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 1                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So I'm
  


 2   going to call the meeting of the Water Planning
  


 3   Council Steering Committee for February 2nd to
  


 4   order.  Before I begin I would like to make a few
  


 5   comments.
  


 6                  One is that I would like to
  


 7   congratulate our colleague and Vice Chairman of
  


 8   the Water Planning Council Dave LeVasseur, who has
  


 9   been appointed Acting Undersecretary of the Office
  


10   of Policy and Management with cognizance over
  


11   intergovernmental policy.  Congratulations, David.
  


12   He was appointed by Ben Barnes earlier this week
  


13   and we are very happy for you.  Congratulations.
  


14                  The second thing I would like to
  


15   report to the Steering Committee is that in
  


16   January myself and Dave LeVasseur went up to the
  


17   Legislature and met with Representative Mary
  


18   Mushinsky, Representative John Hampton and
  


19   Representative Jonathan Steinberg to give an
  


20   update on the status of the water plan.
  


21                  And we spent about an hour after
  


22   with them and they appeared to be very happy with
  


23   what we're reporting to them, and the fact that we
  


24   engaged NEIWPCC in the process of hiring
  


25   consultants.  And I think overall they were really







5


 1   pleased.  Don't you?
  


 2                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I think so.
  


 3                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Good.  So
  


 4   is Jane here?  There she is.  So the first order
  


 5   of business today is to get a status report in
  


 6   terms of NEIWPCC and the RFQ and criteria and
  


 7   consultant selection and the next steps.
  


 8                  So Jane, could you come up and give
  


 9   us a report, please?  I know you've been very,
  


10   very busy.  I've seen the flurry of e-mails back
  


11   and forth with your committee.  It has been very
  


12   busy and very responsive and I thank them for
  


13   that.
  


14                  JANE CERASO:  Jane Ceraso,
  


15   C-e-r-a-s-o.  Okay.  Well, NEIWPCC has been
  


16   working with the subcommittee that I guess we're
  


17   applying --
  


18                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Jane,
  


19   excuse me for interrupting.  In view of the fact
  


20   that this is Mr. Halloran's first meeting, could
  


21   you give us a brief background of NEIWPCC and what
  


22   you're doing for us?
  


23                  JANE CERASO:  Probably a couple
  


24   months ago we were -- NEIWPCC was approached by
  


25   the Water Planning council to see if we could
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 1   assist with the oversight and selection of a
  


 2   consultant to develop the state water plan.  And
  


 3   NEIWPCC is an interstate water pollution control
  


 4   commission that assists our various states to do
  


 5   all manner of water programs from drinking water
  


 6   to wastewater, to something as broad as a water
  


 7   management plan.  We do a lot of contract
  


 8   oversight.  We work with RFPs, and are starting to
  


 9   work with RFQs.
  


10                  And I am the head of their water
  


11   resource protection program, fairly new to
  


12   NEIWPCC, but I have 25 years of experience in the
  


13   water field.  And have worked for the State of
  


14   Massachusetts, the State of Washington and I'm
  


15   also an attorney.  So if anybody has any other
  


16   questions along those lines I'm happy to answer
  


17   them.
  


18                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
  


19                  JANE CERASO:  So NEIWPCC has been
  


20   working with the, I guess we'll call it the
  


21   subcommittee, the qualifications review committee.
  


22   I don't know that we've coined a name, an actual
  


23   name for the subcommittee yet, but we've been
  


24   working towards a -- what we first started out on
  


25   was an RFP for a consultant to develop the water
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 1   plan.
  


 2                  And after some thought the
  


 3   committee decided, the subcommittee decided that
  


 4   it was probably a better idea to focus on the
  


 5   qualifications of such a consultant largely
  


 6   because it's a very large project, as everybody in
  


 7   this room knows.
  


 8                  It's a fairly complex project and
  


 9   the thought was rather than put out a traditional
  


10   request for proposals where we would have to scope
  


11   it out in advance, we would put the focus on the
  


12   qualifications of the consultants who were coming
  


13   in, many of whom we're hoping largely will be
  


14   qualified, very well qualified to do this kind of
  


15   work.
  


16                  Many may have done this kind of
  


17   work before and it would be very helpful in
  


18   thinking about how to scope it, how to plan it.
  


19   What would be the important high-priority task to
  


20   occur in the first phase of this project?  As you
  


21   all know, there likely will be two phases of
  


22   funding to get this project off the ground.  And
  


23   the request for qualifications will focus on
  


24   having consultants come in and provide their
  


25   qualifications and past experience and also a







8


 1   rough plan of how they would attack something,
  


 2   attack the Connecticut water plan and all the
  


 3   components thereof.
  


 4                  And then once we narrowed it down
  


 5   to the top several qualified, most qualified
  


 6   respondents to the RFQ there would be a more
  


 7   detailed scope of work developed, and that's where
  


 8   the committee would work together to select a
  


 9   consultant that would be best qualified based, not
  


10   only on a proposal, but also on the back and forth
  


11   with the scope of work, and the budget, and the
  


12   timing of all of those factors.
  


13                  So we have put together a draft
  


14   request for qualifications.  I believe you all
  


15   have had a chance to look at it.  Happy to take
  


16   any substantive comments on that.  And I'm not
  


17   sure how you want to proceed at this point in
  


18   terms of discussing that RFQ, but I'd be happy to
  


19   take everybody's comments.
  


20                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you,
  


21   Susan.  And just for those that might have
  


22   forgotten, the people of the committee are Gail
  


23   Lucchina and Dave LeVasseur, Ryan Tetreault from
  


24   public health, Betsey Wingfield from DEEP, Tom
  


25   Callahan and Linda Young from the Pomperaug River
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 1   Association.
  


 2                  And that's really the group that
  


 3   was appointed to review this.  So the way I
  


 4   envision -- and please, anybody jump in here -- is
  


 5   that the comments will be given to that group and
  


 6   hopefully you will come up with a consensus.  And
  


 7   I know that there's been some additional comments
  


 8   that have come in from Maureen and from Virginia
  


 9   and maybe some additional from Lynn.
  


10                  But the way I envision it, it goes
  


11   to the group that will come up with the final
  


12   proposal, so you have the power to do that.
  


13                  JANE CERASO:  Okay.  Were there any
  


14   questions or comments about the process at this
  


15   point?
  


16                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Just to -- I
  


17   think you would have gotten those comments that we
  


18   sent.  It was about eleven o'clock this morning
  


19   from the advisory group.  So it truly was a list
  


20   of whatever different people provided, and some
  


21   are very detailed.  Some are kind of step-back
  


22   questions of, you know, there's a phase one in the
  


23   schedule, but it doesn't seem to be defined
  


24   elsewhere.
  


25                  So they came from different folks.







10


 1   It wasn't a collective.  We reviewed it and came
  


 2   up with a common thing, but I think that hopefully
  


 3   you'll find it helpful in terms of what people
  


 4   identified as they reviewed it, different
  


 5   individuals on the advisory group.  I just
  


 6   e-mailed this morning and it went to the Planning
  


 7   Council, but not the full Steering Committee, at
  


 8   least not for me.
  


 9                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Correct.
  


10   So we'll make sure you get those, Susan.
  


11                  MARGARET MINER:  So how is that
  


12   going to be handled now?  Are the comments or
  


13   questions going to be addressed now or later?  Or
  


14   how will that be happening.
  


15                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I think we'll
  


16   have to address them later because Jane hasn't
  


17   even had the benefit of seeing any of them,
  


18   because she was on the road.
  


19                  MARGARET MINER:  Some of them are
  


20   pretty basic.
  


21                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I also haven't
  


22   had a chance to review them in depth because I was
  


23   already on my way to this meeting.  So I think it
  


24   would be helpful if our subcommittee would get
  


25   together and review them and decide which comments







11


 1   can be entered into without any issues.  And if
  


 2   there are remaining questions we will formulate
  


 3   answers and we'll e-mail them out.
  


 4                  MARGARET MINER:  Since we worked on
  


 5   the comments and we went over it pretty
  


 6   carefully -- and some of them are pretty basic.
  


 7   Maureen mentioned the phase one, phase two.  Could
  


 8   you be sure that we know in the next meeting when
  


 9   that committee is so we could bring the questions
  


10   before that committee, any member of the steering
  


11   committee?
  


12                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  You lost me on
  


13   the steering committee, because we're talking
  


14   about the subcommittee that's working on the RFP.
  


15                  MARGARET MINER:  Right.  I just
  


16   want to be sure that we have a chance rather than
  


17   someone dropping a document in the mail that I,
  


18   for instance, or Maureen -- if we wanted to be
  


19   there in person and to follow up with questions
  


20   would that be possible?  We're not members of the
  


21   committee.  I don't think it's a public --
  


22                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Well,
  


23   they're usually conference calls.  Aren't they?
  


24                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  They are usually
  


25   conference calls.  We don't meet in person.  So --
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 1                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So I'm
  


 2   sure we could have them be privy to the call
  


 3   number.
  


 4                  JANE CERASO:  Yeah, I think it's
  


 5   probably safe to say I speak for everybody that we
  


 6   all are aware that we're under fairly -- a very
  


 7   tight statutory deadline to move forward to hire a
  


 8   consultant and get going on this.  So I'm
  


 9   thinking, I'm hoping that the next round of
  


10   comments that we have via our conference call will
  


11   be the basis of a final document that will then go
  


12   out and we can start that process of --
  


13                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Including
  


14   hopefully the comments that are being given from
  


15   Maureen and --
  


16                  JANE CERASO:  Absolutely.
  


17                  MARGARET MINER:  I understand that.
  


18   I'd just like to say that we're not holding it up.
  


19   We had our comments already.  So I understand
  


20   you're on a tight schedule.  That's why we've been
  


21   accelerating to be sure we had everything ready
  


22   for you.
  


23                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  I'm very
  


24   pleased with what's happened in a very short
  


25   period of time.  Michael?
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 1                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  You might have
  


 2   already talked about this.  I might have just
  


 3   missed it, but is there a date certain by which
  


 4   you want to have any additional comments?  I mean,
  


 5   is there kind of a dropdead point where, you know,
  


 6   speak now or forever hold your peace, kind of
  


 7   thing?
  


 8                  JANE CERASO:  Well, we are
  


 9   hoping -- I mean, I guess I think what John was
  


10   just saying is probably a good way to think about
  


11   how to proceed with that, is that if most of
  


12   these -- and I haven't had the benefit of seeing
  


13   the bulk of the comments that came in this morning
  


14   because I was on the road.
  


15                  But if the bulk of the comments are
  


16   editorial I think the committee and myself can
  


17   work through them.  If people have substantive
  


18   comments or issues with this approach, then this
  


19   I'm hoping is the forum for that so that we can,
  


20   after one more committee meeting actually release
  


21   it and start, you know, looking at the consultants
  


22   and getting the word out.
  


23                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I think just
  


24   from having seen the comments that folks gave I
  


25   think most of them are editorial or just kind of,
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 1   you know, mirror language in the statute or
  


 2   whatever.
  


 3                  I think the one thing that did come
  


 4   through, and I commend you on it, is the concept
  


 5   of moving to the RFQ.  I think people felt that
  


 6   that approach was preferable in staggering, you
  


 7   know, iterations of how we go about selecting it
  


 8   and getting to that level of detail.  So I think
  


 9   that came out in the comments as well as some more
  


10   nitpicky kind of things, or smaller things.
  


11                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Would it be
  


12   appropriate to have Maureen mention the
  


13   substantive comments for discussion today?  Or is
  


14   that premature?
  


15                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I'll be honest.
  


16   I compiled more than editorialized.
  


17                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  I mean, if
  


18   you're prepared to that?
  


19                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I mean, I really
  


20   think the proper setting should be through the
  


21   committee.  I mean, and obviously we'll give the
  


22   access number to you folks and you can call in and
  


23   we'll work through them one by one by one.  I
  


24   think that's a much more effective way than trying
  


25   to do it in this setting with the number of people
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 1   we've got, and quite frankly, with the agenda we
  


 2   have.
  


 3                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
  


 4   you'll see there some repetition between the
  


 5   comments, so you know, that people picked up
  


 6   similar things as they went through it.  So I
  


 7   don't think any of it will be hard for you to
  


 8   understand based on what's in here.
  


 9                  ROBERT MOORE:  In order to keep
  


10   your schedule, when would you want to get this RFP
  


11   out?
  


12                  JANE CERASO:  Well, the sooner the
  


13   better.  You know, I'm anticipating that we'll
  


14   have a call hopefully within the next week or so,
  


15   the subcommittee to discuss these comments and
  


16   come up with a plan for posting.
  


17                  But my assumption is everybody
  


18   including myself is very interested in getting
  


19   this up and going as soon as possible.  We're all
  


20   very aware of the tight deadline and the
  


21   importance of getting the consultant on ASAP.
  


22                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  So I think it's
  


23   our hope that the Steering Committee would bless
  


24   our approach to having one more meeting addressing
  


25   the comments, providing access for folks to call
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 1   in, and then moving forward with the RFP at that
  


 2   point.  And I think that's where we'd be looking
  


 3   for authorization to do today -- or the RFQ
  


 4   rather.
  


 5                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Just so
  


 6   we -- who's on the phone.  I know Gene Likens is
  


 7   on the phone.  Who else is on the phone?
  


 8                  SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE:  This is
  


 9   Susan Sayre.  I just joined.
  


10                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Hi, Susan.
  


11   How are you?
  


12                  SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE:  Good.
  


13                  LARRY BINGAMAN:  This is Larry
  


14   Bingaman and John Hudak at Regional Water
  


15   Authority.
  


16                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Very good.
  


17                  DAVID RADKA:  David Radka,
  


18   Connecticut Water.
  


19                  LORI VITAGLIANO:  Lori Vitagliano,
  


20   Regional Water.
  


21                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Anyone
  


22   else?
  


23                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Is Gene on
  


24   there?
  


25                  GENE LIKENS:  Yes, I'm here.
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 1                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  Any
  


 2   other questions or comments?  Everything okay?
  


 3                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  That's your
  


 4   decision.
  


 5                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  It's not
  


 6   my decision.
  


 7                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  So just for
  


 8   clarification, will it go onto to the Steering
  


 9   Committee one last time as well?
  


10                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  No.
  


11                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Who votes on
  


12   it?  The steering committee?  The planning
  


13   council?  Is it you folks?
  


14                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  The steering
  


15   committee, we want authorization to continue to
  


16   move, because we won't have another Steering
  


17   Committee meeting for two months.
  


18                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Right.
  


19                  ROBERT MOORE:  Can I make a motion
  


20   that the Steering Committee accept the draft
  


21   proposal as modified by --
  


22                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  The
  


23   subcommittee?
  


24                  ROBERT MOORE:  -- the subcommittee
  


25   in the next week and get this out on the beginning
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 1   of the second week of February?
  


 2                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, I'll
  


 3   second that.
  


 4                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Motion
  


 5   made by Mr. Moore, second by Commissioner
  


 6   Sullivan.  Any questions on the motions?
  


 7                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  This is a
  


 8   Steering Committee vote?  Or a Water Planning
  


 9   Council vote?
  


10                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Steering
  


11   committee.  The Water Planning Council meeting is
  


12   over.
  


13                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Can I ask a
  


14   question?
  


15                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Of course.
  


16                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So if anybody on
  


17   the Steering Committee has an additional question
  


18   or comment about the RFQ they could still send it
  


19   into a representative on the workgroup?
  


20                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:
  


21                  Absolutely, yes.  We're not trying
  


22   to circumvent the process, but we're trying to
  


23   expedite this and get this done as quickly as
  


24   possible.
  


25                  Anything that comes through NEIWPCC
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 1   is public information.  And people are weighing in
  


 2   and I think those have been commented on already.
  


 3   So we'll have one more go around and we'll get it
  


 4   out for some more comments and then we'll move
  


 5   forward.
  


 6                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Right.  So
  


 7   there would be one more look at it, but it would
  


 8   not be another meeting of it.  It would just be if
  


 9   we had additional comments back to you after the
  


10   revision.
  


11                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  And the answers
  


12   to keeping things moving along, I'd like to
  


13   suggest a deadline so that we don't have comments
  


14   floating in after that point.  And I think that in
  


15   view of the fact most people have seen it now
  


16   since last Friday I would think that by close of
  


17   business this Thursday would be more than enough
  


18   time to get comments in.
  


19                  And then -- then we can schedule a
  


20   follow-up meeting, because until we close that
  


21   comment period there's no point in trying to
  


22   schedule a follow-up meeting.
  


23                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Correct.
  


24   Any further discussion?  Yes, Margaret.
  


25                  MARGARET MINER:  Well, I feel
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 1   uncomfortable approving something that we don't
  


 2   know what's in it.  We all agreed that the RFQ is
  


 3   a good move, that being with you it's a good move.
  


 4                  I'm wondering if it should be seen
  


 5   before total approval sort of pending a review by,
  


 6   either the Water Planning Council, an attorney
  


 7   that you might want to name, but somebody to give
  


 8   it one last look before it becomes the state RFQ.
  


 9   I'm not trying to slow things down.  I'm just
  


10   trying to suggest that there be someone that takes
  


11   a last look at it that has --
  


12                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Actually, it's
  


13   not going to be a state RFQ.  It's going to be a
  


14   NEIWPCC RFQ.
  


15                  MARGARET MINER:  Well, representing
  


16   the State's interests.  Anyway, my suggestion
  


17   would be that it not be held up.  Whoever was
  


18   going to review it could start reviewing it right
  


19   now and look at the comments and have the sense of
  


20   where it's going.
  


21                  And if there's some buried legal
  


22   problem or some naughty problem that we haven't
  


23   taken into account, or the committee hasn't taken
  


24   into account, there would be one other person who
  


25   could say, either solve this, or yeah, this is
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 1   perfectly fine.
  


 2                  And I don't really care who it is.
  


 3   It's just hard out of committee to pull together
  


 4   something that's perfect when you've got a
  


 5   committee working on it.  I know I have worked in
  


 6   committee and produced some horrible legislation,
  


 7   and it's come to my desk and I thought, who wrote
  


 8   this?  It's dreadful.  Well, I did.  The committee
  


 9   did.  So I'm thinking to have one other, you know,
  


10   some review after you have it perfect.
  


11                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Beth, your
  


12   spot is right there.  Welcome.
  


13                  Well, tell us, Susan.  Does NEIWPCC
  


14   have counsel look at it before?
  


15                  JANE CERASO:  I have had our
  


16   counsel look at it and I'm happy to again.  Let's
  


17   keep in mind that this is a request for
  


18   qualifications.  It's not yet a contract.
  


19                  So I think the most important piece
  


20   of it really is making sure that that
  


21   qualifications section is something that everybody
  


22   is happy with and that that encompasses all of our
  


23   concerns about the entity that's going to do this
  


24   important work for us.
  


25                  MARGARET MINER:  And I agree that's
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 1   the most important section and probably the most
  


 2   solid, but there is all that other stuff.  So
  


 3   maybe it's not necessary.  Anyway that's just --
  


 4                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Margaret, I think
  


 5   the other piece you have to understand is it's --
  


 6   I know I have a very passing familiarity with the
  


 7   RFQ process because I used it 20 years ago, but it
  


 8   doesn't get into the depth and specificity of an
  


 9   RFP because of the very way that the process flows
  


10   forward.
  


11                  After you've rated your qualifying
  


12   entities or consultants you actually sit down and
  


13   work with them and negotiate out the scope and
  


14   negotiate out the details and work forward.  And
  


15   so a lot of the stuff you would look for in an RFP
  


16   is not going to be contained in an RFQ, and a lot
  


17   of that specificity that people are looking for,
  


18   quite frankly, isn't part of the process.
  


19                  MARGARET MINER:  Well, what
  


20   concerns me is the amount of specificity in the
  


21   RFQ with respect to the scope of the work to be
  


22   done.  And I'm just making a suggestion.  I don't
  


23   honestly feel it's a matter of critical importance
  


24   to saving waters in Connecticut.
  


25                  I'm a little uncomfortable signing







23


 1   off.  Yes, we approve.  We're ready to go with
  


 2   whatever the committee comes up with.  And I don't
  


 3   even want that it need be -- review it.  I just
  


 4   sort of thought it would be good if someone in
  


 5   authority took another look at it.  The funder,
  


 6   for example, the State of Connecticut took another
  


 7   look at it.  That's my only suggestion, and it's
  


 8   just a suggestion.
  


 9                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
  


10   Mike Sullivan and then Virginia.
  


11                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Just one quick
  


12   comment on it.  I mean, we have set up this
  


13   committee.  I know there are representatives of
  


14   each member committee on the Water Planning
  


15   Council on that.  And in fact, David LeVasseur is
  


16   serving on it.  He doubles, I think, in some
  


17   respects as a lawyer as well.
  


18                  So I think from our -- at least
  


19   from my perspective, you know basically, the Water
  


20   Planning Council basically has its representatives
  


21   on it this committee.  And I think we've put
  


22   people on it that we feel comfortable making a
  


23   decision to move forward with it.
  


24                  Each one of the people that we've
  


25   selected to serve on it gets back to us as to
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 1   what's going to be in the RFQ.  So I feel it's
  


 2   kind of like eyes on the document.  I'm pretty
  


 3   comfortable with, like, at least our role on that.
  


 4                  MARGARET MINER:  Thank you.
  


 5                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Virginia?
  


 6                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Jane mentioned a
  


 7   few minutes ago that she thought that discussion,
  


 8   that the steering committee was the appropriate
  


 9   forum for discussion of substantive issues, and I
  


10   agree with her.  I think that -- well, just one
  


11   very specific example.  I had some concerns about
  


12   the funding listed in the RFQ.
  


13                  And I think we risk having some
  


14   people not -- very qualified people not even apply
  


15   because of the funding that is listed in the
  


16   document.  That kind of thing I think should be a
  


17   Steering Committee discussion, not just a
  


18   committee discussion.  And I don't know what else
  


19   Maureen has on her list, but there are other
  


20   substantive issues.  But I agree with Jane, the
  


21   Steering Committee is the appropriate forum for
  


22   the discussion of the substantive issues.
  


23                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  Why
  


24   don't we do that?  Let the RFQ's committee come up
  


25   with a recommendation and then we'll run that by
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 1   the Steering Committee and then that will be it.
  


 2   Okay?
  


 3                  MARGARET MINER:  Yes.  I wasn't
  


 4   even asking for that much.  But yes, that's fine
  


 5   with me.
  


 6                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  But this
  


 7   will be --
  


 8                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Quick
  


 9   turnaround.
  


10                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  And
  


11   Frank -- thank you, Maureen, for reading my mind.
  


12   It would be like a 24-hour turnaround.  It would
  


13   be a very quick turnaround so at least everybody
  


14   would have an opportunity to look at it.
  


15                  ROBERT MOORE:  I will amend my
  


16   motion to do whatever you said.
  


17                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  I think Bob's
  


18   motion has been amended now to say that the
  


19   workgroup will develop a final RFQ in a short
  


20   period of time.  They will share that with the
  


21   Steering Committee.
  


22                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  For final
  


23   review and then we'll get it out?
  


24                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  And then
  


25   subsequent to that would release it.







26


 1                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Correct.
  


 2                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Presumably that
  


 3   would be via e-mail and stuff as well?
  


 4                  ROBERT MOORE:  Correct, all by
  


 5   e-mail.
  


 6                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  Any
  


 7   questions?
  


 8                  All those in favor -- yes?
  


 9                  BETH BARTON:  Nevermind.
  


10                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  No, no.
  


11   Go ahead.
  


12                  BETH BARTON:  I was just wondering
  


13   if we had had a schedule?  I mean, I appreciate
  


14   the comment.  I was just wondering what the target
  


15   schedule was.
  


16                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Well, we were
  


17   hoping -- we had a schedule, but it just got
  


18   pushed back a week and a half.
  


19                  BETH BARTON:  Yes, okay.  Thank
  


20   you.
  


21                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Any
  


22   further comments?
  


23                  (No response.)
  


24                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  If not,
  


25   all those in favor signify by saying aye.
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 1                  THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
  


 2                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Opposed?
  


 3                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Opposed.
  


 4                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  One
  


 5   opposed.  The motion is carried.  Okay.  I think
  


 6   we're all set with that.  Thank you very much and
  


 7   I really appreciate everyone's efforts on the
  


 8   committee for doing a great job.
  


 9                  Mr. Callahan, you're next up.  Good
  


10   afternoon, sir.
  


11                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Good afternoon,
  


12   sir.  At the risk of -- one of the nice things
  


13   about being a full volunteer is I pretty much say
  


14   what I want when I want to.
  


15                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Like you were
  


16   held back before?
  


17                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  So I want to
  


18   reflect back on exactly how we got to where we
  


19   were, what action you all may be considering
  


20   taking, notwithstanding the vote that you just
  


21   took, and what it means with respect to the
  


22   pathway going forward.
  


23                  At the last meeting you all
  


24   appointed a steering committee to -- not a
  


25   steering committee, whatever you want to call that
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 1   committee -- comprised of representatives from
  


 2   each of the agencies, myself.  And Lynn was added
  


 3   as a member of the advisory group on the way
  


 4   through.
  


 5                  The group was essentially charged
  


 6   with developing the approach to the market for
  


 7   identifying a qualified vendor to help us draft a
  


 8   state water plan.  We had talked about doing that
  


 9   through an RFP process.  At Lynn's suggestion,
  


10   which was a good suggestion, folks began to
  


11   rethink whether or not an RFP would get us what we
  


12   needed, or an RFQ would be the better way to
  


13   approach that.
  


14                  Over the course of about the last
  


15   days, beginning early last week and ending on
  


16   Friday, the group had met two or three times by
  


17   phone working off of drafts that had been
  


18   sequentially prepared by Jane, and preparing the
  


19   RFQ, the draft RFQ that's sitting before you.
  


20                  On a couple of occasions, two --
  


21   different directions -- I got a question that came
  


22   that said, if the advisory group has comments how
  


23   should we deal with that?  My recommendation, and
  


24   I believe going forward it's important to do it
  


25   this way, is essentially say have the advisory
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 1   group get the document to them.  They want to have
  


 2   it shared, embedded with their community members.
  


 3   Please do so.  Get the information back, integrate
  


 4   it and give us your comments as part of the
  


 5   meeting on Tuesday.
  


 6                  Our purpose in terms of coming to
  


 7   you today with a draft was essentially to say,
  


 8   look, here is a draft.  There's substantive issues
  


 9   that need to be discussed.  Let's discuss those so
  


10   that we have a sense of direction from the
  


11   committee in terms of what we're going to, you
  


12   know, how we can approach the market and go
  


13   forward.
  


14                  If you look in your book there's a
  


15   schedule that kind of goes through that and says,
  


16   we're looking for responses to this document on
  


17   the 24th of February, if I'm not mistaken.  The
  


18   assumption for that was that there be about a
  


19   three-week turnaround by the time this thing got
  


20   out to the marketplace, gave people an opportunity
  


21   to see what was there and digest what was there
  


22   and respond to it in terms of the RFQ, that there
  


23   would be an opportunity to do that.
  


24                  I'm not going to question the
  


25   wisdom, or the decision that you've made, but
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 1   essentially there are -- if this is going to be
  


 2   the manner in which we proceed -- now if we're
  


 3   going to be coming back with another draft and to
  


 4   see that draft and have that vetted, that's
  


 5   actually within the steering committee's, you
  


 6   know, authority to do that.
  


 7                  I simply want people to recognize
  


 8   what the impact is in terms of, A, how
  


 9   expectations are shaped amongst people as they go
  


10   about doing their work, and B, what it does with
  


11   respect to the schedule going forward.  The
  


12   schedule now, by choosing to go with an RFQ versus
  


13   an RFP is essentially a slower schedule.  It's the
  


14   right way to proceed, but it's a two-step process.
  


15   A, let's look at the quals.  B, let's then go
  


16   forward and negotiate a contract going forward.
  


17                  So I think it's very important that
  


18   the roles and the expectations be real clear.  My
  


19   expectation for today working with Jane and the
  


20   team was to come forward, that we would have some
  


21   feedback that would come from the advisory group
  


22   if they had feedback to give us.  I learned just
  


23   sitting down a little earlier today that a
  


24   document had come forward.  I hadn't seen it
  


25   before I sat down today.
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 1                  And secondly, that you all would
  


 2   have had the opportunity to look at that document
  


 3   and say, directionally, yeah, this is right.  Or
  


 4   this is wrong, or this is where we think it ought
  


 5   to be changed and here's what we want to discuss.
  


 6   If we're not going to get that kind of interaction
  


 7   going forward we're simply -- it's going to be a
  


 8   very difficult process for all of us moving
  


 9   forward.
  


10                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Just on finding
  


11   comments, I mean, the requests that we got and
  


12   whether, I mean, it was -- as you envision or not,
  


13   but was to be prepared to provide the information
  


14   at the meeting today.  So sending it ahead of time
  


15   was, you know, trying to get it to folks prior to
  


16   this.  But it wasn't that we were trying to hold
  


17   this up.  We compiled what we could as quickly as
  


18   we could in being responsive to the request.
  


19                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I'm not being
  


20   critical.  What I'm saying is essentially that was
  


21   what we said -- what I'm trying to do is be very
  


22   direct in terms of what I said, it was absolutely
  


23   fine to get it out to the advisory group.  Invite
  


24   them to get the comments back and invite them and
  


25   have it ready to go for Tuesday.
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 1                  So if the only -- and I heard your
  


 2   comments earlier today.  If your only substantive
  


 3   comments were, A, going the RFP versus the RFQ --
  


 4   going in an RFQ versus an RFP, good thing.  And,
  


 5   B, the second issue is and the rest of it is --
  


 6                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  The funding and
  


 7   the phasing of this.
  


 8                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Right.  So we'll
  


 9   talk about funding and phasing, but if the rest of
  


10   it is simply being offered as potential editorial
  


11   or wordsmithing comments on the way through, I
  


12   would say this to you.  I would say this to
  


13   Margaret.  I would say this to all of you.  If it
  


14   is wordsmithing, please give it to us.
  


15                  But whether or not we're going to
  


16   use it or not, I would hope that if it's offered,
  


17   in the spirit of wordsmithing we simply say, I
  


18   trust the people who've been asked to this.  I've
  


19   deputized the people who I've asked to do this.
  


20   Let them do it and go forward.
  


21                  With respect to the phasing and the
  


22   money -- and I think it is a topic that merits
  


23   some consideration today.  This was a topic that
  


24   took a fair amount of time amongst the group
  


25   because the question was, do you go to the market
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 1   and say I've got 500,000?  Do you go to the market
  


 2   and say I've got a million?  Do you go to the
  


 3   market and say nothing?  And the decision was,
  


 4   after a lot of conversation, was to go to the
  


 5   market and say I've got $880,000.
  


 6                  Why $880,000?  We're assuming we're
  


 7   going to get the full million bucks.  We'll get
  


 8   500,000 now.  We're going to assume we're going to
  


 9   get the full million bucks.  NEIWPCC is
  


10   essentially getting a piece of that to administer
  


11   this program going forward.  That leaves about
  


12   880,000 going forward.
  


13                  Next question.  Well, why put any
  


14   number in there at all?  And the argument was
  


15   whether it should be 500 or whether it should be
  


16   580, not whether or not there should any number in
  


17   there at all.  There is one camp that said, look,
  


18   we can't commit any more money than what we've
  


19   got, and we don't want to basically be accused of
  


20   doing a bait-and-switch.
  


21                  There was another camp that said,
  


22   yeah, we have a fairly high level of confidence
  


23   that the full million dollars is going to be
  


24   released before the year is over.  Let's proceed
  


25   on that basis.  I think the overall consensus of
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 1   the group is, what's likely to happen is we may
  


 2   get people telling us, you know what?  It's going
  


 3   to cost us a lot more than a million bucks to do
  


 4   this.
  


 5                  Then you've got three things that
  


 6   you can do, I think, and we had this conversation
  


 7   on the phone.  One is you could say, yeah, right.
  


 8   But right now all we can contract for is $880,000.
  


 9   We need to do it in a way that we can't contract
  


10   for any more than the money we've got right now.
  


11   So we need to do this in phases.  But I want to
  


12   see the overall game plan in terms of what it's
  


13   going to take in order to get this plan done, one.
  


14                  Two, so that might be 880.  It
  


15   might be less than 880.  Let's assume it's more
  


16   than 880, but whatever the number is, is what it's
  


17   going to be.  Two, as we talked about this time
  


18   last year there was no money to do a state plan,
  


19   none.
  


20                  And so the question, again from the
  


21   outside looking in is for people to start
  


22   saying -- without going to the market first -- and
  


23   have them say to us, this is what it's going to
  


24   cost.  Seems to me to be a bit risky in terms of
  


25   saying, you know what?  You guys had no money last
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 1   year.  You were prepared to do this with no money
  


 2   if you had to on a guerilla basis.  Why not
  


 3   basically say, I've got 880.  Let's see what we
  


 4   can done for 880.
  


 5                  The third thing is it will help
  


 6   identify if it makes sense to do so.  You know
  


 7   what?  It's going to cost more money to do this.
  


 8   Here's what the cost is going to be, and if
  


 9   there's a receptivity in either the administration
  


10   or the general assembly to fill that gap out, so
  


11   be it.  There would be a basis in order for that
  


12   to do that, in order for that to happen.
  


13                  That's the reason why the 880 is in
  


14   there.  People want to handle it differently?  You
  


15   want to talk about it?  Great, but now I have
  


16   said -- again with the freedom of being a
  


17   volunteer, Mr. Chairman, I apologize in advance,
  


18   but I thought it was helpful.  I thought it would
  


19   be helpful to get this thing out pretty clearly as
  


20   clear as I could.
  


21                  ROBERT MOORE:  Just to comment on
  


22   you, Tom.  If anybody is going to respond to the
  


23   RFQ they're going to read the minutes that have
  


24   been going on from this committee, and they're
  


25   going to know clear well there's a million dollars
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 1   in the pot.
  


 2                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Correct.
  


 3                  ROBERT MOORE:  So I don't think
  


 4   it's a significant issue whether it's in or not.
  


 5                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I agree with you.
  


 6                  ROBERT MOORE:  Anybody who's going
  


 7   to respond better read the minutes of these
  


 8   meetings and know it's available.  And it, you
  


 9   know, it implies you should take -- the RFQ
  


10   implies you should be looking at what's been going
  


11   on for the last year.
  


12                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I agree with you.
  


13   I agree with you, Bob.
  


14                  So if you're asking me, would I do
  


15   anything different from what you just did earlier
  


16   on in your motion?  My recommendation if I had
  


17   been here to give it, Jack -- and I didn't want to
  


18   interrupt -- would be to say, look, the group has
  


19   been working pretty diligently in order to get
  


20   this thing through.  The advisory group has
  


21   somebody there who's sitting there, and actually
  


22   has been a very influential and thoughtful person
  


23   as part of the group.
  


24                  My recommendation would be if there
  


25   are substantive issues that are not being
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 1   addressed that the four of you can't get through
  


 2   your state agency reps, then we should discuss
  


 3   them now.  If there are other issues that the
  


 4   Steering Committee members want to chat about now,
  


 5   we should do that.  I would then say, take the
  


 6   feedback.  Give it to the committee.  Let the
  


 7   committee basically shape the final proposal, get
  


 8   it ready, get it out.
  


 9                  And then you have to make a
  


10   decision whether you want to review it again or
  


11   not.  My recommendation would be at some point in
  


12   time people are going to have to trust people
  


13   along the way here in order to move this thing
  


14   along in some kind of a timely basis.
  


15                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Just one.  I
  


16   hear you, Bob, that you say that somebody should
  


17   read the minutes of this meeting and that could
  


18   address it.  In terms of my concern over the
  


19   funding, I would propose just that something be
  


20   set in the RFQ along the lines of your
  


21   explanation.
  


22                  Why I say that is because from our
  


23   experience on the other states workgroup.  You
  


24   can't do the whole job for $880,000.  And there
  


25   could be some qualified people who might not read
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 1   any further when they -- well, if the expectation
  


 2   is that I do it for this amount of money.
  


 3                  And so I think there should be some
  


 4   mention -- and I'll put it simplistically, not the
  


 5   way you would phrase it clearly.  But here's the
  


 6   big picture.  What could you do for $880,000 and
  


 7   how much more would you need to do the whole
  


 8   thing, that implication?  So that somebody would
  


 9   come up with hopefully something meaningful that
  


10   could be done for the 880, and then we would have
  


11   the argument to ask for more money to do the whole
  


12   job.
  


13                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Right.  And I
  


14   understand that and we can frame it that way,
  


15   Virginia.  I simply want to -- and I said this on
  


16   the phone with my colleagues last week.  You have
  


17   to remember there are states that have done
  


18   excellent state water plans with no state
  


19   appropriations.
  


20                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  With staff.
  


21   With state staff.
  


22                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  With staff,
  


23   correct, with no state appropriations.
  


24                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Correct.
  


25                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I don't think
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 1   there's a viable strategy for Connecticut at this
  


 2   point in time.  But push comes to shove, someone
  


 3   could say, hey, look, how did state X, Y or Z do
  


 4   this?  Why is it that you've got 880, which is 880
  


 5   thousand more than you had a year ago?  Tell me
  


 6   without going to the market you can't yet I think
  


 7   stand there -- you can't sit and provide a clear
  


 8   explanation in terms of, you're sure you don't
  


 9   have enough money just yet.
  


10                  Before you jump in, Margaret, one
  


11   last thing.  On the issue of -- I'm glad you
  


12   raised the issue of the other states water plan.
  


13   We sat here at the -- I'm not sure if it was the
  


14   Steering Committee Meeting or the planning
  


15   committee meeting a month ago and we said, what
  


16   are we looking for here?  And we had another
  


17   states group work for about six or seven months in
  


18   developing a table of contents after reviewing all
  


19   other states plans, and it had an annotated table
  


20   of contents.
  


21                  Everyone said, yeah.  That's kind
  


22   of directionally the skeleton of what we're
  


23   looking for, and that's really the product that
  


24   we're approaching the market and saying, can you
  


25   do this?  For how much?
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 1                  So one of the things I think we
  


 2   also want to avoid is -- one of the things we want
  


 3   to do is remember what we've done, remember what
  


 4   we've said, remember what we've said yes to on the
  


 5   way through, and not reinvent the wheel every time
  


 6   we go back out.
  


 7                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Margaret?
  


 8                  MARGARET MINER:  Well, Virginia
  


 9   started with the funding and I was focused on the
  


10   tasks that are listed in the RFQ.  And as I recall
  


11   the two issues are tied together, and several of
  


12   the questions that were raised had to do with
  


13   phase one and phase two.  What does that mean?
  


14                  Is phase one a funding of phase
  


15   one?  Is phase one a priority tasks phase one?  Is
  


16   it some combination of both?  Do you contract out
  


17   for phase two?  Or do you contract out for work
  


18   where we don't have the money in hand, even though
  


19   we're very, very, you know, think very much that
  


20   we will?
  


21                  So I was looking at the tasks that
  


22   are outlined and thinking, yeah, this is at least
  


23   $2 million.  But in terms of the RFQ I was
  


24   confused.  One is phase one.  One is phase two.
  


25   Is the distinction a funding distinction?  In
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 1   places it was unclear whether the applicant would
  


 2   be asked to perform somehow all the tasks.  Or
  


 3   would it be the applicant who would be making the
  


 4   cutoff point according to the tasks listed?
  


 5                  So there's a large volume of tasks
  


 6   and I understand that many -- there's some
  


 7   repetition whether you're just picking it right up
  


 8   from the statute, and I imagine trying to be sure
  


 9   that the applicant understands what's in the
  


10   statute.
  


11                  But in terms of what they're
  


12   actually supposed to do in phase one, or the first
  


13   eight months however phase one is defined, or the
  


14   first $400,000, I think that's muddled in the RFQ.
  


15   And that's why I felt that we would really want
  


16   clarity, and it honesty sometimes is hard to get
  


17   clarity when a committee is working fast on a very
  


18   complicated issue.
  


19                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  So you captured
  


20   the heart of our conversation on Wednesday
  


21   afternoon, which was I think most folks wanted --
  


22   and you can correct me if I'm wrong, Jane -- that
  


23   most folks wanted no phases.  NEIWPCC as the
  


24   fiscal agent wants to be somewhat clear on the
  


25   phases on the RFQ.
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 1                  Now the way this process will work
  


 2   is you go out.  You do the RFQ process.  You
  


 3   identify the preferred vendor.  You then sit down
  


 4   and say, look, let's talk about what needs to get
  


 5   done here.  You know, how big is the breadbasket
  


 6   and how are we going to put this thing together?
  


 7   How many steps?  What can be covered for how much
  


 8   money?  So on and so forth.
  


 9                  NEIWPCC wants to be sure that phase
  


10   one is phase one financially.  It cannot exceed
  


11   the amount of money that we know we've got in the
  


12   bank at that particular point in time.  But
  


13   programmatically we need to understand the whole
  


14   pathway to get from point A to point B.
  


15                  And then we need to then think
  


16   through how we're going to phase and match the
  


17   program to the dollars as we go forward.  But the
  


18   only reason the words "phase one" and "phase two"
  


19   is in the document right now relates to
  


20   financially how much can we contract for at the
  


21   point in time that we're there, which we assume
  


22   right now -- because the State Bond Commission, if
  


23   it's going to act on the other 500 probably won't
  


24   act until later in the year until after we're
  


25   done.
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 1                  MARGARET MINER:  So you anticipate
  


 2   that the contract will be for a defined phase one
  


 3   under the money that's in hand.  And phase two
  


 4   will be, like, the applicant or the consultant
  


 5   will have the right of first refusal or something
  


 6   in phase two.
  


 7                  When phase two is funded then phase
  


 8   two will move forward, but you want to define, or
  


 9   at least have the opportunity now to define phase
  


10   two at least in your minds.  Or for the
  


11   applicants, what's expected to happen.
  


12                  JANE CERASO:  Yeah.  It is a
  


13   confusing process and what's unusual is we do not
  


14   have all the money at once and we have a
  


15   tremendous amount of tasks to get done with a very
  


16   little amount the money.
  


17                  And honestly, that's one of the
  


18   reasons we decided to go to the RFQ process
  


19   because the thinking was there will be very highly
  


20   experienced consultants who will come in and know,
  


21   you know, to collect all the data that is
  


22   necessary to do what is required to meet the
  


23   statutory minimums of this water plan.  We're
  


24   going to have to spend a lot money, the first pot
  


25   of money on doing those kinds of tasks.
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 1                  So there will be a rough scoping
  


 2   that happens of what can be done under the first
  


 3   phase --
  


 4                  GENE LIKENS:  Hello?
  


 5                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Gene?
  


 6                  GENE LIKENS:  Yeah, you went blank.
  


 7   Are you still talking?
  


 8                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Yes.  Do you have
  


 9   it, Gene?
  


10                  GENE LIKENS:  I'm hearing you.
  


11                  JANE CERASO:  This is the
  


12   microphone that's bad, I think.  I remember this
  


13   from last time.
  


14                  MARGARET MINER:  Would you like to
  


15   move here?  At least it doesn't go to the next
  


16   room.
  


17                  JANE CERASO:  I think I was at the
  


18   bad microphone.
  


19                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Is that
  


20   better, Gene?
  


21                  GENE LIKENS:  Yes, thank you.
  


22                  JANE CERASO:  So what I was saying
  


23   is this is by nature a fairly complicated process
  


24   in that we have a large project that most people
  


25   would say is probably well over a million dollars
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 1   worth of work.  We have something around a half a
  


 2   million dollars to start it.
  


 3                  We will be going to the consultants
  


 4   out there, the various entities who respond to
  


 5   this RFQ and asking them, after we have selected
  


 6   those we feel are capable of doing this work, to
  


 7   come up with a scoping plan, so to speak, which by
  


 8   nature will define the whole picture, at least in
  


 9   a broad sense.
  


10                  And then NEIWPCC as the fiscal
  


11   agent who will be developing a contract for X
  


12   amount of dollars and X amount of tasks will be
  


13   looking at the phase one contract with that
  


14   consultant.  So if people really don't like the
  


15   phase one language we can take it out, but I would
  


16   probably encourage us to use something that
  


17   defines that more detailed piece that will be in
  


18   the final contract to get the first chunk of this
  


19   work done with the monies that we have available.
  


20                  Does that answer the question?
  


21                  MARGARET MINER:  It does.  I do
  


22   think maybe the document would benefit from being
  


23   much shorter, you know, because of the multitude
  


24   of tasks.  If you outline the tasks and you have
  


25   the statute there for people to read that's --
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 1   that is a type of editorial suggestion.
  


 2                  But, yes, I see what you're up
  


 3   against.  And we weren't even sure what phase one
  


 4   referred to, not that we didn't like it.  We
  


 5   wanted to know what does it mean exactly?
  


 6                  JANE CERASO:  Well, we're not sure
  


 7   what phase one refers to either, but ultimately we
  


 8   will know exactly what it refers to.  So --
  


 9                  MARGARET MINER:  Thank you.
  


10                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I think if I
  


11   can -- I hate to keep beating this dead horse, but
  


12   I think you've got to stop thinking outside of the
  


13   constraints of a contract or an RFP for this
  


14   document.  It's not designed to get to that level
  


15   of specificity.  It's primarily looking to flesh
  


16   out the qualifications.
  


17                  And for those of you who are
  


18   concerned that we don't have enough money, at our
  


19   last telephonic meeting I even made the suggestion
  


20   that if we are not happy with the respondents that
  


21   we get we actually conduct a poll of people and
  


22   the entities we think might have responded and ask
  


23   them, you know, did they know about it?  Did they
  


24   respond?  Did they think about responding?  Was
  


25   there a reason they didn't?
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 1                  Because quite frankly, if the
  


 2   monetary issue is a dealbreaker I need to know
  


 3   about that sooner rather than later, because this
  


 4   is an extremely short budgetary session.  And if
  


 5   this thing doesn't hit the streets until March and
  


 6   we don't have a response time until the end of
  


 7   March, that gives me less than five weeks to try
  


 8   to set the pieces in motion to try to get
  


 9   additional money during this legislative session
  


10   since it ends the first week of May.
  


11                  And so trust me when Tom says
  


12   you've been working diligently at this.  We been
  


13   approaching this from eight ways to Sunday to try
  


14   to cover everything that can possibly go wrong,
  


15   but all of us had to back off and say, okay.  We
  


16   need to be less specific.  But we need to at the
  


17   same time give the vendor, potential vendor some
  


18   sort of an idea about what the access and what our
  


19   expectations are through the table of contents at
  


20   the end of the day.
  


21                  Because if they don't have the
  


22   global picture they're not going to be able to
  


23   figure out in their own minds what's the scope
  


24   going to be in phase one?  What's the scope going
  


25   to be in phase two?  So you know, we tried to do
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 1   our due diligence before today and come in up with
  


 2   a product that we can explain to everybody.  But
  


 3   again, that construct is so different that
  


 4   Connecticut even has a council, QBS council which
  


 5   will come in and walk people through this process,
  


 6   particularly at the municipal level if they've
  


 7   never done it before.  And it's a whole different
  


 8   mindset.  It's a different animal.
  


 9                  MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  I was a
  


10   little skewed in my --
  


11                  ROBERT MOORE:  I think it's
  


12   important to have all this information in this,
  


13   because you're going to try to get the people who
  


14   do this work involved.  And if somebody isn't
  


15   going to be able to compete in collecting the data
  


16   or writing and working with agencies, you know,
  


17   they're not going to call.  You want them out
  


18   before you have to read the thing.
  


19                  So all you're really doing is
  


20   selecting somebody and then you can negotiate the
  


21   work after that.  So you know, you're just trying
  


22   to get the best person or firm that you can see
  


23   and get on with it, and negotiate a contract.  And
  


24   then those issues will come up that we're worried
  


25   about.
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 1                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
  


 2   Tom, you've made some really direct comments.
  


 3   What would you like to see us to do to move this
  


 4   process?  We're hearing loud and clear.  Now we're
  


 5   hearing that if we don't get this money committed
  


 6   to, who knows what's going to happen?  What would
  


 7   you like to see us do?
  


 8                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I would -- well,
  


 9   I guess I'd ask the following, that we have
  


10   comments from the WPAC, if anyone on the Council
  


11   beyond the ones we've talked about now have
  


12   substantive comments, that we could get them
  


13   before the end of the day tomorrow.
  


14                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
  


15                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  We would like
  


16   then to kind of sit down and wind this thing back
  


17   up and get ready to send it out to the market.
  


18   There's nothing to preclude the Council from close
  


19   oversight in terms of what happens in terms of how
  


20   the market responds.
  


21                  And obviously we'll be bringing
  


22   back any proposed contract plan at eye level here
  


23   for people to take a look at.  Ultimately it will
  


24   be the planning council's responsibilities, but
  


25   you know, my sense is that we need to move this
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 1   thing along.
  


 2                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So our
  


 3   previous motion gave it an extra step that could
  


 4   really bog down the process.  So what I'm
  


 5   suggesting is perhaps we re-look at that and say,
  


 6   look, you're going to come up with a final
  


 7   document that could go to the Steering Committee,
  


 8   but you know, if we don't hear from you within 24
  


 9   hours, or stuff like that then, you know, it's a
  


10   go, or something along those lines.
  


11                  ROBERT MOORE:  I will just make a
  


12   motion that we have this on the street by next
  


13   Thursday or something like that, or Valentine's
  


14   Day, or something.  Just pick a date to get it out
  


15   there and say we're done by then.  You know, have
  


16   it advertised at such and such a date and then
  


17   everybody has to work fast.
  


18                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  And then
  


19   work out the logistics.
  


20                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I'm just
  


21   curious if you got comments from anybody else on
  


22   the Steering Committee except for folks that were
  


23   on the advisory group?
  


24                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Did not, except
  


25   for three steering committee members who were on
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 1   the advisory group.
  


 2                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I think part of
  


 3   that is the Water Planning Council has people on
  


 4   the committee itself.  And so we don't need to --
  


 5   we have our voice already there.
  


 6                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Right.  I'm
  


 7   just saying other members of the Steering
  


 8   Committee.  There's quite a few others.
  


 9                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  I would like to
  


10   move that we deputize the committee to finalize
  


11   the RFQ.
  


12                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Do I hear
  


13   a second?
  


14                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I'll make a
  


15   second.
  


16                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Motion
  


17   made and seconded that the committee be deputized,
  


18   which I guess what we're doing is just delegating
  


19   the authority to them to finalize the RFQ.  How
  


20   they get it done, and God bless them, but we're
  


21   going to have a time certain.  You heard what Dave
  


22   said in terms of time is of the essence, so we
  


23   know the timeframes that we're under.
  


24                  Yes?
  


25                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So in the RFQ it
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 1   references the other states workgroup plan.  So is
  


 2   this an all-encompassing?  Because some of the
  


 3   recommended changes I have for the other states
  


 4   workgroup, some of them got in.  Some didn't.  So
  


 5   I just would like -- so how far are we going with
  


 6   this?  Is it everything that was attached to the
  


 7   RFQ?  Do we still have time to review some of the
  


 8   comments on the other documents?
  


 9                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  So Ellen, your
  


10   comments were looked at closely.  The other states
  


11   plan annotated group was rewound to that.  If it's
  


12   not done to your satisfaction we need to have a
  


13   conversation.  If your comments are still not
  


14   reflected then we need to have another
  


15   conversation, but they were.  They were
  


16   specifically looked at carefully.  So if they're
  


17   not there then we need to talk.  Okay?
  


18                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Okay.
  


19                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  And the answer to
  


20   your question is -- again you all have day jobs.
  


21   I understand it but --
  


22                  ROBERT MOORE:  Not all of us.
  


23                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  That's right.
  


24   Not all of us.  Not all of us anymore, too.  But
  


25   if we could have any comments that people have.
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 1   Our assumption was we'd get you something on
  


 2   Friday.  You'd have the weekend, yesterday, part
  


 3   of today to look at it.  If you could have it to
  


 4   us by the end of the day tomorrow that would be
  


 5   great.  Okay?
  


 6                  ROBERT MOORE:  I also understand
  


 7   the documents that are in the appendix are going
  


 8   to change because we're meeting -- we just not
  


 9   stopping to meet as subcommittees.  We're still
  


10   going to have input.
  


11                  And so if we're going to change a
  


12   document or suggest a change, those are going to
  


13   happen throughout this process anyway and the poor
  


14   consultant is going to have to come to meetings
  


15   and listen to us.
  


16                  THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Correct.
  


17                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  So
  


18   any other comments on this motion?  Everybody is
  


19   clear what we're asking?
  


20                  (No response.)
  


21                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  All those
  


22   in favor signify by saying aye.
  


23                  THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
  


24                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Opposed?
  


25                  The motion is carried.  Thank you,
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 1   Virginia.  Thank you very much.  And let's move
  


 2   onto the next item of business here, which is Mike
  


 3   Sullivan.
  


 4                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I see Jeff
  


 5   Beckham from DAS is here.  I don't know if Tom
  


 6   Hennick from the Freedom of Information Commission
  


 7   is here?
  


 8                  A VOICE:  He's outside.  You want
  


 9   him to come in?
  


10                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, that would
  


11   be great.
  


12                  So while we're waiting for Tom and
  


13   Jeff to show up, basically I talked to other
  


14   members of the Water Planning Council a couple of
  


15   meetings ago that, like, one of the issues that we
  


16   continue to seem to talk about on a recurring
  


17   basis, but I'm not sure that we ever make any
  


18   movement forward on, is the issue of FOIA and
  


19   public water supply and water supply plans.
  


20                  This issue has been raised a number
  


21   of times by Margaret Miner, I hear on the Steering
  


22   Committee, but it also comes up all the time at
  


23   the Water Planning Council.  And my view of it has
  


24   been -- and this is really, like, kind of a
  


25   fundamental concern that if the public doesn't
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 1   have -- either doesn't have access to or feels
  


 2   like they don't have access to information and
  


 3   data that underlies the state plan, then the
  


 4   public isn't going to have any confidence that
  


 5   whatever the findings and recommendations might be
  


 6   in the plan, that they're legitimate.
  


 7                  And so I just wanted to make --
  


 8   wanted us to start making progress on this issue.
  


 9   I don't expect it to be, like, kind of wrapped up
  


10   today, but I do want to make sure that everybody
  


11   kind of leaves here with, like, a common
  


12   understanding of what the FOIA process is, what
  


13   agencies are involved in it and how does it work.
  


14                  You know, maybe we need to leave it
  


15   to another day then the question of what exactly
  


16   is the information and data that's needed to
  


17   develop the state water plan and whether or not
  


18   people have access to that.  But I thought at the
  


19   very least it would be helpful to everybody to
  


20   understand how this process works.
  


21                  So in talking to my fellow members
  


22   here, I went out and I've asked Jeff Beckham who's
  


23   the legal counsel for the Department of
  


24   Administrative Services to come in and talk about
  


25   what their role is in this process.  And then Tom
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 1   Hennick who I haven't seen in a long time --
  


 2   Hello, Tom, from the Freedom of Information
  


 3   Commission will come in and talk about their part
  


 4   of this process as well.
  


 5                  I do think it's entirely possible
  


 6   that we'll see legislative proposals this year to
  


 7   take a look at changes to the Freedom of
  


 8   Information Act to deal with this subject area.  I
  


 9   don't have any great insights as to what that
  


10   would be, but it does have the feeling to me that
  


11   we'll be seeing something like that this session.
  


12   So I thought it would be useful to have these two
  


13   folks come in and kind of run through what their
  


14   process is and then be able to answer any
  


15   questions that you might have.
  


16                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So come
  


17   right up to the table there, please.  Nice to see
  


18   both of you.
  


19                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, good
  


20   afternoon.  Are you all Counselors?  Is that the
  


21   Water Planning Council?
  


22                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  This is the
  


23   entire Steering Committee.
  


24                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Oh, it's the
  


25   Steering Committee.  I'm sorry.  I'm Jeffrey
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 1   Beckham, Department of Administrative Services,
  


 2   Staff Counsel, Director of Communications.
  


 3                  THOMAS HENNICK:  And I'm a Tom
  


 4   Hennick from Freedom of Information, Public
  


 5   Education Officer.  I recognize the familiar faces
  


 6   up there, fellow Durham-ite.
  


 7                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So Jeff, maybe
  


 8   you could start off and talk about how you get
  


 9   involved in this process and then maybe hand it
  


10   off to Tom.
  


11                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Sure.  The Freedom
  


12   of Information Act has about 25 or 26 exemptions,
  


13   one of which, subdivision 19 of subsection B, it's
  


14   at 1-210 of the General Statutes, provides for an
  


15   exemption from the FOI Act for records where
  


16   there's reasonable cause to believe that public
  


17   disclosure may result in a safety risk to persons
  


18   or property.
  


19                  The legislative history is a
  


20   little, you know, we never have great legislative
  


21   history on any of our statutes, but on this one it
  


22   was in the late nineties.  It was after things
  


23   like the Oklahoma City Bombing, after the lottery
  


24   shootings here in Connecticut.  The focus really
  


25   was on the government facilities and the release
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 1   of things like blueprints and security
  


 2   arrangements, that sort of thing.
  


 3                  It's been amended a couple of
  


 4   times.  There are six specifically enumerated
  


 5   types of records that relate to water company,
  


 6   water supply plans and things like that.  There's
  


 7   also a catchall phrase that's for other records
  


 8   that may cause a security risk.
  


 9                  So the reason why my agency is
  


10   involved is other agencies like the Department of
  


11   Public Health who have records, like, who have
  


12   water supply plans and other similar records, if
  


13   they believe that there's a potential security
  


14   risk in public disclosure of some of those
  


15   records, it will apply to us.
  


16                  They'll ask us to look at those
  


17   records.  We'll make a determination with our
  


18   statewide security division.  We'll consult with
  


19   the agency that asked us.  Sometimes we talk to
  


20   the state police.  We consult other reference
  


21   materials.  The FBI has a number of reference
  


22   materials related to this sort of thing.
  


23   Typically the context, there is terrorist type
  


24   acts where someone may want to pose some threat to
  


25   the public water supply.
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 1                  So we've done a number of these
  


 2   determinations over the years and they've been the
  


 3   subject of some of the decisions at the Freedom of
  


 4   Information Commission.  Tom may speak more to
  


 5   that, but a couple of the leading cases would be
  


 6   at -- 2010-311 and 2010-466 were a couple of cases
  


 7   where the commission upheld our determination.
  


 8                  And they go through a pretty
  


 9   extensive description of the kinds of things that
  


10   they're looking for, the kinds of things that they
  


11   agree with us may pose a security risk.  And you
  


12   know, just generally speaking it would be things
  


13   where it is not otherwise available in the public
  


14   domain, where it's only in these water supply
  


15   plans that you can see this critical
  


16   infrastructure, things like some of the more
  


17   controversial ideas have been the yield from
  


18   sources.  We have written letters that determined
  


19   that those, that kind of information posed a risk,
  


20   and those have been upheld.
  


21                  So that's basically what happens.
  


22   We've tried to be very careful about it.  We think
  


23   the commission, when they are looking at our work,
  


24   are looking to see have we carefully gone through
  


25   a process of discussion with the agency?  Have we,
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 1   you know, carefully considered these issues and
  


 2   have we, you know, made an effort to make
  


 3   available as much as possible and only approve
  


 4   redaction of that which is the most sensitive?  So
  


 5   that's the kind of thing that seems to have been
  


 6   upheld at the commission.
  


 7                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So just one
  


 8   quick question then for you.  I mean, normally I
  


 9   work in an administrative agency and normally if
  


10   somebody submits a FOIA request to DEEP we're the
  


11   ones that make a determination as to whether or
  


12   not we're going to disclose that particular
  


13   document.  And we're the ones that make the
  


14   decision.
  


15                  That's a little bit different than
  


16   the process that you were describing.  Correct?  I
  


17   mean, if somebody is asking, say, DPH for
  


18   something with the water supply plan, is that
  


19   then, like, kind of moved over even if they make
  


20   the request to DEEP or DPH?  Is the decision as to
  


21   whether or not to release all or part of that,
  


22   that document, is it made by DAS?
  


23                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  No.  If it's their
  


24   record it starts with them.  The request comes
  


25   into them.  All the exemptions -- and I say this
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 1   advisedly with Tom sitting next to me -- are
  


 2   discretionary.  They're not mandatory.  There are
  


 3   other laws that may mandate that you withhold
  


 4   something, but FOIA itself, those exemptions are
  


 5   within the discretion of the agencies.
  


 6                  So they make the initial decision
  


 7   to contact us to make this determination.  If they
  


 8   don't see an issue or don't care to, you know,
  


 9   send it to us they could do whatever they want
  


10   with that request.  They could fulfill it, what
  


11   have you.  They in the first instance have to make
  


12   a determination there.  Then they kick it to us.
  


13   Then we have to go through our process and go from
  


14   there.
  


15                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Just a
  


16   follow-up to that question, though.  If it's a
  


17   water supply plan and DEEP has it, do they have to
  


18   deal with the request?  Or does it go back to
  


19   the -- because both agencies would get that plan.
  


20                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, the request
  


21   comes from outside to the agency with the records.
  


22   If they're going to protect all or part of that
  


23   record under this exemption for security they
  


24   would have to ask us a for determination.  We have
  


25   to give them a letter.
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 1                  We then would be the respondent at
  


 2   the FOI Commission, not the agency with the
  


 3   record.  We have to defend that decision.
  


 4                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  But if that
  


 5   same request regarding the water supply plan was
  


 6   provided to DEEP as someone who held that water
  


 7   supply span, even though it's submitted to
  


 8   multiple agencies, it's not necessarily just the
  


 9   health department who makes that determination on
  


10   the water supply plan?  Or does it go back to that
  


11   because it's their statute that requires it, but
  


12   all the agencies get it?
  


13                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  If you have a
  


14   record and someone makes a request of you from the
  


15   public, FOIA would kick in.  So it depends on who
  


16   the requester makes the request of.
  


17                  MARGARET MINER:  Just a process
  


18   then?  If the request goes to a utility as opposed
  


19   to an agency then the determination is made by
  


20   Homeland Security, not by DAS.
  


21                  THOMAS HANNICK:  I don't think the
  


22   utilities are state agencies for those purposes --
  


23                  MARGARET MINER:  No, it goes to
  


24   homeland security.
  


25                  THOMAS HANNICK:  There are some
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 1   municipal water companies that are -- would fall
  


 2   under that.  I can sort of explain how that came
  


 3   to be, too.
  


 4                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  We've never gotten
  


 5   a request from the utility.
  


 6                  MARGARET MINER:  You did, but you
  


 7   said, no.  This has to go to Homeland Security,
  


 8   which was correct.
  


 9                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Oh, I see what
  


10   you're saying.  Yes, the State Department of
  


11   Homeland Security a few years ago, the statute was
  


12   changed for municipal requests.  It goes to them.
  


13   I'm talking about state agencies getting FOI
  


14   requests.  They have to come to DAS.  You're
  


15   correct.  I was thinking federal homeland
  


16   security.  My mistake.  They're actually part of
  


17   DES now, emergency services.
  


18                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Beth?
  


19                  BETH BARTON:  Just following up on
  


20   Maureen's point.  I'm not sure I understood.  So
  


21   if the request for the water plan goes to public
  


22   health and DEEP, both of them have to go to you to
  


23   get an opinion?
  


24                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  If they want to
  


25   withhold all or part of that record from the
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 1   requester under this exemption -- there may be
  


 2   other reasons why they could -- they would have to
  


 3   come to us to get a security determination.
  


 4                  BETH BARTON:  So first they
  


 5   independently decide whether or not they want to
  


 6   avail themselves of the exemption?
  


 7                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  As a practical
  


 8   matter?  Yes.
  


 9                  BETH BARTON:  And there's nothing
  


10   that guides them that's discretionary?
  


11                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Yes.
  


12                  BETH BARTON:  And if they decide
  


13   they want to avail themselves of the exemption
  


14   then they go to you.  But what happens if one
  


15   decides I want an exemption and the other decides
  


16   I don't care.
  


17                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, we would
  


18   work with the one who wants it and give it to
  


19   them, or not, based on our process.  But they're
  


20   not our records to either withhold or release.
  


21   It's the Department of Administrative Services.
  


22   It's not our records.  So --
  


23                  MARGARET MINER:  One other
  


24   correction.  You said if it's in the public domain
  


25   or, you know, accessible the exemption wouldn't
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 1   apply, but actually --
  


 2                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, that's not
  


 3   what I said.  I said that's one of the
  


 4   considerations that we would look at and that we
  


 5   know the commission looks at when we're there
  


 6   trying to justify the withholding of the
  


 7   redaction.  Is it something that is otherwise
  


 8   available in the public domain?
  


 9                  MARGARET MINER:  But the ruling was
  


10   that it's not relevant -- in one of my cases --
  


11   it's not relevant if it's public domain because it
  


12   would be too much of a burden on the agency to
  


13   determine if the material requested was in the
  


14   public domain.  I can look it up for you.  That
  


15   was the ruling.
  


16                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Okay.  It sounds
  


17   like that was a commission decision.
  


18                  MARGARET MINER:  Your previous boss
  


19   suggested something gentler, but the ruling at the
  


20   commission was that's not relevant whether or not
  


21   it's in the public domain.
  


22                  THOMAS HANNICK:  So from a Freedom
  


23   of Information Standpoint our role is to make sure
  


24   people have access to nonexempt public records.
  


25   You know, this log goes back 41 years and it's a
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 1   pretty basic concept.  But as Jeff mentioned, you
  


 2   know, we've got these 27 exemptions working and
  


 3   there's also parts of the statute that say, except
  


 4   as otherwise provided.  So there's these little
  


 5   gems in the statute that say you can't release
  


 6   this and you can't release that, and that's not in
  


 7   the FOIA act.
  


 8                  But this particular exemption was
  


 9   expanded in the wake of 911.  And what happened
  


10   was initially all those sort of requests that Jeff
  


11   was describing went through public works, the
  


12   Department of Public Works.  And that kind of got
  


13   to be overwhelming, so then it was split up so
  


14   that the municipal requests would go through
  


15   homeland security and the state agencies went
  


16   through DAS.
  


17                  But the FOI commission is always
  


18   looking to make sure that records that are
  


19   supposed to be released are released, but the
  


20   exemptions are written narrowly, we would hope,
  


21   and they're written to accomplish a certain
  


22   purpose.  In addition to the one that Jeff is
  


23   talking about, if you look at just the exemptions
  


24   that are in the FOI Act they cover things like
  


25   law-enforcement records and personnel records and
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 1   records that might have trade secrets.  You know,
  


 2   they are in abundance.
  


 3                  So when someone believes that he or
  


 4   she has been denied access to those records they
  


 5   come to the FOI commission.  And they say, we
  


 6   believe that we should have these, that the
  


 7   exemption doesn't apply.  And in any particular
  


 8   instance that Jeff is referring to in B-19 it's a
  


 9   security matter.
  


10                  And so the agency went and said,
  


11   you know what?  We believe releasing this would be
  


12   a security problem.  They go and they consult with
  


13   DAS in this case, and DAS agrees.  And then so
  


14   when the complaint is filed they kind of in tandem
  


15   defend the decision, with DAS taking the lead
  


16   because they've ultimately made the determination.
  


17                  And what our hearing officer in the
  


18   commission would do would be to listen to the
  


19   evidence.  I call it sort of one of the last
  


20   vestiges of the people's court.  You know, you can
  


21   come and you present your case.  In this case the
  


22   case was made that releasing these would, you
  


23   know, would be a problem security-wise.  And that
  


24   as the exemption is written, these records should
  


25   be withheld.  In each case that Jeff cited our
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 1   commission agreed.  Our hearing officer and our
  


 2   commission agreed that the record should be
  


 3   withheld.
  


 4                  Our role is to try to make sure
  


 5   that, you know, that the law is followed.  There
  


 6   may be exemptions that are written and perhaps not
  


 7   as we would like, you know, but it's always a give
  


 8   and take with the Legislature.  We're trying to
  


 9   create the balance, but once the exemption is in
  


10   place it's our obligation to follow it as it's
  


11   written.
  


12                  So in this case people believe they
  


13   had a right to the records.  The agency said, no,
  


14   we believe they're exempt.  And it went before a
  


15   hearing, our hearing officer, and then the
  


16   commission, and they decided ultimately that it
  


17   should be withheld.
  


18                  Just by the way, any decision by
  


19   the FOI commission can be challenged in court.
  


20   One of the things that's interesting about working
  


21   with this law is it's always fluid.  You know,
  


22   it's always subject to interpretation.  And we may
  


23   be rocksolid sure in the decision we made, but
  


24   it's appealed to court and surprise, the judge may
  


25   surprise me.
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 1                  One of the reasons for that is that
  


 2   there are some gray areas in here.  And it's one
  


 3   of the reasons our commission exists is to
  


 4   interpret those gray areas to say this is what we
  


 5   think the law is designed to do.
  


 6                  You know, again we always tend to
  


 7   favor openness.  When you read the preamble to the
  


 8   Freedom of Information Act in the law it's very
  


 9   clear that, you know, it leans towards government
  


10   being open, accessible.  But you know, in 41 years
  


11   different factors have caused the law to be, you
  


12   know, sort of chipped away.  911 is a great
  


13   example.
  


14                  Unfortunately you know, things like
  


15   Sandy Hook have changed some things and, you know,
  


16   there's reaction to different events that say, you
  


17   know what?  Wait a minute.  Those are records that
  


18   maybe should be pulled back.  That's how we
  


19   function.  You know, I could go through all the
  


20   different exemptions for you, but I don't think
  


21   you want to do that.
  


22                  R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  Bart
  


23   Halloran.  There's a process under federal law in
  


24   which utilities can designate critical
  


25   infrastructure and seek to have it exempted from
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 1   FOI.  And the federal law, as I understand it,
  


 2   says that while this application is pending
  


 3   there's not to be any disclosure under FOI in the
  


 4   state level.
  


 5                  My question to you is, how do you
  


 6   coordinate your agencies with the federal
  


 7   government on these matters?
  


 8                  THOMAS HANNICK:  We rarely interact
  


 9   with the federal government, to be honest with
  


10   you.  The majority, 99.9 percent of our cases have
  


11   to do with municipal entities or state entities.
  


12   Usually if it's federal record, then that would
  


13   become a matter for, you know, the federal FOI
  


14   law.
  


15                  But what you just described to me,
  


16   and I'm not all that familiar with it, would be
  


17   one of those situations that I was referring to
  


18   that says, except as otherwise provided.  When you
  


19   read the definition of public records it says,
  


20   except as otherwise provided by any federal or
  


21   state statute.
  


22                  So if your federal law said those
  


23   things are held in abeyance until it's decided,
  


24   then that would overrule anything that's in the
  


25   FOI Act and it would be a pretty simple matter to
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 1   find out whether that were true or not.
  


 2                  R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  Okay.  So I'm
  


 3   taking it then it would be up to the utility to
  


 4   notify you that they had made the application?
  


 5                  THOMAS HANNICK:  Yes, I would say
  


 6   that's fair.  Yes.  I mean, assuming -- now don't
  


 7   forget the other thing, folks, is that I always
  


 8   tell people, we're not the FOI FBI.  We don't take
  


 9   action until somebody files a complaint.
  


10                  So until somebody came to us and
  


11   said, we have a right to that application, that's
  


12   not anything that we do.  We don't go around
  


13   looking for cases.  They come to us.
  


14                  R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  And I would
  


15   just like to make sure the commission, this group
  


16   knows that even if the FOIA law is changed by our
  


17   Legislature, this issue will still be involved in
  


18   trying to release things from water, concerning
  


19   water planning.  Because if a utility has
  


20   designated it as critical infrastructure you will
  


21   certainly have to wait until that determination is
  


22   made before it can be released anyway.  So it
  


23   isn't an issue that can be simply addressed by
  


24   changing the state law.
  


25                  ROBERT MOORE:  There's a number of
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 1   real basic issues that have been protected.  For
  


 2   example, the source of water.  The source of water
  


 3   and the source of supply has been on maps for
  


 4   generations, or hundreds of years.  They are
  


 5   posted on the streets, that you are in a water
  


 6   supply area.  There's the name of the dam.
  


 7   There's the name of the reservoir, but these
  


 8   things are now becoming security issues, yet
  


 9   they're widely available publicly by other means.
  


10                  So if a utility asks that they want
  


11   to keep their source of their lake reservoir
  


12   secret, I mean, it isn't.  And yet we have
  


13   decisions that say that can't be released.  This
  


14   group is looking, you know, there's some kind of
  


15   incongruity in this thing that says this is now a
  


16   source of protected information when it's on the
  


17   state highway map.
  


18                  You know, it's a very odd situation
  


19   that we're finding ourselves.  And in trying to
  


20   develop this plan we need to have the source of
  


21   supply identified.  We need to have the flow of
  


22   water coming in and out of them.  We need to know
  


23   the consumptive uses of water or this plan is
  


24   going to stop right away.
  


25                  So we have some conflicts to deal
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 1   with in terms of how do we undo some of the
  


 2   protections that may be exempted under the Freedom
  


 3   of Information Act or otherwise.  How do we get to
  


 4   the information that we need to do this plan if
  


 5   the utility says we don't want to give you your
  


 6   safe yield.
  


 7                  THOMAS HANNICK:  That's where the
  


 8   legislative fixes come into play.  You know, as I
  


 9   said we can only -- when someone comes to us we
  


10   can only go by what the law tells us to do.  If we
  


11   had ruled the other way in the cases that Jeff
  


12   cited I suspect that they would have been
  


13   challenged in court and I have a funny feeling we
  


14   would not have been successful.
  


15                  Even though, let's suppose
  


16   hypothetically -- and I can't speak for the
  


17   commission -- we had agreed with the theory that
  


18   those are record -- hell, it's on the street sign.
  


19   You know, it's Reservoir Road for crying out loud.
  


20   And what's the point of holding it back?  Even if
  


21   we had agreed with that common sense logic we
  


22   probably would not have been successful in court
  


23   because the way the exemption is structured.  So
  


24   it does have to start with a legislative fix.  We
  


25   can only interpret, you know, so much.
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 1                  ROBERT MOORE:  And if somebody
  


 2   requested another decision how would that go?  You
  


 3   would be relying on the past one?
  


 4                  THOMAS HANNICK:  Again, I think it
  


 5   would depend on the facts and circumstances of the
  


 6   case.  It would depend on what was being sought.
  


 7   You know, I'm not nearly knowledgeable enough to
  


 8   know what specifically was being sought in those
  


 9   cases and what was held back and why.
  


10                  But you know, maybe some different
  


11   statistics, some different information would be
  


12   sought that we would say you know what?  We
  


13   disagree respectfully with DAS.  We don't think it
  


14   fell under B-19 and we could order the release,
  


15   but it's really depends on what's been sought.
  


16                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Do you ever get
  


17   complaints the opposite way?  So let's pretend
  


18   that DPH was irresponsible, disregarded the
  


19   statute and the exemptions and we just gave out
  


20   somebody's water supply plan in their entirety.
  


21   Would the entity have the right to complain that
  


22   DPH failed to follow the statute under FOIA?
  


23                  THOMAS HANNICK:  That is not a
  


24   power that our commission has.  We are only -- I
  


25   get calls on that all the time, different -- not
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 1   different venues, mostly personnel issues.  People
  


 2   say, they gave him my record and I didn't want
  


 3   them to.  But I said they didn't believe it was
  


 4   exempt.  You know, they would go ahead and do that
  


 5   without repercussion.  We just don't have the
  


 6   authority to do that if something is given out
  


 7   improperly.
  


 8                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  What would
  


 9   happen if you have -- just to follow up on Ellen's
  


10   hypothetical where she's acting in such a fashion,
  


11   I decide with DEEP -- I have the same document and
  


12   I decide, like, no way.  I'm not giving that up,
  


13   or at the very least I'm not making that decision.
  


14                  I'm going to rely on DAS to
  


15   determine what the reasonable grounds are to
  


16   determine whether or not there's a safety risk.
  


17   So Ellen has, like, given it out.  I'm holding it
  


18   close and go into the DAS.  How does that play
  


19   out?  It's the same document.
  


20                  THOMAS HANNICK:  It's the same
  


21   document?  That would be very interesting.
  


22                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  I'd want to know
  


23   that.  I'd ask you, is this a available anywhere
  


24   else?  If you said yeah, I would be, like, what do
  


25   you want me to do?
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 1                  THOMAS HANNICK:  Yeah, it would
  


 2   probably be a more difficult discussion for -- a
  


 3   difficult argument for Jeff to make were a
  


 4   complaint filed against our commission, you know,
  


 5   claiming that there's a security risk and it's
  


 6   already been released.
  


 7                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I would just say
  


 8   that Ellen made a mistake in this case.  It was
  


 9   just inadvertently sent out.  There really is a
  


10   safety risk.
  


11                  THOMAS HANNICK:  Then
  


12   hypothetically that might play into, you know,
  


13   there's no way to know how the argument would
  


14   fall.
  


15                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I'm just trying
  


16   to figure out how the system would work that.
  


17                  THOMAS HANNICK:  Clearly the fact
  


18   that it had been released elsewhere would weigh on
  


19   how the commission made its decision, I would
  


20   think.
  


21                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  For the record,
  


22   I just want to make it clear that it's much more
  


23   likely that I would make a mistake.
  


24                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Ellen is very
  


25   protective of that.
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 1                  R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  Recognizing
  


 2   that there are certain things that I think
  


 3   everybody would agree are in the public domain,
  


 4   what I'm suggesting to you is that probably given
  


 5   the time constraints this group is trying to work
  


 6   under that the best ways to try to work something
  


 7   out with the utility companies as to an agreement
  


 8   as to the types of things that could be released.
  


 9                  Because if it comes to a battle,
  


10   what I can foresee happening is, very paranoid and
  


11   justifiably so, a utility company saying, okay.
  


12   we're filing everything under the federal law, but
  


13   we're giving you nothing.  And changing the state
  


14   law won't affect that.  And even if you were
  


15   ultimately able to prevail to get this information
  


16   out it's going to take a long period of time.  It
  


17   could literally take years.
  


18                  And so there has to be a way to
  


19   reason this out amongst the utility companies and
  


20   those seeking the information.
  


21                  BETH BARTON:  We talked about that
  


22   at the policy committee, Bob.  I agree with Bart.
  


23   I mean, especially if something goes to the
  


24   Legislature you're going to have one group that's
  


25   going to be seeking to make it as large as
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 1   possible, which is going to militate against
  


 2   another group that might be willing to go along
  


 3   with it if it were small enough.  So that's
  


 4   precisely the issue we discussed at the policy
  


 5   committee level.
  


 6                  Before we keep arguing angels on
  


 7   the head of a pin let's focus on exactly what the
  


 8   information it is that is needed, what people feel
  


 9   they're somehow not getting and figure out if it
  


10   is a insurmountable problem.  And I mean, I heard
  


11   Maureen say she would be open to hearing that, but
  


12   I don't know what happened to that idea.
  


13                  ROBERT MOORE:  We had that as part
  


14   of our policy recommendation that we would
  


15   negotiate, you know, get the information that we
  


16   needed.  And we had a small list of information --
  


17   was the safe yield, the consumption and the
  


18   location of sources.
  


19                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
  


20   CWA, I think they shared it with certainly the
  


21   Planning Council.  I don't know if the whole
  


22   Steering Committee, but the water industry
  


23   association kind of came up with a list that said,
  


24   you know, these are the things we believe would be
  


25   appropriate for disclosure in the water supply
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 1   plan, not necessarily specific to what you need
  


 2   for here.  But just if you look at that water
  


 3   supply plan which is uniquely protected under the
  


 4   statute, these are kind of the buckets that we
  


 5   think would be appropriate, and not.
  


 6                  And I think there's probably more
  


 7   common ground than we would expect on that.  I
  


 8   think where it gets fuzzy is kind when you have
  


 9   some stuff that we say on a system quantities make
  


10   sense, but if you're the sole source it becomes
  


11   difficult to say, how do you protect those people
  


12   when it's -- you only have one number?
  


13                  MARGARET MINER:  Two questions or
  


14   two comments with Bart.  There's one place in
  


15   which the federal law is more liberal than the
  


16   state law.  Under federal law you cannot keep
  


17   secret your emergency plans.  And the reason for
  


18   that is I think so many, as we discovered with the
  


19   Deepwater Horizon, were not realistic.  They said
  


20   they had an emergency plan, but it was for
  


21   rescuing walruses.
  


22                  One flaw, one problem which one of
  


23   the hearing officers acknowledged in the state
  


24   law, and it's relevant to what you're saying, is
  


25   there is no definition and one has not really been
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 1   developed except sort of ad hoc as to what counts
  


 2   as critical infrastructure.
  


 3                  So there are references in the
  


 4   statute, critical infrastructure, but I often
  


 5   said, you didn't make the case.  And sometimes
  


 6   there would be discussion, is this that somebody
  


 7   broke critical infrastructure?  At what point is
  


 8   it critical or not?  So a definition of that would
  


 9   really be helpful.
  


10                  I have to do my show and tell.
  


11   Things have gotten a little better, but here this
  


12   was a water plan I asked for.  This is the
  


13   executive summary, half blacked out.  This is the
  


14   system information.  This is margin of safety.
  


15                  This is -- oh, this one, evaluation
  


16   of source contamination.  This I think is of
  


17   extreme interest of the public.  If there's a
  


18   problem in the lining of a water tank or some
  


19   other problem that could contaminate the water, I
  


20   think that's a public health interest.  But my
  


21   understanding is the statute is written, property,
  


22   it's to protect property primarily so -- that is
  


23   an executive summary partly.
  


24                  Purpose, really blacked out.
  


25                  Oh, monthly water demand variation.
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 1   Here's some drought information blacked out.  The
  


 2   black pencil has gotten a little lighter, but for
  


 3   the information that's absolutely essential to us
  


 4   right now like the data.  If you go to the public
  


 5   health, well, congratulations.  Not only did you
  


 6   put anything up in your WUCC statements, but you
  


 7   put up the blacked out part, safe yield, and other
  


 8   things in the past that have been determined.
  


 9                  So there is a lot of black ink.
  


10   Most of this can be found out elsewhere.  I say
  


11   it's not going to stop a terrorist who's going on
  


12   the Internet, because you can find this stuff.
  


13   MDC, for instance, is one of the more forthcoming
  


14   utilities.  And when they objected to the
  


15   streamflow regulations they outlined -- in fact, I
  


16   have it here what their safe yield was, what their
  


17   margin of safety was, and why it would be
  


18   difficult for them to meet the streamflow
  


19   regulations, particularly the groundwater.
  


20                  Another utility said, we can't meet
  


21   the streamflow regulations because of the same
  


22   kind of information.  But can't show it to you or
  


23   tell you what the wells are, or what kind of wells
  


24   they are.  So it's a very confusing situation.  It
  


25   seems to me that -- I'm so glad that the Water
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 1   Planning Council is raising it.  It seems to me,
  


 2   not only is it very burdensome on the agencies,
  


 3   but it is time for a review.
  


 4                  And -- well, I'm only a visitor to
  


 5   the science committee.  I guess I'm on it, but not
  


 6   to have this basic data available if you're trying
  


 7   to do water planning, much less if you're a
  


 8   watershed group who sees a stream go dry and you
  


 9   want to know what happened upstream, not to be
  


10   able to find out, I just don't think that's -- I
  


11   know that's not what the Legislature intended.
  


12                  And the most serious of these laws
  


13   went through on the budget implementor, so they
  


14   were not discussed.  There was some consolation.
  


15   I think you were there among groups, but there
  


16   never was a public position.  So it was shoehorned
  


17   in and I'm very happy that the possibility of
  


18   backing off some of these problems and maybe
  


19   defining critical infrastructure is on the table.
  


20                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I just want to
  


21   follow-up on what Beth and Bart and Maureen have
  


22   said.  I mean, if it is possible to get to a
  


23   common ground, I mean, that's always a great place
  


24   to be.  I'm not sure if Ellen would agree with
  


25   this, but as a state agency then, I mean, let's
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 1   assume that we're there.  We're at common ground
  


 2   and it's just what we need in order to develop,
  


 3   like, a state water plan that everybody is going
  


 4   to feel is legitimate.
  


 5                  As a state agency it is helpful to
  


 6   have that, kind of, in the law, though, because
  


 7   you know, you don't want to make a mistake.  If
  


 8   there's reasonable grounds that may result in a
  


 9   safety risk, I mean, we're always going to kind
  


10   of -- and one of the reasons to bring Jeff here is
  


11   we're going to kind of dump this on Jeff's lap
  


12   because, you know, he's in the position of, kind
  


13   of, giving us the determination as to what those
  


14   reasonable grounds are.
  


15                  And so if we've reached common
  


16   ground where we say we have no problem with A, B,
  


17   C, D and E, if that's in the statute then, you
  


18   know, it's a level playing field and Jeff has no
  


19   problem then.  I mean, it's just done.
  


20                  I mean, that's just something
  


21   that's worth thinking about in terms of whatever
  


22   that common ground might be, what does it mean in
  


23   terms of our state processes as well for the
  


24   documents that we hold?
  


25                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  If you could go to
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 1   the Legislature with some common ground that would
  


 2   be great.  I think your point is well taken.  I
  


 3   don't think the general assembly has debated this.
  


 4   I don't think this has been in front of them ever.
  


 5   You're right.  It's been something that's come in.
  


 6                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I mean, there
  


 7   was a hearing on the underlying bill and there was
  


 8   negotiation afterwards, that's matching now, and
  


 9   what was in that.  So I think in Betsy's absence
  


10   I'll point that out.  So it wasn't totally
  


11   blindsided.
  


12                  MARGARET MINER:  There was some
  


13   discussion.  It is in the implementor and the
  


14   first law that was passed, there were questions
  


15   about that raised by the committee.  But we
  


16   actually supported it.  And we've said the first
  


17   law that was passed in -- the three laws.  The
  


18   first law that was passed looks like a commonsense
  


19   anti-sabotage law.  So I think that's a good place
  


20   to start.
  


21                  THOMAS HANNICK:  And from our
  


22   perspective the more clarity that there is, the
  


23   better off we all are, too, because what sometimes
  


24   happen when people are not sure, when agencies
  


25   aren't certain, rather than make a decision they
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 1   go to Jeff.  And then we have complaints because,
  


 2   you know, they're just not sure exactly where
  


 3   they're supposed to go, and the clearer it is the
  


 4   better off everybody is.
  


 5                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  And we turn them
  


 6   down.  We turn a lot of agencies down who come to
  


 7   us with these things, and we say we don't see the
  


 8   issue.  It happens a lot.  We've made them mad.
  


 9                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
  


10   This has been really very, very helpful.  It's
  


11   something that Margaret Miner is very passionate
  


12   about and has been for as long as I've known her.
  


13   So I hope that at some point we can come up with
  


14   something.  I think Attorney Halloran's suggestion
  


15   is a good one.
  


16                  THOMAS HANNICK:  And if we could be
  


17   of any help at all, please don't hesitate to call
  


18   us.
  


19                  ROBERT MOORE:  I have one more
  


20   question.  If the information is available through
  


21   another method, let's say, the low-flow
  


22   requirements produced yields and stuff, then does
  


23   that somehow get protected in arrears?
  


24                  I mean, under the low-flow bill
  


25   legislation a lot of the data came out on the
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 1   yields and the consumption uses and all this other
  


 2   stuff in order to get the requirements under low
  


 3   flow on a different statute, and that became
  


 4   available to DEP in order to make a decision on
  


 5   what the low flow in the streams should be.
  


 6                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  We normally have
  


 7   something in the public domain already.
  


 8                  JEFFREY BECKAM:  Right.  That makes
  


 9   it less likely that we would say that's a security
  


10   risk because it's already out.  We're not
  


11   protecting anything if it's already out there.
  


12   It's a more difficult argument to make.  Sometimes
  


13   our security people do say things like, well, we
  


14   shouldn't make it easier for them, you know.
  


15                  But we typically -- if it's
  


16   available somewhere else we don't think -- we like
  


17   to win when we go to the FOI commission.  And if
  


18   we're not going to win we try not to take the
  


19   case.  So --
  


20                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
  


21   Great.  Thank you so much.  Good to see you.
  


22                  We'll move onto the policy
  


23   subcommittee.  Bob.
  


24                  ROBERT MOORE:  Thank you.  The
  


25   policy committee met on January 12th.  We didn't
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 1   end up with a policy recommendation at the end of
  


 2   the committee, which is by charge, my personal
  


 3   charge to come up with some kind of recommendation
  


 4   at the end, but we had a very good discussion.
  


 5                  And the discussion was first on
  


 6   agriculture.  And Michael O'Neill from UConn and
  


 7   Joan Nichols from the Farm Bureau were there
  


 8   talking about the agricultural uses, which is a
  


 9   subject we haven't had much discussion on.  And
  


10   they went through a lot of information that they
  


11   were working on, but UConn is actually doing a
  


12   study on determining agricultural water use in the
  


13   state.
  


14                  It's a voluntary study, so they're
  


15   looking to get that done by the end of 2/16, this
  


16   year.  So that hopefully will be available to the,
  


17   you know, study on ag uses that will be available
  


18   throughout whatever they have.
  


19                  And there was also a new issue for
  


20   the ag producers of food, is that there's the Food
  


21   Safety Modernization Act under the FDA, I think,
  


22   or under the Ag -- is requiring testing of the
  


23   water from the water supply so they don't get into
  


24   the bagged lettuce and all that stuff with E.
  


25   coli.  And that Food Safety Modernization Act is
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 1   requiring vegetable food growers to monitor.  And
  


 2   then depending on the size of the organization,
  


 3   the more and more monitoring they have to do.  So
  


 4   a lot of them are switching or proposing to switch
  


 5   to groundwater sources so there's less monitoring.
  


 6                  And it has probably not much effect
  


 7   on the producers in Connecticut because of the
  


 8   size of the operations, but in general that is a
  


 9   nationwide change of the testing of the water.
  


10   They also felt, the ag felt that it would reduce
  


11   the consumption of water.  People would recycle
  


12   and so they would avoid doing a lot of this
  


13   testing and lead to more storage.  So A lot of the
  


14   ag issues are really looking at more storage and
  


15   how do we deal with it.
  


16                  There were some issues that were
  


17   brought up.  The vegetable and fruit growers are
  


18   more drought sensitive than, for example, dairy
  


19   and Christmas trees and other nursery stuff.
  


20                  Nursery is one of the biggest
  


21   growing industries, or the biggest industry now.
  


22   And that is, they felt that the water consumption
  


23   in nurseries was a lot of recycled because they
  


24   use some fertilizers and other stuff.  It's
  


25   getting to be interior activities, and they're
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 1   recycling a lot of the water.  And so that's, you
  


 2   know, a change of ag.
  


 3                  And there was some discussion of,
  


 4   the use of public water for growing crops can be
  


 5   expensive.  I know when I was at MDC it's often we
  


 6   don't know who the agricultural users are because,
  


 7   you know, they will borrow a pump.  But generally
  


 8   the consumption of water is a little more
  


 9   expensive unless you're not getting billed for it.
  


10   And I guess most water utilities are facing
  


11   similar things.
  


12                  We don't quantify an ag grower as
  


13   part of our consumption and part of our, you know,
  


14   customer base.  So that we ended up at the meeting
  


15   saying that we need to develop a policy that would
  


16   support farming as a sustainable activity and
  


17   encourage development storage to cushion against
  


18   shortages and other things.
  


19                  So Mike and the Joan are going to
  


20   draft a proposed, you know, policy issue related
  


21   to sustainability of agriculture and how it
  


22   relates to water consumption.  We don't know what
  


23   that will look like, but that we'll have a
  


24   discussion of that shortly.
  


25                  We also had a discussion by Rebecca
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 1   French from the Connecticut Institute for
  


 2   Resiliency and Climate Adaption, or CIRCA, about
  


 3   their work in climate change, and they gave us a
  


 4   very nice presentation.  I don't know if everybody
  


 5   got it.
  


 6                  It's a PowerPoint on the activity
  


 7   of both the organization, which several agencies
  


 8   in the State are involved in and the work that
  


 9   they're going on, by a variety of UConn folks and
  


10   others, about the resiliency and response to
  


11   climate change.
  


12                  A lot of the work is really focused
  


13   on vulnerable infrastructure that's related to
  


14   flooding from sea level rise and bigger storms.
  


15   They're looking at changing what the hundred-year
  


16   protection level should be.  They will have some
  


17   information shortly on, you know, changing the
  


18   flood levels and changing other activities.
  


19                  They had some work on drought, but
  


20   it wasn't a major issue for them yet.  But they
  


21   are looking at the flood levels.  They have some
  


22   grants out to do some studies.  I think we also
  


23   ended up having a, you know, very long discussion
  


24   on the issues on climate and the impacts of the
  


25   study.
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 1                  We didn't end up with a proposed
  


 2   policy on this, but we are considering, you know,
  


 3   what should a policy look like in terms of this
  


 4   plan on how to deal with climate change and how to
  


 5   deal with changes in the flood levels, changes in
  


 6   the sea levels, changes in storm events and
  


 7   drought.  And so those are some of the things that
  


 8   we will continue to discuss and try to plot on
  


 9   that.  So that was the summary of our last
  


10   meeting.
  


11                  This next meeting OPM is coming
  


12   with the presentation by the data center on
  


13   population projections.  So hopefully our meeting
  


14   is next week.  I think that's one of the issues
  


15   that we were very concerned about, is how do we
  


16   come up with a consistent documenting, a
  


17   consistent methodology for determining the
  


18   population and the growth, and/or lack of growth
  


19   in the state.
  


20                  So that's going to be a
  


21   presentation.  We have some information on drought
  


22   and drought response authority from both DEP and
  


23   health and we'll be looking at, you know, what are
  


24   the issues later to drought.
  


25                  And finally the DEP has prepared a
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 1   draft of what Betsey is calling a crosswalk
  


 2   handout, or crosswalk.  It's the issues related to
  


 3   pollution control and waste assimilation and other
  


 4   waste issues and planning documents, and how they
  


 5   impact the water supply that Ellen was looking at.
  


 6                  So we'll have a very long
  


 7   discussion on that issue of how the waste and the
  


 8   water supply issues are integrated into the
  


 9   system.  So hopefully all these documents will
  


10   help in developing a plan, but that's our next
  


11   meeting.  It's next Tuesday.
  


12                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Excellent.
  


13   Covered a lot of ground there.  Any questions for
  


14   Bob?
  


15                  (No response.)
  


16                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Great
  


17   report.  Appreciate that.
  


18                  Virginia?
  


19                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Okay.  The
  


20   science and technical committee.  The data
  


21   spreadsheet that we shared with you a couple
  


22   meetings ago, we've still been focusing on that.
  


23   The thought was when we were doing the RFP process
  


24   for a consultant, that it would be included in
  


25   that, but that has since changed.  We're not
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 1   actually providing it for your blessing at this
  


 2   point.
  


 3                  We did, picking up on the earlier
  


 4   discussion, add a column to that spreadsheet on
  


 5   whether the data might be deemed to be sensitive.
  


 6   And so we've documented that and had a bit of
  


 7   discussion on that.
  


 8                  Also from the comments,
  


 9   particularly that you made, Ellen, at the last
  


10   Steering Committee meeting, we went through and --
  


11   or Corin went through and identified where lakes
  


12   might be covered and explicitly mentioned lakes
  


13   where it was appropriate.
  


14                  We also had a long discussion on
  


15   water and energy nexus, those issues,
  


16   acknowledging that any kind of conservation and
  


17   savings in one realm would result in conservation
  


18   and savings in the other realm because they're so
  


19   intimately tied.  We thought that the spreadsheet
  


20   did capture areas of data where that might be
  


21   documented.  But we also felt that the plan should
  


22   be very clear and incentivize savings in both of
  


23   those areas, because it's really a double win when
  


24   you do so.
  


25                  We had quite a bit of discussion
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 1   about conservation, acknowledging that we should
  


 2   be looking both at demand management as well as
  


 3   supply management.  And also acknowledging that
  


 4   outdoor water use is one of the greatest water
  


 5   uses, and how can we incentivize conservation
  


 6   there either at the domestic level or with some of
  


 7   the irrigators?  And so the participation, as you
  


 8   mentioned before of the representative from the
  


 9   area here, is going to be very helpful to that
  


10   discussion.
  


11                  It was interesting that we don't
  


12   have good -- we don't have any data that looks at
  


13   water use by neighborhood, by economic
  


14   neighborhood.  One might assume that people with
  


15   their huge emerald green lawns are using a huge
  


16   amount of water in the wealthier communities.  But
  


17   then at the same time the impoverished communities
  


18   are typically in older, less well-maintained
  


19   buildings, and so there could be older plumbing
  


20   fixtures.  There could be leaks.
  


21                  And can we get any information that
  


22   would be a rule of thumb to look at water use,
  


23   water users and where there might be the greatest
  


24   opportunity for conservation.  And we just don't
  


25   have any information about that.  I bet it could
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 1   be done by looking at water to different types of
  


 2   communities, but that's something that nobody has
  


 3   looked at, because all this possibly could be
  


 4   related to rate structure and I know Peter Galant
  


 5   from Tighe & Bond said they had an annual report
  


 6   on rate structure.  And we were going to take a
  


 7   look at that because it could be very informative.
  


 8                  Also, for focusing on conservation,
  


 9   and the statute tells us to -- are there any
  


10   surrogate data that could help us understand and
  


11   analyze conservation?  For instance, if we had the
  


12   relationship between the average day and the peak
  


13   day, or summer versus winter.  Or is there some
  


14   way that we could get a sense of how much of an
  


15   impact the outdoor water use is, for instance?
  


16   Summer versus winter might be able to flesh that
  


17   out.
  


18                  Also we acknowledge that we had
  


19   very little -- we don't have as much information
  


20   as we need on the evaporative transpiration, ET.
  


21   And we had quite a discussion on what was the
  


22   actual value, the actual cost and value of water,
  


23   how we could determine that and how we could
  


24   educate the public.
  


25                  Because I think most of us in this
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 1   room would say water is damn cheap and it's not
  


 2   really -- the customer isn't really paying the
  


 3   true cost or recognizing the true value of water.
  


 4   That's an education piece.
  


 5                  We did talk a lot about the
  


 6   ultimate consultant that is hired, and we wanted
  


 7   to make sure that there was a regular interaction
  


 8   between the consultant and the science and
  


 9   technical group.  That it wasn't just, okay.
  


10   here's our spreadsheet and then at the end of the
  


11   process have the consultant come back and say,
  


12   well, this is where we're going, but that we
  


13   wanted to see ongoing interaction.
  


14                  One of the proposals that I made
  


15   was that there, the ultimate contract with the
  


16   consultant saying that there should be interaction
  


17   with the science and technical group towards the
  


18   beginning, and then sort of in the middle of the
  


19   process and then again before it was finalized.
  


20   And just for random numbers, you know, 10 percent
  


21   of the whole project, 40 percent of the whole
  


22   project and 70 percent of the whole project.  So
  


23   that there could be -- if there was a need to have
  


24   a redirection at any point that that would happen
  


25   before the whole process was completed.
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 1                  Also we felt that the plan should
  


 2   address hydropower because it's an in-stream use.
  


 3   It's not something that we've really been focused
  


 4   on, and yet it could be a very important point,
  


 5   particularly if we tried to look at where we might
  


 6   be able to use dams as a potential way of
  


 7   increasing low flows at the times when flows were
  


 8   necessary.  Well, hydropower dams and also flood
  


 9   control dams would be part of that.  So we've been
  


10   acknowledging the fact that communication with the
  


11   Corps of Engineers on flood control dams is
  


12   probably an important thing to be doing as we move
  


13   forward.
  


14                  But one of the things that came
  


15   through loud and clear that we really must
  


16   address, the disconnect between registrations and
  


17   actual use.  And that's something that has been
  


18   always a conversation around here.  And we spent
  


19   some time discussing the Coppermine Brook issue.
  


20   And the withdrawals in that watershed are well
  


21   within the registration of the companies that are
  


22   withdrawing there, and yet there was no way of
  


23   anticipating -- what they were doing was legal,
  


24   but it still caused the river to go dry.
  


25                  So the next steps, the main focus







98


 1   of our next meeting is going to be, what do we see
  


 2   our next steps are?  We've sort of all burned out
  


 3   on the spreadsheet.  I've asked the group to go
  


 4   back and look at the charge that the Steering
  


 5   Committee gave to the science and technical group,
  


 6   and also to see where we think we might be going
  


 7   next.
  


 8                  And some of the things we might be
  


 9   looking at is what emerging threats can we guess
  


10   at?  You know, these are the unknown unknowns and
  


11   unintended consequences of what we're doing.  Also
  


12   what emerging opportunities there are.  And so
  


13   that's trying to put a, you know, we've got
  


14   both -- coming at it from the positive and the
  


15   negative side.  And then also we're talking about
  


16   what we might be going forward on in terms of
  


17   implementation.
  


18                  One question that came up and
  


19   actually maybe somebody knows the answer in this
  


20   room is, does the Green Bank do water?  And they
  


21   certainly do things like solar power and stuff
  


22   like that.  Do they do anything with water and
  


23   water conservation?  So I see people's heads
  


24   shaking.  Does that mean you don't know, or they
  


25   don't?
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 1                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  I don't
  


 2   believe so.
  


 3                  VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Because it would
  


 4   be cool if we had something like that that could
  


 5   help with some water issues as we actually
  


 6   implement this.  So what kind of things would we
  


 7   need to do that?
  


 8                  And as usual, you can see the
  


 9   science and technical group ends up talking about
  


10   policy issues, and then we pitch them to Bob.  But
  


11   it's typically a very interesting, wide-branching
  


12   discussion.
  


13                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Well done.
  


14   Questions for Virginia?
  


15                  (No response.)
  


16                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Both
  


17   great, great reports.  You've both have been very
  


18   busy, and your groups have been busy as well.
  


19                  We're going to have a little
  


20   presentation from Eric on our Water Planning
  


21   Council website.  He's done a lot of work on this
  


22   and I had a sneak preview of it last week.  It was
  


23   very impressive.
  


24                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Okay.  So I'm Eric
  


25   Lindquist from OPM again.  And thank you, Chairman
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 1   Betkoski for inviting me to give a little short
  


 2   demo on the website.
  


 3                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Eric, can
  


 4   people access this that are on the phone right
  


 5   now?
  


 6                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yes, this, the
  


 7   website you can pull it up on your phone as well.
  


 8   The website is now active and available to the
  


 9   public.
  


10                  ROBERT MOORE:  Larry, if you go on
  


11   the website for the Water Planning Council you can
  


12   see what we're being shown.
  


13                  LARRY BINGAMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.
  


14                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Once again, Eric
  


15   Lindquist from OPM.  Hopefully everyone can see.
  


16   I see the screen is off behind me.  At the last
  


17   Steering Committee meeting I promised that I'd
  


18   have the website ready for public comment and
  


19   review after the holidays, and so we had a
  


20   two-week review period.
  


21                  Some people took a good amount of
  


22   time and went through the site and got back to me
  


23   with some great suggestions and I'm very
  


24   appreciative to those people who did that and got
  


25   back to me.  It was very helpful to improve the
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 1   site and make it more user friendly.
  


 2                  So here's the homepage of the site
  


 3   and you can see just a welcoming page.  We have
  


 4   Chairman Betkoski.  We have two blocks featuring
  


 5   the latest news updates and featured links that I
  


 6   plan to keep up to date and relevant as we go
  


 7   through the water planning process.
  


 8                  If you scroll to the bottom of the
  


 9   page you'll see access to a calendar where you can
  


10   see upcoming readings.  You'll see that today from
  


11   1 to 4 p.m. is a Water Planning Steering Committee
  


12   that we're in right now.  And if click on it --
  


13                  Apparently I'm no longer connected
  


14   to the Internet, so let me see if I can fix that.
  


15   And I think I am going to have to put in new
  


16   credentials now.  I don't know if I can remember
  


17   them from earlier.
  


18                  Okay.  I should be able to click on
  


19   this now.  There we go.  If you click on the link
  


20   it will bring you to a meeting agenda and meeting
  


21   location and time.  You can also access the
  


22   calendar by going up here and clicking meeting
  


23   calendar.
  


24                  And you can select the month.  If
  


25   you want to view previous meetings from, say,
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 1   January you can click okay.  You'll see that we
  


 2   had a Water Planning Council meeting on the 5th
  


 3   and advisory group on the 19th, and so forth.  And
  


 4   if you click those that will bring you to the
  


 5   former agenda, so hopefully a better way to keep
  


 6   everyone informed of the meeting calendar.
  


 7                  Now this orange banner up here is
  


 8   your main menu.  And we have two -- essentially
  


 9   the site is broken into two main pieces.  The
  


10   water planning drop-down has your general
  


11   information and about page explaining the history
  


12   of the Water Planning Council, how it came to be,
  


13   the public acts that give it it's current charge
  


14   to create a state water plan.  And there's links
  


15   in here where you can find more information.  We
  


16   have biographies on the Water Planning Council
  


17   Members.
  


18                  And then this page here, the state
  


19   water plan page essentially gives the overview of
  


20   the public act, what the Water Planning Council is
  


21   charged with, the organizational framework of the
  


22   Water Planning Council with the various groups and
  


23   committees.
  


24                  This planning timeline here gives
  


25   an overview of what's happened in the past and
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 1   what is scheduled to happen in the future, which I
  


 2   will tweak over time as things change, and update.
  


 3   You can download project management reports here.
  


 4                  And speaking of reports and minutes
  


 5   and such, you can access everything by going to
  


 6   publications either up here or here.  And I'm
  


 7   probably going to rename it to minutes of
  


 8   publications, but here you'll find annual reports,
  


 9   Steering Committee meeting transcripts, meeting
  


10   minutes, advisory group meeting minutes,
  


11   management reports.  And then even some old stuff
  


12   from back, you know, a decade or more ago from
  


13   when the WPC was first established.  So lots of
  


14   great information there, legislative background
  


15   here.
  


16                  This stuff was mostly pulled from
  


17   the stream and water website that is still
  


18   available, I believe, but I pulled a lot of the
  


19   information off of there to make it accessible
  


20   here.  This water management section here doesn't
  


21   have a drop-down, but I plan on it.  I plan on
  


22   expanding this in the future.
  


23                  I'd like to work with staff members
  


24   from DPH, PURA and DEEP to sort of build this out
  


25   and make this a better informative resource,
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 1   educational resource for anyone who's looking to
  


 2   get a good snapshot, comprehensive overview of how
  


 3   water is managed in the State from the time it
  


 4   falls as rain to the time it leaves, to Long
  


 5   Island Sound and everything in between.  So it can
  


 6   be a little bit convoluted right now to try to
  


 7   figure out all of DEEP's responsibilities, DPH's
  


 8   responsibilities.  So I figured this was a great
  


 9   way to kind of bring that together under this
  


10   heading.
  


11                  Now every workgroup also has it's
  


12   own page.  So the advisory group will have a page
  


13   explaining what it's charged with.  It will have
  


14   its meeting minutes here again, membership and so
  


15   forth.  The Steering Committee also has it's own
  


16   page.
  


17                  And these pages, you know, as folks
  


18   have said, Virginia said at the last Steering
  


19   Committee meeting, there's nothing worse -- no
  


20   website is better than an out-of-date website.  I
  


21   think a lot of people feel that way.  And keeping
  


22   these pages up to date is going to be something
  


23   that's my next challenge to work on because I
  


24   can't do it all on my own.  I'm not involved with
  


25   every single group.
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 1                  It's going to take assembling a
  


 2   small committee to essentially have -- I would
  


 3   like to have either weekly or biweekly meetings to
  


 4   make sure people are pushing information to me,
  


 5   pushing updates to me.
  


 6                  You know, when workgroups are
  


 7   working on new things, tell me so that I can
  


 8   update the page and have the most up-to-date
  


 9   information on there.  Otherwise you know, it's
  


10   going to get out of date pretty quickly with the
  


11   progression that we've had here.
  


12                  So with that I think that's the
  


13   overview of the website and it's ready to be used.
  


14                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you
  


15   very much.  Any questions?  Yes?
  


16                  DAVID SUTHERLAND:  At least when I
  


17   search for it on my phone I get a different water
  


18   planning council site on DEEP's page, which is the
  


19   one that has been up for quite a long time.  So
  


20   how do you get to this one?  And I also searched
  


21   on CT.gov Water Planning Council, and it also got
  


22   me to DEEP's, and then some old reports.
  


23                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  So what's
  


24   happening there --
  


25                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Was that
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 1   the domain we were talking about?
  


 2                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  What's that?
  


 3                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Was that
  


 4   the domain?
  


 5                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Well the domain,
  


 6   the address is CT.gov/water.  But what's happening
  


 7   there is if you search for it using your typical
  


 8   search engine, Google, Bing, et cetera, they
  


 9   haven't updated their, you know, however they
  


10   update their search results.  They have not done
  


11   this yet to be included in your search results.
  


12                  They haven't found this yet to
  


13   include it in your search results when you search
  


14   for it.  So it's just a matter of time, so that's
  


15   what you're getting when those old pages come up.
  


16   But just remember www.CT.gov/water, and that will
  


17   bring you to the page.
  


18                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  And let me jump
  


19   in here on Eric's suggestion about the updates,
  


20   because we do want to try to keep this as current
  


21   as possible.  The suggestion that I made was,
  


22   since nobody needs any more meetings than they've
  


23   already got, was the idea that Eric could have a
  


24   set time every week and designated people to call
  


25   in to give him updates.  And if you can't do it
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 1   have somebody who's a proxy you can who do it.  So
  


 2   for instance if the advisory group wants to give
  


 3   an update, and you've had a meeting since the last
  


 4   time the conference occurred, if somebody could
  


 5   touch base and participate in a conference call
  


 6   and provide Eric what he needs to put up there it
  


 7   will make things a lot smoother.
  


 8                  The same is true with the two
  


 9   workgroups, or any of other the workgroups that
  


10   are listed up there, and the same with the
  


11   agencies, obviously.
  


12                  MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Is it
  


13   something, too, that we can just e-mail you if we
  


14   want after a meeting just to have you put it up
  


15   that way?
  


16                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, absolutely.
  


17   And I'm also working on maybe creating a new FTP
  


18   site, file hosting site that's tied to the website
  


19   so that nonstate employees, such as workgroup
  


20   chairs who are not state employees can also log in
  


21   and upload documents and materials, and it doesn't
  


22   have to all flow through one person.  So I'm
  


23   working on that and trying to roll that out in the
  


24   coming weeks.
  


25                  One last thing I forgot to mention
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 1   was the e-alert system that's been set up.  I have
  


 2   sent out two alerts now.  The first alert was the
  


 3   agenda for this meeting here, which went out back
  


 4   in January.  Hopefully everyone received that.
  


 5                  The second one was just to the
  


 6   advisory group and steering committee this past
  


 7   week, or on Friday.  So I'll continue to use the
  


 8   e-alert system going forward.  I'm going to work
  


 9   also with PURA staff Gail and Tyra to get them set
  


10   up so that they can also send out alerts.
  


11                  And we have the new e-mail address,
  


12   WPC@CT.gov that folks can send e-mail to with
  


13   questions and work them into the process for
  


14   steering those emails to the proper channels as we
  


15   receive them.
  


16                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Nick, did
  


17   you have a --
  


18                  NICK NEELY:  Yeah, for those folks
  


19   outside of state government, you know, one thing
  


20   Eric mentioned, I think it was a couple weeks ago,
  


21   was that your, sort of, state IT department,
  


22   there's sort of a template you have to follow with
  


23   the banners and the size of the letters and the
  


24   colors you can use.
  


25                  And I think, Eric, you said that's
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 1   evolving now and you may have more flexibility
  


 2   going forward.  But you are constrained in some
  


 3   ways by what the state IT folks want you to do.
  


 4   Correct?
  


 5                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Exactly.  I don't
  


 6   mean to keep bashing DAS, but you can see here the
  


 7   layout of the site follows the same layout that
  


 8   most other agency websites use, and that's just an
  


 9   administrative requirement of the DAS BEST.  They
  


10   have a platform that they want every state agency
  


11   to use, and this is it.
  


12                  It's old.  It's outdated.  It
  


13   doesn't work well with new browsers and there's a
  


14   lot of issues with it, but the hope is that
  


15   they're going to be rolling out a new platform in
  


16   the coming year.  That's the hope.  And we'll get
  


17   a lot more modern features and better
  


18   functionality.
  


19                  You can see that that new platform
  


20   already is in play with the CT.gov main portal,
  


21   but none of the other state agency websites have
  


22   implemented it yet.  So that will be -- those
  


23   changes will be coming in the coming year or so.
  


24                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Yes?
  


25                  NICK NEELY:  Nick Neeley.  The
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 1   other issue that came up, we talked about the need
  


 2   for the working groups to have minutes for all
  


 3   their meetings and to file that with us, because
  


 4   that gets posted up on the webpage.
  


 5                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  And they don't
  


 6   have to be verbatim.  Like, the summary sheets you
  


 7   were reading from, Bob, or Virginia, those are
  


 8   fine.
  


 9                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Is that
  


10   okay?
  


11                  ROBERT MOORE:  Yeah.  There's a
  


12   concern about who can put information on there.  I
  


13   think you might want to be careful about that, so
  


14   they might want to have, you know, only certain
  


15   designated people who can provide information that
  


16   you're comfortable with.
  


17                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Eric is
  


18   pretty much the gatekeeper there.
  


19                  Did you have a question back there?
  


20                  DAVID KOZMETSKY:  I take it with
  


21   the older, this website is not considered
  


22   responsive?
  


23                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  The recommendation
  


24   is to use it with Internet Explorer.  It could
  


25   give you problems if you use it with some modern
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 1   browsers such as Microsoft edge, Google Chrome and
  


 2   et cetera.  I'm not saying it won't work with
  


 3   those, but DAS is telling all state agencies now
  


 4   with the new problems that have cropped up with
  


 5   the state websites, to tell everyone to use
  


 6   Internet Explorer as their primary browser.
  


 7                  DAVID KOZMETSKY:  Is there any kind
  


 8   of content management background on it?
  


 9                  ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, exactly.
  


10   It's all managed through a content management
  


11   system that's housed over at the Department of
  


12   Administrative Services.  So that's why every
  


13   state agency has to go through the same sort of
  


14   template on their web design, or to work with that
  


15   content management system.
  


16                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Any other
  


17   questions?
  


18                  (No response.)
  


19                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you.
  


20   Excellent job.  I think it's really great.  Thank
  


21   you.
  


22                  Mr. Neeley, a little legislative
  


23   update.
  


24                  NICK NEELY:  I will be brief.  I
  


25   think most everyone in this room knows that
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 1   session begins tomorrow.  At noon the Governor
  


 2   will be delivering his budget address and his
  


 3   budget to the Legislature.  You pretty much all
  


 4   know what's in the budget already, since it's out
  


 5   there.  So that begins at 12.
  


 6                  And the only water related issue is
  


 7   that the Energy and Technology Committee is doing
  


 8   a workshop on sort of an informational session on
  


 9   February 9th and February 11th.  I think February
  


10   9th is from 9 to 12.  February 11th, it's from 1
  


11   to 4.
  


12                  On the 9th they're going to have
  


13   the gas and electric companies come in and sort of
  


14   talk about, you know, where their industries stand
  


15   today, what changes they've seen over the last
  


16   several years, what to expect going forward, sort
  


17   of what are the long-term issues around issues
  


18   like grid 2.0, you know, essentially the utilities
  


19   of the future.  That's my understanding.  The
  


20   agenda is not out yet.
  


21                  Related to water on the 11th from 1
  


22   to 4 they're going to be having an informational
  


23   session where they are inviting in the renewable
  


24   companies to talk about renewables in Connecticut
  


25   and sort of where we've been, where we are and
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 1   where we're going.  The kinds of, you know,
  


 2   assistance, help, guidance they're looking for.
  


 3                  So I suspect you may have some
  


 4   representatives of the Hydro industry there on the
  


 5   11th from 1 to 4.  And that's the information I
  


 6   have right now.  That's all I have to report.  Any
  


 7   questions?
  


 8                  (No response.)
  


 9                  NICK NEELY:  Thank you.
  


10                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
  


11   Anybody from the public wish to address us?
  


12                  Yes?  Just state your name?
  


13                  ALICIA CHARAMUT:  Alicia Charamut,
  


14   the Connecticut River Watershed Council.
  


15                  I would like to simply request that
  


16   there be an update on the water utility
  


17   coordinating committee status at each Water
  


18   Planning Council and Steering Committee meeting,
  


19   please.
  


20                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Sure.  It's
  


21   posted on the DPH website as well.  There's a
  


22   whole WUCC page.  All of the information is there
  


23   updated regularly.
  


24                  ALICIA CHARAMUT:  Okay.  Great.  I
  


25   just ask that there be a summary of these
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 1   meetings.
  


 2                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  We'll make
  


 3   sure it's on the agenda.  Anyone else?
  


 4                  (No response.)
  


 5                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  The
  


 6   only other thing I have here -- well, to remind
  


 7   people of the meetings.  Rob does a great job, to
  


 8   transcribe them.  The transcripts are available to
  


 9   the public.  And prior to this meeting we
  


10   appointed Attorney Bart Halloran to the Steering
  


11   Committee.  Welcome again.  I hope you enjoyed
  


12   your first meeting.
  


13                  R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  I did.
  


14                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  And we
  


15   also appointed Mr. Curtis to the Water Planning
  


16   Council advisory group.
  


17                  So if there's no other business to
  


18   come before us.
  


19                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  There's one other
  


20   thing, Mr. Chairman, that I would like to remind
  


21   everybody of, is that our next meeting is
  


22   April 5th.  The next one after that will be --
  


23   it's scheduled for the first week of June.  And a
  


24   number of us will be away at the annual NCBC
  


25   conference.
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 1                  So if I might, perhaps you could
  


 2   have your staff do a little poll of the members to
  


 3   see what might be a good date perhaps the
  


 4   following week.  And that way we can give
  


 5   everybody plenty of notice so that we don't get
  


 6   into the pinch we've had in the past.
  


 7                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Very good
  


 8   okay.  If there's nothing else, thank you all,
  


 9   committee members and the public for being here
  


10   today.
  


11                  Motion to adjourn?
  


12                  DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Some moved.
  


13                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Second.
  


14                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  All those
  


15   in favor?
  


16                  THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
  


17                  VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you
  


18   very much.
  


19                   (Whereupon, the above proceedings
  


20   were concluded at 3:14 p.m.)
  


21
  


22
  


23
  


24
  


25
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� 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So I'm

 2  going to call the meeting of the Water Planning

 3  Council Steering Committee for February 2nd to

 4  order.  Before I begin I would like to make a few

 5  comments.

 6                 One is that I would like to

 7  congratulate our colleague and Vice Chairman of

 8  the Water Planning Council Dave LeVasseur, who has

 9  been appointed Acting Undersecretary of the Office

10  of Policy and Management with cognizance over

11  intergovernmental policy.  Congratulations, David.

12  He was appointed by Ben Barnes earlier this week

13  and we are very happy for you.  Congratulations.

14                 The second thing I would like to

15  report to the Steering Committee is that in

16  January myself and Dave LeVasseur went up to the

17  Legislature and met with Representative Mary

18  Mushinsky, Representative John Hampton and

19  Representative Jonathan Steinberg to give an

20  update on the status of the water plan.

21                 And we spent about an hour after

22  with them and they appeared to be very happy with

23  what we're reporting to them, and the fact that we

24  engaged NEIWPCC in the process of hiring

25  consultants.  And I think overall they were really
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� 1  pleased.  Don't you?

 2                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I think so.

 3                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Good.  So

 4  is Jane here?  There she is.  So the first order

 5  of business today is to get a status report in

 6  terms of NEIWPCC and the RFQ and criteria and

 7  consultant selection and the next steps.

 8                 So Jane, could you come up and give

 9  us a report, please?  I know you've been very,

10  very busy.  I've seen the flurry of e-mails back

11  and forth with your committee.  It has been very

12  busy and very responsive and I thank them for

13  that.

14                 JANE CERASO:  Jane Ceraso,

15  C-e-r-a-s-o.  Okay.  Well, NEIWPCC has been

16  working with the subcommittee that I guess we're

17  applying --

18                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Jane,

19  excuse me for interrupting.  In view of the fact

20  that this is Mr. Halloran's first meeting, could

21  you give us a brief background of NEIWPCC and what

22  you're doing for us?

23                 JANE CERASO:  Probably a couple

24  months ago we were -- NEIWPCC was approached by

25  the Water Planning council to see if we could
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� 1  assist with the oversight and selection of a

 2  consultant to develop the state water plan.  And

 3  NEIWPCC is an interstate water pollution control

 4  commission that assists our various states to do

 5  all manner of water programs from drinking water

 6  to wastewater, to something as broad as a water

 7  management plan.  We do a lot of contract

 8  oversight.  We work with RFPs, and are starting to

 9  work with RFQs.

10                 And I am the head of their water

11  resource protection program, fairly new to

12  NEIWPCC, but I have 25 years of experience in the

13  water field.  And have worked for the State of

14  Massachusetts, the State of Washington and I'm

15  also an attorney.  So if anybody has any other

16  questions along those lines I'm happy to answer

17  them.

18                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.

19                 JANE CERASO:  So NEIWPCC has been

20  working with the, I guess we'll call it the

21  subcommittee, the qualifications review committee.

22  I don't know that we've coined a name, an actual

23  name for the subcommittee yet, but we've been

24  working towards a -- what we first started out on

25  was an RFP for a consultant to develop the water
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� 1  plan.

 2                 And after some thought the

 3  committee decided, the subcommittee decided that

 4  it was probably a better idea to focus on the

 5  qualifications of such a consultant largely

 6  because it's a very large project, as everybody in

 7  this room knows.

 8                 It's a fairly complex project and

 9  the thought was rather than put out a traditional

10  request for proposals where we would have to scope

11  it out in advance, we would put the focus on the

12  qualifications of the consultants who were coming

13  in, many of whom we're hoping largely will be

14  qualified, very well qualified to do this kind of

15  work.

16                 Many may have done this kind of

17  work before and it would be very helpful in

18  thinking about how to scope it, how to plan it.

19  What would be the important high-priority task to

20  occur in the first phase of this project?  As you

21  all know, there likely will be two phases of

22  funding to get this project off the ground.  And

23  the request for qualifications will focus on

24  having consultants come in and provide their

25  qualifications and past experience and also a
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� 1  rough plan of how they would attack something,

 2  attack the Connecticut water plan and all the

 3  components thereof.

 4                 And then once we narrowed it down

 5  to the top several qualified, most qualified

 6  respondents to the RFQ there would be a more

 7  detailed scope of work developed, and that's where

 8  the committee would work together to select a

 9  consultant that would be best qualified based, not

10  only on a proposal, but also on the back and forth

11  with the scope of work, and the budget, and the

12  timing of all of those factors.

13                 So we have put together a draft

14  request for qualifications.  I believe you all

15  have had a chance to look at it.  Happy to take

16  any substantive comments on that.  And I'm not

17  sure how you want to proceed at this point in

18  terms of discussing that RFQ, but I'd be happy to

19  take everybody's comments.

20                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you,

21  Susan.  And just for those that might have

22  forgotten, the people of the committee are Gail

23  Lucchina and Dave LeVasseur, Ryan Tetreault from

24  public health, Betsey Wingfield from DEEP, Tom

25  Callahan and Linda Young from the Pomperaug River
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� 1  Association.

 2                 And that's really the group that

 3  was appointed to review this.  So the way I

 4  envision -- and please, anybody jump in here -- is

 5  that the comments will be given to that group and

 6  hopefully you will come up with a consensus.  And

 7  I know that there's been some additional comments

 8  that have come in from Maureen and from Virginia

 9  and maybe some additional from Lynn.

10                 But the way I envision it, it goes

11  to the group that will come up with the final

12  proposal, so you have the power to do that.

13                 JANE CERASO:  Okay.  Were there any

14  questions or comments about the process at this

15  point?

16                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Just to -- I

17  think you would have gotten those comments that we

18  sent.  It was about eleven o'clock this morning

19  from the advisory group.  So it truly was a list

20  of whatever different people provided, and some

21  are very detailed.  Some are kind of step-back

22  questions of, you know, there's a phase one in the

23  schedule, but it doesn't seem to be defined

24  elsewhere.

25                 So they came from different folks.
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� 1  It wasn't a collective.  We reviewed it and came

 2  up with a common thing, but I think that hopefully

 3  you'll find it helpful in terms of what people

 4  identified as they reviewed it, different

 5  individuals on the advisory group.  I just

 6  e-mailed this morning and it went to the Planning

 7  Council, but not the full Steering Committee, at

 8  least not for me.

 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Correct.

10  So we'll make sure you get those, Susan.

11                 MARGARET MINER:  So how is that

12  going to be handled now?  Are the comments or

13  questions going to be addressed now or later?  Or

14  how will that be happening.

15                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I think we'll

16  have to address them later because Jane hasn't

17  even had the benefit of seeing any of them,

18  because she was on the road.

19                 MARGARET MINER:  Some of them are

20  pretty basic.

21                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I also haven't

22  had a chance to review them in depth because I was

23  already on my way to this meeting.  So I think it

24  would be helpful if our subcommittee would get

25  together and review them and decide which comments
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� 1  can be entered into without any issues.  And if

 2  there are remaining questions we will formulate

 3  answers and we'll e-mail them out.

 4                 MARGARET MINER:  Since we worked on

 5  the comments and we went over it pretty

 6  carefully -- and some of them are pretty basic.

 7  Maureen mentioned the phase one, phase two.  Could

 8  you be sure that we know in the next meeting when

 9  that committee is so we could bring the questions

10  before that committee, any member of the steering

11  committee?

12                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  You lost me on

13  the steering committee, because we're talking

14  about the subcommittee that's working on the RFP.

15                 MARGARET MINER:  Right.  I just

16  want to be sure that we have a chance rather than

17  someone dropping a document in the mail that I,

18  for instance, or Maureen -- if we wanted to be

19  there in person and to follow up with questions

20  would that be possible?  We're not members of the

21  committee.  I don't think it's a public --

22                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Well,

23  they're usually conference calls.  Aren't they?

24                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  They are usually

25  conference calls.  We don't meet in person.  So --
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� 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So I'm

 2  sure we could have them be privy to the call

 3  number.

 4                 JANE CERASO:  Yeah, I think it's

 5  probably safe to say I speak for everybody that we

 6  all are aware that we're under fairly -- a very

 7  tight statutory deadline to move forward to hire a

 8  consultant and get going on this.  So I'm

 9  thinking, I'm hoping that the next round of

10  comments that we have via our conference call will

11  be the basis of a final document that will then go

12  out and we can start that process of --

13                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Including

14  hopefully the comments that are being given from

15  Maureen and --

16                 JANE CERASO:  Absolutely.

17                 MARGARET MINER:  I understand that.

18  I'd just like to say that we're not holding it up.

19  We had our comments already.  So I understand

20  you're on a tight schedule.  That's why we've been

21  accelerating to be sure we had everything ready

22  for you.

23                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  I'm very

24  pleased with what's happened in a very short

25  period of time.  Michael?
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� 1                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  You might have

 2  already talked about this.  I might have just

 3  missed it, but is there a date certain by which

 4  you want to have any additional comments?  I mean,

 5  is there kind of a dropdead point where, you know,

 6  speak now or forever hold your peace, kind of

 7  thing?

 8                 JANE CERASO:  Well, we are

 9  hoping -- I mean, I guess I think what John was

10  just saying is probably a good way to think about

11  how to proceed with that, is that if most of

12  these -- and I haven't had the benefit of seeing

13  the bulk of the comments that came in this morning

14  because I was on the road.

15                 But if the bulk of the comments are

16  editorial I think the committee and myself can

17  work through them.  If people have substantive

18  comments or issues with this approach, then this

19  I'm hoping is the forum for that so that we can,

20  after one more committee meeting actually release

21  it and start, you know, looking at the consultants

22  and getting the word out.

23                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I think just

24  from having seen the comments that folks gave I

25  think most of them are editorial or just kind of,
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� 1  you know, mirror language in the statute or

 2  whatever.

 3                 I think the one thing that did come

 4  through, and I commend you on it, is the concept

 5  of moving to the RFQ.  I think people felt that

 6  that approach was preferable in staggering, you

 7  know, iterations of how we go about selecting it

 8  and getting to that level of detail.  So I think

 9  that came out in the comments as well as some more

10  nitpicky kind of things, or smaller things.

11                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Would it be

12  appropriate to have Maureen mention the

13  substantive comments for discussion today?  Or is

14  that premature?

15                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I'll be honest.

16  I compiled more than editorialized.

17                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  I mean, if

18  you're prepared to that?

19                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I mean, I really

20  think the proper setting should be through the

21  committee.  I mean, and obviously we'll give the

22  access number to you folks and you can call in and

23  we'll work through them one by one by one.  I

24  think that's a much more effective way than trying

25  to do it in this setting with the number of people
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� 1  we've got, and quite frankly, with the agenda we

 2  have.

 3                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think

 4  you'll see there some repetition between the

 5  comments, so you know, that people picked up

 6  similar things as they went through it.  So I

 7  don't think any of it will be hard for you to

 8  understand based on what's in here.

 9                 ROBERT MOORE:  In order to keep

10  your schedule, when would you want to get this RFP

11  out?

12                 JANE CERASO:  Well, the sooner the

13  better.  You know, I'm anticipating that we'll

14  have a call hopefully within the next week or so,

15  the subcommittee to discuss these comments and

16  come up with a plan for posting.

17                 But my assumption is everybody

18  including myself is very interested in getting

19  this up and going as soon as possible.  We're all

20  very aware of the tight deadline and the

21  importance of getting the consultant on ASAP.

22                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  So I think it's

23  our hope that the Steering Committee would bless

24  our approach to having one more meeting addressing

25  the comments, providing access for folks to call


                            15
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 2  point.  And I think that's where we'd be looking

 3  for authorization to do today -- or the RFQ

 4  rather.

 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Just so

 6  we -- who's on the phone.  I know Gene Likens is

 7  on the phone.  Who else is on the phone?

 8                 SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE:  This is

 9  Susan Sayre.  I just joined.

10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Hi, Susan.

11  How are you?

12                 SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE:  Good.

13                 LARRY BINGAMAN:  This is Larry

14  Bingaman and John Hudak at Regional Water

15  Authority.

16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Very good.

17                 DAVID RADKA:  David Radka,

18  Connecticut Water.

19                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Lori Vitagliano,

20  Regional Water.

21                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Anyone

22  else?

23                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Is Gene on

24  there?

25                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes, I'm here.
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 2  other questions or comments?  Everything okay?

 3                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  That's your

 4  decision.

 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  It's not

 6  my decision.

 7                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  So just for

 8  clarification, will it go onto to the Steering

 9  Committee one last time as well?

10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  No.

11                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Who votes on

12  it?  The steering committee?  The planning

13  council?  Is it you folks?

14                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  The steering

15  committee, we want authorization to continue to

16  move, because we won't have another Steering

17  Committee meeting for two months.

18                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Right.

19                 ROBERT MOORE:  Can I make a motion

20  that the Steering Committee accept the draft

21  proposal as modified by --

22                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  The

23  subcommittee?

24                 ROBERT MOORE:  -- the subcommittee

25  in the next week and get this out on the beginning
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 2                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, I'll

 3  second that.

 4                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Motion

 5  made by Mr. Moore, second by Commissioner

 6  Sullivan.  Any questions on the motions?

 7                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  This is a

 8  Steering Committee vote?  Or a Water Planning

 9  Council vote?

10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Steering

11  committee.  The Water Planning Council meeting is

12  over.

13                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Can I ask a

14  question?

15                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Of course.

16                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So if anybody on

17  the Steering Committee has an additional question

18  or comment about the RFQ they could still send it

19  into a representative on the workgroup?

20                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:

21                 Absolutely, yes.  We're not trying

22  to circumvent the process, but we're trying to

23  expedite this and get this done as quickly as

24  possible.

25                 Anything that comes through NEIWPCC
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 2  and I think those have been commented on already.

 3  So we'll have one more go around and we'll get it

 4  out for some more comments and then we'll move

 5  forward.

 6                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Right.  So

 7  there would be one more look at it, but it would

 8  not be another meeting of it.  It would just be if

 9  we had additional comments back to you after the

10  revision.

11                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  And the answers

12  to keeping things moving along, I'd like to

13  suggest a deadline so that we don't have comments

14  floating in after that point.  And I think that in

15  view of the fact most people have seen it now

16  since last Friday I would think that by close of

17  business this Thursday would be more than enough

18  time to get comments in.

19                 And then -- then we can schedule a

20  follow-up meeting, because until we close that

21  comment period there's no point in trying to

22  schedule a follow-up meeting.

23                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Correct.

24  Any further discussion?  Yes, Margaret.

25                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, I feel
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 2  know what's in it.  We all agreed that the RFQ is

 3  a good move, that being with you it's a good move.

 4                 I'm wondering if it should be seen

 5  before total approval sort of pending a review by,

 6  either the Water Planning Council, an attorney

 7  that you might want to name, but somebody to give

 8  it one last look before it becomes the state RFQ.

 9  I'm not trying to slow things down.  I'm just

10  trying to suggest that there be someone that takes

11  a last look at it that has --

12                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Actually, it's

13  not going to be a state RFQ.  It's going to be a

14  NEIWPCC RFQ.

15                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, representing

16  the State's interests.  Anyway, my suggestion

17  would be that it not be held up.  Whoever was

18  going to review it could start reviewing it right

19  now and look at the comments and have the sense of

20  where it's going.

21                 And if there's some buried legal

22  problem or some naughty problem that we haven't

23  taken into account, or the committee hasn't taken

24  into account, there would be one other person who

25  could say, either solve this, or yeah, this is
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 2                 And I don't really care who it is.

 3  It's just hard out of committee to pull together

 4  something that's perfect when you've got a

 5  committee working on it.  I know I have worked in

 6  committee and produced some horrible legislation,

 7  and it's come to my desk and I thought, who wrote

 8  this?  It's dreadful.  Well, I did.  The committee

 9  did.  So I'm thinking to have one other, you know,

10  some review after you have it perfect.

11                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Beth, your

12  spot is right there.  Welcome.

13                 Well, tell us, Susan.  Does NEIWPCC

14  have counsel look at it before?

15                 JANE CERASO:  I have had our

16  counsel look at it and I'm happy to again.  Let's

17  keep in mind that this is a request for

18  qualifications.  It's not yet a contract.

19                 So I think the most important piece

20  of it really is making sure that that

21  qualifications section is something that everybody

22  is happy with and that that encompasses all of our

23  concerns about the entity that's going to do this

24  important work for us.

25                 MARGARET MINER:  And I agree that's
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 2  solid, but there is all that other stuff.  So

 3  maybe it's not necessary.  Anyway that's just --

 4                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Margaret, I think

 5  the other piece you have to understand is it's --

 6  I know I have a very passing familiarity with the

 7  RFQ process because I used it 20 years ago, but it

 8  doesn't get into the depth and specificity of an

 9  RFP because of the very way that the process flows

10  forward.

11                 After you've rated your qualifying

12  entities or consultants you actually sit down and

13  work with them and negotiate out the scope and

14  negotiate out the details and work forward.  And

15  so a lot of the stuff you would look for in an RFP

16  is not going to be contained in an RFQ, and a lot

17  of that specificity that people are looking for,

18  quite frankly, isn't part of the process.

19                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, what

20  concerns me is the amount of specificity in the

21  RFQ with respect to the scope of the work to be

22  done.  And I'm just making a suggestion.  I don't

23  honestly feel it's a matter of critical importance

24  to saving waters in Connecticut.

25                 I'm a little uncomfortable signing
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 2  whatever the committee comes up with.  And I don't

 3  even want that it need be -- review it.  I just

 4  sort of thought it would be good if someone in

 5  authority took another look at it.  The funder,

 6  for example, the State of Connecticut took another

 7  look at it.  That's my only suggestion, and it's

 8  just a suggestion.

 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.

10  Mike Sullivan and then Virginia.

11                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Just one quick

12  comment on it.  I mean, we have set up this

13  committee.  I know there are representatives of

14  each member committee on the Water Planning

15  Council on that.  And in fact, David LeVasseur is

16  serving on it.  He doubles, I think, in some

17  respects as a lawyer as well.

18                 So I think from our -- at least

19  from my perspective, you know basically, the Water

20  Planning Council basically has its representatives

21  on it this committee.  And I think we've put

22  people on it that we feel comfortable making a

23  decision to move forward with it.

24                 Each one of the people that we've

25  selected to serve on it gets back to us as to
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 2  kind of like eyes on the document.  I'm pretty

 3  comfortable with, like, at least our role on that.

 4                 MARGARET MINER:  Thank you.

 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Virginia?

 6                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Jane mentioned a

 7  few minutes ago that she thought that discussion,

 8  that the steering committee was the appropriate

 9  forum for discussion of substantive issues, and I

10  agree with her.  I think that -- well, just one

11  very specific example.  I had some concerns about

12  the funding listed in the RFQ.

13                 And I think we risk having some

14  people not -- very qualified people not even apply

15  because of the funding that is listed in the

16  document.  That kind of thing I think should be a

17  Steering Committee discussion, not just a

18  committee discussion.  And I don't know what else

19  Maureen has on her list, but there are other

20  substantive issues.  But I agree with Jane, the

21  Steering Committee is the appropriate forum for

22  the discussion of the substantive issues.

23                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  Why

24  don't we do that?  Let the RFQ's committee come up

25  with a recommendation and then we'll run that by
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 2  Okay?

 3                 MARGARET MINER:  Yes.  I wasn't

 4  even asking for that much.  But yes, that's fine

 5  with me.

 6                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  But this

 7  will be --

 8                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Quick

 9  turnaround.

10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  And

11  Frank -- thank you, Maureen, for reading my mind.

12  It would be like a 24-hour turnaround.  It would

13  be a very quick turnaround so at least everybody

14  would have an opportunity to look at it.

15                 ROBERT MOORE:  I will amend my

16  motion to do whatever you said.

17                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  I think Bob's

18  motion has been amended now to say that the

19  workgroup will develop a final RFQ in a short

20  period of time.  They will share that with the

21  Steering Committee.

22                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  For final

23  review and then we'll get it out?

24                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  And then

25  subsequent to that would release it.
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 2                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Presumably that

 3  would be via e-mail and stuff as well?

 4                 ROBERT MOORE:  Correct, all by

 5  e-mail.

 6                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  Any

 7  questions?

 8                 All those in favor -- yes?

 9                 BETH BARTON:  Nevermind.

10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  No, no.

11  Go ahead.

12                 BETH BARTON:  I was just wondering

13  if we had had a schedule?  I mean, I appreciate

14  the comment.  I was just wondering what the target

15  schedule was.

16                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Well, we were

17  hoping -- we had a schedule, but it just got

18  pushed back a week and a half.

19                 BETH BARTON:  Yes, okay.  Thank

20  you.

21                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Any

22  further comments?

23                 (No response.)

24                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  If not,

25  all those in favor signify by saying aye.
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 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Opposed?

 3                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Opposed.

 4                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  One

 5  opposed.  The motion is carried.  Okay.  I think

 6  we're all set with that.  Thank you very much and

 7  I really appreciate everyone's efforts on the

 8  committee for doing a great job.

 9                 Mr. Callahan, you're next up.  Good

10  afternoon, sir.

11                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Good afternoon,

12  sir.  At the risk of -- one of the nice things

13  about being a full volunteer is I pretty much say

14  what I want when I want to.

15                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Like you were

16  held back before?

17                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  So I want to

18  reflect back on exactly how we got to where we

19  were, what action you all may be considering

20  taking, notwithstanding the vote that you just

21  took, and what it means with respect to the

22  pathway going forward.

23                 At the last meeting you all

24  appointed a steering committee to -- not a

25  steering committee, whatever you want to call that
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 2  each of the agencies, myself.  And Lynn was added

 3  as a member of the advisory group on the way

 4  through.

 5                 The group was essentially charged

 6  with developing the approach to the market for

 7  identifying a qualified vendor to help us draft a

 8  state water plan.  We had talked about doing that

 9  through an RFP process.  At Lynn's suggestion,

10  which was a good suggestion, folks began to

11  rethink whether or not an RFP would get us what we

12  needed, or an RFQ would be the better way to

13  approach that.

14                 Over the course of about the last

15  days, beginning early last week and ending on

16  Friday, the group had met two or three times by

17  phone working off of drafts that had been

18  sequentially prepared by Jane, and preparing the

19  RFQ, the draft RFQ that's sitting before you.

20                 On a couple of occasions, two --

21  different directions -- I got a question that came

22  that said, if the advisory group has comments how

23  should we deal with that?  My recommendation, and

24  I believe going forward it's important to do it

25  this way, is essentially say have the advisory
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 2  it shared, embedded with their community members.

 3  Please do so.  Get the information back, integrate

 4  it and give us your comments as part of the

 5  meeting on Tuesday.

 6                 Our purpose in terms of coming to

 7  you today with a draft was essentially to say,

 8  look, here is a draft.  There's substantive issues

 9  that need to be discussed.  Let's discuss those so

10  that we have a sense of direction from the

11  committee in terms of what we're going to, you

12  know, how we can approach the market and go

13  forward.

14                 If you look in your book there's a

15  schedule that kind of goes through that and says,

16  we're looking for responses to this document on

17  the 24th of February, if I'm not mistaken.  The

18  assumption for that was that there be about a

19  three-week turnaround by the time this thing got

20  out to the marketplace, gave people an opportunity

21  to see what was there and digest what was there

22  and respond to it in terms of the RFQ, that there

23  would be an opportunity to do that.

24                 I'm not going to question the

25  wisdom, or the decision that you've made, but
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� 1  essentially there are -- if this is going to be

 2  the manner in which we proceed -- now if we're

 3  going to be coming back with another draft and to

 4  see that draft and have that vetted, that's

 5  actually within the steering committee's, you

 6  know, authority to do that.

 7                 I simply want people to recognize

 8  what the impact is in terms of, A, how

 9  expectations are shaped amongst people as they go

10  about doing their work, and B, what it does with

11  respect to the schedule going forward.  The

12  schedule now, by choosing to go with an RFQ versus

13  an RFP is essentially a slower schedule.  It's the

14  right way to proceed, but it's a two-step process.

15  A, let's look at the quals.  B, let's then go

16  forward and negotiate a contract going forward.

17                 So I think it's very important that

18  the roles and the expectations be real clear.  My

19  expectation for today working with Jane and the

20  team was to come forward, that we would have some

21  feedback that would come from the advisory group

22  if they had feedback to give us.  I learned just

23  sitting down a little earlier today that a

24  document had come forward.  I hadn't seen it

25  before I sat down today.
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 2  have had the opportunity to look at that document

 3  and say, directionally, yeah, this is right.  Or

 4  this is wrong, or this is where we think it ought

 5  to be changed and here's what we want to discuss.

 6  If we're not going to get that kind of interaction

 7  going forward we're simply -- it's going to be a

 8  very difficult process for all of us moving

 9  forward.

10                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Just on finding

11  comments, I mean, the requests that we got and

12  whether, I mean, it was -- as you envision or not,

13  but was to be prepared to provide the information

14  at the meeting today.  So sending it ahead of time

15  was, you know, trying to get it to folks prior to

16  this.  But it wasn't that we were trying to hold

17  this up.  We compiled what we could as quickly as

18  we could in being responsive to the request.

19                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I'm not being

20  critical.  What I'm saying is essentially that was

21  what we said -- what I'm trying to do is be very

22  direct in terms of what I said, it was absolutely

23  fine to get it out to the advisory group.  Invite

24  them to get the comments back and invite them and

25  have it ready to go for Tuesday.
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 2  comments earlier today.  If your only substantive

 3  comments were, A, going the RFP versus the RFQ --

 4  going in an RFQ versus an RFP, good thing.  And,

 5  B, the second issue is and the rest of it is --

 6                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  The funding and

 7  the phasing of this.

 8                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Right.  So we'll

 9  talk about funding and phasing, but if the rest of

10  it is simply being offered as potential editorial

11  or wordsmithing comments on the way through, I

12  would say this to you.  I would say this to

13  Margaret.  I would say this to all of you.  If it

14  is wordsmithing, please give it to us.

15                 But whether or not we're going to

16  use it or not, I would hope that if it's offered,

17  in the spirit of wordsmithing we simply say, I

18  trust the people who've been asked to this.  I've

19  deputized the people who I've asked to do this.

20  Let them do it and go forward.

21                 With respect to the phasing and the

22  money -- and I think it is a topic that merits

23  some consideration today.  This was a topic that

24  took a fair amount of time amongst the group

25  because the question was, do you go to the market
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 2  and say I've got a million?  Do you go to the

 3  market and say nothing?  And the decision was,

 4  after a lot of conversation, was to go to the

 5  market and say I've got $880,000.

 6                 Why $880,000?  We're assuming we're

 7  going to get the full million bucks.  We'll get

 8  500,000 now.  We're going to assume we're going to

 9  get the full million bucks.  NEIWPCC is

10  essentially getting a piece of that to administer

11  this program going forward.  That leaves about

12  880,000 going forward.

13                 Next question.  Well, why put any

14  number in there at all?  And the argument was

15  whether it should be 500 or whether it should be

16  580, not whether or not there should any number in

17  there at all.  There is one camp that said, look,

18  we can't commit any more money than what we've

19  got, and we don't want to basically be accused of

20  doing a bait-and-switch.

21                 There was another camp that said,

22  yeah, we have a fairly high level of confidence

23  that the full million dollars is going to be

24  released before the year is over.  Let's proceed

25  on that basis.  I think the overall consensus of
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 2  get people telling us, you know what?  It's going

 3  to cost us a lot more than a million bucks to do

 4  this.

 5                 Then you've got three things that

 6  you can do, I think, and we had this conversation

 7  on the phone.  One is you could say, yeah, right.

 8  But right now all we can contract for is $880,000.

 9  We need to do it in a way that we can't contract

10  for any more than the money we've got right now.

11  So we need to do this in phases.  But I want to

12  see the overall game plan in terms of what it's

13  going to take in order to get this plan done, one.

14                 Two, so that might be 880.  It

15  might be less than 880.  Let's assume it's more

16  than 880, but whatever the number is, is what it's

17  going to be.  Two, as we talked about this time

18  last year there was no money to do a state plan,

19  none.

20                 And so the question, again from the

21  outside looking in is for people to start

22  saying -- without going to the market first -- and

23  have them say to us, this is what it's going to

24  cost.  Seems to me to be a bit risky in terms of

25  saying, you know what?  You guys had no money last
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 2  if you had to on a guerilla basis.  Why not

 3  basically say, I've got 880.  Let's see what we

 4  can done for 880.

 5                 The third thing is it will help

 6  identify if it makes sense to do so.  You know

 7  what?  It's going to cost more money to do this.

 8  Here's what the cost is going to be, and if

 9  there's a receptivity in either the administration

10  or the general assembly to fill that gap out, so

11  be it.  There would be a basis in order for that

12  to do that, in order for that to happen.

13                 That's the reason why the 880 is in

14  there.  People want to handle it differently?  You

15  want to talk about it?  Great, but now I have

16  said -- again with the freedom of being a

17  volunteer, Mr. Chairman, I apologize in advance,

18  but I thought it was helpful.  I thought it would

19  be helpful to get this thing out pretty clearly as

20  clear as I could.

21                 ROBERT MOORE:  Just to comment on

22  you, Tom.  If anybody is going to respond to the

23  RFQ they're going to read the minutes that have

24  been going on from this committee, and they're

25  going to know clear well there's a million dollars


                            35
� 1  in the pot.

 2                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Correct.

 3                 ROBERT MOORE:  So I don't think

 4  it's a significant issue whether it's in or not.

 5                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I agree with you.

 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  Anybody who's going

 7  to respond better read the minutes of these

 8  meetings and know it's available.  And it, you

 9  know, it implies you should take -- the RFQ

10  implies you should be looking at what's been going

11  on for the last year.

12                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I agree with you.

13  I agree with you, Bob.

14                 So if you're asking me, would I do

15  anything different from what you just did earlier

16  on in your motion?  My recommendation if I had

17  been here to give it, Jack -- and I didn't want to

18  interrupt -- would be to say, look, the group has

19  been working pretty diligently in order to get

20  this thing through.  The advisory group has

21  somebody there who's sitting there, and actually

22  has been a very influential and thoughtful person

23  as part of the group.

24                 My recommendation would be if there

25  are substantive issues that are not being
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 2  your state agency reps, then we should discuss

 3  them now.  If there are other issues that the

 4  Steering Committee members want to chat about now,

 5  we should do that.  I would then say, take the

 6  feedback.  Give it to the committee.  Let the

 7  committee basically shape the final proposal, get

 8  it ready, get it out.

 9                 And then you have to make a

10  decision whether you want to review it again or

11  not.  My recommendation would be at some point in

12  time people are going to have to trust people

13  along the way here in order to move this thing

14  along in some kind of a timely basis.

15                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Just one.  I

16  hear you, Bob, that you say that somebody should

17  read the minutes of this meeting and that could

18  address it.  In terms of my concern over the

19  funding, I would propose just that something be

20  set in the RFQ along the lines of your

21  explanation.

22                 Why I say that is because from our

23  experience on the other states workgroup.  You

24  can't do the whole job for $880,000.  And there

25  could be some qualified people who might not read
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 2  is that I do it for this amount of money.

 3                 And so I think there should be some

 4  mention -- and I'll put it simplistically, not the

 5  way you would phrase it clearly.  But here's the

 6  big picture.  What could you do for $880,000 and

 7  how much more would you need to do the whole

 8  thing, that implication?  So that somebody would

 9  come up with hopefully something meaningful that

10  could be done for the 880, and then we would have

11  the argument to ask for more money to do the whole

12  job.

13                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Right.  And I

14  understand that and we can frame it that way,

15  Virginia.  I simply want to -- and I said this on

16  the phone with my colleagues last week.  You have

17  to remember there are states that have done

18  excellent state water plans with no state

19  appropriations.

20                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  With staff.

21  With state staff.

22                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  With staff,

23  correct, with no state appropriations.

24                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Correct.

25                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I don't think
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 2  point in time.  But push comes to shove, someone

 3  could say, hey, look, how did state X, Y or Z do

 4  this?  Why is it that you've got 880, which is 880

 5  thousand more than you had a year ago?  Tell me

 6  without going to the market you can't yet I think

 7  stand there -- you can't sit and provide a clear

 8  explanation in terms of, you're sure you don't

 9  have enough money just yet.

10                 Before you jump in, Margaret, one

11  last thing.  On the issue of -- I'm glad you

12  raised the issue of the other states water plan.

13  We sat here at the -- I'm not sure if it was the

14  Steering Committee Meeting or the planning

15  committee meeting a month ago and we said, what

16  are we looking for here?  And we had another

17  states group work for about six or seven months in

18  developing a table of contents after reviewing all

19  other states plans, and it had an annotated table

20  of contents.

21                 Everyone said, yeah.  That's kind

22  of directionally the skeleton of what we're

23  looking for, and that's really the product that

24  we're approaching the market and saying, can you

25  do this?  For how much?
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 2  also want to avoid is -- one of the things we want

 3  to do is remember what we've done, remember what

 4  we've said, remember what we've said yes to on the

 5  way through, and not reinvent the wheel every time

 6  we go back out.

 7                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Margaret?

 8                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, Virginia

 9  started with the funding and I was focused on the

10  tasks that are listed in the RFQ.  And as I recall

11  the two issues are tied together, and several of

12  the questions that were raised had to do with

13  phase one and phase two.  What does that mean?

14                 Is phase one a funding of phase

15  one?  Is phase one a priority tasks phase one?  Is

16  it some combination of both?  Do you contract out

17  for phase two?  Or do you contract out for work

18  where we don't have the money in hand, even though

19  we're very, very, you know, think very much that

20  we will?

21                 So I was looking at the tasks that

22  are outlined and thinking, yeah, this is at least

23  $2 million.  But in terms of the RFQ I was

24  confused.  One is phase one.  One is phase two.

25  Is the distinction a funding distinction?  In
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 2  be asked to perform somehow all the tasks.  Or

 3  would it be the applicant who would be making the

 4  cutoff point according to the tasks listed?

 5                 So there's a large volume of tasks

 6  and I understand that many -- there's some

 7  repetition whether you're just picking it right up

 8  from the statute, and I imagine trying to be sure

 9  that the applicant understands what's in the

10  statute.

11                 But in terms of what they're

12  actually supposed to do in phase one, or the first

13  eight months however phase one is defined, or the

14  first $400,000, I think that's muddled in the RFQ.

15  And that's why I felt that we would really want

16  clarity, and it honesty sometimes is hard to get

17  clarity when a committee is working fast on a very

18  complicated issue.

19                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  So you captured

20  the heart of our conversation on Wednesday

21  afternoon, which was I think most folks wanted --

22  and you can correct me if I'm wrong, Jane -- that

23  most folks wanted no phases.  NEIWPCC as the

24  fiscal agent wants to be somewhat clear on the

25  phases on the RFQ.
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� 1                 Now the way this process will work

 2  is you go out.  You do the RFQ process.  You

 3  identify the preferred vendor.  You then sit down

 4  and say, look, let's talk about what needs to get

 5  done here.  You know, how big is the breadbasket

 6  and how are we going to put this thing together?

 7  How many steps?  What can be covered for how much

 8  money?  So on and so forth.

 9                 NEIWPCC wants to be sure that phase

10  one is phase one financially.  It cannot exceed

11  the amount of money that we know we've got in the

12  bank at that particular point in time.  But

13  programmatically we need to understand the whole

14  pathway to get from point A to point B.

15                 And then we need to then think

16  through how we're going to phase and match the

17  program to the dollars as we go forward.  But the

18  only reason the words "phase one" and "phase two"

19  is in the document right now relates to

20  financially how much can we contract for at the

21  point in time that we're there, which we assume

22  right now -- because the State Bond Commission, if

23  it's going to act on the other 500 probably won't

24  act until later in the year until after we're

25  done.
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 2  that the contract will be for a defined phase one

 3  under the money that's in hand.  And phase two

 4  will be, like, the applicant or the consultant

 5  will have the right of first refusal or something

 6  in phase two.

 7                 When phase two is funded then phase

 8  two will move forward, but you want to define, or

 9  at least have the opportunity now to define phase

10  two at least in your minds.  Or for the

11  applicants, what's expected to happen.

12                 JANE CERASO:  Yeah.  It is a

13  confusing process and what's unusual is we do not

14  have all the money at once and we have a

15  tremendous amount of tasks to get done with a very

16  little amount the money.

17                 And honestly, that's one of the

18  reasons we decided to go to the RFQ process

19  because the thinking was there will be very highly

20  experienced consultants who will come in and know,

21  you know, to collect all the data that is

22  necessary to do what is required to meet the

23  statutory minimums of this water plan.  We're

24  going to have to spend a lot money, the first pot

25  of money on doing those kinds of tasks.
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 2  that happens of what can be done under the first

 3  phase --

 4                 GENE LIKENS:  Hello?

 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Gene?

 6                 GENE LIKENS:  Yeah, you went blank.

 7  Are you still talking?

 8                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Yes.  Do you have

 9  it, Gene?

10                 GENE LIKENS:  I'm hearing you.

11                 JANE CERASO:  This is the

12  microphone that's bad, I think.  I remember this

13  from last time.

14                 MARGARET MINER:  Would you like to

15  move here?  At least it doesn't go to the next

16  room.

17                 JANE CERASO:  I think I was at the

18  bad microphone.

19                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Is that

20  better, Gene?

21                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes, thank you.

22                 JANE CERASO:  So what I was saying

23  is this is by nature a fairly complicated process

24  in that we have a large project that most people

25  would say is probably well over a million dollars
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 2  million dollars to start it.

 3                 We will be going to the consultants

 4  out there, the various entities who respond to

 5  this RFQ and asking them, after we have selected

 6  those we feel are capable of doing this work, to

 7  come up with a scoping plan, so to speak, which by

 8  nature will define the whole picture, at least in

 9  a broad sense.

10                 And then NEIWPCC as the fiscal

11  agent who will be developing a contract for X

12  amount of dollars and X amount of tasks will be

13  looking at the phase one contract with that

14  consultant.  So if people really don't like the

15  phase one language we can take it out, but I would

16  probably encourage us to use something that

17  defines that more detailed piece that will be in

18  the final contract to get the first chunk of this

19  work done with the monies that we have available.

20                 Does that answer the question?

21                 MARGARET MINER:  It does.  I do

22  think maybe the document would benefit from being

23  much shorter, you know, because of the multitude

24  of tasks.  If you outline the tasks and you have

25  the statute there for people to read that's --
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 2                 But, yes, I see what you're up

 3  against.  And we weren't even sure what phase one

 4  referred to, not that we didn't like it.  We

 5  wanted to know what does it mean exactly?

 6                 JANE CERASO:  Well, we're not sure

 7  what phase one refers to either, but ultimately we

 8  will know exactly what it refers to.  So --

 9                 MARGARET MINER:  Thank you.

10                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I think if I

11  can -- I hate to keep beating this dead horse, but

12  I think you've got to stop thinking outside of the

13  constraints of a contract or an RFP for this

14  document.  It's not designed to get to that level

15  of specificity.  It's primarily looking to flesh

16  out the qualifications.

17                 And for those of you who are

18  concerned that we don't have enough money, at our

19  last telephonic meeting I even made the suggestion

20  that if we are not happy with the respondents that

21  we get we actually conduct a poll of people and

22  the entities we think might have responded and ask

23  them, you know, did they know about it?  Did they

24  respond?  Did they think about responding?  Was

25  there a reason they didn't?
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� 1                 Because quite frankly, if the

 2  monetary issue is a dealbreaker I need to know

 3  about that sooner rather than later, because this

 4  is an extremely short budgetary session.  And if

 5  this thing doesn't hit the streets until March and

 6  we don't have a response time until the end of

 7  March, that gives me less than five weeks to try

 8  to set the pieces in motion to try to get

 9  additional money during this legislative session

10  since it ends the first week of May.

11                 And so trust me when Tom says

12  you've been working diligently at this.  We been

13  approaching this from eight ways to Sunday to try

14  to cover everything that can possibly go wrong,

15  but all of us had to back off and say, okay.  We

16  need to be less specific.  But we need to at the

17  same time give the vendor, potential vendor some

18  sort of an idea about what the access and what our

19  expectations are through the table of contents at

20  the end of the day.

21                 Because if they don't have the

22  global picture they're not going to be able to

23  figure out in their own minds what's the scope

24  going to be in phase one?  What's the scope going

25  to be in phase two?  So you know, we tried to do
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 2  a product that we can explain to everybody.  But

 3  again, that construct is so different that

 4  Connecticut even has a council, QBS council which

 5  will come in and walk people through this process,

 6  particularly at the municipal level if they've

 7  never done it before.  And it's a whole different

 8  mindset.  It's a different animal.

 9                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  I was a

10  little skewed in my --

11                 ROBERT MOORE:  I think it's

12  important to have all this information in this,

13  because you're going to try to get the people who

14  do this work involved.  And if somebody isn't

15  going to be able to compete in collecting the data

16  or writing and working with agencies, you know,

17  they're not going to call.  You want them out

18  before you have to read the thing.

19                 So all you're really doing is

20  selecting somebody and then you can negotiate the

21  work after that.  So you know, you're just trying

22  to get the best person or firm that you can see

23  and get on with it, and negotiate a contract.  And

24  then those issues will come up that we're worried

25  about.
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 2  Tom, you've made some really direct comments.

 3  What would you like to see us to do to move this

 4  process?  We're hearing loud and clear.  Now we're

 5  hearing that if we don't get this money committed

 6  to, who knows what's going to happen?  What would

 7  you like to see us do?

 8                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I would -- well,

 9  I guess I'd ask the following, that we have

10  comments from the WPAC, if anyone on the Council

11  beyond the ones we've talked about now have

12  substantive comments, that we could get them

13  before the end of the day tomorrow.

14                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.

15                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  We would like

16  then to kind of sit down and wind this thing back

17  up and get ready to send it out to the market.

18  There's nothing to preclude the Council from close

19  oversight in terms of what happens in terms of how

20  the market responds.

21                 And obviously we'll be bringing

22  back any proposed contract plan at eye level here

23  for people to take a look at.  Ultimately it will

24  be the planning council's responsibilities, but

25  you know, my sense is that we need to move this
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 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So our

 3  previous motion gave it an extra step that could

 4  really bog down the process.  So what I'm

 5  suggesting is perhaps we re-look at that and say,

 6  look, you're going to come up with a final

 7  document that could go to the Steering Committee,

 8  but you know, if we don't hear from you within 24

 9  hours, or stuff like that then, you know, it's a

10  go, or something along those lines.

11                 ROBERT MOORE:  I will just make a

12  motion that we have this on the street by next

13  Thursday or something like that, or Valentine's

14  Day, or something.  Just pick a date to get it out

15  there and say we're done by then.  You know, have

16  it advertised at such and such a date and then

17  everybody has to work fast.

18                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  And then

19  work out the logistics.

20                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I'm just

21  curious if you got comments from anybody else on

22  the Steering Committee except for folks that were

23  on the advisory group?

24                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Did not, except

25  for three steering committee members who were on
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 2                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I think part of

 3  that is the Water Planning Council has people on

 4  the committee itself.  And so we don't need to --

 5  we have our voice already there.

 6                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Right.  I'm

 7  just saying other members of the Steering

 8  Committee.  There's quite a few others.

 9                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  I would like to

10  move that we deputize the committee to finalize

11  the RFQ.

12                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Do I hear

13  a second?

14                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I'll make a

15  second.

16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Motion

17  made and seconded that the committee be deputized,

18  which I guess what we're doing is just delegating

19  the authority to them to finalize the RFQ.  How

20  they get it done, and God bless them, but we're

21  going to have a time certain.  You heard what Dave

22  said in terms of time is of the essence, so we

23  know the timeframes that we're under.

24                 Yes?

25                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So in the RFQ it
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 2  this an all-encompassing?  Because some of the

 3  recommended changes I have for the other states

 4  workgroup, some of them got in.  Some didn't.  So

 5  I just would like -- so how far are we going with

 6  this?  Is it everything that was attached to the

 7  RFQ?  Do we still have time to review some of the

 8  comments on the other documents?

 9                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  So Ellen, your

10  comments were looked at closely.  The other states

11  plan annotated group was rewound to that.  If it's

12  not done to your satisfaction we need to have a

13  conversation.  If your comments are still not

14  reflected then we need to have another

15  conversation, but they were.  They were

16  specifically looked at carefully.  So if they're

17  not there then we need to talk.  Okay?

18                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Okay.

19                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  And the answer to

20  your question is -- again you all have day jobs.

21  I understand it but --

22                 ROBERT MOORE:  Not all of us.

23                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  That's right.

24  Not all of us.  Not all of us anymore, too.  But

25  if we could have any comments that people have.
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 2  Friday.  You'd have the weekend, yesterday, part

 3  of today to look at it.  If you could have it to

 4  us by the end of the day tomorrow that would be

 5  great.  Okay?

 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  I also understand

 7  the documents that are in the appendix are going

 8  to change because we're meeting -- we just not

 9  stopping to meet as subcommittees.  We're still

10  going to have input.

11                 And so if we're going to change a

12  document or suggest a change, those are going to

13  happen throughout this process anyway and the poor

14  consultant is going to have to come to meetings

15  and listen to us.

16                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Correct.

17                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  So

18  any other comments on this motion?  Everybody is

19  clear what we're asking?

20                 (No response.)

21                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  All those

22  in favor signify by saying aye.

23                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.

24                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Opposed?

25                 The motion is carried.  Thank you,
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 2  onto the next item of business here, which is Mike

 3  Sullivan.

 4                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I see Jeff

 5  Beckham from DAS is here.  I don't know if Tom

 6  Hennick from the Freedom of Information Commission

 7  is here?

 8                 A VOICE:  He's outside.  You want

 9  him to come in?

10                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, that would

11  be great.

12                 So while we're waiting for Tom and

13  Jeff to show up, basically I talked to other

14  members of the Water Planning Council a couple of

15  meetings ago that, like, one of the issues that we

16  continue to seem to talk about on a recurring

17  basis, but I'm not sure that we ever make any

18  movement forward on, is the issue of FOIA and

19  public water supply and water supply plans.

20                 This issue has been raised a number

21  of times by Margaret Miner, I hear on the Steering

22  Committee, but it also comes up all the time at

23  the Water Planning Council.  And my view of it has

24  been -- and this is really, like, kind of a

25  fundamental concern that if the public doesn't
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� 1  have -- either doesn't have access to or feels

 2  like they don't have access to information and

 3  data that underlies the state plan, then the

 4  public isn't going to have any confidence that

 5  whatever the findings and recommendations might be

 6  in the plan, that they're legitimate.

 7                 And so I just wanted to make --

 8  wanted us to start making progress on this issue.

 9  I don't expect it to be, like, kind of wrapped up

10  today, but I do want to make sure that everybody

11  kind of leaves here with, like, a common

12  understanding of what the FOIA process is, what

13  agencies are involved in it and how does it work.

14                 You know, maybe we need to leave it

15  to another day then the question of what exactly

16  is the information and data that's needed to

17  develop the state water plan and whether or not

18  people have access to that.  But I thought at the

19  very least it would be helpful to everybody to

20  understand how this process works.

21                 So in talking to my fellow members

22  here, I went out and I've asked Jeff Beckham who's

23  the legal counsel for the Department of

24  Administrative Services to come in and talk about

25  what their role is in this process.  And then Tom
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 2  Hello, Tom, from the Freedom of Information

 3  Commission will come in and talk about their part

 4  of this process as well.

 5                 I do think it's entirely possible

 6  that we'll see legislative proposals this year to

 7  take a look at changes to the Freedom of

 8  Information Act to deal with this subject area.  I

 9  don't have any great insights as to what that

10  would be, but it does have the feeling to me that

11  we'll be seeing something like that this session.

12  So I thought it would be useful to have these two

13  folks come in and kind of run through what their

14  process is and then be able to answer any

15  questions that you might have.

16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So come

17  right up to the table there, please.  Nice to see

18  both of you.

19                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, good

20  afternoon.  Are you all Counselors?  Is that the

21  Water Planning Council?

22                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  This is the

23  entire Steering Committee.

24                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Oh, it's the

25  Steering Committee.  I'm sorry.  I'm Jeffrey


                            56
� 1  Beckham, Department of Administrative Services,

 2  Staff Counsel, Director of Communications.

 3                 THOMAS HENNICK:  And I'm a Tom

 4  Hennick from Freedom of Information, Public

 5  Education Officer.  I recognize the familiar faces

 6  up there, fellow Durham-ite.

 7                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So Jeff, maybe

 8  you could start off and talk about how you get

 9  involved in this process and then maybe hand it

10  off to Tom.

11                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Sure.  The Freedom

12  of Information Act has about 25 or 26 exemptions,

13  one of which, subdivision 19 of subsection B, it's

14  at 1-210 of the General Statutes, provides for an

15  exemption from the FOI Act for records where

16  there's reasonable cause to believe that public

17  disclosure may result in a safety risk to persons

18  or property.

19                 The legislative history is a

20  little, you know, we never have great legislative

21  history on any of our statutes, but on this one it

22  was in the late nineties.  It was after things

23  like the Oklahoma City Bombing, after the lottery

24  shootings here in Connecticut.  The focus really

25  was on the government facilities and the release
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 2  arrangements, that sort of thing.

 3                 It's been amended a couple of

 4  times.  There are six specifically enumerated

 5  types of records that relate to water company,

 6  water supply plans and things like that.  There's

 7  also a catchall phrase that's for other records

 8  that may cause a security risk.

 9                 So the reason why my agency is

10  involved is other agencies like the Department of

11  Public Health who have records, like, who have

12  water supply plans and other similar records, if

13  they believe that there's a potential security

14  risk in public disclosure of some of those

15  records, it will apply to us.

16                 They'll ask us to look at those

17  records.  We'll make a determination with our

18  statewide security division.  We'll consult with

19  the agency that asked us.  Sometimes we talk to

20  the state police.  We consult other reference

21  materials.  The FBI has a number of reference

22  materials related to this sort of thing.

23  Typically the context, there is terrorist type

24  acts where someone may want to pose some threat to

25  the public water supply.
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 2  determinations over the years and they've been the

 3  subject of some of the decisions at the Freedom of

 4  Information Commission.  Tom may speak more to

 5  that, but a couple of the leading cases would be

 6  at -- 2010-311 and 2010-466 were a couple of cases

 7  where the commission upheld our determination.

 8                 And they go through a pretty

 9  extensive description of the kinds of things that

10  they're looking for, the kinds of things that they

11  agree with us may pose a security risk.  And you

12  know, just generally speaking it would be things

13  where it is not otherwise available in the public

14  domain, where it's only in these water supply

15  plans that you can see this critical

16  infrastructure, things like some of the more

17  controversial ideas have been the yield from

18  sources.  We have written letters that determined

19  that those, that kind of information posed a risk,

20  and those have been upheld.

21                 So that's basically what happens.

22  We've tried to be very careful about it.  We think

23  the commission, when they are looking at our work,

24  are looking to see have we carefully gone through

25  a process of discussion with the agency?  Have we,
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 2  have we, you know, made an effort to make

 3  available as much as possible and only approve

 4  redaction of that which is the most sensitive?  So

 5  that's the kind of thing that seems to have been

 6  upheld at the commission.

 7                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So just one

 8  quick question then for you.  I mean, normally I

 9  work in an administrative agency and normally if

10  somebody submits a FOIA request to DEEP we're the

11  ones that make a determination as to whether or

12  not we're going to disclose that particular

13  document.  And we're the ones that make the

14  decision.

15                 That's a little bit different than

16  the process that you were describing.  Correct?  I

17  mean, if somebody is asking, say, DPH for

18  something with the water supply plan, is that

19  then, like, kind of moved over even if they make

20  the request to DEEP or DPH?  Is the decision as to

21  whether or not to release all or part of that,

22  that document, is it made by DAS?

23                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  No.  If it's their

24  record it starts with them.  The request comes

25  into them.  All the exemptions -- and I say this
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 2  discretionary.  They're not mandatory.  There are

 3  other laws that may mandate that you withhold

 4  something, but FOIA itself, those exemptions are

 5  within the discretion of the agencies.

 6                 So they make the initial decision

 7  to contact us to make this determination.  If they

 8  don't see an issue or don't care to, you know,

 9  send it to us they could do whatever they want

10  with that request.  They could fulfill it, what

11  have you.  They in the first instance have to make

12  a determination there.  Then they kick it to us.

13  Then we have to go through our process and go from

14  there.

15                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Just a

16  follow-up to that question, though.  If it's a

17  water supply plan and DEEP has it, do they have to

18  deal with the request?  Or does it go back to

19  the -- because both agencies would get that plan.

20                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, the request

21  comes from outside to the agency with the records.

22  If they're going to protect all or part of that

23  record under this exemption for security they

24  would have to ask us a for determination.  We have

25  to give them a letter.
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 2  the FOI Commission, not the agency with the

 3  record.  We have to defend that decision.

 4                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  But if that

 5  same request regarding the water supply plan was

 6  provided to DEEP as someone who held that water

 7  supply span, even though it's submitted to

 8  multiple agencies, it's not necessarily just the

 9  health department who makes that determination on

10  the water supply plan?  Or does it go back to that

11  because it's their statute that requires it, but

12  all the agencies get it?

13                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  If you have a

14  record and someone makes a request of you from the

15  public, FOIA would kick in.  So it depends on who

16  the requester makes the request of.

17                 MARGARET MINER:  Just a process

18  then?  If the request goes to a utility as opposed

19  to an agency then the determination is made by

20  Homeland Security, not by DAS.

21                 THOMAS HANNICK:  I don't think the

22  utilities are state agencies for those purposes --

23                 MARGARET MINER:  No, it goes to

24  homeland security.

25                 THOMAS HANNICK:  There are some
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 2  under that.  I can sort of explain how that came

 3  to be, too.

 4                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  We've never gotten

 5  a request from the utility.

 6                 MARGARET MINER:  You did, but you

 7  said, no.  This has to go to Homeland Security,

 8  which was correct.

 9                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Oh, I see what

10  you're saying.  Yes, the State Department of

11  Homeland Security a few years ago, the statute was

12  changed for municipal requests.  It goes to them.

13  I'm talking about state agencies getting FOI

14  requests.  They have to come to DAS.  You're

15  correct.  I was thinking federal homeland

16  security.  My mistake.  They're actually part of

17  DES now, emergency services.

18                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Beth?

19                 BETH BARTON:  Just following up on

20  Maureen's point.  I'm not sure I understood.  So

21  if the request for the water plan goes to public

22  health and DEEP, both of them have to go to you to

23  get an opinion?

24                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  If they want to

25  withhold all or part of that record from the
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 2  other reasons why they could -- they would have to

 3  come to us to get a security determination.

 4                 BETH BARTON:  So first they

 5  independently decide whether or not they want to

 6  avail themselves of the exemption?

 7                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  As a practical

 8  matter?  Yes.

 9                 BETH BARTON:  And there's nothing

10  that guides them that's discretionary?

11                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Yes.

12                 BETH BARTON:  And if they decide

13  they want to avail themselves of the exemption

14  then they go to you.  But what happens if one

15  decides I want an exemption and the other decides

16  I don't care.

17                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, we would

18  work with the one who wants it and give it to

19  them, or not, based on our process.  But they're

20  not our records to either withhold or release.

21  It's the Department of Administrative Services.

22  It's not our records.  So --

23                 MARGARET MINER:  One other

24  correction.  You said if it's in the public domain

25  or, you know, accessible the exemption wouldn't
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 2                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, that's not

 3  what I said.  I said that's one of the

 4  considerations that we would look at and that we

 5  know the commission looks at when we're there

 6  trying to justify the withholding of the

 7  redaction.  Is it something that is otherwise

 8  available in the public domain?

 9                 MARGARET MINER:  But the ruling was

10  that it's not relevant -- in one of my cases --

11  it's not relevant if it's public domain because it

12  would be too much of a burden on the agency to

13  determine if the material requested was in the

14  public domain.  I can look it up for you.  That

15  was the ruling.

16                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Okay.  It sounds

17  like that was a commission decision.

18                 MARGARET MINER:  Your previous boss

19  suggested something gentler, but the ruling at the

20  commission was that's not relevant whether or not

21  it's in the public domain.

22                 THOMAS HANNICK:  So from a Freedom

23  of Information Standpoint our role is to make sure

24  people have access to nonexempt public records.

25  You know, this log goes back 41 years and it's a
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 2  know, we've got these 27 exemptions working and

 3  there's also parts of the statute that say, except

 4  as otherwise provided.  So there's these little

 5  gems in the statute that say you can't release

 6  this and you can't release that, and that's not in

 7  the FOIA act.

 8                 But this particular exemption was

 9  expanded in the wake of 911.  And what happened

10  was initially all those sort of requests that Jeff

11  was describing went through public works, the

12  Department of Public Works.  And that kind of got

13  to be overwhelming, so then it was split up so

14  that the municipal requests would go through

15  homeland security and the state agencies went

16  through DAS.

17                 But the FOI commission is always

18  looking to make sure that records that are

19  supposed to be released are released, but the

20  exemptions are written narrowly, we would hope,

21  and they're written to accomplish a certain

22  purpose.  In addition to the one that Jeff is

23  talking about, if you look at just the exemptions

24  that are in the FOI Act they cover things like

25  law-enforcement records and personnel records and
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� 1  records that might have trade secrets.  You know,

 2  they are in abundance.

 3                 So when someone believes that he or

 4  she has been denied access to those records they

 5  come to the FOI commission.  And they say, we

 6  believe that we should have these, that the

 7  exemption doesn't apply.  And in any particular

 8  instance that Jeff is referring to in B-19 it's a

 9  security matter.

10                 And so the agency went and said,

11  you know what?  We believe releasing this would be

12  a security problem.  They go and they consult with

13  DAS in this case, and DAS agrees.  And then so

14  when the complaint is filed they kind of in tandem

15  defend the decision, with DAS taking the lead

16  because they've ultimately made the determination.

17                 And what our hearing officer in the

18  commission would do would be to listen to the

19  evidence.  I call it sort of one of the last

20  vestiges of the people's court.  You know, you can

21  come and you present your case.  In this case the

22  case was made that releasing these would, you

23  know, would be a problem security-wise.  And that

24  as the exemption is written, these records should

25  be withheld.  In each case that Jeff cited our
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 2  commission agreed that the record should be

 3  withheld.

 4                 Our role is to try to make sure

 5  that, you know, that the law is followed.  There

 6  may be exemptions that are written and perhaps not

 7  as we would like, you know, but it's always a give

 8  and take with the Legislature.  We're trying to

 9  create the balance, but once the exemption is in

10  place it's our obligation to follow it as it's

11  written.

12                 So in this case people believe they

13  had a right to the records.  The agency said, no,

14  we believe they're exempt.  And it went before a

15  hearing, our hearing officer, and then the

16  commission, and they decided ultimately that it

17  should be withheld.

18                 Just by the way, any decision by

19  the FOI commission can be challenged in court.

20  One of the things that's interesting about working

21  with this law is it's always fluid.  You know,

22  it's always subject to interpretation.  And we may

23  be rocksolid sure in the decision we made, but

24  it's appealed to court and surprise, the judge may

25  surprise me.
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 2  there are some gray areas in here.  And it's one

 3  of the reasons our commission exists is to

 4  interpret those gray areas to say this is what we

 5  think the law is designed to do.

 6                 You know, again we always tend to

 7  favor openness.  When you read the preamble to the

 8  Freedom of Information Act in the law it's very

 9  clear that, you know, it leans towards government

10  being open, accessible.  But you know, in 41 years

11  different factors have caused the law to be, you

12  know, sort of chipped away.  911 is a great

13  example.

14                 Unfortunately you know, things like

15  Sandy Hook have changed some things and, you know,

16  there's reaction to different events that say, you

17  know what?  Wait a minute.  Those are records that

18  maybe should be pulled back.  That's how we

19  function.  You know, I could go through all the

20  different exemptions for you, but I don't think

21  you want to do that.

22                 R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  Bart

23  Halloran.  There's a process under federal law in

24  which utilities can designate critical

25  infrastructure and seek to have it exempted from
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 2  says that while this application is pending

 3  there's not to be any disclosure under FOI in the

 4  state level.

 5                 My question to you is, how do you

 6  coordinate your agencies with the federal

 7  government on these matters?

 8                 THOMAS HANNICK:  We rarely interact

 9  with the federal government, to be honest with

10  you.  The majority, 99.9 percent of our cases have

11  to do with municipal entities or state entities.

12  Usually if it's federal record, then that would

13  become a matter for, you know, the federal FOI

14  law.

15                 But what you just described to me,

16  and I'm not all that familiar with it, would be

17  one of those situations that I was referring to

18  that says, except as otherwise provided.  When you

19  read the definition of public records it says,

20  except as otherwise provided by any federal or

21  state statute.

22                 So if your federal law said those

23  things are held in abeyance until it's decided,

24  then that would overrule anything that's in the

25  FOI Act and it would be a pretty simple matter to
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 2                 R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  Okay.  So I'm

 3  taking it then it would be up to the utility to

 4  notify you that they had made the application?

 5                 THOMAS HANNICK:  Yes, I would say

 6  that's fair.  Yes.  I mean, assuming -- now don't

 7  forget the other thing, folks, is that I always

 8  tell people, we're not the FOI FBI.  We don't take

 9  action until somebody files a complaint.

10                 So until somebody came to us and

11  said, we have a right to that application, that's

12  not anything that we do.  We don't go around

13  looking for cases.  They come to us.

14                 R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  And I would

15  just like to make sure the commission, this group

16  knows that even if the FOIA law is changed by our

17  Legislature, this issue will still be involved in

18  trying to release things from water, concerning

19  water planning.  Because if a utility has

20  designated it as critical infrastructure you will

21  certainly have to wait until that determination is

22  made before it can be released anyway.  So it

23  isn't an issue that can be simply addressed by

24  changing the state law.

25                 ROBERT MOORE:  There's a number of
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 2  example, the source of water.  The source of water

 3  and the source of supply has been on maps for

 4  generations, or hundreds of years.  They are

 5  posted on the streets, that you are in a water

 6  supply area.  There's the name of the dam.

 7  There's the name of the reservoir, but these

 8  things are now becoming security issues, yet

 9  they're widely available publicly by other means.

10                 So if a utility asks that they want

11  to keep their source of their lake reservoir

12  secret, I mean, it isn't.  And yet we have

13  decisions that say that can't be released.  This

14  group is looking, you know, there's some kind of

15  incongruity in this thing that says this is now a

16  source of protected information when it's on the

17  state highway map.

18                 You know, it's a very odd situation

19  that we're finding ourselves.  And in trying to

20  develop this plan we need to have the source of

21  supply identified.  We need to have the flow of

22  water coming in and out of them.  We need to know

23  the consumptive uses of water or this plan is

24  going to stop right away.

25                 So we have some conflicts to deal
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 2  protections that may be exempted under the Freedom

 3  of Information Act or otherwise.  How do we get to

 4  the information that we need to do this plan if

 5  the utility says we don't want to give you your

 6  safe yield.

 7                 THOMAS HANNICK:  That's where the

 8  legislative fixes come into play.  You know, as I

 9  said we can only -- when someone comes to us we

10  can only go by what the law tells us to do.  If we

11  had ruled the other way in the cases that Jeff

12  cited I suspect that they would have been

13  challenged in court and I have a funny feeling we

14  would not have been successful.

15                 Even though, let's suppose

16  hypothetically -- and I can't speak for the

17  commission -- we had agreed with the theory that

18  those are record -- hell, it's on the street sign.

19  You know, it's Reservoir Road for crying out loud.

20  And what's the point of holding it back?  Even if

21  we had agreed with that common sense logic we

22  probably would not have been successful in court

23  because the way the exemption is structured.  So

24  it does have to start with a legislative fix.  We

25  can only interpret, you know, so much.
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 2  requested another decision how would that go?  You

 3  would be relying on the past one?

 4                 THOMAS HANNICK:  Again, I think it

 5  would depend on the facts and circumstances of the

 6  case.  It would depend on what was being sought.

 7  You know, I'm not nearly knowledgeable enough to

 8  know what specifically was being sought in those

 9  cases and what was held back and why.

10                 But you know, maybe some different

11  statistics, some different information would be

12  sought that we would say you know what?  We

13  disagree respectfully with DAS.  We don't think it

14  fell under B-19 and we could order the release,

15  but it's really depends on what's been sought.

16                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Do you ever get

17  complaints the opposite way?  So let's pretend

18  that DPH was irresponsible, disregarded the

19  statute and the exemptions and we just gave out

20  somebody's water supply plan in their entirety.

21  Would the entity have the right to complain that

22  DPH failed to follow the statute under FOIA?

23                 THOMAS HANNICK:  That is not a

24  power that our commission has.  We are only -- I

25  get calls on that all the time, different -- not
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 2  say, they gave him my record and I didn't want

 3  them to.  But I said they didn't believe it was

 4  exempt.  You know, they would go ahead and do that

 5  without repercussion.  We just don't have the

 6  authority to do that if something is given out

 7  improperly.

 8                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  What would

 9  happen if you have -- just to follow up on Ellen's

10  hypothetical where she's acting in such a fashion,

11  I decide with DEEP -- I have the same document and

12  I decide, like, no way.  I'm not giving that up,

13  or at the very least I'm not making that decision.

14                 I'm going to rely on DAS to

15  determine what the reasonable grounds are to

16  determine whether or not there's a safety risk.

17  So Ellen has, like, given it out.  I'm holding it

18  close and go into the DAS.  How does that play

19  out?  It's the same document.

20                 THOMAS HANNICK:  It's the same

21  document?  That would be very interesting.

22                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  I'd want to know

23  that.  I'd ask you, is this a available anywhere

24  else?  If you said yeah, I would be, like, what do

25  you want me to do?
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 2  probably be a more difficult discussion for -- a

 3  difficult argument for Jeff to make were a

 4  complaint filed against our commission, you know,

 5  claiming that there's a security risk and it's

 6  already been released.

 7                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I would just say

 8  that Ellen made a mistake in this case.  It was

 9  just inadvertently sent out.  There really is a

10  safety risk.

11                 THOMAS HANNICK:  Then

12  hypothetically that might play into, you know,

13  there's no way to know how the argument would

14  fall.

15                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I'm just trying

16  to figure out how the system would work that.

17                 THOMAS HANNICK:  Clearly the fact

18  that it had been released elsewhere would weigh on

19  how the commission made its decision, I would

20  think.

21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  For the record,

22  I just want to make it clear that it's much more

23  likely that I would make a mistake.

24                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Ellen is very

25  protective of that.
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 2  that there are certain things that I think

 3  everybody would agree are in the public domain,

 4  what I'm suggesting to you is that probably given

 5  the time constraints this group is trying to work

 6  under that the best ways to try to work something

 7  out with the utility companies as to an agreement

 8  as to the types of things that could be released.

 9                 Because if it comes to a battle,

10  what I can foresee happening is, very paranoid and

11  justifiably so, a utility company saying, okay.

12  we're filing everything under the federal law, but

13  we're giving you nothing.  And changing the state

14  law won't affect that.  And even if you were

15  ultimately able to prevail to get this information

16  out it's going to take a long period of time.  It

17  could literally take years.

18                 And so there has to be a way to

19  reason this out amongst the utility companies and

20  those seeking the information.

21                 BETH BARTON:  We talked about that

22  at the policy committee, Bob.  I agree with Bart.

23  I mean, especially if something goes to the

24  Legislature you're going to have one group that's

25  going to be seeking to make it as large as
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� 1  possible, which is going to militate against

 2  another group that might be willing to go along

 3  with it if it were small enough.  So that's

 4  precisely the issue we discussed at the policy

 5  committee level.

 6                 Before we keep arguing angels on

 7  the head of a pin let's focus on exactly what the

 8  information it is that is needed, what people feel

 9  they're somehow not getting and figure out if it

10  is a insurmountable problem.  And I mean, I heard

11  Maureen say she would be open to hearing that, but

12  I don't know what happened to that idea.

13                 ROBERT MOORE:  We had that as part

14  of our policy recommendation that we would

15  negotiate, you know, get the information that we

16  needed.  And we had a small list of information --

17  was the safe yield, the consumption and the

18  location of sources.

19                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think

20  CWA, I think they shared it with certainly the

21  Planning Council.  I don't know if the whole

22  Steering Committee, but the water industry

23  association kind of came up with a list that said,

24  you know, these are the things we believe would be

25  appropriate for disclosure in the water supply
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 2  for here.  But just if you look at that water

 3  supply plan which is uniquely protected under the

 4  statute, these are kind of the buckets that we

 5  think would be appropriate, and not.

 6                 And I think there's probably more

 7  common ground than we would expect on that.  I

 8  think where it gets fuzzy is kind when you have

 9  some stuff that we say on a system quantities make

10  sense, but if you're the sole source it becomes

11  difficult to say, how do you protect those people

12  when it's -- you only have one number?

13                 MARGARET MINER:  Two questions or

14  two comments with Bart.  There's one place in

15  which the federal law is more liberal than the

16  state law.  Under federal law you cannot keep

17  secret your emergency plans.  And the reason for

18  that is I think so many, as we discovered with the

19  Deepwater Horizon, were not realistic.  They said

20  they had an emergency plan, but it was for

21  rescuing walruses.

22                 One flaw, one problem which one of

23  the hearing officers acknowledged in the state

24  law, and it's relevant to what you're saying, is

25  there is no definition and one has not really been
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 2  as critical infrastructure.

 3                 So there are references in the

 4  statute, critical infrastructure, but I often

 5  said, you didn't make the case.  And sometimes

 6  there would be discussion, is this that somebody

 7  broke critical infrastructure?  At what point is

 8  it critical or not?  So a definition of that would

 9  really be helpful.

10                 I have to do my show and tell.

11  Things have gotten a little better, but here this

12  was a water plan I asked for.  This is the

13  executive summary, half blacked out.  This is the

14  system information.  This is margin of safety.

15                 This is -- oh, this one, evaluation

16  of source contamination.  This I think is of

17  extreme interest of the public.  If there's a

18  problem in the lining of a water tank or some

19  other problem that could contaminate the water, I

20  think that's a public health interest.  But my

21  understanding is the statute is written, property,

22  it's to protect property primarily so -- that is

23  an executive summary partly.

24                 Purpose, really blacked out.

25                 Oh, monthly water demand variation.
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 2  black pencil has gotten a little lighter, but for

 3  the information that's absolutely essential to us

 4  right now like the data.  If you go to the public

 5  health, well, congratulations.  Not only did you

 6  put anything up in your WUCC statements, but you

 7  put up the blacked out part, safe yield, and other

 8  things in the past that have been determined.

 9                 So there is a lot of black ink.

10  Most of this can be found out elsewhere.  I say

11  it's not going to stop a terrorist who's going on

12  the Internet, because you can find this stuff.

13  MDC, for instance, is one of the more forthcoming

14  utilities.  And when they objected to the

15  streamflow regulations they outlined -- in fact, I

16  have it here what their safe yield was, what their

17  margin of safety was, and why it would be

18  difficult for them to meet the streamflow

19  regulations, particularly the groundwater.

20                 Another utility said, we can't meet

21  the streamflow regulations because of the same

22  kind of information.  But can't show it to you or

23  tell you what the wells are, or what kind of wells

24  they are.  So it's a very confusing situation.  It

25  seems to me that -- I'm so glad that the Water
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 2  not only is it very burdensome on the agencies,

 3  but it is time for a review.

 4                 And -- well, I'm only a visitor to

 5  the science committee.  I guess I'm on it, but not

 6  to have this basic data available if you're trying

 7  to do water planning, much less if you're a

 8  watershed group who sees a stream go dry and you

 9  want to know what happened upstream, not to be

10  able to find out, I just don't think that's -- I

11  know that's not what the Legislature intended.

12                 And the most serious of these laws

13  went through on the budget implementor, so they

14  were not discussed.  There was some consolation.

15  I think you were there among groups, but there

16  never was a public position.  So it was shoehorned

17  in and I'm very happy that the possibility of

18  backing off some of these problems and maybe

19  defining critical infrastructure is on the table.

20                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I just want to

21  follow-up on what Beth and Bart and Maureen have

22  said.  I mean, if it is possible to get to a

23  common ground, I mean, that's always a great place

24  to be.  I'm not sure if Ellen would agree with

25  this, but as a state agency then, I mean, let's
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 2  and it's just what we need in order to develop,

 3  like, a state water plan that everybody is going

 4  to feel is legitimate.

 5                 As a state agency it is helpful to

 6  have that, kind of, in the law, though, because

 7  you know, you don't want to make a mistake.  If

 8  there's reasonable grounds that may result in a

 9  safety risk, I mean, we're always going to kind

10  of -- and one of the reasons to bring Jeff here is

11  we're going to kind of dump this on Jeff's lap

12  because, you know, he's in the position of, kind

13  of, giving us the determination as to what those

14  reasonable grounds are.

15                 And so if we've reached common

16  ground where we say we have no problem with A, B,

17  C, D and E, if that's in the statute then, you

18  know, it's a level playing field and Jeff has no

19  problem then.  I mean, it's just done.

20                 I mean, that's just something

21  that's worth thinking about in terms of whatever

22  that common ground might be, what does it mean in

23  terms of our state processes as well for the

24  documents that we hold?

25                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  If you could go to
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� 1  the Legislature with some common ground that would

 2  be great.  I think your point is well taken.  I

 3  don't think the general assembly has debated this.

 4  I don't think this has been in front of them ever.

 5  You're right.  It's been something that's come in.

 6                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I mean, there

 7  was a hearing on the underlying bill and there was

 8  negotiation afterwards, that's matching now, and

 9  what was in that.  So I think in Betsy's absence

10  I'll point that out.  So it wasn't totally

11  blindsided.

12                 MARGARET MINER:  There was some

13  discussion.  It is in the implementor and the

14  first law that was passed, there were questions

15  about that raised by the committee.  But we

16  actually supported it.  And we've said the first

17  law that was passed in -- the three laws.  The

18  first law that was passed looks like a commonsense

19  anti-sabotage law.  So I think that's a good place

20  to start.

21                 THOMAS HANNICK:  And from our

22  perspective the more clarity that there is, the

23  better off we all are, too, because what sometimes

24  happen when people are not sure, when agencies

25  aren't certain, rather than make a decision they
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 2  you know, they're just not sure exactly where

 3  they're supposed to go, and the clearer it is the

 4  better off everybody is.

 5                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  And we turn them

 6  down.  We turn a lot of agencies down who come to

 7  us with these things, and we say we don't see the

 8  issue.  It happens a lot.  We've made them mad.

 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.

10  This has been really very, very helpful.  It's

11  something that Margaret Miner is very passionate

12  about and has been for as long as I've known her.

13  So I hope that at some point we can come up with

14  something.  I think Attorney Halloran's suggestion

15  is a good one.

16                 THOMAS HANNICK:  And if we could be

17  of any help at all, please don't hesitate to call

18  us.

19                 ROBERT MOORE:  I have one more

20  question.  If the information is available through

21  another method, let's say, the low-flow

22  requirements produced yields and stuff, then does

23  that somehow get protected in arrears?

24                 I mean, under the low-flow bill

25  legislation a lot of the data came out on the
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 2  stuff in order to get the requirements under low

 3  flow on a different statute, and that became

 4  available to DEP in order to make a decision on

 5  what the low flow in the streams should be.

 6                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  We normally have

 7  something in the public domain already.

 8                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Right.  That makes

 9  it less likely that we would say that's a security

10  risk because it's already out.  We're not

11  protecting anything if it's already out there.

12  It's a more difficult argument to make.  Sometimes

13  our security people do say things like, well, we

14  shouldn't make it easier for them, you know.

15                 But we typically -- if it's

16  available somewhere else we don't think -- we like

17  to win when we go to the FOI commission.  And if

18  we're not going to win we try not to take the

19  case.  So --

20                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.

21  Great.  Thank you so much.  Good to see you.

22                 We'll move onto the policy

23  subcommittee.  Bob.

24                 ROBERT MOORE:  Thank you.  The

25  policy committee met on January 12th.  We didn't
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 2  the committee, which is by charge, my personal

 3  charge to come up with some kind of recommendation

 4  at the end, but we had a very good discussion.

 5                 And the discussion was first on

 6  agriculture.  And Michael O'Neill from UConn and

 7  Joan Nichols from the Farm Bureau were there

 8  talking about the agricultural uses, which is a

 9  subject we haven't had much discussion on.  And

10  they went through a lot of information that they

11  were working on, but UConn is actually doing a

12  study on determining agricultural water use in the

13  state.

14                 It's a voluntary study, so they're

15  looking to get that done by the end of 2/16, this

16  year.  So that hopefully will be available to the,

17  you know, study on ag uses that will be available

18  throughout whatever they have.

19                 And there was also a new issue for

20  the ag producers of food, is that there's the Food

21  Safety Modernization Act under the FDA, I think,

22  or under the Ag -- is requiring testing of the

23  water from the water supply so they don't get into

24  the bagged lettuce and all that stuff with E.

25  coli.  And that Food Safety Modernization Act is
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 2  then depending on the size of the organization,

 3  the more and more monitoring they have to do.  So

 4  a lot of them are switching or proposing to switch

 5  to groundwater sources so there's less monitoring.

 6                 And it has probably not much effect

 7  on the producers in Connecticut because of the

 8  size of the operations, but in general that is a

 9  nationwide change of the testing of the water.

10  They also felt, the ag felt that it would reduce

11  the consumption of water.  People would recycle

12  and so they would avoid doing a lot of this

13  testing and lead to more storage.  So A lot of the

14  ag issues are really looking at more storage and

15  how do we deal with it.

16                 There were some issues that were

17  brought up.  The vegetable and fruit growers are

18  more drought sensitive than, for example, dairy

19  and Christmas trees and other nursery stuff.

20                 Nursery is one of the biggest

21  growing industries, or the biggest industry now.

22  And that is, they felt that the water consumption

23  in nurseries was a lot of recycled because they

24  use some fertilizers and other stuff.  It's

25  getting to be interior activities, and they're


                            88
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 2  know, a change of ag.

 3                 And there was some discussion of,

 4  the use of public water for growing crops can be

 5  expensive.  I know when I was at MDC it's often we

 6  don't know who the agricultural users are because,

 7  you know, they will borrow a pump.  But generally

 8  the consumption of water is a little more

 9  expensive unless you're not getting billed for it.

10  And I guess most water utilities are facing

11  similar things.

12                 We don't quantify an ag grower as

13  part of our consumption and part of our, you know,

14  customer base.  So that we ended up at the meeting

15  saying that we need to develop a policy that would

16  support farming as a sustainable activity and

17  encourage development storage to cushion against

18  shortages and other things.

19                 So Mike and the Joan are going to

20  draft a proposed, you know, policy issue related

21  to sustainability of agriculture and how it

22  relates to water consumption.  We don't know what

23  that will look like, but that we'll have a

24  discussion of that shortly.

25                 We also had a discussion by Rebecca
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 2  Resiliency and Climate Adaption, or CIRCA, about

 3  their work in climate change, and they gave us a

 4  very nice presentation.  I don't know if everybody

 5  got it.

 6                 It's a PowerPoint on the activity

 7  of both the organization, which several agencies

 8  in the State are involved in and the work that

 9  they're going on, by a variety of UConn folks and

10  others, about the resiliency and response to

11  climate change.

12                 A lot of the work is really focused

13  on vulnerable infrastructure that's related to

14  flooding from sea level rise and bigger storms.

15  They're looking at changing what the hundred-year

16  protection level should be.  They will have some

17  information shortly on, you know, changing the

18  flood levels and changing other activities.

19                 They had some work on drought, but

20  it wasn't a major issue for them yet.  But they

21  are looking at the flood levels.  They have some

22  grants out to do some studies.  I think we also

23  ended up having a, you know, very long discussion

24  on the issues on climate and the impacts of the

25  study.
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 2  policy on this, but we are considering, you know,

 3  what should a policy look like in terms of this

 4  plan on how to deal with climate change and how to

 5  deal with changes in the flood levels, changes in

 6  the sea levels, changes in storm events and

 7  drought.  And so those are some of the things that

 8  we will continue to discuss and try to plot on

 9  that.  So that was the summary of our last

10  meeting.

11                 This next meeting OPM is coming

12  with the presentation by the data center on

13  population projections.  So hopefully our meeting

14  is next week.  I think that's one of the issues

15  that we were very concerned about, is how do we

16  come up with a consistent documenting, a

17  consistent methodology for determining the

18  population and the growth, and/or lack of growth

19  in the state.

20                 So that's going to be a

21  presentation.  We have some information on drought

22  and drought response authority from both DEP and

23  health and we'll be looking at, you know, what are

24  the issues later to drought.

25                 And finally the DEP has prepared a
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 2  handout, or crosswalk.  It's the issues related to

 3  pollution control and waste assimilation and other

 4  waste issues and planning documents, and how they

 5  impact the water supply that Ellen was looking at.

 6                 So we'll have a very long

 7  discussion on that issue of how the waste and the

 8  water supply issues are integrated into the

 9  system.  So hopefully all these documents will

10  help in developing a plan, but that's our next

11  meeting.  It's next Tuesday.

12                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Excellent.

13  Covered a lot of ground there.  Any questions for

14  Bob?

15                 (No response.)

16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Great

17  report.  Appreciate that.

18                 Virginia?

19                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Okay.  The

20  science and technical committee.  The data

21  spreadsheet that we shared with you a couple

22  meetings ago, we've still been focusing on that.

23  The thought was when we were doing the RFP process

24  for a consultant, that it would be included in

25  that, but that has since changed.  We're not
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 2  point.

 3                 We did, picking up on the earlier

 4  discussion, add a column to that spreadsheet on

 5  whether the data might be deemed to be sensitive.

 6  And so we've documented that and had a bit of

 7  discussion on that.

 8                 Also from the comments,

 9  particularly that you made, Ellen, at the last

10  Steering Committee meeting, we went through and --

11  or Corin went through and identified where lakes

12  might be covered and explicitly mentioned lakes

13  where it was appropriate.

14                 We also had a long discussion on

15  water and energy nexus, those issues,

16  acknowledging that any kind of conservation and

17  savings in one realm would result in conservation

18  and savings in the other realm because they're so

19  intimately tied.  We thought that the spreadsheet

20  did capture areas of data where that might be

21  documented.  But we also felt that the plan should

22  be very clear and incentivize savings in both of

23  those areas, because it's really a double win when

24  you do so.

25                 We had quite a bit of discussion
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 2  be looking both at demand management as well as

 3  supply management.  And also acknowledging that

 4  outdoor water use is one of the greatest water

 5  uses, and how can we incentivize conservation

 6  there either at the domestic level or with some of

 7  the irrigators?  And so the participation, as you

 8  mentioned before of the representative from the

 9  area here, is going to be very helpful to that

10  discussion.

11                 It was interesting that we don't

12  have good -- we don't have any data that looks at

13  water use by neighborhood, by economic

14  neighborhood.  One might assume that people with

15  their huge emerald green lawns are using a huge

16  amount of water in the wealthier communities.  But

17  then at the same time the impoverished communities

18  are typically in older, less well-maintained

19  buildings, and so there could be older plumbing

20  fixtures.  There could be leaks.

21                 And can we get any information that

22  would be a rule of thumb to look at water use,

23  water users and where there might be the greatest

24  opportunity for conservation.  And we just don't

25  have any information about that.  I bet it could
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 2  communities, but that's something that nobody has

 3  looked at, because all this possibly could be

 4  related to rate structure and I know Peter Galant

 5  from Tighe & Bond said they had an annual report

 6  on rate structure.  And we were going to take a

 7  look at that because it could be very informative.

 8                 Also, for focusing on conservation,

 9  and the statute tells us to -- are there any

10  surrogate data that could help us understand and

11  analyze conservation?  For instance, if we had the

12  relationship between the average day and the peak

13  day, or summer versus winter.  Or is there some

14  way that we could get a sense of how much of an

15  impact the outdoor water use is, for instance?

16  Summer versus winter might be able to flesh that

17  out.

18                 Also we acknowledge that we had

19  very little -- we don't have as much information

20  as we need on the evaporative transpiration, ET.

21  And we had quite a discussion on what was the

22  actual value, the actual cost and value of water,

23  how we could determine that and how we could

24  educate the public.

25                 Because I think most of us in this
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 2  really -- the customer isn't really paying the

 3  true cost or recognizing the true value of water.

 4  That's an education piece.

 5                 We did talk a lot about the

 6  ultimate consultant that is hired, and we wanted

 7  to make sure that there was a regular interaction

 8  between the consultant and the science and

 9  technical group.  That it wasn't just, okay.

10  here's our spreadsheet and then at the end of the

11  process have the consultant come back and say,

12  well, this is where we're going, but that we

13  wanted to see ongoing interaction.

14                 One of the proposals that I made

15  was that there, the ultimate contract with the

16  consultant saying that there should be interaction

17  with the science and technical group towards the

18  beginning, and then sort of in the middle of the

19  process and then again before it was finalized.

20  And just for random numbers, you know, 10 percent

21  of the whole project, 40 percent of the whole

22  project and 70 percent of the whole project.  So

23  that there could be -- if there was a need to have

24  a redirection at any point that that would happen

25  before the whole process was completed.
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 2  address hydropower because it's an in-stream use.

 3  It's not something that we've really been focused

 4  on, and yet it could be a very important point,

 5  particularly if we tried to look at where we might

 6  be able to use dams as a potential way of

 7  increasing low flows at the times when flows were

 8  necessary.  Well, hydropower dams and also flood

 9  control dams would be part of that.  So we've been

10  acknowledging the fact that communication with the

11  Corps of Engineers on flood control dams is

12  probably an important thing to be doing as we move

13  forward.

14                 But one of the things that came

15  through loud and clear that we really must

16  address, the disconnect between registrations and

17  actual use.  And that's something that has been

18  always a conversation around here.  And we spent

19  some time discussing the Coppermine Brook issue.

20  And the withdrawals in that watershed are well

21  within the registration of the companies that are

22  withdrawing there, and yet there was no way of

23  anticipating -- what they were doing was legal,

24  but it still caused the river to go dry.

25                 So the next steps, the main focus
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 2  our next steps are?  We've sort of all burned out

 3  on the spreadsheet.  I've asked the group to go

 4  back and look at the charge that the Steering

 5  Committee gave to the science and technical group,

 6  and also to see where we think we might be going

 7  next.

 8                 And some of the things we might be

 9  looking at is what emerging threats can we guess

10  at?  You know, these are the unknown unknowns and

11  unintended consequences of what we're doing.  Also

12  what emerging opportunities there are.  And so

13  that's trying to put a, you know, we've got

14  both -- coming at it from the positive and the

15  negative side.  And then also we're talking about

16  what we might be going forward on in terms of

17  implementation.

18                 One question that came up and

19  actually maybe somebody knows the answer in this

20  room is, does the Green Bank do water?  And they

21  certainly do things like solar power and stuff

22  like that.  Do they do anything with water and

23  water conservation?  So I see people's heads

24  shaking.  Does that mean you don't know, or they

25  don't?
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 2  believe so.

 3                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Because it would

 4  be cool if we had something like that that could

 5  help with some water issues as we actually

 6  implement this.  So what kind of things would we

 7  need to do that?

 8                 And as usual, you can see the

 9  science and technical group ends up talking about

10  policy issues, and then we pitch them to Bob.  But

11  it's typically a very interesting, wide-branching

12  discussion.

13                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Well done.

14  Questions for Virginia?

15                 (No response.)

16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Both

17  great, great reports.  You've both have been very

18  busy, and your groups have been busy as well.

19                 We're going to have a little

20  presentation from Eric on our Water Planning

21  Council website.  He's done a lot of work on this

22  and I had a sneak preview of it last week.  It was

23  very impressive.

24                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Okay.  So I'm Eric

25  Lindquist from OPM again.  And thank you, Chairman
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 2  demo on the website.

 3                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Eric, can

 4  people access this that are on the phone right

 5  now?

 6                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yes, this, the

 7  website you can pull it up on your phone as well.

 8  The website is now active and available to the

 9  public.

10                 ROBERT MOORE:  Larry, if you go on

11  the website for the Water Planning Council you can

12  see what we're being shown.

13                 LARRY BINGAMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

14                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Once again, Eric

15  Lindquist from OPM.  Hopefully everyone can see.

16  I see the screen is off behind me.  At the last

17  Steering Committee meeting I promised that I'd

18  have the website ready for public comment and

19  review after the holidays, and so we had a

20  two-week review period.

21                 Some people took a good amount of

22  time and went through the site and got back to me

23  with some great suggestions and I'm very

24  appreciative to those people who did that and got

25  back to me.  It was very helpful to improve the


                           100
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 2                 So here's the homepage of the site

 3  and you can see just a welcoming page.  We have

 4  Chairman Betkoski.  We have two blocks featuring

 5  the latest news updates and featured links that I

 6  plan to keep up to date and relevant as we go

 7  through the water planning process.

 8                 If you scroll to the bottom of the

 9  page you'll see access to a calendar where you can

10  see upcoming readings.  You'll see that today from

11  1 to 4 p.m. is a Water Planning Steering Committee

12  that we're in right now.  And if click on it --

13                 Apparently I'm no longer connected

14  to the Internet, so let me see if I can fix that.

15  And I think I am going to have to put in new

16  credentials now.  I don't know if I can remember

17  them from earlier.

18                 Okay.  I should be able to click on

19  this now.  There we go.  If you click on the link

20  it will bring you to a meeting agenda and meeting

21  location and time.  You can also access the

22  calendar by going up here and clicking meeting

23  calendar.

24                 And you can select the month.  If

25  you want to view previous meetings from, say,
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� 1  January you can click okay.  You'll see that we

 2  had a Water Planning Council meeting on the 5th

 3  and advisory group on the 19th, and so forth.  And

 4  if you click those that will bring you to the

 5  former agenda, so hopefully a better way to keep

 6  everyone informed of the meeting calendar.

 7                 Now this orange banner up here is

 8  your main menu.  And we have two -- essentially

 9  the site is broken into two main pieces.  The

10  water planning drop-down has your general

11  information and about page explaining the history

12  of the Water Planning Council, how it came to be,

13  the public acts that give it it's current charge

14  to create a state water plan.  And there's links

15  in here where you can find more information.  We

16  have biographies on the Water Planning Council

17  Members.

18                 And then this page here, the state

19  water plan page essentially gives the overview of

20  the public act, what the Water Planning Council is

21  charged with, the organizational framework of the

22  Water Planning Council with the various groups and

23  committees.

24                 This planning timeline here gives

25  an overview of what's happened in the past and


                           102
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 2  will tweak over time as things change, and update.

 3  You can download project management reports here.

 4                 And speaking of reports and minutes

 5  and such, you can access everything by going to

 6  publications either up here or here.  And I'm

 7  probably going to rename it to minutes of

 8  publications, but here you'll find annual reports,

 9  Steering Committee meeting transcripts, meeting

10  minutes, advisory group meeting minutes,

11  management reports.  And then even some old stuff

12  from back, you know, a decade or more ago from

13  when the WPC was first established.  So lots of

14  great information there, legislative background

15  here.

16                 This stuff was mostly pulled from

17  the stream and water website that is still

18  available, I believe, but I pulled a lot of the

19  information off of there to make it accessible

20  here.  This water management section here doesn't

21  have a drop-down, but I plan on it.  I plan on

22  expanding this in the future.

23                 I'd like to work with staff members

24  from DPH, PURA and DEEP to sort of build this out

25  and make this a better informative resource,
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 2  get a good snapshot, comprehensive overview of how

 3  water is managed in the State from the time it

 4  falls as rain to the time it leaves, to Long

 5  Island Sound and everything in between.  So it can

 6  be a little bit convoluted right now to try to

 7  figure out all of DEEP's responsibilities, DPH's

 8  responsibilities.  So I figured this was a great

 9  way to kind of bring that together under this

10  heading.

11                 Now every workgroup also has it's

12  own page.  So the advisory group will have a page

13  explaining what it's charged with.  It will have

14  its meeting minutes here again, membership and so

15  forth.  The Steering Committee also has it's own

16  page.

17                 And these pages, you know, as folks

18  have said, Virginia said at the last Steering

19  Committee meeting, there's nothing worse -- no

20  website is better than an out-of-date website.  I

21  think a lot of people feel that way.  And keeping

22  these pages up to date is going to be something

23  that's my next challenge to work on because I

24  can't do it all on my own.  I'm not involved with

25  every single group.


                           104
� 1                 It's going to take assembling a

 2  small committee to essentially have -- I would

 3  like to have either weekly or biweekly meetings to

 4  make sure people are pushing information to me,

 5  pushing updates to me.

 6                 You know, when workgroups are

 7  working on new things, tell me so that I can

 8  update the page and have the most up-to-date

 9  information on there.  Otherwise you know, it's

10  going to get out of date pretty quickly with the

11  progression that we've had here.

12                 So with that I think that's the

13  overview of the website and it's ready to be used.

14                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you

15  very much.  Any questions?  Yes?

16                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  At least when I

17  search for it on my phone I get a different water

18  planning council site on DEEP's page, which is the

19  one that has been up for quite a long time.  So

20  how do you get to this one?  And I also searched

21  on CT.gov Water Planning Council, and it also got

22  me to DEEP's, and then some old reports.

23                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  So what's

24  happening there --

25                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Was that
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� 1  the domain we were talking about?

 2                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  What's that?

 3                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Was that

 4  the domain?

 5                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Well the domain,

 6  the address is CT.gov/water.  But what's happening

 7  there is if you search for it using your typical

 8  search engine, Google, Bing, et cetera, they

 9  haven't updated their, you know, however they

10  update their search results.  They have not done

11  this yet to be included in your search results.

12                 They haven't found this yet to

13  include it in your search results when you search

14  for it.  So it's just a matter of time, so that's

15  what you're getting when those old pages come up.

16  But just remember www.CT.gov/water, and that will

17  bring you to the page.

18                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  And let me jump

19  in here on Eric's suggestion about the updates,

20  because we do want to try to keep this as current

21  as possible.  The suggestion that I made was,

22  since nobody needs any more meetings than they've

23  already got, was the idea that Eric could have a

24  set time every week and designated people to call

25  in to give him updates.  And if you can't do it
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 2  for instance if the advisory group wants to give

 3  an update, and you've had a meeting since the last

 4  time the conference occurred, if somebody could

 5  touch base and participate in a conference call

 6  and provide Eric what he needs to put up there it

 7  will make things a lot smoother.

 8                 The same is true with the two

 9  workgroups, or any of other the workgroups that

10  are listed up there, and the same with the

11  agencies, obviously.

12                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Is it

13  something, too, that we can just e-mail you if we

14  want after a meeting just to have you put it up

15  that way?

16                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, absolutely.

17  And I'm also working on maybe creating a new FTP

18  site, file hosting site that's tied to the website

19  so that nonstate employees, such as workgroup

20  chairs who are not state employees can also log in

21  and upload documents and materials, and it doesn't

22  have to all flow through one person.  So I'm

23  working on that and trying to roll that out in the

24  coming weeks.

25                 One last thing I forgot to mention
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 2  sent out two alerts now.  The first alert was the

 3  agenda for this meeting here, which went out back

 4  in January.  Hopefully everyone received that.

 5                 The second one was just to the

 6  advisory group and steering committee this past

 7  week, or on Friday.  So I'll continue to use the

 8  e-alert system going forward.  I'm going to work

 9  also with PURA staff Gail and Tyra to get them set

10  up so that they can also send out alerts.

11                 And we have the new e-mail address,

12  WPC@CT.gov that folks can send e-mail to with

13  questions and work them into the process for

14  steering those emails to the proper channels as we

15  receive them.

16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Nick, did

17  you have a --

18                 NICK NEELY:  Yeah, for those folks

19  outside of state government, you know, one thing

20  Eric mentioned, I think it was a couple weeks ago,

21  was that your, sort of, state IT department,

22  there's sort of a template you have to follow with

23  the banners and the size of the letters and the

24  colors you can use.

25                 And I think, Eric, you said that's
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 2  going forward.  But you are constrained in some

 3  ways by what the state IT folks want you to do.

 4  Correct?

 5                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Exactly.  I don't

 6  mean to keep bashing DAS, but you can see here the

 7  layout of the site follows the same layout that

 8  most other agency websites use, and that's just an

 9  administrative requirement of the DAS BEST.  They

10  have a platform that they want every state agency

11  to use, and this is it.

12                 It's old.  It's outdated.  It

13  doesn't work well with new browsers and there's a

14  lot of issues with it, but the hope is that

15  they're going to be rolling out a new platform in

16  the coming year.  That's the hope.  And we'll get

17  a lot more modern features and better

18  functionality.

19                 You can see that that new platform

20  already is in play with the CT.gov main portal,

21  but none of the other state agency websites have

22  implemented it yet.  So that will be -- those

23  changes will be coming in the coming year or so.

24                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Yes?

25                 NICK NEELY:  Nick Neeley.  The
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 2  for the working groups to have minutes for all

 3  their meetings and to file that with us, because

 4  that gets posted up on the webpage.

 5                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  And they don't

 6  have to be verbatim.  Like, the summary sheets you

 7  were reading from, Bob, or Virginia, those are

 8  fine.

 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Is that

10  okay?

11                 ROBERT MOORE:  Yeah.  There's a

12  concern about who can put information on there.  I

13  think you might want to be careful about that, so

14  they might want to have, you know, only certain

15  designated people who can provide information that

16  you're comfortable with.

17                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Eric is

18  pretty much the gatekeeper there.

19                 Did you have a question back there?

20                 DAVID KOZMETSKY:  I take it with

21  the older, this website is not considered

22  responsive?

23                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  The recommendation

24  is to use it with Internet Explorer.  It could

25  give you problems if you use it with some modern
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 2  et cetera.  I'm not saying it won't work with

 3  those, but DAS is telling all state agencies now

 4  with the new problems that have cropped up with

 5  the state websites, to tell everyone to use

 6  Internet Explorer as their primary browser.

 7                 DAVID KOZMETSKY:  Is there any kind

 8  of content management background on it?

 9                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, exactly.

10  It's all managed through a content management

11  system that's housed over at the Department of

12  Administrative Services.  So that's why every

13  state agency has to go through the same sort of

14  template on their web design, or to work with that

15  content management system.

16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Any other

17  questions?

18                 (No response.)

19                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you.

20  Excellent job.  I think it's really great.  Thank

21  you.

22                 Mr. Neeley, a little legislative

23  update.

24                 NICK NEELY:  I will be brief.  I

25  think most everyone in this room knows that
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 2  will be delivering his budget address and his

 3  budget to the Legislature.  You pretty much all

 4  know what's in the budget already, since it's out

 5  there.  So that begins at 12.

 6                 And the only water related issue is

 7  that the Energy and Technology Committee is doing

 8  a workshop on sort of an informational session on

 9  February 9th and February 11th.  I think February

10  9th is from 9 to 12.  February 11th, it's from 1

11  to 4.

12                 On the 9th they're going to have

13  the gas and electric companies come in and sort of

14  talk about, you know, where their industries stand

15  today, what changes they've seen over the last

16  several years, what to expect going forward, sort

17  of what are the long-term issues around issues

18  like grid 2.0, you know, essentially the utilities

19  of the future.  That's my understanding.  The

20  agenda is not out yet.

21                 Related to water on the 11th from 1

22  to 4 they're going to be having an informational

23  session where they are inviting in the renewable

24  companies to talk about renewables in Connecticut

25  and sort of where we've been, where we are and


                           112
� 1  where we're going.  The kinds of, you know,

 2  assistance, help, guidance they're looking for.

 3                 So I suspect you may have some

 4  representatives of the Hydro industry there on the

 5  11th from 1 to 4.  And that's the information I

 6  have right now.  That's all I have to report.  Any

 7  questions?

 8                 (No response.)

 9                 NICK NEELY:  Thank you.

10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.

11  Anybody from the public wish to address us?

12                 Yes?  Just state your name?

13                 ALICIA CHARAMUT:  Alicia Charamut,

14  the Connecticut River Watershed Council.

15                 I would like to simply request that

16  there be an update on the water utility

17  coordinating committee status at each Water

18  Planning Council and Steering Committee meeting,

19  please.

20                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Sure.  It's

21  posted on the DPH website as well.  There's a

22  whole WUCC page.  All of the information is there

23  updated regularly.

24                 ALICIA CHARAMUT:  Okay.  Great.  I

25  just ask that there be a summary of these
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 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  We'll make

 3  sure it's on the agenda.  Anyone else?

 4                 (No response.)

 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  The

 6  only other thing I have here -- well, to remind

 7  people of the meetings.  Rob does a great job, to

 8  transcribe them.  The transcripts are available to

 9  the public.  And prior to this meeting we

10  appointed Attorney Bart Halloran to the Steering

11  Committee.  Welcome again.  I hope you enjoyed

12  your first meeting.

13                 R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  I did.

14                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  And we

15  also appointed Mr. Curtis to the Water Planning

16  Council advisory group.

17                 So if there's no other business to

18  come before us.

19                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  There's one other

20  thing, Mr. Chairman, that I would like to remind

21  everybody of, is that our next meeting is

22  April 5th.  The next one after that will be --

23  it's scheduled for the first week of June.  And a

24  number of us will be away at the annual NCBC

25  conference.
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 2  have your staff do a little poll of the members to

 3  see what might be a good date perhaps the

 4  following week.  And that way we can give

 5  everybody plenty of notice so that we don't get

 6  into the pinch we've had in the past.

 7                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Very good

 8  okay.  If there's nothing else, thank you all,

 9  committee members and the public for being here

10  today.

11                 Motion to adjourn?

12                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Some moved.

13                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Second.

14                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  All those

15  in favor?

16                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.

17                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you

18  very much.

19                  (Whereupon, the above proceedings

20  were concluded at 3:14 p.m.)

21

22

23

24

25
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 4                 STATE OF CONNECTICUT
 5               DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND
 6               ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
 7         PUBLIC UTILITIES REGULATORY AUTHORITY
 8
 9       WATER PLANNING COUNCIL STEERING COMMITTEE
10
11
12         Regular Meeting held at the State of
13  Connecticut, Department of Energy and
14  Environmental Protection, Public Utilities
15  Regulatory Authority, 10 Franklin Square, New
16  Britain, Connecticut, on February 2, 2016,
17  beginning at 1:05 p.m.
18  H e l d   B e f o r e:
19                 JOHN W. BETKOSKI, III
20  STEERING COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN and PURA VICE CHAIRMAN
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22
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 1  A p p e a r a n c e s:
 2  Councilmembers Present:
 3       BETSEY WINGFIELD
 4          WPC Member
 5       BETH BARTON
 6          Day Pitney
 7       LARRY BINGAMAN (via telephone)
 8          South Central CT Regional Water Authority
 9       ELLEN BLASCHINSKI
10          WPC Member
11       VIRGINIA de LIMA
12          USGS
13       SAMUEL GOLD
14          Lower CT River Valley COG
15       ELIN KATZ
16          Office of Consumer Counsel
17       DAVID LEVASSEUR
18          WPC Member
19       GENE LIKENS (via telephone)
20          Cary Institute of Ecosystem Studies
21       ANDREW LORD
22          Lord Law, LLC
23       MARGARET MINER
24          Rivers Alliance of CT
25
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 1  A p p e a r a n c e s:(cont'd)
 2       ROBERT MOORE
 3          Policy Workgroup Chair
 4       SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE (via telephone)
 5          Smith College, Department of Economics
 6       MICHAEL SULLIVAN
 7          WPC Member
 8       MAUREEN WESTBROOK
 9          Connecticut Water Company
10       JULIE ZIMMERMAN
11          Yale University, Environmental Engineering
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So I'm
 2  going to call the meeting of the Water Planning
 3  Council Steering Committee for February 2nd to
 4  order.  Before I begin I would like to make a few
 5  comments.
 6                 One is that I would like to
 7  congratulate our colleague and Vice Chairman of
 8  the Water Planning Council Dave LeVasseur, who has
 9  been appointed Acting Undersecretary of the Office
10  of Policy and Management with cognizance over
11  intergovernmental policy.  Congratulations, David.
12  He was appointed by Ben Barnes earlier this week
13  and we are very happy for you.  Congratulations.
14                 The second thing I would like to
15  report to the Steering Committee is that in
16  January myself and Dave LeVasseur went up to the
17  Legislature and met with Representative Mary
18  Mushinsky, Representative John Hampton and
19  Representative Jonathan Steinberg to give an
20  update on the status of the water plan.
21                 And we spent about an hour after
22  with them and they appeared to be very happy with
23  what we're reporting to them, and the fact that we
24  engaged NEIWPCC in the process of hiring
25  consultants.  And I think overall they were really
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 1  pleased.  Don't you?
 2                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I think so.
 3                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Good.  So
 4  is Jane here?  There she is.  So the first order
 5  of business today is to get a status report in
 6  terms of NEIWPCC and the RFQ and criteria and
 7  consultant selection and the next steps.
 8                 So Jane, could you come up and give
 9  us a report, please?  I know you've been very,
10  very busy.  I've seen the flurry of e-mails back
11  and forth with your committee.  It has been very
12  busy and very responsive and I thank them for
13  that.
14                 JANE CERASO:  Jane Ceraso,
15  C-e-r-a-s-o.  Okay.  Well, NEIWPCC has been
16  working with the subcommittee that I guess we're
17  applying --
18                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Jane,
19  excuse me for interrupting.  In view of the fact
20  that this is Mr. Halloran's first meeting, could
21  you give us a brief background of NEIWPCC and what
22  you're doing for us?
23                 JANE CERASO:  Probably a couple
24  months ago we were -- NEIWPCC was approached by
25  the Water Planning council to see if we could
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 1  assist with the oversight and selection of a
 2  consultant to develop the state water plan.  And
 3  NEIWPCC is an interstate water pollution control
 4  commission that assists our various states to do
 5  all manner of water programs from drinking water
 6  to wastewater, to something as broad as a water
 7  management plan.  We do a lot of contract
 8  oversight.  We work with RFPs, and are starting to
 9  work with RFQs.
10                 And I am the head of their water
11  resource protection program, fairly new to
12  NEIWPCC, but I have 25 years of experience in the
13  water field.  And have worked for the State of
14  Massachusetts, the State of Washington and I'm
15  also an attorney.  So if anybody has any other
16  questions along those lines I'm happy to answer
17  them.
18                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
19                 JANE CERASO:  So NEIWPCC has been
20  working with the, I guess we'll call it the
21  subcommittee, the qualifications review committee.
22  I don't know that we've coined a name, an actual
23  name for the subcommittee yet, but we've been
24  working towards a -- what we first started out on
25  was an RFP for a consultant to develop the water
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 1  plan.
 2                 And after some thought the
 3  committee decided, the subcommittee decided that
 4  it was probably a better idea to focus on the
 5  qualifications of such a consultant largely
 6  because it's a very large project, as everybody in
 7  this room knows.
 8                 It's a fairly complex project and
 9  the thought was rather than put out a traditional
10  request for proposals where we would have to scope
11  it out in advance, we would put the focus on the
12  qualifications of the consultants who were coming
13  in, many of whom we're hoping largely will be
14  qualified, very well qualified to do this kind of
15  work.
16                 Many may have done this kind of
17  work before and it would be very helpful in
18  thinking about how to scope it, how to plan it.
19  What would be the important high-priority task to
20  occur in the first phase of this project?  As you
21  all know, there likely will be two phases of
22  funding to get this project off the ground.  And
23  the request for qualifications will focus on
24  having consultants come in and provide their
25  qualifications and past experience and also a
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 1  rough plan of how they would attack something,
 2  attack the Connecticut water plan and all the
 3  components thereof.
 4                 And then once we narrowed it down
 5  to the top several qualified, most qualified
 6  respondents to the RFQ there would be a more
 7  detailed scope of work developed, and that's where
 8  the committee would work together to select a
 9  consultant that would be best qualified based, not
10  only on a proposal, but also on the back and forth
11  with the scope of work, and the budget, and the
12  timing of all of those factors.
13                 So we have put together a draft
14  request for qualifications.  I believe you all
15  have had a chance to look at it.  Happy to take
16  any substantive comments on that.  And I'm not
17  sure how you want to proceed at this point in
18  terms of discussing that RFQ, but I'd be happy to
19  take everybody's comments.
20                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you,
21  Susan.  And just for those that might have
22  forgotten, the people of the committee are Gail
23  Lucchina and Dave LeVasseur, Ryan Tetreault from
24  public health, Betsey Wingfield from DEEP, Tom
25  Callahan and Linda Young from the Pomperaug River
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 1  Association.
 2                 And that's really the group that
 3  was appointed to review this.  So the way I
 4  envision -- and please, anybody jump in here -- is
 5  that the comments will be given to that group and
 6  hopefully you will come up with a consensus.  And
 7  I know that there's been some additional comments
 8  that have come in from Maureen and from Virginia
 9  and maybe some additional from Lynn.
10                 But the way I envision it, it goes
11  to the group that will come up with the final
12  proposal, so you have the power to do that.
13                 JANE CERASO:  Okay.  Were there any
14  questions or comments about the process at this
15  point?
16                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Just to -- I
17  think you would have gotten those comments that we
18  sent.  It was about eleven o'clock this morning
19  from the advisory group.  So it truly was a list
20  of whatever different people provided, and some
21  are very detailed.  Some are kind of step-back
22  questions of, you know, there's a phase one in the
23  schedule, but it doesn't seem to be defined
24  elsewhere.
25                 So they came from different folks.
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 1  It wasn't a collective.  We reviewed it and came
 2  up with a common thing, but I think that hopefully
 3  you'll find it helpful in terms of what people
 4  identified as they reviewed it, different
 5  individuals on the advisory group.  I just
 6  e-mailed this morning and it went to the Planning
 7  Council, but not the full Steering Committee, at
 8  least not for me.
 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Correct.
10  So we'll make sure you get those, Susan.
11                 MARGARET MINER:  So how is that
12  going to be handled now?  Are the comments or
13  questions going to be addressed now or later?  Or
14  how will that be happening.
15                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I think we'll
16  have to address them later because Jane hasn't
17  even had the benefit of seeing any of them,
18  because she was on the road.
19                 MARGARET MINER:  Some of them are
20  pretty basic.
21                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I also haven't
22  had a chance to review them in depth because I was
23  already on my way to this meeting.  So I think it
24  would be helpful if our subcommittee would get
25  together and review them and decide which comments
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 1  can be entered into without any issues.  And if
 2  there are remaining questions we will formulate
 3  answers and we'll e-mail them out.
 4                 MARGARET MINER:  Since we worked on
 5  the comments and we went over it pretty
 6  carefully -- and some of them are pretty basic.
 7  Maureen mentioned the phase one, phase two.  Could
 8  you be sure that we know in the next meeting when
 9  that committee is so we could bring the questions
10  before that committee, any member of the steering
11  committee?
12                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  You lost me on
13  the steering committee, because we're talking
14  about the subcommittee that's working on the RFP.
15                 MARGARET MINER:  Right.  I just
16  want to be sure that we have a chance rather than
17  someone dropping a document in the mail that I,
18  for instance, or Maureen -- if we wanted to be
19  there in person and to follow up with questions
20  would that be possible?  We're not members of the
21  committee.  I don't think it's a public --
22                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Well,
23  they're usually conference calls.  Aren't they?
24                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  They are usually
25  conference calls.  We don't meet in person.  So --
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 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So I'm
 2  sure we could have them be privy to the call
 3  number.
 4                 JANE CERASO:  Yeah, I think it's
 5  probably safe to say I speak for everybody that we
 6  all are aware that we're under fairly -- a very
 7  tight statutory deadline to move forward to hire a
 8  consultant and get going on this.  So I'm
 9  thinking, I'm hoping that the next round of
10  comments that we have via our conference call will
11  be the basis of a final document that will then go
12  out and we can start that process of --
13                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Including
14  hopefully the comments that are being given from
15  Maureen and --
16                 JANE CERASO:  Absolutely.
17                 MARGARET MINER:  I understand that.
18  I'd just like to say that we're not holding it up.
19  We had our comments already.  So I understand
20  you're on a tight schedule.  That's why we've been
21  accelerating to be sure we had everything ready
22  for you.
23                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  I'm very
24  pleased with what's happened in a very short
25  period of time.  Michael?
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 1                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  You might have
 2  already talked about this.  I might have just
 3  missed it, but is there a date certain by which
 4  you want to have any additional comments?  I mean,
 5  is there kind of a dropdead point where, you know,
 6  speak now or forever hold your peace, kind of
 7  thing?
 8                 JANE CERASO:  Well, we are
 9  hoping -- I mean, I guess I think what John was
10  just saying is probably a good way to think about
11  how to proceed with that, is that if most of
12  these -- and I haven't had the benefit of seeing
13  the bulk of the comments that came in this morning
14  because I was on the road.
15                 But if the bulk of the comments are
16  editorial I think the committee and myself can
17  work through them.  If people have substantive
18  comments or issues with this approach, then this
19  I'm hoping is the forum for that so that we can,
20  after one more committee meeting actually release
21  it and start, you know, looking at the consultants
22  and getting the word out.
23                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I think just
24  from having seen the comments that folks gave I
25  think most of them are editorial or just kind of,
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 1  you know, mirror language in the statute or
 2  whatever.
 3                 I think the one thing that did come
 4  through, and I commend you on it, is the concept
 5  of moving to the RFQ.  I think people felt that
 6  that approach was preferable in staggering, you
 7  know, iterations of how we go about selecting it
 8  and getting to that level of detail.  So I think
 9  that came out in the comments as well as some more
10  nitpicky kind of things, or smaller things.
11                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Would it be
12  appropriate to have Maureen mention the
13  substantive comments for discussion today?  Or is
14  that premature?
15                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I'll be honest.
16  I compiled more than editorialized.
17                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  I mean, if
18  you're prepared to that?
19                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I mean, I really
20  think the proper setting should be through the
21  committee.  I mean, and obviously we'll give the
22  access number to you folks and you can call in and
23  we'll work through them one by one by one.  I
24  think that's a much more effective way than trying
25  to do it in this setting with the number of people
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 1  we've got, and quite frankly, with the agenda we
 2  have.
 3                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
 4  you'll see there some repetition between the
 5  comments, so you know, that people picked up
 6  similar things as they went through it.  So I
 7  don't think any of it will be hard for you to
 8  understand based on what's in here.
 9                 ROBERT MOORE:  In order to keep
10  your schedule, when would you want to get this RFP
11  out?
12                 JANE CERASO:  Well, the sooner the
13  better.  You know, I'm anticipating that we'll
14  have a call hopefully within the next week or so,
15  the subcommittee to discuss these comments and
16  come up with a plan for posting.
17                 But my assumption is everybody
18  including myself is very interested in getting
19  this up and going as soon as possible.  We're all
20  very aware of the tight deadline and the
21  importance of getting the consultant on ASAP.
22                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  So I think it's
23  our hope that the Steering Committee would bless
24  our approach to having one more meeting addressing
25  the comments, providing access for folks to call
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 1  in, and then moving forward with the RFP at that
 2  point.  And I think that's where we'd be looking
 3  for authorization to do today -- or the RFQ
 4  rather.
 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Just so
 6  we -- who's on the phone.  I know Gene Likens is
 7  on the phone.  Who else is on the phone?
 8                 SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE:  This is
 9  Susan Sayre.  I just joined.
10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Hi, Susan.
11  How are you?
12                 SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE:  Good.
13                 LARRY BINGAMAN:  This is Larry
14  Bingaman and John Hudak at Regional Water
15  Authority.
16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Very good.
17                 DAVID RADKA:  David Radka,
18  Connecticut Water.
19                 LORI VITAGLIANO:  Lori Vitagliano,
20  Regional Water.
21                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Anyone
22  else?
23                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Is Gene on
24  there?
25                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes, I'm here.
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 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  Any
 2  other questions or comments?  Everything okay?
 3                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  That's your
 4  decision.
 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  It's not
 6  my decision.
 7                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  So just for
 8  clarification, will it go onto to the Steering
 9  Committee one last time as well?
10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  No.
11                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Who votes on
12  it?  The steering committee?  The planning
13  council?  Is it you folks?
14                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  The steering
15  committee, we want authorization to continue to
16  move, because we won't have another Steering
17  Committee meeting for two months.
18                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Right.
19                 ROBERT MOORE:  Can I make a motion
20  that the Steering Committee accept the draft
21  proposal as modified by --
22                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  The
23  subcommittee?
24                 ROBERT MOORE:  -- the subcommittee
25  in the next week and get this out on the beginning
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 1  of the second week of February?
 2                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, I'll
 3  second that.
 4                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Motion
 5  made by Mr. Moore, second by Commissioner
 6  Sullivan.  Any questions on the motions?
 7                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  This is a
 8  Steering Committee vote?  Or a Water Planning
 9  Council vote?
10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Steering
11  committee.  The Water Planning Council meeting is
12  over.
13                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Can I ask a
14  question?
15                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Of course.
16                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So if anybody on
17  the Steering Committee has an additional question
18  or comment about the RFQ they could still send it
19  into a representative on the workgroup?
20                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:
21                 Absolutely, yes.  We're not trying
22  to circumvent the process, but we're trying to
23  expedite this and get this done as quickly as
24  possible.
25                 Anything that comes through NEIWPCC
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 1  is public information.  And people are weighing in
 2  and I think those have been commented on already.
 3  So we'll have one more go around and we'll get it
 4  out for some more comments and then we'll move
 5  forward.
 6                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Right.  So
 7  there would be one more look at it, but it would
 8  not be another meeting of it.  It would just be if
 9  we had additional comments back to you after the
10  revision.
11                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  And the answers
12  to keeping things moving along, I'd like to
13  suggest a deadline so that we don't have comments
14  floating in after that point.  And I think that in
15  view of the fact most people have seen it now
16  since last Friday I would think that by close of
17  business this Thursday would be more than enough
18  time to get comments in.
19                 And then -- then we can schedule a
20  follow-up meeting, because until we close that
21  comment period there's no point in trying to
22  schedule a follow-up meeting.
23                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Correct.
24  Any further discussion?  Yes, Margaret.
25                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, I feel
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 1  uncomfortable approving something that we don't
 2  know what's in it.  We all agreed that the RFQ is
 3  a good move, that being with you it's a good move.
 4                 I'm wondering if it should be seen
 5  before total approval sort of pending a review by,
 6  either the Water Planning Council, an attorney
 7  that you might want to name, but somebody to give
 8  it one last look before it becomes the state RFQ.
 9  I'm not trying to slow things down.  I'm just
10  trying to suggest that there be someone that takes
11  a last look at it that has --
12                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Actually, it's
13  not going to be a state RFQ.  It's going to be a
14  NEIWPCC RFQ.
15                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, representing
16  the State's interests.  Anyway, my suggestion
17  would be that it not be held up.  Whoever was
18  going to review it could start reviewing it right
19  now and look at the comments and have the sense of
20  where it's going.
21                 And if there's some buried legal
22  problem or some naughty problem that we haven't
23  taken into account, or the committee hasn't taken
24  into account, there would be one other person who
25  could say, either solve this, or yeah, this is
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 1  perfectly fine.
 2                 And I don't really care who it is.
 3  It's just hard out of committee to pull together
 4  something that's perfect when you've got a
 5  committee working on it.  I know I have worked in
 6  committee and produced some horrible legislation,
 7  and it's come to my desk and I thought, who wrote
 8  this?  It's dreadful.  Well, I did.  The committee
 9  did.  So I'm thinking to have one other, you know,
10  some review after you have it perfect.
11                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Beth, your
12  spot is right there.  Welcome.
13                 Well, tell us, Susan.  Does NEIWPCC
14  have counsel look at it before?
15                 JANE CERASO:  I have had our
16  counsel look at it and I'm happy to again.  Let's
17  keep in mind that this is a request for
18  qualifications.  It's not yet a contract.
19                 So I think the most important piece
20  of it really is making sure that that
21  qualifications section is something that everybody
22  is happy with and that that encompasses all of our
23  concerns about the entity that's going to do this
24  important work for us.
25                 MARGARET MINER:  And I agree that's
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 1  the most important section and probably the most
 2  solid, but there is all that other stuff.  So
 3  maybe it's not necessary.  Anyway that's just --
 4                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Margaret, I think
 5  the other piece you have to understand is it's --
 6  I know I have a very passing familiarity with the
 7  RFQ process because I used it 20 years ago, but it
 8  doesn't get into the depth and specificity of an
 9  RFP because of the very way that the process flows
10  forward.
11                 After you've rated your qualifying
12  entities or consultants you actually sit down and
13  work with them and negotiate out the scope and
14  negotiate out the details and work forward.  And
15  so a lot of the stuff you would look for in an RFP
16  is not going to be contained in an RFQ, and a lot
17  of that specificity that people are looking for,
18  quite frankly, isn't part of the process.
19                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, what
20  concerns me is the amount of specificity in the
21  RFQ with respect to the scope of the work to be
22  done.  And I'm just making a suggestion.  I don't
23  honestly feel it's a matter of critical importance
24  to saving waters in Connecticut.
25                 I'm a little uncomfortable signing
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 1  off.  Yes, we approve.  We're ready to go with
 2  whatever the committee comes up with.  And I don't
 3  even want that it need be -- review it.  I just
 4  sort of thought it would be good if someone in
 5  authority took another look at it.  The funder,
 6  for example, the State of Connecticut took another
 7  look at it.  That's my only suggestion, and it's
 8  just a suggestion.
 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
10  Mike Sullivan and then Virginia.
11                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Just one quick
12  comment on it.  I mean, we have set up this
13  committee.  I know there are representatives of
14  each member committee on the Water Planning
15  Council on that.  And in fact, David LeVasseur is
16  serving on it.  He doubles, I think, in some
17  respects as a lawyer as well.
18                 So I think from our -- at least
19  from my perspective, you know basically, the Water
20  Planning Council basically has its representatives
21  on it this committee.  And I think we've put
22  people on it that we feel comfortable making a
23  decision to move forward with it.
24                 Each one of the people that we've
25  selected to serve on it gets back to us as to
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 1  what's going to be in the RFQ.  So I feel it's
 2  kind of like eyes on the document.  I'm pretty
 3  comfortable with, like, at least our role on that.
 4                 MARGARET MINER:  Thank you.
 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Virginia?
 6                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Jane mentioned a
 7  few minutes ago that she thought that discussion,
 8  that the steering committee was the appropriate
 9  forum for discussion of substantive issues, and I
10  agree with her.  I think that -- well, just one
11  very specific example.  I had some concerns about
12  the funding listed in the RFQ.
13                 And I think we risk having some
14  people not -- very qualified people not even apply
15  because of the funding that is listed in the
16  document.  That kind of thing I think should be a
17  Steering Committee discussion, not just a
18  committee discussion.  And I don't know what else
19  Maureen has on her list, but there are other
20  substantive issues.  But I agree with Jane, the
21  Steering Committee is the appropriate forum for
22  the discussion of the substantive issues.
23                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  Why
24  don't we do that?  Let the RFQ's committee come up
25  with a recommendation and then we'll run that by
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 1  the Steering Committee and then that will be it.
 2  Okay?
 3                 MARGARET MINER:  Yes.  I wasn't
 4  even asking for that much.  But yes, that's fine
 5  with me.
 6                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  But this
 7  will be --
 8                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Quick
 9  turnaround.
10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  And
11  Frank -- thank you, Maureen, for reading my mind.
12  It would be like a 24-hour turnaround.  It would
13  be a very quick turnaround so at least everybody
14  would have an opportunity to look at it.
15                 ROBERT MOORE:  I will amend my
16  motion to do whatever you said.
17                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  I think Bob's
18  motion has been amended now to say that the
19  workgroup will develop a final RFQ in a short
20  period of time.  They will share that with the
21  Steering Committee.
22                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  For final
23  review and then we'll get it out?
24                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  And then
25  subsequent to that would release it.
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 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Correct.
 2                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Presumably that
 3  would be via e-mail and stuff as well?
 4                 ROBERT MOORE:  Correct, all by
 5  e-mail.
 6                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  Any
 7  questions?
 8                 All those in favor -- yes?
 9                 BETH BARTON:  Nevermind.
10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  No, no.
11  Go ahead.
12                 BETH BARTON:  I was just wondering
13  if we had had a schedule?  I mean, I appreciate
14  the comment.  I was just wondering what the target
15  schedule was.
16                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Well, we were
17  hoping -- we had a schedule, but it just got
18  pushed back a week and a half.
19                 BETH BARTON:  Yes, okay.  Thank
20  you.
21                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Any
22  further comments?
23                 (No response.)
24                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  If not,
25  all those in favor signify by saying aye.
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 1                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Opposed?
 3                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Opposed.
 4                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  One
 5  opposed.  The motion is carried.  Okay.  I think
 6  we're all set with that.  Thank you very much and
 7  I really appreciate everyone's efforts on the
 8  committee for doing a great job.
 9                 Mr. Callahan, you're next up.  Good
10  afternoon, sir.
11                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Good afternoon,
12  sir.  At the risk of -- one of the nice things
13  about being a full volunteer is I pretty much say
14  what I want when I want to.
15                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Like you were
16  held back before?
17                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  So I want to
18  reflect back on exactly how we got to where we
19  were, what action you all may be considering
20  taking, notwithstanding the vote that you just
21  took, and what it means with respect to the
22  pathway going forward.
23                 At the last meeting you all
24  appointed a steering committee to -- not a
25  steering committee, whatever you want to call that
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 1  committee -- comprised of representatives from
 2  each of the agencies, myself.  And Lynn was added
 3  as a member of the advisory group on the way
 4  through.
 5                 The group was essentially charged
 6  with developing the approach to the market for
 7  identifying a qualified vendor to help us draft a
 8  state water plan.  We had talked about doing that
 9  through an RFP process.  At Lynn's suggestion,
10  which was a good suggestion, folks began to
11  rethink whether or not an RFP would get us what we
12  needed, or an RFQ would be the better way to
13  approach that.
14                 Over the course of about the last
15  days, beginning early last week and ending on
16  Friday, the group had met two or three times by
17  phone working off of drafts that had been
18  sequentially prepared by Jane, and preparing the
19  RFQ, the draft RFQ that's sitting before you.
20                 On a couple of occasions, two --
21  different directions -- I got a question that came
22  that said, if the advisory group has comments how
23  should we deal with that?  My recommendation, and
24  I believe going forward it's important to do it
25  this way, is essentially say have the advisory
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 1  group get the document to them.  They want to have
 2  it shared, embedded with their community members.
 3  Please do so.  Get the information back, integrate
 4  it and give us your comments as part of the
 5  meeting on Tuesday.
 6                 Our purpose in terms of coming to
 7  you today with a draft was essentially to say,
 8  look, here is a draft.  There's substantive issues
 9  that need to be discussed.  Let's discuss those so
10  that we have a sense of direction from the
11  committee in terms of what we're going to, you
12  know, how we can approach the market and go
13  forward.
14                 If you look in your book there's a
15  schedule that kind of goes through that and says,
16  we're looking for responses to this document on
17  the 24th of February, if I'm not mistaken.  The
18  assumption for that was that there be about a
19  three-week turnaround by the time this thing got
20  out to the marketplace, gave people an opportunity
21  to see what was there and digest what was there
22  and respond to it in terms of the RFQ, that there
23  would be an opportunity to do that.
24                 I'm not going to question the
25  wisdom, or the decision that you've made, but
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 1  essentially there are -- if this is going to be
 2  the manner in which we proceed -- now if we're
 3  going to be coming back with another draft and to
 4  see that draft and have that vetted, that's
 5  actually within the steering committee's, you
 6  know, authority to do that.
 7                 I simply want people to recognize
 8  what the impact is in terms of, A, how
 9  expectations are shaped amongst people as they go
10  about doing their work, and B, what it does with
11  respect to the schedule going forward.  The
12  schedule now, by choosing to go with an RFQ versus
13  an RFP is essentially a slower schedule.  It's the
14  right way to proceed, but it's a two-step process.
15  A, let's look at the quals.  B, let's then go
16  forward and negotiate a contract going forward.
17                 So I think it's very important that
18  the roles and the expectations be real clear.  My
19  expectation for today working with Jane and the
20  team was to come forward, that we would have some
21  feedback that would come from the advisory group
22  if they had feedback to give us.  I learned just
23  sitting down a little earlier today that a
24  document had come forward.  I hadn't seen it
25  before I sat down today.
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 1                 And secondly, that you all would
 2  have had the opportunity to look at that document
 3  and say, directionally, yeah, this is right.  Or
 4  this is wrong, or this is where we think it ought
 5  to be changed and here's what we want to discuss.
 6  If we're not going to get that kind of interaction
 7  going forward we're simply -- it's going to be a
 8  very difficult process for all of us moving
 9  forward.
10                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Just on finding
11  comments, I mean, the requests that we got and
12  whether, I mean, it was -- as you envision or not,
13  but was to be prepared to provide the information
14  at the meeting today.  So sending it ahead of time
15  was, you know, trying to get it to folks prior to
16  this.  But it wasn't that we were trying to hold
17  this up.  We compiled what we could as quickly as
18  we could in being responsive to the request.
19                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I'm not being
20  critical.  What I'm saying is essentially that was
21  what we said -- what I'm trying to do is be very
22  direct in terms of what I said, it was absolutely
23  fine to get it out to the advisory group.  Invite
24  them to get the comments back and invite them and
25  have it ready to go for Tuesday.
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 1                 So if the only -- and I heard your
 2  comments earlier today.  If your only substantive
 3  comments were, A, going the RFP versus the RFQ --
 4  going in an RFQ versus an RFP, good thing.  And,
 5  B, the second issue is and the rest of it is --
 6                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  The funding and
 7  the phasing of this.
 8                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Right.  So we'll
 9  talk about funding and phasing, but if the rest of
10  it is simply being offered as potential editorial
11  or wordsmithing comments on the way through, I
12  would say this to you.  I would say this to
13  Margaret.  I would say this to all of you.  If it
14  is wordsmithing, please give it to us.
15                 But whether or not we're going to
16  use it or not, I would hope that if it's offered,
17  in the spirit of wordsmithing we simply say, I
18  trust the people who've been asked to this.  I've
19  deputized the people who I've asked to do this.
20  Let them do it and go forward.
21                 With respect to the phasing and the
22  money -- and I think it is a topic that merits
23  some consideration today.  This was a topic that
24  took a fair amount of time amongst the group
25  because the question was, do you go to the market


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 33


 1  and say I've got 500,000?  Do you go to the market
 2  and say I've got a million?  Do you go to the
 3  market and say nothing?  And the decision was,
 4  after a lot of conversation, was to go to the
 5  market and say I've got $880,000.
 6                 Why $880,000?  We're assuming we're
 7  going to get the full million bucks.  We'll get
 8  500,000 now.  We're going to assume we're going to
 9  get the full million bucks.  NEIWPCC is
10  essentially getting a piece of that to administer
11  this program going forward.  That leaves about
12  880,000 going forward.
13                 Next question.  Well, why put any
14  number in there at all?  And the argument was
15  whether it should be 500 or whether it should be
16  580, not whether or not there should any number in
17  there at all.  There is one camp that said, look,
18  we can't commit any more money than what we've
19  got, and we don't want to basically be accused of
20  doing a bait-and-switch.
21                 There was another camp that said,
22  yeah, we have a fairly high level of confidence
23  that the full million dollars is going to be
24  released before the year is over.  Let's proceed
25  on that basis.  I think the overall consensus of
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 1  the group is, what's likely to happen is we may
 2  get people telling us, you know what?  It's going
 3  to cost us a lot more than a million bucks to do
 4  this.
 5                 Then you've got three things that
 6  you can do, I think, and we had this conversation
 7  on the phone.  One is you could say, yeah, right.
 8  But right now all we can contract for is $880,000.
 9  We need to do it in a way that we can't contract
10  for any more than the money we've got right now.
11  So we need to do this in phases.  But I want to
12  see the overall game plan in terms of what it's
13  going to take in order to get this plan done, one.
14                 Two, so that might be 880.  It
15  might be less than 880.  Let's assume it's more
16  than 880, but whatever the number is, is what it's
17  going to be.  Two, as we talked about this time
18  last year there was no money to do a state plan,
19  none.
20                 And so the question, again from the
21  outside looking in is for people to start
22  saying -- without going to the market first -- and
23  have them say to us, this is what it's going to
24  cost.  Seems to me to be a bit risky in terms of
25  saying, you know what?  You guys had no money last
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 1  year.  You were prepared to do this with no money
 2  if you had to on a guerilla basis.  Why not
 3  basically say, I've got 880.  Let's see what we
 4  can done for 880.
 5                 The third thing is it will help
 6  identify if it makes sense to do so.  You know
 7  what?  It's going to cost more money to do this.
 8  Here's what the cost is going to be, and if
 9  there's a receptivity in either the administration
10  or the general assembly to fill that gap out, so
11  be it.  There would be a basis in order for that
12  to do that, in order for that to happen.
13                 That's the reason why the 880 is in
14  there.  People want to handle it differently?  You
15  want to talk about it?  Great, but now I have
16  said -- again with the freedom of being a
17  volunteer, Mr. Chairman, I apologize in advance,
18  but I thought it was helpful.  I thought it would
19  be helpful to get this thing out pretty clearly as
20  clear as I could.
21                 ROBERT MOORE:  Just to comment on
22  you, Tom.  If anybody is going to respond to the
23  RFQ they're going to read the minutes that have
24  been going on from this committee, and they're
25  going to know clear well there's a million dollars
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 1  in the pot.
 2                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Correct.
 3                 ROBERT MOORE:  So I don't think
 4  it's a significant issue whether it's in or not.
 5                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I agree with you.
 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  Anybody who's going
 7  to respond better read the minutes of these
 8  meetings and know it's available.  And it, you
 9  know, it implies you should take -- the RFQ
10  implies you should be looking at what's been going
11  on for the last year.
12                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I agree with you.
13  I agree with you, Bob.
14                 So if you're asking me, would I do
15  anything different from what you just did earlier
16  on in your motion?  My recommendation if I had
17  been here to give it, Jack -- and I didn't want to
18  interrupt -- would be to say, look, the group has
19  been working pretty diligently in order to get
20  this thing through.  The advisory group has
21  somebody there who's sitting there, and actually
22  has been a very influential and thoughtful person
23  as part of the group.
24                 My recommendation would be if there
25  are substantive issues that are not being
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 1  addressed that the four of you can't get through
 2  your state agency reps, then we should discuss
 3  them now.  If there are other issues that the
 4  Steering Committee members want to chat about now,
 5  we should do that.  I would then say, take the
 6  feedback.  Give it to the committee.  Let the
 7  committee basically shape the final proposal, get
 8  it ready, get it out.
 9                 And then you have to make a
10  decision whether you want to review it again or
11  not.  My recommendation would be at some point in
12  time people are going to have to trust people
13  along the way here in order to move this thing
14  along in some kind of a timely basis.
15                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Just one.  I
16  hear you, Bob, that you say that somebody should
17  read the minutes of this meeting and that could
18  address it.  In terms of my concern over the
19  funding, I would propose just that something be
20  set in the RFQ along the lines of your
21  explanation.
22                 Why I say that is because from our
23  experience on the other states workgroup.  You
24  can't do the whole job for $880,000.  And there
25  could be some qualified people who might not read
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 1  any further when they -- well, if the expectation
 2  is that I do it for this amount of money.
 3                 And so I think there should be some
 4  mention -- and I'll put it simplistically, not the
 5  way you would phrase it clearly.  But here's the
 6  big picture.  What could you do for $880,000 and
 7  how much more would you need to do the whole
 8  thing, that implication?  So that somebody would
 9  come up with hopefully something meaningful that
10  could be done for the 880, and then we would have
11  the argument to ask for more money to do the whole
12  job.
13                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Right.  And I
14  understand that and we can frame it that way,
15  Virginia.  I simply want to -- and I said this on
16  the phone with my colleagues last week.  You have
17  to remember there are states that have done
18  excellent state water plans with no state
19  appropriations.
20                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  With staff.
21  With state staff.
22                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  With staff,
23  correct, with no state appropriations.
24                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Correct.
25                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I don't think
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 1  there's a viable strategy for Connecticut at this
 2  point in time.  But push comes to shove, someone
 3  could say, hey, look, how did state X, Y or Z do
 4  this?  Why is it that you've got 880, which is 880
 5  thousand more than you had a year ago?  Tell me
 6  without going to the market you can't yet I think
 7  stand there -- you can't sit and provide a clear
 8  explanation in terms of, you're sure you don't
 9  have enough money just yet.
10                 Before you jump in, Margaret, one
11  last thing.  On the issue of -- I'm glad you
12  raised the issue of the other states water plan.
13  We sat here at the -- I'm not sure if it was the
14  Steering Committee Meeting or the planning
15  committee meeting a month ago and we said, what
16  are we looking for here?  And we had another
17  states group work for about six or seven months in
18  developing a table of contents after reviewing all
19  other states plans, and it had an annotated table
20  of contents.
21                 Everyone said, yeah.  That's kind
22  of directionally the skeleton of what we're
23  looking for, and that's really the product that
24  we're approaching the market and saying, can you
25  do this?  For how much?
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 1                 So one of the things I think we
 2  also want to avoid is -- one of the things we want
 3  to do is remember what we've done, remember what
 4  we've said, remember what we've said yes to on the
 5  way through, and not reinvent the wheel every time
 6  we go back out.
 7                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Margaret?
 8                 MARGARET MINER:  Well, Virginia
 9  started with the funding and I was focused on the
10  tasks that are listed in the RFQ.  And as I recall
11  the two issues are tied together, and several of
12  the questions that were raised had to do with
13  phase one and phase two.  What does that mean?
14                 Is phase one a funding of phase
15  one?  Is phase one a priority tasks phase one?  Is
16  it some combination of both?  Do you contract out
17  for phase two?  Or do you contract out for work
18  where we don't have the money in hand, even though
19  we're very, very, you know, think very much that
20  we will?
21                 So I was looking at the tasks that
22  are outlined and thinking, yeah, this is at least
23  $2 million.  But in terms of the RFQ I was
24  confused.  One is phase one.  One is phase two.
25  Is the distinction a funding distinction?  In
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 1  places it was unclear whether the applicant would
 2  be asked to perform somehow all the tasks.  Or
 3  would it be the applicant who would be making the
 4  cutoff point according to the tasks listed?
 5                 So there's a large volume of tasks
 6  and I understand that many -- there's some
 7  repetition whether you're just picking it right up
 8  from the statute, and I imagine trying to be sure
 9  that the applicant understands what's in the
10  statute.
11                 But in terms of what they're
12  actually supposed to do in phase one, or the first
13  eight months however phase one is defined, or the
14  first $400,000, I think that's muddled in the RFQ.
15  And that's why I felt that we would really want
16  clarity, and it honesty sometimes is hard to get
17  clarity when a committee is working fast on a very
18  complicated issue.
19                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  So you captured
20  the heart of our conversation on Wednesday
21  afternoon, which was I think most folks wanted --
22  and you can correct me if I'm wrong, Jane -- that
23  most folks wanted no phases.  NEIWPCC as the
24  fiscal agent wants to be somewhat clear on the
25  phases on the RFQ.
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 1                 Now the way this process will work
 2  is you go out.  You do the RFQ process.  You
 3  identify the preferred vendor.  You then sit down
 4  and say, look, let's talk about what needs to get
 5  done here.  You know, how big is the breadbasket
 6  and how are we going to put this thing together?
 7  How many steps?  What can be covered for how much
 8  money?  So on and so forth.
 9                 NEIWPCC wants to be sure that phase
10  one is phase one financially.  It cannot exceed
11  the amount of money that we know we've got in the
12  bank at that particular point in time.  But
13  programmatically we need to understand the whole
14  pathway to get from point A to point B.
15                 And then we need to then think
16  through how we're going to phase and match the
17  program to the dollars as we go forward.  But the
18  only reason the words "phase one" and "phase two"
19  is in the document right now relates to
20  financially how much can we contract for at the
21  point in time that we're there, which we assume
22  right now -- because the State Bond Commission, if
23  it's going to act on the other 500 probably won't
24  act until later in the year until after we're
25  done.
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 1                 MARGARET MINER:  So you anticipate
 2  that the contract will be for a defined phase one
 3  under the money that's in hand.  And phase two
 4  will be, like, the applicant or the consultant
 5  will have the right of first refusal or something
 6  in phase two.
 7                 When phase two is funded then phase
 8  two will move forward, but you want to define, or
 9  at least have the opportunity now to define phase
10  two at least in your minds.  Or for the
11  applicants, what's expected to happen.
12                 JANE CERASO:  Yeah.  It is a
13  confusing process and what's unusual is we do not
14  have all the money at once and we have a
15  tremendous amount of tasks to get done with a very
16  little amount the money.
17                 And honestly, that's one of the
18  reasons we decided to go to the RFQ process
19  because the thinking was there will be very highly
20  experienced consultants who will come in and know,
21  you know, to collect all the data that is
22  necessary to do what is required to meet the
23  statutory minimums of this water plan.  We're
24  going to have to spend a lot money, the first pot
25  of money on doing those kinds of tasks.
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 1                 So there will be a rough scoping
 2  that happens of what can be done under the first
 3  phase --
 4                 GENE LIKENS:  Hello?
 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Gene?
 6                 GENE LIKENS:  Yeah, you went blank.
 7  Are you still talking?
 8                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Yes.  Do you have
 9  it, Gene?
10                 GENE LIKENS:  I'm hearing you.
11                 JANE CERASO:  This is the
12  microphone that's bad, I think.  I remember this
13  from last time.
14                 MARGARET MINER:  Would you like to
15  move here?  At least it doesn't go to the next
16  room.
17                 JANE CERASO:  I think I was at the
18  bad microphone.
19                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Is that
20  better, Gene?
21                 GENE LIKENS:  Yes, thank you.
22                 JANE CERASO:  So what I was saying
23  is this is by nature a fairly complicated process
24  in that we have a large project that most people
25  would say is probably well over a million dollars
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 1  worth of work.  We have something around a half a
 2  million dollars to start it.
 3                 We will be going to the consultants
 4  out there, the various entities who respond to
 5  this RFQ and asking them, after we have selected
 6  those we feel are capable of doing this work, to
 7  come up with a scoping plan, so to speak, which by
 8  nature will define the whole picture, at least in
 9  a broad sense.
10                 And then NEIWPCC as the fiscal
11  agent who will be developing a contract for X
12  amount of dollars and X amount of tasks will be
13  looking at the phase one contract with that
14  consultant.  So if people really don't like the
15  phase one language we can take it out, but I would
16  probably encourage us to use something that
17  defines that more detailed piece that will be in
18  the final contract to get the first chunk of this
19  work done with the monies that we have available.
20                 Does that answer the question?
21                 MARGARET MINER:  It does.  I do
22  think maybe the document would benefit from being
23  much shorter, you know, because of the multitude
24  of tasks.  If you outline the tasks and you have
25  the statute there for people to read that's --


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 46


 1  that is a type of editorial suggestion.
 2                 But, yes, I see what you're up
 3  against.  And we weren't even sure what phase one
 4  referred to, not that we didn't like it.  We
 5  wanted to know what does it mean exactly?
 6                 JANE CERASO:  Well, we're not sure
 7  what phase one refers to either, but ultimately we
 8  will know exactly what it refers to.  So --
 9                 MARGARET MINER:  Thank you.
10                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I think if I
11  can -- I hate to keep beating this dead horse, but
12  I think you've got to stop thinking outside of the
13  constraints of a contract or an RFP for this
14  document.  It's not designed to get to that level
15  of specificity.  It's primarily looking to flesh
16  out the qualifications.
17                 And for those of you who are
18  concerned that we don't have enough money, at our
19  last telephonic meeting I even made the suggestion
20  that if we are not happy with the respondents that
21  we get we actually conduct a poll of people and
22  the entities we think might have responded and ask
23  them, you know, did they know about it?  Did they
24  respond?  Did they think about responding?  Was
25  there a reason they didn't?
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 1                 Because quite frankly, if the
 2  monetary issue is a dealbreaker I need to know
 3  about that sooner rather than later, because this
 4  is an extremely short budgetary session.  And if
 5  this thing doesn't hit the streets until March and
 6  we don't have a response time until the end of
 7  March, that gives me less than five weeks to try
 8  to set the pieces in motion to try to get
 9  additional money during this legislative session
10  since it ends the first week of May.
11                 And so trust me when Tom says
12  you've been working diligently at this.  We been
13  approaching this from eight ways to Sunday to try
14  to cover everything that can possibly go wrong,
15  but all of us had to back off and say, okay.  We
16  need to be less specific.  But we need to at the
17  same time give the vendor, potential vendor some
18  sort of an idea about what the access and what our
19  expectations are through the table of contents at
20  the end of the day.
21                 Because if they don't have the
22  global picture they're not going to be able to
23  figure out in their own minds what's the scope
24  going to be in phase one?  What's the scope going
25  to be in phase two?  So you know, we tried to do
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 1  our due diligence before today and come in up with
 2  a product that we can explain to everybody.  But
 3  again, that construct is so different that
 4  Connecticut even has a council, QBS council which
 5  will come in and walk people through this process,
 6  particularly at the municipal level if they've
 7  never done it before.  And it's a whole different
 8  mindset.  It's a different animal.
 9                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  I was a
10  little skewed in my --
11                 ROBERT MOORE:  I think it's
12  important to have all this information in this,
13  because you're going to try to get the people who
14  do this work involved.  And if somebody isn't
15  going to be able to compete in collecting the data
16  or writing and working with agencies, you know,
17  they're not going to call.  You want them out
18  before you have to read the thing.
19                 So all you're really doing is
20  selecting somebody and then you can negotiate the
21  work after that.  So you know, you're just trying
22  to get the best person or firm that you can see
23  and get on with it, and negotiate a contract.  And
24  then those issues will come up that we're worried
25  about.
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 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
 2  Tom, you've made some really direct comments.
 3  What would you like to see us to do to move this
 4  process?  We're hearing loud and clear.  Now we're
 5  hearing that if we don't get this money committed
 6  to, who knows what's going to happen?  What would
 7  you like to see us do?
 8                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  I would -- well,
 9  I guess I'd ask the following, that we have
10  comments from the WPAC, if anyone on the Council
11  beyond the ones we've talked about now have
12  substantive comments, that we could get them
13  before the end of the day tomorrow.
14                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
15                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  We would like
16  then to kind of sit down and wind this thing back
17  up and get ready to send it out to the market.
18  There's nothing to preclude the Council from close
19  oversight in terms of what happens in terms of how
20  the market responds.
21                 And obviously we'll be bringing
22  back any proposed contract plan at eye level here
23  for people to take a look at.  Ultimately it will
24  be the planning council's responsibilities, but
25  you know, my sense is that we need to move this
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 1  thing along.
 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So our
 3  previous motion gave it an extra step that could
 4  really bog down the process.  So what I'm
 5  suggesting is perhaps we re-look at that and say,
 6  look, you're going to come up with a final
 7  document that could go to the Steering Committee,
 8  but you know, if we don't hear from you within 24
 9  hours, or stuff like that then, you know, it's a
10  go, or something along those lines.
11                 ROBERT MOORE:  I will just make a
12  motion that we have this on the street by next
13  Thursday or something like that, or Valentine's
14  Day, or something.  Just pick a date to get it out
15  there and say we're done by then.  You know, have
16  it advertised at such and such a date and then
17  everybody has to work fast.
18                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  And then
19  work out the logistics.
20                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I'm just
21  curious if you got comments from anybody else on
22  the Steering Committee except for folks that were
23  on the advisory group?
24                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Did not, except
25  for three steering committee members who were on
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 1  the advisory group.
 2                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I think part of
 3  that is the Water Planning Council has people on
 4  the committee itself.  And so we don't need to --
 5  we have our voice already there.
 6                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Right.  I'm
 7  just saying other members of the Steering
 8  Committee.  There's quite a few others.
 9                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  I would like to
10  move that we deputize the committee to finalize
11  the RFQ.
12                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Do I hear
13  a second?
14                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  I'll make a
15  second.
16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Motion
17  made and seconded that the committee be deputized,
18  which I guess what we're doing is just delegating
19  the authority to them to finalize the RFQ.  How
20  they get it done, and God bless them, but we're
21  going to have a time certain.  You heard what Dave
22  said in terms of time is of the essence, so we
23  know the timeframes that we're under.
24                 Yes?
25                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So in the RFQ it
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 1  references the other states workgroup plan.  So is
 2  this an all-encompassing?  Because some of the
 3  recommended changes I have for the other states
 4  workgroup, some of them got in.  Some didn't.  So
 5  I just would like -- so how far are we going with
 6  this?  Is it everything that was attached to the
 7  RFQ?  Do we still have time to review some of the
 8  comments on the other documents?
 9                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  So Ellen, your
10  comments were looked at closely.  The other states
11  plan annotated group was rewound to that.  If it's
12  not done to your satisfaction we need to have a
13  conversation.  If your comments are still not
14  reflected then we need to have another
15  conversation, but they were.  They were
16  specifically looked at carefully.  So if they're
17  not there then we need to talk.  Okay?
18                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Okay.
19                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  And the answer to
20  your question is -- again you all have day jobs.
21  I understand it but --
22                 ROBERT MOORE:  Not all of us.
23                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  That's right.
24  Not all of us.  Not all of us anymore, too.  But
25  if we could have any comments that people have.
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 1  Our assumption was we'd get you something on
 2  Friday.  You'd have the weekend, yesterday, part
 3  of today to look at it.  If you could have it to
 4  us by the end of the day tomorrow that would be
 5  great.  Okay?
 6                 ROBERT MOORE:  I also understand
 7  the documents that are in the appendix are going
 8  to change because we're meeting -- we just not
 9  stopping to meet as subcommittees.  We're still
10  going to have input.
11                 And so if we're going to change a
12  document or suggest a change, those are going to
13  happen throughout this process anyway and the poor
14  consultant is going to have to come to meetings
15  and listen to us.
16                 THOMAS CALLAHAN:  Correct.
17                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  So
18  any other comments on this motion?  Everybody is
19  clear what we're asking?
20                 (No response.)
21                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  All those
22  in favor signify by saying aye.
23                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
24                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Opposed?
25                 The motion is carried.  Thank you,
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 1  Virginia.  Thank you very much.  And let's move
 2  onto the next item of business here, which is Mike
 3  Sullivan.
 4                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I see Jeff
 5  Beckham from DAS is here.  I don't know if Tom
 6  Hennick from the Freedom of Information Commission
 7  is here?
 8                 A VOICE:  He's outside.  You want
 9  him to come in?
10                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Yeah, that would
11  be great.
12                 So while we're waiting for Tom and
13  Jeff to show up, basically I talked to other
14  members of the Water Planning Council a couple of
15  meetings ago that, like, one of the issues that we
16  continue to seem to talk about on a recurring
17  basis, but I'm not sure that we ever make any
18  movement forward on, is the issue of FOIA and
19  public water supply and water supply plans.
20                 This issue has been raised a number
21  of times by Margaret Miner, I hear on the Steering
22  Committee, but it also comes up all the time at
23  the Water Planning Council.  And my view of it has
24  been -- and this is really, like, kind of a
25  fundamental concern that if the public doesn't
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 1  have -- either doesn't have access to or feels
 2  like they don't have access to information and
 3  data that underlies the state plan, then the
 4  public isn't going to have any confidence that
 5  whatever the findings and recommendations might be
 6  in the plan, that they're legitimate.
 7                 And so I just wanted to make --
 8  wanted us to start making progress on this issue.
 9  I don't expect it to be, like, kind of wrapped up
10  today, but I do want to make sure that everybody
11  kind of leaves here with, like, a common
12  understanding of what the FOIA process is, what
13  agencies are involved in it and how does it work.
14                 You know, maybe we need to leave it
15  to another day then the question of what exactly
16  is the information and data that's needed to
17  develop the state water plan and whether or not
18  people have access to that.  But I thought at the
19  very least it would be helpful to everybody to
20  understand how this process works.
21                 So in talking to my fellow members
22  here, I went out and I've asked Jeff Beckham who's
23  the legal counsel for the Department of
24  Administrative Services to come in and talk about
25  what their role is in this process.  And then Tom
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 1  Hennick who I haven't seen in a long time --
 2  Hello, Tom, from the Freedom of Information
 3  Commission will come in and talk about their part
 4  of this process as well.
 5                 I do think it's entirely possible
 6  that we'll see legislative proposals this year to
 7  take a look at changes to the Freedom of
 8  Information Act to deal with this subject area.  I
 9  don't have any great insights as to what that
10  would be, but it does have the feeling to me that
11  we'll be seeing something like that this session.
12  So I thought it would be useful to have these two
13  folks come in and kind of run through what their
14  process is and then be able to answer any
15  questions that you might have.
16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  So come
17  right up to the table there, please.  Nice to see
18  both of you.
19                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, good
20  afternoon.  Are you all Counselors?  Is that the
21  Water Planning Council?
22                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  This is the
23  entire Steering Committee.
24                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Oh, it's the
25  Steering Committee.  I'm sorry.  I'm Jeffrey
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 1  Beckham, Department of Administrative Services,
 2  Staff Counsel, Director of Communications.
 3                 THOMAS HENNICK:  And I'm a Tom
 4  Hennick from Freedom of Information, Public
 5  Education Officer.  I recognize the familiar faces
 6  up there, fellow Durham-ite.
 7                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So Jeff, maybe
 8  you could start off and talk about how you get
 9  involved in this process and then maybe hand it
10  off to Tom.
11                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Sure.  The Freedom
12  of Information Act has about 25 or 26 exemptions,
13  one of which, subdivision 19 of subsection B, it's
14  at 1-210 of the General Statutes, provides for an
15  exemption from the FOI Act for records where
16  there's reasonable cause to believe that public
17  disclosure may result in a safety risk to persons
18  or property.
19                 The legislative history is a
20  little, you know, we never have great legislative
21  history on any of our statutes, but on this one it
22  was in the late nineties.  It was after things
23  like the Oklahoma City Bombing, after the lottery
24  shootings here in Connecticut.  The focus really
25  was on the government facilities and the release


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 58


 1  of things like blueprints and security
 2  arrangements, that sort of thing.
 3                 It's been amended a couple of
 4  times.  There are six specifically enumerated
 5  types of records that relate to water company,
 6  water supply plans and things like that.  There's
 7  also a catchall phrase that's for other records
 8  that may cause a security risk.
 9                 So the reason why my agency is
10  involved is other agencies like the Department of
11  Public Health who have records, like, who have
12  water supply plans and other similar records, if
13  they believe that there's a potential security
14  risk in public disclosure of some of those
15  records, it will apply to us.
16                 They'll ask us to look at those
17  records.  We'll make a determination with our
18  statewide security division.  We'll consult with
19  the agency that asked us.  Sometimes we talk to
20  the state police.  We consult other reference
21  materials.  The FBI has a number of reference
22  materials related to this sort of thing.
23  Typically the context, there is terrorist type
24  acts where someone may want to pose some threat to
25  the public water supply.
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 1                 So we've done a number of these
 2  determinations over the years and they've been the
 3  subject of some of the decisions at the Freedom of
 4  Information Commission.  Tom may speak more to
 5  that, but a couple of the leading cases would be
 6  at -- 2010-311 and 2010-466 were a couple of cases
 7  where the commission upheld our determination.
 8                 And they go through a pretty
 9  extensive description of the kinds of things that
10  they're looking for, the kinds of things that they
11  agree with us may pose a security risk.  And you
12  know, just generally speaking it would be things
13  where it is not otherwise available in the public
14  domain, where it's only in these water supply
15  plans that you can see this critical
16  infrastructure, things like some of the more
17  controversial ideas have been the yield from
18  sources.  We have written letters that determined
19  that those, that kind of information posed a risk,
20  and those have been upheld.
21                 So that's basically what happens.
22  We've tried to be very careful about it.  We think
23  the commission, when they are looking at our work,
24  are looking to see have we carefully gone through
25  a process of discussion with the agency?  Have we,
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 1  you know, carefully considered these issues and
 2  have we, you know, made an effort to make
 3  available as much as possible and only approve
 4  redaction of that which is the most sensitive?  So
 5  that's the kind of thing that seems to have been
 6  upheld at the commission.
 7                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  So just one
 8  quick question then for you.  I mean, normally I
 9  work in an administrative agency and normally if
10  somebody submits a FOIA request to DEEP we're the
11  ones that make a determination as to whether or
12  not we're going to disclose that particular
13  document.  And we're the ones that make the
14  decision.
15                 That's a little bit different than
16  the process that you were describing.  Correct?  I
17  mean, if somebody is asking, say, DPH for
18  something with the water supply plan, is that
19  then, like, kind of moved over even if they make
20  the request to DEEP or DPH?  Is the decision as to
21  whether or not to release all or part of that,
22  that document, is it made by DAS?
23                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  No.  If it's their
24  record it starts with them.  The request comes
25  into them.  All the exemptions -- and I say this
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 1  advisedly with Tom sitting next to me -- are
 2  discretionary.  They're not mandatory.  There are
 3  other laws that may mandate that you withhold
 4  something, but FOIA itself, those exemptions are
 5  within the discretion of the agencies.
 6                 So they make the initial decision
 7  to contact us to make this determination.  If they
 8  don't see an issue or don't care to, you know,
 9  send it to us they could do whatever they want
10  with that request.  They could fulfill it, what
11  have you.  They in the first instance have to make
12  a determination there.  Then they kick it to us.
13  Then we have to go through our process and go from
14  there.
15                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Just a
16  follow-up to that question, though.  If it's a
17  water supply plan and DEEP has it, do they have to
18  deal with the request?  Or does it go back to
19  the -- because both agencies would get that plan.
20                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, the request
21  comes from outside to the agency with the records.
22  If they're going to protect all or part of that
23  record under this exemption for security they
24  would have to ask us a for determination.  We have
25  to give them a letter.
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 1                 We then would be the respondent at
 2  the FOI Commission, not the agency with the
 3  record.  We have to defend that decision.
 4                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  But if that
 5  same request regarding the water supply plan was
 6  provided to DEEP as someone who held that water
 7  supply span, even though it's submitted to
 8  multiple agencies, it's not necessarily just the
 9  health department who makes that determination on
10  the water supply plan?  Or does it go back to that
11  because it's their statute that requires it, but
12  all the agencies get it?
13                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  If you have a
14  record and someone makes a request of you from the
15  public, FOIA would kick in.  So it depends on who
16  the requester makes the request of.
17                 MARGARET MINER:  Just a process
18  then?  If the request goes to a utility as opposed
19  to an agency then the determination is made by
20  Homeland Security, not by DAS.
21                 THOMAS HANNICK:  I don't think the
22  utilities are state agencies for those purposes --
23                 MARGARET MINER:  No, it goes to
24  homeland security.
25                 THOMAS HANNICK:  There are some
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 1  municipal water companies that are -- would fall
 2  under that.  I can sort of explain how that came
 3  to be, too.
 4                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  We've never gotten
 5  a request from the utility.
 6                 MARGARET MINER:  You did, but you
 7  said, no.  This has to go to Homeland Security,
 8  which was correct.
 9                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Oh, I see what
10  you're saying.  Yes, the State Department of
11  Homeland Security a few years ago, the statute was
12  changed for municipal requests.  It goes to them.
13  I'm talking about state agencies getting FOI
14  requests.  They have to come to DAS.  You're
15  correct.  I was thinking federal homeland
16  security.  My mistake.  They're actually part of
17  DES now, emergency services.
18                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Beth?
19                 BETH BARTON:  Just following up on
20  Maureen's point.  I'm not sure I understood.  So
21  if the request for the water plan goes to public
22  health and DEEP, both of them have to go to you to
23  get an opinion?
24                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  If they want to
25  withhold all or part of that record from the
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 1  requester under this exemption -- there may be
 2  other reasons why they could -- they would have to
 3  come to us to get a security determination.
 4                 BETH BARTON:  So first they
 5  independently decide whether or not they want to
 6  avail themselves of the exemption?
 7                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  As a practical
 8  matter?  Yes.
 9                 BETH BARTON:  And there's nothing
10  that guides them that's discretionary?
11                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Yes.
12                 BETH BARTON:  And if they decide
13  they want to avail themselves of the exemption
14  then they go to you.  But what happens if one
15  decides I want an exemption and the other decides
16  I don't care.
17                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, we would
18  work with the one who wants it and give it to
19  them, or not, based on our process.  But they're
20  not our records to either withhold or release.
21  It's the Department of Administrative Services.
22  It's not our records.  So --
23                 MARGARET MINER:  One other
24  correction.  You said if it's in the public domain
25  or, you know, accessible the exemption wouldn't
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 1  apply, but actually --
 2                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Well, that's not
 3  what I said.  I said that's one of the
 4  considerations that we would look at and that we
 5  know the commission looks at when we're there
 6  trying to justify the withholding of the
 7  redaction.  Is it something that is otherwise
 8  available in the public domain?
 9                 MARGARET MINER:  But the ruling was
10  that it's not relevant -- in one of my cases --
11  it's not relevant if it's public domain because it
12  would be too much of a burden on the agency to
13  determine if the material requested was in the
14  public domain.  I can look it up for you.  That
15  was the ruling.
16                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Okay.  It sounds
17  like that was a commission decision.
18                 MARGARET MINER:  Your previous boss
19  suggested something gentler, but the ruling at the
20  commission was that's not relevant whether or not
21  it's in the public domain.
22                 THOMAS HANNICK:  So from a Freedom
23  of Information Standpoint our role is to make sure
24  people have access to nonexempt public records.
25  You know, this log goes back 41 years and it's a
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 1  pretty basic concept.  But as Jeff mentioned, you
 2  know, we've got these 27 exemptions working and
 3  there's also parts of the statute that say, except
 4  as otherwise provided.  So there's these little
 5  gems in the statute that say you can't release
 6  this and you can't release that, and that's not in
 7  the FOIA act.
 8                 But this particular exemption was
 9  expanded in the wake of 911.  And what happened
10  was initially all those sort of requests that Jeff
11  was describing went through public works, the
12  Department of Public Works.  And that kind of got
13  to be overwhelming, so then it was split up so
14  that the municipal requests would go through
15  homeland security and the state agencies went
16  through DAS.
17                 But the FOI commission is always
18  looking to make sure that records that are
19  supposed to be released are released, but the
20  exemptions are written narrowly, we would hope,
21  and they're written to accomplish a certain
22  purpose.  In addition to the one that Jeff is
23  talking about, if you look at just the exemptions
24  that are in the FOI Act they cover things like
25  law-enforcement records and personnel records and


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 67


 1  records that might have trade secrets.  You know,
 2  they are in abundance.
 3                 So when someone believes that he or
 4  she has been denied access to those records they
 5  come to the FOI commission.  And they say, we
 6  believe that we should have these, that the
 7  exemption doesn't apply.  And in any particular
 8  instance that Jeff is referring to in B-19 it's a
 9  security matter.
10                 And so the agency went and said,
11  you know what?  We believe releasing this would be
12  a security problem.  They go and they consult with
13  DAS in this case, and DAS agrees.  And then so
14  when the complaint is filed they kind of in tandem
15  defend the decision, with DAS taking the lead
16  because they've ultimately made the determination.
17                 And what our hearing officer in the
18  commission would do would be to listen to the
19  evidence.  I call it sort of one of the last
20  vestiges of the people's court.  You know, you can
21  come and you present your case.  In this case the
22  case was made that releasing these would, you
23  know, would be a problem security-wise.  And that
24  as the exemption is written, these records should
25  be withheld.  In each case that Jeff cited our
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 1  commission agreed.  Our hearing officer and our
 2  commission agreed that the record should be
 3  withheld.
 4                 Our role is to try to make sure
 5  that, you know, that the law is followed.  There
 6  may be exemptions that are written and perhaps not
 7  as we would like, you know, but it's always a give
 8  and take with the Legislature.  We're trying to
 9  create the balance, but once the exemption is in
10  place it's our obligation to follow it as it's
11  written.
12                 So in this case people believe they
13  had a right to the records.  The agency said, no,
14  we believe they're exempt.  And it went before a
15  hearing, our hearing officer, and then the
16  commission, and they decided ultimately that it
17  should be withheld.
18                 Just by the way, any decision by
19  the FOI commission can be challenged in court.
20  One of the things that's interesting about working
21  with this law is it's always fluid.  You know,
22  it's always subject to interpretation.  And we may
23  be rocksolid sure in the decision we made, but
24  it's appealed to court and surprise, the judge may
25  surprise me.
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 1                 One of the reasons for that is that
 2  there are some gray areas in here.  And it's one
 3  of the reasons our commission exists is to
 4  interpret those gray areas to say this is what we
 5  think the law is designed to do.
 6                 You know, again we always tend to
 7  favor openness.  When you read the preamble to the
 8  Freedom of Information Act in the law it's very
 9  clear that, you know, it leans towards government
10  being open, accessible.  But you know, in 41 years
11  different factors have caused the law to be, you
12  know, sort of chipped away.  911 is a great
13  example.
14                 Unfortunately you know, things like
15  Sandy Hook have changed some things and, you know,
16  there's reaction to different events that say, you
17  know what?  Wait a minute.  Those are records that
18  maybe should be pulled back.  That's how we
19  function.  You know, I could go through all the
20  different exemptions for you, but I don't think
21  you want to do that.
22                 R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  Bart
23  Halloran.  There's a process under federal law in
24  which utilities can designate critical
25  infrastructure and seek to have it exempted from
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 1  FOI.  And the federal law, as I understand it,
 2  says that while this application is pending
 3  there's not to be any disclosure under FOI in the
 4  state level.
 5                 My question to you is, how do you
 6  coordinate your agencies with the federal
 7  government on these matters?
 8                 THOMAS HANNICK:  We rarely interact
 9  with the federal government, to be honest with
10  you.  The majority, 99.9 percent of our cases have
11  to do with municipal entities or state entities.
12  Usually if it's federal record, then that would
13  become a matter for, you know, the federal FOI
14  law.
15                 But what you just described to me,
16  and I'm not all that familiar with it, would be
17  one of those situations that I was referring to
18  that says, except as otherwise provided.  When you
19  read the definition of public records it says,
20  except as otherwise provided by any federal or
21  state statute.
22                 So if your federal law said those
23  things are held in abeyance until it's decided,
24  then that would overrule anything that's in the
25  FOI Act and it would be a pretty simple matter to
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 1  find out whether that were true or not.
 2                 R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  Okay.  So I'm
 3  taking it then it would be up to the utility to
 4  notify you that they had made the application?
 5                 THOMAS HANNICK:  Yes, I would say
 6  that's fair.  Yes.  I mean, assuming -- now don't
 7  forget the other thing, folks, is that I always
 8  tell people, we're not the FOI FBI.  We don't take
 9  action until somebody files a complaint.
10                 So until somebody came to us and
11  said, we have a right to that application, that's
12  not anything that we do.  We don't go around
13  looking for cases.  They come to us.
14                 R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  And I would
15  just like to make sure the commission, this group
16  knows that even if the FOIA law is changed by our
17  Legislature, this issue will still be involved in
18  trying to release things from water, concerning
19  water planning.  Because if a utility has
20  designated it as critical infrastructure you will
21  certainly have to wait until that determination is
22  made before it can be released anyway.  So it
23  isn't an issue that can be simply addressed by
24  changing the state law.
25                 ROBERT MOORE:  There's a number of
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 1  real basic issues that have been protected.  For
 2  example, the source of water.  The source of water
 3  and the source of supply has been on maps for
 4  generations, or hundreds of years.  They are
 5  posted on the streets, that you are in a water
 6  supply area.  There's the name of the dam.
 7  There's the name of the reservoir, but these
 8  things are now becoming security issues, yet
 9  they're widely available publicly by other means.
10                 So if a utility asks that they want
11  to keep their source of their lake reservoir
12  secret, I mean, it isn't.  And yet we have
13  decisions that say that can't be released.  This
14  group is looking, you know, there's some kind of
15  incongruity in this thing that says this is now a
16  source of protected information when it's on the
17  state highway map.
18                 You know, it's a very odd situation
19  that we're finding ourselves.  And in trying to
20  develop this plan we need to have the source of
21  supply identified.  We need to have the flow of
22  water coming in and out of them.  We need to know
23  the consumptive uses of water or this plan is
24  going to stop right away.
25                 So we have some conflicts to deal
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 1  with in terms of how do we undo some of the
 2  protections that may be exempted under the Freedom
 3  of Information Act or otherwise.  How do we get to
 4  the information that we need to do this plan if
 5  the utility says we don't want to give you your
 6  safe yield.
 7                 THOMAS HANNICK:  That's where the
 8  legislative fixes come into play.  You know, as I
 9  said we can only -- when someone comes to us we
10  can only go by what the law tells us to do.  If we
11  had ruled the other way in the cases that Jeff
12  cited I suspect that they would have been
13  challenged in court and I have a funny feeling we
14  would not have been successful.
15                 Even though, let's suppose
16  hypothetically -- and I can't speak for the
17  commission -- we had agreed with the theory that
18  those are record -- hell, it's on the street sign.
19  You know, it's Reservoir Road for crying out loud.
20  And what's the point of holding it back?  Even if
21  we had agreed with that common sense logic we
22  probably would not have been successful in court
23  because the way the exemption is structured.  So
24  it does have to start with a legislative fix.  We
25  can only interpret, you know, so much.
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 1                 ROBERT MOORE:  And if somebody
 2  requested another decision how would that go?  You
 3  would be relying on the past one?
 4                 THOMAS HANNICK:  Again, I think it
 5  would depend on the facts and circumstances of the
 6  case.  It would depend on what was being sought.
 7  You know, I'm not nearly knowledgeable enough to
 8  know what specifically was being sought in those
 9  cases and what was held back and why.
10                 But you know, maybe some different
11  statistics, some different information would be
12  sought that we would say you know what?  We
13  disagree respectfully with DAS.  We don't think it
14  fell under B-19 and we could order the release,
15  but it's really depends on what's been sought.
16                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Do you ever get
17  complaints the opposite way?  So let's pretend
18  that DPH was irresponsible, disregarded the
19  statute and the exemptions and we just gave out
20  somebody's water supply plan in their entirety.
21  Would the entity have the right to complain that
22  DPH failed to follow the statute under FOIA?
23                 THOMAS HANNICK:  That is not a
24  power that our commission has.  We are only -- I
25  get calls on that all the time, different -- not
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 1  different venues, mostly personnel issues.  People
 2  say, they gave him my record and I didn't want
 3  them to.  But I said they didn't believe it was
 4  exempt.  You know, they would go ahead and do that
 5  without repercussion.  We just don't have the
 6  authority to do that if something is given out
 7  improperly.
 8                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  What would
 9  happen if you have -- just to follow up on Ellen's
10  hypothetical where she's acting in such a fashion,
11  I decide with DEEP -- I have the same document and
12  I decide, like, no way.  I'm not giving that up,
13  or at the very least I'm not making that decision.
14                 I'm going to rely on DAS to
15  determine what the reasonable grounds are to
16  determine whether or not there's a safety risk.
17  So Ellen has, like, given it out.  I'm holding it
18  close and go into the DAS.  How does that play
19  out?  It's the same document.
20                 THOMAS HANNICK:  It's the same
21  document?  That would be very interesting.
22                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  I'd want to know
23  that.  I'd ask you, is this a available anywhere
24  else?  If you said yeah, I would be, like, what do
25  you want me to do?
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 1                 THOMAS HANNICK:  Yeah, it would
 2  probably be a more difficult discussion for -- a
 3  difficult argument for Jeff to make were a
 4  complaint filed against our commission, you know,
 5  claiming that there's a security risk and it's
 6  already been released.
 7                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I would just say
 8  that Ellen made a mistake in this case.  It was
 9  just inadvertently sent out.  There really is a
10  safety risk.
11                 THOMAS HANNICK:  Then
12  hypothetically that might play into, you know,
13  there's no way to know how the argument would
14  fall.
15                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I'm just trying
16  to figure out how the system would work that.
17                 THOMAS HANNICK:  Clearly the fact
18  that it had been released elsewhere would weigh on
19  how the commission made its decision, I would
20  think.
21                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  For the record,
22  I just want to make it clear that it's much more
23  likely that I would make a mistake.
24                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Ellen is very
25  protective of that.
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 1                 R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  Recognizing
 2  that there are certain things that I think
 3  everybody would agree are in the public domain,
 4  what I'm suggesting to you is that probably given
 5  the time constraints this group is trying to work
 6  under that the best ways to try to work something
 7  out with the utility companies as to an agreement
 8  as to the types of things that could be released.
 9                 Because if it comes to a battle,
10  what I can foresee happening is, very paranoid and
11  justifiably so, a utility company saying, okay.
12  we're filing everything under the federal law, but
13  we're giving you nothing.  And changing the state
14  law won't affect that.  And even if you were
15  ultimately able to prevail to get this information
16  out it's going to take a long period of time.  It
17  could literally take years.
18                 And so there has to be a way to
19  reason this out amongst the utility companies and
20  those seeking the information.
21                 BETH BARTON:  We talked about that
22  at the policy committee, Bob.  I agree with Bart.
23  I mean, especially if something goes to the
24  Legislature you're going to have one group that's
25  going to be seeking to make it as large as
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 1  possible, which is going to militate against
 2  another group that might be willing to go along
 3  with it if it were small enough.  So that's
 4  precisely the issue we discussed at the policy
 5  committee level.
 6                 Before we keep arguing angels on
 7  the head of a pin let's focus on exactly what the
 8  information it is that is needed, what people feel
 9  they're somehow not getting and figure out if it
10  is a insurmountable problem.  And I mean, I heard
11  Maureen say she would be open to hearing that, but
12  I don't know what happened to that idea.
13                 ROBERT MOORE:  We had that as part
14  of our policy recommendation that we would
15  negotiate, you know, get the information that we
16  needed.  And we had a small list of information --
17  was the safe yield, the consumption and the
18  location of sources.
19                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  And I think
20  CWA, I think they shared it with certainly the
21  Planning Council.  I don't know if the whole
22  Steering Committee, but the water industry
23  association kind of came up with a list that said,
24  you know, these are the things we believe would be
25  appropriate for disclosure in the water supply
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 1  plan, not necessarily specific to what you need
 2  for here.  But just if you look at that water
 3  supply plan which is uniquely protected under the
 4  statute, these are kind of the buckets that we
 5  think would be appropriate, and not.
 6                 And I think there's probably more
 7  common ground than we would expect on that.  I
 8  think where it gets fuzzy is kind when you have
 9  some stuff that we say on a system quantities make
10  sense, but if you're the sole source it becomes
11  difficult to say, how do you protect those people
12  when it's -- you only have one number?
13                 MARGARET MINER:  Two questions or
14  two comments with Bart.  There's one place in
15  which the federal law is more liberal than the
16  state law.  Under federal law you cannot keep
17  secret your emergency plans.  And the reason for
18  that is I think so many, as we discovered with the
19  Deepwater Horizon, were not realistic.  They said
20  they had an emergency plan, but it was for
21  rescuing walruses.
22                 One flaw, one problem which one of
23  the hearing officers acknowledged in the state
24  law, and it's relevant to what you're saying, is
25  there is no definition and one has not really been
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 1  developed except sort of ad hoc as to what counts
 2  as critical infrastructure.
 3                 So there are references in the
 4  statute, critical infrastructure, but I often
 5  said, you didn't make the case.  And sometimes
 6  there would be discussion, is this that somebody
 7  broke critical infrastructure?  At what point is
 8  it critical or not?  So a definition of that would
 9  really be helpful.
10                 I have to do my show and tell.
11  Things have gotten a little better, but here this
12  was a water plan I asked for.  This is the
13  executive summary, half blacked out.  This is the
14  system information.  This is margin of safety.
15                 This is -- oh, this one, evaluation
16  of source contamination.  This I think is of
17  extreme interest of the public.  If there's a
18  problem in the lining of a water tank or some
19  other problem that could contaminate the water, I
20  think that's a public health interest.  But my
21  understanding is the statute is written, property,
22  it's to protect property primarily so -- that is
23  an executive summary partly.
24                 Purpose, really blacked out.
25                 Oh, monthly water demand variation.
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 1  Here's some drought information blacked out.  The
 2  black pencil has gotten a little lighter, but for
 3  the information that's absolutely essential to us
 4  right now like the data.  If you go to the public
 5  health, well, congratulations.  Not only did you
 6  put anything up in your WUCC statements, but you
 7  put up the blacked out part, safe yield, and other
 8  things in the past that have been determined.
 9                 So there is a lot of black ink.
10  Most of this can be found out elsewhere.  I say
11  it's not going to stop a terrorist who's going on
12  the Internet, because you can find this stuff.
13  MDC, for instance, is one of the more forthcoming
14  utilities.  And when they objected to the
15  streamflow regulations they outlined -- in fact, I
16  have it here what their safe yield was, what their
17  margin of safety was, and why it would be
18  difficult for them to meet the streamflow
19  regulations, particularly the groundwater.
20                 Another utility said, we can't meet
21  the streamflow regulations because of the same
22  kind of information.  But can't show it to you or
23  tell you what the wells are, or what kind of wells
24  they are.  So it's a very confusing situation.  It
25  seems to me that -- I'm so glad that the Water
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 1  Planning Council is raising it.  It seems to me,
 2  not only is it very burdensome on the agencies,
 3  but it is time for a review.
 4                 And -- well, I'm only a visitor to
 5  the science committee.  I guess I'm on it, but not
 6  to have this basic data available if you're trying
 7  to do water planning, much less if you're a
 8  watershed group who sees a stream go dry and you
 9  want to know what happened upstream, not to be
10  able to find out, I just don't think that's -- I
11  know that's not what the Legislature intended.
12                 And the most serious of these laws
13  went through on the budget implementor, so they
14  were not discussed.  There was some consolation.
15  I think you were there among groups, but there
16  never was a public position.  So it was shoehorned
17  in and I'm very happy that the possibility of
18  backing off some of these problems and maybe
19  defining critical infrastructure is on the table.
20                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I just want to
21  follow-up on what Beth and Bart and Maureen have
22  said.  I mean, if it is possible to get to a
23  common ground, I mean, that's always a great place
24  to be.  I'm not sure if Ellen would agree with
25  this, but as a state agency then, I mean, let's
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 1  assume that we're there.  We're at common ground
 2  and it's just what we need in order to develop,
 3  like, a state water plan that everybody is going
 4  to feel is legitimate.
 5                 As a state agency it is helpful to
 6  have that, kind of, in the law, though, because
 7  you know, you don't want to make a mistake.  If
 8  there's reasonable grounds that may result in a
 9  safety risk, I mean, we're always going to kind
10  of -- and one of the reasons to bring Jeff here is
11  we're going to kind of dump this on Jeff's lap
12  because, you know, he's in the position of, kind
13  of, giving us the determination as to what those
14  reasonable grounds are.
15                 And so if we've reached common
16  ground where we say we have no problem with A, B,
17  C, D and E, if that's in the statute then, you
18  know, it's a level playing field and Jeff has no
19  problem then.  I mean, it's just done.
20                 I mean, that's just something
21  that's worth thinking about in terms of whatever
22  that common ground might be, what does it mean in
23  terms of our state processes as well for the
24  documents that we hold?
25                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  If you could go to
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 1  the Legislature with some common ground that would
 2  be great.  I think your point is well taken.  I
 3  don't think the general assembly has debated this.
 4  I don't think this has been in front of them ever.
 5  You're right.  It's been something that's come in.
 6                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  I mean, there
 7  was a hearing on the underlying bill and there was
 8  negotiation afterwards, that's matching now, and
 9  what was in that.  So I think in Betsy's absence
10  I'll point that out.  So it wasn't totally
11  blindsided.
12                 MARGARET MINER:  There was some
13  discussion.  It is in the implementor and the
14  first law that was passed, there were questions
15  about that raised by the committee.  But we
16  actually supported it.  And we've said the first
17  law that was passed in -- the three laws.  The
18  first law that was passed looks like a commonsense
19  anti-sabotage law.  So I think that's a good place
20  to start.
21                 THOMAS HANNICK:  And from our
22  perspective the more clarity that there is, the
23  better off we all are, too, because what sometimes
24  happen when people are not sure, when agencies
25  aren't certain, rather than make a decision they
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 1  go to Jeff.  And then we have complaints because,
 2  you know, they're just not sure exactly where
 3  they're supposed to go, and the clearer it is the
 4  better off everybody is.
 5                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  And we turn them
 6  down.  We turn a lot of agencies down who come to
 7  us with these things, and we say we don't see the
 8  issue.  It happens a lot.  We've made them mad.
 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
10  This has been really very, very helpful.  It's
11  something that Margaret Miner is very passionate
12  about and has been for as long as I've known her.
13  So I hope that at some point we can come up with
14  something.  I think Attorney Halloran's suggestion
15  is a good one.
16                 THOMAS HANNICK:  And if we could be
17  of any help at all, please don't hesitate to call
18  us.
19                 ROBERT MOORE:  I have one more
20  question.  If the information is available through
21  another method, let's say, the low-flow
22  requirements produced yields and stuff, then does
23  that somehow get protected in arrears?
24                 I mean, under the low-flow bill
25  legislation a lot of the data came out on the
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 1  yields and the consumption uses and all this other
 2  stuff in order to get the requirements under low
 3  flow on a different statute, and that became
 4  available to DEP in order to make a decision on
 5  what the low flow in the streams should be.
 6                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  We normally have
 7  something in the public domain already.
 8                 JEFFREY BECKAM:  Right.  That makes
 9  it less likely that we would say that's a security
10  risk because it's already out.  We're not
11  protecting anything if it's already out there.
12  It's a more difficult argument to make.  Sometimes
13  our security people do say things like, well, we
14  shouldn't make it easier for them, you know.
15                 But we typically -- if it's
16  available somewhere else we don't think -- we like
17  to win when we go to the FOI commission.  And if
18  we're not going to win we try not to take the
19  case.  So --
20                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
21  Great.  Thank you so much.  Good to see you.
22                 We'll move onto the policy
23  subcommittee.  Bob.
24                 ROBERT MOORE:  Thank you.  The
25  policy committee met on January 12th.  We didn't
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 1  end up with a policy recommendation at the end of
 2  the committee, which is by charge, my personal
 3  charge to come up with some kind of recommendation
 4  at the end, but we had a very good discussion.
 5                 And the discussion was first on
 6  agriculture.  And Michael O'Neill from UConn and
 7  Joan Nichols from the Farm Bureau were there
 8  talking about the agricultural uses, which is a
 9  subject we haven't had much discussion on.  And
10  they went through a lot of information that they
11  were working on, but UConn is actually doing a
12  study on determining agricultural water use in the
13  state.
14                 It's a voluntary study, so they're
15  looking to get that done by the end of 2/16, this
16  year.  So that hopefully will be available to the,
17  you know, study on ag uses that will be available
18  throughout whatever they have.
19                 And there was also a new issue for
20  the ag producers of food, is that there's the Food
21  Safety Modernization Act under the FDA, I think,
22  or under the Ag -- is requiring testing of the
23  water from the water supply so they don't get into
24  the bagged lettuce and all that stuff with E.
25  coli.  And that Food Safety Modernization Act is
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 1  requiring vegetable food growers to monitor.  And
 2  then depending on the size of the organization,
 3  the more and more monitoring they have to do.  So
 4  a lot of them are switching or proposing to switch
 5  to groundwater sources so there's less monitoring.
 6                 And it has probably not much effect
 7  on the producers in Connecticut because of the
 8  size of the operations, but in general that is a
 9  nationwide change of the testing of the water.
10  They also felt, the ag felt that it would reduce
11  the consumption of water.  People would recycle
12  and so they would avoid doing a lot of this
13  testing and lead to more storage.  So A lot of the
14  ag issues are really looking at more storage and
15  how do we deal with it.
16                 There were some issues that were
17  brought up.  The vegetable and fruit growers are
18  more drought sensitive than, for example, dairy
19  and Christmas trees and other nursery stuff.
20                 Nursery is one of the biggest
21  growing industries, or the biggest industry now.
22  And that is, they felt that the water consumption
23  in nurseries was a lot of recycled because they
24  use some fertilizers and other stuff.  It's
25  getting to be interior activities, and they're
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 1  recycling a lot of the water.  And so that's, you
 2  know, a change of ag.
 3                 And there was some discussion of,
 4  the use of public water for growing crops can be
 5  expensive.  I know when I was at MDC it's often we
 6  don't know who the agricultural users are because,
 7  you know, they will borrow a pump.  But generally
 8  the consumption of water is a little more
 9  expensive unless you're not getting billed for it.
10  And I guess most water utilities are facing
11  similar things.
12                 We don't quantify an ag grower as
13  part of our consumption and part of our, you know,
14  customer base.  So that we ended up at the meeting
15  saying that we need to develop a policy that would
16  support farming as a sustainable activity and
17  encourage development storage to cushion against
18  shortages and other things.
19                 So Mike and the Joan are going to
20  draft a proposed, you know, policy issue related
21  to sustainability of agriculture and how it
22  relates to water consumption.  We don't know what
23  that will look like, but that we'll have a
24  discussion of that shortly.
25                 We also had a discussion by Rebecca
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 1  French from the Connecticut Institute for
 2  Resiliency and Climate Adaption, or CIRCA, about
 3  their work in climate change, and they gave us a
 4  very nice presentation.  I don't know if everybody
 5  got it.
 6                 It's a PowerPoint on the activity
 7  of both the organization, which several agencies
 8  in the State are involved in and the work that
 9  they're going on, by a variety of UConn folks and
10  others, about the resiliency and response to
11  climate change.
12                 A lot of the work is really focused
13  on vulnerable infrastructure that's related to
14  flooding from sea level rise and bigger storms.
15  They're looking at changing what the hundred-year
16  protection level should be.  They will have some
17  information shortly on, you know, changing the
18  flood levels and changing other activities.
19                 They had some work on drought, but
20  it wasn't a major issue for them yet.  But they
21  are looking at the flood levels.  They have some
22  grants out to do some studies.  I think we also
23  ended up having a, you know, very long discussion
24  on the issues on climate and the impacts of the
25  study.
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 1                 We didn't end up with a proposed
 2  policy on this, but we are considering, you know,
 3  what should a policy look like in terms of this
 4  plan on how to deal with climate change and how to
 5  deal with changes in the flood levels, changes in
 6  the sea levels, changes in storm events and
 7  drought.  And so those are some of the things that
 8  we will continue to discuss and try to plot on
 9  that.  So that was the summary of our last
10  meeting.
11                 This next meeting OPM is coming
12  with the presentation by the data center on
13  population projections.  So hopefully our meeting
14  is next week.  I think that's one of the issues
15  that we were very concerned about, is how do we
16  come up with a consistent documenting, a
17  consistent methodology for determining the
18  population and the growth, and/or lack of growth
19  in the state.
20                 So that's going to be a
21  presentation.  We have some information on drought
22  and drought response authority from both DEP and
23  health and we'll be looking at, you know, what are
24  the issues later to drought.
25                 And finally the DEP has prepared a
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 1  draft of what Betsey is calling a crosswalk
 2  handout, or crosswalk.  It's the issues related to
 3  pollution control and waste assimilation and other
 4  waste issues and planning documents, and how they
 5  impact the water supply that Ellen was looking at.
 6                 So we'll have a very long
 7  discussion on that issue of how the waste and the
 8  water supply issues are integrated into the
 9  system.  So hopefully all these documents will
10  help in developing a plan, but that's our next
11  meeting.  It's next Tuesday.
12                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Excellent.
13  Covered a lot of ground there.  Any questions for
14  Bob?
15                 (No response.)
16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Great
17  report.  Appreciate that.
18                 Virginia?
19                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Okay.  The
20  science and technical committee.  The data
21  spreadsheet that we shared with you a couple
22  meetings ago, we've still been focusing on that.
23  The thought was when we were doing the RFP process
24  for a consultant, that it would be included in
25  that, but that has since changed.  We're not
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 1  actually providing it for your blessing at this
 2  point.
 3                 We did, picking up on the earlier
 4  discussion, add a column to that spreadsheet on
 5  whether the data might be deemed to be sensitive.
 6  And so we've documented that and had a bit of
 7  discussion on that.
 8                 Also from the comments,
 9  particularly that you made, Ellen, at the last
10  Steering Committee meeting, we went through and --
11  or Corin went through and identified where lakes
12  might be covered and explicitly mentioned lakes
13  where it was appropriate.
14                 We also had a long discussion on
15  water and energy nexus, those issues,
16  acknowledging that any kind of conservation and
17  savings in one realm would result in conservation
18  and savings in the other realm because they're so
19  intimately tied.  We thought that the spreadsheet
20  did capture areas of data where that might be
21  documented.  But we also felt that the plan should
22  be very clear and incentivize savings in both of
23  those areas, because it's really a double win when
24  you do so.
25                 We had quite a bit of discussion
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 1  about conservation, acknowledging that we should
 2  be looking both at demand management as well as
 3  supply management.  And also acknowledging that
 4  outdoor water use is one of the greatest water
 5  uses, and how can we incentivize conservation
 6  there either at the domestic level or with some of
 7  the irrigators?  And so the participation, as you
 8  mentioned before of the representative from the
 9  area here, is going to be very helpful to that
10  discussion.
11                 It was interesting that we don't
12  have good -- we don't have any data that looks at
13  water use by neighborhood, by economic
14  neighborhood.  One might assume that people with
15  their huge emerald green lawns are using a huge
16  amount of water in the wealthier communities.  But
17  then at the same time the impoverished communities
18  are typically in older, less well-maintained
19  buildings, and so there could be older plumbing
20  fixtures.  There could be leaks.
21                 And can we get any information that
22  would be a rule of thumb to look at water use,
23  water users and where there might be the greatest
24  opportunity for conservation.  And we just don't
25  have any information about that.  I bet it could
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 1  be done by looking at water to different types of
 2  communities, but that's something that nobody has
 3  looked at, because all this possibly could be
 4  related to rate structure and I know Peter Galant
 5  from Tighe & Bond said they had an annual report
 6  on rate structure.  And we were going to take a
 7  look at that because it could be very informative.
 8                 Also, for focusing on conservation,
 9  and the statute tells us to -- are there any
10  surrogate data that could help us understand and
11  analyze conservation?  For instance, if we had the
12  relationship between the average day and the peak
13  day, or summer versus winter.  Or is there some
14  way that we could get a sense of how much of an
15  impact the outdoor water use is, for instance?
16  Summer versus winter might be able to flesh that
17  out.
18                 Also we acknowledge that we had
19  very little -- we don't have as much information
20  as we need on the evaporative transpiration, ET.
21  And we had quite a discussion on what was the
22  actual value, the actual cost and value of water,
23  how we could determine that and how we could
24  educate the public.
25                 Because I think most of us in this
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 1  room would say water is damn cheap and it's not
 2  really -- the customer isn't really paying the
 3  true cost or recognizing the true value of water.
 4  That's an education piece.
 5                 We did talk a lot about the
 6  ultimate consultant that is hired, and we wanted
 7  to make sure that there was a regular interaction
 8  between the consultant and the science and
 9  technical group.  That it wasn't just, okay.
10  here's our spreadsheet and then at the end of the
11  process have the consultant come back and say,
12  well, this is where we're going, but that we
13  wanted to see ongoing interaction.
14                 One of the proposals that I made
15  was that there, the ultimate contract with the
16  consultant saying that there should be interaction
17  with the science and technical group towards the
18  beginning, and then sort of in the middle of the
19  process and then again before it was finalized.
20  And just for random numbers, you know, 10 percent
21  of the whole project, 40 percent of the whole
22  project and 70 percent of the whole project.  So
23  that there could be -- if there was a need to have
24  a redirection at any point that that would happen
25  before the whole process was completed.
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 1                 Also we felt that the plan should
 2  address hydropower because it's an in-stream use.
 3  It's not something that we've really been focused
 4  on, and yet it could be a very important point,
 5  particularly if we tried to look at where we might
 6  be able to use dams as a potential way of
 7  increasing low flows at the times when flows were
 8  necessary.  Well, hydropower dams and also flood
 9  control dams would be part of that.  So we've been
10  acknowledging the fact that communication with the
11  Corps of Engineers on flood control dams is
12  probably an important thing to be doing as we move
13  forward.
14                 But one of the things that came
15  through loud and clear that we really must
16  address, the disconnect between registrations and
17  actual use.  And that's something that has been
18  always a conversation around here.  And we spent
19  some time discussing the Coppermine Brook issue.
20  And the withdrawals in that watershed are well
21  within the registration of the companies that are
22  withdrawing there, and yet there was no way of
23  anticipating -- what they were doing was legal,
24  but it still caused the river to go dry.
25                 So the next steps, the main focus
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 1  of our next meeting is going to be, what do we see
 2  our next steps are?  We've sort of all burned out
 3  on the spreadsheet.  I've asked the group to go
 4  back and look at the charge that the Steering
 5  Committee gave to the science and technical group,
 6  and also to see where we think we might be going
 7  next.
 8                 And some of the things we might be
 9  looking at is what emerging threats can we guess
10  at?  You know, these are the unknown unknowns and
11  unintended consequences of what we're doing.  Also
12  what emerging opportunities there are.  And so
13  that's trying to put a, you know, we've got
14  both -- coming at it from the positive and the
15  negative side.  And then also we're talking about
16  what we might be going forward on in terms of
17  implementation.
18                 One question that came up and
19  actually maybe somebody knows the answer in this
20  room is, does the Green Bank do water?  And they
21  certainly do things like solar power and stuff
22  like that.  Do they do anything with water and
23  water conservation?  So I see people's heads
24  shaking.  Does that mean you don't know, or they
25  don't?
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 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  I don't
 2  believe so.
 3                 VIRGINIA de LIMA:  Because it would
 4  be cool if we had something like that that could
 5  help with some water issues as we actually
 6  implement this.  So what kind of things would we
 7  need to do that?
 8                 And as usual, you can see the
 9  science and technical group ends up talking about
10  policy issues, and then we pitch them to Bob.  But
11  it's typically a very interesting, wide-branching
12  discussion.
13                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Well done.
14  Questions for Virginia?
15                 (No response.)
16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Both
17  great, great reports.  You've both have been very
18  busy, and your groups have been busy as well.
19                 We're going to have a little
20  presentation from Eric on our Water Planning
21  Council website.  He's done a lot of work on this
22  and I had a sneak preview of it last week.  It was
23  very impressive.
24                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Okay.  So I'm Eric
25  Lindquist from OPM again.  And thank you, Chairman
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 1  Betkoski for inviting me to give a little short
 2  demo on the website.
 3                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Eric, can
 4  people access this that are on the phone right
 5  now?
 6                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yes, this, the
 7  website you can pull it up on your phone as well.
 8  The website is now active and available to the
 9  public.
10                 ROBERT MOORE:  Larry, if you go on
11  the website for the Water Planning Council you can
12  see what we're being shown.
13                 LARRY BINGAMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.
14                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Once again, Eric
15  Lindquist from OPM.  Hopefully everyone can see.
16  I see the screen is off behind me.  At the last
17  Steering Committee meeting I promised that I'd
18  have the website ready for public comment and
19  review after the holidays, and so we had a
20  two-week review period.
21                 Some people took a good amount of
22  time and went through the site and got back to me
23  with some great suggestions and I'm very
24  appreciative to those people who did that and got
25  back to me.  It was very helpful to improve the
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 1  site and make it more user friendly.
 2                 So here's the homepage of the site
 3  and you can see just a welcoming page.  We have
 4  Chairman Betkoski.  We have two blocks featuring
 5  the latest news updates and featured links that I
 6  plan to keep up to date and relevant as we go
 7  through the water planning process.
 8                 If you scroll to the bottom of the
 9  page you'll see access to a calendar where you can
10  see upcoming readings.  You'll see that today from
11  1 to 4 p.m. is a Water Planning Steering Committee
12  that we're in right now.  And if click on it --
13                 Apparently I'm no longer connected
14  to the Internet, so let me see if I can fix that.
15  And I think I am going to have to put in new
16  credentials now.  I don't know if I can remember
17  them from earlier.
18                 Okay.  I should be able to click on
19  this now.  There we go.  If you click on the link
20  it will bring you to a meeting agenda and meeting
21  location and time.  You can also access the
22  calendar by going up here and clicking meeting
23  calendar.
24                 And you can select the month.  If
25  you want to view previous meetings from, say,
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 1  January you can click okay.  You'll see that we
 2  had a Water Planning Council meeting on the 5th
 3  and advisory group on the 19th, and so forth.  And
 4  if you click those that will bring you to the
 5  former agenda, so hopefully a better way to keep
 6  everyone informed of the meeting calendar.
 7                 Now this orange banner up here is
 8  your main menu.  And we have two -- essentially
 9  the site is broken into two main pieces.  The
10  water planning drop-down has your general
11  information and about page explaining the history
12  of the Water Planning Council, how it came to be,
13  the public acts that give it it's current charge
14  to create a state water plan.  And there's links
15  in here where you can find more information.  We
16  have biographies on the Water Planning Council
17  Members.
18                 And then this page here, the state
19  water plan page essentially gives the overview of
20  the public act, what the Water Planning Council is
21  charged with, the organizational framework of the
22  Water Planning Council with the various groups and
23  committees.
24                 This planning timeline here gives
25  an overview of what's happened in the past and
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 1  what is scheduled to happen in the future, which I
 2  will tweak over time as things change, and update.
 3  You can download project management reports here.
 4                 And speaking of reports and minutes
 5  and such, you can access everything by going to
 6  publications either up here or here.  And I'm
 7  probably going to rename it to minutes of
 8  publications, but here you'll find annual reports,
 9  Steering Committee meeting transcripts, meeting
10  minutes, advisory group meeting minutes,
11  management reports.  And then even some old stuff
12  from back, you know, a decade or more ago from
13  when the WPC was first established.  So lots of
14  great information there, legislative background
15  here.
16                 This stuff was mostly pulled from
17  the stream and water website that is still
18  available, I believe, but I pulled a lot of the
19  information off of there to make it accessible
20  here.  This water management section here doesn't
21  have a drop-down, but I plan on it.  I plan on
22  expanding this in the future.
23                 I'd like to work with staff members
24  from DPH, PURA and DEEP to sort of build this out
25  and make this a better informative resource,
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 1  educational resource for anyone who's looking to
 2  get a good snapshot, comprehensive overview of how
 3  water is managed in the State from the time it
 4  falls as rain to the time it leaves, to Long
 5  Island Sound and everything in between.  So it can
 6  be a little bit convoluted right now to try to
 7  figure out all of DEEP's responsibilities, DPH's
 8  responsibilities.  So I figured this was a great
 9  way to kind of bring that together under this
10  heading.
11                 Now every workgroup also has it's
12  own page.  So the advisory group will have a page
13  explaining what it's charged with.  It will have
14  its meeting minutes here again, membership and so
15  forth.  The Steering Committee also has it's own
16  page.
17                 And these pages, you know, as folks
18  have said, Virginia said at the last Steering
19  Committee meeting, there's nothing worse -- no
20  website is better than an out-of-date website.  I
21  think a lot of people feel that way.  And keeping
22  these pages up to date is going to be something
23  that's my next challenge to work on because I
24  can't do it all on my own.  I'm not involved with
25  every single group.
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 1                 It's going to take assembling a
 2  small committee to essentially have -- I would
 3  like to have either weekly or biweekly meetings to
 4  make sure people are pushing information to me,
 5  pushing updates to me.
 6                 You know, when workgroups are
 7  working on new things, tell me so that I can
 8  update the page and have the most up-to-date
 9  information on there.  Otherwise you know, it's
10  going to get out of date pretty quickly with the
11  progression that we've had here.
12                 So with that I think that's the
13  overview of the website and it's ready to be used.
14                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you
15  very much.  Any questions?  Yes?
16                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  At least when I
17  search for it on my phone I get a different water
18  planning council site on DEEP's page, which is the
19  one that has been up for quite a long time.  So
20  how do you get to this one?  And I also searched
21  on CT.gov Water Planning Council, and it also got
22  me to DEEP's, and then some old reports.
23                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  So what's
24  happening there --
25                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Was that
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 1  the domain we were talking about?
 2                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  What's that?
 3                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Was that
 4  the domain?
 5                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Well the domain,
 6  the address is CT.gov/water.  But what's happening
 7  there is if you search for it using your typical
 8  search engine, Google, Bing, et cetera, they
 9  haven't updated their, you know, however they
10  update their search results.  They have not done
11  this yet to be included in your search results.
12                 They haven't found this yet to
13  include it in your search results when you search
14  for it.  So it's just a matter of time, so that's
15  what you're getting when those old pages come up.
16  But just remember www.CT.gov/water, and that will
17  bring you to the page.
18                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  And let me jump
19  in here on Eric's suggestion about the updates,
20  because we do want to try to keep this as current
21  as possible.  The suggestion that I made was,
22  since nobody needs any more meetings than they've
23  already got, was the idea that Eric could have a
24  set time every week and designated people to call
25  in to give him updates.  And if you can't do it
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 1  have somebody who's a proxy you can who do it.  So
 2  for instance if the advisory group wants to give
 3  an update, and you've had a meeting since the last
 4  time the conference occurred, if somebody could
 5  touch base and participate in a conference call
 6  and provide Eric what he needs to put up there it
 7  will make things a lot smoother.
 8                 The same is true with the two
 9  workgroups, or any of other the workgroups that
10  are listed up there, and the same with the
11  agencies, obviously.
12                 MAUREEN WESTBROOK:  Is it
13  something, too, that we can just e-mail you if we
14  want after a meeting just to have you put it up
15  that way?
16                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, absolutely.
17  And I'm also working on maybe creating a new FTP
18  site, file hosting site that's tied to the website
19  so that nonstate employees, such as workgroup
20  chairs who are not state employees can also log in
21  and upload documents and materials, and it doesn't
22  have to all flow through one person.  So I'm
23  working on that and trying to roll that out in the
24  coming weeks.
25                 One last thing I forgot to mention
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 1  was the e-alert system that's been set up.  I have
 2  sent out two alerts now.  The first alert was the
 3  agenda for this meeting here, which went out back
 4  in January.  Hopefully everyone received that.
 5                 The second one was just to the
 6  advisory group and steering committee this past
 7  week, or on Friday.  So I'll continue to use the
 8  e-alert system going forward.  I'm going to work
 9  also with PURA staff Gail and Tyra to get them set
10  up so that they can also send out alerts.
11                 And we have the new e-mail address,
12  WPC@CT.gov that folks can send e-mail to with
13  questions and work them into the process for
14  steering those emails to the proper channels as we
15  receive them.
16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Nick, did
17  you have a --
18                 NICK NEELY:  Yeah, for those folks
19  outside of state government, you know, one thing
20  Eric mentioned, I think it was a couple weeks ago,
21  was that your, sort of, state IT department,
22  there's sort of a template you have to follow with
23  the banners and the size of the letters and the
24  colors you can use.
25                 And I think, Eric, you said that's
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 1  evolving now and you may have more flexibility
 2  going forward.  But you are constrained in some
 3  ways by what the state IT folks want you to do.
 4  Correct?
 5                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Exactly.  I don't
 6  mean to keep bashing DAS, but you can see here the
 7  layout of the site follows the same layout that
 8  most other agency websites use, and that's just an
 9  administrative requirement of the DAS BEST.  They
10  have a platform that they want every state agency
11  to use, and this is it.
12                 It's old.  It's outdated.  It
13  doesn't work well with new browsers and there's a
14  lot of issues with it, but the hope is that
15  they're going to be rolling out a new platform in
16  the coming year.  That's the hope.  And we'll get
17  a lot more modern features and better
18  functionality.
19                 You can see that that new platform
20  already is in play with the CT.gov main portal,
21  but none of the other state agency websites have
22  implemented it yet.  So that will be -- those
23  changes will be coming in the coming year or so.
24                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Yes?
25                 NICK NEELY:  Nick Neeley.  The
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 1  other issue that came up, we talked about the need
 2  for the working groups to have minutes for all
 3  their meetings and to file that with us, because
 4  that gets posted up on the webpage.
 5                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  And they don't
 6  have to be verbatim.  Like, the summary sheets you
 7  were reading from, Bob, or Virginia, those are
 8  fine.
 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Is that
10  okay?
11                 ROBERT MOORE:  Yeah.  There's a
12  concern about who can put information on there.  I
13  think you might want to be careful about that, so
14  they might want to have, you know, only certain
15  designated people who can provide information that
16  you're comfortable with.
17                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Eric is
18  pretty much the gatekeeper there.
19                 Did you have a question back there?
20                 DAVID KOZMETSKY:  I take it with
21  the older, this website is not considered
22  responsive?
23                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  The recommendation
24  is to use it with Internet Explorer.  It could
25  give you problems if you use it with some modern
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 1  browsers such as Microsoft edge, Google Chrome and
 2  et cetera.  I'm not saying it won't work with
 3  those, but DAS is telling all state agencies now
 4  with the new problems that have cropped up with
 5  the state websites, to tell everyone to use
 6  Internet Explorer as their primary browser.
 7                 DAVID KOZMETSKY:  Is there any kind
 8  of content management background on it?
 9                 ERIC LINDQUIST:  Yeah, exactly.
10  It's all managed through a content management
11  system that's housed over at the Department of
12  Administrative Services.  So that's why every
13  state agency has to go through the same sort of
14  template on their web design, or to work with that
15  content management system.
16                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Any other
17  questions?
18                 (No response.)
19                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you.
20  Excellent job.  I think it's really great.  Thank
21  you.
22                 Mr. Neeley, a little legislative
23  update.
24                 NICK NEELY:  I will be brief.  I
25  think most everyone in this room knows that
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 1  session begins tomorrow.  At noon the Governor
 2  will be delivering his budget address and his
 3  budget to the Legislature.  You pretty much all
 4  know what's in the budget already, since it's out
 5  there.  So that begins at 12.
 6                 And the only water related issue is
 7  that the Energy and Technology Committee is doing
 8  a workshop on sort of an informational session on
 9  February 9th and February 11th.  I think February
10  9th is from 9 to 12.  February 11th, it's from 1
11  to 4.
12                 On the 9th they're going to have
13  the gas and electric companies come in and sort of
14  talk about, you know, where their industries stand
15  today, what changes they've seen over the last
16  several years, what to expect going forward, sort
17  of what are the long-term issues around issues
18  like grid 2.0, you know, essentially the utilities
19  of the future.  That's my understanding.  The
20  agenda is not out yet.
21                 Related to water on the 11th from 1
22  to 4 they're going to be having an informational
23  session where they are inviting in the renewable
24  companies to talk about renewables in Connecticut
25  and sort of where we've been, where we are and
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 1  where we're going.  The kinds of, you know,
 2  assistance, help, guidance they're looking for.
 3                 So I suspect you may have some
 4  representatives of the Hydro industry there on the
 5  11th from 1 to 4.  And that's the information I
 6  have right now.  That's all I have to report.  Any
 7  questions?
 8                 (No response.)
 9                 NICK NEELY:  Thank you.
10                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.
11  Anybody from the public wish to address us?
12                 Yes?  Just state your name?
13                 ALICIA CHARAMUT:  Alicia Charamut,
14  the Connecticut River Watershed Council.
15                 I would like to simply request that
16  there be an update on the water utility
17  coordinating committee status at each Water
18  Planning Council and Steering Committee meeting,
19  please.
20                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Sure.  It's
21  posted on the DPH website as well.  There's a
22  whole WUCC page.  All of the information is there
23  updated regularly.
24                 ALICIA CHARAMUT:  Okay.  Great.  I
25  just ask that there be a summary of these
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 1  meetings.
 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  We'll make
 3  sure it's on the agenda.  Anyone else?
 4                 (No response.)
 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Okay.  The
 6  only other thing I have here -- well, to remind
 7  people of the meetings.  Rob does a great job, to
 8  transcribe them.  The transcripts are available to
 9  the public.  And prior to this meeting we
10  appointed Attorney Bart Halloran to the Steering
11  Committee.  Welcome again.  I hope you enjoyed
12  your first meeting.
13                 R. BARTLEY HALLORAN:  I did.
14                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  And we
15  also appointed Mr. Curtis to the Water Planning
16  Council advisory group.
17                 So if there's no other business to
18  come before us.
19                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  There's one other
20  thing, Mr. Chairman, that I would like to remind
21  everybody of, is that our next meeting is
22  April 5th.  The next one after that will be --
23  it's scheduled for the first week of June.  And a
24  number of us will be away at the annual NCBC
25  conference.
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 1                 So if I might, perhaps you could
 2  have your staff do a little poll of the members to
 3  see what might be a good date perhaps the
 4  following week.  And that way we can give
 5  everybody plenty of notice so that we don't get
 6  into the pinch we've had in the past.
 7                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Very good
 8  okay.  If there's nothing else, thank you all,
 9  committee members and the public for being here
10  today.
11                 Motion to adjourn?
12                 DAVID LeVASSEUR:  Some moved.
13                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Second.
14                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  All those
15  in favor?
16                 THE COUNCIL:  Aye.
17                 VICE CHAIRMAN BETKOSKI:  Thank you
18  very much.
19                  (Whereupon, the above proceedings
20  were concluded at 3:14 p.m.)
21
22
23
24
25
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 3            I hereby certify that the foregoing 115
 4  pages are a complete and accurate computer-aided
 5  transcription of my original verbatim notes taken
 6  of the WATER PLANNING COUNCIL STEERING COMMITTEE
 7  REGULAR MEETING, which was held before JOHN W.
 8  BETKOSKI, III, STEERING COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN and
 9  PURA VICE CHAIRMAN, at the Public Utilities
10  Regulatory Authority, 10 Franklin Square, New
11  Britain, Connecticut, on February 2, 2016.
12
13
14
15
16                 ____________________________
17                 Robert G. Dixon, CVR-M 857
18                 Notary Public, Court Reporter
19                 BCT Reporting, LLC
20                 PO Box 1774
21                 Bristol, Connecticut  06011
22
23       My Commission Expires:  6/30/2020
24
25


BCT Reporting LLC





		Index

		 Number Index

		1

		1 (4)

		1-210 (1)

		10 (1)

		11th (4)

		12 (2)

		12th (1)

		19 (1)

		19th (1)



		2

		2.0 (1)

		2/16 (1)

		20 (1)

		2010-311 (1)

		2010-466 (1)

		24 (1)

		24-hour (1)

		24th (1)

		25 (2)

		26 (1)

		27 (1)

		2nd (1)



		3

		3:14 (1)



		4

		4 (4)

		40 (1)

		41 (2)



		5

		500 (2)

		500,000 (2)

		580 (1)

		5th (2)



		7

		70 (1)



		8

		880 (9)

		880,000 (1)



		9

		9 (1)

		911 (2)

		99.9 (1)

		9th(3)





		$

		$2 (1)

		$400,000 (1)

		$880,000 (5)



		A

		abeyance (1)

		able (8)

		above (1)

		absence (1)

		Absolutely (5)

		abundance (1)

		accelerating (1)

		accept (1)

		access (12)

		accessible (3)

		accomplish (1)

		according (1)

		account (2)

		accused (1)

		acknowledge (1)

		acknowledged (1)

		acknowledging (4)

		act (13)

		Acting (2)

		action (2)

		active (1)

		activities (2)

		activity (2)

		acts (2)

		actual (4)

		actually (14)

		ad (1)

		Adaption (1)

		add (1)

		added (1)

		addition (1)

		additional (6)

		address (8)

		addressed (3)

		addressing (1)

		adjourn (1)

		administer (1)

		administration (1)

		Administrative (6)

		advance (2)

		advertised (1)

		advisedly (1)

		advisory (16)

		affect (1)

		afternoon (4)

		afterwards (1)

		ag (7)

		again (13)

		against (4)

		agencies (18)

		agency (17)

		agenda (6)

		agent (2)

		ago (10)

		agree (10)

		agreed (5)

		agreement (1)

		agrees (1)

		agricultural (3)

		agriculture (2)

		ahead (3)

		alert (1)

		alerts (2)

		Alicia (3)

		all-encompassing (1)

		along (8)

		always (9)

		amend (1)

		amended (2)

		among (1)

		amongst (3)

		amount (10)

		analyze (1)

		and/or (1)

		angels (1)

		animal (1)

		annotated (2)

		annual (3)

		anti-sabotage (1)

		anticipate (1)

		anticipating (2)

		anymore (1)

		apologize (1)

		Apparently (1)

		appealed (1)

		appeared (1)

		appendix (1)

		applicant (4)

		applicants (1)

		application (3)

		apply (4)

		applying (1)

		appointed (6)

		appreciate (3)

		appreciative (1)

		approach (6)

		approached (1)

		approaching (2)

		appropriate (6)

		appropriations (2)

		approval (1)

		approve (2)

		approving (1)

		April (1)

		area (3)

		areas (4)

		arguing (1)

		argument (5)

		around (5)

		arrangements (1)

		arrears (1)

		ASAP (1)

		assembling (1)

		assembly (2)

		assimilation (1)

		assist (1)

		assistance (1)

		assists (1)

		Association (2)

		assume (5)

		assuming (2)

		assumption (3)

		attached (1)

		attack (2)

		attorney (4)

		Authority (6)

		authorization (2)

		avail (2)

		available (16)

		average (1)

		avoid (2)

		aware (2)

		away (3)

		aye (5)



		B

		B-19 (2)

		back (27)

		background (3)

		backing (1)

		bad (2)

		bagged (1)

		bait-and-switch (1)

		balance (1)

		bank (2)

		banner (1)

		banners (1)

		Barnes (1)

		Bart (5)

		BARTLEY (5)

		BARTON (8)

		base (2)

		based (3)

		bashing (1)

		basic (5)

		basically (7)

		basis (6)

		battle (1)

		beating (1)

		became (1)

		BECKAM (18)

		Beckham (3)

		become (1)

		becomes (2)

		becoming (1)

		began (1)

		begin (1)

		beginning (3)

		begins (2)

		behind (1)

		believes (1)

		Ben (1)

		benefit (3)

		best (4)

		bet (1)

		Beth (11)

		BETKOSKI (78)

		Betsey (2)

		Betsy's (1)

		better (12)

		beyond (1)

		big (2)

		bigger (1)

		biggest (2)

		bill (2)

		billed (1)

		Bing (1)

		BINGAMAN (3)

		biographies (1)

		bit (5)

		biweekly (1)

		BLACHINSKI (9)

		black (2)

		blacked (4)

		blank (1)

		bless (2)

		blessing (1)

		blindsided (1)

		blocks (1)

		blueprints (1)

		Bob (7)

		Bob's (1)

		bog (1)

		Bombing (1)

		Bond (2)

		book (1)

		borrow (1)

		boss (1)

		both (11)

		bottom (1)

		breadbasket (1)

		brief (2)

		bring (6)

		bringing (1)

		broad (2)

		broke (1)

		broken (1)

		Brook (1)

		brought (1)

		browser (1)

		browsers (2)

		buckets (1)

		bucks (3)

		budget (5)

		budgetary (1)

		build (1)

		buildings (1)

		bulk (2)

		burden (1)

		burdensome (1)

		Bureau (1)

		buried (1)

		burned (1)

		business (4)

		busy (4)



		C

		C-e-r-a-s-o (1)

		calendar (4)

		call (13)

		Callahan (21)

		calling (1)

		calls (3)

		came (13)

		camp (2)

		can (71)

		capable (1)

		capture (1)

		captured (1)

		care (3)

		careful (2)

		carefully (4)

		carried (2)

		case (10)

		cases (7)

		catchall (1)

		cause (2)

		caused (2)

		center (1)

		Ceraso (15)

		certain (6)

		certainly (3)

		cetera (2)

		CHAIRMAN (81)

		chairs (1)

		challenge (1)

		challenged (2)

		chance (3)

		change (9)

		changed (5)

		changes (7)

		changing (5)

		channels (1)

		Charamut (3)

		charge (4)

		charged (3)

		chat (1)

		cheap (1)

		chipped (1)

		choosing (1)

		Christmas (1)

		Chrome (1)

		chunk (1)

		CIRCA (1)

		circumstances (1)

		circumvent (1)

		cited (2)

		City (1)

		claiming (1)

		clarification (1)

		clarity (3)

		clear (11)

		clearer (1)

		clearly (3)

		click (5)

		clicking (1)

		Climate (5)

		close (4)

		closely (1)

		cognizance (1)

		coined (1)

		coli (1)

		colleague (1)

		colleagues (1)

		collect (1)

		collecting (1)

		collective (1)

		colors (1)

		column (1)

		combination (1)

		comfortable (3)

		coming (10)

		commend (1)

		comment (6)

		commented (1)

		comments (48)

		commission (26)

		Commissioner (1)

		commit (1)

		committed (1)

		Committee (85)

		committee's (1)

		committees (1)

		common (9)

		commonsense (1)

		communication (1)

		Communications (1)

		communities (3)

		community (1)

		companies (6)

		company (2)

		compete (1)

		compiled (2)

		complain (1)

		complaint (3)

		complaints (2)

		completed (1)

		complex (1)

		complicated (2)

		components (1)

		comprehensive (1)

		comprised (1)

		concept (2)

		concern (3)

		concerned (2)

		concerning (1)

		concerns (3)

		concluded (1)

		conduct (1)

		conference (6)

		confidence (2)

		conflicts (1)

		confused (1)

		confusing (2)

		congratulate (1)

		Congratulations (3)

		connected (1)

		Connecticut (11)

		consensus (2)

		consequences (1)

		conservation (8)

		consideration (1)

		considerations (1)

		considered (2)

		considering (2)

		consistent (2)

		consolation (1)

		constrained (1)

		constraints (2)

		construct (1)

		consult (3)

		consultant (15)

		consultants (7)

		consumption (7)

		consumptive (1)

		contact (1)

		contained (1)

		contaminate (1)

		contamination (1)

		content (3)

		contents (3)

		context (1)

		continue (4)

		contract (16)

		control (4)

		controversial (1)

		conversation (6)

		convoluted (1)

		cool (1)

		coordinate (1)

		coordinating (1)

		Coppermine (1)

		Corin (1)

		Corps (1)

		correction (1)

		cost (6)

		Council (35)

		council's (1)

		counsel (4)

		Counselors (1)

		counts (1)

		couple (8)

		course (2)

		court (5)

		cover (2)

		covered (3)

		create (2)

		creating (1)

		credentials (1)

		criteria (1)

		critical (10)

		cropped (1)

		crops (1)

		crosswalk (2)

		crying (1)

		CTgov (2)

		CTgov/water (1)

		curious (1)

		current (2)

		Curtis (1)

		cushion (1)

		customer (2)

		cutoff (1)

		CWA (1)



		D

		dairy (1)

		dam (1)

		damn (1)

		dams (4)

		DAS (14)

		data (13)

		date (7)

		Dave (4)

		David (25)

		day (8)

		days (1)

		de (12)

		dead (1)

		deadline (3)

		deal (7)

		dealbreaker (1)

		debated (1)

		decade (1)

		decide (5)

		decided (5)

		decides (2)

		decision (19)

		decisions (2)

		deemed (1)

		DEEP (8)

		DEEP's (3)

		Deepwater (1)

		defend (2)

		define (3)

		defined (3)

		defines (1)

		defining (1)

		definition (3)

		delegating (1)

		delivering (1)

		demand (2)

		demo (1)

		denied (1)

		DEP (3)

		Department (9)

		depend (2)

		depending (1)

		depends (2)

		depth (2)

		deputize (1)

		deputized (2)

		DES (1)

		described (1)

		describing (2)

		description (1)

		design (1)

		designate (1)

		designated (3)

		designed (2)

		desk (1)

		detail (1)

		detailed (3)

		details (1)

		determination (12)

		determinations (1)

		determine (4)

		determined (2)

		determining (2)

		develop (7)

		developed (2)

		developing (4)

		development (1)

		different (19)

		differently (1)

		difficult (6)

		digest (1)

		diligence (1)

		diligently (2)

		direct (2)

		direction (1)

		directionally (2)

		directions (1)

		Director (1)

		disagree (1)

		disclose (1)

		disclosure (4)

		disconnect (1)

		discovered (1)

		discretion (1)

		discretionary (2)

		discuss (5)

		discussed (3)

		discussing (2)

		discussion (26)

		disregarded (1)

		distinction (2)

		division (1)

		document (18)

		documented (2)

		documenting (1)

		documents (6)

		dollars (6)

		domain (11)

		domestic (1)

		done (24)

		double (1)

		doubles (1)

		down (10)

		download (1)

		DPH (6)

		DPH's (1)

		draft (10)

		drafts (1)

		dreadful (1)

		drinking (1)

		drop-down (2)

		dropdead (1)

		dropping (1)

		drought (7)

		dry (2)

		due (1)

		dump (1)

		Durham-ite (1)

		during (1)



		E

		e-alert (2)

		e-mail (6)

		e-mailed (1)

		e-mails (1)

		earlier (6)

		early (1)

		easier (1)

		economic (1)

		edge (1)

		editorial (4)

		editorialized (1)

		educate (1)

		Education (2)

		educational (1)

		effect (1)

		effective (1)

		effort (1)

		efforts (1)

		eight (2)

		either (9)

		electric (1)

		eleven (1)

		ELLEN (16)

		Ellen's (1)

		else (8)

		elsewhere (3)

		emails (1)

		embedded (1)

		emerald (1)

		emergency (3)

		emerging (2)

		employees (2)

		encompasses (1)

		encourage (2)

		end (10)

		ended (2)

		ending (1)

		ends (2)

		energy (2)

		engaged (1)

		engine (1)

		Engineers (1)

		enjoyed (1)

		enough (5)

		entered (1)

		entire (1)

		entirely (1)

		entirety (1)

		entities (5)

		entity (2)

		enumerated (1)

		envision (3)

		Eric (19)

		Eric's (1)

		especially (1)

		essence (1)

		essential (1)

		essentially (11)

		established (1)

		ET (3)

		evaluation (1)

		evaporative (1)

		even (15)

		events (2)

		everybody (16)

		everybody's (1)

		Everyone (6)

		everyone's (1)

		evidence (1)

		evolving (1)

		exactly (8)

		example (5)

		exceed (1)

		excellent (3)

		except (6)

		excuse (1)

		executive (2)

		exempt (2)

		exempted (2)

		exemption (12)

		exemptions (9)

		exists (1)

		expanded (1)

		expanding (1)

		expect (3)

		expectation (2)

		expectations (3)

		expected (1)

		expedite (1)

		expensive (2)

		experience (3)

		experienced (1)

		explain (2)

		explaining (2)

		explanation (2)

		explicitly (1)

		Explorer (2)

		extensive (1)

		extra (1)

		extreme (1)

		extremely (1)

		eye (1)

		eyes (1)



		F

		faces (1)

		facilities (1)

		facing (1)

		fact (7)

		factors (2)

		facts (1)

		failed (1)

		fair (2)

		fairly (5)

		fall (2)

		falls (1)

		familiar (2)

		familiarity (1)

		far (1)

		Farm (1)

		farming (1)

		fashion (1)

		fast (2)

		favor (5)

		FBI (2)

		FDA (1)

		featured (1)

		features (1)

		featuring (1)

		February (7)

		federal (12)

		feedback (3)

		feel (8)

		feeling (2)

		feels (1)

		fell (1)

		fellow (2)

		felt (7)

		fertilizers (1)

		few (4)

		field (2)

		figure (4)

		figured (1)

		file (2)

		filed (2)

		files (1)

		filing (1)

		fill (1)

		final (7)

		finalize (2)

		finalized (1)

		finally (1)

		financially (2)

		find (6)

		finding (2)

		findings (1)

		fine (4)

		firm (1)

		first (22)

		fiscal (2)

		five (1)

		fix (2)

		fixes (1)

		fixtures (1)

		flaw (1)

		flesh (2)

		flexibility (1)

		floating (1)

		flood (5)

		flooding (1)

		flow (4)

		flows (3)

		fluid (1)

		flurry (1)

		focus (6)

		focused (3)

		focusing (2)

		FOI (13)

		FOIA (8)

		folks (17)

		follow (5)

		follow-up (4)

		followed (1)

		following (3)

		follows (1)

		Food (4)

		foresee (1)

		forever (1)

		forget (1)

		forgot (1)

		forgotten (1)

		former (1)

		formulate (1)

		forth (5)

		forthcoming (1)

		forum (3)

		forward (27)

		found (2)

		four (1)

		frame (1)

		framework (1)

		Frank (1)

		frankly (3)

		freedom (10)

		French (1)

		Friday (4)

		friendly (1)

		front (1)

		fruit (1)

		FTP (1)

		fulfill (1)

		full (5)

		function (1)

		functionality (1)

		fundamental (1)

		funded (1)

		funder (1)

		funding (9)

		funny (1)

		further (3)

		future (3)

		fuzzy (1)



		G

		Gail (2)

		Galant (1)

		game (1)

		gap (1)

		gas (1)

		gatekeeper (1)

		gave (7)

		gems (1)

		Gene (10)

		general (5)

		generally (2)

		generations (1)

		gentler (1)

		gets (3)

		given (5)

		gives (3)

		giving (3)

		glad (2)

		global (1)

		God (1)

		goes (8)

		Good (21)

		Google (2)

		government (5)

		Governor (1)

		grants (1)

		gray (2)

		great (19)

		greatest (2)

		green (2)

		grid (1)

		ground (8)

		grounds (3)

		groundwater (2)

		group (39)

		groups (4)

		grower (1)

		growers (2)

		growing (2)

		growth (2)

		guerilla (1)

		guess (8)

		guidance (1)

		guides (1)

		guys (1)



		H

		half (3)

		HALLORAN (7)

		Halloran's (2)

		Hampton (1)

		hand (3)

		handle (1)

		handled (1)

		handout (1)

		HANNICK (14)

		happen (9)

		happened (5)

		happening (4)

		happens (5)

		happy (9)

		hard (3)

		hate (1)

		head (2)

		heading (1)

		heads (1)

		health (7)

		hear (4)

		heard (3)

		hearing (10)

		heart (1)

		held (5)

		hell (1)

		Hello (2)

		help (7)

		helpful (11)

		Hennick (4)

		here's (6)

		hesitate (1)

		hey (1)

		Hi (1)

		high (1)

		high-priority (1)

		highly (1)

		highway (1)

		hire (1)

		hired (1)

		hiring (1)

		history (3)

		hit (1)

		hoc (1)

		hold (3)

		holding (3)

		holidays (1)

		Homeland (6)

		homepage (1)

		honest (2)

		honestly (2)

		honesty (1)

		Hook (1)

		hope (7)

		hopefully (11)

		hoping (5)

		Horizon (1)

		horrible (1)

		horse (1)

		hosting (1)

		hour (1)

		hours (1)

		housed (1)

		Hudak (1)

		huge (2)

		hundred-year (1)

		hundreds (1)

		Hydro (1)

		hydropower (2)

		hypothetical (1)

		hypothetically (2)



		I

		idea (4)

		ideas (1)

		identified (3)

		identify (2)

		identifying (1)

		imagine (1)

		impact (3)

		impacts (1)

		implement (1)

		implementation (1)

		implemented (1)

		implementor (2)

		implication (1)

		implies (2)

		importance (2)

		important (9)

		impoverished (1)

		impressive (1)

		improperly (1)

		improve (1)

		in-stream (1)

		inadvertently (1)

		incentivize (2)

		include (1)

		included (2)

		Including (2)

		incongruity (1)

		increasing (1)

		independently (1)

		individuals (1)

		industries (2)

		industry (3)

		influential (1)

		information (45)

		informational (2)

		informative (2)

		informed (1)

		infrastructure (8)

		initial (1)

		initially (1)

		ink (1)

		input (1)

		insights (1)

		instance (7)

		Institute (1)

		insurmountable (1)

		integrate (1)

		integrated (1)

		intended (1)

		interact (1)

		interaction (4)

		interest (2)

		interested (1)

		interesting (4)

		interests (1)

		intergovernmental (1)

		interior (1)

		Internet (4)

		interpret (2)

		interpretation (1)

		interrupt (1)

		interrupting (1)

		interstate (1)

		intimately (1)

		into (14)

		Invite (2)

		inviting (2)

		involved (7)

		irresponsible (1)

		irrigators (1)

		Island (1)

		issue (21)

		issues (29)

		item (1)

		iterations (1)



		J

		Jack (1)

		Jane (24)

		January (4)

		Jeff (14)

		Jeff's (1)

		JEFFREY (19)

		Joan (2)

		job (5)

		jobs (1)

		John (3)

		joined (1)

		Jonathan (1)

		judge (1)

		jump (3)

		June (1)

		justifiably (1)

		justify (1)



		K

		keep (10)

		keeping (2)

		kick (2)

		kind (38)

		kinds (4)

		knowledgeable (1)

		known (1)

		knows (5)

		KOZMETSKY (2)



		L

		lack (1)

		lake (1)

		lakes (2)

		language (2)

		lap (1)

		large (4)

		largely (2)

		Larry (4)

		last (23)

		late (1)

		later (5)

		latest (1)

		law (23)

		law-enforcement (1)

		lawns (1)

		laws (3)

		lawyer (1)

		layout (2)

		lead (2)

		leading (1)

		leaks (1)

		leans (1)

		learned (1)

		least (12)

		leave (1)

		leaves (3)

		legal (3)

		legislation (2)

		legislative (8)

		Legislature (7)

		legitimate (2)

		less (7)

		letter (1)

		letters (2)

		lettuce (1)

		LeVasseur (22)

		level (11)

		levels (4)

		liberal (1)

		lighter (1)

		likely (4)

		Likens (6)

		LIMA (12)

		Linda (1)

		LINDQUIST (12)

		lines (3)

		lining (1)

		link (1)

		links (2)

		list (4)

		listed (5)

		listen (2)

		literally (1)

		little (16)

		location (2)

		log (2)

		logic (1)

		logistics (1)

		long (8)

		long-term (1)

		longer (1)

		look (34)

		looked (3)

		looking (28)

		looks (3)

		Lori (2)

		lost (1)

		lot (25)

		lots (1)

		lottery (1)

		loud (3)

		low (3)

		low-flow (2)

		Lucchina (1)

		Lynn (2)

		Lynn's (1)



		M

		mad (1)

		mail (1)

		main (4)

		major (1)

		majority (1)

		makes (5)

		making (6)

		managed (2)

		Management (10)

		mandate (1)

		mandatory (1)

		manner (2)

		many (5)

		map (1)

		maps (1)

		March (2)

		MARGARET (32)

		margin (2)

		market (11)

		marketplace (1)

		Mary (1)

		Massachusetts (1)

		match (1)

		matching (1)

		material (1)

		materials (3)

		matter (6)

		matters (1)

		Maureen (30)

		Maureen's (1)

		may (18)

		maybe (11)

		MDC (2)

		mean (28)

		meaningful (1)

		means (2)

		meet (5)

		meeting (44)

		meetings (10)

		member (3)

		members (11)

		membership (1)

		mention (3)

		mentioned (6)

		menu (1)

		merits (1)

		met (3)

		method (1)

		methodology (1)

		Michael (17)

		microphone (2)

		Microsoft (1)

		middle (1)

		might (28)

		Mike (3)

		militate (1)

		million (9)

		mind (2)

		minds (2)

		mindset (1)

		MINER (27)

		minimums (1)

		minute (1)

		minutes (10)

		mirror (1)

		missed (1)

		mistake (4)

		mistaken (1)

		modern (2)

		Modernization (2)

		modified (1)

		monetary (1)

		money (21)

		monies (1)

		monitor (1)

		monitoring (2)

		month (2)

		monthly (1)

		months (4)

		MOORE (20)

		more (41)

		morning (3)

		most (18)

		mostly (2)

		motion (13)

		motions (1)

		move (15)

		moved (2)

		movement (1)

		moving (4)

		much (25)

		muddled (1)

		multiple (1)

		multitude (1)

		municipal (5)

		Mushinsky (1)

		must (1)

		myself (4)



		N

		name (6)

		narrowed (1)

		narrowly (1)

		nationwide (1)

		nature (2)

		naughty (1)

		NCBC (1)

		nearly (1)

		necessarily (2)

		necessary (3)

		need (27)

		needed (4)

		needs (3)

		Neeley (2)

		NEELY (4)

		negative (1)

		negotiate (6)

		negotiation (1)

		neighborhood (2)

		NEIWPCC (15)

		Nevermind (1)

		new (10)

		news (1)

		next (22)

		nexus (1)

		nice (3)

		Nichols (1)

		Nick (6)

		nineties (1)

		nitpicky (1)

		nobody (2)

		none (2)

		nonexempt (1)

		nonstate (1)

		noon (1)

		normally (3)

		notice (1)

		notify (1)

		notwithstanding (1)

		number (12)

		numbers (1)

		nurseries (1)

		nursery (2)



		O

		o'clock (1)

		O'Neill (1)

		objected (1)

		obligation (1)

		obviously (3)

		occasions (1)

		occur (1)

		occurred (1)

		odd (1)

		off (11)

		offered (2)

		Office (1)

		Officer (4)

		officers (1)

		often (2)

		Oklahoma (1)

		old (4)

		older (3)

		once (4)

		One (91)

		ones (3)

		ongoing (1)

		only (18)

		onto (3)

		open (2)

		openness (1)

		operations (1)

		opinion (1)

		OPM (3)

		opportunities (1)

		opportunity (6)

		Opposed (5)

		opposite (1)

		orange (1)

		order (12)

		organization (2)

		organizational (1)

		others (2)

		otherwise (7)

		ought (1)

		ourselves (1)

		out (68)

		out-of-date (1)

		outdated (1)

		outdoor (2)

		outline (1)

		outlined (2)

		outside (5)

		over (12)

		overall (3)

		overrule (1)

		oversight (3)

		overview (4)

		overwhelming (1)

		own (4)



		P

		page (12)

		pages (3)

		paranoid (1)

		part (15)

		participate (1)

		participation (1)

		particular (4)

		particularly (4)

		partly (1)

		parts (1)

		passed (3)

		passing (1)

		passionate (1)

		past (6)

		pathway (2)

		paying (1)

		peace (1)

		peak (1)

		pencil (1)

		pending (2)

		people (53)

		people's (2)

		percent (4)

		perfect (2)

		perfectly (1)

		perform (1)

		perhaps (4)

		period (5)

		person (6)

		personal (1)

		personnel (2)

		persons (1)

		perspective (2)

		Peter (1)

		phase (33)

		phases (4)

		phasing (3)

		phone (9)

		phrase (2)

		pick (1)

		picked (1)

		picking (2)

		picture (3)

		piece (5)

		pieces (2)

		pin (1)

		pinch (1)

		pitch (1)

		place (4)

		places (1)

		plan (45)

		Planning (36)

		plans (7)

		platform (3)

		play (4)

		playing (1)

		please (7)

		pleased (2)

		plenty (1)

		plot (1)

		plumbing (1)

		pm (2)

		point (22)

		police (1)

		Policy (13)

		poll (2)

		pollution (2)

		Pomperaug (1)

		poor (1)

		population (2)

		portal (1)

		pose (2)

		posed (1)

		position (2)

		positive (1)

		possibility (1)

		possible (8)

		possibly (2)

		posted (3)

		posting (1)

		pot (2)

		potential (4)

		power (3)

		PowerPoint (1)

		practical (1)

		preamble (1)

		precisely (1)

		preclude (1)

		preferable (1)

		preferred (1)

		premature (1)

		prepared (5)

		preparing (1)

		present (1)

		presentation (4)

		Presumably (1)

		pretend (1)

		pretty (13)

		prevail (1)

		preview (1)

		previous (3)

		primarily (2)

		primary (1)

		prior (2)

		priority (1)

		privy (1)

		Probably (15)

		problem (10)

		problems (3)

		proceed (5)

		proceedings (1)

		process (37)

		processes (1)

		produced (2)

		producers (2)

		product (2)

		program (3)

		programmatically (1)

		programs (1)

		progress (1)

		progression (1)

		project (9)

		projections (1)

		promised (1)

		proper (2)

		property (3)

		proposal (4)

		proposals (3)

		propose (1)

		proposed (3)

		proposing (1)

		protect (3)

		protected (4)

		protecting (1)

		protection (2)

		protections (1)

		protective (1)

		provide (5)

		provided (5)

		provides (1)

		providing (2)

		proxy (1)

		public (38)

		publications (2)

		publicly (1)

		pull (2)

		pulled (3)

		pump (1)

		PURA (2)

		purpose (3)

		purposes (1)

		push (1)

		pushed (1)

		pushing (2)

		put (14)



		Q

		QBS (1)

		qualifications (9)

		qualified (8)

		qualifying (1)

		quals (1)

		quantify (1)

		quantities (1)

		quick (4)

		quickly (3)

		quite (7)



		R

		Radka (2)

		rain (1)

		raised (4)

		raising (1)

		random (1)

		rarely (1)

		rate (2)

		rated (1)

		rather (5)

		re-look (1)

		reached (1)

		reaction (1)

		read (8)

		reading (2)

		readings (1)

		ready (7)

		real (2)

		realistic (1)

		really (28)

		realm (2)

		reason (6)

		reasonable (4)

		reasons (5)

		Rebecca (1)

		recall (1)

		receive (1)

		received (1)

		receptivity (1)

		recognize (2)

		Recognizing (2)

		recommendation (9)

		recommendations (1)

		recommended (1)

		record (10)

		records (20)

		recurring (1)

		recycle (1)

		recycled (1)

		recycling (1)

		redaction (2)

		redirection (1)

		reduce (1)

		reference (2)

		references (2)

		referred (1)

		referring (2)

		refers (2)

		reflect (1)

		reflected (1)

		refusal (1)

		regarding (1)

		Regional (2)

		registration (1)

		registrations (1)

		regular (1)

		regularly (1)

		regulations (3)

		reinvent (1)

		relate (1)

		related (7)

		relates (2)

		relationship (1)

		release (9)

		released (8)

		releasing (2)

		relevant (5)

		rely (1)

		relying (1)

		remaining (1)

		remember (7)

		remind (2)

		rename (1)

		renewable (1)

		renewables (1)

		repercussion (1)

		repetition (2)

		report (6)

		reporting (1)

		reports (6)

		Representative (5)

		representatives (4)

		representing (1)

		reps (1)

		request (18)

		requested (2)

		requester (2)

		requests (5)

		required (1)

		requirement (1)

		requirements (2)

		requires (1)

		requiring (2)

		rescuing (1)

		reservoir (3)

		Resiliency (2)

		resource (3)

		respect (4)

		respectfully (1)

		respects (1)

		respond (5)

		responded (1)

		respondent (1)

		respondents (2)

		responding (1)

		responds (1)

		response (10)

		responses (1)

		responsibilities (3)

		responsive (3)

		rest (2)

		result (3)

		results (3)

		rethink (1)

		review (14)

		reviewed (2)

		reviewing (2)

		revision (1)

		rewound (1)

		RFP (13)

		RFPs (1)

		RFQ (37)

		RFQ's (1)

		RFQs (1)

		Right (30)

		rise (1)

		risk (12)

		risky (1)

		River (3)

		road (3)

		Rob (1)

		ROBERT (19)

		rocksolid (1)

		role (4)

		roles (1)

		roll (1)

		rolling (1)

		room (5)

		rough (2)

		round (1)

		rule (1)

		ruled (1)

		ruling (3)

		run (2)

		Ryan (1)



		S

		safe (5)

		safety (8)

		same (11)

		Sandy (1)

		sat (2)

		satisfaction (1)

		saving (1)

		savings (3)

		saying (15)

		SAYRE (3)

		schedule (12)

		scheduled (2)

		science (6)

		scope (8)

		scoping (2)

		screen (1)

		scroll (1)

		sea (2)

		search (7)

		searched (1)

		second (9)

		seconded (1)

		secondly (1)

		secret (2)

		secrets (1)

		section (3)

		security (19)

		security-wise (1)

		seeing (3)

		seek (1)

		seeking (2)

		seem (2)

		Seems (4)

		sees (1)

		select (2)

		selected (2)

		selecting (2)

		selection (2)

		send (5)

		sending (1)

		sense (8)

		sensitive (3)

		sent (3)

		sequentially (1)

		serious (1)

		serve (1)

		Services (5)

		serving (1)

		session (6)

		set (7)

		setting (2)

		seven (1)

		several (4)

		shaking (1)

		shape (1)

		shaped (1)

		share (1)

		shared (3)

		sheets (1)

		shoehorned (1)

		shootings (1)

		short (4)

		shortages (1)

		shorter (1)

		shortly (2)

		shove (1)

		show (3)

		shown (1)

		side (1)

		sign (1)

		significant (1)

		signify (2)

		signing (1)

		similar (3)

		simple (1)

		simplistically (1)

		simply (7)

		single (1)

		sit (4)

		site (8)

		sitting (4)

		situation (2)

		situations (1)

		six (2)

		size (3)

		skeleton (1)

		skewed (1)

		slow (1)

		slower (1)

		small (3)

		smaller (1)

		smoother (1)

		snapshot (1)

		sneak (1)

		solar (1)

		sole (1)

		solid (1)

		solve (1)

		somebody (15)

		somebody's (1)

		somehow (3)

		someone (9)

		sometimes (5)

		somewhat (1)

		somewhere (1)

		soon (1)

		sooner (2)

		sorry (1)

		sort (20)

		sought (4)

		Sound (1)

		sounds (1)

		source (8)

		sources (3)

		span (1)

		speak (5)

		speaking (2)

		specific (3)

		specifically (3)

		specificity (4)

		spend (1)

		spent (2)

		spirit (1)

		split (1)

		spot (1)

		spreadsheet (5)

		staff (7)

		staggering (1)

		stand (2)

		Standpoint (1)

		start (9)

		started (2)

		starting (1)

		starts (1)

		state (50)

		State's (1)

		statements (1)

		states (9)

		statewide (1)

		statistics (1)

		status (3)

		statute (17)

		Statutes (2)

		statutory (2)

		Steering (43)

		Steinberg (1)

		step (1)

		step-back (1)

		steps (4)

		still (9)

		stop (3)

		stopping (1)

		storage (3)

		storm (1)

		storms (1)

		strategy (1)

		STRATTON (2)

		stream (2)

		streamflow (3)

		streams (1)

		street (2)

		streets (2)

		structure (2)

		structured (1)

		studies (1)

		study (4)

		stuff (14)

		subcommittee (10)

		subcommittees (1)

		subdivision (1)

		subject (4)

		submits (1)

		submitted (1)

		subsection (1)

		subsequent (1)

		substantive (10)

		successful (2)

		suggest (3)

		suggested (1)

		suggesting (2)

		suggestion (11)

		suggestions (1)

		SULLIVAN (18)

		summary (5)

		summer (2)

		Sunday (1)

		supply (21)

		support (1)

		supported (1)

		suppose (1)

		supposed (3)

		sure (29)

		surprise (2)

		surrogate (1)

		Susan (7)

		suspect (2)

		sustainability (1)

		sustainable (1)

		SUTHERLAND (1)

		switch (1)

		switching (1)

		system (8)



		T

		table (5)

		talk (12)

		talked (7)

		talking (9)

		tandem (1)

		tank (1)

		target (1)

		task (1)

		tasks (11)

		team (1)

		technical (5)

		Technology (1)

		telephonic (1)

		telling (2)

		tells (2)

		template (2)

		tend (1)

		terms (22)

		terrorist (2)

		testing (3)

		Tetreault (1)

		theory (1)

		thereof (1)

		thinking (8)

		third (1)

		THOMAS (34)

		though (5)

		thought (11)

		thoughtful (1)

		thousand (1)

		threat (1)

		threats (1)

		three (4)

		three-week (1)

		throughout (2)

		thumb (1)

		Thursday (2)

		tied (3)

		Tighe (1)

		tight (3)

		timeframes (1)

		timeline (1)

		timely (1)

		times (4)

		timing (1)

		today (16)

		together (7)

		Tom (12)

		tomorrow (3)

		took (5)

		top (1)

		topic (2)

		total (1)

		totally (1)

		touch (1)

		towards (3)

		trade (1)

		traditional (1)

		transcribe (1)

		transcripts (2)

		transpiration (1)

		trees (1)

		tremendous (1)

		tried (3)

		true (4)

		truly (1)

		trust (3)

		try (10)

		trying (20)

		Tuesday (3)

		turn (2)

		turnaround (4)

		tweak (1)

		two (26)

		two-step (1)

		two-week (1)

		type (2)

		types (3)

		typical (1)

		Typically (4)

		Tyra (1)



		U

		UConn (3)

		ultimate (2)

		ultimately (5)

		unclear (1)

		uncomfortable (2)

		under (21)

		underlies (1)

		underlying (1)

		Undersecretary (1)

		understands (1)

		understood (1)

		undo (1)

		Unfortunately (1)

		unintended (1)

		uniquely (1)

		unknown (1)

		unknowns (1)

		unless (1)

		unusual (1)

		up (65)

		up-to-date (1)

		upcoming (1)

		update (7)

		updated (2)

		updates (4)

		upheld (3)

		upload (1)

		upstream (1)

		use (19)

		used (2)

		useful (1)

		user (1)

		users (2)

		uses (5)

		using (2)

		usual (1)

		usually (3)

		utilities (5)

		utility (11)



		V

		Valentine's (1)

		value (3)

		variation (1)

		variety (1)

		various (3)

		vegetable (2)

		vendor (4)

		venues (1)

		verbatim (1)

		versus (5)

		vestiges (1)

		vetted (1)

		via (2)

		viable (1)

		VICE (77)

		view (4)

		Virginia (22)

		visitor (1)

		Vitagliano (2)

		voice (2)

		volume (1)

		voluntary (1)

		volunteer (2)

		vote (3)

		votes (1)

		vulnerable (1)



		W

		Wait (2)

		waiting (1)

		wake (1)

		walk (1)

		walruses (1)

		wants (4)

		Washington (1)

		waste (3)

		wastewater (1)

		Water (113)

		waters (1)

		watershed (3)

		way (32)

		ways (3)

		wealthier (1)

		web (1)

		webpage (1)

		website (13)

		websites (3)

		Wednesday (1)

		week (14)

		weekend (1)

		weekly (1)

		weeks (3)

		weigh (1)

		weighing (1)

		Welcome (2)

		welcoming (1)

		well-maintained (1)

		wells (2)

		weren't (1)

		WESTBROOK (21)

		what's (19)

		wheel (1)

		Whereupon (1)

		who's (7)

		who've (1)

		whole (12)

		wide-branching (1)

		widely (1)

		willing (1)

		win (3)

		wind (1)

		Wingfield (1)

		winter (2)

		wisdom (1)

		wish (1)

		withdrawals (1)

		withdrawing (1)

		withheld (3)

		withhold (3)

		withholding (1)

		within (5)

		without (4)

		wondering (3)

		word (1)

		words (1)

		wordsmithing (3)

		work (43)

		worked (3)

		workgroup (7)

		workgroups (3)

		working (18)

		works (3)

		workshop (1)

		worried (1)

		worse (1)

		worth (2)

		WPAC (1)

		WPC (1)

		WPC@CTgov (1)

		wrapped (1)

		writing (1)

		written (7)

		wrong (3)

		wrote (1)

		WUCC (2)

		wwwCTgov/water (1)



		Y

		year (10)

		years (9)

		yesterday (1)

		yield (5)

		yields (2)

		Young (1)







