about that -- we are a little worried, but you

20  should also note that there's also two categories

21  that are mentioned in the statute that have no

22  representation on the advisory group now.  And

23  there are two members who sit on the current

24  advisory who are not represented by any of the

25  interests stated in the statute.
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 2  said at one of the previous meetings, the statute

 3  says that members may come from -- this is not a

 4  definite.

 5                 So what we did want to just add --

 6  and them I'm going to let -- are you still here?

 7  And this is more than a quick and dirty, and I'm

 8  the one that needed to be out by four.  But what

 9  we wanted to let you know is that we

10  thought that -- and we believe the imbalance has

11  not been a problem in the past, primarily because

12  most of our decisions have been made by consensus

13  and also because of the attendance at the

14  meetings.

15                 With that being said, we do think

16  it's important to comply with the statutes.

17                 But the three things before --

18  we'll tell you what we're recommending -- is one,

19  we think it's very important that everyone here

20  work, our group, you, everyone involved to achieve

21  better attendance at our meetings.  We think it's

22  very important to continue to use the workgroup

23  format so we can bring in stakeholders, subject

24  matter experts.  So they are involved in all our

25  discussion and our decision-making process and we
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 2  all of our meetings so we can get input from our

 3  advisory group members.

 4                 And basically the three

 5  recommendations that we made were, one, we believe

 6  strongly that the membership should not be greater

 7  than 20, which it is now.  Our current membership

 8  is 20.  We feel if it gets larger it becomes

 9  unwieldy and discussions are difficult.

10                 Our goal is to find a balance, to

11  achieve a balance of interests on the group.  Our

12  goal, and you'll read in the report is we have

13  seven in stream, eight out of stream, and five

14  neutral, and that's a new group.  And we think

15  this should be achieved and we would like to see

16  this achieved through attrition, meaning that if

17  there's someone out of stream who resigns, that

18  you replace them with someone in stream.  Your

19  call is to what interest that matches up with

20  them.

21                 And I'm going to turn this -- since

22  he is so good on his feet.

23                 LEN DeJONG:  Terrific.  I don't

24  need to say anything else, Karen.  I think we

25  should close based on timing and that your next
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 2  have an opportunity to have read this in more

 3  detail and we'll bring in some overheads and

 4  review them quickly with you.

 5                 LORI MATHIEU:  Just a quick

 6  question, something to look at.  The statute I

 7  don't think says in stream and out of stream.  It

 8  says -- I believe 25-330 says consumptive and

 9  nonconsumptive.  So I think we've got to be

10  careful just to stick to the statute.  And I think

11  that's the only "shall."  The other one says, may,

12  and there's so many categories.

13                 And I don't see anything in your

14  report -- because I did read it.  And now that

15  you're going through it, I didn't see anything in

16  there addressing my comments that I've made

17  repeatedly about a public health advocate or

18  different people representing public health.  I

19  know there is a local health director per se.

20                 So maybe my problem continues to be

21  with the statute itself, that it doesn't recognize

22  true public health advocates that could maybe

23  speak to the area that we're bringing up that my

24  commissioner is concerned about with health

25  equity.
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 2  statute maybe is in a little bit in need of an

 3  update.  That's all.

 4                 KAREN BURNASKA:  Well, just so you

 5  know it's synonymous that the nonconsumptive is in

 6  stream and the consumptive is out of stream.  And

 7  I say we based it on the definition that is

 8  included in the draft state water plan.  If you

 9  don't agree with that, that's --

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's move

11  on.  Let's move on and let's not debate it now.

12                 Okay.  Any other public comment?

13  Any other public comment today?

14                 MARGARET MINER:  I wanted to make

15  two comments as a member of the public.  We have

16  been looking at sewage spills and there's a lot up

17  on our website.  There's been a lot in the paper.

18  I have a feeling this may continue to be a policy

19  issue.

20                 The ones we've looked at are the

21  5 million gallons spilled into the Naugatuck in 5

22  hours, low flow.  That was the result of an

23  accident.

24                 The 60-million gallon releases by

25  the MDC in its Hartford system over two days, the
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� 1  28th and 29th and about 1 million gallons into my

 2  little Bantam River -- which made me very sad.

 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's my river,

 4  too, you know?

 5                 MARGARET MINER:  Yes.  Well it's

 6  flowing, but with what?

 7                 So then they talk about issues that

 8  may come up in the coming year.  On the water

 9  plan, the presentation by our wonderful

10  consultants, of course we notice that there's

11  environmental groups and then business, industry,

12  you know, umpteen other groups.

13                 And when the four groups that were

14  analyzed that were put up, the group that got the

15  highest representation of no action were the

16  environmental groups, 60 percent.  However looking

17  ahead and where I think the rub will come is going

18  to be in the definition of consensus.

19                 Is something not being acted on

20  because the perception, or the truth is that

21  there's a consensus that is not consistent with

22  the comment, therefore it's put to one side?

23                 I can see going forward debates

24  over what the consensus actually was.  I'll leave

25  it there.  I'm just raising a flag on that.  I
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 2  these days we should have a group that represents

 3  customers in some of this work that we do.

 4                 LORI MATHIEU:  I agree.

 5                 MARGARET MINER:  Anyway, I just

 6  wanted to alert you to those two items.

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Margaret.

 8                 Yes?

 9                 MARTHA SMITH:  I just have a

10  question.  Martha Smith with Rivers Alliance of

11  Connecticut and the West River Watershed

12  Coalition.

13                 Regarding the comments on the water

14  plan, you know, I've been going through them like

15  everyone else, but I'm just curious.  Were there

16  any written comments that were sent into the Water

17  Planning Council?  And if there were, is there any

18  way that we can see them?

19                 LORI MATHIEU:  On the plan itself?

20                 MARTHA SMITH:  Yeah.  So when I

21  went and talked to several of my groups and I

22  tried to get them to go to the Survey Monkey, but

23  there was also an address where you could write,

24  you know, a letter and send it in snail mail.  And

25  I was wondering if anyone did that?  And if they
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 2                 LORI MATHIEU:  Oh, like a paper

 3  mail?

 4                 MARTHA SMITH:  Yes.

 5                 LORI MATHIEU:  They're all in the

 6  table.

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  They all went to the

 8  table.  Everything.

 9                 LORI MATHIEU:  Corinne is in the

10  back, and Linda.  I'm just looking at it.  It

11  should be up there.

12                 MARTHA SMITH:  Okay.  That was my

13  question.  Thank you.

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anyone else?

15                 DAVID BANKER:  My name is Dave

16  Banker.  I'm a project manager with Metropolitan

17  District, and just I wanted to raise a side issue,

18  the consideration of the minimum streamflow

19  release on reservoir supplies within the State of

20  Connecticut.

21                 Because one of the issues, which I

22  believe was -- I pushed off towards the WUCCs to

23  consider and the WUCC have -- I've been a regular

24  attendee at the central and western WUCCs and

25  we've requested information.
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 2  much that's been received for consideration of the

 3  effect on minimum streamflow release and the --

 4  basically the loss of water supply within the

 5  state.  So I just wanted to raise that as an issue

 6  or an item for consideration moving forward.

 7                 And also the district has completed

 8  their own analysis of those effects on the MDC's

 9  water supply if they're put in place.  And we'll

10  be providing those to Milone & MacBroom and the

11  WUCCs for their consideration in that process to

12  help that.

13                 We just encourage any other, you

14  know, utilities or folks to participate in that

15  process and also just the overall concern within

16  the alignment of the WUCC plans and the state

17  water plans.

18                 The state water plan will come out

19  in January for consideration by the Legislature,

20  but the WUCC plans won't be completed until after

21  June or so of this year, and the alignment of

22  those considerations which, you know, can overlap

23  with each report.

24                 So thank you.

25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.
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 2                 Any other public comment?  Any

 3  other public comment?

 4

 5                 (No response.)

 6

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We have two other

 8  items, and I think with permission we'll defer

 9  those.  One is the WUCC update and the other is a

10  drought update.  I don't know if anybody any --

11                 LORI MATHIEU:  I have two quick

12  things.  The WUCC is on schedule and a grade

13  report is going to be -- parts and pieces of it

14  will be drafted in the January -- I mean, the

15  December meetings which are upcoming in the next

16  couple of weeks.

17                 The drought group subgroup met.  My

18  staff and staff of the other agencies met to

19  update the state drought plan.  So that is in

20  process.

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And we also received

22  a letter from the CWWA on December 4th relative to

23  work on the drought plan.  Okay.

24                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And I just want

25  to note that Eric Lindquist from OPM is not here.
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 2                 And I'm happy to say that both Lori

 3  and Jack have done a great job of giving my

 4  report.  So thank you.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, and

 6  anything else can come before us?

 7

 8                 (No response.)

 9

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Motion to adjourn?

11                 LORI MATHIEU:  Motion to adjourn.

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Second?

13                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Second.

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in favor.

15                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.

16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  We'll see you all

17  next Friday.

18

19                 (Whereupon, the above proceedings

20  were concluded at 4:06 p.m.)

21

22

23

24

25
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We'll call
  


 2   this meeting of the Water Planning Council to
  


 3   order for December 7th.
  


 4                  The first order of business will be
  


 5   the acceptance of the November 16th transcript,
  


 6   which I know has been e-mailed to everyone.
  


 7   Absolutely, positively Rob has gotten that to
  


 8   everyone.
  


 9                  So I would entertain a motion
  


10   that we --
  


11                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Was it the
  


12   hearing, or the transcript of the meeting?  I know
  


13   I saw the transcript of the hearing come across my
  


14   desk.  Was the meeting e-mailed also, Rob?
  


15                  THE REPORTER:  The last hearing
  


16   that I attended here?
  


17                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yes.
  


18                  THE REPORTER:  I e-mailed it to
  


19   everyone.
  


20                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  You labeled it
  


21   hearing, but it was the meeting.
  


22                  THE REPORTER:  Yes.  I apologize.
  


23                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So moved.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Do we have a second?
  


25                  LORI MATHIEU:  Yes, second.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Motion made and
  


 2   seconded -- thank you for clarifying that -- from
  


 3   the previous meeting be accepted.
  


 4                  Any questions?
  


 5
  


 6                  (No response.)
  


 7
  


 8                  THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in
  


 9   favor signify by saying aye.
  


10                  THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I appreciate
  


12   everybody's flexibility to be here today.  I was
  


13   the culprit.  I had a commitment and I don't want
  


14   to miss these meetings if I don't have to.  So we
  


15   had to switch things around.  I appreciate people
  


16   for switching their schedules around to be here,
  


17   and we're going to try to get this over by
  


18   four o'clock.
  


19                  So without further ado, we'll get
  


20   right to --
  


21                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Who's on the
  


22   phone?
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Who's joined us on
  


24   the phone, please?
  


25                  MIKE JENNINGS:  Mike Jennings from
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 1   the New England Interstate Water Pollution Control
  


 2   Commission.
  


 3                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Hello, Mike
  


 4   Jennings.  How are you?
  


 5                  MIKE JENNINGS:  I'm good.  Thank
  


 6   you.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Who else?
  


 8                  JOE LALIBERTE:  Joe Laliberte with
  


 9   CDM Smith.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Hello, Joe.
  


11                  Anyone else?
  


12
  


13                  (No response.)
  


14
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  With that,
  


16   good afternoon.
  


17                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Thanks Jack.  It's
  


18   Elaine Sistare from CDM Smith here with Kirk
  


19   Westphal.
  


20                  KIRK WESPHAL:  This is Kirk
  


21   Westphal with CDM Smith.  It is a pleasure to be
  


22   back with you today.  I do want to make a point
  


23   for the record that I am no longer with CDM Smith.
  


24   I was during the development of the plan.  I'm now
  


25   with the consulting firm Kleinfelder.  We are
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 1   going to spend some time today going over our
  


 2   response to the comments that we've received to
  


 3   date.
  


 4                  The comment period closed
  


 5   November 20th and we've started to compile and
  


 6   respond to the comments received on the plan.  We
  


 7   want to go over our philosophy in doing that,
  


 8   share some themes with you that we've identified
  


 9   and bring to you in advance of next Friday's
  


10   workshop, which Elaine will go over, some of the
  


11   issues that will require some discussion with the
  


12   Water Planning Council to resolve.
  


13                  We'll talk about how we, I think,
  


14   as a consulting team can answer a lot of the
  


15   comments, but there are issues that we'll
  


16   introduce today that will require some discussion
  


17   so we can be thinking about that today and next
  


18   Friday.
  


19                  I do want to say just by way of
  


20   introduction that as I've been reading through the
  


21   comments, many of which have come in the form of
  


22   letters, that if one of the goals of this process
  


23   was to get to the point where we can have a common
  


24   platform for dialogue and an understanding of some
  


25   common ground, we've done that and I want to
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 1   congratulate everybody who participated.
  


 2                  Because of the comments that I have
  


 3   read I have been so pleased in seeing the
  


 4   constructive nature of these letters.  Many of
  


 5   them voice some support for the overall themes
  


 6   behind the plan and the ideas and policies
  


 7   expressed within.
  


 8                  A lot of the letters express a
  


 9   little bit of regret that the plan didn't go as
  


10   far as particular interests would have liked to
  


11   see, but with that concern comes an acknowledgment
  


12   that there was never an expectation that it would
  


13   get that far, and that that's what the
  


14   implementation phase is all about.  And that's why
  


15   the pathways forward were established.
  


16                  And so I think that all of the
  


17   critique that we're seeing of the plan comes with
  


18   corresponding acknowledgment that that's where our
  


19   work begins now, and I think that's been a common
  


20   theme in all of the letters that I have read.
  


21                  And I want to thank everybody who's
  


22   contributed the comments, you know, everybody up
  


23   here, almost everybody back behind us for the
  


24   constructive nature and tone of these letters,
  


25   because I do think it provides a place now to
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 1   embark on the implementation.
  


 2                  So we're going to talk about the
  


 3   actual process of addressing the comments for the
  


 4   next few minutes and set the stage sort of for
  


 5   next Friday.
  


 6                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Thanks, Kirk.
  


 7                  Yes, we do have -- Kirk and I,
  


 8   along with our team at CDM Smith and Dave Murphy
  


 9   at Milone & MacBroom have been reviewing comments
  


10   received.  We have a lot of work to do.
  


11                  I echo Kirk's statements about it's
  


12   good to see all the engagement we have.  I've got
  


13   some slides today that kind of step us through
  


14   what we need to do in order to have a January 2018
  


15   updated version of the state water plan.
  


16                  So what I'll go over today,
  


17   schedule and deliverables, the review of comments
  


18   received.  We have generally read a lot of them,
  


19   but not all of them.  We certainly are not
  


20   complete in our review.  We want to talk about
  


21   what the deliverable for the comment responses
  


22   will look like.  That is a decision and a
  


23   framework that we need to leave this meeting today
  


24   with, because we are preparing that format and
  


25   document in the upcoming week plus.
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 1                  I'll go over the overall report,
  


 2   some update about how we expect to update certain
  


 3   sections of the report and also imitations, what
  


 4   we don't want to do as far as making changes in
  


 5   this, in this next month or so to the plan.  And
  


 6   I'll state about some of the section-by-section
  


 7   components, and then again landing at the final
  


 8   slide being the upcoming dates.  As you know, we
  


 9   do have some special meetings we are coordinating
  


10   with the Water Planning Council.
  


11                  So this slide combines the schedule
  


12   and deliverables associated with the next month's
  


13   or so worth of work.  We will have a January 2018
  


14   state water plan.  We have our first special
  


15   meeting scheduled next Friday here at PURA from
  


16   nine until noon, and that's really to review edits
  


17   and comment responses.
  


18                  As Kirk alluded to, we've got --
  


19   for the comments that we've received we're going
  


20   to put them in separate categories, and what we
  


21   will bring to the Water Planning Council next
  


22   Friday are those comments that we need some input
  


23   on.  Certainly things that are clarifications or,
  


24   you know, simple modifications to the plan we can
  


25   address, but we do certainly need some direction
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 1   on certain things.
  


 2                  The way our contract is written is
  


 3   that by Monday December 26th we will have an
  


 4   updated draft report to the Water Planning Council
  


 5   that will include track changes associated with
  


 6   each of the report sections.  And then we will
  


 7   also have the second deliverable associated with
  


 8   this contract, and that would be the report
  


 9   summarizing all public comments and changes made
  


10   to the plan.  And that's per that statute.
  


11                  On Wednesday, January 3rd we have
  


12   our second scheduled Water Planning Council
  


13   special meeting, and that will really be to review
  


14   the draft updated report and prepare for
  


15   finalization.
  


16                  Our contract for paper and electric
  


17   copies delivered is January 12th.  So in between
  


18   those last two bullets, January 3rd and January
  


19   12th for the pencils down on, you know, in order
  


20   for CDM Smith to complete the paper and electronic
  


21   format deliverable that Monday January 8th is
  


22   going to be, you know, in CDM Smith's hands only
  


23   by that point.
  


24                  So as you know, the comment period
  


25   had closed November 20th and this is, you know, a
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 1   very broad overview of what we've seen.
  


 2   Connecticut understands and is focused on the
  


 3   importance of water.  So there were a lot of
  


 4   comments received, and I think that speaks well
  


 5   for residents of the state, various industries.
  


 6   Various stakeholders all are looking at this plan
  


 7   as a step for the State to manage appropriately
  


 8   its water.
  


 9                  I think a lot of the comments are
  


10   very appreciative of the work that has been
  


11   completed, but they are looking at how will this
  


12   be implemented?  So they want it to be that first
  


13   steps to many steps as we move forward.
  


14                  Continuing on some of the details
  


15   associated with the comments, I think there are
  


16   about 185 submissions.  And we sort of say
  


17   submissions because there aren't individual
  


18   comments and many of those submissions are
  


19   attached letters with, you know, two pages of
  


20   information or suggestions or comments associated
  


21   to the plan.
  


22                  And the way that I have sorted or
  


23   thought about how these comments came from what
  


24   groups I think, you know, similar to how the
  


25   Steering Committee was involved by different
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 1   stakeholder groups.  The way that I'm looking at
  


 2   the comments is I've got them in ten groups of
  


 3   commenters.  So businesses, citizen-led groups,
  


 4   environmental groups, industry, members of the
  


 5   public, municipalities, our municipal
  


 6   organizations, specialty groups, state agencies,
  


 7   water suppliers and then a few from our Water
  


 8   Planning Council workgroup members.
  


 9                  Here are some of the recurring
  


10   themes in the comments.  And Kirk, I'll ask you to
  


11   step in a little bit here.  You know, how we've
  


12   got this table made -- and again, this is from our
  


13   review to date, but we are seeing some common
  


14   themes in there.  They're listed in this table
  


15   here, so I'll step through a few of them.
  


16                  So consideration of water as a
  


17   public trust.  This was a very common component of
  


18   some of the specialty groups and members of the
  


19   public, and this is one of those items that, how
  


20   will we address it in the plan?  I do think we do
  


21   need some WPC discussion and direction.
  


22                  Some of the definition of the
  


23   concept of balance, we certainly use the word
  


24   "balance" throughout the report and the executive
  


25   summary.  Some of the comments said, you know, is
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 1   it used consistently?  So we will be able to
  


 2   clarify that in our plan update.
  


 3                  Why don't you go ahead, Kirk, and
  


 4   step in on drought management?
  


 5                  KIRK WESPHAL:  Sure.
  


 6                  Again, what we're trying to do is
  


 7   not necessarily bombard you with issues that need
  


 8   to be resolved today, or even next Friday.  This
  


 9   is just a summary of the themes.  There will be a
  


10   slide in a few minutes that does introduce the
  


11   specific topics that we'd like to talk to you
  


12   about next Friday.
  


13                  But these are just the themes that
  


14   came up more than once more, more than five times,
  


15   more than ten times as we read the comments.  The
  


16   concept that the plan should take a much stronger
  


17   stance on drought management, that came from
  


18   almost every sector, which was interesting.
  


19                  And I think the response to that
  


20   is, we didn't -- as a group of stakeholders, we
  


21   didn't want to step on or supersede the work that
  


22   was being done on the state drought plan at the
  


23   same time.  In the future I think they can work
  


24   together and probably link together, but it's too
  


25   early for that now.
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 1                  Another comment from a lot of
  


 2   different angles was that the plan should take a
  


 3   stronger stance on water bottling, and we talked
  


 4   about that in some of our policy meetings and
  


 5   other workgroups.  And we agreed at the time that
  


 6   there wasn't consensus among stakeholders to make
  


 7   a strong stance on this, and that we would present
  


 8   the plan as a set of information that can be used
  


 9   to help guide those decisions in the future.
  


10                  I think there is enough groundswell
  


11   of interest in this particular issue that we may
  


12   want to talk about making some statements in the
  


13   plan about how the Planning Council can help
  


14   foster discussion on this moving forward, how the
  


15   Planning Council could potentially set up a
  


16   workgroup to study, not just water bottling, but
  


17   all large users and what kind of decisions can be
  


18   made using the information and policies in the
  


19   plan.  So that's something we'll bring to you next
  


20   Friday.
  


21                  Another resounding comment was that
  


22   groundwater withdrawals should be included in the
  


23   streamflow regulations.  That really didn't come
  


24   up a whole lot during our discourse.  During the
  


25   year of planning it came up once in a while, but
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 1   the comment is coming from a lot of different
  


 2   angles and I think it's worth talking about how
  


 3   the plan addresses that.
  


 4                  Obviously, the plan can't change
  


 5   the laws.  It can't change existing regulations,
  


 6   but whether there needs to be some work done or
  


 7   some study done is something we can talk about.
  


 8                  Again, a lot of angles from this
  


 9   one.  The plan should go further on registered
  


10   diversions.  I think what we've done in the plan
  


11   is recommended pretty strongly that diversions
  


12   that are considered obsolete or unused -- and
  


13   again there's some question about the definitions
  


14   of those terms that we need to clarify, too -- be
  


15   taken off the books.
  


16                  But we didn't go further than that
  


17   other than to set up a pathway forward to study
  


18   this further pretty aggressively and decide if
  


19   there are some actions that can be taken.
  


20                  So there wasn't a consensus on
  


21   that.  There's, I think, a very clear pathway
  


22   that's outlined in the plan and we can refer to
  


23   that.
  


24                  Here's that issue again, the
  


25   differentiation between obsolete and unused.  I
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 1   think there are times that we probably use those
  


 2   words interchangeably in the report, not
  


 3   intentionally.  I think we had agreed on some
  


 4   language and we'll go back and clarify that
  


 5   according to our notes and our understanding, and
  


 6   run that by you as the Council.
  


 7                  Distinguishing between drought
  


 8   response and ongoing conservation was a resounding
  


 9   theme.  There are future actions to be taken in
  


10   terms of drought response and credit to be given
  


11   for ongoing activities in water conservation.  And
  


12   I think there needs to be some delineation in the
  


13   plan.  So we will clarify that as well.
  


14                  A question about utility and
  


15   user-based water restrictions as opposed to
  


16   universal types of water restrictions.  There were
  


17   some question about the interpretation of the
  


18   plan, whether it's advocating for universal type
  


19   of conservation mandates, or if that kind of thing
  


20   can be left up to utilities and water providers
  


21   and municipalities.  So that may require some
  


22   clarification and come discussion with the
  


23   Council.
  


24                  And then some more focus on some
  


25   things the plan didn't really focus on just
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 1   because the issues didn't rise to the surface so
  


 2   much with the stakeholders.  These are things like
  


 3   the impervious cover, storm water treatment,
  


 4   wastewater treatment, things that are dealt with I
  


 5   think in the white papers to some extent, but not
  


 6   necessarily with the same intensity in the policy
  


 7   recommendations and pathways forward.
  


 8                  And part of that was because of the
  


 9   priorities that we developed as stakeholders
  


10   talking about these things, but part of that may
  


11   require some discussion to see if they need to be
  


12   at least prioritized for future work as the plan
  


13   moves forward.
  


14                  So these are just some of the
  


15   resounding themes that come from a lot of
  


16   different angles.  We'll have different types of
  


17   groups, a lot of different people that we found
  


18   interesting.  I think most of these comments, as
  


19   they were made as I said earlier, were made very
  


20   constructively.  They were critiques saying they
  


21   wished the plan could go a little bit further in
  


22   these areas.  We understand that it can't always
  


23   do that.  That was paraphrasing the comments.
  


24                  But we would as a commentor --
  


25   again I'm paraphrasing -- appreciate the
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 1   opportunity to work with the Planning Council
  


 2   moving forward to advance these issues using the
  


 3   plan as it is as the basis for that discussion.
  


 4                  ELAINE SISTARE:  All right.  As
  


 5   thinking, I guess, about those themes and about
  


 6   what we would do with some of those types of
  


 7   comments, we've looked at four different
  


 8   categories associated with different comments.
  


 9                  And as the previous table
  


10   acknowledged, there might be some that we can, you
  


11   know, acknowledge receipt of that comment but no
  


12   change to the plan.  And this might be those
  


13   comments that offer support and don't necessarily
  


14   suggest changes, or comment on a topic that was
  


15   agreed upon during that consensus-based approach
  


16   that we did use during plan development, or if it
  


17   was a topic beyond the scope of the plan
  


18   development including implementation.
  


19                  So like Kirk said, a lot of
  


20   comments talked about, you know, how things could
  


21   be moved further, but really that is a focus of
  


22   the plan implementation, not necessarily the plan
  


23   development.
  


24                  KIRK WESPHAL:  And Elaine, I'll
  


25   just add to that.
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 1                  It's one of the reasons that a
  


 2   separate document responding to all these comments
  


 3   is important, because not all of the comments will
  


 4   find their way into a change in the plan, but a
  


 5   lot of them are good ideas for moving forward.
  


 6   And so having them in two separate documents will
  


 7   be very helpful, I think, in the long run.
  


 8                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Thanks, Kirk.
  


 9                  And then the second one would be a
  


10   clarification to the plan.  And like we've said,
  


11   you know, that's something that simply makes it a
  


12   little bit clearer and better and is an easy
  


13   change, or even an editorial change.
  


14                  There's a third type of comment
  


15   where we think we can give a good suggestion or
  


16   can make a suggested change or edit to the plan,
  


17   but we want the WPC to review those changes.
  


18                  And then the fourth one would be,
  


19   you know, we really need some guidance and input
  


20   from the Water Planning Council in order for us
  


21   to, you know, address the comment or respond to
  


22   the comment, or make changes to the plan
  


23   associated with that.
  


24                  The ten different types, or
  


25   different stakeholder groups or different groups
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 1   that have submitted comments to date, we've been
  


 2   splitting them up into those ten.  We've gotten
  


 3   through most of these four that are listed in this
  


 4   table here, the state agencies, the environmental
  


 5   groups, the water suppliers and the Water Planning
  


 6   Council workgroup comments.
  


 7                  So you know, just to kind of get a
  


 8   feel, we still have lots of work to do over the
  


 9   next week or so.  But to give you a feel of where
  


10   things are landing, you know, some of those
  


11   comments we're thinking, you know, fall into that,
  


12   you know, no change to the report category.
  


13                  A different number of them maybe we
  


14   can address by adding some clarification to the
  


15   report.  And then generally, you know, 10 or
  


16   20 percent may fall in the -- we can draft a
  


17   response, but we want WPC's review and input
  


18   associated with that.  And another 10 percent
  


19   might fall into the -- we need to discuss and
  


20   figure out how we can address, if at all, some of
  


21   these other comments.
  


22                  KIRK WESPHAL:  One thing I would
  


23   like to add is -- one of the things that we should
  


24   talk about I think next week or today is the
  


25   category of no change to the report can be
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 1   interpreted as dismissive.  And we need to make
  


 2   sure that it's not.
  


 3                  There are five reasons that we've
  


 4   listed here that come up recurrently as we've been
  


 5   going through these for -- categorizing a comment
  


 6   is not requiring a change.
  


 7                  As Elaine said, it either voices
  


 8   support for an idea or a theme.  It may not agree
  


 9   with stakeholder consensus and we don't think it's
  


10   within our rights, at least of the consultants, to
  


11   change the language that was agreed to by the
  


12   stakeholders, and so we would point that out.
  


13                  A lot of the comments that would
  


14   require no change are being addressed in other
  


15   reports or other initiatives, and refer the
  


16   commenters to those reports.  Sometimes they're
  


17   just thoughts.  They're ideas to be of
  


18   acknowledged.  We think going forward this would
  


19   be a good idea to think of.  Agreed, and we'll
  


20   acknowledge that.
  


21                  And again, that's why it's
  


22   important this comment response log be a separate
  


23   document, that not everything will be embodied in
  


24   the report.
  


25                  And then a lot of the comments
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 1   really are related admittedly in the text of the
  


 2   comments.  This is for implementation.  This is
  


 3   what we'd like to see moving forward.  And so it
  


 4   doesn't necessarily change the plan, but it
  


 5   becomes part of the motivation for moving forward
  


 6   with the plan in a very structured way.
  


 7                  So we want to make sure that the
  


 8   message to the people who have taken the time to
  


 9   comment on this report, that if their comment is
  


10   categorized as no change, it's not dismissive.
  


11   It's not necessarily a bad thing.  It's very
  


12   possible that it becomes part of the future
  


13   workplan.  And we would just need to be very
  


14   careful about how that message is conveyed.
  


15                  LORI MATHIEU:  So I have a
  


16   question.  Can you go back to the previous slide?
  


17                  ELAINE SISTARE:  This one, where we
  


18   talk about each of the four categories?
  


19                  LORI MATHIEU:  The first category,
  


20   just it does seem to your point -- Kirk, it does
  


21   seem dismissive.  And so how many sets of comments
  


22   total?  180?
  


23                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Yeah, about 185.
  


24                  KIRK WESPHAL:  Sets and a lot of
  


25   those have 10 or 12 comments.
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 1                  LORI MATHIEU:  Right.  So a lot of
  


 2   comments.  Many of those might fit into the
  


 3   no-change category.  That could be seen as very
  


 4   dismissive to the whole entire process of public
  


 5   comment.  So maybe there's a different way, and I
  


 6   think your clarification was really well worded.
  


 7                  I think maybe what you said and
  


 8   what you have up there are too -- maybe they need
  


 9   to be merged.  Instead of the word "no-change," I
  


10   think part of it is some of these fit into the
  


11   category of implementation and this is how we
  


12   are -- we are addressing them.
  


13                  We're not going to make a change in
  


14   page 5-72, but over here it is worthwhile and we
  


15   appreciate everybody's input.  So I think maybe
  


16   it's just the way we approach and how we present
  


17   it in the report, but also being mindful that we
  


18   are addressing peoples comments.
  


19                  KIRK WESPHAL:  And the comment log
  


20   will include that, all that thinking and we have,
  


21   you know, again this is the messaging.  We've used
  


22   the term "no change" for our benefit.  We don't
  


23   have to go back and change anything in the text,
  


24   but how we present that to others could be very
  


25   different.
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 1                  And even if it is in that category
  


 2   we are including notes in the comment log about
  


 3   what type of category that falls in.  This is a
  


 4   great comment and would be part of the
  


 5   implementation of the plan, or this can be found
  


 6   in report such and such, or the state drought
  


 7   plan, things like that.  So we respond to them and
  


 8   certainly not dismiss them.
  


 9                  LORI MATHIEU:  So instead of saying
  


10   no change, maybe it's an asterisk, and say, see
  


11   the note.  See what's going to happen because of
  


12   this comment.  That there is action and we did
  


13   read it.  We do understand it and that we are
  


14   doing X, Y, and Z with that comment.
  


15                  And I suspect many of them -- I
  


16   know I've read most of them that are up online.  I
  


17   suspect many of them will fit in certain
  


18   categories and you could use the same repetitive
  


19   comments again and again, but I believe it's
  


20   important to let people know that we are
  


21   addressing any and all comments.
  


22                  KIRK WESPHAL:  Right.  Our goal
  


23   is -- to take an example of a letter, if there's a
  


24   letter with five paragraphs and each paragraph
  


25   addresses a different topic we'll respond to each
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 1   of those separate topics individually in our
  


 2   comment response log, rather than just the letter
  


 3   as a whole.  We'll be brief because we only have
  


 4   so much time and so much money, but we will
  


 5   acknowledge and respond to each.
  


 6                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Can you share
  


 7   with us the format for the comment response log?
  


 8                  ELAINE SISTARE:  It's a couple
  


 9   slides ahead, but yeah.  It is a good discussion,
  


10   because like I said, we need to leave here today
  


11   with an understanding of that's what we'll be
  


12   doing.
  


13                  So we went through this percent
  


14   categorization of responses.  This is a bit of --
  


15   even, you know, Betsey as we discussed in
  


16   preparation of next Friday, these are themed
  


17   comments.  You know, what I have listed here are
  


18   about 12 or 15 bullets of discussion topics for
  


19   the Water Planning Council.
  


20                  So these are comments that we've
  


21   seen in most cases or all cases, you know, many
  


22   times over a variety of different comment
  


23   submissions and we're not sure how we should
  


24   either respond to them and/or make any
  


25   modifications to the plan.
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 1                  So I can, you know, I can share
  


 2   this with you after the meeting so that you can
  


 3   take a look more closely at it, but I think we'll
  


 4   be preparing over the next week for next Friday's
  


 5   special meeting to talk with you as a counsel
  


 6   about them.
  


 7                  So you know, I don't necessarily
  


 8   want to read through all of them, but you know,
  


 9   I'll skip a few.
  


10                  The concept of water as public
  


11   trust, should the plan address water bottling and
  


12   other large users?  Regionalization policy.
  


13   Private wells was something brought up.  As I
  


14   think Kirk already stated about groundwater and
  


15   streamflow regulations, decentralized sewage,
  


16   registered diversions.  And then some of the ones
  


17   at the bottom perhaps are a bit more far-reaching
  


18   on emerging contaminants, pollution discharge, dam
  


19   removal, fertilizers and even community storm
  


20   water authorities.
  


21                  So they're topics that have come up
  


22   and like I said, you know, I think Kirk was -- we
  


23   were talking about they're, in some cases, new
  


24   ideas or certainly things that weren't hashed out
  


25   through the development of the plan.
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 1                  KIRK WESPHAL:  And that's why we
  


 2   kind of grouped those into those categories that
  


 3   Elaine just mentioned.  Here's a brand-new idea
  


 4   that we didn't discuss, but certainly worth some
  


 5   discussion before we finalize the plan even to
  


 6   consider whether we acknowledge that this is an
  


 7   issue and should be studied further moving
  


 8   forward.
  


 9                  And then there were the resounding
  


10   issues, things like the water bottling and water
  


11   as a public trust, and the groundwater and
  


12   streamflow regs, things like that that come up
  


13   time and time, and time again in the comments,
  


14   that we want to make sure that we have a very
  


15   consistent agreeable response with your help.
  


16                  So this is the kind of thing, but
  


17   there will be more as we continue to read through
  


18   these as we develop this suite, but if you could
  


19   be putting some thought into these this week in
  


20   preparation for Friday that would be helpful.
  


21                  LORI MATHIEU:  So a question for
  


22   you -- and my Commissioner wrote and submitted
  


23   comments.  And the last comment on the second page
  


24   was quite important to us, and I don't think we
  


25   had much discussion on it at all.  I don't see it
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 1   on your list about health equity.
  


 2                  Where do you think that that falls?
  


 3   And that's something that falls on this list,
  


 4   something that the Water Planning Council should
  


 5   discuss?
  


 6                  KIRK WESPHAL:  It could be.  I
  


 7   didn't go through the entire list when I was
  


 8   putting this together, and I think I did read
  


 9   through that comment.  It may be paraphrased in
  


10   one of these.  But yeah, I think it is because
  


11   it's not a common theme in the plan as it is
  


12   today.
  


13                  And if it's an important issue
  


14   that's brought up, that it's new, that it didn't
  


15   get a lot of discussion, that's what this time
  


16   during the workshops would be for.
  


17                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  So the next
  


18   couple of slides talk about specifically the
  


19   deliverable, and I've put this quick part of the
  


20   statute up about -- I think, Lori, in the last
  


21   meeting we were talking about that.  It's not just
  


22   a comment log.
  


23                  The way that it reads is that the
  


24   last three sentences here are three lines of this
  


25   paragraph, and you know, the state water plan
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 1   shall be posted and a report summarizing all
  


 2   public comments received pursuant to this
  


 3   subsection, the changes made to the finalized
  


 4   state water plan in response to such comments and
  


 5   the reasons for such changes.  So this is this
  


 6   second deliverable that is part of our contract
  


 7   over the next month or so.
  


 8                  And as we are proposing, you know,
  


 9   the next couple slides talk about how we would
  


10   plan to do that.  We do anticipate it will be an
  


11   electronic deliverable.  We anticipate that we'll
  


12   have a memo summarizing the categories of the
  


13   comments and responses using some of that
  


14   information over these last few slides with more
  


15   detail, and summarizing how the plan was updated
  


16   based on those various types of categories of
  


17   different responses received.
  


18                  We do intend to continue using the
  


19   table/spreadsheet of the comments received, and as
  


20   included on the Water Planning Council's website
  


21   today.  And we will add a final follow-up to that
  


22   spreadsheet that says, you know, this is the
  


23   response in very brief, you know, language but
  


24   trying to show that, you know, we have considered
  


25   the response and whether it's a clarification or,
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 1   you know, it's some information for
  


 2   implementation.  So that will be a memo, the
  


 3   table/spreadsheet.
  


 4                  And then what I think what is, you
  


 5   know, certainly has been helping us as we're
  


 6   reviewing this is getting appendices together of
  


 7   all these comments sorted by some of these
  


 8   categories.
  


 9                  You know, A-1 would be business
  


10   groups.  A-2 would be citizen-led groups.  A-3,
  


11   members of the public.  And even, you know, I
  


12   think we've categorized that way now, we can
  


13   certainly, you know, change things around or move
  


14   them around a bit, but basically if someone wants
  


15   to find their comment and their response they'll
  


16   be able to find it a little more quickly.
  


17                  This next one, you know, the last
  


18   column isn't even correct at the time, but
  


19   generally the first seven or so columns on the
  


20   left are exactly what has been prepared by the
  


21   Water Planning Council as the comments have been
  


22   submitted.  Again though, perhaps sorted now a
  


23   bit by, you know, in this case I think the example
  


24   I've used is water suppliers.  So they're sorted a
  


25   little bit differently.
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 1                  And then the column that we've
  


 2   added which perhaps may not remain in the final
  


 3   document is sort of the bin.  Are we doing, you
  


 4   know, changes to the report?  Are we using this as
  


 5   a clarification, or are we getting Water Planning
  


 6   Council input?
  


 7                  And then the final column, which I
  


 8   think would be as part of our final deliverable
  


 9   would be how, you know, our response to that
  


10   comment.
  


11                  KIRK WESPHAL:  And don't try to
  


12   read those right now, because right now they're
  


13   just -- well, first of all they're too small to
  


14   read.  But second of all, they're not responses.
  


15   They are just summaries of the issues.
  


16                  And the point there is that where
  


17   you see the comment is an attachment to a file, it
  


18   means it's a letter that generally has more than
  


19   one point that's been brought up.  And we will use
  


20   the box on the right to list item one, two, three,
  


21   four, five in response to your concern about it.
  


22   This is how we responded.  And that's how we plan
  


23   to do it.
  


24                  So there will be a lot of text
  


25   sometimes it those, but probably not too much more
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 1   than what you see up there.  We will be brief with
  


 2   our language, but we do think it's important.  A
  


 3   lot of the letters that we've received have five
  


 4   or six different issues that can be totally
  


 5   different from each other and they each need a
  


 6   response, and so that's how we plan to do that.
  


 7                  It's a lot of work and we'll try to
  


 8   be brief.  It's also why we've tried to pare down
  


 9   the number of issues that we need to bring to this
  


10   group for discussion so that we've been making
  


11   some progress along the way.
  


12                  I think what we've learned from
  


13   that chart you showed earlier on the table is that
  


14   only about 10 percent of the comments we've
  


15   received really require some in-depth discussion
  


16   as a group.  Now that's still a lot of topics, but
  


17   a lot of them are the same recurring themes over
  


18   and over again.  So we may have 20 or 25 topics
  


19   that we need to talk about next Friday.
  


20                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So there are
  


21   groups of comments that are very consistent and
  


22   with a consistent theme.  Are you planning to
  


23   address each of those individually, or are you
  


24   planning on grouping those with a more substantive
  


25   response given the number that came in on those
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 1   comments?
  


 2                  I think that for us to try to group
  


 3   them is actually more work for us and probably
  


 4   harder for people to find.  I think that if they
  


 5   can find, as Elaine said, if they can find their
  


 6   set of comments in the category of their agency or
  


 7   their interest, and then go through the list and
  


 8   find their name and see the response, I think for
  


 9   the commenters it would be more effective that
  


10   way.
  


11                  And I think certainly for us it
  


12   makes it a little bit easier.  A little more
  


13   linear.  It's not quite as consolidated, but that
  


14   final report will include a several-page summary
  


15   of some of the resounding things and how we
  


16   commented on those.
  


17                  ELAINE SISTARE:  And I guess the
  


18   response column may be identical for ten, you
  


19   know, if we did get ten comments.  It may be
  


20   identical for those ten, or maybe eight or nine of
  


21   those ten have the identical plus something
  


22   else because those, you know, they had a separate
  


23   issue in addition to that common theme.
  


24                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Can you move
  


25   back a slide, please Elaine, for a moment?
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 1                  ELAINE SISTARE:  This one?
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Yeah.  Okay.
  


 3                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Yeah, because
  


 4   after the slide we just reviewed I'm moving onto
  


 5   the report.  So if you have any comments on, you
  


 6   know, this comment/response/deliverable, then
  


 7   let's discuss.
  


 8                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Will there be
  


 9   any way to link the memorandum with the comments?
  


10   I think what I'm wondering is, should there be
  


11   another column that says this is really theme A
  


12   it's responded to, I mean, sort of the narrative
  


13   that goes with this?
  


14                  I don't know if that would be
  


15   useful or not.  I think it would depend on how you
  


16   work through it.
  


17                  ELAINE SISTARE:  I'm not sure the
  


18   memo will have so many, you know, links and
  


19   information to cover all the various topics.  That
  


20   would be the difficult part because, you know,
  


21   even as we're talking about responding to
  


22   comments, if there was an update there probably
  


23   will be more.  You know, it's been clarified
  


24   throughout, or you know if there's a certain
  


25   section.
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 1                  But we're not going to, you know,
  


 2   be paragraph, line.  It's more of a, you know, we
  


 3   have addressed it as per your comment or we're,
  


 4   you know, it's part of a different column.  You
  


 5   know if it's implementation, et cetera.
  


 6                  KIRK WESPHAL:  There would at least
  


 7   be some information to identify the subject of the
  


 8   comment.  So in response to your concern regarding
  


 9   registered diversions, here's our response.
  


10                  Maybe we can take it under
  


11   advisement to see how much of that we can build in
  


12   there so that it's documented.
  


13                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So what I'm
  


14   thinking about is when we do respond to comments
  


15   that come in, in regs, sometimes if you have a
  


16   really controversial issue you write a narrative
  


17   sort of laying out the rationale for why you've
  


18   done what you've done.
  


19                  And then sort of in the individual
  


20   comments providing a link back, and that reduces
  


21   the verbiage on the comment long but still
  


22   provides that connection for people to have some
  


23   substance.
  


24                  KIRK WESPHAL:  That's a good idea,
  


25   and I think that because we will have several
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 1   pages of upfront matter in the report covering
  


 2   some of the broader themes and how we've responded
  


 3   generally, we can certainly refer back to that as
  


 4   well.  It's a good idea.
  


 5                  ELAINE SISTARE:  And it may be
  


 6   something that we prepare based on the notes from
  


 7   next Friday's next special meeting, too.  You
  


 8   know, that might be a good piece of information.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  But as you do this,
  


10   I mean, there could be 10 or 20 people saying the
  


11   same thing.  So what you're saying is you're going
  


12   to lump that together?
  


13                  ELAINE SISTARE:  The response will
  


14   be similar, yes.
  


15                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  It will be
  


16   logged individually in a response?
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.
  


18                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But if it's a
  


19   broader narrative, potentially a reference?
  


20                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Yes, to the memo.
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I mean, I said that
  


22   we talked before.  I'm thinking when we have rate
  


23   cases around here we get thousands of comments and
  


24   we don't respond to -- we acknowledge that we got
  


25   them, but we don't address every concern.  We look
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 1   at things globally and try to address it in some
  


 2   thoughtfulness in the ultimate product we come out
  


 3   with.
  


 4                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Yeah, it is.  You
  


 5   know, I think we're trying to do both, but also
  


 6   we're trying to make sure that we're not, you
  


 7   know, I think the comments are certainly helpful,
  


 8   and in overall to the plan and to the process.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.
  


10                  ELAINE SISTARE:  But you know, the
  


11   plan still needs to stand by itself and will be
  


12   used as the framework.  So that, you know, is
  


13   ultimately the goal of this project, is the plan.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And you know, I
  


15   always feel that too.  When people come to a
  


16   hearing we want to make sure that they know
  


17   they've been heard and we want to acknowledge
  


18   that.
  


19                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  My next few
  


20   slides talk about the report and how that will be
  


21   updated, because I also want to make sure we're
  


22   clear on, you know, where we're updating
  


23   components and also limitations on what we'll be
  


24   doing.
  


25                  So in June of 2017 we had the final
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 1   draft report.  So I'll be calling this the final
  


 2   report and it will be dated January 2018.  The
  


 3   executive summary will include any clarification
  


 4   updates associated with the various comments and
  


 5   revisions that we may be doing over the next few
  


 6   weeks.
  


 7                  Section one is where we'll have
  


 8   some rather simple updates, but in June we were
  


 9   stating how here's the final draft and now the
  


10   Water Planning Council is going to go to public
  


11   comment.  So of course that would be updated to
  


12   reflect that this is in fact dated January 2018
  


13   and that work has been done.
  


14                  Sections two and three, this is
  


15   where we've got a lot of the data, the maps, the
  


16   analysis.  I think generally there's going to be
  


17   very little changes to any sort of, you know,
  


18   there's no additional data.  No new evaluations,
  


19   but if the comments have asked for clarifications
  


20   or any editorial or, you know, minor mistakes,
  


21   then certainly those would be addressed in those
  


22   sections two and three.
  


23                  In section four which is the
  


24   stakeholder participation and outreach summary and
  


25   similar to section one in there, we'll be adding a
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 1   summary of what has been done over the last few
  


 2   months.  And I think I've asked, you know, I know
  


 3   each of your organizations have a person that has
  


 4   been working over the last couple months and I may
  


 5   be reaching out to them to get some of that
  


 6   information about what presentations have been --
  


 7                  LORI MATHIEU:  Say that again?  I'm
  


 8   sorry.  Say that again?
  


 9                  ELAINE SISTARE:  The section four,
  


10   which is the stakeholder participation and
  


11   outreach, which was included in June was a summary
  


12   of what had been done to date.  And what needs to
  


13   be updated now is what has been done between June
  


14   and December 2017.
  


15                  So the various presentations that
  


16   you all have made that other, you know, that
  


17   representatives have made, you know, that should
  


18   be documented in I think your outreach group.
  


19   Right?  Whether it's Linda and Corinne, and
  


20   Gail -- and who am I missing?
  


21                  LORI MATHIEU:  So if you wouldn't
  


22   mind, if you could reach out to me because I was
  


23   sort of the leader of the team there.  There's
  


24   another item that we want to continue that team
  


25   on, and I want to talk to my colleagues about
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 1   that.
  


 2                  But I'm glad you're bringing that
  


 3   up because that is very important and we spent an
  


 4   awful lot of time putting together an awful lot of
  


 5   material and also presenting.
  


 6                  So yeah, Linda is here and I've
  


 7   talked to her about gathering information and
  


 8   details.  So we can convene another meeting next
  


 9   week of our little group and get the information
  


10   put together.
  


11                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Very good.  Yes,
  


12   and that's what, you know, will be reflected in
  


13   section four.  Of course also section four, noting
  


14   the comment period and probably referring to the
  


15   separate comment document that's being prepared.
  


16                  KIRK WESPHAL:  We can maybe include
  


17   a link to the video presentation that you made,
  


18   too, right in the report.
  


19                  ELAINE SISTARE:  And/or that
  


20   presentation, that PowerPoint presentation that
  


21   you've included in that.  Maybe that's a
  


22   worthwhile appendix or link to include as part.
  


23                  Section five and six of course are
  


24   the recommendation and implementation sections.
  


25   And so we can certainly make the clarification in
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 1   easing components, but I think that's
  


 2   probably where those themes, if we are going to
  


 3   discuss with the Water Planning Council and make
  


 4   any significant changes, then that's where the
  


 5   sections five and six would the ones that would be
  


 6   updated with that.
  


 7                  I don't specifically have section
  


 8   seven on there.  I think that was a summary.  So
  


 9   that would probably be updated as applicable.  And
  


10   then I don't see any changes to the appendices
  


11   unless they are editorial or otherwise noted, but
  


12   as of now, you know, it's the text of the report
  


13   that will be edited.
  


14                  So some of the limitations and
  


15   caution, you know, some of what I had even just
  


16   stated there as far as data and other
  


17   evaluation -- but you know, we do want to be
  


18   cognizant and this was a theme on some of the
  


19   comments that we received also, was that, you
  


20   know, that the plan was developed with stakeholder
  


21   involvement and as a consensus-based plan.
  


22                  So we don't want to make changes
  


23   that may reflect differently than that
  


24   stakeholder-based approach.  So we do need to be
  


25   cautious of that in trying to, you know, not make
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 1   edits in these next few weeks that potentially
  


 2   could be different than what the consensus-based
  


 3   approach landed at over the year or so of
  


 4   development.
  


 5                  And as I've already said, data
  


 6   collection and modification, no changes to maps or
  


 7   datasheets unless they are editorial in nature.
  


 8   That I believe is -- go ahead, Betsey.
  


 9                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Refresh my
  


10   memory and go back a slide please, Elaine?
  


11                  So one of the things that was
  


12   incredibly helpful during the process was the
  


13   1-page summary and the 23-page executive summary.
  


14   Is the one-page summary included in here also?
  


15                  ELAINE SISTARE:  We had that
  


16   discussion today as, you know, should we make this
  


17   a deliverable?  And the way that we said was,
  


18   well, only if there are some changes or edits
  


19   requested to it.  And so we haven't figured out
  


20   whether or not that's applicable.
  


21                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I would ask that
  


22   you keep that on the agenda if there are things
  


23   that change that would cause that to be updated,
  


24   because it was really quite helpful to have it
  


25   that concise and that well done.
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 1                  KIRK WESPHAL:  And that's something
  


 2   we'll all have to kind of keep our eyes open for
  


 3   because we aren't seeing comments specifically
  


 4   asking for a change in the executive summary or in
  


 5   that two-page.  It's more like this idea needs to
  


 6   be explored more in the plan.
  


 7                  And so if we see those that do
  


 8   extend into executive summary or two-page summary,
  


 9   those have to be, you know, awake as we go through
  


10   these.
  


11                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Okay.  So as I
  


12   think I probably did many times during the
  


13   development of the plan, my last slide being the
  


14   upcoming dates which we talked about earlier in
  


15   this presentation.
  


16                  But like I said, we've got next
  


17   Friday as a special meeting, which I think the
  


18   notice has been posted.  And similar to our
  


19   workshops held during plan implementation, that
  


20   will be a working meeting with us as the
  


21   consultant group and the Water Planning Council,
  


22   not a public comment involvement meeting, but
  


23   certainly welcome for public attendance.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Correct.  That is
  


25   correct, and we have the legal notice in front of
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 1   me that has been sent out to the Secretary of
  


 2   State.
  


 3                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Very good.  And
  


 4   similar, but topics at least -- or at least you
  


 5   know we better be further along on Wednesday,
  


 6   January 3rd for our second special meeting
  


 7   associated with this effort.  And that again is
  


 8   from nine until noon here at PURA.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And then we have a
  


10   regular schedule which we don't anticipate
  


11   changing the regular meeting for January 9th.
  


12                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Correct, and I saw
  


13   that on the agenda today and, you know, I think
  


14   I'll be in the report production mode.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Hopefully.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  So have the
  


17   dates for '18 been established, Jack?  I think I
  


18   missed that if they were.
  


19                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Gail?
  


20                  GAIL LUCCHINA:  The date for what?
  


21   Next meeting.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No, no.  For 2018.
  


23                  GAIL LUCCHINA:  We don't have that
  


24   now.
  


25                  LORI MATHIEU:  And we just settled
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 1   on the January date, which is the 9th.
  


 2                  ELAINE SISTARE:  So that's the
  


 3   slides I have today.  We certainly welcome any
  


 4   additional comment.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, thank you.
  


 6   That's well thought out.  Very aggressive.  Lots
  


 7   of work.  Very short period of time.
  


 8                  ELAINE SISTARE:  And a holiday.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Lots of dates, a
  


10   little holiday, a couple holidays in between.
  


11                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And for the
  


12   benefit of people in the audience, if you were
  


13   paying attention earlier in the presentation
  


14   you'll see that the plan will not be ready on
  


15   January 1st.
  


16                  When we were looking at the
  


17   schedule and working with CDM Smith and NEIWPCC on
  


18   the scope, in order to be very thoughtful and have
  


19   adequate time to address these issues it was just
  


20   very clear to get it done by 1/1 was going to be
  


21   very, very difficult.
  


22                  So we made the pragmatic decision
  


23   to basically have delivery in the middle of
  


24   January.  We'll still be way ahead of the
  


25   Legislature getting back in session, and hopefully







46


 1   when people are paying attention again.
  


 2                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And to piggyback on
  


 3   that too, by the water planning statute we were
  


 4   required to submit a report as of January 1, 2016,
  


 5   to update the Legislature to the progress on the
  


 6   report.
  


 7                  So what we'll do is we'll send a
  


 8   letter to the committees of cognizance on
  


 9   January 1, 2018, saying that the report is
  


10   pending, coming.  So we will be able to cover two
  


11   bases at the same time.  So Mr. Neeley will make
  


12   sure that happens.  I'm sure.
  


13                  Right, Mr. Neeley?
  


14                  NICK NEELEY:  Oh, absolutely.
  


15                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And we certainly
  


16   appreciate the fact that you guys have jumped
  


17   right in and are clearly working hard already.
  


18                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Thank you.
  


19                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I was just going to
  


20   say that.  Thank you very, very much.  Nice to
  


21   have you back.
  


22                  KIRK WESPHAL:  Good to be back.
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  A lot of work.
  


24   Okay.  We'll jump right down to the Water Planning
  


25   Council advisory group report.  I think we've
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 1   covered the first several items on the agenda just
  


 2   with this report that we just had.
  


 3                  And we'll get a little update from
  


 4   your November 21st meeting, Margaret?
  


 5                  MARGARET MINER:  Yeah.  So it was
  


 6   actually a rather intense meeting with many items.
  


 7   The step forward, we did receive.  And thank you
  


 8   for your input on the procedures, guidelines,
  


 9   processes that Alicea was one of the leaders on,
  


10   and we formally adopted it.
  


11                  We had quite a long discussion on
  


12   the membership categories and how it should work
  


13   considering the statute, ballots and so forth.
  


14   And I believe you have a draft of that, and that
  


15   is a draft that we went over and agreed to send up
  


16   to you.
  


17                  And then on the implementation, I
  


18   believe we are expecting comments back from the
  


19   Water Planning Council today.
  


20                  LEN DeJONG:  Correct.
  


21                  MARGARET MINER:  So final draft
  


22   went to you, and you all said you'd be responding
  


23   today on that implementation plan.
  


24                  We had a report on the state water
  


25   plan and I think everyone was glad that the
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 1   consultants are continuing to help and that there
  


 2   is -- that apparently funding will be found.  So
  


 3   we're glad it's going forward.
  


 4                  We had a WUCC update from Lori,
  


 5   which kind of went over into some other issues,
  


 6   but generally the WUCCs are proceeding according
  


 7   to their schedule.  And I know that attendance
  


 8   probably has been light.  I know it's been hard
  


 9   for us to cover the three WUCCs in the different
  


10   parts of the state, but we're looking for -- well,
  


11   I'm going beyond the Water Planning advisory
  


12   group.
  


13                  So we got an update on WUCCs.
  


14   Legislative update recap, I think -- John is not
  


15   here.  I do not recall -- the FOIA, yeah, that
  


16   comes up here, too.  So I'm getting to the FOIA.
  


17                  So I cannot recall and we don't
  


18   have draft minutes yet -- and I should have made
  


19   more notes -- that there was anything significant
  


20   there, or as I always say, anything significant
  


21   that people were willing to reveal, because
  


22   sometimes there's significant things that people
  


23   don't mention, but we had nothing particular
  


24   there.
  


25                  The FOIA update, I think you all
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 1   are familiar with the problem with the bill that
  


 2   passed last year, with the current interpretation
  


 3   that we're hearing from DPH and from the requests.
  


 4   There are two requests, one that has been
  


 5   responsive -- responded to.  That was Valerie
  


 6   Rosetti's request for the MDC water supply plan,
  


 7   which preceded the legislation and then was made
  


 8   available to her recently.
  


 9                  She wrote a letter to the Water
  


10   Planning Council pointing out what she felt to
  


11   be -- and I personally would agree with her,
  


12   unreasonable redactions.  You have that letter.
  


13                  Subsequently on behalf of Rivers
  


14   Alliance I requested the regional water authority
  


15   plan, the south central regional water authority
  


16   plan from DPH.  And that is to help to clarify the
  


17   situation.  As with Valerie Rosetti's request,
  


18   it's sort of in the past.
  


19                  And they might say, well, we wanted
  


20   to be clear that the problems -- we want to know
  


21   if the problems that arose in connection with that
  


22   plan also would apply to new requests, exactly
  


23   what is going on.  And I spoke briefly with John
  


24   who said, there they're trying to look at
  


25   redactions in light of the new law.
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 1                  I'm not sure of the working
  


 2   relationship.  It wasn't clear in the discussion
  


 3   in our meeting exactly what the working
  


 4   relationship between a utility and DPH would be on
  


 5   requests coming in, but Lori is here.  So she can
  


 6   answer that.
  


 7                  Generally speaking the FOIA
  


 8   discussion went back to conversations that we had
  


 9   back in 2006 and have been having ever since.  Is
  


10   there a security risk?  What has to be hidden?
  


11   What doesn't have to be hidden?  That was
  


12   mostly -- Lori Mathieu raised some of those
  


13   questions, and also raised a question which I see
  


14   popped up in the discussion of the water plan,
  


15   what does it mean to say that water is a public
  


16   trust?
  


17                  So in connection with the
  


18   legislative, the water plan, the FOIA, that
  


19   question of what does it mean to say, water is a
  


20   public trust was introduced at the meeting but not
  


21   discussed further.
  


22                  The watershed lands workgroup,
  


23   we're not working on anything right now with --
  


24   where's my friend?
  


25                  Tilcon is still out there.  So
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 1   that's the most significant -- but that's the most
  


 2   significant pending item that would dramatically
  


 3   affect watershed lands.  There may be some others,
  


 4   but our workgroup, which Karen is the cochair, we
  


 5   have nothing planned for the near future.
  


 6                  KAREN BURNASKA:  Well, we hope to
  


 7   meet after the first of the year.
  


 8                  MARGARET MINER:  After the first of
  


 9   the year.  Yes, we hope to meet and we hope we'll
  


10   have all of us.
  


11                  In the comment period I remember
  


12   that Judy Allen spoke.  Is she here?
  


13                  At any rate, she addressed an issue
  


14   I believe to do with MDC, but I have to wait for
  


15   the minutes to see that.  So that was basically
  


16   what happened.  There's considerable progress on
  


17   the documents we've been trying to bring to your
  


18   attention and considerable discussion on some of
  


19   these pending issues.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Along your
  


21   agenda, Lori or Mike, do you have any followup on
  


22   FOI?
  


23                  Mike do you have any follow-up with
  


24   FOI?
  


25                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Just to -- I
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 1   mean, last time I had indicated I have a real
  


 2   personal interest in this, in this issue.
  


 3                  And Jack our Chairman -- not Jack,
  


 4   our Chairman -- Chairman Betkoski had tasked me
  


 5   with, you know, the responsibility to go out and
  


 6   see if I can figure this one out and kind of
  


 7   report back and see if I can bring kind of a
  


 8   meeting of the minds.  On where we are on this.
  


 9                  And so I'm in the process of
  


10   talking to people, and I would hope to be
  


11   reporting back in early January.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Appreciate it.
  


13   Appreciate your efforts on that.
  


14                  Lori, do you have anything?
  


15                  LORI MATHIEU:  Well, happy holidays
  


16   to you, Margaret.  How are you?
  


17                  I just echo what Mike is saying.
  


18   We're looking into all of your concerns and hope
  


19   to report back some additional information in
  


20   January, looking at what the law says and what we
  


21   have in the office and how do we proceed with
  


22   implementing 17-2-11 is important to us.
  


23                  And how we move forward is
  


24   something that our department, and with myself at
  


25   my commissioner's level are looking into how to
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 1   move forward.
  


 2                  MARGARET MINER:  Well, that does
  


 3   remind me of one part of our conversation, because
  


 4   when the issue came up of looking into the law --
  


 5   this was in the Water Planning Council advisory
  


 6   group -- I expressed surprise that the agencies,
  


 7   who to my mind had given us this law, this is what
  


 8   it's going to be.  And that there was -- it was
  


 9   different from what the agencies thought they were
  


10   getting.
  


11                  And DPH may not have been on that.
  


12   There was plenty of time to look at it and there
  


13   was a special session.  And nobody at the time
  


14   expressed the interpretation or confusion about
  


15   what the law might mean.  If that had happened we
  


16   could have discussed it and made any necessary
  


17   changes.
  


18                  So the interpretation of the
  


19   agencies at this point, I expressed regret that we
  


20   hadn't heard it sooner when we could have
  


21   addressed it.
  


22                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I guess I would
  


23   just say that, you know, we are where we are,
  


24   Margaret.  And I would just ask for, like, two to
  


25   three weeks of quiet time so that I get an
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 1   opportunity to kind of delve into this.  And
  


 2   hopefully this will be resolved soon.
  


 3                  MARGARET MINER:  I thank you both
  


 4   for working on it.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  So also
  


 6   following up on your items to discuss is the
  


 7   implementation plan.  And I wanted to open that up
  


 8   for a little bit of discussion.
  


 9                  LORI MATHIEU:  I have some
  


10   comments, Jack.
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, please?
  


12                  LORI MATHIEU:  So thank you for
  


13   allowing me to attend your advisory group meeting.
  


14   It was a pleasure.
  


15                  MARGARET MINER:  Thank you for
  


16   being there.
  


17                  LORI MATHIEU:  Actually, I found it
  


18   to be well organized and I appreciate you adopting
  


19   your procedures.  I think it's going a long way to
  


20   assist in formalizing the group.  So I think that
  


21   was wonderful.
  


22                  So I have some concerns with your
  


23   implementation plan as I've had a chance to
  


24   digest, as I've mentioned previously, to read most
  


25   of the comments on the state water plan.  I've had
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 1   a wonderful opportunity to sit through numerous
  


 2   meetings on the development of the flowchart that
  


 3   is part of the draft water plan today on figure
  


 4   51.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That's Kirk's
  


 6   wonderful piece of work that he put together.
  


 7                  LORI MATHIEU:  That's true.  It's a
  


 8   wonderful document.  Awesome.  Right?
  


 9                  No, truly.  It's well broken down
  


10   in a plan.  It looks difficult at first, but when
  


11   you start reading through the pages that follow
  


12   the actual plan, the actual diagram on 7-5-74 and
  


13   5-75 in particular, those pages break down the
  


14   steps, step one, step two and what the intent of
  


15   the chart actually is.
  


16                  So I see that -- and before I say
  


17   what I have to say, I'm willing to sit down with
  


18   the advisory group and the members that put all of
  


19   this together and sit down and review it maybe at
  


20   your next advisory group in some detail.
  


21                  Because when I read through this
  


22   and I match it up to the actual wording in the
  


23   state plan that is drafted now I find some
  


24   inconsistencies.  And so for me I think it's
  


25   really important at this point in time to have
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 1   documents that if we were going to say, this is a
  


 2   go.  Why don't you move forward with it?  We have
  


 3   to make sure it's at least consistent with the
  


 4   draft plan that we have today.
  


 5                  And correct me if I'm wrong, CDM
  


 6   and Kleinfelder, I don't believe any comments came
  


 7   in on this particular section that you have gone
  


 8   through.
  


 9                  ELAINE SISTARE:  Not that I have
  


10   seen to date.
  


11                  LORI MATHIEU:  Not that you've seen
  


12   to date.  I have not seen comment.
  


13                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And I'm going to
  


14   take your comments and thought further and say
  


15   that I would think that the consultants ought to
  


16   have input into the implementation plan given the
  


17   fact that they're going to be coming up with the
  


18   final report, to make sure that we're consistent
  


19   with what's in the plan.
  


20                  LORI MATHIEU:  So I see this as a
  


21   great document to be more fully explained.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I don't think we're
  


23   very far apart at all, absolutely not.
  


24                  LORI MATHIEU:  And it's probably --
  


25   to Jack's point, I think we're close.  I think it
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 1   should take off, very clearly take off of the --
  


 2   what do we call this?  Figure 5-1 in the plan.  It
  


 3   should be very clear and it shouldn't repeat or
  


 4   try to paraphrase the role of the Water Planning
  


 5   Council, for instance.
  


 6                  It does do that.  It repeats what
  


 7   your interpretation is of the role of the Water
  


 8   Planning Council, but on page 5-71, 5-72 and '73,
  


 9   the plan, the draft plan actually outlines the
  


10   role of the Water Planning Council.
  


11                  So I found inconsistencies and
  


12   would like to make sure.  I think that we need to
  


13   be consistent and I would like to have this
  


14   document be a takeoff of and dive into more detail
  


15   on this flowchart.  Because I think it's really a
  


16   great idea to add to that flowchart and add the
  


17   detail of how the implementation is actually going
  


18   to work, because that is a big deal with my agency
  


19   in particular.
  


20                  The reason why we took the time to
  


21   comment as we did and say what we said on the
  


22   public health side of things is that we believe
  


23   there are things that need to change.  Water
  


24   conservation is one of them.  We're going to need
  


25   all of your help in the workgroup.  And I want to
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 1   make sure we get this right.
  


 2                  So I guess over the next few weeks
  


 3   we could think about working with our consultants
  


 4   how this could be modified possibly, to Jack's
  


 5   point, to make sure we're consistent and that it
  


 6   is value added to this flowchart.
  


 7                  MARGARET MINER:  So Len was a
  


 8   leader on this.  So in terms of what will happen
  


 9   next I want him to respond.
  


10                  But one thing we did say here, I
  


11   think, out of the Water Planning Council advisory
  


12   group was that our primary concern is that
  


13   implementation and ways of moving forward with
  


14   implementation be on the agenda.  We kind of
  


15   agreed it will be on the agenda of every Water
  


16   Planning Council advisory group meeting, whatever
  


17   negotiations of language are going on.
  


18                  And I was interested in that so
  


19   many of the public and other commenters apparently
  


20   emphasized implementation in the comments on the
  


21   water plan.
  


22                  So -- and then Len is our main
  


23   worker here.  So you want to respond?
  


24                  LEN DeJONG:  I will, Margaret.  And
  


25   I'll be brief.  First, let me thank the Water
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 1   Planning Council for including this again on the
  


 2   agenda.
  


 3                  For the benefit of the audience I'm
  


 4   here at the front seat because John Hudak could
  


 5   not join us today.  Lori, you're absolutely right.
  


 6   We got to get this right.  So it's not the time to
  


 7   get it right.  We need to look a little closer.
  


 8                  I guess my quick comment relative
  


 9   to the implementation advisory group, which is how
  


10   it's cited in the state water plan, we saw the
  


11   workgroup that we've described to you as an insert
  


12   for that particular group.  So if you're seeing
  


13   conflicts there it's really important that we
  


14   understand that.
  


15                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  But I think a
  


16   point of procedure.  So this document has been in
  


17   front of the Water Planning Council for a couple
  


18   of months.  I think that the discussion between
  


19   the members of the Water Planning Council advisory
  


20   group who are leading this and the Water Planning
  


21   Council should happen at the Water Planning
  


22   Council meeting, not at a Water Planning Council
  


23   advisory group meeting.
  


24                  We had promised them a substantive
  


25   response on this document.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think we're giving
  


 2   it to them right now.  Well, I think we're telling
  


 3   them --
  


 4                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  No, the
  


 5   suggestion --
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, the two of us
  


 7   made a suggestion as to how we ought to be moving
  


 8   forward.  So I don't know.  Maybe you have
  


 9   something, a different approach?
  


10                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  I think the
  


11   discussion should happen at a Water Planning
  


12   Council meeting, not at at Water Planning Council
  


13   advisory group meeting.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  All right.  That's
  


15   fine.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  And I believe
  


17   that we should get them a redline or suggestions
  


18   from the Council so that they have something to
  


19   respond to before we sit down and meet with them.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That's fair.
  


21                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  They put some
  


22   time into this.  They put some effort into it, and
  


23   that would be my suggestion.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That's fair.  That's
  


25   more than fair, but I also think that -- I go back
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 1   to what I said a few moments ago, this plan could
  


 2   change a hundred percent in the spring.  You don't
  


 3   know what's going to happen in the Legislature.
  


 4                  We're going through another
  


 5   process.  We're going in steps.  So we don't know
  


 6   what's going to happen in the Legislature next
  


 7   year.  We don't know.  We don't know what the
  


 8   committee is going to do, or what's going to
  


 9   happen.
  


10                  That being said, I think that we
  


11   have to be very concerned with how we're going to
  


12   implement it and the steps we're going to take to
  


13   do that and that's why I think we should really be
  


14   in sync with the consultants when we come up with
  


15   a plan moving forward.  That's all.
  


16                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My response on
  


17   that is slightly different, Jack.
  


18                  I think that we need to get the
  


19   plan right.  We need to get this piece right also,
  


20   but between the Water Planning Council, the
  


21   agencies and the Water Planning Council advisory
  


22   group we're going to have to carry this thing
  


23   forward without the benefit of the consultants.
  


24                  We never would have gotten to this
  


25   point without them, but that their time needs to
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 1   be focused on the plan.  It's limited.  We've
  


 2   struggled to find the money to get us to the point
  


 3   where we are, and this is something that we as the
  


 4   water planning community in Connecticut need to
  


 5   work on together.
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  The Water Planning
  


 7   Council ultimately has the responsibility for
  


 8   this, Betsey.  If it fails, it's on our neck.
  


 9   Okay?  Not the advisory group.  It's on our neck.
  


10   So let's get it right.
  


11                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Absolutely.  But
  


12   some of the edits that were made to this were in
  


13   response to comments that were raised in an
  


14   earlier Water Planning Council to try to recognize
  


15   the responsibility of the Council and of the
  


16   agencies that do it.
  


17                  This is about how they support the
  


18   Council and implementation, but we need to be
  


19   engaged with them on dialogue on it as a council.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Got it.
  


21                  LEN DeJONG:  So Betsey, thank you
  


22   for the redline comment.  I was going to ask if
  


23   that was possible from the Council members.  That
  


24   would certainly help this along.
  


25                  LORI MATHIEU:  I think, one is
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 1   suggesting attending your meeting.  It's that all
  


 2   of your members are there, first of all.  And two,
  


 3   it shows the support for your group -- second.
  


 4   Right?  And third, I have more -- I have my
  


 5   redline version.  Right?  I have it.
  


 6                  I have more questions than I have
  


 7   answers for you.  I don't want to rewrite.  I
  


 8   started yesterday rewriting this and then I
  


 9   started having more questions than answers.  So I
  


10   think it deserves a dialogue and a discussion.
  


11   That's what I think it deserves.
  


12                  And so that's why I suggested what
  


13   I suggested, not to take the Authority away from
  


14   the Water Planning Council, but to go in front of
  


15   all of your group, that all of you have been
  


16   talking about this to Betsey's point for the last
  


17   three or four months.  And I think it would be
  


18   valuable to have that conversation with the entire
  


19   group, because they have had input into this and I
  


20   think it shows that we value the advisory
  


21   committee.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, then I think
  


23   to Betsey's point we should just have a workshop
  


24   with just the Water Planning Council and the
  


25   advisory group, and have a special meeting to
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 1   flesh it out.  That's all.  I mean, instead of
  


 2   going back and forth, get everybody in the same
  


 3   room and come up with the document.  That's what
  


 4   we ought to do.
  


 5                  MARGARET MINER:  I just want to
  


 6   point out that we don't want to -- the idea of an
  


 7   implementation is entirely independent, I believe,
  


 8   of the content of the water plan.
  


 9                  So we do want to be consistent with
  


10   the water plan, but we're not concerned with what
  


11   the water plan actually says or will say in the
  


12   end, or will say after legislators get through
  


13   with it.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, you should be,
  


15   Margaret.  You're going to be out there
  


16   implementing it.  You should be very concerned
  


17   with what's in the plan.
  


18                  MARGARET MINER:  In writing the
  


19   implementation plan, with talking about what would
  


20   be the means to implement it --
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  You might hate it.
  


22   You might not want to go and implement it after
  


23   you see what's in it.
  


24                  MARGARET MINER:  Well, I think Len
  


25   will carry forward with the plan.  The idea is







65


 1   that the plan is just a means of implementing
  


 2   whatever is in the water plan.
  


 3                  So in terms of consistency we want
  


 4   to be consistent with whatever structure there is
  


 5   for implementation, but in terms of those issues
  


 6   that could come out one way or another way, our
  


 7   concern is to implement whatever is there and I
  


 8   think we're trying to set up some kind of
  


 9   structure.
  


10                  LORI MATHIEU:  So for instance,
  


11   I'll give you a good one.  You know, it's really
  


12   interesting to me about this, and this was brought
  


13   to my attention by Kirk about a few months back.
  


14                  It had to do with the difference
  


15   between the policy recommendations versus the
  


16   pathway forward, because at some point you're kind
  


17   of mixing and matching these things.  Right?  You
  


18   kind of put the concepts together.  Water
  


19   conservation is a good one.  You have a policy and
  


20   you have a pathway forward.  So it's when you
  


21   start presenting in front of these groups like we
  


22   have, you start mixing those two concepts.
  


23                  But in the plan itself -- and Kirk
  


24   is here.  He can answer about this flowchart.  It
  


25   says a little note on figure 5.1.  This process,
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 1   this figure 5.1 is for consistent decision making
  


 2   for pathways forward.  It is assumed that policy
  


 3   recommendations in the plan proceed directly from
  


 4   the Water Planning Council to the Legislature and
  


 5   agencies.
  


 6                  MARGARET MINER:  Yeah.
  


 7                  LORI MATHIEU:  So that's
  


 8   inconsistent with your implementation plan, for
  


 9   instance.  So I would like to talk about that
  


10   more.
  


11                  And now, Kirk I read that.  That's
  


12   word for word in the flowchart.  Could you expand
  


13   on what your thought process was in saying that in
  


14   particular?
  


15                  KIRK WESPHAL:  Sure.  I'm never
  


16   going to get out of this chair.
  


17                  That diagram has been described as
  


18   a mind map of mine, and for that I apologize to
  


19   everybody in this room -- and my children and my
  


20   descendents.  But it was at the time -- let's take
  


21   a step back.
  


22                  At the time the context of writing
  


23   that figure was specifically, as you said, Lori,
  


24   to guide the process of these pathways forward, to
  


25   provide some consistent means of these pathways
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 1   which are a series of directives or opportunities,
  


 2   or options that take issues that couldn't have
  


 3   been resolved during the planning process and
  


 4   moving them forward in a very structured and
  


 5   consistent way, and I think that's what it does.
  


 6                  I think that one thing that has
  


 7   happened between now and then is that the advisory
  


 8   group -- which as you say and I agree with, Len,
  


 9   the implementation advisory group that's
  


10   characterized in that diagram is the advisory
  


11   group as it is today.  I do agree with that.
  


12                  The advisory group is what's left
  


13   of these other workgroups.  At the time we hadn't
  


14   decided that the Steering Committee wouldn't
  


15   continue.  We hadn't decided the fate of the
  


16   policy group and the science and technical group.
  


17   And as such, I think as the advisory group your
  


18   role is not necessarily, in my opinion, limited to
  


19   what's in that diagram.
  


20                  If you choose to spend some time
  


21   developing advice to the Council on priorities for
  


22   policies I think that's within your purview to do.
  


23   I don't think the diagram doesn't outline that,
  


24   but it doesn't neglect that either.
  


25                  I think what's important, and I
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 1   think to your point, Lori, is that those two
  


 2   tracks be very carefully distinguished as you work
  


 3   through issues.  If this is a pathway forward it
  


 4   hasn't been resolved yet.  There is no consensus
  


 5   policy statement, and that's the goal that we're
  


 6   working to through that process diagram.
  


 7                  But if you're working on talking
  


 8   about policy recommendations and priorities which
  


 9   I think you can do as an advisory group to offer
  


10   advice back to this Council for them to take then
  


11   to the Legislature.  I think that's within your
  


12   purview, too.
  


13                  And I think the point is that the
  


14   diagram only focuses on one of those aspects, but
  


15   it's important as you're talking about any issue
  


16   to keep them separate.  That's my take on things.
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.
  


18                  Michael?
  


19                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So I didn't do a
  


20   redline, but I can give you my thoughts right now
  


21   on this.  I mean, the thing that has bothered me
  


22   about the concept is, as I indicated last time,
  


23   the idea of having, like, two separate lines from
  


24   the Water Planning Council.
  


25                  One would go to the advisory group
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 1   and then to the implementation workgroup.  And the
  


 2   other line goes directly from the Council to the
  


 3   workgroup.  And that always just feels to me like
  


 4   you've got the potential for confusion.
  


 5                  Is there any reason why you can't
  


 6   just have, like, the one line going from us to the
  


 7   advisory group to the implementation workgroup?
  


 8   If we ever get to the point -- the Council both as
  


 9   an entity, but also given the four opinionated
  


10   people that we have up here, we're never going to
  


11   give up our power to do things.
  


12                  And so if we have a particular
  


13   issue that we're interested in having people work
  


14   on as part of the implementation of the plan, and
  


15   we give it to the advisory group and plead and
  


16   say, will you please, like, look at this and, you
  


17   know, get the subject matter experts involved in
  


18   this and everything, and come back with a
  


19   recommendation?
  


20                  If you three people turn out to be,
  


21   you know, the defenders of -- your example, you
  


22   three are the defenders of obsolete registrations
  


23   and you don't want to take a look at this.  You
  


24   like the system just the way it is.
  


25                  And so you never act on our request
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 1   for you to take a look at this issue and report
  


 2   back, we can always at some point say, hey, enough
  


 3   of this.  We're going to set up our own group to
  


 4   take a look at it and report back.
  


 5                  So I'm not worried about us being
  


 6   able to have, like, kind of a direct line to this
  


 7   implementation workgroup.  And so I guess this is
  


 8   a long-winded way of asking, why did you feel that
  


 9   that was a need?
  


10                  LEN DeJONG:  Mike, I'll see if this
  


11   helps.  The diagram is labeled a communications
  


12   diagram.  It's not labeled who reports to whom
  


13   diagram.  What we attempted to do in the text was
  


14   describe in a number of spots the fact that the
  


15   WPC obviously is in charge of the state water
  


16   plan, is in charge of the workgroup.
  


17                  So in putting the diagram in we
  


18   confuse things by using this diagram and labeling
  


19   it just as a communications diagram, but that was
  


20   the intent.  It wasn't so that there would be any
  


21   issues in terms of the workgroup and who the
  


22   workgroup reports to.
  


23                  It was a way of saying that
  


24   collectively the Water Planning Council advisory
  


25   group, the workgroup and the Water Planning
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 1   Council would work together in terms of this
  


 2   process.  I don't know if that helps.
  


 3                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  It does help me,
  


 4   because you know, if that's -- yeah, that helps me
  


 5   a lot, because frankly I'm fine with it then.  I
  


 6   mean, I would just get rid of that line, but I'm
  


 7   fine with that.  You know, if that's how it would
  


 8   work.
  


 9                  And again, I would defer to my, you
  


10   know, we operate by consensus here, but if you
  


11   look for my view of it, I'm fine with that as
  


12   well.  I would get rid of that line, but
  


13   nonetheless I think the important thing is that
  


14   there should be this kind of implementation
  


15   workgroup.
  


16                  I mean, like one of the reasons
  


17   why, you know, in the time that I've been back and
  


18   as I've listened to people comment and some of the
  


19   stuff that I've read, even the people that feel
  


20   that this does not go far enough, or it hasn't
  


21   dealt with some big issues that it needs to
  


22   address, to a person I think they feel like this
  


23   is a really, really solid effort and a solid
  


24   foundation.
  


25                  But what they're concerned about is
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 1   they just want to make sure that we keep going,
  


 2   that we then like kind of build on this base to
  


 3   start tackling some of these other issues that we
  


 4   didn't necessarily address in this go around.
  


 5                  So I think this implementation
  


 6   workgroup then becomes extremely important.  So
  


 7   I'm fine with this.  I'm really, really happy that
  


 8   people are thinking about it, but again, I don't
  


 9   want to, you know, if you've got issues that you
  


10   guys need to, you know, like kind of work out
  


11   more, I'm fine waiting a little bit.
  


12                  But I just wanted to say I'm fine
  


13   with this as long as that's -- Len, that's what
  


14   you guys have been talking about, that kind of
  


15   framework, I mean, I'm fine with that.
  


16                  LEN DeJONG:  Thank you.
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I just want to say
  


18   that I support the implementation group a hundred
  


19   percent.  I just want to make sure that we're all
  


20   in sync and that I think we could resolve this
  


21   very quickly at a meeting.
  


22                  I don't think we have to have a
  


23   special meeting.  We can put it on the agenda for
  


24   the next meeting, or if you want a special
  


25   meeting, we'll have a special meeting.  But we can
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 1   get this resolved very easily.  So I don't want
  


 2   anybody to leave here thinking that I don't
  


 3   support it, because I do.  I just want to make
  


 4   sure that we're --
  


 5                  LEN DeJONG:  Jack, could I ask
  


 6   Lori?
  


 7                  Lori, would you be interested and
  


 8   available to meet?  I know it's a very busy time
  


 9   for you, but to meet with our workgroup?  There's
  


10   three of us who were working along with the larger
  


11   advisory group drafted this document.
  


12                  LORI MATHIEU:  Yes.
  


13                  LEN DeJONG:  So instead of meeting
  


14   with the advisory group, if we were to meet with
  


15   you and hear your concerns maybe we can move it
  


16   forward.
  


17                  LORI MATHIEU:  Sure.  And another
  


18   one I saw here, which confuses me -- and again,
  


19   Kirk is here -- steps, five, six and seven.  It's
  


20   clearly step one through seven are under the
  


21   authority of the Water Planning Council.  Five,
  


22   six and seven refer to delegate to a committee.
  


23                  What's the difference between that
  


24   committee versus the implementation group?  So it
  


25   appears as though that the Water Planning Council
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 1   has a lot of responsibilities upfront with
  


 2   direction and implementation, and what's a
  


 3   priority and making decisions on priorities of
  


 4   what's going to go to the Legislature and what's
  


 5   going to go to, you know, these policies are going
  


 6   ahead and move forward or not without the input of
  


 7   the implementation advisory group.  Steps one
  


 8   through six and seven do not have a line to this
  


 9   group.
  


10                  So that's another question I have
  


11   is steps five, six and seven point to another
  


12   committee.  So that's something we should talk
  


13   about.  That's how I saw inconsistency, the way
  


14   your plan works with this figure 5-1.  And so I
  


15   guess that's a discussion we should have, and what
  


16   should change there if anything?
  


17                  Because again, you know, I
  


18   fundamentally think that the Water Planning
  


19   Council is responsible to make decisions on
  


20   direction, priorities, and what to bring to the
  


21   legislature maybe without any input from anyone
  


22   else because we've spent an awful lot of time on
  


23   some of these policies.  I think we have to tee up
  


24   some of them and move along.
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  I appreciate







75


 1   Len's offer, but I think all members of the
  


 2   planning council should be your subgroup.  I think
  


 3   that we should have either a special meeting or an
  


 4   on the agenda meeting, but I think we all should
  


 5   be there.
  


 6                  MARGARET MINER:  That sounds very
  


 7   good.  Thank you for doing that, and I feel pretty
  


 8   sure it would be most productive if you did meet
  


 9   with the subgroup working on it, as they've been
  


10   pretty good at communicating, but 20 voices might
  


11   be a bit much on this subject.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.
  


13                  LEN DeJONG:  We'll arrange for that
  


14   then.  Thank you.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We'll get something
  


16   set up as soon as possible.  I mean, that could be
  


17   done relatively quickly, too.
  


18                  LEN DeJONG:  Thank you.
  


19                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Any other new
  


20   business?
  


21                  MARGARET MINER:  I did want to make
  


22   two comments before we go to public comment, or as
  


23   part of the public comment.
  


24                  LEN DeJONG:  Margaret, may I jump
  


25   in front of you?
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 1                  MARGARET MINER:  Sure.
  


 2                  LEN DeJONG:  Another item on the
  


 3   agenda was the membership report that we've
  


 4   submitted to you.  And I was wondering if the
  


 5   Water Planning Council had an opportunity to
  


 6   review that?
  


 7                  MARGARET MINER:  Now I did mention
  


 8   that we delivered it to them.  Have they viewed
  


 9   it?  I don't know.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I didn't review it.
  


11   To be perfectly honest with you, I didn't review
  


12   it very closely.  It wasn't on my --
  


13                  LORI MATHIEU:  I haven't reviewed
  


14   it.  I offer the same comment.  I understand and I
  


15   think Karen, you may have mentioned, you know,
  


16   group is sizable already.  Eighteen people are
  


17   enough.
  


18                  You know, my one observation is
  


19   that not everyone attends every meeting and that
  


20   my other observation which I have said repeatedly
  


21   is that public health I don't think is really well
  


22   represented.  And so that's just going to be my
  


23   general comments.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  All right.  I
  


25   think we have put that on the agenda for the other
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 1   meeting as --
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  My request on
  


 3   that would be -- thank you for the work.  It would
  


 4   actually be really helpful for you guys to present
  


 5   to the Council what's here.
  


 6                  I think you were probably planning
  


 7   on doing that today, but we've run out of time,
  


 8   but the fact that you brought it all the way
  


 9   through the analysis to recommendations and really
  


10   getting those recommendations in front of the
  


11   Council so that we can discuss them would be
  


12   helpful.
  


13                  LEN DeJONG:  We'll do that.  Karen
  


14   is here with me.  Karen, do you have anything
  


15   else?  Karen and John Hudak and I were members of
  


16   that group.
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Karen, do you have
  


18   anything to add?
  


19                  KAREN BURNASKA:  Do you want the
  


20   quick and dirty two-minute, or not?
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Sure.
  


22                  KAREN BURNASKA:  Okay.  Just so you
  


23   know, our group was charged with looking at the
  


24   balance of the membership of the Water Planning
  


25   Council advisory group to see if it was balanced
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 1   between what we call nonconsumptive in stream and
  


 2   then consumptive out of stream as it relates as
  


 3   stated in the statutes.
  


 4                  Just you know, and Lori had this
  


 5   question -- this is just what I wanted to bring up
  


 6   as you read the report that was forwarded to you.
  


 7   What we used as definitions to determine the
  


 8   interests of the members of in stream and out of
  


 9   stream is the definition that appears in the state
  


10   water plan, that the out-of-stream water needs
  


11   includes water as a use that requires the removal
  


12   of water from the stream, aquifer, da-da, da-da,
  


13   da-da.  And this is where we got our definition
  


14   from and this is how we attached the interest of
  


15   the people on the group.
  


16                  When we looked at the group, we not
  


17   only reviewed the language, we looked at the
  


18   interests of the members of the group.  We also
  


19   looked at our attendance.  Someone had mentioned
  


20   the attendance of the past year and we placed each
  


21   one with the input of our members of the group
  


22   with the review that we had done.
  


23                  We put the members of the advisory
  


24   group into three categories, in stream, out of
  


25   stream, and neutral.  And I know you received the
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 1   report.  In your spare time when you're not doing
  


 2   the state water plan, it's in table one.
  


 3                  In essence, just what you'll see is
  


 4   that we believe that the statutory split -- if you
  


 5   look at the interests mentioned in the statutes
  


 6   should be seven members representing in stream,
  


 7   five members representing out of stream, and three
  


 8   neutral.
  


 9                  If you also see, what we believe
  


10   our review showed, is that the actual current
  


11   membership, the composition is five in stream, ten
  


12   out of stream, and five neutral.  And one of the
  


13   main reasons that we believe that the advisory
  


14   group members is skewed to out of stream is
  


15   because of the multiple membership really from the
  


16   water companies, but also from the business and
  


17   the industry category, and agriculture.
  


18                  But just so you're not worried
  


19   about that -- we are a little worried, but you
  


20   should also note that there's also two categories
  


21   that are mentioned in the statute that have no
  


22   representation on the advisory group now.  And
  


23   there are two members who sit on the current
  


24   advisory who are not represented by any of the
  


25   interests stated in the statute.
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 1                  But I believe, Jack, as you had
  


 2   said at one of the previous meetings, the statute
  


 3   says that members may come from -- this is not a
  


 4   definite.
  


 5                  So what we did want to just add --
  


 6   and them I'm going to let -- are you still here?
  


 7   And this is more than a quick and dirty, and I'm
  


 8   the one that needed to be out by four.  But what
  


 9   we wanted to let you know is that we
  


10   thought that -- and we believe the imbalance has
  


11   not been a problem in the past, primarily because
  


12   most of our decisions have been made by consensus
  


13   and also because of the attendance at the
  


14   meetings.
  


15                  With that being said, we do think
  


16   it's important to comply with the statutes.
  


17                  But the three things before --
  


18   we'll tell you what we're recommending -- is one,
  


19   we think it's very important that everyone here
  


20   work, our group, you, everyone involved to achieve
  


21   better attendance at our meetings.  We think it's
  


22   very important to continue to use the workgroup
  


23   format so we can bring in stakeholders, subject
  


24   matter experts.  So they are involved in all our
  


25   discussion and our decision-making process and we
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 1   also will continue to have public participation at
  


 2   all of our meetings so we can get input from our
  


 3   advisory group members.
  


 4                  And basically the three
  


 5   recommendations that we made were, one, we believe
  


 6   strongly that the membership should not be greater
  


 7   than 20, which it is now.  Our current membership
  


 8   is 20.  We feel if it gets larger it becomes
  


 9   unwieldy and discussions are difficult.
  


10                  Our goal is to find a balance, to
  


11   achieve a balance of interests on the group.  Our
  


12   goal, and you'll read in the report is we have
  


13   seven in stream, eight out of stream, and five
  


14   neutral, and that's a new group.  And we think
  


15   this should be achieved and we would like to see
  


16   this achieved through attrition, meaning that if
  


17   there's someone out of stream who resigns, that
  


18   you replace them with someone in stream.  Your
  


19   call is to what interest that matches up with
  


20   them.
  


21                  And I'm going to turn this -- since
  


22   he is so good on his feet.
  


23                  LEN DeJONG:  Terrific.  I don't
  


24   need to say anything else, Karen.  I think we
  


25   should close based on timing and that your next
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 1   meeting, if you have time for this matter, you'll
  


 2   have an opportunity to have read this in more
  


 3   detail and we'll bring in some overheads and
  


 4   review them quickly with you.
  


 5                  LORI MATHIEU:  Just a quick
  


 6   question, something to look at.  The statute I
  


 7   don't think says in stream and out of stream.  It
  


 8   says -- I believe 25-330 says consumptive and
  


 9   nonconsumptive.  So I think we've got to be
  


10   careful just to stick to the statute.  And I think
  


11   that's the only "shall."  The other one says, may,
  


12   and there's so many categories.
  


13                  And I don't see anything in your
  


14   report -- because I did read it.  And now that
  


15   you're going through it, I didn't see anything in
  


16   there addressing my comments that I've made
  


17   repeatedly about a public health advocate or
  


18   different people representing public health.  I
  


19   know there is a local health director per se.
  


20                  So maybe my problem continues to be
  


21   with the statute itself, that it doesn't recognize
  


22   true public health advocates that could maybe
  


23   speak to the area that we're bringing up that my
  


24   commissioner is concerned about with health
  


25   equity.
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 1                  So you know, maybe this
  


 2   statute maybe is in a little bit in need of an
  


 3   update.  That's all.
  


 4                  KAREN BURNASKA:  Well, just so you
  


 5   know it's synonymous that the nonconsumptive is in
  


 6   stream and the consumptive is out of stream.  And
  


 7   I say we based it on the definition that is
  


 8   included in the draft state water plan.  If you
  


 9   don't agree with that, that's --
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let's move
  


11   on.  Let's move on and let's not debate it now.
  


12                  Okay.  Any other public comment?
  


13   Any other public comment today?
  


14                  MARGARET MINER:  I wanted to make
  


15   two comments as a member of the public.  We have
  


16   been looking at sewage spills and there's a lot up
  


17   on our website.  There's been a lot in the paper.
  


18   I have a feeling this may continue to be a policy
  


19   issue.
  


20                  The ones we've looked at are the
  


21   5 million gallons spilled into the Naugatuck in 5
  


22   hours, low flow.  That was the result of an
  


23   accident.
  


24                  The 60-million gallon releases by
  


25   the MDC in its Hartford system over two days, the







84


 1   28th and 29th and about 1 million gallons into my
  


 2   little Bantam River -- which made me very sad.
  


 3                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That's my river,
  


 4   too, you know?
  


 5                  MARGARET MINER:  Yes.  Well it's
  


 6   flowing, but with what?
  


 7                  So then they talk about issues that
  


 8   may come up in the coming year.  On the water
  


 9   plan, the presentation by our wonderful
  


10   consultants, of course we notice that there's
  


11   environmental groups and then business, industry,
  


12   you know, umpteen other groups.
  


13                  And when the four groups that were
  


14   analyzed that were put up, the group that got the
  


15   highest representation of no action were the
  


16   environmental groups, 60 percent.  However looking
  


17   ahead and where I think the rub will come is going
  


18   to be in the definition of consensus.
  


19                  Is something not being acted on
  


20   because the perception, or the truth is that
  


21   there's a consensus that is not consistent with
  


22   the comment, therefore it's put to one side?
  


23                  I can see going forward debates
  


24   over what the consensus actually was.  I'll leave
  


25   it there.  I'm just raising a flag on that.  I
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 1   think that's going to be an issue.  And one of
  


 2   these days we should have a group that represents
  


 3   customers in some of this work that we do.
  


 4                  LORI MATHIEU:  I agree.
  


 5                  MARGARET MINER:  Anyway, I just
  


 6   wanted to alert you to those two items.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Margaret.
  


 8                  Yes?
  


 9                  MARTHA SMITH:  I just have a
  


10   question.  Martha Smith with Rivers Alliance of
  


11   Connecticut and the West River Watershed
  


12   Coalition.
  


13                  Regarding the comments on the water
  


14   plan, you know, I've been going through them like
  


15   everyone else, but I'm just curious.  Were there
  


16   any written comments that were sent into the Water
  


17   Planning Council?  And if there were, is there any
  


18   way that we can see them?
  


19                  LORI MATHIEU:  On the plan itself?
  


20                  MARTHA SMITH:  Yeah.  So when I
  


21   went and talked to several of my groups and I
  


22   tried to get them to go to the Survey Monkey, but
  


23   there was also an address where you could write,
  


24   you know, a letter and send it in snail mail.  And
  


25   I was wondering if anyone did that?  And if they
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 1   did --
  


 2                  LORI MATHIEU:  Oh, like a paper
  


 3   mail?
  


 4                  MARTHA SMITH:  Yes.
  


 5                  LORI MATHIEU:  They're all in the
  


 6   table.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  They all went to the
  


 8   table.  Everything.
  


 9                  LORI MATHIEU:  Corinne is in the
  


10   back, and Linda.  I'm just looking at it.  It
  


11   should be up there.
  


12                  MARTHA SMITH:  Okay.  That was my
  


13   question.  Thank you.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Anyone else?
  


15                  DAVID BANKER:  My name is Dave
  


16   Banker.  I'm a project manager with Metropolitan
  


17   District, and just I wanted to raise a side issue,
  


18   the consideration of the minimum streamflow
  


19   release on reservoir supplies within the State of
  


20   Connecticut.
  


21                  Because one of the issues, which I
  


22   believe was -- I pushed off towards the WUCCs to
  


23   consider and the WUCC have -- I've been a regular
  


24   attendee at the central and western WUCCs and
  


25   we've requested information.
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 1                  But to date there hasn't been very
  


 2   much that's been received for consideration of the
  


 3   effect on minimum streamflow release and the --
  


 4   basically the loss of water supply within the
  


 5   state.  So I just wanted to raise that as an issue
  


 6   or an item for consideration moving forward.
  


 7                  And also the district has completed
  


 8   their own analysis of those effects on the MDC's
  


 9   water supply if they're put in place.  And we'll
  


10   be providing those to Milone & MacBroom and the
  


11   WUCCs for their consideration in that process to
  


12   help that.
  


13                  We just encourage any other, you
  


14   know, utilities or folks to participate in that
  


15   process and also just the overall concern within
  


16   the alignment of the WUCC plans and the state
  


17   water plans.
  


18                  The state water plan will come out
  


19   in January for consideration by the Legislature,
  


20   but the WUCC plans won't be completed until after
  


21   June or so of this year, and the alignment of
  


22   those considerations which, you know, can overlap
  


23   with each report.
  


24                  So thank you.
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.
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 1   Appreciate you being here.
  


 2                  Any other public comment?  Any
  


 3   other public comment?
  


 4
  


 5                  (No response.)
  


 6
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We have two other
  


 8   items, and I think with permission we'll defer
  


 9   those.  One is the WUCC update and the other is a
  


10   drought update.  I don't know if anybody any --
  


11                  LORI MATHIEU:  I have two quick
  


12   things.  The WUCC is on schedule and a grade
  


13   report is going to be -- parts and pieces of it
  


14   will be drafted in the January -- I mean, the
  


15   December meetings which are upcoming in the next
  


16   couple of weeks.
  


17                  The drought group subgroup met.  My
  


18   staff and staff of the other agencies met to
  


19   update the state drought plan.  So that is in
  


20   process.
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And we also received
  


22   a letter from the CWWA on December 4th relative to
  


23   work on the drought plan.  Okay.
  


24                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And I just want
  


25   to note that Eric Lindquist from OPM is not here.
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 1   And so I was going to give his report.
  


 2                  And I'm happy to say that both Lori
  


 3   and Jack have done a great job of giving my
  


 4   report.  So thank you.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, and
  


 6   anything else can come before us?
  


 7
  


 8                  (No response.)
  


 9
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Motion to adjourn?
  


11                  LORI MATHIEU:  Motion to adjourn.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Second?
  


13                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Second.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  All those in favor.
  


15                  THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
  


16                  THE CHAIRMAN:  We'll see you all
  


17   next Friday.
  


18
  


19                  (Whereupon, the above proceedings
  


20   were concluded at 4:06 p.m.)
  


21
  


22
  


23
  


24
  


25







90


 1                       CERTIFICATE
  


 2
  


 3        I hereby certify that the foregoing 89 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 December 7, 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
  


22
  


23
  


24
  


25





		Index

		 Number Index

		1

		1 (3)

		1-page (1)

		1/1 (1)

		10 (5)

		12 (2)

		12th (2)

		15 (1)

		16th (1)

		17-2-11 (1)

		18 (1)

		180 (1)

		185 (2)

		1st (1)



		2

		20 (6)

		2006 (1)

		2016 (1)

		2017 (2)

		2018 (6)

		20th (2)

		21st (1)

		23-page (1)

		25 (1)

		25-330 (1)

		26th (1)

		28th (1)

		29th (1)



		3

		3rd (3)



		4

		4:06 (1)

		4th (1)



		5

		5 (2)

		5-1 (2)

		5-71 (1)

		5-72 (2)

		5-75 (1)

		5.1 (2)

		51 (1)



		6

		60 (1)

		60-million (1)



		7

		7-5-74 (1)

		73 (1)

		7th (1)



		8

		8th (1)



		9

		9th(2)





		A

		A-1 (1)

		A-2 (1)

		A-3 (1)

		able (4)

		above (1)

		Absolutely (5)

		acceptance (1)

		accepted (1)

		accident (1)

		according (2)

		achieve (2)

		achieved (2)

		acknowledge (6)

		acknowledged (2)

		acknowledgment (2)

		across (1)

		act (1)

		acted (1)

		action (2)

		actions (2)

		activities (1)

		actual (5)

		actually (9)

		add (7)

		added (2)

		adding (2)

		addition (1)

		additional (3)

		address (13)

		addressed (5)

		addresses (2)

		addressing (5)

		adequate (1)

		adjourn (2)

		admittedly (1)

		ado (1)

		adopted (1)

		adopting (1)

		advance (2)

		advice (2)

		advisement (1)

		advisory (35)

		advocate (1)

		advocates (1)

		advocating (1)

		affect (1)

		afternoon (1)

		again (23)

		agencies (9)

		agency (2)

		agenda (11)

		aggressive (1)

		aggressively (1)

		ago (1)

		agree (6)

		agreeable (1)

		agreed (7)

		agriculture (1)

		ahead (6)

		alert (1)

		Alicea (1)

		alignment (2)

		Allen (1)

		Alliance (2)

		allowing (1)

		alluded (1)

		almost (2)

		along (7)

		always (5)

		among (1)

		analysis (3)

		analyzed (1)

		and/or (2)

		angles (4)

		anticipate (3)

		apart (1)

		apologize (2)

		apparently (2)

		appears (2)

		appendices (2)

		appendix (1)

		applicable (2)

		apply (1)

		appreciate (10)

		appreciative (1)

		approach (5)

		appropriately (1)

		aquifer (1)

		area (1)

		areas (1)

		arose (1)

		around (6)

		arrange (1)

		aspects (1)

		assist (1)

		associated (10)

		assumed (1)

		asterisk (1)

		attached (2)

		attachment (1)

		attempted (1)

		attend (1)

		attendance (6)

		attended (1)

		attendee (1)

		attending (1)

		attends (1)

		attention (4)

		attrition (1)

		audience (2)

		authorities (1)

		authority (4)

		available (2)

		awake (1)

		away (1)

		Awesome (1)

		awful (3)

		aye (3)



		B

		back (28)

		bad (1)

		balance (5)

		balanced (1)

		ballots (1)

		BANKER (2)

		Bantam (1)

		base (1)

		based (4)

		bases (1)

		basically (5)

		basis (1)

		becomes (4)

		begins (1)

		behalf (1)

		behind (2)

		benefit (4)

		Betkoski (1)

		BETSEY (29)

		Betsey's (2)

		better (3)

		beyond (2)

		big (2)

		bill (1)

		bin (1)

		bit (14)

		bombard (1)

		books (1)

		both (4)

		bothered (1)

		bottling (4)

		bottom (1)

		box (1)

		brand-new (1)

		break (1)

		brief (5)

		briefly (1)

		bring (10)

		bringing (2)

		broad (1)

		broader (2)

		broken (1)

		brought (5)

		build (2)

		bullets (2)

		BURNASKA (4)

		business (5)

		businesses (1)

		busy (1)



		C

		call (4)

		calling (1)

		came (7)

		can (53)

		careful (2)

		carefully (1)

		carry (2)

		case (1)

		cases (4)

		categories (12)

		categorization (1)

		categorized (2)

		categorizing (1)

		category (9)

		cause (1)

		caution (1)

		cautious (1)

		CDM (9)

		central (2)

		certain (4)

		certainly (18)

		cetera (1)

		chair (1)

		CHAIRMAN (68)

		chance (1)

		change (24)

		changes (16)

		changing (1)

		characterized (1)

		charge (2)

		charged (1)

		chart (2)

		children (1)

		choose (1)

		cited (1)

		citizen-led (2)

		clarification (8)

		clarifications (2)

		clarified (1)

		clarify (5)

		clarifying (1)

		clear (6)

		clearer (1)

		clearly (3)

		close (2)

		closed (2)

		closely (2)

		closer (1)

		Coalition (1)

		cochair (1)

		cognizance (1)

		cognizant (1)

		colleagues (1)

		collection (1)

		collectively (1)

		column (6)

		columns (1)

		combines (1)

		coming (5)

		comment (53)

		comment/response/deliverable (1)

		commented (1)

		commenters (4)

		commentor (1)

		comments (82)

		Commission (1)

		Commissioner (2)

		commissioner's (1)

		commitment (1)

		Committee (7)

		committees (1)

		common (7)

		communicating (1)

		communications (2)

		community (2)

		companies (1)

		compile (1)

		complete (2)

		completed (3)

		comply (1)

		component (1)

		components (3)

		composition (1)

		concept (4)

		concepts (2)

		concern (7)

		concerned (5)

		concerns (3)

		concise (1)

		concluded (1)

		conflicts (1)

		confuse (1)

		confuses (1)

		confusion (2)

		congratulate (1)

		Connecticut (4)

		connection (3)

		consensus (9)

		consensus-based (3)

		conservation (5)

		consider (2)

		considerable (2)

		consideration (6)

		considerations (1)

		considered (2)

		considering (1)

		consistency (1)

		consistent (13)

		consistently (1)

		consolidated (1)

		constructive (2)

		constructively (1)

		consultant (1)

		consultants (7)

		consulting (2)

		consumptive (3)

		contaminants (1)

		content (1)

		context (1)

		continue (7)

		continues (1)

		Continuing (2)

		contract (4)

		contributed (1)

		Control (1)

		controversial (1)

		convene (1)

		conversation (2)

		conversations (1)

		conveyed (1)

		coordinating (1)

		copies (1)

		Corinne (2)

		corresponding (1)

		Council (68)

		Council's (1)

		counsel (1)

		couple (7)

		course (4)

		cover (4)

		covered (1)

		covering (1)

		credit (1)

		critique (1)

		critiques (1)

		culprit (1)

		curious (1)

		current (4)

		customers (1)

		CWWA (1)



		D

		da-da (3)

		dam (1)

		data (4)

		datasheets (1)

		date (9)

		dated (2)

		dates (4)

		Dave (2)

		DAVID (1)

		days (2)

		deal (1)

		dealt (2)

		debate (1)

		debates (1)

		December (5)

		decentralized (1)

		decide (1)

		decided (2)

		decision (3)

		decision-making (1)

		decisions (5)

		defenders (2)

		defer (2)

		definite (1)

		definition (5)

		definitions (2)

		DeJONG (13)

		delegate (1)

		delineation (1)

		deliverable (8)

		deliverables (2)

		delivered (2)

		delivery (1)

		delve (1)

		department (1)

		depend (1)

		descendents (1)

		describe (1)

		described (2)

		deserves (2)

		desk (1)

		detail (5)

		details (2)

		determine (1)

		develop (1)

		developed (2)

		developing (1)

		development (8)

		diagram (13)

		dialogue (3)

		difference (2)

		different (26)

		differentiation (1)

		differently (2)

		difficult (4)

		digest (1)

		direct (1)

		direction (4)

		directives (1)

		directly (2)

		director (1)

		dirty (2)

		discharge (1)

		discourse (1)

		discuss (7)

		discussed (3)

		discussion (26)

		discussions (1)

		dismiss (1)

		dismissive (4)

		distinguished (1)

		Distinguishing (1)

		District (2)

		dive (1)

		diversions (4)

		document (12)

		documented (2)

		documents (3)

		done (16)

		down (8)

		DPH (4)

		draft (13)

		drafted (3)

		dramatically (1)

		drought (10)

		during (10)



		E

		e-mailed (3)

		earlier (5)

		early (2)

		easier (1)

		easily (1)

		easing (1)

		easy (1)

		echo (2)

		edit (1)

		edited (1)

		editorial (4)

		edits (4)

		effect (1)

		effective (1)

		effects (1)

		effort (3)

		efforts (1)

		eight (2)

		Eighteen (1)

		either (4)

		ELAINE (38)

		electric (1)

		electronic (2)

		else (9)

		embark (1)

		embodied (1)

		emerging (1)

		emphasized (1)

		encourage (1)

		end (1)

		engaged (1)

		engagement (1)

		England (1)

		enough (4)

		entertain (1)

		entire (3)

		entirely (1)

		entity (1)

		environmental (4)

		equity (2)

		Eric (1)

		essence (1)

		established (2)

		et (1)

		evaluation (1)

		evaluations (1)

		even (11)

		everybody (6)

		everybody's (2)

		everyone (8)

		exactly (3)

		example (3)

		executive (5)

		existing (1)

		expand (1)

		expect (1)

		expectation (1)

		expecting (1)

		experts (2)

		explained (1)

		explored (1)

		express (1)

		expressed (4)

		extend (1)

		extent (1)

		extremely (1)

		eyes (1)



		F

		fact (5)

		fails (1)

		fair (3)

		fall (3)

		falls (3)

		familiar (1)

		far (6)

		far-reaching (1)

		fate (1)

		favor (2)

		feel (8)

		feeling (1)

		feels (1)

		feet (1)

		felt (1)

		fertilizers (1)

		few (13)

		figure (8)

		figured (1)

		file (1)

		final (11)

		finalization (1)

		finalize (1)

		finalized (1)

		find (10)

		fine (8)

		firm (1)

		first (12)

		fit (3)

		five (14)

		flag (1)

		flesh (1)

		flexibility (1)

		flow (1)

		flowchart (6)

		flowing (1)

		focus (3)

		focused (2)

		focuses (1)

		FOI (2)

		FOIA (5)

		folks (1)

		follow (1)

		follow-up (2)

		following (1)

		followup (1)

		form (1)

		formalizing (1)

		formally (1)

		format (4)

		forth (2)

		forward (32)

		forwarded (1)

		foster (1)

		found (5)

		foundation (1)

		four (13)

		fourth (1)

		framework (3)

		frankly (1)

		Friday (12)

		Friday's (3)

		friend (1)

		front (7)

		fully (1)

		fundamentally (1)

		funding (1)

		further (10)

		future (6)



		G

		Gail (4)

		gallon (1)

		gallons (2)

		gathering (1)

		general (1)

		generally (8)

		gets (1)

		given (5)

		giving (2)

		glad (3)

		globally (1)

		goal (5)

		goals (1)

		goes (2)

		good (18)

		grade (1)

		great (4)

		greater (1)

		ground (1)

		groundswell (1)

		groundwater (3)

		group (64)

		grouped (1)

		grouping (1)

		groups (20)

		guess (7)

		guidance (1)

		guide (2)

		guidelines (1)

		guys (4)



		H

		hands (1)

		happen (7)

		happened (3)

		happens (1)

		happy (3)

		hard (2)

		harder (1)

		Hartford (1)

		hashed (1)

		hate (1)

		health (8)

		hear (1)

		heard (2)

		hearing (6)

		held (1)

		Hello (2)

		help (9)

		helpful (7)

		helping (1)

		helps (3)

		Here's (4)

		hey (1)

		hidden (2)

		highest (1)

		holiday (2)

		holidays (2)

		honest (1)

		hope (5)

		Hopefully (3)

		hours (1)

		Hudak (2)

		hundred (2)



		I

		idea (10)

		ideas (4)

		identical (3)

		identified (1)

		identify (1)

		imbalance (1)

		imitations (1)

		impervious (1)

		implement (4)

		implementation (37)

		implemented (1)

		implementing (3)

		importance (1)

		important (17)

		in-depth (1)

		include (6)

		included (6)

		includes (1)

		including (3)

		inconsistencies (2)

		inconsistency (1)

		inconsistent (1)

		incredibly (1)

		independent (1)

		indicated (2)

		individual (2)

		individually (3)

		industries (1)

		industry (3)

		information (13)

		initiatives (1)

		input (12)

		insert (1)

		instance (3)

		Instead (4)

		intend (1)

		intense (1)

		intensity (1)

		intent (2)

		intentionally (1)

		interchangeably (1)

		interest (5)

		interested (3)

		interesting (3)

		interests (6)

		interpretation (5)

		interpreted (1)

		Interstate (1)

		into (23)

		introduce (2)

		introduced (1)

		introduction (1)

		involved (4)

		involvement (2)

		issue (16)

		issues (21)

		item (5)

		items (6)



		J

		Jack (9)

		Jack's (2)

		January (20)

		Jennings (4)

		job (1)

		Joe (3)

		John (4)

		join (1)

		joined (1)

		Judy (1)

		jump (2)

		jumped (1)

		June (5)



		K

		Karen (11)

		keep (4)

		kind (20)

		Kirk (32)

		Kirk's (2)

		Kleinfelder (2)



		L

		labeled (3)

		labeling (1)

		Laliberte (2)

		landed (1)

		landing (2)

		lands (2)

		language (6)

		large (2)

		larger (2)

		last (14)

		law (5)

		laws (1)

		laying (1)

		leader (2)

		leaders (1)

		leading (1)

		learned (1)

		least (6)

		leave (4)

		left (3)

		legal (1)

		legislation (1)

		Legislative (2)

		legislators (1)

		Legislature (9)

		LEN (18)

		Len's (1)

		letter (9)

		letters (7)

		level (1)

		light (2)

		liked (1)

		limitations (2)

		limited (2)

		Linda (3)

		Lindquist (1)

		line (7)

		linear (1)

		lines (2)

		link (5)

		links (1)

		list (5)

		listed (4)

		listened (1)

		little (19)

		local (1)

		log (6)

		logged (1)

		long (5)

		long-winded (1)

		longer (1)

		look (13)

		looked (5)

		looking (13)

		looks (1)

		LORI (44)

		loss (1)

		lot (33)

		lots (3)

		low (1)

		LUCCHINA (2)

		lump (1)



		M

		MacBroom (2)

		mail (2)

		main (2)

		makes (2)

		making (5)

		manage (1)

		management (2)

		manager (1)

		mandates (1)

		many (14)

		map (1)

		maps (2)

		Margaret (25)

		MARTHA (5)

		match (1)

		matches (1)

		matching (1)

		material (1)

		MATHIEU (32)

		matter (4)

		may (22)

		maybe (18)

		MDC (3)

		MDC's (1)

		mean (14)

		meaning (1)

		means (4)

		meet (7)

		meeting (43)

		meetings (9)

		member (1)

		members (20)

		membership (7)

		memo (4)

		memorandum (1)

		memory (1)

		mention (2)

		mentioned (6)

		merged (1)

		message (2)

		messaging (1)

		met (2)

		Metropolitan (1)

		MICHAEL (7)

		middle (1)

		might (10)

		Mike (8)

		million (2)

		Milone (2)

		mind (3)

		mindful (1)

		minds (1)

		mine (1)

		MINER (18)

		minimum (2)

		minor (1)

		minutes (4)

		miss (1)

		missed (1)

		missing (1)

		mistakes (1)

		mixing (2)

		mode (1)

		modification (1)

		modifications (2)

		modified (1)

		moment (1)

		moments (1)

		Monday (2)

		money (2)

		Monkey (1)

		month (2)

		month's (1)

		months (5)

		more (31)

		most (9)

		mostly (1)

		motion (4)

		motivation (1)

		move (11)

		moved (2)

		moves (1)

		moving (12)

		much (10)

		multiple (1)

		municipal (1)

		municipalities (2)

		Murphy (1)

		myself (1)



		N

		name (2)

		narrative (3)

		nature (3)

		Naugatuck (1)

		near (1)

		necessarily (9)

		necessary (1)

		neck (2)

		need (30)

		needed (1)

		needs (8)

		Neeley (3)

		neglect (1)

		negotiations (1)

		NEIWPCC (1)

		neutral (4)

		New (8)

		next (37)

		Nice (1)

		NICK (1)

		nine (3)

		no-change (2)

		nobody (1)

		nonconsumptive (3)

		nonetheless (1)

		noon (2)

		note (4)

		noted (1)

		notes (4)

		notice (3)

		noting (1)

		November (4)

		number (4)

		numerous (1)



		O

		o'clock (1)

		observation (2)

		obsolete (3)

		Obviously (2)

		off (4)

		offer (4)

		office (1)

		once (2)

		one (49)

		one-page (1)

		ones (3)

		ongoing (2)

		online (1)

		only (7)

		onto (1)

		open (2)

		operate (1)

		opinion (1)

		opinionated (1)

		OPM (1)

		opportunities (1)

		opportunity (5)

		opposed (1)

		options (1)

		order (6)

		organizations (2)

		organized (1)

		others (2)

		otherwise (1)

		ought (3)

		out (35)

		out-of-stream (1)

		outline (1)

		outlined (1)

		outlines (1)

		outreach (3)

		over (23)

		overall (4)

		overheads (1)

		overlap (1)

		overview (1)

		own (2)



		P

		page (3)

		pages (4)

		paper (4)

		papers (1)

		paragraph (3)

		paragraphs (1)

		paraphrase (1)

		paraphrased (1)

		paraphrasing (2)

		pare (1)

		part (16)

		participate (1)

		participated (1)

		participation (3)

		particular (9)

		parts (2)

		passed (1)

		past (3)

		pathway (5)

		pathways (5)

		paying (2)

		pencils (1)

		pending (3)

		people (22)

		peoples (1)

		per (3)

		percent (7)

		perception (1)

		perfectly (1)

		perhaps (3)

		period (5)

		permission (1)

		person (2)

		personal (1)

		personally (1)

		phase (1)

		philosophy (1)

		phone (2)

		piece (3)

		pieces (1)

		piggyback (1)

		place (2)

		placed (1)

		plan (114)

		planned (1)

		Planning (62)

		plans (3)

		platform (1)

		plead (1)

		please (5)

		pleased (1)

		pleasure (2)

		plenty (1)

		plus (2)

		pm (1)

		point (23)

		pointing (1)

		policies (5)

		policy (10)

		Pollution (2)

		popped (1)

		positively (1)

		possible (3)

		possibly (1)

		posted (2)

		potential (1)

		potentially (3)

		power (1)

		PowerPoint (1)

		pragmatic (1)

		preceded (1)

		preparation (2)

		prepare (2)

		prepared (2)

		preparing (2)

		present (4)

		presentation (6)

		presentations (2)

		presenting (2)

		pretty (4)

		previous (4)

		previously (1)

		primarily (1)

		primary (1)

		priorities (5)

		prioritized (1)

		priority (1)

		Private (1)

		probably (12)

		problem (3)

		problems (2)

		procedure (1)

		procedures (2)

		proceed (2)

		proceeding (1)

		proceedings (1)

		process (17)

		processes (1)

		product (1)

		production (1)

		productive (1)

		progress (3)

		project (2)

		promised (1)

		proposing (1)

		provide (1)

		providers (1)

		provides (2)

		providing (2)

		public (28)

		PURA (2)

		pursuant (1)

		purview (2)

		pushed (1)

		put (14)

		putting (4)



		Q

		quick (6)

		quickly (4)

		quiet (1)

		quite (4)



		R

		raise (2)

		raised (3)

		raising (1)

		rate (2)

		rather (3)

		rationale (1)

		reach (1)

		reaching (1)

		read (19)

		reading (2)

		reads (1)

		ready (1)

		real (1)

		really (25)

		reason (2)

		reasons (5)

		recall (2)

		recap (1)

		receipt (1)

		receive (1)

		received (15)

		recently (1)

		recognize (2)

		recommendation (2)

		recommendations (7)

		recommended (1)

		recommending (1)

		record (1)

		recurrently (1)

		recurring (2)

		redactions (2)

		redline (4)

		reduces (1)

		refer (4)

		reference (1)

		referring (1)

		reflect (2)

		reflected (1)

		Refresh (1)

		regarding (2)

		regional (2)

		Regionalization (1)

		registered (3)

		registrations (1)

		regret (2)

		regs (2)

		regular (3)

		regulations (3)

		related (1)

		relates (1)

		relationship (2)

		relative (2)

		relatively (1)

		release (2)

		releases (1)

		remain (1)

		remember (1)

		remind (1)

		removal (2)

		repeat (1)

		repeatedly (2)

		repeats (1)

		repetitive (1)

		replace (1)

		report (46)

		REPORTER (3)

		reporting (1)

		reports (4)

		representation (2)

		representatives (1)

		represented (2)

		representing (3)

		represents (1)

		request (4)

		requested (3)

		requests (4)

		require (6)

		required (1)

		requires (1)

		requiring (1)

		reservoir (1)

		residents (1)

		resigns (1)

		resolve (2)

		resolved (5)

		resounding (5)

		respond (11)

		responded (4)

		responding (3)

		response (30)

		responses (6)

		responsibilities (1)

		responsibility (3)

		responsible (1)

		responsive (1)

		restrictions (2)

		result (1)

		reveal (1)

		review (14)

		reviewed (3)

		reviewing (2)

		revisions (1)

		rewrite (1)

		rewriting (1)

		rid (2)

		right (30)

		rights (1)

		rise (1)

		risk (1)

		River (3)

		Rivers (2)

		Rob (2)

		role (4)

		room (2)

		Rosetti's (2)

		rub (1)

		run (3)



		S

		sad (1)

		same (8)

		saw (5)

		saying (9)

		schedule (6)

		scheduled (2)

		schedules (1)

		science (1)

		scope (2)

		se (1)

		seat (1)

		second (12)

		seconded (1)

		Secretary (1)

		section (10)

		section-by-section (1)

		sections (6)

		sector (1)

		security (1)

		seeing (5)

		seem (2)

		send (3)

		sent (2)

		sentences (1)

		separate (9)

		series (1)

		session (2)

		set (8)

		sets (2)

		settled (1)

		seven (9)

		several (3)

		several-page (1)

		sewage (2)

		shall (2)

		share (3)

		short (1)

		show (1)

		showed (2)

		shows (2)

		side (3)

		significant (6)

		signify (1)

		similar (5)

		simple (2)

		simply (1)

		SISTARE (31)

		sit (5)

		situation (1)

		six (7)

		sizable (1)

		skewed (1)

		skip (1)

		slide (8)

		slides (7)

		slightly (1)

		small (1)

		Smith (12)

		Smith's (1)

		snail (1)

		solid (2)

		someone (4)

		Sometimes (4)

		soon (2)

		sooner (1)

		sorry (1)

		sort (9)

		sorted (4)

		sounds (1)

		south (1)

		spare (1)

		speak (1)

		speaking (1)

		speaks (1)

		special (13)

		specialty (2)

		specific (1)

		specifically (4)

		spend (2)

		spent (2)

		spilled (1)

		spills (1)

		split (1)

		splitting (1)

		spoke (2)

		spots (1)

		spreadsheet (1)

		spring (1)

		staff (2)

		stage (1)

		stakeholder (6)

		stakeholder-based (1)

		stakeholders (7)

		stance (3)

		stand (1)

		start (4)

		started (3)

		state (26)

		stated (4)

		statement (1)

		statements (2)

		stating (1)

		statute (11)

		statutes (3)

		statutory (1)

		Steering (2)

		step (11)

		steps (8)

		stick (1)

		still (7)

		storm (2)

		stream (20)

		streamflow (5)

		strong (1)

		stronger (2)

		strongly (2)

		structure (2)

		structured (2)

		struggled (1)

		studied (1)

		study (3)

		stuff (1)

		subgroup (3)

		subject (4)

		submissions (4)

		submit (1)

		submitted (4)

		subsection (1)

		Subsequently (1)

		substance (1)

		substantive (2)

		suggest (1)

		suggested (3)

		suggesting (1)

		suggestion (4)

		suggestions (2)

		suite (1)

		SULLIVAN (6)

		summaries (1)

		summarizing (4)

		summary (14)

		supersede (1)

		suppliers (3)

		supplies (1)

		supply (3)

		support (7)

		Sure (25)

		surface (1)

		surprise (1)

		Survey (1)

		suspect (2)

		switch (1)

		switching (1)

		sync (2)

		synonymous (1)

		system (2)



		T

		table (8)

		table/spreadsheet (2)

		tackling (1)

		takeoff (1)

		talk (17)

		talked (6)

		talking (11)

		tasked (1)

		team (4)

		technical (1)

		tee (1)

		telling (1)

		ten (9)

		term (1)

		terms (7)

		Terrific (1)

		Thanks (3)

		theme (8)

		themed (1)

		themes (11)

		therefore (1)

		thinking (8)

		third (2)

		though (2)

		thought (7)

		thoughtful (1)

		thoughtfulness (1)

		thoughts (2)

		thousands (1)

		three (15)

		throughout (2)

		Tilcon (1)

		times (5)

		timing (1)

		today (24)

		together (12)

		tone (1)

		took (1)

		topic (3)

		topics (8)

		total (1)

		totally (1)

		towards (1)

		track (1)

		tracks (1)

		transcript (3)

		treatment (2)

		tried (2)

		true (2)

		truly (1)

		trust (5)

		truth (1)

		try (7)

		trying (8)

		turn (2)

		two (23)

		two-minute (1)

		two-page (2)

		type (3)

		types (5)



		U

		ultimate (1)

		ultimately (2)

		umpteen (1)

		under (2)

		understands (1)

		universal (2)

		unless (2)

		unreasonable (1)

		unused (2)

		unwieldy (1)

		up (42)

		upcoming (4)

		update (14)

		updated (10)

		updates (2)

		updating (1)

		upfront (2)

		upon (1)

		use (7)

		used (6)

		useful (1)

		user-based (1)

		users (2)

		using (6)

		utilities (2)

		utility (2)



		V

		Valerie (2)

		valuable (1)

		value (2)

		variety (1)

		various (6)

		verbiage (1)

		version (2)

		versus (2)

		video (1)

		view (1)

		viewed (1)

		voice (1)

		voices (2)



		W

		wait (1)

		waiting (1)

		wants (1)

		wastewater (1)

		Water (108)

		watershed (3)

		way (25)

		ways (1)

		website (2)

		Wednesday (2)

		week (6)

		weeks (5)

		welcome (2)

		wells (1)

		weren't (1)

		WESPHAL (16)

		West (1)

		western (1)

		Westphal (2)

		what's (15)

		where's (1)

		Whereupon (1)

		white (1)

		Who's (3)

		whole (3)

		willing (2)

		WINGFIELD (25)

		wished (1)

		withdrawals (1)

		within (7)

		without (5)

		wonderful (5)

		wondering (3)

		word (4)

		worded (1)

		wording (1)

		words (1)

		work (29)

		worker (1)

		workgroup (19)

		workgroups (2)

		working (13)

		workplan (1)

		works (1)

		workshop (2)

		workshops (2)

		worried (3)

		worth (3)

		worthwhile (2)

		WPC (3)

		WPC's (1)

		write (2)

		writing (2)

		written (2)

		wrong (1)

		wrote (2)

		WUCC (6)

		WUCCs (6)



		Y

		year (9)

		yesterday (1)







