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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We're going
  


 2   call this meeting to order, the Water Planning
  


 3   Council, Statewide Water Plan Steering Committee
  


 4   to order for August 5th -- April 5th, sorry.  I
  


 5   wish it was August -- for April 5th.  I'm Jack
  


 6   Betkoski, Chairman if this group.
  


 7                  Should we go around the room
  


 8   quickly and introduce ourselves?
  


 9                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Dave
  


10   LeVasseur, Office of Policy and Management, Vice
  


11   Chairman.
  


12                  BART HALLORAN:  Bart Halloran, MDC.
  


13                  DAVID SUTHERLAND:  David Sutherland
  


14   the Nature Conservancy, longstanding member of the
  


15   committee.
  


16                  MARGARET MINER:  Margaret Miner,
  


17   just joined the committee, Rivers Alliance.
  


18                  BOB MOORE:  Bob Moore, Policy
  


19   Chair.
  


20                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Betsey Wingfield
  


21   filling in for Mike Sullivan until he arrives.
  


22                  CHRIS CLARK:  Chris Clark, Mohegan
  


23   Tribal Utility Authority.
  


24                  JULIE ZIMMERMAN:  Julie Zimmerman
  


25   Yale University.
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 1                  ANDREW LORD:  Andrew Lord,
  


 2   Connecticut Association of Water Pollution Control
  


 3   Authorities and the Connecticut Water Pollution
  


 4   Abatement Association.
  


 5                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And who's on the
  


 6   phone, please?
  


 7                  LARRY BINGAMAN:  Hi.  This is Larry
  


 8   Bingaman and John Hudak with the Regional Water
  


 9   Authority.
  


10                  ELIN KATZ:  Elin Katz, Consumer
  


11   Counsel.
  


12                  BETH BARTON:  Beth Barton from Day
  


13   Pitney.
  


14                  GENE LIKENS:  Gene Likens, aquatic
  


15   scientist.
  


16                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I heard another
  


17   beep.
  


18                  SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE:  Yeah, this
  


19   is Susan Sayre calling in from Smith College.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi, Susan.
  


21                  Okay.  Good afternoon, everyone.
  


22   Welcome and we have a full agenda, a very busy
  


23   agenda this afternoon.  And what we're going to do
  


24   this afternoon is hear a presentation from CDM
  


25   Smith regarding -- and NEIWPCC is going to kind of
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 1   facilitate this conversation.
  


 2                  Do you want to introduce them,
  


 3   please?
  


 4                  JANE CERASO:  Okay.  Can everybody
  


 5   hear me?  Hi.  I'm Jane Ceraso with the New
  


 6   England Interstate Water Pollution Control
  


 7   Commission.  We've been contracted to oversee the
  


 8   process of hiring a contractor for the State Water
  


 9   Plan.
  


10                  Just as a quick reminder about
  


11   what's happened so far, the Water Planning Review
  


12   Subcommittee has opted to go with an RFQ, or a
  


13   request for qualifications process rather than an
  


14   RFP process based on the magnitude of this project
  


15   and the complexity.
  


16                  The thought was that if we found a
  


17   contractor who was highly qualified to take on
  


18   this project that that would help inform the next
  


19   steps which will be the scoping and detailing of
  


20   the project, and timelines and keeping everybody
  


21   on task with a very challenging project in a short
  


22   timeframe.
  


23                  So we posted an RFQ.  NEIWPCC
  


24   posted an RFQ on our contractor opportunities
  


25   pages on 27 professional environmental websites







7


 1   and sent it to 27 separate environmental
  


 2   consultants, as well as all of the Connecticut
  


 3   disadvantaged business enterprises.
  


 4                  We had one RFQ submittal.  The
  


 5   submittal was determined to be qualified by the
  


 6   RFQ review committee.  After looking at 12
  


 7   different factors, the factors were very broad,
  


 8   such as what is the applicant's specific
  


 9   experience related to water planning, state or
  


10   regional water plans, projects with water
  


11   utilities, demand management and state agencies
  


12   including Connecticut.  After scoring those 12
  


13   factors the RFQ committee voted unanimously that
  


14   the consultant was qualified.
  


15                  We did survey the nonresponses,
  


16   nonrespondents to the RFQ and we got responses
  


17   such as the respondents had no experience
  


18   conducting state water plans.  The proposed
  


19   schedule and expectations were too difficult to
  


20   meet.  The firm was unable to commit resources to
  


21   the project given their current workload, or given
  


22   the scope of the plan and the completion timeline
  


23   the firm did not have the resources to submit a
  


24   proposal at that time.
  


25                  So Tom Callahan is going to be
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 1   presenting a little bit about what the next steps
  


 2   on this process are and then we're going to have a
  


 3   presentation by CDM Smith who is our consultant
  


 4   here today.  We're hoping that they can run
  


 5   through their presentation which will be
  


 6   addressing their qualifications and their prior
  


 7   work on the individuals who are here today.
  


 8                  And then after they've given the
  


 9   presentation they would accept comments and
  


10   questions from the Water Planning Council
  


11   Subcommittee here.
  


12                  THE CHAIRMAN:  One second, please.
  


13   One of the things I neglected to do was public
  


14   comment.  I see some individuals here.  Would you
  


15   like to give public comment today?  Anybody here,
  


16   or would you like to observe?
  


17                  (No response.)
  


18                  THE CHAIRMAN:  You're going to
  


19   observe.  Okay.  If you'd like to give public
  


20   comment you'll have an opportunity later as well.
  


21   So welcome.
  


22                  Okay.  Please proceed, Tom.
  


23                  TOM CALLAHAN:  So where we are, as
  


24   Jane described, is the RFP review group which
  


25   consisted of Jane, myself, David LeVasseur, Betsey
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 1   Wingfield, some combination of Ellen Blaschinski
  


 2   and a member of her staff, and Len DeJong.  I
  


 3   think I've got everybody -- who reviewed CDM/MMI's
  


 4   submission made a determination that in our
  


 5   judgment based on the factors that were to be
  


 6   judged against that, the submission was deemed to
  


 7   be qualified.
  


 8                  What we have asked CDM and MMI to
  


 9   do today is to prepare a presentation for the
  


10   Council's review that summarizes the material that
  


11   was in their submission, which you all have had an
  


12   opportunity to see, and then provide you, the
  


13   Steering Committee, with an opportunity to ask
  


14   whatever questions you might have.  And then to
  


15   provide the Water Planning Council with your
  


16   assessment, if you will, your advice in terms of
  


17   your determination whether or not you think we
  


18   ought to try to negotiate a contract with CDM and
  


19   MMI.
  


20                  We're assuming, as I said, the
  


21   workgroup essentially made a determination that
  


22   they were qualified.  What we need, I think
  


23   because of the representation from the Steering
  


24   Committee being reflective of the key stakeholders
  


25   that will be engaged in this process as we're
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 1   going forward, we're looking for your sense of
  


 2   whether or not MMI -- excuse me, CDM and MMI fit
  


 3   the bill for what needs to get done as far as the
  


 4   State Water Planning process is concerned.
  


 5                  Assuming if we get to a point where
  


 6   people are comfortable, then what we'll do, what
  


 7   the workgroup will do through NEIWPCC is seek to
  


 8   negotiate a scope schedule and a budget and bring
  


 9   that back to the Water Planning Council for it's
  


10   review and a determination whether or not to
  


11   approve moving forward through NEIWPCC with a
  


12   contract with CDM and MMI.
  


13                  Is that clear to everybody?  Does
  


14   anyone have any questions?
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Any questions for
  


16   Tom from the Steering Committee?
  


17                  (No response.)
  


18                  TOM CALLAHAN:  So with that, I
  


19   think Jane, remind me we provided how much time?
  


20   How much time for the presentation?
  


21                  JANE CERASO:  I think we said about
  


22   20 minutes.
  


23                  TOM CALLAHAN:  About 20 minutes,
  


24   and then as much time as the Steering Committee
  


25   would like in terms of questions or comments that
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 1   they'd like to see CDM and MMI respond to, and
  


 2   then we'll go forward from there.
  


 3                  So with that, I'll turn it over to
  


 4   the team.  I'll ask them to introduce themselves.
  


 5   I believe if you're not here physically to see the
  


 6   presentation I believe it has been sent to you so
  


 7   that if you're on the phone you should be able to
  


 8   follow along.  Okay?
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Tom.
  


10                  MARGARET MINER:  I do have a
  


11   question.  I don't think we got the presentation
  


12   sent to us.
  


13                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  It should
  


14   have been mailed out, e-mailed out yesterday,
  


15   Margaret.
  


16                  TOM CALLAHAN:  The e-mail came from
  


17   whom?
  


18                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Tyra, I
  


19   believe.
  


20                  TOM CALLAHAN:  And it went to the
  


21   Steering Committee.  Correct?
  


22                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Correct.
  


23                  MARGARET MINER:  So maybe we both
  


24   missed it.
  


25                  BETH BARTON:  I haven't got one
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 1   either.  I've got various spreadsheets that had
  


 2   came from Virginia, but I don't --
  


 3                  BOB MOORE:  I didn't get it either.
  


 4                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Oh,
  


 5   really?  It didn't go to the whole Steering
  


 6   Committee?
  


 7                  TOM CALLAHAN:  Excuse me for a
  


 8   second.  What didn't you get?  The presentation
  


 9   itself?
  


10                  MARGARET MINER:  Yes.
  


11                  TOM CALLAHAN:  You did get the RFQ,
  


12   the submission that came with the RFQ?
  


13                  MARGARET MINER:  No, I don't think
  


14   so.
  


15                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  There was
  


16   a link in the minutes.  When the minutes were sent
  


17   out last -- I mean, the agenda, there was a link
  


18   there to be able to review the RFQ.
  


19                  MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  But I think
  


20   we had reviewed it last time and it was fine the
  


21   last time.
  


22                  BETH BARTON:  I'm sorry.  This is
  


23   Beth Barton.  Is the presentation the same as the
  


24   document prepared by CDM Smith entitled,
  


25   qualifications?
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 1                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  No, it's
  


 2   not.
  


 3                  BETH BARTON:  Okay.  Thank you.
  


 4                  ELIN KATZ:  This is Elin.  Is this
  


 5   the State Water Plan proposal link, the CDM Smith
  


 6   PDF?
  


 7                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Elin,
  


 8   that's the proposal.  That's the RFQ that was
  


 9   submitted by CDM Smith.  That's different from the
  


10   presentation that's being presented today.  This
  


11   is more of a followup and a summation and flushing
  


12   out a little bit of their proposal.
  


13                  ELIN KATZ:  Okay.  Thank you.
  


14                  MARGARET MINER:  So to get the
  


15   document you just were referring to we should go
  


16   back to the link on the last set of minutes?
  


17                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  The last
  


18   agenda that was sent out last week had a link
  


19   embedded in it.
  


20                  MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  The agenda
  


21   I went to is, I went to the OPM website and the
  


22   agenda hadn't gone up yet.
  


23                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  No, I'm
  


24   talking about the individual e-mail that would
  


25   have been sent to all the members of the Steering
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 1   Committee last Tuesday with the agenda.
  


 2                  MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  I'll look
  


 3   for it.  Thanks.
  


 4                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  For those people
  


 5   on the phone the CDM presentation will be e-mailed
  


 6   to you momentarily.
  


 7                  ELIN KATZ:  Okay.  Thank you.
  


 8                  TOM CALLAHAN:  Are you ready for
  


 9   them to proceed?
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, please proceed.
  


11                  JOE LALIBERTE:  Well, thank you all
  


12   very much.  We're here with CDM Smith and Milone &
  


13   MacBroom.  I'm Jo Laliberte, the proposed project
  


14   principal.
  


15                  We actually are shocked that you
  


16   didn't get other proposals on this, although I
  


17   think the two firms together, we've been tracking
  


18   this with you guys for about two years.
  


19                  We certainly are well versed in
  


20   what was coming up, but we hope that as you hear
  


21   our presentation and as you look through our
  


22   quals, that it's not just simply a selection based
  


23   on the only firm that submitted, but the fact that
  


24   we would have welcomed any other firms to have
  


25   submitted.  And we would have demonstrated that we
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 1   were among the most qualified, both nationally and
  


 2   locally, and that's why CDM Smith teamed with
  


 3   Milone & MacBroom.
  


 4                  So just a quick agenda.  We're
  


 5   going to do the introductions of our team.  That's
  


 6   going to be the next slide, and then we're going
  


 7   to go through qualifications and then some of the
  


 8   recent experiences that we've had with state water
  


 9   plans.
  


10                  But what's in the gray here, that
  


11   was not included in the presentation.  It was to
  


12   foster open communications this morning when we
  


13   had a dry run of this presentation with the
  


14   selection committee.  We talked a little bit more
  


15   about, you know, how an approach and things will
  


16   be actually performed as we go forward.
  


17                  So as I had mentioned earlier my
  


18   name is Joe Laliberte.  I am the proposed
  


19   principal in charge.  A little bit about myself,
  


20   I've done some work with various disabilities on
  


21   water distribution, water mains, water tanks,
  


22   water treatment, but my primary background is
  


23   actually on the wastewater side.
  


24                  So of the wastewater side I have
  


25   facilitated the implementation and the planning on
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 1   major wastewater projects, but what I'm supported
  


 2   with around me are people who actually have done
  


 3   all water plans similar to this and they'll be the
  


 4   ones that will be leading the project.
  


 5                  On this particular project my role
  


 6   will be to execute the contract.  My role will be
  


 7   to make sure that we adhere to scope, schedule and
  


 8   budget, and my role will be to make sure that we
  


 9   adhere to CDM Smith's rigorous QA/QC process.
  


10   I'll be working directly with Kirk Westphal, who
  


11   is our proposed project manager, in making sure
  


12   that he is complying with each of those things.
  


13   And we'll also be working with Jane as needed on
  


14   an interim basis to make sure that we are in fact
  


15   meeting the client's needs of where we need to be
  


16   for schedule, scope and whatnot.
  


17                  So I have with me Kirk Westphal,
  


18   who I just mentioned he is our proposed project
  


19   manager.  Sue Morey is the proposed technical
  


20   director.  Claire Baldwin is our company's lead
  


21   facilitator for facilitating workshops like these,
  


22   and David Murphy who's with Milone & MacBroom who
  


23   will be helping us with the, really the boots on
  


24   the ground in understanding the State and what all
  


25   your current issue are.







17


 1                  I'm going to ask each one of us to
  


 2   talk a little bit about ourselves and I'm going to
  


 3   start with Kirk.
  


 4                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Thanks.  It's a
  


 5   pleasure to be here today.  I'm Kirk Westphal.
  


 6   I'm the proposed project manager for this study.
  


 7                  I thought we would each tell you a
  


 8   little bit about what we each bring to the table
  


 9   as our own personal qualifications and credentials
  


10   and then talk a little bit about what this team
  


11   brings in aggregate.
  


12                  I've worked on three state water
  


13   plans in the country, Oklahoma and Georgia and
  


14   South Carolina.  I've been the technical director
  


15   for the work in South Carolina.  I've also
  


16   directed a number of integrated resource plans,
  


17   plans that are basically regional water plans that
  


18   integrate water and wastewater and often reclaimed
  


19   water plants.
  


20                  I've done a lot of facilitation of
  


21   stakeholder groups.  I've helped mediate water
  


22   disputes in some very contentious environments
  


23   both here and abroad, but what I'm known for in
  


24   the firm is taking large complex problems and
  


25   boiling them down into something simple and
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 1   explaining them to people, and the consequences of
  


 2   decisions.  And so that's what I enjoy doing.
  


 3   That's what I love to do and that's what I hope to
  


 4   be doing here in Connecticut.
  


 5                  Sue?
  


 6                  SUE MOREY:  Thanks.  I'm Sue Morey
  


 7   and I'll be serving as technical director.
  


 8   Together with Kirk, Kirk and I serve as CDM
  


 9   Smith's experts in State Water Planning.  I've
  


10   worked on five other state water plans for the
  


11   firm.  I've been working on the Colorado water
  


12   plan for the last 14 years.  I've worked in
  


13   Oklahoma, Arkansas, Missouri and the Georgia water
  


14   plans.
  


15                  Over the 14 years in Colorado in
  


16   working on the Colorado water plan I facilitated
  


17   over 300 basin roundtable meetings.  That's the
  


18   stakeholder component of the Colorado water plan.
  


19   I also bring experience in integrated planning.
  


20   And Kirk and I together have worked on a
  


21   nationwide study with the Corps of Engineers
  


22   looking at statewide water planning trends
  


23   throughout the country.
  


24                  CLAIRE BALDWIN:  Hi there.  I'm
  


25   Claire Baldwin.  I'm not going to use the mic.  So
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 1   if you can't hear me, let me know.  But I'm your
  


 2   facilitator, so I have a big voice naturally.
  


 3   Anyway, I've got about 25, 30 years in the
  


 4   industrial sector with engineering construction.
  


 5                  My background originally is in
  


 6   environmental planning and urban regional design,
  


 7   and I was doing a lot of planning in master plans
  


 8   for communities, but they weren't going to
  


 9   actionable work.  So I actually went back and did
  


10   my doctoral degree in organizational dynamics,
  


11   organizational psychology to work specifically in
  


12   facilitation to help groups go through, and go
  


13   from thinking about concepts into actual plans.
  


14   So I'm going to be working with this team.
  


15                  As you see, my colleagues have a
  


16   lot of facilitation experience, but I'm actually
  


17   the neutral who's here to help move us all towards
  


18   action for the different interests and
  


19   stakeholders you have.  And that will be all to
  


20   brings us towards a plan that we're trying to put
  


21   forward for you.
  


22                  So, looking forward to working with
  


23   you all, and I'm sure you'll be able to hear my
  


24   voice.
  


25                  DAVID MURPHY:  Hi, everybody.
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 1   David Murphy from Milone & MacBroom, Manager of
  


 2   Water Resources Planning at the company.  And many
  


 3   of you know me from projects such as the water
  


 4   diversion permitting; CEPA environmental impact
  


 5   evaluations; the work at UCONN, for example, to
  


 6   bring water to UConn; and then also the upcoming
  


 7   WUCC project.  These are all bits and pieces of
  


 8   the experience that we hope to bring to this, this
  


 9   project.
  


10                  I will be supported by Janine
  


11   Gouin, Jim MacBroom, Scott Bighinatti and others
  


12   in our office, but I'll be the face of the firm
  


13   for this effort.
  


14                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think the
  


15   greatest strength of this team in aggregate is the
  


16   fact that we blend the tremendous amount of
  


17   national experience in statewide water planning
  


18   with familiarity and understanding of the water
  


19   issues in Connecticut.
  


20                  Throughout the country we've dealt
  


21   with climates that are wet and dry.  We've dealt
  


22   with stakeholders that perceive water pressures
  


23   and future changes as advantageous, or as
  


24   contentious.  We've dealt with interbasin
  


25   transfers.  We've dealt with water quality.  We've
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 1   dealt with filling the supply gaps.  We've dealt
  


 2   with a lot of issues in a lot of different
  


 3   environments.
  


 4                  In Connecticut we've dealt with
  


 5   supply and demand issues.  We've dealt with the
  


 6   interbasin issues.  We've dealt with water quality
  


 7   issues in Connecticut.  We are very familiar with
  


 8   the work the committees and the councils have done
  


 9   in preparation for this plan and long before this
  


10   plan had its genesis.
  


11                  We have a long-standing history in
  


12   Connecticut, both firms do, with the issues here
  


13   in Connecticut.  And what we bring as a team is
  


14   the ability to blend the national experience and
  


15   the lessons we've learned through other states and
  


16   how they bring stakeholders together to work
  


17   through contentious issues with our intimate
  


18   knowledge of the issues in Connecticut.
  


19                  CDM Smith has done more statewide
  


20   planning than any other firm in the country.
  


21   We've been involved in eight statewide plans, as
  


22   you can see on the map, in various capacities and
  


23   have led most of them.  In addition to that, we've
  


24   done more than 40 integrated resource plans, which
  


25   again are regional water plans that often look at
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 1   water and wastewater and water quality and
  


 2   reclaimed water all together under one umbrella
  


 3   with the understanding that each decision affects
  


 4   other positions, and resources are inherently
  


 5   connected.
  


 6                  We've also, as Sue mentioned,
  


 7   worked on two national studies that have been
  


 8   really summarized as surveys of national trends in
  


 9   statewide planning, trying to understand what
  


10   drives states to do comprehensive statewide plans
  


11   and how they actually enact the plans.  What are
  


12   the plans to gather people together, collect their
  


13   interests and turn those interests into statewide
  


14   policy?
  


15                  I helped author a book about ten
  


16   years ago for the Environmental Water Resources
  


17   Institute that summarized a lot of those trends.
  


18   And we learned a lot about how the drivers and
  


19   ultimately policies changed from one region of the
  


20   country to another.
  


21                  And then about five years later Sue
  


22   and I worked together with the Corps of Engineers
  


23   to update that study and to see how the trends
  


24   were changing.  And this, this was one of the
  


25   things that came out of it, just an understanding
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 1   of different drivers in different parts of the
  


 2   country.
  


 3                  And you can see at the time in the
  


 4   East some of the biggest concerns were growing
  


 5   demand and growing populations.  That sort of has
  


 6   reversed now in some cases, and Connecticut being
  


 7   one of them.  Water quality has always been a
  


 8   driver in the East and now water scarcity is
  


 9   starting to be talked about a lot more here in the
  


10   Northeast and along the East Coast.
  


11                  Places like Georgia that have
  


12   always been considered water rich are experiencing
  


13   pressures from regulatory environments, from
  


14   interstate agreements and from climate change that
  


15   are making suddenly their water a lot less
  


16   available than it was five or ten years ago.
  


17                  In the request for proposals on
  


18   this we noticed 17 objectives that have been sort
  


19   of -- we understood as a composite list of the
  


20   objectives from different councils and groups that
  


21   have been talking about the formulation of this
  


22   plan.
  


23                  And through our work with the
  


24   statewide plans and regional plans and our work
  


25   here in Connecticut we've touched on each and
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 1   every one of those issues personally.  Members of
  


 2   this team and others in our firm have dealt with
  


 3   these issues.  So we bring a lot of our collective
  


 4   experience from the country and from this state to
  


 5   bear specifically on the objectives that you're
  


 6   looking to achieve.
  


 7                  One of the things that I think is
  


 8   helpful and unique about our team is not only do
  


 9   we have a lot of experience developing and
  


10   executing the plans, we have experience developing
  


11   what they need to be, scoping them, helping
  


12   stakeholders and decision makers decide what
  


13   ultimately should be in the plan and what
  


14   shouldn't be.
  


15                  We're currently writing the plan,
  


16   the scope of work for the State of Missouri for
  


17   their water plan.  We've done that for Oklahoma
  


18   and Arkansas, as well as Colorado.  Each time we
  


19   do this we emphasize from the beginning that the
  


20   plan is not a set of answers.  It is not a
  


21   solution to water problems.  It is a framework for
  


22   solving these issues in the future as guidelines
  


23   for policy that can be turned into regulations or
  


24   legislation, but it is not the answer itself.  And
  


25   it's important to understand that.
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 1                  I think we've taken what we've done
  


 2   in other states and adapted it into a process in
  


 3   this diagram that can best be described with two
  


 4   different tacks, one with some supporting
  


 5   analysis.  There's a tremendous amount of data in
  


 6   this state, a data-rich state.  And a lot of that
  


 7   data will go to helping us evaluate the supply and
  


 8   demand currently, and the supply and demand in 30
  


 9   or 40 or 50 years out, and how that might change.
  


10                  And how that might change with
  


11   other changes in future conditions, how the
  


12   climate trends might tend to affect the potential
  


13   gaps or surpluses between supply and demand
  


14   regulations, how regulations might affect water
  


15   availability and competing uses for water,
  


16   environmental uses and recreational uses and
  


17   consumptive uses, how those balances that are
  


18   different today and different 40 or 50 years ago,
  


19   how different they might be, what impact those
  


20   changes might have.
  


21                  That information will affect and
  


22   inform the decision process, the planning process
  


23   which begins right upfront with very clear
  


24   organizational objectives that begins actually
  


25   with the scoping.  But this is where the
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 1   stakeholders come together, and there are a lot of
  


 2   lists out there with different objectives and
  


 3   different visions for this plan.
  


 4                  Right from the beginning we need to
  


 5   consolidate that into a consensus-based list of
  


 6   objectives for the water plan, and from that it
  


 7   will be informed with a lot of the analysis that
  


 8   we do and we'll be able to start working with you
  


 9   to prioritize the issues and to start
  


10   understanding the alternatives for addressing
  


11   them.  And ultimately through all of that work
  


12   we'll be able to translate the goals and
  


13   objectives, the data into directives for policy
  


14   for the State.
  


15                  CLAIRE BALDWIN:  So just to speak a
  


16   little bit to how do we do that, you know, there
  


17   is no magic bullet or secret ingredient here.
  


18   However what we found -- and these are lists of
  


19   different types of conflicts we've seen in the
  


20   work that we've done collectively -- that the goal
  


21   is to find common ground.
  


22                  And traditionally people are
  


23   positional, but if we can raise it up to find the
  


24   common interests and tap into the collective
  


25   wisdom of the gathered committees and gathered
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 1   groups, the idea is to find that common ground to
  


 2   be able to build the structure.  That's kind of
  


 3   like, say, the floor, the framework for the plan,
  


 4   which hopefully my job will be able to do that.
  


 5                  So we can find those overlapping
  


 6   points to start that dialogue from, and then put
  


 7   it together in such a manner because you've got so
  


 8   much data.  You've got so much awareness and
  


 9   you've got so much talent in this state that you
  


10   can come together in a way to protect it, but at
  


11   the same time also meet those interests that
  


12   occasionally become positions.
  


13                  So that will be the process we'll
  


14   be going through, as it will be a
  


15   common-ground-based one for moving forward.
  


16                  SUE MOREY:  So as we've said, we've
  


17   worked with several states.  We've delivered all
  


18   of our state water plans on time and under budget,
  


19   or at budget.  And these are some comments that
  


20   we've received from some of our state agencies
  


21   that we've worked with.  We've also received two
  


22   ACEC awards, one from Colorado and recently last
  


23   week for Arkansas.
  


24                  The Colorado state plan, which I
  


25   mentioned I've been working on for the last 14
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 1   years, the impetus to do the plan was drought, but
  


 2   that wasn't really the sustaining principle of the
  


 3   plan.  It was really in response to competing
  


 4   demands and growth pressures that are going on in
  


 5   Colorado.
  


 6                  But there are many elements of the
  


 7   Colorado plan that you have in your plan, or your
  


 8   table of contents in the RFP.  We did an extensive
  


 9   demand and supply assessment of resources in the
  


10   state.  We put together a value of recreational
  


11   and environmental waters.
  


12                  As a matter of fact, that map was a
  


13   bottom-up map where we showed attributes,
  


14   environmental attributes that each planning
  


15   region -- or there it's called basin roundtable --
  


16   utilized.  Subsequent to that we developed an
  


17   environmental toolbox working with the Nature
  


18   Conservancy to actually implement some of these
  


19   things.
  


20                  We also have taken on interbasin
  


21   transfers which are extremely controversial in the
  


22   state of Colorado, and looked at the impacts of
  


23   interbasin transfers, both in the basin of origin
  


24   and the receiving basin for water supply.  And all
  


25   this was done with heavy stakeholder involvement.
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 1                  Some of the outcomes from the first
  


 2   round of planning in Colorado was that it was a
  


 3   precursor to legislation, mainly House Bill 1177,
  


 4   which is called Water for The 21st Century Act,
  


 5   which institutionalized the planning regions in
  


 6   Colorado and also provided funding for the
  


 7   planning regions to do their own basin planning as
  


 8   well as keep this overall statewide umbrella plan
  


 9   in place.
  


10                  In Georgia, again it was
  


11   precipitated by crisis, drought, but not a
  


12   sustaining principle of the plan because the next
  


13   year it started raining.  But there's competing
  


14   demand and growth throughout the state.  Some of
  


15   the contrasting aspects of the Georgia plan,
  


16   there's heavy interstate issues.  A couple of
  


17   cases are proceeding to the Supreme Court.
  


18   There's also groundwater withdrawals and over
  


19   drafting that are complicating interstate issues.
  


20                  We're in the second round of
  


21   planning for Georgia.  We were contracted to do
  


22   three planning regions and now we're contracted to
  


23   do six planning regions.  And they're currently
  


24   trying to evaluate the implementation aspects from
  


25   the original, the original plan six years ago.
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 1                  DAVID MURPHY:  Thanks, Sue.  As a
  


 2   firm, Milone & MacBroom has been involved in many,
  


 3   many kinds of planning processes in the state of
  


 4   Connecticut for municipal to regional.  We thought
  


 5   we'd highlight here a project that many of you
  


 6   remember dearly, I think, the Southeastern
  


 7   Connecticut Water Utility Coordinating Committee.
  


 8                  We produced a coordinated water
  


 9   supply plan in about the year 2000, in 2001 after
  


10   a two, two-and-a-half-year planning process.  Of
  


11   the original four WUCC regions, it's the only plan
  


12   that was approved by DPH.  I think one of the
  


13   greatest things about the southeastern region is
  


14   that after the planning process was finished that
  


15   region has embarked on a very robust water
  


16   resources planning agenda.  Chris has been a big
  


17   part of it, and Jim Butler from the COG.
  


18                  And so what that shows is that
  


19   after a plan is finished a region can continue on
  


20   its own with help sometimes in water resources
  


21   planning.
  


22                  JOE LALIBERTE:  And so in closing,
  


23   we started at 1:16, so I am going to make sure we
  


24   finish on schedule.  I've got two minutes.  I
  


25   could just blab on for two minutes.
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 1                  But we hope that through our
  


 2   presentation that we demonstrated that we have the
  


 3   utmost statewide planning throughout the United
  


 4   States.  We coupled that with the best of
  


 5   understanding Connecticut and the issues that you
  


 6   guys are dealing with.
  


 7                  We've shown that we have a
  


 8   facilitator on the board that certainly has dealt
  


 9   with issues like this in bringing groups together
  


10   and understanding how to do that.  And we have the
  


11   strength and resources to deliver the project.
  


12                  Between Milone & MacBroom and CDM
  


13   Smith we actually have over 200 staff within the
  


14   state of Connecticut.  And then we have other
  


15   staff that are within a driving distance away to
  


16   help that have the national experience to bring to
  


17   this table to make sure that we deliver the plan.
  


18                  And then I guess in closing I would
  


19   just say that the five of us have been on
  


20   conference calls and in meetings amongst ourselves
  


21   for the last two months just strategizing how to
  


22   deal with this problem and how to, you know, the
  


23   issues that you're facing, and how can we all work
  


24   together?
  


25                  And we are extremely excited to
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 1   finally bring our thoughts and ideas to you guys
  


 2   and hopefully collectively get your thoughts and
  


 3   ideas back so that we can all work together for a
  


 4   path forward to have the water state plan done on
  


 5   schedule and delivered, what everybody wants it to
  


 6   be.
  


 7                  So at this point we would open it
  


 8   up to questions.
  


 9                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
  


10                  Questions from members of the
  


11   Steering Committee?
  


12                  BOB MOORE:  We've been working on a
  


13   variety of issues.  I chair the Policy Committee
  


14   of the Steering Committee.  And how have you
  


15   thought about integrating your work with the
  


16   various -- the two subcommittees that we have with
  


17   Virginia and myself?
  


18                  DAVID MURPHY:  I think initially
  


19   one of the things that we'll do well as a
  


20   subcontractor working for the CDM Smith team is
  


21   trying to bring some of those issues to the table
  


22   and explain them, and get the subcommittees
  


23   involved directly.
  


24                  So with that said, as I work with
  


25   the team here to understand those issues and
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 1   explain what's been going on over the past year,
  


 2   year and a half, they'll be able to take that and
  


 3   look at it from a more national viewpoint, which I
  


 4   think is very important and necessary.  So I'm
  


 5   going to help them understand locally and then
  


 6   they're going to look at it with their eyes from
  


 7   other states, and see how to look at that in a
  


 8   different way.
  


 9                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think, too, the
  


10   engagement would begin right away.  The scoping
  


11   process would be a collaborative process with this
  


12   committee, and subcommittees representing a
  


13   variety of people and stakeholder groups from the
  


14   state of Connecticut.  So that process of
  


15   facilitating discussions would begin right away
  


16   from the scoping and then into the statement of
  


17   objectives, and then throughout the rest of the
  


18   process.
  


19                  THE CHAIRMAN:  David?
  


20                  DAVID SUTHERLAND:  Yeah, I was
  


21   wondering as you've had your internal and external
  


22   conversations and discussions about this, were
  


23   there any real things that gave you great pause or
  


24   hesitation about submitting or engaging with this,
  


25   with this effort?
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 1                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Nothing that gave
  


 2   us pause about submitting, honestly.  But the
  


 3   concerns we have, there are always difficulties
  


 4   and each state has different obstacles to
  


 5   overcome.
  


 6                  I think the most serious issue that
  


 7   concerns our group is the number of various
  


 8   opinions that are out there about what the plan
  


 9   should actually look like, and trying to come to
  


10   consensus on the structure and format of a water
  


11   plan, ultimately what its utility will be and what
  


12   it will include and not include is going to be a
  


13   challenge.
  


14                  But it's the type of challenge that
  


15   we face really in every state when we embark on
  


16   one of these plans.  We've got thousands and
  


17   thousands of people who are interested in the
  


18   outcome, and representatives of those people who
  


19   bring in a lot of different perspectives.
  


20                  And so that's why we've asked
  


21   Claire to join the team, to help facilitate those
  


22   discussions to find the common ground among all
  


23   the different lists that we've seen of objectives
  


24   and conditions for the plan, to find common ground
  


25   from the beginning so we don't go off in too many
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 1   directions.  And it's a focused plan and it's a
  


 2   plan based on consensus.
  


 3                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret?
  


 4                  MARGARET MINER:  I'm impressed you
  


 5   didn't say money, which would have been my first
  


 6   response to that last question.
  


 7                  Your section on your experience in
  


 8   Connecticut, is that mostly through Milone &
  


 9   MacBroom?  Or have you all, minus Milone &
  


10   MacBroom, done projects in Connecticut?
  


11                  JOE LALIBERTE:  We certainly have
  


12   done projects in Connecticut for a number of
  


13   municipalities, but not to the level that Milone &
  


14   MacBroom has done them.  So if we had filled out
  


15   that table with just Connecticut on our own I
  


16   think we would have had a fairly substantial
  


17   amount of check marks, but clearly Milone &
  


18   MacBroom coming to our team has added a
  


19   significant amount of check marks.
  


20                  MARGARET MINER:  So I know that
  


21   Milone & MacBroom has been and is currently very
  


22   involved in the WUCC planning and I had questions,
  


23   maybe more for DPH, but one for you.
  


24                  In the WUCC planning, among the
  


25   many things that are supposed to be considered is
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 1   water quality, flood management, recreation and
  


 2   aquatic habitat issues.  So those are criteria
  


 3   that are going to be, or are required by statute
  


 4   to be considered in the WUCC planning.
  


 5                  And how do you plan -- let's say,
  


 6   same aquatic habitat issues, how do you see what
  


 7   work you do on that subject is dovetailing or
  


 8   superseding, or in some way relating to WUCC,
  


 9   WUC's work on that same subject?
  


10                  DAVID MURPHY:  You know, the WUCC
  


11   related questions were frankly anticipated and I'm
  


12   glad to have them.  You know, Margaret our role is
  


13   to make sure -- we have a unique opportunity to
  


14   directly link the two processes, which we might
  


15   not have that if we weren't involved.  I think
  


16   that's a benefit.
  


17                  It's our goal to have there be
  


18   direct coordination, which is going to help both,
  


19   both processes.  You know, the two, WUCC and State
  


20   Water Plan had been sort of lapping each other as
  


21   they run around, you know, this track at the high
  


22   school.  And they've both, you know, come to the
  


23   front a few times and now they're going to start
  


24   at the same time.
  


25                  I think that's ideal.  I know
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 1   there's been some angst about that.  I think the
  


 2   two starting at the same time will allow a lot of
  


 3   information to pass back and forth.  As there are
  


 4   findings in the WUCC they can go to the State
  


 5   Water Plan, and vice versa.  I'm very excited
  


 6   about it.
  


 7                  To specifically answer your
  


 8   question, it's my job to make sure those
  


 9   considerations are well coordinated.  I don't have
  


10   an exact technical answer for you right now.  I
  


11   think we'll learn as we get into it, but that's,
  


12   you know, what I'm here to take care of.
  


13                  MARGARET MINER:  So obviously this
  


14   has been discussed in the science subcommittee at
  


15   WUCC meetings and other meetings.  I think the
  


16   idea that it would be coordinated was on the table
  


17   quite a while.  I'm assuming that there will be an
  


18   effort not to have duplicate projects.
  


19                  Do you anticipate that the WUCC
  


20   plan and the water supply plan will have the same
  


21   data related to, say, aquatic habitat, the same
  


22   analysis, so that there won't be duplicate efforts
  


23   to collect the data?
  


24                  So do you see data that does apply
  


25   to both plans being collected in one way, and
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 1   being consistent between the two plans?
  


 2                  DAVID MURPHY:  I do.  I think
  


 3   there's definitely opportunities for efficiency
  


 4   and we'll be looking to maximize that.  I think it
  


 5   makes a lot of sense.  Just to be clear, there
  


 6   will be data for the -- I mean, the WUCC process
  


 7   is predicated on public water systems and that is
  


 8   really the focus.
  


 9                  We do not want that to dominate the
  


10   State Water Plan by any means, so there's going to
  


11   be a larger universe of data looked at for the
  


12   State Water Plan.  And I'm happy, again to
  


13   coordinate the two, but it's likely that CDM will
  


14   be processing and looking at a lot more
  


15   information than the WUCC will.  But to the extent
  


16   that they share the same data, that's the goal, is
  


17   to coordinate this.
  


18                  MARGARET MINER:  So you're sort of
  


19   the coordination point person?
  


20                  DAVID MURPHY:  That's one thing I'm
  


21   sort of good at, I guess.  Yeah, coordination.  I
  


22   will be.
  


23                  GENE LIKENS:  The is Gene Likens on
  


24   the phone.
  


25                  And Margaret, I'm sorry to have
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 1   interupted you, but as far as to participate on
  


 2   the phone, I was interested in the same line of
  


 3   questions, and your answer to the initial question
  


 4   was all the various interests and goals that
  


 5   people have across the state.
  


 6                  Could you speak a little bit -- and
  


 7   I know this is early on and really kind of unfair,
  


 8   but issues that you've encountered in other states
  


 9   and in thinking about Connecticut that really
  


10   presents major challenges such as inventories of
  


11   groundwater?
  


12                  SUE MOREY:  Yes, there are
  


13   challenges across the board.  I presented a few on
  


14   Colorado and Georgia.  Certainly it appears that
  


15   Connecticut is a data-rich state, but there are
  


16   data challenges in terms of getting everything.
  


17   What we strive to do is get everything on a common
  


18   technical platform.  It's not identical, but as
  


19   much of a common technical platform as we can for
  


20   certainly supply and demand related data.
  


21                  On the environmental assessment
  


22   side, the data that comes in, in terms of species
  


23   and use classifications and those kinds of things,
  


24   another function that we've been successful with
  


25   in a state water plan is actually building an
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 1   attributes map in terms of environmental
  


 2   importance by different planning regions, or
  


 3   basins, or communities in terms of what people
  


 4   view as significant environmental attributes for
  


 5   consideration.
  


 6                  That goes into the planning process
  


 7   and as you start to implement you can start to tie
  


 8   some projects, restoration projects or flow
  


 9   related release projects to those environmental
  


10   attributes.
  


11                  We talked earlier today.  You know,
  


12   one of the biggest challenges in any state water
  


13   plan far and away is the integration of the
  


14   stakeholders getting consensus, getting them moved
  


15   from, you know, off-positions and into interest so
  


16   we can develop a comprehensive plan that is
  


17   somewhat consensus based.
  


18                  The technical issues, although
  


19   challenging, are not as complex as human beings
  


20   are.  So we felt fairly confident in terms of
  


21   being able to gather information on the technical
  


22   side, on supply and demand, models, you know,
  


23   getting, gathering all the data and doing some
  


24   kind of analysis of that.  It's the
  


25   decision-making framework that we find in all
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 1   state plans, and I would assume Connecticut would
  


 2   be no exception, as the largest challenge.
  


 3                  However, we do have a fairly tried
  


 4   and tested process in terms of formulating water
  


 5   supply objectives.  And when I say, water supply,
  


 6   I don't mean just water supply for public water
  


 7   systems, but water supply for all uses.  And to
  


 8   get people to understand everyone's values and
  


 9   create an integrated plan.
  


10                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I'll add one thing
  


11   to that on the data side.  With respect to
  


12   something we find commonly with every state plan
  


13   we've done, and that's the data necessary to
  


14   support decisions on in-stream flow management.
  


15                  In-stream flow in Connecticut,
  


16   you're a lot farther along than most states are,
  


17   actually.  A lot of states are doing this kind of
  


18   planning in a vacuum without the advantages in
  


19   policies that are getting rolled out and tested.
  


20                  Here we have some frameworks for
  


21   some policies and an opportunity to study the
  


22   impacts and the benefits of these policies not in
  


23   a vacuum.  And I think that's a real advantage to
  


24   this data that we have here in this state.
  


25                  GENE LIKENS:  Thank you.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew?
  


 2                  ANDREW LORD:  Yeah, I just have a
  


 3   couple of questions.  The legislation that's
  


 4   driving this effort is in response to some pretty
  


 5   urgent problems that we have.  And one of the
  


 6   things that you said about the plan is that it's
  


 7   not going to provide solutions.  It's going to
  


 8   provide a framework for solutions.
  


 9                  The other thing that caught my
  


10   attention was that you've been working with
  


11   Colorado for 14 years, and I'm kind of interested
  


12   in your approach to actually solving some of the
  


13   problems that we have through this plan sooner
  


14   rather than later, and certainly in less than 14
  


15   years.
  


16                  SUE MOREY:  No, I just wanted to
  


17   clarify the 14 years.  So it's because the State
  


18   has been continually updating every five years the
  


19   statewide water supply initiative.  So it was two
  


20   years to do the original SWSI project and then
  


21   there was an institutionalizing the basin
  


22   roundtables.  We were the contractor to support
  


23   the basin roundtables, from a technical standpoint
  


24   to do their own basin plans.
  


25                  And then in five years' time it was
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 1   time again for the State to update.  They had
  


 2   obligated the water conservation board to update
  


 3   every five or six years.  So then it was time to
  


 4   re-update supply and demands.
  


 5                  We took a lot of feedback from the
  


 6   original, because this was the first time there
  


 7   was a comprehensive plan like that done in
  


 8   Colorado.  We took some feedback on things like,
  


 9   you know, we had started with a 30-year planning
  


10   horizon and people thought that was too short.  We
  


11   wanted to do a 50.  People wanted to look at
  


12   climate change.  It hadn't been considered in the
  


13   previous plan, et cetera.  So that's why there was
  


14   that time period.
  


15                  But certainly outcomes can happen.
  


16   I think when Kirk said the framework, so for
  


17   example, the difference between the solution and
  


18   the framework supports, you know, the plan isn't
  


19   legislation, but it supports a framework for the
  


20   legislative body to move forward with legislation.
  


21   The same thing as that plan is not policy, but can
  


22   be used as the backbone for a policy-setting kind
  


23   of procedure, those kinds of things.
  


24                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And during the
  


25   planning process we may encounter some solutions
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 1   to some of the problems.  I think part of it is
  


 2   prioritizing those issues that can be solved from
  


 3   those that need more legislative momentum and that
  


 4   sort of thing.
  


 5                  But the plan for those will provide
  


 6   at least the consensus backing, as much as we can
  


 7   get from the stakeholders, to provide a platform
  


 8   for that legislation moving forward.
  


 9                  ANDREW LORD:  Okay.  So just in my
  


10   simple terms, we have a problem that we know we
  


11   have with the Fenton River and the Quinnipiac
  


12   River.  Those seem to be priority things.  What
  


13   would the plan say about the problems that we
  


14   have?  I mean, I know I'm putting you on the spot.
  


15                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I don't think we
  


16   can say really anything about what the solutions
  


17   would be supposed to be, but the hope is -- and
  


18   Dave, maybe you can add some detail?
  


19                  The hope is that the process of
  


20   bringing people together who have objectives for
  


21   these rivers will find some common ground.  And
  


22   the plan will identify some alternatives and
  


23   evaluate all of the alternatives in a fair and
  


24   advised way for that, for those situations.
  


25                  Dave, you want to add something?
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 1                  DAVID MURPHY:  Yeah.  I mean, I
  


 2   would say that some of us feel that the Fenton
  


 3   River problem is solved.  Some of would feel that
  


 4   it's not.  But you know, regardless of which side
  


 5   you're on there is a solution that's been tested
  


 6   for a few years and I think one of the nice things
  


 7   about the State Water Plan would be taking the
  


 8   solution for the Fenton River, which is the well
  


 9   field management plan, and saying, let's shake
  


10   this.
  


11                  How does this look?  Can we use it
  


12   elsewhere?  Is it good policy?  Is it the
  


13   technical solution?  Where else in the state can
  


14   we use it?  You know, that's the kind of thing
  


15   that we can do now, is take those problems but
  


16   look at them as partial solutions, slash,
  


17   opportunities that we can use elsewhere.  I think
  


18   this is one where you can do that.
  


19                  JULIE ZIMMERMAN:  So I have a
  


20   question around scenarios developing.  You talked
  


21   about a 50-year time horizon for planning and you
  


22   talked about climate change.  I'm curious how you
  


23   look at new technologies or emerging technologies,
  


24   wastewater reuse and recovery, the water energy
  


25   nexus, green infrastructure.
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 1                  How do you plan out for these
  


 2   technologies where there is uncertainty but
  


 3   clearly opportunity?  And as the metrics evolve
  


 4   over these next 50 years some of these
  


 5   technologies will be players that might not be
  


 6   players right now.
  


 7                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think first of
  


 8   all, that none of those issues can be addressed in
  


 9   a vacuum.  They need to be addressed as potential
  


10   solutions to problems.  And part of the planning
  


11   process is finding the extent of those problems
  


12   geographically, the extent of those problems in
  


13   time and whether those problems are sensitive to
  


14   particular changes.
  


15                  Climate change is a good example, I
  


16   think.  We've done a lot of studies where we find
  


17   the supposition going in is that a water body or a
  


18   water supply is at risk to climate change.  And we
  


19   find that not all of them are.  And so it's
  


20   important to understand the magnitude of those
  


21   risks first before we start to talk about the
  


22   solutions.
  


23                  So there are technological
  


24   solutions and there are planning solutions.  There
  


25   are infrastructures solutions to these, but they
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 1   all are based on understanding how significant the
  


 2   problems are in the first place.  And I think one
  


 3   of the surprising things that usually comes out of
  


 4   a planning process, whether it's a statewide plan
  


 5   or an integrated plan for a region, is that not
  


 6   all problems are quite as severe as we think they
  


 7   might be, or not as sensitive to potential changes
  


 8   as they might be.  And some others are a lot more
  


 9   sensitive than we thought.
  


10                  And so the first step before we
  


11   start to deal with the solutions to the problems
  


12   is really quantify what those problems are and how
  


13   vulnerable they are to changes in future
  


14   conditions.
  


15                  Sue, you can maybe talk a little
  


16   bit more about that?
  


17                  SUE MOREY:  Yeah.  So in Colorado
  


18   we just started -- not all states do scenario
  


19   planning as part of their water plan, and in
  


20   Colorado's plan it doesn't exist now, but we have
  


21   actually started the process of scenario planning
  


22   for them.
  


23                  So what we've done is we've taken
  


24   all the future uncertainty, so economics,
  


25   demographics, climate, hydrology, technology and
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 1   regulatory, and we've crafted three different
  


 2   scenarios that take elements of all of those.  So
  


 3   you know, you have a future that's hot and dry and
  


 4   kind of, you know, not very technological.  You
  


 5   might have another scenario that's, you know, the
  


 6   future is hot and try, but technology comes and
  


 7   saves the day.  Another future I think was the
  


 8   same hydrology and you have kind of a different
  


 9   regulatory environment.
  


10                  So these scenarios were all crafted
  


11   with, in Colorado it was the Interbasin Compact
  


12   Committee.  And then from that we started
  


13   developing what the futures would be like that
  


14   they want to evaluate as part of the state plan.
  


15   Once we get that we can start to look at all of
  


16   our alternatives and see how our alternatives in
  


17   the same framework perform in these different
  


18   futures.
  


19                  I know many of you are familiar
  


20   with an adaptive management plan where it lays out
  


21   a roadmap so that you don't necessarily have to do
  


22   everything now.  You can do some things now and
  


23   then test five or ten years and see which way
  


24   things are going from a technological or
  


25   regulatory side, from a climate change standpoint
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 1   and make some decisions.  It's an adaptive
  


 2   management roadmap, so that's the kind of thing
  


 3   we're dealing with.
  


 4                  CLAIRE BALDWIN:  And if I can add
  


 5   to that?  I worked as a facilitator for Broward
  


 6   County down in Florida.  We were doing a solid
  


 7   waste interlocal agreement with 27 municipalities.
  


 8   That's 27 stakeholders.  Should we sign again?
  


 9   Should we not?
  


10                  This question about solid waste
  


11   technology that was involved, was on the table.
  


12   And so we actually went backwards and looked at
  


13   the economic viability of the technology.  In that
  


14   case it needed a certain amount of users or waste
  


15   flow to be viable, and then laid that up against
  


16   our different alternatives as to which way they
  


17   should go.
  


18                  Because there were some, you know,
  


19   a number of people in the industry who may recycle
  


20   or do different things to reduce landfill size.
  


21   And so by going against the viability of the waste
  


22   stream against demographics we were able to look
  


23   at that and go backwards into our scenario.  So
  


24   kind of a flip from what Sue's team did in using
  


25   scenario planning, but that's another alternative
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 1   that's possible.
  


 2                  Because sometimes it's just not
  


 3   the, you know, mass that makes it from a business
  


 4   point of view critical as opposed to the interests
  


 5   that they might need to do, nevertheless because
  


 6   of stewardship reasons.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Bart.
  


 8                  BART HALLORAN:  Thank you, Jack.
  


 9                  I can certainly speak to the
  


10   professionalism and the ability to meet deadlines
  


11   of Joe Laliberte and CDM Smith.  They've worked
  


12   with the MDC for the last several years on doing
  


13   the clean water project and have done a superb
  


14   job.  So I'm very pleased to see CDM Smith here.
  


15                  And I do know -- I think it's great
  


16   that Milone & MacBroom would be involved in both
  


17   processes.  I know that we met on the WUCC a
  


18   little while ago and I just wanted to establish
  


19   sort of the timeline of what's going on.  I had
  


20   thought that the WUCC process was going to start
  


21   sometime in the March area, and that doesn't seem
  


22   to have happened as we're now into April.
  


23                  Is there any plan on moving forward
  


24   with WUCC?  I know that Milone & MacBroom was
  


25   working on a contract or something with the State
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 1   on that.
  


 2                  DAVID MURPHY:  I'd like to defer to
  


 3   Ellen first and I can add to that.
  


 4                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So the
  


 5   contracting process never goes as quickly at our
  


 6   agency, unfortunately, as we would hope.  And so
  


 7   we continue to hope that -- we did hope to have
  


 8   the contract finalized in March.  We did not
  


 9   achieve that, that goal.  But April is a new month
  


10   and we are optimistic that it will get resolved
  


11   soon.
  


12                  DAVID MURPHY:  And that's what I
  


13   would have said.  So --
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Bart, any followup?
  


15                  BART HALLORAN:  No, that's fine.
  


16                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret?
  


17                  MARGARET MINER:  I have a followup
  


18   to Andrew's question, I believe.  Most of the
  


19   major water planning steps we've taken since 2000
  


20   starting with the creation of the Water Planning
  


21   Council up to today have been prompted by major
  


22   disputes that involve municipalities, litigation,
  


23   headlines.
  


24                  So I was wondering, Andrew raised
  


25   the question of how rapidly can we get to it?  And
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 1   I was thinking that a way to resolve disputes
  


 2   would be a part of the -- an important part of the
  


 3   State Water Plan.  Now you would need data to make
  


 4   a good decision and you would need policy
  


 5   direction, but would you be considering a
  


 6   mechanism to resolve disputes?  And I would say
  


 7   some are ready to be resolved at this minute if
  


 8   you have the mechanism.
  


 9                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  Claire, I'll defer
  


10   to you in just a second, but I will say that in
  


11   many of our state plans we do provide as part of
  


12   the deliverable procedures, not just summaries of
  


13   data and summaries of meetings and guidelines, but
  


14   actual procedures.
  


15                  A good example is in Oklahoma we
  


16   are providing procedures on how to calculate firm
  


17   yield in a river basin.  In South Carolina we're
  


18   providing procedures on how to go through an
  


19   allocation process.  So that's part of the
  


20   deliverable, and what I mean when I say framework
  


21   for decision making.
  


22                  But Claire -- but I'll let you talk
  


23   with more specificity.
  


24                  CLAIRE BALDWIN:  Kirk is correct.
  


25   What we can get you to, pretty robustly I'm
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 1   hoping, is how would you do alternative dispute
  


 2   resolution?  What would be your acceleration or
  


 3   lifting process?  And if you could come to
  


 4   agreement on, or find common ground about when do
  


 5   you elevate to what at what risk and put some
  


 6   weighting around that.  It will at least give you
  


 7   a mechanism to have those dialogues.
  


 8                  One of the things I'm hoping is
  


 9   that we get to work in a pretty strong fashion and
  


10   get to increase our awareness, not that you don't
  


11   already have it of each other and your positions
  


12   and what's underneath that.  I think you guys have
  


13   got it.  I feel the passion in the room.  I'm
  


14   excited about that, but within that space creating
  


15   a way of what's acceptable, and when do things get
  


16   elevated?  And so it may give you the ability,
  


17   through process and procedure, get some things off
  


18   the plate and other ones do a higher elevation as
  


19   necessary.
  


20                  It's more of a process related
  


21   answer than I was providing that insight for you.
  


22   It's helping you to get to the process to an
  


23   answer because you've got so much data.  It's
  


24   amazing.
  


25                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Ellen, then
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 1   Virginia.
  


 2                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So my question
  


 3   is actually a follow-up to Margaret and Bart's.
  


 4                  So DPH is embarking on a contract
  


 5   process for our WUCC process using Milone &
  


 6   MacBroom.  So from the DPH perspective we just
  


 7   want to be sure that Milone & MacBroom is
  


 8   available to do the WUCC process.  And how do we
  


 9   ensure that we don't duplicate work or efforts?
  


10   So any insight?
  


11                  DAVID MURPHY:  Yeah, that's a great
  


12   question.  You know, when I first phoned CDM Smith
  


13   I think one of the first things I said to Joe was,
  


14   we're the face of the WUCC.  For better or for
  


15   worse, whether people like you for the next two
  


16   years, it's me in either the central or the west.
  


17   Janine, she'll take the one I don't take and then
  


18   Scott Bighinatti will take east.
  


19                  And we're going to be the face of
  


20   that process for two years.  And we don't want to
  


21   be the face of this if we can't.  It's not
  


22   appropriate to be the face of the State Water
  


23   Plan.  We're happy to support you, but these are
  


24   the people that you're going to see.
  


25                  And it's very important to us that
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 1   we don't have the appearance of not having time
  


 2   for the WUCC.  That's the priority.  I told these
  


 3   guys how much of a time they can have.  It's after
  


 4   I subtract the WUCC time.
  


 5                  And then to the extent that there
  


 6   could be some efficiencies, that's great.  But
  


 7   efficiencies don't help you when it comes to
  


 8   meetings.  You have to either be at this one or
  


 9   the other one.  And so we won't be the face of the
  


10   State Water Plan.  That's by design.  And you have
  


11   our -- the State of Connecticut has our full -- a
  


12   hundred percent of me for the WUCC and maybe, I
  


13   don't know, 99 percent of me for the State Water
  


14   Plan.  How's that?
  


15                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And it's not just
  


16   you.  There are others at Milone & MacBroom who
  


17   will be supporting you.
  


18                  DAVID MURPHY:  That's correct.
  


19                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  And they've all
  


20   committed the time and effort to that.
  


21                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Thank you.
  


22                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Virginia?
  


23                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I've been
  


24   involved with various water issues, intermittently
  


25   involved in water issues in Connecticut for the
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 1   past 20 years.
  


 2                  And as I think everybody in this
  


 3   room knows, my frustration has been a lot of good
  


 4   stuff has come out various water planning
  


 5   processes and a lot of good ideas, and then they
  


 6   don't get implemented.  And I'm hoping that you
  


 7   can provide us with some tools that will allow a
  


 8   plan that's been adopted by the Legislature
  


 9   actually be implemented.
  


10                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  As you might
  


11   imagine, we had that same conversation with
  


12   ourself, and we do every time we begin a state
  


13   plan.  It's great to plan, but if it can't be
  


14   acted on there's not a lot of value to it.
  


15                  One of the things that we bring to
  


16   this team are three people who have made a career
  


17   of taking planning goals and objectives and data
  


18   and turning it into policy, working with
  


19   legislatures and turning it into policy.  And
  


20   those people will be directing in some way an
  


21   umbrella over all of the other work that happens
  


22   in the state plan to make sure that the
  


23   discussions are aimed at ultimately crafting
  


24   policy that can be legislated.
  


25                  So you can maybe talk a little bit
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 1   more about how you did that in Colorado, too?
  


 2                  SUE MOREY:  Yeah, and I want to
  


 3   emphasize in addition to the policy goals we also
  


 4   have some technical tools that we've left with
  


 5   different states depending on the needs of the
  


 6   state.
  


 7                  So for Oklahoma we created this
  


 8   thing, this tool called the high water tool which
  


 9   actually looks at -- calculates the water supply
  


10   gap by the different basins.  So that the State
  


11   can do this planning and figure out how they're
  


12   meeting their gaps, you know, projects to that.
  


13                  And in Colorado we developed, just
  


14   recently developed a costing tool.  So costing
  


15   both engineering projects and environmental
  


16   projects to put everything on an apples-to-apples
  


17   comparison so that entities, not just the large
  


18   water providers, but the smaller, the smaller
  


19   towns and cities as well as NGOs can actually
  


20   implement some of these projects that are in these
  


21   basin roundtable processes.
  


22                  In addition to that we developed,
  


23   we call it the non-consumptive toolbox.  It's
  


24   really an environmental toolbox.  That's what we
  


25   call it in Colorado, is non-consumptive water, but
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 1   an environmental toolbox so people can readily go
  


 2   in and kind of assess conditions in the
  


 3   environment.  So tools can be customized, both
  


 4   technically and on the policy side for what your
  


 5   needs are into the future.
  


 6                  KIRK WESTPHAL:  The other thing
  


 7   I'll add to that, too, is that the objectives that
  


 8   are formulated by the stakeholders are great, but
  


 9   without ways to measure progress toward those
  


10   objectives they're just ideas, or ideals.
  


11                  And so part of the planning process
  


12   is developing performance measures of ways that
  


13   different alternatives can satisfy these
  


14   objectives.  And that, as Sue is saying, gives us
  


15   an apples-to-apples way to compare different
  


16   solutions in ways that people can understand and
  


17   policymakers can understand.
  


18                  Whether it's cost or reliability,
  


19   or cleanliness of water, or availability, or
  


20   satisfying multiple needs at the same time,
  


21   municipal needs and environmental needs, without
  


22   these performance measures to understand how
  


23   different alternatives that can be enacted by
  


24   legislation reform the objectives are fairly
  


25   useless.
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 1                  And so it's really important as we
  


 2   go through the planning process with the
  


 3   stakeholders to work on identifying how can we
  


 4   measure progress toward that objective and then
  


 5   keep that consistently throughout the plan.
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Further questions?
  


 7                  Michael?
  


 8                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Mike Sullivan
  


 9   with the DEEP.  So I just want to follow-up on
  


10   Milone's comment about WUCCs, and it's in your
  


11   contract to be with DPH.  Suppose, I mean, right
  


12   now they seem to kind of, like, two efforts seem
  


13   to be kind of going in tandem.
  


14                  Suppose DPH really puts their foot
  


15   on the gas pedal and, you know, it's an
  


16   accelerated process with the WUCCs, and you know,
  


17   if that's your top priority in terms of your
  


18   contractual arrangement.
  


19                  Is CDM going to be -- and you're
  


20   not going to be able to do as much as you might
  


21   otherwise have been able to do on the State Water
  


22   Plan.  Is CDM prepared to -- do they have, like, a
  


23   plan B?  Are you prepared to kind up step up and
  


24   fill that void if that happens?
  


25                  JOE LALIBERTE:  I mean, obviously
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 1   we saw a great synergy with the team of Milone &
  


 2   MacBroom.  Clearly the most dominant person to
  


 3   have there, on our team, on the issues, that's
  


 4   been dealing with it day in and day out for the
  


 5   last several years is David Murphy.
  


 6                  So we clearly would like to have
  


 7   him on our team to make sure that there is no
  


 8   coming up to speed that we need to do, but we've
  


 9   done numerous state plans elsewhere in Connecticut
  


10   without Milone & MacBroom.  We fully have the
  


11   horses in house to do this project.  We'd like to
  


12   do it with Milone & MacBroom.  We see great
  


13   synergy.
  


14                  We see this is a great opportunity
  


15   for both projects moving forward, but if need be
  


16   and he's made it clear that if he has to, he will
  


17   focus on the WUCC side.  We can certainly can pick
  


18   up the slack.
  


19                  DAVID MURPHY:  You know, I tried to
  


20   be careful and used the phrase, "the firm" or
  


21   "Milone & MacBroom."  And I've said, myself, a
  


22   couple times and I didn't mean to portray I was
  


23   the only one.  You know, I have staff in 20 other
  


24   projects -- which might not get work done for a
  


25   couple years.
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 1                  Only these two will get work done,
  


 2   but that's the reality, you know, for all of us in
  


 3   consulting, is it's our job to balance the
  


 4   workload that we have.  I have people that I've
  


 5   worked with for a long time like Scott Bighinatti.
  


 6   Peter Shea is back working with me for the third
  


 7   time.  He used to work with me at Meriden
  


 8   Environmental.  And I have new staff that has just
  


 9   come on, as well as older staff.
  


10                  You know, so we have a team of
  


11   people.  And what was interesting about the WUCC
  


12   proposal is that we were required to write a
  


13   staffing plan and we will be sticking to that.
  


14   And the staffing is very specific on who the faces
  


15   of the three regions will be.  So that will be me
  


16   and that won't change, but the staff that I have
  


17   working for me under WUCC could be the same as or
  


18   different than the staff working to help out on
  


19   the State Water Plan.  So there's capacity there.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Any further
  


21   questions from anybody here or anybody on the
  


22   phone?  Any further questions?
  


23                  (No response.)
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Your recommendation,
  


25   Mr. Callahan, moving forward here?
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 1                  TOM CALLAHAN:  If it was the
  


 2   committee's, the Steering Committee's -- I think
  


 3   what we would like to do is have the Steering
  


 4   Committee endorse having the working group move
  


 5   ahead and to see whether we can put together a
  


 6   proposed contract that includes scope, schedule
  


 7   and budget for the State Water Planning process.
  


 8                  And I think that the other
  


 9   recommendation that we would have -- understanding
  


10   that we may or may not be able to get there.  I
  


11   want to be clear on that.  Going into this we need
  


12   real value in terms of what we're going to get out
  


13   of this.  And we could come to you and say, look.
  


14   We tried really hard, but we couldn't get there,
  


15   and I'm hoping that's not the answer, but I think
  


16   I want to be sure on the front end that if we get
  


17   the endorsement that that's the potential outcome
  


18   so that as we go forward and negotiate people
  


19   understand that, number one.
  


20                  The second thing is I think we
  


21   would like to enhance the group that's been
  


22   organized, which is Jane and Betsey and Ryan
  


23   and/or Ellen from DPH, Dave and myself, and Len
  


24   who's been sitting in as a member of the advisory
  


25   group's recommendation, to pick up someone from
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 1   Bob's group and to pick up somebody from
  


 2   Virginia's group, either for them as principals or
  


 3   somebody from their group.
  


 4                  To get to the point that Bob raised
  


 5   a little earlier today, they've both been working
  


 6   in tandem as we shape scope, schedule and budget
  


 7   to integrate those issues into this as we go
  


 8   forward, you know.  So I'd be looking for an
  


 9   endorsement to proceed with an understanding we'll
  


10   try to put something together in the next few
  


11   weeks, come back and vet that with the group and
  


12   also to enhance the committee in the way that I
  


13   just described.
  


14                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Any questions on
  


15   that?
  


16                  Virginia?
  


17                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Not a question.
  


18                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Are you going to
  


19   make that motion?
  


20                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I'd like to move
  


21   that the Steering Committee endorse the work of
  


22   the -- what do you call yourselves now?
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Selection committee.
  


24                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Selection
  


25   committee to proceed with their negotiations.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Is there a second to
  


 2   that?
  


 3                  ANDREW LORD:  Second.
  


 4                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Motion made and
  


 5   seconded.
  


 6                  Any discussion?
  


 7                  Yes, Margaret -- and again, the
  


 8   inclusion of the two additional people on the
  


 9   committee as well.  Margaret?
  


10                  MARGARET MINER:  Yes, I think it
  


11   would be appropriate -- or I would certainly like
  


12   for the scoping to come to the Steering Committee
  


13   at some point.  So that's the kind of thing we
  


14   exist to look at, is the scope.
  


15                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Absolutely.
  


16                  MARGARET MINER:  So I don't know
  


17   what would be the proper way of amending the
  


18   motion, but before the working group and the
  


19   consultant go too far down the road of the scope,
  


20   I think it would be great if we all could have a
  


21   look at it and, say, halfway there, and offer our
  


22   enthusiastic endorsement or some suggestion for
  


23   different items that could be included or deleted.
  


24                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that's a
  


25   reasonable suggestion.
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 1                  David?
  


 2                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Margaret
  


 3   we actually raised that with a meeting this
  


 4   morning and said that was an integral part of
  


 5   moving forward through the scoping process.
  


 6                  MARGARET MINER:  So can it be in
  


 7   the motion in some form?
  


 8                  TOM CALLAHAN:  I would not suggest
  


 9   that you do that, but I would also suggest because
  


10   it's part of the request for qualifications that
  


11   was submitted, we suggested a certain timeline.
  


12   And that timeline is influenced by when they
  


13   start.
  


14                  Assuming we can get to it, yes, my
  


15   suggestion would be that you are going to need
  


16   another Steering Committee perhaps to coincide
  


17   with your next Water Planning Council meeting
  


18   schedule in May in order to accomplish what we're
  


19   talking about.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.  That makes
  


21   sense.
  


22                  MARGARET MINER:  Perhaps the
  


23   reference to scope in the motion could include
  


24   scope with one or two, or whatever, one review by
  


25   the Steering Committee.  In other words, a review,
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 1   a mid-scope review by the Steering Committee.
  


 2                  Our scoping will include -- a scope
  


 3   that will include referrals back to the Steering
  


 4   Committee, or a chance for responses by the
  


 5   Steering Committee.
  


 6                  TOM CALLAHAN:  Yeah again, it's
  


 7   your call.  I would say there if we pick up a
  


 8   representative from each of the workgroups and if
  


 9   it was to be Bob and Virginia, respectively, we
  


10   would have two members of the Steering Committee
  


11   in addition to Len engaged in shaping this,
  


12   shaping the scope, schedule and budget as we
  


13   proceed.
  


14                  What I think what you want to avoid
  


15   is something that goes for an extended period of
  


16   time.  So the combination of having those voices,
  


17   it lies involved on the front and.  And an
  


18   oppurtunity for the Steering Committee, perhaps
  


19   coincidental with the Water Planning Council's
  


20   meeting in May with -- and ideally, have something
  


21   that's distributed as scope before the meeting.
  


22                  It might be a pathway to keep us on
  


23   schedule, if the schedule is deemed to be
  


24   important.  If the schedule is not important it's
  


25   not a problem.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  No, the schedule is
  


 2   very important.
  


 3                  Margaret is that acceptable to you?
  


 4                  MARGARET MINER:  I would like to
  


 5   see it somewhere.
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  But I think what Tom
  


 7   is saying is that as we go through the process I
  


 8   don't think we'll have any problem with getting
  


 9   some of the pieces out to you.
  


10                  MARGARET MINER:  I would have
  


11   thought so, too, if he wasn't so resistent to
  


12   having it in the motion.
  


13                  ELIN KATZ:  This is Elin.  I'm
  


14   having a lot of trouble hearing you.
  


15                  MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  I'll put
  


16   the mic on, but there may be a horrible racket.
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  That's all right.
  


18                  MARGARET MINER:  It's working.
  


19                  I would prefer to see it in the
  


20   motion.  I don't doubt they will try, but we've
  


21   had problems getting things to the Steering
  


22   Committee in a timely way.  And I understand the
  


23   time pressures and budget pressures that we all
  


24   have faced, especially you guys.
  


25                  I would feel more comfortable if it
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 1   was in the motion, but I certainly -- it will be
  


 2   in the minutes that there is a commitment of
  


 3   sorts.
  


 4                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Virginia?
  


 5                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  My question is to
  


 6   the process.  I know the first phase of your
  


 7   committee the members were not allowed to say
  


 8   anything to anybody.
  


 9                  MARGARET MINER:  That's right.
  


10                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  If that continues
  


11   to be the case I think Margaret has a good point.
  


12   If it's much more of an open process, if I were
  


13   serving on it I might send out an update after
  


14   every time we got together.  Yeah, this is what
  


15   we're talking about.  Do you have any input?  So
  


16   how do you envision that process of this
  


17   committee?
  


18                  TOM CALLAHAN:  The first phase was
  


19   the first part of a procurement process to
  


20   determine who was qualified and who was not.  It
  


21   assumed that there would be at least one, and
  


22   more, but you have to go through that.  That
  


23   should not be in the public process there.
  


24                  The issue of scope, budget and
  


25   schedule which will ultimately be rolled into a







69


 1   contract ultimately has to be approved by the
  


 2   planning council.  I think there's a lot less
  


 3   sensitivity in terms of sharing that information
  


 4   as we proceed so long as it's clear that there is
  


 5   a process, and the process is through the group
  


 6   that was appointed by the Water Planning Council
  


 7   to essentially bring something to the Planning
  


 8   Committee and the Steering Committee that gets us
  


 9   to where we need to be.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew?
  


11                  ANDREW LORD:  I'll just weigh in on
  


12   this.  I think it is really a process question at
  


13   this point.  And you know, if we wait until May to
  


14   get a fully developed scope, then we have to be
  


15   mindful of schedule and maybe approve it without,
  


16   you know, adequate review or accept it as it is.
  


17   Just I think that's the box that we don't
  


18   necessarily want to be in.
  


19                  So again, that affects the schedule
  


20   because if it comes back to the Steering Committee
  


21   and we've got concerns, it's got to go back and it
  


22   has to go back and be revised.  If we have updates
  


23   along the way it gives us all an opportunity to
  


24   weigh in.
  


25                  So I understand your point is that
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 1   you want to streamline it without having a lot of
  


 2   discussion back and forth about what the scope
  


 3   should be, but I'm just mindful of getting to the
  


 4   end of the -- thinking that we're at the end of
  


 5   the road, and actually we're at an intersection.
  


 6                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I just want to say
  


 7   this.  I'm not going to come to the next -- I
  


 8   think your idea is good, as we have a joint
  


 9   meeting in May with the Water Planning Council and
  


10   the Steering Committee.  I would envision getting
  


11   a document out to you as well, you know, a week,
  


12   ten days before the meeting.
  


13                  You're not going to come here the
  


14   day of the meeting or the morning of the meeting
  


15   to read it.  That's what I would envision
  


16   happening.  If we get it to you, like, a week in
  


17   advance, does that sound reasonable?
  


18                  TOM CALLAHAN:  The next meeting,
  


19   the May meeting is when?  What's the date of the
  


20   May meeting?
  


21                  THE CHAIRMAN:  May 5th.
  


22                  TOM CALLAHAN:  It's 30 days from
  


23   today.  So my presumption is we would get the
  


24   initial meeting with this group within the next
  


25   week, or ten days.
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 1                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  I stand
  


 2   corrected.  It's May 3rd.
  


 3                  TOM CALLAHAN:  May 3rd, it's a
  


 4   little closer.  Then we would begin to shape that.
  


 5   My guess is we'll make the progress, but we might
  


 6   need more than one meeting to do that, to get from
  


 7   point A to point B.
  


 8                  And to have something ready by,
  


 9   let's say what would be, without looking at the
  


10   calendar, April 25th or 26th, so that's
  


11   coincidental with the meeting on that, if we could
  


12   get it out sooner, great.  But there's work that
  


13   needs to get done in order to put you in a
  


14   position to have something to look in, react to,
  


15   even if it's just to say, look.  This doesn't cut
  


16   it.  We're looking for something more, or we're
  


17   looking for something less.  But it's going to
  


18   take some time to get us to the point where we can
  


19   put something in front of you.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  I think what I'm
  


21   hearing here this afternoon is the Steering
  


22   Committee would like the opportunity to review a
  


23   document well in advance before voting on it.  So
  


24   if we don't have it by the May meeting, we'll have
  


25   something.
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 1                  I mean, we can have it reviewed,
  


 2   but you have a commitment from the Chair that you
  


 3   will have a document to review before you vote on
  


 4   it.  And if we have something towards the end of
  


 5   the month, they could take a look at it.  That's
  


 6   fine, too.
  


 7                  Am I reading this right?  Is
  


 8   everybody okay with that?
  


 9                  MARGARET MINER:  The commitment
  


10   from the Chair is excellent.
  


11                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret, I'm glad
  


12   you still trust me after all these years.  I
  


13   appreciate it.
  


14                  MARGARET MINER:  Evermore so.
  


15                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And Margaret, I
  


16   mean my read, I've known Tom for a long time and I
  


17   don't think that it's reluctance on his part.
  


18   He's under pressure from people like me, that we
  


19   have a scheduled to meet.  And we value him coming
  


20   back in, but nonetheless even though -- like, he
  


21   is worth every penny we're paying him.
  


22                  TOM CALLAHAN:  I'm out of here.
  


23                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I mean, even
  


24   though he's in here and basically in a volunteer
  


25   capacity, I mean, we're putting a lot of pressure
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 1   on him to get us to the schedule.
  


 2                  And so what you're reading from
  


 3   him, I'm sure, is not reluctance to get input from
  


 4   the Steering Committee, but rather it reflects the
  


 5   pressure, like, that the four of us are putting on
  


 6   him to, like, let's move it.  Let's get going.
  


 7                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.
  


 8                  Any further comment?
  


 9                  (No response.)
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  So everybody knows
  


11   the motion?  Virginia, would you like to restate
  


12   it?
  


13                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  It might not be
  


14   exact, but I move that the Steering Committee
  


15   endorse the negotiations to proceed with CDM Smith
  


16   in the development of a water plan.
  


17                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Is there a second to
  


18   that?
  


19                  ANDREW LORD:  I seconded it.
  


20                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Any
  


21   questions?
  


22                  (No response.)
  


23                  THE CHAIRMAN:  If not, all those in
  


24   favor signify by saying, aye.
  


25                  THE COMMITTEE:  Aye.
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 1                  THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you all
  


 2   very much.  And also thank you very much to our
  


 3   consultants and thank you to the selection
  


 4   committee.  A lot of work has gone into this
  


 5   process behind the scenes, and I'd like to thank
  


 6   the RFQ selection committee for all the work
  


 7   they've done as well.
  


 8                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  And Tom
  


 9   and Jane.
  


10                  THE CHAIRMAN:  And Tom and Jane,
  


11   absolutely.
  


12                  Okay.  So you're excused.  Thank
  


13   you very much.  Appreciate you being here.
  


14                  And I'm going to excuse myself.  No
  


15   offense, Virginia.  I have to leave.
  


16                  So David, it's all yours.
  


17                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Thank
  


18   you.  That brings us up to our standing committee
  


19   reports, and the first would be the policy
  


20   subcommittee.
  


21                  BOB MOORE:  Thank you.  The policy
  


22   committee met, I think, twice since our last
  


23   meeting in February and in March.  We've had a lot
  


24   of issues and maybe if the consultants could stay
  


25   for a second longer, I could give you --
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 1                  ELIN KATZ:  Bob, if you're talking
  


 2   we can't hear you.
  


 3                  BOB MOORE:  Is that better?
  


 4                  ELIN KATZ:  Yeah.
  


 5                  BOB MOORE:  The policy committee
  


 6   had a number of recommendations.  The first
  


 7   recommendation we had, we met with Michael Houser
  


 8   from the Connecticut State Data Center.  And he
  


 9   indicated, you know, the use of the state data
  


10   center for collection and use of data.
  


11                  We're having some technical
  


12   difficulties.  Can you hold on one second?
  


13                  That sounds a little better.  And
  


14   the state data center said that they could provide
  


15   us population projections based on areas of the
  


16   state.  Whether that's watersheds, all we had to
  


17   do was provide a source map or a variety of the
  


18   things, what they call the shape file that we
  


19   could give them.  And they would end up giving us
  


20   population projections over the time period.
  


21                  So the policy committee recommended
  


22   that we have -- to the Steering Committee, that
  


23   the Connecticut State Data Center be utilized as a
  


24   source for population estimates for the State
  


25   Water Plan.  And that was also being used by the
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 1   Health Department as their projections.  And so
  


 2   that we felt that this was a recommendation that
  


 3   the consultant should hear now, that we use State
  


 4   Population Data Center's population estimates for
  


 5   the State Water Plan.
  


 6                  We spent a great deal of time
  


 7   actually in two meetings talking about drought and
  


 8   what was drought, and what were the authorities
  


 9   under various drought conditions.  I went over it
  


10   with DEP and DPH, and DPH's regulatory authorities
  


11   were under drought.
  


12                  DEP's authority is mostly to stop
  


13   regulating during drought.  Their legislation
  


14   allows diversions and interconnections to be made
  


15   without considering -- their current statute then
  


16   gives them some time period to waive their current
  


17   requirements.  So they don't really have a
  


18   position on drought that requires things to
  


19   happen, but just allows things to happen that they
  


20   otherwise would regulate.
  


21                  We also get into what the various
  


22   droughts were, as was different for agriculture.
  


23   A drought that was affecting agriculture may be
  


24   very different than a drought that is affecting
  


25   water supply, a drought that's streamflow.  And so
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 1   there's various definitions of drought that we
  


 2   needed to develop.
  


 3                  And we had a recommendation that
  


 4   the Steering Committee -- that definitions for
  


 5   different types of drought be developed along with
  


 6   defining a water research.  So that we look at
  


 7   drought as not just a lack of rainfall, but what
  


 8   types of lack of rainfall, those types of drought,
  


 9   and how they affect the various water shortages
  


10   that might occur as a result of that.  So there
  


11   might be a different impact if it's a stream
  


12   versus if it's a reservoir.  And so that was one
  


13   of our recommendations.
  


14                  We also had another recommendation
  


15   that came out of our drought discussion.  And it's
  


16   basically that we, the Steering Committee, that
  


17   part of the implementation include a public
  


18   outreach end of it, and education focused on water
  


19   conservation, water usage, and in particular lawn
  


20   care during those activities.
  


21                  And we need further discussion on
  


22   that to detail what that water conservation
  


23   program will look like, but that wasn't one of the
  


24   other recommendations that came out of our
  


25   meeting.  That was kind of the summary of the
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 1   February meeting.
  


 2                  In the March meeting we focused on
  


 3   what was called a crosswalk prepared by DEP, and
  


 4   that's just an issue of various water programs,
  


 5   and it's probably somewhere in one of your files
  


 6   down there.  Various water programs, and then the
  


 7   issues that relate to whether it's groundwater,
  


 8   surface water, and whether it's a quantity or
  


 9   quality issue.  And so we had quite a bit of
  


10   discussion on those issues, and had a few more.
  


11                  Ellen decided we ought to add
  


12   drinking water as part of one of this crosswalk
  


13   issues.  So it's not just water quality.  It's
  


14   also treating water, and Ellen is working on that
  


15   for our meeting next week.
  


16                  So then we went back and talked
  


17   about how we were going to handle all the other
  


18   issues that were related to the plan.  What were
  


19   the issues that were of concern, how they were
  


20   going to get integrated in the plan, how we were
  


21   going to approach them.
  


22                  You know, the issues between what's
  


23   going on in Long Island Sound versus what's going
  


24   on, you know, in the Farmington River are very
  


25   different issues.  How are we going to handle
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 1   issues that are related to the small watersheds,
  


 2   groundwater and things like that.  It brought us
  


 3   back to drought again a little bit.  And we ended
  


 4   up trying to talk about how we're going to deal
  


 5   with all these issues.
  


 6                  And Matt Pafford offered up a
  


 7   proposal and along with, you know, that was really
  


 8   based on the State's subcommittee, the State's
  


 9   water plan subcommittee -- probably looked at
  


10   Colorado and some of the ones that you've worked
  


11   on -- but his draft recommendation, which we'll be
  


12   talking about next week is that -- I'll just read
  


13   parts of it -- is that the State Water Plan should
  


14   identify critical water quality and quantity
  


15   issues on a broad regional scale and develop broad
  


16   policy initiatives to address those issues
  


17   specific to each region in selecting the
  


18   appropriate scale and boundary for such regions.
  


19                  There's tension between identifying
  


20   regions on the base of a physical criteria such as
  


21   watersheds, or water company service areas, or the
  


22   water utilities, or the regions of state
  


23   government.  So there's a discussion in there that
  


24   we'll have next week, is how do we actually want
  


25   to look at the boundaries of this plan?  And how
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 1   do we address the boundaries of the analysis that
  


 2   will be done in the plan?
  


 3                  And then he goes on to say that the
  


 4   water plan should establish a process for
  


 5   identifying, prioritizing, analyzing, resolving
  


 6   specific problems and challenges as they arise
  


 7   within the chosen regions, and establish clear
  


 8   expectations for regional coordination and public
  


 9   engagement in providing access to meaningful data.
  


10   And then basically establishing a flexible process
  


11   that responds to and learns from these different
  


12   challenges and provides, you know, responses based
  


13   on the problem areas.
  


14                  So we'll be talking more about this
  


15   at the meeting on the 14th.  I think it's probably
  


16   consistent with what you've been talking about
  


17   today, the consultants.  And so that was one of
  


18   the issues that came out of our March meeting.
  


19                  We also talked about in the drought
  


20   area, again is one of the things that was of
  


21   concern is how do we deal with interconnections
  


22   and interconnections between water utilities and
  


23   emergency connections.  And Bob Young is going to
  


24   help with the draft for a policy in how we deal
  


25   with the subject of interconnections and how we







81


 1   make them more routine and more understandable and
  


 2   process them in a simpler way.  Right now, there
  


 3   it's a very complex issue and I'm trying to get
  


 4   emergency interconnections.
  


 5                  So those were the basic issues that
  


 6   we were talking about.  We have a draft
  


 7   agriculture use policy coming up from UConn, and
  


 8   we've been working on that as well.  So our next
  


 9   meeting is next Thursday.  We'll be talking about
  


10   OPM's drought presentation.  They have a drought
  


11   subcommittee.
  


12                  But Ellen, what's the name of that.
  


13                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  The OPM
  


14   subcommittee?
  


15                  BOB MOORE:  Yeah -- nevermind.
  


16   There's an OPM subcommittee on drought and they're
  


17   presenting their findings to us next week.  We're
  


18   going to continue to evaluate our quality/quantity
  


19   issues.  We should have a proposal on the
  


20   agricultural use policy, an update on the FOIA
  


21   legislation which has started through -- I don't
  


22   know where it is now.  Maybe Mike can add that to
  


23   this one.
  


24                  So those were the kind of issues
  


25   for the policy committee.  Anything I leave out,
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 1   Betsey?
  


 2                  BETSEY WINGFIELD:  You covered it,
  


 3   Bob.
  


 4                  BOB MOORE:  Okay.  So that's kind
  


 5   of where we are.  Again, as the consultants move
  


 6   on it might be appropriate for you to -- I'll be
  


 7   happy to meet on your committee, Tom, and kind of
  


 8   bring all the issues that we had together so far.
  


 9   We could bring you up to speed on where we are on
  


10   those issues, what our recommendations are and
  


11   some of the highlights that we've covered in our
  


12   last couple months.
  


13                  But that's about the end of it.
  


14                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Thanks,
  


15   Bob.
  


16                  Any questions for Bob?
  


17                  (No response.)
  


18                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  If not,
  


19   Virginia, thank you for submitting your report in
  


20   writing and your detailed analysis and graphs.
  


21   And perhaps in the interests of time if you could
  


22   just summarize some of the high points for us?
  


23                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Well, before I do
  


24   that, Bob gave me a perfect segue.  The other
  


25   group is called the drought plan workgroup.  It's
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 1   a subcommittee of the advisory group of the Water
  


 2   Planning Council.  One of my other hats is I've
  


 3   been chairing that for the last too many years.
  


 4                  And people on the advisory group,
  


 5   if you checked your e-mail this morning you would
  


 6   see the final draft plan was in your e-mail this
  


 7   morning.  This is it.
  


 8                  A lot of the issues that you were
  


 9   talking about in terms of different types of
  


10   drought are in here.  This is an update of an
  


11   existing plan that was approved by the Water
  


12   Planning Council back in about 2002.  So, not in
  


13   this forum, I'm going to go into ways in which it
  


14   has changed, but we have the final re-done here.
  


15                  The science and technical group
  


16   started out by brainstorming what kinds of data
  


17   would be necessary and that's the basis of the
  


18   humongous spreadsheet that you all got last week.
  


19   And then what we did more recently -- because our
  


20   discussions have been sort of like this.  And one
  


21   of the things I was very pleased to hear from your
  


22   presentation this afternoon was that we realized
  


23   that the members of the group didn't have a really
  


24   good idea of what problem we were trying to solve
  


25   or what objectives we were trying to meet in this,
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 1   in this water plan.
  


 2                  And so getting clarification on
  


 3   that as the first step I think is crucial.
  


 4   Because as I said, over the past year and a half
  


 5   the science and technical group has kept coming
  


 6   back to that, what exactly do we need.  We need to
  


 7   know what we're trying to solve before we know
  


 8   what data we need to solve it.
  


 9                  So what we did to summarize, we
  


10   felt that it was important to pretty much put our
  


11   group on hold until we had identified a consultant
  


12   with whom we were working and figured out who's
  


13   going to do what, because I could imagine anything
  


14   in the spectrum from, oh, wow.  You've already
  


15   identified all this?  Great.  That means we don't
  


16   have to do it, but we want to do it our own way,
  


17   you know.
  


18                  So we decided to pause.  And before
  


19   we did that we looked at the 12 items that were
  


20   the charge that we got, the science and technical
  


21   group got from the Water Planning Council.  And
  


22   each person in the group individually just went
  


23   through and sort of came up with ideas of what
  


24   their concerns were, what we had discussed, what
  


25   the questions were in each of those 12 categories.
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 1                  And so that's the report that we
  


 2   submitted to you folks, which is just a
  


 3   compilation of everybody's thoughts and ideas.
  


 4   Not solutions, not definite answers, but what our
  


 5   thinking was at the time.
  


 6                  I don't want to take the time now
  


 7   to make specific recommendations, but I can do
  


 8   that at another time.  But there were some things
  


 9   that were just crucial that we identified as
  


10   problems that need to be addressed.  Some of
  


11   them -- all of them, I think we've all heard of
  


12   the unknown actual volumes used with the
  


13   registered new versions.
  


14                  Also, what the volumes are of
  


15   private domestic well withdrawals and withdrawals
  


16   that are under the 50,000 gallons per day.  Is the
  


17   cumulative effect of those something that we need
  


18   to be looking at?  This was mentioned before.
  


19                  Water reuse is something that could
  


20   be an incredibly good opportunity as we move
  


21   forward on our planning.  And also crucial is a
  


22   state commitment to fund ongoing data collection
  


23   and perhaps collection of new data.  And I could
  


24   go on with a list of maybe six or eight things
  


25   that came out from our preliminary discussions
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 1   that really need to be priorities throughout this
  


 2   process.
  


 3                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Okay.
  


 4                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Did you folks get
  


 5   this?
  


 6                  MARGARET MINER:  When did you send
  


 7   that out?
  


 8                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Tyra sent it
  


 9   Thursday of last week.
  


10                  MARGARET MINER:  Oh, the drought
  


11   plan?
  


12                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Oh, no.  The
  


13   drought plan, I sent that at, like, eleven o'clock
  


14   last night so you should have seen that this
  


15   morning.
  


16                  MARGARET MINER:  I did not, but
  


17   I'll speak to you about it.
  


18                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  But did you folks
  


19   get this, this summary from the science and
  


20   technical group?
  


21                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Yes.
  


22                  VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  And the version
  


23   of the reformatted table went out this morning.
  


24   There were some screw ups with that.
  


25                  So any questions?
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 1                  (No response.)
  


 2                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Thank
  


 3   you, Virginia.
  


 4                  Next on the agenda is legislative
  


 5   matters.  I don't know if we really have anything
  


 6   to discuss in this forum.  Nick?
  


 7                  NICK NEELEY:  I'll be very brief.
  


 8   There's several bills that I think many of you are
  


 9   familiar with and have been working on -- I'll go
  


10   through quickly.
  


11                  5540, that's an Act Concerning the
  


12   State Water Plan.  That makes changes to the
  


13   current approval process for the State Water Plan.
  


14   And I know the Water planning Council has
  


15   submitted testimony in opposition to the bill.
  


16                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Nick,
  


17   could you come up to the speaker so the folks on
  


18   the phone can hear you?
  


19                  NICK NEELEY:  I'll quickly read
  


20   5540, an Act Concerning the State Water Plan, and
  


21   that's to make changes to the current approval
  


22   process for the State Water Plan and.  As I had
  


23   mentioned earlier, the Water Planning Council has
  


24   submitted testimony in opposition to the bill.  I
  


25   have copies of the testimony if anyone wants it.
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 1                  And then there's Senate Bill 288.
  


 2   That's an act concerning DPH and PURA and the
  


 3   current CPCN expansion and construction of water
  


 4   systems process.  It's a DPH/PURA proposal that
  


 5   serves to essentially streamline that process.
  


 6                  And then there's Senate Bill, of
  


 7   course, 422.  That's an act concerning the bottled
  


 8   water issue up in Bloomfield.  That got out of
  


 9   committee and is in the process of being drafted
  


10   into a bill.
  


11                  And finally Senate Bill 300, and
  


12   that's the New Britain Water Company land study
  


13   that's taking place.
  


14                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Questions
  


15   for Nick?
  


16                  DAVID SUTHERLAND:  I think the
  


17   other one would be the bill that is currently in a
  


18   moribund state.  It died in committee, but the
  


19   bill on the FOIA, FOIA issues.  And as far as I
  


20   know there is still ongoing negotiations between
  


21   at least the Governor's office, I think DPH and
  


22   the water companies.
  


23                  There had been some language that
  


24   had come out, revised language.  It's certainly, I
  


25   think, a couple of our expectations are that those
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 1   negotiations will continue and it would be amended
  


 2   onto something.  But I don't know if you have any
  


 3   more updates on that?
  


 4                  NICK NEELEY:  I haven't heard
  


 5   anything.
  


 6                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Mike Sullivan.
  


 7   That bill died in committee.  I wouldn't treat
  


 8   that as a fatal death, if that is a word.
  


 9                  DAVID SUTHERLAND:  It's a
  


10   repetitively redundant word.
  


11                  MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  There are
  


12   discussions happening.  Who knows where that will
  


13   go, but that still is a live issue.
  


14                  MARGARET MINER:  On 5440, which is
  


15   the Water Planning Council -- well, which is the
  


16   approval process for the water bill.  There's also
  


17   testimony available from the Connecticut Water
  


18   Works Association, the Rivers Alliance, Aquarion
  


19   and some other people also available on the
  


20   website of the CGA.  I believe most of the other
  


21   testimony, of that testimony is in favor.
  


22                  Thank you.
  


23                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Any other
  


24   questions of Nick?
  


25                  (No response.)
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 1                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Okay.
  


 2   Thank you, Nick.
  


 3                  Other business?
  


 4                  (No response.)
  


 5                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Seeing
  


 6   none, I'll entertain a motion to adjourn.
  


 7                  GENE LIKENS:  So moved.
  


 8                  ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Second.
  


 9                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Moved and
  


10   seconded.  All those in favor signify by saying,
  


11   aye.
  


12                  THE COMMITTEE:  Aye.
  


13                  VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  And the
  


14   motion is approved.
  


15                  And I would remind everyone that we
  


16   are looking to do a joint meeting of the water
  


17   planning Council and the Steering Committee on
  


18   Tuesday, May 3rd.  So if you could mark your
  


19   calendars accordingly I'm sure information will be
  


20   made available to call into those folks who can't
  


21   make it so that we can continue our work moving
  


22   forward with the RFQ process.
  


23                  Okay.  Thank you, all.
  


24                   (Whereupon, the above proceedings
  


25   were concluded at 2:42 p.m.)
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We're going

 2  call this meeting to order, the Water Planning

 3  Council, Statewide Water Plan Steering Committee

 4  to order for August 5th -- April 5th, sorry.  I

 5  wish it was August -- for April 5th.  I'm Jack

 6  Betkoski, Chairman if this group.

 7                 Should we go around the room

 8  quickly and introduce ourselves?

 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Dave

10  LeVasseur, Office of Policy and Management, Vice

11  Chairman.

12                 BART HALLORAN:  Bart Halloran, MDC.
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18                 BOB MOORE:  Bob Moore, Policy

19  Chair.

20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Betsey Wingfield

21  filling in for Mike Sullivan until he arrives.

22                 CHRIS CLARK:  Chris Clark, Mohegan

23  Tribal Utility Authority.

24                 JULIE ZIMMERMAN:  Julie Zimmerman

25  Yale University.
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� 1                 ANDREW LORD:  Andrew Lord,

 2  Connecticut Association of Water Pollution Control

 3  Authorities and the Connecticut Water Pollution

 4  Abatement Association.

 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And who's on the

 6  phone, please?

 7                 LARRY BINGAMAN:  Hi.  This is Larry

 8  Bingaman and John Hudak with the Regional Water

 9  Authority.

10                 ELIN KATZ:  Elin Katz, Consumer

11  Counsel.

12                 BETH BARTON:  Beth Barton from Day

13  Pitney.

14                 GENE LIKENS:  Gene Likens, aquatic

15  scientist.

16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I heard another

17  beep.

18                 SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE:  Yeah, this

19  is Susan Sayre calling in from Smith College.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi, Susan.

21                 Okay.  Good afternoon, everyone.

22  Welcome and we have a full agenda, a very busy

23  agenda this afternoon.  And what we're going to do

24  this afternoon is hear a presentation from CDM

25  Smith regarding -- and NEIWPCC is going to kind of


                             5
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 2                 Do you want to introduce them,

 3  please?

 4                 JANE CERASO:  Okay.  Can everybody

 5  hear me?  Hi.  I'm Jane Ceraso with the New

 6  England Interstate Water Pollution Control

 7  Commission.  We've been contracted to oversee the

 8  process of hiring a contractor for the State Water

 9  Plan.

10                 Just as a quick reminder about

11  what's happened so far, the Water Planning Review

12  Subcommittee has opted to go with an RFQ, or a

13  request for qualifications process rather than an

14  RFP process based on the magnitude of this project

15  and the complexity.

16                 The thought was that if we found a

17  contractor who was highly qualified to take on

18  this project that that would help inform the next

19  steps which will be the scoping and detailing of

20  the project, and timelines and keeping everybody

21  on task with a very challenging project in a short

22  timeframe.

23                 So we posted an RFQ.  NEIWPCC

24  posted an RFQ on our contractor opportunities

25  pages on 27 professional environmental websites
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 2  consultants, as well as all of the Connecticut

 3  disadvantaged business enterprises.

 4                 We had one RFQ submittal.  The

 5  submittal was determined to be qualified by the

 6  RFQ review committee.  After looking at 12

 7  different factors, the factors were very broad,

 8  such as what is the applicant's specific

 9  experience related to water planning, state or

10  regional water plans, projects with water

11  utilities, demand management and state agencies

12  including Connecticut.  After scoring those 12

13  factors the RFQ committee voted unanimously that

14  the consultant was qualified.

15                 We did survey the nonresponses,

16  nonrespondents to the RFQ and we got responses

17  such as the respondents had no experience

18  conducting state water plans.  The proposed

19  schedule and expectations were too difficult to

20  meet.  The firm was unable to commit resources to

21  the project given their current workload, or given

22  the scope of the plan and the completion timeline

23  the firm did not have the resources to submit a

24  proposal at that time.

25                 So Tom Callahan is going to be
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� 1  presenting a little bit about what the next steps

 2  on this process are and then we're going to have a

 3  presentation by CDM Smith who is our consultant

 4  here today.  We're hoping that they can run

 5  through their presentation which will be

 6  addressing their qualifications and their prior

 7  work on the individuals who are here today.

 8                 And then after they've given the

 9  presentation they would accept comments and

10  questions from the Water Planning Council

11  Subcommittee here.

12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  One second, please.

13  One of the things I neglected to do was public

14  comment.  I see some individuals here.  Would you

15  like to give public comment today?  Anybody here,

16  or would you like to observe?

17                 (No response.)

18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You're going to

19  observe.  Okay.  If you'd like to give public

20  comment you'll have an opportunity later as well.

21  So welcome.

22                 Okay.  Please proceed, Tom.

23                 TOM CALLAHAN:  So where we are, as

24  Jane described, is the RFP review group which

25  consisted of Jane, myself, David LeVasseur, Betsey
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� 1  Wingfield, some combination of Ellen Blaschinski

 2  and a member of her staff, and Len DeJong.  I

 3  think I've got everybody -- who reviewed CDM/MMI's

 4  submission made a determination that in our

 5  judgment based on the factors that were to be

 6  judged against that, the submission was deemed to

 7  be qualified.

 8                 What we have asked CDM and MMI to

 9  do today is to prepare a presentation for the

10  Council's review that summarizes the material that

11  was in their submission, which you all have had an

12  opportunity to see, and then provide you, the

13  Steering Committee, with an opportunity to ask

14  whatever questions you might have.  And then to

15  provide the Water Planning Council with your

16  assessment, if you will, your advice in terms of

17  your determination whether or not you think we

18  ought to try to negotiate a contract with CDM and

19  MMI.

20                 We're assuming, as I said, the

21  workgroup essentially made a determination that

22  they were qualified.  What we need, I think

23  because of the representation from the Steering

24  Committee being reflective of the key stakeholders

25  that will be engaged in this process as we're
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� 1  going forward, we're looking for your sense of

 2  whether or not MMI -- excuse me, CDM and MMI fit

 3  the bill for what needs to get done as far as the

 4  State Water Planning process is concerned.

 5                 Assuming if we get to a point where

 6  people are comfortable, then what we'll do, what

 7  the workgroup will do through NEIWPCC is seek to

 8  negotiate a scope schedule and a budget and bring

 9  that back to the Water Planning Council for it's

10  review and a determination whether or not to

11  approve moving forward through NEIWPCC with a

12  contract with CDM and MMI.

13                 Is that clear to everybody?  Does

14  anyone have any questions?

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any questions for

16  Tom from the Steering Committee?

17                 (No response.)

18                 TOM CALLAHAN:  So with that, I

19  think Jane, remind me we provided how much time?

20  How much time for the presentation?

21                 JANE CERASO:  I think we said about

22  20 minutes.

23                 TOM CALLAHAN:  About 20 minutes,

24  and then as much time as the Steering Committee

25  would like in terms of questions or comments that
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 2  then we'll go forward from there.

 3                 So with that, I'll turn it over to

 4  the team.  I'll ask them to introduce themselves.

 5  I believe if you're not here physically to see the

 6  presentation I believe it has been sent to you so

 7  that if you're on the phone you should be able to

 8  follow along.  Okay?

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Tom.

10                 MARGARET MINER:  I do have a

11  question.  I don't think we got the presentation

12  sent to us.

13                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  It should

14  have been mailed out, e-mailed out yesterday,

15  Margaret.

16                 TOM CALLAHAN:  The e-mail came from

17  whom?

18                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Tyra, I

19  believe.

20                 TOM CALLAHAN:  And it went to the

21  Steering Committee.  Correct?

22                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Correct.

23                 MARGARET MINER:  So maybe we both

24  missed it.

25                 BETH BARTON:  I haven't got one
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� 1  either.  I've got various spreadsheets that had

 2  came from Virginia, but I don't --

 3                 BOB MOORE:  I didn't get it either.

 4                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Oh,

 5  really?  It didn't go to the whole Steering

 6  Committee?

 7                 TOM CALLAHAN:  Excuse me for a

 8  second.  What didn't you get?  The presentation

 9  itself?

10                 MARGARET MINER:  Yes.

11                 TOM CALLAHAN:  You did get the RFQ,

12  the submission that came with the RFQ?

13                 MARGARET MINER:  No, I don't think

14  so.

15                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  There was

16  a link in the minutes.  When the minutes were sent

17  out last -- I mean, the agenda, there was a link

18  there to be able to review the RFQ.

19                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  But I think

20  we had reviewed it last time and it was fine the

21  last time.

22                 BETH BARTON:  I'm sorry.  This is

23  Beth Barton.  Is the presentation the same as the

24  document prepared by CDM Smith entitled,

25  qualifications?
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� 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  No, it's

 2  not.

 3                 BETH BARTON:  Okay.  Thank you.

 4                 ELIN KATZ:  This is Elin.  Is this

 5  the State Water Plan proposal link, the CDM Smith

 6  PDF?

 7                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Elin,

 8  that's the proposal.  That's the RFQ that was

 9  submitted by CDM Smith.  That's different from the

10  presentation that's being presented today.  This

11  is more of a followup and a summation and flushing

12  out a little bit of their proposal.

13                 ELIN KATZ:  Okay.  Thank you.

14                 MARGARET MINER:  So to get the

15  document you just were referring to we should go

16  back to the link on the last set of minutes?

17                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  The last

18  agenda that was sent out last week had a link

19  embedded in it.

20                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  The agenda

21  I went to is, I went to the OPM website and the

22  agenda hadn't gone up yet.

23                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  No, I'm

24  talking about the individual e-mail that would

25  have been sent to all the members of the Steering
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 2                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  I'll look

 3  for it.  Thanks.

 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  For those people

 5  on the phone the CDM presentation will be e-mailed

 6  to you momentarily.

 7                 ELIN KATZ:  Okay.  Thank you.

 8                 TOM CALLAHAN:  Are you ready for

 9  them to proceed?

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, please proceed.

11                 JOE LALIBERTE:  Well, thank you all

12  very much.  We're here with CDM Smith and Milone &

13  MacBroom.  I'm Jo Laliberte, the proposed project

14  principal.

15                 We actually are shocked that you

16  didn't get other proposals on this, although I

17  think the two firms together, we've been tracking

18  this with you guys for about two years.

19                 We certainly are well versed in

20  what was coming up, but we hope that as you hear

21  our presentation and as you look through our

22  quals, that it's not just simply a selection based

23  on the only firm that submitted, but the fact that

24  we would have welcomed any other firms to have

25  submitted.  And we would have demonstrated that we
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� 1  were among the most qualified, both nationally and

 2  locally, and that's why CDM Smith teamed with

 3  Milone & MacBroom.

 4                 So just a quick agenda.  We're

 5  going to do the introductions of our team.  That's

 6  going to be the next slide, and then we're going

 7  to go through qualifications and then some of the

 8  recent experiences that we've had with state water

 9  plans.

10                 But what's in the gray here, that

11  was not included in the presentation.  It was to

12  foster open communications this morning when we

13  had a dry run of this presentation with the

14  selection committee.  We talked a little bit more

15  about, you know, how an approach and things will

16  be actually performed as we go forward.

17                 So as I had mentioned earlier my

18  name is Joe Laliberte.  I am the proposed

19  principal in charge.  A little bit about myself,

20  I've done some work with various disabilities on

21  water distribution, water mains, water tanks,

22  water treatment, but my primary background is

23  actually on the wastewater side.

24                 So of the wastewater side I have

25  facilitated the implementation and the planning on
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 2  with around me are people who actually have done

 3  all water plans similar to this and they'll be the

 4  ones that will be leading the project.

 5                 On this particular project my role

 6  will be to execute the contract.  My role will be

 7  to make sure that we adhere to scope, schedule and

 8  budget, and my role will be to make sure that we

 9  adhere to CDM Smith's rigorous QA/QC process.

10  I'll be working directly with Kirk Westphal, who

11  is our proposed project manager, in making sure

12  that he is complying with each of those things.

13  And we'll also be working with Jane as needed on

14  an interim basis to make sure that we are in fact

15  meeting the client's needs of where we need to be

16  for schedule, scope and whatnot.

17                 So I have with me Kirk Westphal,

18  who I just mentioned he is our proposed project

19  manager.  Sue Morey is the proposed technical

20  director.  Claire Baldwin is our company's lead

21  facilitator for facilitating workshops like these,

22  and David Murphy who's with Milone & MacBroom who

23  will be helping us with the, really the boots on

24  the ground in understanding the State and what all

25  your current issue are.
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 2  talk a little bit about ourselves and I'm going to

 3  start with Kirk.

 4                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Thanks.  It's a

 5  pleasure to be here today.  I'm Kirk Westphal.

 6  I'm the proposed project manager for this study.

 7                 I thought we would each tell you a

 8  little bit about what we each bring to the table

 9  as our own personal qualifications and credentials

10  and then talk a little bit about what this team

11  brings in aggregate.

12                 I've worked on three state water

13  plans in the country, Oklahoma and Georgia and

14  South Carolina.  I've been the technical director

15  for the work in South Carolina.  I've also

16  directed a number of integrated resource plans,

17  plans that are basically regional water plans that

18  integrate water and wastewater and often reclaimed

19  water plants.

20                 I've done a lot of facilitation of

21  stakeholder groups.  I've helped mediate water

22  disputes in some very contentious environments

23  both here and abroad, but what I'm known for in

24  the firm is taking large complex problems and

25  boiling them down into something simple and
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� 1  explaining them to people, and the consequences of

 2  decisions.  And so that's what I enjoy doing.

 3  That's what I love to do and that's what I hope to

 4  be doing here in Connecticut.

 5                 Sue?

 6                 SUE MOREY:  Thanks.  I'm Sue Morey

 7  and I'll be serving as technical director.

 8  Together with Kirk, Kirk and I serve as CDM

 9  Smith's experts in State Water Planning.  I've

10  worked on five other state water plans for the

11  firm.  I've been working on the Colorado water

12  plan for the last 14 years.  I've worked in

13  Oklahoma, Arkansas, Missouri and the Georgia water

14  plans.

15                 Over the 14 years in Colorado in

16  working on the Colorado water plan I facilitated

17  over 300 basin roundtable meetings.  That's the

18  stakeholder component of the Colorado water plan.

19  I also bring experience in integrated planning.

20  And Kirk and I together have worked on a

21  nationwide study with the Corps of Engineers

22  looking at statewide water planning trends

23  throughout the country.

24                 CLAIRE BALDWIN:  Hi there.  I'm

25  Claire Baldwin.  I'm not going to use the mic.  So
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 2  facilitator, so I have a big voice naturally.

 3  Anyway, I've got about 25, 30 years in the

 4  industrial sector with engineering construction.

 5                 My background originally is in

 6  environmental planning and urban regional design,

 7  and I was doing a lot of planning in master plans

 8  for communities, but they weren't going to

 9  actionable work.  So I actually went back and did

10  my doctoral degree in organizational dynamics,

11  organizational psychology to work specifically in

12  facilitation to help groups go through, and go

13  from thinking about concepts into actual plans.

14  So I'm going to be working with this team.

15                 As you see, my colleagues have a

16  lot of facilitation experience, but I'm actually

17  the neutral who's here to help move us all towards

18  action for the different interests and

19  stakeholders you have.  And that will be all to

20  brings us towards a plan that we're trying to put

21  forward for you.

22                 So, looking forward to working with

23  you all, and I'm sure you'll be able to hear my

24  voice.

25                 DAVID MURPHY:  Hi, everybody.
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� 1  David Murphy from Milone & MacBroom, Manager of

 2  Water Resources Planning at the company.  And many

 3  of you know me from projects such as the water

 4  diversion permitting; CEPA environmental impact

 5  evaluations; the work at UCONN, for example, to

 6  bring water to UConn; and then also the upcoming

 7  WUCC project.  These are all bits and pieces of

 8  the experience that we hope to bring to this, this

 9  project.

10                 I will be supported by Janine

11  Gouin, Jim MacBroom, Scott Bighinatti and others

12  in our office, but I'll be the face of the firm

13  for this effort.

14                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think the

15  greatest strength of this team in aggregate is the

16  fact that we blend the tremendous amount of

17  national experience in statewide water planning

18  with familiarity and understanding of the water

19  issues in Connecticut.

20                 Throughout the country we've dealt

21  with climates that are wet and dry.  We've dealt

22  with stakeholders that perceive water pressures

23  and future changes as advantageous, or as

24  contentious.  We've dealt with interbasin

25  transfers.  We've dealt with water quality.  We've
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� 1  dealt with filling the supply gaps.  We've dealt

 2  with a lot of issues in a lot of different

 3  environments.

 4                 In Connecticut we've dealt with

 5  supply and demand issues.  We've dealt with the

 6  interbasin issues.  We've dealt with water quality

 7  issues in Connecticut.  We are very familiar with

 8  the work the committees and the councils have done

 9  in preparation for this plan and long before this

10  plan had its genesis.

11                 We have a long-standing history in

12  Connecticut, both firms do, with the issues here

13  in Connecticut.  And what we bring as a team is

14  the ability to blend the national experience and

15  the lessons we've learned through other states and

16  how they bring stakeholders together to work

17  through contentious issues with our intimate

18  knowledge of the issues in Connecticut.

19                 CDM Smith has done more statewide

20  planning than any other firm in the country.

21  We've been involved in eight statewide plans, as

22  you can see on the map, in various capacities and

23  have led most of them.  In addition to that, we've

24  done more than 40 integrated resource plans, which

25  again are regional water plans that often look at
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� 1  water and wastewater and water quality and

 2  reclaimed water all together under one umbrella

 3  with the understanding that each decision affects

 4  other positions, and resources are inherently

 5  connected.

 6                 We've also, as Sue mentioned,

 7  worked on two national studies that have been

 8  really summarized as surveys of national trends in

 9  statewide planning, trying to understand what

10  drives states to do comprehensive statewide plans

11  and how they actually enact the plans.  What are

12  the plans to gather people together, collect their

13  interests and turn those interests into statewide

14  policy?

15                 I helped author a book about ten

16  years ago for the Environmental Water Resources

17  Institute that summarized a lot of those trends.

18  And we learned a lot about how the drivers and

19  ultimately policies changed from one region of the

20  country to another.

21                 And then about five years later Sue

22  and I worked together with the Corps of Engineers

23  to update that study and to see how the trends

24  were changing.  And this, this was one of the

25  things that came out of it, just an understanding
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 2  country.

 3                 And you can see at the time in the

 4  East some of the biggest concerns were growing

 5  demand and growing populations.  That sort of has

 6  reversed now in some cases, and Connecticut being

 7  one of them.  Water quality has always been a

 8  driver in the East and now water scarcity is

 9  starting to be talked about a lot more here in the

10  Northeast and along the East Coast.

11                 Places like Georgia that have

12  always been considered water rich are experiencing

13  pressures from regulatory environments, from

14  interstate agreements and from climate change that

15  are making suddenly their water a lot less

16  available than it was five or ten years ago.

17                 In the request for proposals on

18  this we noticed 17 objectives that have been sort

19  of -- we understood as a composite list of the

20  objectives from different councils and groups that

21  have been talking about the formulation of this

22  plan.

23                 And through our work with the

24  statewide plans and regional plans and our work

25  here in Connecticut we've touched on each and
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� 1  every one of those issues personally.  Members of

 2  this team and others in our firm have dealt with

 3  these issues.  So we bring a lot of our collective

 4  experience from the country and from this state to

 5  bear specifically on the objectives that you're

 6  looking to achieve.

 7                 One of the things that I think is

 8  helpful and unique about our team is not only do

 9  we have a lot of experience developing and

10  executing the plans, we have experience developing

11  what they need to be, scoping them, helping

12  stakeholders and decision makers decide what

13  ultimately should be in the plan and what

14  shouldn't be.

15                 We're currently writing the plan,

16  the scope of work for the State of Missouri for

17  their water plan.  We've done that for Oklahoma

18  and Arkansas, as well as Colorado.  Each time we

19  do this we emphasize from the beginning that the

20  plan is not a set of answers.  It is not a

21  solution to water problems.  It is a framework for

22  solving these issues in the future as guidelines

23  for policy that can be turned into regulations or

24  legislation, but it is not the answer itself.  And

25  it's important to understand that.
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 2  in other states and adapted it into a process in

 3  this diagram that can best be described with two

 4  different tacks, one with some supporting

 5  analysis.  There's a tremendous amount of data in

 6  this state, a data-rich state.  And a lot of that

 7  data will go to helping us evaluate the supply and

 8  demand currently, and the supply and demand in 30

 9  or 40 or 50 years out, and how that might change.

10                 And how that might change with

11  other changes in future conditions, how the

12  climate trends might tend to affect the potential

13  gaps or surpluses between supply and demand

14  regulations, how regulations might affect water

15  availability and competing uses for water,

16  environmental uses and recreational uses and

17  consumptive uses, how those balances that are

18  different today and different 40 or 50 years ago,

19  how different they might be, what impact those

20  changes might have.

21                 That information will affect and

22  inform the decision process, the planning process

23  which begins right upfront with very clear

24  organizational objectives that begins actually

25  with the scoping.  But this is where the
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 2  lists out there with different objectives and

 3  different visions for this plan.

 4                 Right from the beginning we need to

 5  consolidate that into a consensus-based list of

 6  objectives for the water plan, and from that it

 7  will be informed with a lot of the analysis that

 8  we do and we'll be able to start working with you

 9  to prioritize the issues and to start

10  understanding the alternatives for addressing

11  them.  And ultimately through all of that work

12  we'll be able to translate the goals and

13  objectives, the data into directives for policy

14  for the State.

15                 CLAIRE BALDWIN:  So just to speak a

16  little bit to how do we do that, you know, there

17  is no magic bullet or secret ingredient here.

18  However what we found -- and these are lists of

19  different types of conflicts we've seen in the

20  work that we've done collectively -- that the goal

21  is to find common ground.

22                 And traditionally people are

23  positional, but if we can raise it up to find the

24  common interests and tap into the collective

25  wisdom of the gathered committees and gathered
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 2  be able to build the structure.  That's kind of

 3  like, say, the floor, the framework for the plan,

 4  which hopefully my job will be able to do that.

 5                 So we can find those overlapping

 6  points to start that dialogue from, and then put

 7  it together in such a manner because you've got so

 8  much data.  You've got so much awareness and

 9  you've got so much talent in this state that you

10  can come together in a way to protect it, but at

11  the same time also meet those interests that

12  occasionally become positions.

13                 So that will be the process we'll

14  be going through, as it will be a

15  common-ground-based one for moving forward.

16                 SUE MOREY:  So as we've said, we've

17  worked with several states.  We've delivered all

18  of our state water plans on time and under budget,

19  or at budget.  And these are some comments that

20  we've received from some of our state agencies

21  that we've worked with.  We've also received two

22  ACEC awards, one from Colorado and recently last

23  week for Arkansas.

24                 The Colorado state plan, which I

25  mentioned I've been working on for the last 14
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 2  that wasn't really the sustaining principle of the

 3  plan.  It was really in response to competing

 4  demands and growth pressures that are going on in

 5  Colorado.

 6                 But there are many elements of the

 7  Colorado plan that you have in your plan, or your

 8  table of contents in the RFP.  We did an extensive

 9  demand and supply assessment of resources in the

10  state.  We put together a value of recreational

11  and environmental waters.

12                 As a matter of fact, that map was a

13  bottom-up map where we showed attributes,

14  environmental attributes that each planning

15  region -- or there it's called basin roundtable --

16  utilized.  Subsequent to that we developed an

17  environmental toolbox working with the Nature

18  Conservancy to actually implement some of these

19  things.

20                 We also have taken on interbasin

21  transfers which are extremely controversial in the

22  state of Colorado, and looked at the impacts of

23  interbasin transfers, both in the basin of origin

24  and the receiving basin for water supply.  And all

25  this was done with heavy stakeholder involvement.
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� 1                 Some of the outcomes from the first

 2  round of planning in Colorado was that it was a

 3  precursor to legislation, mainly House Bill 1177,

 4  which is called Water for The 21st Century Act,

 5  which institutionalized the planning regions in

 6  Colorado and also provided funding for the

 7  planning regions to do their own basin planning as

 8  well as keep this overall statewide umbrella plan

 9  in place.

10                 In Georgia, again it was

11  precipitated by crisis, drought, but not a

12  sustaining principle of the plan because the next

13  year it started raining.  But there's competing

14  demand and growth throughout the state.  Some of

15  the contrasting aspects of the Georgia plan,

16  there's heavy interstate issues.  A couple of

17  cases are proceeding to the Supreme Court.

18  There's also groundwater withdrawals and over

19  drafting that are complicating interstate issues.

20                 We're in the second round of

21  planning for Georgia.  We were contracted to do

22  three planning regions and now we're contracted to

23  do six planning regions.  And they're currently

24  trying to evaluate the implementation aspects from

25  the original, the original plan six years ago.
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� 1                 DAVID MURPHY:  Thanks, Sue.  As a

 2  firm, Milone & MacBroom has been involved in many,

 3  many kinds of planning processes in the state of

 4  Connecticut for municipal to regional.  We thought

 5  we'd highlight here a project that many of you

 6  remember dearly, I think, the Southeastern

 7  Connecticut Water Utility Coordinating Committee.

 8                 We produced a coordinated water

 9  supply plan in about the year 2000, in 2001 after

10  a two, two-and-a-half-year planning process.  Of

11  the original four WUCC regions, it's the only plan

12  that was approved by DPH.  I think one of the

13  greatest things about the southeastern region is

14  that after the planning process was finished that

15  region has embarked on a very robust water

16  resources planning agenda.  Chris has been a big

17  part of it, and Jim Butler from the COG.

18                 And so what that shows is that

19  after a plan is finished a region can continue on

20  its own with help sometimes in water resources

21  planning.

22                 JOE LALIBERTE:  And so in closing,

23  we started at 1:16, so I am going to make sure we

24  finish on schedule.  I've got two minutes.  I

25  could just blab on for two minutes.
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� 1                 But we hope that through our

 2  presentation that we demonstrated that we have the

 3  utmost statewide planning throughout the United

 4  States.  We coupled that with the best of

 5  understanding Connecticut and the issues that you

 6  guys are dealing with.

 7                 We've shown that we have a

 8  facilitator on the board that certainly has dealt

 9  with issues like this in bringing groups together

10  and understanding how to do that.  And we have the

11  strength and resources to deliver the project.

12                 Between Milone & MacBroom and CDM

13  Smith we actually have over 200 staff within the

14  state of Connecticut.  And then we have other

15  staff that are within a driving distance away to

16  help that have the national experience to bring to

17  this table to make sure that we deliver the plan.

18                 And then I guess in closing I would

19  just say that the five of us have been on

20  conference calls and in meetings amongst ourselves

21  for the last two months just strategizing how to

22  deal with this problem and how to, you know, the

23  issues that you're facing, and how can we all work

24  together?

25                 And we are extremely excited to
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� 1  finally bring our thoughts and ideas to you guys

 2  and hopefully collectively get your thoughts and

 3  ideas back so that we can all work together for a

 4  path forward to have the water state plan done on

 5  schedule and delivered, what everybody wants it to

 6  be.

 7                 So at this point we would open it

 8  up to questions.

 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.

10                 Questions from members of the

11  Steering Committee?

12                 BOB MOORE:  We've been working on a

13  variety of issues.  I chair the Policy Committee

14  of the Steering Committee.  And how have you

15  thought about integrating your work with the

16  various -- the two subcommittees that we have with

17  Virginia and myself?

18                 DAVID MURPHY:  I think initially

19  one of the things that we'll do well as a

20  subcontractor working for the CDM Smith team is

21  trying to bring some of those issues to the table

22  and explain them, and get the subcommittees

23  involved directly.

24                 So with that said, as I work with

25  the team here to understand those issues and
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 2  year and a half, they'll be able to take that and

 3  look at it from a more national viewpoint, which I

 4  think is very important and necessary.  So I'm

 5  going to help them understand locally and then

 6  they're going to look at it with their eyes from

 7  other states, and see how to look at that in a

 8  different way.

 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think, too, the

10  engagement would begin right away.  The scoping

11  process would be a collaborative process with this

12  committee, and subcommittees representing a

13  variety of people and stakeholder groups from the

14  state of Connecticut.  So that process of

15  facilitating discussions would begin right away

16  from the scoping and then into the statement of

17  objectives, and then throughout the rest of the

18  process.

19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  David?

20                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  Yeah, I was

21  wondering as you've had your internal and external

22  conversations and discussions about this, were

23  there any real things that gave you great pause or

24  hesitation about submitting or engaging with this,

25  with this effort?
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� 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Nothing that gave

 2  us pause about submitting, honestly.  But the

 3  concerns we have, there are always difficulties

 4  and each state has different obstacles to

 5  overcome.

 6                 I think the most serious issue that

 7  concerns our group is the number of various

 8  opinions that are out there about what the plan

 9  should actually look like, and trying to come to

10  consensus on the structure and format of a water

11  plan, ultimately what its utility will be and what

12  it will include and not include is going to be a

13  challenge.

14                 But it's the type of challenge that

15  we face really in every state when we embark on

16  one of these plans.  We've got thousands and

17  thousands of people who are interested in the

18  outcome, and representatives of those people who

19  bring in a lot of different perspectives.

20                 And so that's why we've asked

21  Claire to join the team, to help facilitate those

22  discussions to find the common ground among all

23  the different lists that we've seen of objectives

24  and conditions for the plan, to find common ground

25  from the beginning so we don't go off in too many
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� 1  directions.  And it's a focused plan and it's a

 2  plan based on consensus.

 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret?

 4                 MARGARET MINER:  I'm impressed you

 5  didn't say money, which would have been my first

 6  response to that last question.

 7                 Your section on your experience in

 8  Connecticut, is that mostly through Milone &

 9  MacBroom?  Or have you all, minus Milone &

10  MacBroom, done projects in Connecticut?

11                 JOE LALIBERTE:  We certainly have

12  done projects in Connecticut for a number of

13  municipalities, but not to the level that Milone &

14  MacBroom has done them.  So if we had filled out

15  that table with just Connecticut on our own I

16  think we would have had a fairly substantial

17  amount of check marks, but clearly Milone &

18  MacBroom coming to our team has added a

19  significant amount of check marks.

20                 MARGARET MINER:  So I know that

21  Milone & MacBroom has been and is currently very

22  involved in the WUCC planning and I had questions,

23  maybe more for DPH, but one for you.

24                 In the WUCC planning, among the

25  many things that are supposed to be considered is
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� 1  water quality, flood management, recreation and

 2  aquatic habitat issues.  So those are criteria

 3  that are going to be, or are required by statute

 4  to be considered in the WUCC planning.

 5                 And how do you plan -- let's say,

 6  same aquatic habitat issues, how do you see what

 7  work you do on that subject is dovetailing or

 8  superseding, or in some way relating to WUCC,

 9  WUC's work on that same subject?

10                 DAVID MURPHY:  You know, the WUCC

11  related questions were frankly anticipated and I'm

12  glad to have them.  You know, Margaret our role is

13  to make sure -- we have a unique opportunity to

14  directly link the two processes, which we might

15  not have that if we weren't involved.  I think

16  that's a benefit.

17                 It's our goal to have there be

18  direct coordination, which is going to help both,

19  both processes.  You know, the two, WUCC and State

20  Water Plan had been sort of lapping each other as

21  they run around, you know, this track at the high

22  school.  And they've both, you know, come to the

23  front a few times and now they're going to start

24  at the same time.

25                 I think that's ideal.  I know
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� 1  there's been some angst about that.  I think the

 2  two starting at the same time will allow a lot of

 3  information to pass back and forth.  As there are

 4  findings in the WUCC they can go to the State

 5  Water Plan, and vice versa.  I'm very excited

 6  about it.

 7                 To specifically answer your

 8  question, it's my job to make sure those

 9  considerations are well coordinated.  I don't have

10  an exact technical answer for you right now.  I

11  think we'll learn as we get into it, but that's,

12  you know, what I'm here to take care of.

13                 MARGARET MINER:  So obviously this

14  has been discussed in the science subcommittee at

15  WUCC meetings and other meetings.  I think the

16  idea that it would be coordinated was on the table

17  quite a while.  I'm assuming that there will be an

18  effort not to have duplicate projects.

19                 Do you anticipate that the WUCC

20  plan and the water supply plan will have the same

21  data related to, say, aquatic habitat, the same

22  analysis, so that there won't be duplicate efforts

23  to collect the data?

24                 So do you see data that does apply

25  to both plans being collected in one way, and
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� 1  being consistent between the two plans?

 2                 DAVID MURPHY:  I do.  I think

 3  there's definitely opportunities for efficiency

 4  and we'll be looking to maximize that.  I think it

 5  makes a lot of sense.  Just to be clear, there

 6  will be data for the -- I mean, the WUCC process

 7  is predicated on public water systems and that is

 8  really the focus.

 9                 We do not want that to dominate the

10  State Water Plan by any means, so there's going to

11  be a larger universe of data looked at for the

12  State Water Plan.  And I'm happy, again to

13  coordinate the two, but it's likely that CDM will

14  be processing and looking at a lot more

15  information than the WUCC will.  But to the extent

16  that they share the same data, that's the goal, is

17  to coordinate this.

18                 MARGARET MINER:  So you're sort of

19  the coordination point person?

20                 DAVID MURPHY:  That's one thing I'm

21  sort of good at, I guess.  Yeah, coordination.  I

22  will be.

23                 GENE LIKENS:  The is Gene Likens on

24  the phone.

25                 And Margaret, I'm sorry to have
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� 1  interupted you, but as far as to participate on

 2  the phone, I was interested in the same line of

 3  questions, and your answer to the initial question

 4  was all the various interests and goals that

 5  people have across the state.

 6                 Could you speak a little bit -- and

 7  I know this is early on and really kind of unfair,

 8  but issues that you've encountered in other states

 9  and in thinking about Connecticut that really

10  presents major challenges such as inventories of

11  groundwater?

12                 SUE MOREY:  Yes, there are

13  challenges across the board.  I presented a few on

14  Colorado and Georgia.  Certainly it appears that

15  Connecticut is a data-rich state, but there are

16  data challenges in terms of getting everything.

17  What we strive to do is get everything on a common

18  technical platform.  It's not identical, but as

19  much of a common technical platform as we can for

20  certainly supply and demand related data.

21                 On the environmental assessment

22  side, the data that comes in, in terms of species

23  and use classifications and those kinds of things,

24  another function that we've been successful with

25  in a state water plan is actually building an
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� 1  attributes map in terms of environmental

 2  importance by different planning regions, or

 3  basins, or communities in terms of what people

 4  view as significant environmental attributes for

 5  consideration.

 6                 That goes into the planning process

 7  and as you start to implement you can start to tie

 8  some projects, restoration projects or flow

 9  related release projects to those environmental

10  attributes.

11                 We talked earlier today.  You know,

12  one of the biggest challenges in any state water

13  plan far and away is the integration of the

14  stakeholders getting consensus, getting them moved

15  from, you know, off-positions and into interest so

16  we can develop a comprehensive plan that is

17  somewhat consensus based.

18                 The technical issues, although

19  challenging, are not as complex as human beings

20  are.  So we felt fairly confident in terms of

21  being able to gather information on the technical

22  side, on supply and demand, models, you know,

23  getting, gathering all the data and doing some

24  kind of analysis of that.  It's the

25  decision-making framework that we find in all
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� 1  state plans, and I would assume Connecticut would

 2  be no exception, as the largest challenge.

 3                 However, we do have a fairly tried

 4  and tested process in terms of formulating water

 5  supply objectives.  And when I say, water supply,

 6  I don't mean just water supply for public water

 7  systems, but water supply for all uses.  And to

 8  get people to understand everyone's values and

 9  create an integrated plan.

10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I'll add one thing

11  to that on the data side.  With respect to

12  something we find commonly with every state plan

13  we've done, and that's the data necessary to

14  support decisions on in-stream flow management.

15                 In-stream flow in Connecticut,

16  you're a lot farther along than most states are,

17  actually.  A lot of states are doing this kind of

18  planning in a vacuum without the advantages in

19  policies that are getting rolled out and tested.

20                 Here we have some frameworks for

21  some policies and an opportunity to study the

22  impacts and the benefits of these policies not in

23  a vacuum.  And I think that's a real advantage to

24  this data that we have here in this state.

25                 GENE LIKENS:  Thank you.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew?

 2                 ANDREW LORD:  Yeah, I just have a

 3  couple of questions.  The legislation that's

 4  driving this effort is in response to some pretty

 5  urgent problems that we have.  And one of the

 6  things that you said about the plan is that it's

 7  not going to provide solutions.  It's going to

 8  provide a framework for solutions.

 9                 The other thing that caught my

10  attention was that you've been working with

11  Colorado for 14 years, and I'm kind of interested

12  in your approach to actually solving some of the

13  problems that we have through this plan sooner

14  rather than later, and certainly in less than 14

15  years.

16                 SUE MOREY:  No, I just wanted to

17  clarify the 14 years.  So it's because the State

18  has been continually updating every five years the

19  statewide water supply initiative.  So it was two

20  years to do the original SWSI project and then

21  there was an institutionalizing the basin

22  roundtables.  We were the contractor to support

23  the basin roundtables, from a technical standpoint

24  to do their own basin plans.

25                 And then in five years' time it was
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� 1  time again for the State to update.  They had

 2  obligated the water conservation board to update

 3  every five or six years.  So then it was time to

 4  re-update supply and demands.

 5                 We took a lot of feedback from the

 6  original, because this was the first time there

 7  was a comprehensive plan like that done in

 8  Colorado.  We took some feedback on things like,

 9  you know, we had started with a 30-year planning

10  horizon and people thought that was too short.  We

11  wanted to do a 50.  People wanted to look at

12  climate change.  It hadn't been considered in the

13  previous plan, et cetera.  So that's why there was

14  that time period.

15                 But certainly outcomes can happen.

16  I think when Kirk said the framework, so for

17  example, the difference between the solution and

18  the framework supports, you know, the plan isn't

19  legislation, but it supports a framework for the

20  legislative body to move forward with legislation.

21  The same thing as that plan is not policy, but can

22  be used as the backbone for a policy-setting kind

23  of procedure, those kinds of things.

24                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And during the

25  planning process we may encounter some solutions
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� 1  to some of the problems.  I think part of it is

 2  prioritizing those issues that can be solved from

 3  those that need more legislative momentum and that

 4  sort of thing.

 5                 But the plan for those will provide

 6  at least the consensus backing, as much as we can

 7  get from the stakeholders, to provide a platform

 8  for that legislation moving forward.

 9                 ANDREW LORD:  Okay.  So just in my

10  simple terms, we have a problem that we know we

11  have with the Fenton River and the Quinnipiac

12  River.  Those seem to be priority things.  What

13  would the plan say about the problems that we

14  have?  I mean, I know I'm putting you on the spot.

15                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I don't think we

16  can say really anything about what the solutions

17  would be supposed to be, but the hope is -- and

18  Dave, maybe you can add some detail?

19                 The hope is that the process of

20  bringing people together who have objectives for

21  these rivers will find some common ground.  And

22  the plan will identify some alternatives and

23  evaluate all of the alternatives in a fair and

24  advised way for that, for those situations.

25                 Dave, you want to add something?
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� 1                 DAVID MURPHY:  Yeah.  I mean, I

 2  would say that some of us feel that the Fenton

 3  River problem is solved.  Some of would feel that

 4  it's not.  But you know, regardless of which side

 5  you're on there is a solution that's been tested

 6  for a few years and I think one of the nice things

 7  about the State Water Plan would be taking the

 8  solution for the Fenton River, which is the well

 9  field management plan, and saying, let's shake

10  this.

11                 How does this look?  Can we use it

12  elsewhere?  Is it good policy?  Is it the

13  technical solution?  Where else in the state can

14  we use it?  You know, that's the kind of thing

15  that we can do now, is take those problems but

16  look at them as partial solutions, slash,

17  opportunities that we can use elsewhere.  I think

18  this is one where you can do that.

19                 JULIE ZIMMERMAN:  So I have a

20  question around scenarios developing.  You talked

21  about a 50-year time horizon for planning and you

22  talked about climate change.  I'm curious how you

23  look at new technologies or emerging technologies,

24  wastewater reuse and recovery, the water energy

25  nexus, green infrastructure.
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� 1                 How do you plan out for these

 2  technologies where there is uncertainty but

 3  clearly opportunity?  And as the metrics evolve

 4  over these next 50 years some of these

 5  technologies will be players that might not be

 6  players right now.

 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think first of

 8  all, that none of those issues can be addressed in

 9  a vacuum.  They need to be addressed as potential

10  solutions to problems.  And part of the planning

11  process is finding the extent of those problems

12  geographically, the extent of those problems in

13  time and whether those problems are sensitive to

14  particular changes.

15                 Climate change is a good example, I

16  think.  We've done a lot of studies where we find

17  the supposition going in is that a water body or a

18  water supply is at risk to climate change.  And we

19  find that not all of them are.  And so it's

20  important to understand the magnitude of those

21  risks first before we start to talk about the

22  solutions.

23                 So there are technological

24  solutions and there are planning solutions.  There

25  are infrastructures solutions to these, but they
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 2  problems are in the first place.  And I think one

 3  of the surprising things that usually comes out of

 4  a planning process, whether it's a statewide plan

 5  or an integrated plan for a region, is that not

 6  all problems are quite as severe as we think they

 7  might be, or not as sensitive to potential changes

 8  as they might be.  And some others are a lot more

 9  sensitive than we thought.

10                 And so the first step before we

11  start to deal with the solutions to the problems

12  is really quantify what those problems are and how

13  vulnerable they are to changes in future

14  conditions.

15                 Sue, you can maybe talk a little

16  bit more about that?

17                 SUE MOREY:  Yeah.  So in Colorado

18  we just started -- not all states do scenario

19  planning as part of their water plan, and in

20  Colorado's plan it doesn't exist now, but we have

21  actually started the process of scenario planning

22  for them.

23                 So what we've done is we've taken

24  all the future uncertainty, so economics,

25  demographics, climate, hydrology, technology and
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� 1  regulatory, and we've crafted three different

 2  scenarios that take elements of all of those.  So

 3  you know, you have a future that's hot and dry and

 4  kind of, you know, not very technological.  You

 5  might have another scenario that's, you know, the

 6  future is hot and try, but technology comes and

 7  saves the day.  Another future I think was the

 8  same hydrology and you have kind of a different

 9  regulatory environment.

10                 So these scenarios were all crafted

11  with, in Colorado it was the Interbasin Compact

12  Committee.  And then from that we started

13  developing what the futures would be like that

14  they want to evaluate as part of the state plan.

15  Once we get that we can start to look at all of

16  our alternatives and see how our alternatives in

17  the same framework perform in these different

18  futures.

19                 I know many of you are familiar

20  with an adaptive management plan where it lays out

21  a roadmap so that you don't necessarily have to do

22  everything now.  You can do some things now and

23  then test five or ten years and see which way

24  things are going from a technological or

25  regulatory side, from a climate change standpoint
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 2  management roadmap, so that's the kind of thing

 3  we're dealing with.

 4                 CLAIRE BALDWIN:  And if I can add

 5  to that?  I worked as a facilitator for Broward

 6  County down in Florida.  We were doing a solid

 7  waste interlocal agreement with 27 municipalities.

 8  That's 27 stakeholders.  Should we sign again?

 9  Should we not?

10                 This question about solid waste

11  technology that was involved, was on the table.

12  And so we actually went backwards and looked at

13  the economic viability of the technology.  In that

14  case it needed a certain amount of users or waste

15  flow to be viable, and then laid that up against

16  our different alternatives as to which way they

17  should go.

18                 Because there were some, you know,

19  a number of people in the industry who may recycle

20  or do different things to reduce landfill size.

21  And so by going against the viability of the waste

22  stream against demographics we were able to look

23  at that and go backwards into our scenario.  So

24  kind of a flip from what Sue's team did in using

25  scenario planning, but that's another alternative
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 2                 Because sometimes it's just not

 3  the, you know, mass that makes it from a business

 4  point of view critical as opposed to the interests

 5  that they might need to do, nevertheless because

 6  of stewardship reasons.

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Bart.

 8                 BART HALLORAN:  Thank you, Jack.

 9                 I can certainly speak to the

10  professionalism and the ability to meet deadlines

11  of Joe Laliberte and CDM Smith.  They've worked

12  with the MDC for the last several years on doing

13  the clean water project and have done a superb

14  job.  So I'm very pleased to see CDM Smith here.

15                 And I do know -- I think it's great

16  that Milone & MacBroom would be involved in both

17  processes.  I know that we met on the WUCC a

18  little while ago and I just wanted to establish

19  sort of the timeline of what's going on.  I had

20  thought that the WUCC process was going to start

21  sometime in the March area, and that doesn't seem

22  to have happened as we're now into April.

23                 Is there any plan on moving forward

24  with WUCC?  I know that Milone & MacBroom was

25  working on a contract or something with the State
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 2                 DAVID MURPHY:  I'd like to defer to

 3  Ellen first and I can add to that.

 4                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So the

 5  contracting process never goes as quickly at our

 6  agency, unfortunately, as we would hope.  And so

 7  we continue to hope that -- we did hope to have

 8  the contract finalized in March.  We did not

 9  achieve that, that goal.  But April is a new month

10  and we are optimistic that it will get resolved

11  soon.

12                 DAVID MURPHY:  And that's what I

13  would have said.  So --

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Bart, any followup?

15                 BART HALLORAN:  No, that's fine.

16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret?

17                 MARGARET MINER:  I have a followup

18  to Andrew's question, I believe.  Most of the

19  major water planning steps we've taken since 2000

20  starting with the creation of the Water Planning

21  Council up to today have been prompted by major

22  disputes that involve municipalities, litigation,

23  headlines.

24                 So I was wondering, Andrew raised

25  the question of how rapidly can we get to it?  And
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� 1  I was thinking that a way to resolve disputes

 2  would be a part of the -- an important part of the

 3  State Water Plan.  Now you would need data to make

 4  a good decision and you would need policy

 5  direction, but would you be considering a

 6  mechanism to resolve disputes?  And I would say

 7  some are ready to be resolved at this minute if

 8  you have the mechanism.

 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Claire, I'll defer

10  to you in just a second, but I will say that in

11  many of our state plans we do provide as part of

12  the deliverable procedures, not just summaries of

13  data and summaries of meetings and guidelines, but

14  actual procedures.

15                 A good example is in Oklahoma we

16  are providing procedures on how to calculate firm

17  yield in a river basin.  In South Carolina we're

18  providing procedures on how to go through an

19  allocation process.  So that's part of the

20  deliverable, and what I mean when I say framework

21  for decision making.

22                 But Claire -- but I'll let you talk

23  with more specificity.

24                 CLAIRE BALDWIN:  Kirk is correct.

25  What we can get you to, pretty robustly I'm
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� 1  hoping, is how would you do alternative dispute

 2  resolution?  What would be your acceleration or

 3  lifting process?  And if you could come to

 4  agreement on, or find common ground about when do

 5  you elevate to what at what risk and put some

 6  weighting around that.  It will at least give you

 7  a mechanism to have those dialogues.

 8                 One of the things I'm hoping is

 9  that we get to work in a pretty strong fashion and

10  get to increase our awareness, not that you don't

11  already have it of each other and your positions

12  and what's underneath that.  I think you guys have

13  got it.  I feel the passion in the room.  I'm

14  excited about that, but within that space creating

15  a way of what's acceptable, and when do things get

16  elevated?  And so it may give you the ability,

17  through process and procedure, get some things off

18  the plate and other ones do a higher elevation as

19  necessary.

20                 It's more of a process related

21  answer than I was providing that insight for you.

22  It's helping you to get to the process to an

23  answer because you've got so much data.  It's

24  amazing.

25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Ellen, then
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 2                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So my question

 3  is actually a follow-up to Margaret and Bart's.

 4                 So DPH is embarking on a contract

 5  process for our WUCC process using Milone &

 6  MacBroom.  So from the DPH perspective we just

 7  want to be sure that Milone & MacBroom is

 8  available to do the WUCC process.  And how do we

 9  ensure that we don't duplicate work or efforts?

10  So any insight?

11                 DAVID MURPHY:  Yeah, that's a great

12  question.  You know, when I first phoned CDM Smith

13  I think one of the first things I said to Joe was,

14  we're the face of the WUCC.  For better or for

15  worse, whether people like you for the next two

16  years, it's me in either the central or the west.

17  Janine, she'll take the one I don't take and then

18  Scott Bighinatti will take east.

19                 And we're going to be the face of

20  that process for two years.  And we don't want to

21  be the face of this if we can't.  It's not

22  appropriate to be the face of the State Water

23  Plan.  We're happy to support you, but these are

24  the people that you're going to see.

25                 And it's very important to us that


                            54
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 2  for the WUCC.  That's the priority.  I told these

 3  guys how much of a time they can have.  It's after

 4  I subtract the WUCC time.

 5                 And then to the extent that there

 6  could be some efficiencies, that's great.  But

 7  efficiencies don't help you when it comes to

 8  meetings.  You have to either be at this one or

 9  the other one.  And so we won't be the face of the

10  State Water Plan.  That's by design.  And you have

11  our -- the State of Connecticut has our full -- a

12  hundred percent of me for the WUCC and maybe, I

13  don't know, 99 percent of me for the State Water

14  Plan.  How's that?

15                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And it's not just

16  you.  There are others at Milone & MacBroom who

17  will be supporting you.

18                 DAVID MURPHY:  That's correct.

19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And they've all

20  committed the time and effort to that.

21                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Thank you.

22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Virginia?

23                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I've been

24  involved with various water issues, intermittently

25  involved in water issues in Connecticut for the
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 2                 And as I think everybody in this

 3  room knows, my frustration has been a lot of good

 4  stuff has come out various water planning

 5  processes and a lot of good ideas, and then they

 6  don't get implemented.  And I'm hoping that you

 7  can provide us with some tools that will allow a

 8  plan that's been adopted by the Legislature

 9  actually be implemented.

10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  As you might

11  imagine, we had that same conversation with

12  ourself, and we do every time we begin a state

13  plan.  It's great to plan, but if it can't be

14  acted on there's not a lot of value to it.

15                 One of the things that we bring to

16  this team are three people who have made a career

17  of taking planning goals and objectives and data

18  and turning it into policy, working with

19  legislatures and turning it into policy.  And

20  those people will be directing in some way an

21  umbrella over all of the other work that happens

22  in the state plan to make sure that the

23  discussions are aimed at ultimately crafting

24  policy that can be legislated.

25                 So you can maybe talk a little bit
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� 1  more about how you did that in Colorado, too?

 2                 SUE MOREY:  Yeah, and I want to

 3  emphasize in addition to the policy goals we also

 4  have some technical tools that we've left with

 5  different states depending on the needs of the

 6  state.

 7                 So for Oklahoma we created this

 8  thing, this tool called the high water tool which

 9  actually looks at -- calculates the water supply

10  gap by the different basins.  So that the State

11  can do this planning and figure out how they're

12  meeting their gaps, you know, projects to that.

13                 And in Colorado we developed, just

14  recently developed a costing tool.  So costing

15  both engineering projects and environmental

16  projects to put everything on an apples-to-apples

17  comparison so that entities, not just the large

18  water providers, but the smaller, the smaller

19  towns and cities as well as NGOs can actually

20  implement some of these projects that are in these

21  basin roundtable processes.

22                 In addition to that we developed,

23  we call it the non-consumptive toolbox.  It's

24  really an environmental toolbox.  That's what we

25  call it in Colorado, is non-consumptive water, but
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� 1  an environmental toolbox so people can readily go

 2  in and kind of assess conditions in the

 3  environment.  So tools can be customized, both

 4  technically and on the policy side for what your

 5  needs are into the future.

 6                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  The other thing

 7  I'll add to that, too, is that the objectives that

 8  are formulated by the stakeholders are great, but

 9  without ways to measure progress toward those

10  objectives they're just ideas, or ideals.

11                 And so part of the planning process

12  is developing performance measures of ways that

13  different alternatives can satisfy these

14  objectives.  And that, as Sue is saying, gives us

15  an apples-to-apples way to compare different

16  solutions in ways that people can understand and

17  policymakers can understand.

18                 Whether it's cost or reliability,

19  or cleanliness of water, or availability, or

20  satisfying multiple needs at the same time,

21  municipal needs and environmental needs, without

22  these performance measures to understand how

23  different alternatives that can be enacted by

24  legislation reform the objectives are fairly

25  useless.
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 2  go through the planning process with the

 3  stakeholders to work on identifying how can we

 4  measure progress toward that objective and then

 5  keep that consistently throughout the plan.

 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Further questions?

 7                 Michael?

 8                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Mike Sullivan

 9  with the DEEP.  So I just want to follow-up on

10  Milone's comment about WUCCs, and it's in your

11  contract to be with DPH.  Suppose, I mean, right

12  now they seem to kind of, like, two efforts seem

13  to be kind of going in tandem.

14                 Suppose DPH really puts their foot

15  on the gas pedal and, you know, it's an

16  accelerated process with the WUCCs, and you know,

17  if that's your top priority in terms of your

18  contractual arrangement.

19                 Is CDM going to be -- and you're

20  not going to be able to do as much as you might

21  otherwise have been able to do on the State Water

22  Plan.  Is CDM prepared to -- do they have, like, a

23  plan B?  Are you prepared to kind up step up and

24  fill that void if that happens?

25                 JOE LALIBERTE:  I mean, obviously
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 2  MacBroom.  Clearly the most dominant person to

 3  have there, on our team, on the issues, that's

 4  been dealing with it day in and day out for the

 5  last several years is David Murphy.

 6                 So we clearly would like to have

 7  him on our team to make sure that there is no

 8  coming up to speed that we need to do, but we've

 9  done numerous state plans elsewhere in Connecticut

10  without Milone & MacBroom.  We fully have the

11  horses in house to do this project.  We'd like to

12  do it with Milone & MacBroom.  We see great

13  synergy.

14                 We see this is a great opportunity

15  for both projects moving forward, but if need be

16  and he's made it clear that if he has to, he will

17  focus on the WUCC side.  We can certainly can pick

18  up the slack.

19                 DAVID MURPHY:  You know, I tried to

20  be careful and used the phrase, "the firm" or

21  "Milone & MacBroom."  And I've said, myself, a

22  couple times and I didn't mean to portray I was

23  the only one.  You know, I have staff in 20 other

24  projects -- which might not get work done for a

25  couple years.
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 2  but that's the reality, you know, for all of us in

 3  consulting, is it's our job to balance the

 4  workload that we have.  I have people that I've

 5  worked with for a long time like Scott Bighinatti.

 6  Peter Shea is back working with me for the third

 7  time.  He used to work with me at Meriden

 8  Environmental.  And I have new staff that has just

 9  come on, as well as older staff.

10                 You know, so we have a team of

11  people.  And what was interesting about the WUCC

12  proposal is that we were required to write a

13  staffing plan and we will be sticking to that.

14  And the staffing is very specific on who the faces

15  of the three regions will be.  So that will be me

16  and that won't change, but the staff that I have

17  working for me under WUCC could be the same as or

18  different than the staff working to help out on

19  the State Water Plan.  So there's capacity there.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any further

21  questions from anybody here or anybody on the

22  phone?  Any further questions?

23                 (No response.)

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Your recommendation,

25  Mr. Callahan, moving forward here?
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� 1                 TOM CALLAHAN:  If it was the

 2  committee's, the Steering Committee's -- I think

 3  what we would like to do is have the Steering

 4  Committee endorse having the working group move

 5  ahead and to see whether we can put together a

 6  proposed contract that includes scope, schedule

 7  and budget for the State Water Planning process.

 8                 And I think that the other

 9  recommendation that we would have -- understanding

10  that we may or may not be able to get there.  I

11  want to be clear on that.  Going into this we need

12  real value in terms of what we're going to get out

13  of this.  And we could come to you and say, look.

14  We tried really hard, but we couldn't get there,

15  and I'm hoping that's not the answer, but I think

16  I want to be sure on the front end that if we get

17  the endorsement that that's the potential outcome

18  so that as we go forward and negotiate people

19  understand that, number one.

20                 The second thing is I think we

21  would like to enhance the group that's been

22  organized, which is Jane and Betsey and Ryan

23  and/or Ellen from DPH, Dave and myself, and Len

24  who's been sitting in as a member of the advisory

25  group's recommendation, to pick up someone from
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� 1  Bob's group and to pick up somebody from

 2  Virginia's group, either for them as principals or

 3  somebody from their group.

 4                 To get to the point that Bob raised

 5  a little earlier today, they've both been working

 6  in tandem as we shape scope, schedule and budget

 7  to integrate those issues into this as we go

 8  forward, you know.  So I'd be looking for an

 9  endorsement to proceed with an understanding we'll

10  try to put something together in the next few

11  weeks, come back and vet that with the group and

12  also to enhance the committee in the way that I

13  just described.

14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any questions on

15  that?

16                 Virginia?

17                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Not a question.

18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Are you going to

19  make that motion?

20                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I'd like to move

21  that the Steering Committee endorse the work of

22  the -- what do you call yourselves now?

23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Selection committee.

24                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Selection

25  committee to proceed with their negotiations.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is there a second to

 2  that?

 3                 ANDREW LORD:  Second.

 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Motion made and

 5  seconded.

 6                 Any discussion?

 7                 Yes, Margaret -- and again, the

 8  inclusion of the two additional people on the

 9  committee as well.  Margaret?

10                 MARGARET MINER:  Yes, I think it

11  would be appropriate -- or I would certainly like

12  for the scoping to come to the Steering Committee

13  at some point.  So that's the kind of thing we

14  exist to look at, is the scope.

15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Absolutely.

16                 MARGARET MINER:  So I don't know

17  what would be the proper way of amending the

18  motion, but before the working group and the

19  consultant go too far down the road of the scope,

20  I think it would be great if we all could have a

21  look at it and, say, halfway there, and offer our

22  enthusiastic endorsement or some suggestion for

23  different items that could be included or deleted.

24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that's a

25  reasonable suggestion.
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� 1                 David?

 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Margaret

 3  we actually raised that with a meeting this

 4  morning and said that was an integral part of

 5  moving forward through the scoping process.

 6                 MARGARET MINER:  So can it be in

 7  the motion in some form?

 8                 TOM CALLAHAN:  I would not suggest

 9  that you do that, but I would also suggest because

10  it's part of the request for qualifications that

11  was submitted, we suggested a certain timeline.

12  And that timeline is influenced by when they

13  start.

14                 Assuming we can get to it, yes, my

15  suggestion would be that you are going to need

16  another Steering Committee perhaps to coincide

17  with your next Water Planning Council meeting

18  schedule in May in order to accomplish what we're

19  talking about.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.  That makes

21  sense.

22                 MARGARET MINER:  Perhaps the

23  reference to scope in the motion could include

24  scope with one or two, or whatever, one review by

25  the Steering Committee.  In other words, a review,
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� 1  a mid-scope review by the Steering Committee.

 2                 Our scoping will include -- a scope

 3  that will include referrals back to the Steering

 4  Committee, or a chance for responses by the

 5  Steering Committee.

 6                 TOM CALLAHAN:  Yeah again, it's

 7  your call.  I would say there if we pick up a

 8  representative from each of the workgroups and if

 9  it was to be Bob and Virginia, respectively, we

10  would have two members of the Steering Committee

11  in addition to Len engaged in shaping this,

12  shaping the scope, schedule and budget as we

13  proceed.

14                 What I think what you want to avoid

15  is something that goes for an extended period of

16  time.  So the combination of having those voices,

17  it lies involved on the front and.  And an

18  oppurtunity for the Steering Committee, perhaps

19  coincidental with the Water Planning Council's

20  meeting in May with -- and ideally, have something

21  that's distributed as scope before the meeting.

22                 It might be a pathway to keep us on

23  schedule, if the schedule is deemed to be

24  important.  If the schedule is not important it's

25  not a problem.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, the schedule is

 2  very important.

 3                 Margaret is that acceptable to you?

 4                 MARGARET MINER:  I would like to

 5  see it somewhere.

 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  But I think what Tom

 7  is saying is that as we go through the process I

 8  don't think we'll have any problem with getting

 9  some of the pieces out to you.

10                 MARGARET MINER:  I would have

11  thought so, too, if he wasn't so resistent to

12  having it in the motion.

13                 ELIN KATZ:  This is Elin.  I'm

14  having a lot of trouble hearing you.

15                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  I'll put

16  the mic on, but there may be a horrible racket.

17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's all right.

18                 MARGARET MINER:  It's working.

19                 I would prefer to see it in the

20  motion.  I don't doubt they will try, but we've

21  had problems getting things to the Steering

22  Committee in a timely way.  And I understand the

23  time pressures and budget pressures that we all

24  have faced, especially you guys.

25                 I would feel more comfortable if it
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� 1  was in the motion, but I certainly -- it will be

 2  in the minutes that there is a commitment of

 3  sorts.

 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Virginia?

 5                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  My question is to

 6  the process.  I know the first phase of your

 7  committee the members were not allowed to say

 8  anything to anybody.

 9                 MARGARET MINER:  That's right.

10                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  If that continues

11  to be the case I think Margaret has a good point.

12  If it's much more of an open process, if I were

13  serving on it I might send out an update after

14  every time we got together.  Yeah, this is what

15  we're talking about.  Do you have any input?  So

16  how do you envision that process of this

17  committee?

18                 TOM CALLAHAN:  The first phase was

19  the first part of a procurement process to

20  determine who was qualified and who was not.  It

21  assumed that there would be at least one, and

22  more, but you have to go through that.  That

23  should not be in the public process there.

24                 The issue of scope, budget and

25  schedule which will ultimately be rolled into a
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� 1  contract ultimately has to be approved by the

 2  planning council.  I think there's a lot less

 3  sensitivity in terms of sharing that information

 4  as we proceed so long as it's clear that there is

 5  a process, and the process is through the group

 6  that was appointed by the Water Planning Council

 7  to essentially bring something to the Planning

 8  Committee and the Steering Committee that gets us

 9  to where we need to be.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew?

11                 ANDREW LORD:  I'll just weigh in on

12  this.  I think it is really a process question at

13  this point.  And you know, if we wait until May to

14  get a fully developed scope, then we have to be

15  mindful of schedule and maybe approve it without,

16  you know, adequate review or accept it as it is.

17  Just I think that's the box that we don't

18  necessarily want to be in.

19                 So again, that affects the schedule

20  because if it comes back to the Steering Committee

21  and we've got concerns, it's got to go back and it

22  has to go back and be revised.  If we have updates

23  along the way it gives us all an opportunity to

24  weigh in.

25                 So I understand your point is that
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� 1  you want to streamline it without having a lot of

 2  discussion back and forth about what the scope

 3  should be, but I'm just mindful of getting to the

 4  end of the -- thinking that we're at the end of

 5  the road, and actually we're at an intersection.

 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I just want to say

 7  this.  I'm not going to come to the next -- I

 8  think your idea is good, as we have a joint

 9  meeting in May with the Water Planning Council and

10  the Steering Committee.  I would envision getting

11  a document out to you as well, you know, a week,

12  ten days before the meeting.

13                 You're not going to come here the

14  day of the meeting or the morning of the meeting

15  to read it.  That's what I would envision

16  happening.  If we get it to you, like, a week in

17  advance, does that sound reasonable?

18                 TOM CALLAHAN:  The next meeting,

19  the May meeting is when?  What's the date of the

20  May meeting?

21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  May 5th.

22                 TOM CALLAHAN:  It's 30 days from

23  today.  So my presumption is we would get the

24  initial meeting with this group within the next

25  week, or ten days.
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 2  corrected.  It's May 3rd.

 3                 TOM CALLAHAN:  May 3rd, it's a

 4  little closer.  Then we would begin to shape that.

 5  My guess is we'll make the progress, but we might

 6  need more than one meeting to do that, to get from

 7  point A to point B.

 8                 And to have something ready by,

 9  let's say what would be, without looking at the

10  calendar, April 25th or 26th, so that's

11  coincidental with the meeting on that, if we could

12  get it out sooner, great.  But there's work that

13  needs to get done in order to put you in a

14  position to have something to look in, react to,

15  even if it's just to say, look.  This doesn't cut

16  it.  We're looking for something more, or we're

17  looking for something less.  But it's going to

18  take some time to get us to the point where we can

19  put something in front of you.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think what I'm

21  hearing here this afternoon is the Steering

22  Committee would like the opportunity to review a

23  document well in advance before voting on it.  So

24  if we don't have it by the May meeting, we'll have

25  something.
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� 1                 I mean, we can have it reviewed,

 2  but you have a commitment from the Chair that you

 3  will have a document to review before you vote on

 4  it.  And if we have something towards the end of

 5  the month, they could take a look at it.  That's

 6  fine, too.

 7                 Am I reading this right?  Is

 8  everybody okay with that?

 9                 MARGARET MINER:  The commitment

10  from the Chair is excellent.

11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret, I'm glad

12  you still trust me after all these years.  I

13  appreciate it.

14                 MARGARET MINER:  Evermore so.

15                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And Margaret, I

16  mean my read, I've known Tom for a long time and I

17  don't think that it's reluctance on his part.

18  He's under pressure from people like me, that we

19  have a scheduled to meet.  And we value him coming

20  back in, but nonetheless even though -- like, he

21  is worth every penny we're paying him.

22                 TOM CALLAHAN:  I'm out of here.

23                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I mean, even

24  though he's in here and basically in a volunteer

25  capacity, I mean, we're putting a lot of pressure
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� 1  on him to get us to the schedule.

 2                 And so what you're reading from

 3  him, I'm sure, is not reluctance to get input from

 4  the Steering Committee, but rather it reflects the

 5  pressure, like, that the four of us are putting on

 6  him to, like, let's move it.  Let's get going.

 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

 8                 Any further comment?

 9                 (No response.)

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So everybody knows

11  the motion?  Virginia, would you like to restate

12  it?

13                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  It might not be

14  exact, but I move that the Steering Committee

15  endorse the negotiations to proceed with CDM Smith

16  in the development of a water plan.

17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is there a second to

18  that?

19                 ANDREW LORD:  I seconded it.

20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Any

21  questions?

22                 (No response.)

23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  If not, all those in

24  favor signify by saying, aye.

25                 THE COMMITTEE:  Aye.
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� 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you all

 2  very much.  And also thank you very much to our

 3  consultants and thank you to the selection

 4  committee.  A lot of work has gone into this

 5  process behind the scenes, and I'd like to thank

 6  the RFQ selection committee for all the work

 7  they've done as well.

 8                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  And Tom

 9  and Jane.

10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And Tom and Jane,

11  absolutely.

12                 Okay.  So you're excused.  Thank

13  you very much.  Appreciate you being here.

14                 And I'm going to excuse myself.  No

15  offense, Virginia.  I have to leave.

16                 So David, it's all yours.

17                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Thank

18  you.  That brings us up to our standing committee

19  reports, and the first would be the policy

20  subcommittee.

21                 BOB MOORE:  Thank you.  The policy

22  committee met, I think, twice since our last

23  meeting in February and in March.  We've had a lot

24  of issues and maybe if the consultants could stay

25  for a second longer, I could give you --
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 2  we can't hear you.

 3                 BOB MOORE:  Is that better?

 4                 ELIN KATZ:  Yeah.

 5                 BOB MOORE:  The policy committee

 6  had a number of recommendations.  The first

 7  recommendation we had, we met with Michael Houser

 8  from the Connecticut State Data Center.  And he

 9  indicated, you know, the use of the state data

10  center for collection and use of data.

11                 We're having some technical

12  difficulties.  Can you hold on one second?

13                 That sounds a little better.  And

14  the state data center said that they could provide

15  us population projections based on areas of the

16  state.  Whether that's watersheds, all we had to

17  do was provide a source map or a variety of the

18  things, what they call the shape file that we

19  could give them.  And they would end up giving us

20  population projections over the time period.

21                 So the policy committee recommended

22  that we have -- to the Steering Committee, that

23  the Connecticut State Data Center be utilized as a

24  source for population estimates for the State

25  Water Plan.  And that was also being used by the
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 2  that we felt that this was a recommendation that

 3  the consultant should hear now, that we use State

 4  Population Data Center's population estimates for

 5  the State Water Plan.

 6                 We spent a great deal of time

 7  actually in two meetings talking about drought and

 8  what was drought, and what were the authorities

 9  under various drought conditions.  I went over it

10  with DEP and DPH, and DPH's regulatory authorities

11  were under drought.

12                 DEP's authority is mostly to stop

13  regulating during drought.  Their legislation

14  allows diversions and interconnections to be made

15  without considering -- their current statute then

16  gives them some time period to waive their current

17  requirements.  So they don't really have a

18  position on drought that requires things to

19  happen, but just allows things to happen that they

20  otherwise would regulate.

21                 We also get into what the various

22  droughts were, as was different for agriculture.

23  A drought that was affecting agriculture may be

24  very different than a drought that is affecting

25  water supply, a drought that's streamflow.  And so
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 2  needed to develop.

 3                 And we had a recommendation that

 4  the Steering Committee -- that definitions for

 5  different types of drought be developed along with

 6  defining a water research.  So that we look at

 7  drought as not just a lack of rainfall, but what

 8  types of lack of rainfall, those types of drought,

 9  and how they affect the various water shortages

10  that might occur as a result of that.  So there

11  might be a different impact if it's a stream

12  versus if it's a reservoir.  And so that was one

13  of our recommendations.

14                 We also had another recommendation

15  that came out of our drought discussion.  And it's

16  basically that we, the Steering Committee, that

17  part of the implementation include a public

18  outreach end of it, and education focused on water

19  conservation, water usage, and in particular lawn

20  care during those activities.

21                 And we need further discussion on

22  that to detail what that water conservation

23  program will look like, but that wasn't one of the

24  other recommendations that came out of our

25  meeting.  That was kind of the summary of the
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 2                 In the March meeting we focused on

 3  what was called a crosswalk prepared by DEP, and

 4  that's just an issue of various water programs,

 5  and it's probably somewhere in one of your files

 6  down there.  Various water programs, and then the

 7  issues that relate to whether it's groundwater,

 8  surface water, and whether it's a quantity or

 9  quality issue.  And so we had quite a bit of

10  discussion on those issues, and had a few more.

11                 Ellen decided we ought to add

12  drinking water as part of one of this crosswalk

13  issues.  So it's not just water quality.  It's

14  also treating water, and Ellen is working on that

15  for our meeting next week.

16                 So then we went back and talked

17  about how we were going to handle all the other

18  issues that were related to the plan.  What were

19  the issues that were of concern, how they were

20  going to get integrated in the plan, how we were

21  going to approach them.

22                 You know, the issues between what's

23  going on in Long Island Sound versus what's going

24  on, you know, in the Farmington River are very

25  different issues.  How are we going to handle
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 2  groundwater and things like that.  It brought us

 3  back to drought again a little bit.  And we ended

 4  up trying to talk about how we're going to deal

 5  with all these issues.

 6                 And Matt Pafford offered up a

 7  proposal and along with, you know, that was really

 8  based on the State's subcommittee, the State's

 9  water plan subcommittee -- probably looked at

10  Colorado and some of the ones that you've worked

11  on -- but his draft recommendation, which we'll be

12  talking about next week is that -- I'll just read

13  parts of it -- is that the State Water Plan should

14  identify critical water quality and quantity

15  issues on a broad regional scale and develop broad

16  policy initiatives to address those issues

17  specific to each region in selecting the

18  appropriate scale and boundary for such regions.

19                 There's tension between identifying

20  regions on the base of a physical criteria such as

21  watersheds, or water company service areas, or the

22  water utilities, or the regions of state

23  government.  So there's a discussion in there that

24  we'll have next week, is how do we actually want

25  to look at the boundaries of this plan?  And how
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 2  will be done in the plan?

 3                 And then he goes on to say that the

 4  water plan should establish a process for

 5  identifying, prioritizing, analyzing, resolving

 6  specific problems and challenges as they arise

 7  within the chosen regions, and establish clear

 8  expectations for regional coordination and public

 9  engagement in providing access to meaningful data.

10  And then basically establishing a flexible process

11  that responds to and learns from these different

12  challenges and provides, you know, responses based

13  on the problem areas.

14                 So we'll be talking more about this

15  at the meeting on the 14th.  I think it's probably

16  consistent with what you've been talking about

17  today, the consultants.  And so that was one of

18  the issues that came out of our March meeting.

19                 We also talked about in the drought

20  area, again is one of the things that was of

21  concern is how do we deal with interconnections

22  and interconnections between water utilities and

23  emergency connections.  And Bob Young is going to

24  help with the draft for a policy in how we deal

25  with the subject of interconnections and how we
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 2  process them in a simpler way.  Right now, there

 3  it's a very complex issue and I'm trying to get

 4  emergency interconnections.

 5                 So those were the basic issues that

 6  we were talking about.  We have a draft

 7  agriculture use policy coming up from UConn, and

 8  we've been working on that as well.  So our next

 9  meeting is next Thursday.  We'll be talking about

10  OPM's drought presentation.  They have a drought

11  subcommittee.

12                 But Ellen, what's the name of that.

13                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  The OPM

14  subcommittee?

15                 BOB MOORE:  Yeah -- nevermind.

16  There's an OPM subcommittee on drought and they're

17  presenting their findings to us next week.  We're

18  going to continue to evaluate our quality/quantity

19  issues.  We should have a proposal on the

20  agricultural use policy, an update on the FOIA

21  legislation which has started through -- I don't

22  know where it is now.  Maybe Mike can add that to

23  this one.

24                 So those were the kind of issues

25  for the policy committee.  Anything I leave out,
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 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  You covered it,

 3  Bob.

 4                 BOB MOORE:  Okay.  So that's kind

 5  of where we are.  Again, as the consultants move

 6  on it might be appropriate for you to -- I'll be

 7  happy to meet on your committee, Tom, and kind of

 8  bring all the issues that we had together so far.

 9  We could bring you up to speed on where we are on

10  those issues, what our recommendations are and

11  some of the highlights that we've covered in our

12  last couple months.

13                 But that's about the end of it.

14                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Thanks,

15  Bob.

16                 Any questions for Bob?

17                 (No response.)

18                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  If not,

19  Virginia, thank you for submitting your report in

20  writing and your detailed analysis and graphs.

21  And perhaps in the interests of time if you could

22  just summarize some of the high points for us?

23                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Well, before I do

24  that, Bob gave me a perfect segue.  The other

25  group is called the drought plan workgroup.  It's
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 2  Planning Council.  One of my other hats is I've

 3  been chairing that for the last too many years.

 4                 And people on the advisory group,

 5  if you checked your e-mail this morning you would

 6  see the final draft plan was in your e-mail this

 7  morning.  This is it.

 8                 A lot of the issues that you were

 9  talking about in terms of different types of

10  drought are in here.  This is an update of an

11  existing plan that was approved by the Water

12  Planning Council back in about 2002.  So, not in

13  this forum, I'm going to go into ways in which it

14  has changed, but we have the final re-done here.

15                 The science and technical group

16  started out by brainstorming what kinds of data

17  would be necessary and that's the basis of the

18  humongous spreadsheet that you all got last week.

19  And then what we did more recently -- because our

20  discussions have been sort of like this.  And one

21  of the things I was very pleased to hear from your

22  presentation this afternoon was that we realized

23  that the members of the group didn't have a really

24  good idea of what problem we were trying to solve

25  or what objectives we were trying to meet in this,
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 2                 And so getting clarification on

 3  that as the first step I think is crucial.

 4  Because as I said, over the past year and a half

 5  the science and technical group has kept coming

 6  back to that, what exactly do we need.  We need to

 7  know what we're trying to solve before we know

 8  what data we need to solve it.

 9                 So what we did to summarize, we

10  felt that it was important to pretty much put our

11  group on hold until we had identified a consultant

12  with whom we were working and figured out who's

13  going to do what, because I could imagine anything

14  in the spectrum from, oh, wow.  You've already

15  identified all this?  Great.  That means we don't

16  have to do it, but we want to do it our own way,

17  you know.

18                 So we decided to pause.  And before

19  we did that we looked at the 12 items that were

20  the charge that we got, the science and technical

21  group got from the Water Planning Council.  And

22  each person in the group individually just went

23  through and sort of came up with ideas of what

24  their concerns were, what we had discussed, what

25  the questions were in each of those 12 categories.
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 2  submitted to you folks, which is just a

 3  compilation of everybody's thoughts and ideas.

 4  Not solutions, not definite answers, but what our

 5  thinking was at the time.

 6                 I don't want to take the time now

 7  to make specific recommendations, but I can do

 8  that at another time.  But there were some things

 9  that were just crucial that we identified as

10  problems that need to be addressed.  Some of

11  them -- all of them, I think we've all heard of

12  the unknown actual volumes used with the

13  registered new versions.

14                 Also, what the volumes are of

15  private domestic well withdrawals and withdrawals

16  that are under the 50,000 gallons per day.  Is the

17  cumulative effect of those something that we need

18  to be looking at?  This was mentioned before.

19                 Water reuse is something that could

20  be an incredibly good opportunity as we move

21  forward on our planning.  And also crucial is a

22  state commitment to fund ongoing data collection

23  and perhaps collection of new data.  And I could

24  go on with a list of maybe six or eight things

25  that came out from our preliminary discussions
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 2  process.

 3                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Okay.

 4                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Did you folks get

 5  this?

 6                 MARGARET MINER:  When did you send

 7  that out?

 8                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Tyra sent it

 9  Thursday of last week.

10                 MARGARET MINER:  Oh, the drought

11  plan?

12                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Oh, no.  The

13  drought plan, I sent that at, like, eleven o'clock

14  last night so you should have seen that this

15  morning.

16                 MARGARET MINER:  I did not, but

17  I'll speak to you about it.

18                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  But did you folks

19  get this, this summary from the science and

20  technical group?

21                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Yes.

22                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  And the version

23  of the reformatted table went out this morning.

24  There were some screw ups with that.

25                 So any questions?
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 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Thank

 3  you, Virginia.

 4                 Next on the agenda is legislative

 5  matters.  I don't know if we really have anything

 6  to discuss in this forum.  Nick?

 7                 NICK NEELEY:  I'll be very brief.

 8  There's several bills that I think many of you are

 9  familiar with and have been working on -- I'll go

10  through quickly.

11                 5540, that's an Act Concerning the

12  State Water Plan.  That makes changes to the

13  current approval process for the State Water Plan.

14  And I know the Water planning Council has

15  submitted testimony in opposition to the bill.

16                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Nick,

17  could you come up to the speaker so the folks on

18  the phone can hear you?

19                 NICK NEELEY:  I'll quickly read

20  5540, an Act Concerning the State Water Plan, and

21  that's to make changes to the current approval

22  process for the State Water Plan and.  As I had

23  mentioned earlier, the Water Planning Council has

24  submitted testimony in opposition to the bill.  I

25  have copies of the testimony if anyone wants it.
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 2  That's an act concerning DPH and PURA and the

 3  current CPCN expansion and construction of water

 4  systems process.  It's a DPH/PURA proposal that

 5  serves to essentially streamline that process.

 6                 And then there's Senate Bill, of

 7  course, 422.  That's an act concerning the bottled

 8  water issue up in Bloomfield.  That got out of

 9  committee and is in the process of being drafted

10  into a bill.

11                 And finally Senate Bill 300, and

12  that's the New Britain Water Company land study

13  that's taking place.

14                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Questions

15  for Nick?

16                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  I think the

17  other one would be the bill that is currently in a

18  moribund state.  It died in committee, but the

19  bill on the FOIA, FOIA issues.  And as far as I

20  know there is still ongoing negotiations between

21  at least the Governor's office, I think DPH and

22  the water companies.

23                 There had been some language that

24  had come out, revised language.  It's certainly, I

25  think, a couple of our expectations are that those
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 2  onto something.  But I don't know if you have any

 3  more updates on that?

 4                 NICK NEELEY:  I haven't heard

 5  anything.

 6                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Mike Sullivan.

 7  That bill died in committee.  I wouldn't treat

 8  that as a fatal death, if that is a word.

 9                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  It's a

10  repetitively redundant word.

11                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  There are

12  discussions happening.  Who knows where that will

13  go, but that still is a live issue.

14                 MARGARET MINER:  On 5440, which is

15  the Water Planning Council -- well, which is the

16  approval process for the water bill.  There's also

17  testimony available from the Connecticut Water

18  Works Association, the Rivers Alliance, Aquarion

19  and some other people also available on the

20  website of the CGA.  I believe most of the other

21  testimony, of that testimony is in favor.

22                 Thank you.

23                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Any other

24  questions of Nick?

25                 (No response.)
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 2  Thank you, Nick.

 3                 Other business?

 4                 (No response.)

 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Seeing

 6  none, I'll entertain a motion to adjourn.

 7                 GENE LIKENS:  So moved.

 8                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Second.

 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Moved and

10  seconded.  All those in favor signify by saying,

11  aye.

12                 THE COMMITTEE:  Aye.

13                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  And the

14  motion is approved.

15                 And I would remind everyone that we

16  are looking to do a joint meeting of the water

17  planning Council and the Steering Committee on

18  Tuesday, May 3rd.  So if you could mark your

19  calendars accordingly I'm sure information will be

20  made available to call into those folks who can't

21  make it so that we can continue our work moving

22  forward with the RFQ process.

23                 Okay.  Thank you, all.

24                  (Whereupon, the above proceedings

25  were concluded at 2:42 p.m.)
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  We're going
 2  call this meeting to order, the Water Planning
 3  Council, Statewide Water Plan Steering Committee
 4  to order for August 5th -- April 5th, sorry.  I
 5  wish it was August -- for April 5th.  I'm Jack
 6  Betkoski, Chairman if this group.
 7                 Should we go around the room
 8  quickly and introduce ourselves?
 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Dave
10  LeVasseur, Office of Policy and Management, Vice
11  Chairman.
12                 BART HALLORAN:  Bart Halloran, MDC.
13                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  David Sutherland
14  the Nature Conservancy, longstanding member of the
15  committee.
16                 MARGARET MINER:  Margaret Miner,
17  just joined the committee, Rivers Alliance.
18                 BOB MOORE:  Bob Moore, Policy
19  Chair.
20                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  Betsey Wingfield
21  filling in for Mike Sullivan until he arrives.
22                 CHRIS CLARK:  Chris Clark, Mohegan
23  Tribal Utility Authority.
24                 JULIE ZIMMERMAN:  Julie Zimmerman
25  Yale University.
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 1                 ANDREW LORD:  Andrew Lord,
 2  Connecticut Association of Water Pollution Control
 3  Authorities and the Connecticut Water Pollution
 4  Abatement Association.
 5                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And who's on the
 6  phone, please?
 7                 LARRY BINGAMAN:  Hi.  This is Larry
 8  Bingaman and John Hudak with the Regional Water
 9  Authority.
10                 ELIN KATZ:  Elin Katz, Consumer
11  Counsel.
12                 BETH BARTON:  Beth Barton from Day
13  Pitney.
14                 GENE LIKENS:  Gene Likens, aquatic
15  scientist.
16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I heard another
17  beep.
18                 SUSAN STRATTON SAYRE:  Yeah, this
19  is Susan Sayre calling in from Smith College.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hi, Susan.
21                 Okay.  Good afternoon, everyone.
22  Welcome and we have a full agenda, a very busy
23  agenda this afternoon.  And what we're going to do
24  this afternoon is hear a presentation from CDM
25  Smith regarding -- and NEIWPCC is going to kind of
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 1  facilitate this conversation.
 2                 Do you want to introduce them,
 3  please?
 4                 JANE CERASO:  Okay.  Can everybody
 5  hear me?  Hi.  I'm Jane Ceraso with the New
 6  England Interstate Water Pollution Control
 7  Commission.  We've been contracted to oversee the
 8  process of hiring a contractor for the State Water
 9  Plan.
10                 Just as a quick reminder about
11  what's happened so far, the Water Planning Review
12  Subcommittee has opted to go with an RFQ, or a
13  request for qualifications process rather than an
14  RFP process based on the magnitude of this project
15  and the complexity.
16                 The thought was that if we found a
17  contractor who was highly qualified to take on
18  this project that that would help inform the next
19  steps which will be the scoping and detailing of
20  the project, and timelines and keeping everybody
21  on task with a very challenging project in a short
22  timeframe.
23                 So we posted an RFQ.  NEIWPCC
24  posted an RFQ on our contractor opportunities
25  pages on 27 professional environmental websites
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 1  and sent it to 27 separate environmental
 2  consultants, as well as all of the Connecticut
 3  disadvantaged business enterprises.
 4                 We had one RFQ submittal.  The
 5  submittal was determined to be qualified by the
 6  RFQ review committee.  After looking at 12
 7  different factors, the factors were very broad,
 8  such as what is the applicant's specific
 9  experience related to water planning, state or
10  regional water plans, projects with water
11  utilities, demand management and state agencies
12  including Connecticut.  After scoring those 12
13  factors the RFQ committee voted unanimously that
14  the consultant was qualified.
15                 We did survey the nonresponses,
16  nonrespondents to the RFQ and we got responses
17  such as the respondents had no experience
18  conducting state water plans.  The proposed
19  schedule and expectations were too difficult to
20  meet.  The firm was unable to commit resources to
21  the project given their current workload, or given
22  the scope of the plan and the completion timeline
23  the firm did not have the resources to submit a
24  proposal at that time.
25                 So Tom Callahan is going to be
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 1  presenting a little bit about what the next steps
 2  on this process are and then we're going to have a
 3  presentation by CDM Smith who is our consultant
 4  here today.  We're hoping that they can run
 5  through their presentation which will be
 6  addressing their qualifications and their prior
 7  work on the individuals who are here today.
 8                 And then after they've given the
 9  presentation they would accept comments and
10  questions from the Water Planning Council
11  Subcommittee here.
12                 THE CHAIRMAN:  One second, please.
13  One of the things I neglected to do was public
14  comment.  I see some individuals here.  Would you
15  like to give public comment today?  Anybody here,
16  or would you like to observe?
17                 (No response.)
18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  You're going to
19  observe.  Okay.  If you'd like to give public
20  comment you'll have an opportunity later as well.
21  So welcome.
22                 Okay.  Please proceed, Tom.
23                 TOM CALLAHAN:  So where we are, as
24  Jane described, is the RFP review group which
25  consisted of Jane, myself, David LeVasseur, Betsey
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 1  Wingfield, some combination of Ellen Blaschinski
 2  and a member of her staff, and Len DeJong.  I
 3  think I've got everybody -- who reviewed CDM/MMI's
 4  submission made a determination that in our
 5  judgment based on the factors that were to be
 6  judged against that, the submission was deemed to
 7  be qualified.
 8                 What we have asked CDM and MMI to
 9  do today is to prepare a presentation for the
10  Council's review that summarizes the material that
11  was in their submission, which you all have had an
12  opportunity to see, and then provide you, the
13  Steering Committee, with an opportunity to ask
14  whatever questions you might have.  And then to
15  provide the Water Planning Council with your
16  assessment, if you will, your advice in terms of
17  your determination whether or not you think we
18  ought to try to negotiate a contract with CDM and
19  MMI.
20                 We're assuming, as I said, the
21  workgroup essentially made a determination that
22  they were qualified.  What we need, I think
23  because of the representation from the Steering
24  Committee being reflective of the key stakeholders
25  that will be engaged in this process as we're
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 1  going forward, we're looking for your sense of
 2  whether or not MMI -- excuse me, CDM and MMI fit
 3  the bill for what needs to get done as far as the
 4  State Water Planning process is concerned.
 5                 Assuming if we get to a point where
 6  people are comfortable, then what we'll do, what
 7  the workgroup will do through NEIWPCC is seek to
 8  negotiate a scope schedule and a budget and bring
 9  that back to the Water Planning Council for it's
10  review and a determination whether or not to
11  approve moving forward through NEIWPCC with a
12  contract with CDM and MMI.
13                 Is that clear to everybody?  Does
14  anyone have any questions?
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any questions for
16  Tom from the Steering Committee?
17                 (No response.)
18                 TOM CALLAHAN:  So with that, I
19  think Jane, remind me we provided how much time?
20  How much time for the presentation?
21                 JANE CERASO:  I think we said about
22  20 minutes.
23                 TOM CALLAHAN:  About 20 minutes,
24  and then as much time as the Steering Committee
25  would like in terms of questions or comments that
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 1  they'd like to see CDM and MMI respond to, and
 2  then we'll go forward from there.
 3                 So with that, I'll turn it over to
 4  the team.  I'll ask them to introduce themselves.
 5  I believe if you're not here physically to see the
 6  presentation I believe it has been sent to you so
 7  that if you're on the phone you should be able to
 8  follow along.  Okay?
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Tom.
10                 MARGARET MINER:  I do have a
11  question.  I don't think we got the presentation
12  sent to us.
13                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  It should
14  have been mailed out, e-mailed out yesterday,
15  Margaret.
16                 TOM CALLAHAN:  The e-mail came from
17  whom?
18                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Tyra, I
19  believe.
20                 TOM CALLAHAN:  And it went to the
21  Steering Committee.  Correct?
22                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Correct.
23                 MARGARET MINER:  So maybe we both
24  missed it.
25                 BETH BARTON:  I haven't got one
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 1  either.  I've got various spreadsheets that had
 2  came from Virginia, but I don't --
 3                 BOB MOORE:  I didn't get it either.
 4                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Oh,
 5  really?  It didn't go to the whole Steering
 6  Committee?
 7                 TOM CALLAHAN:  Excuse me for a
 8  second.  What didn't you get?  The presentation
 9  itself?
10                 MARGARET MINER:  Yes.
11                 TOM CALLAHAN:  You did get the RFQ,
12  the submission that came with the RFQ?
13                 MARGARET MINER:  No, I don't think
14  so.
15                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  There was
16  a link in the minutes.  When the minutes were sent
17  out last -- I mean, the agenda, there was a link
18  there to be able to review the RFQ.
19                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  But I think
20  we had reviewed it last time and it was fine the
21  last time.
22                 BETH BARTON:  I'm sorry.  This is
23  Beth Barton.  Is the presentation the same as the
24  document prepared by CDM Smith entitled,
25  qualifications?
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 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  No, it's
 2  not.
 3                 BETH BARTON:  Okay.  Thank you.
 4                 ELIN KATZ:  This is Elin.  Is this
 5  the State Water Plan proposal link, the CDM Smith
 6  PDF?
 7                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Elin,
 8  that's the proposal.  That's the RFQ that was
 9  submitted by CDM Smith.  That's different from the
10  presentation that's being presented today.  This
11  is more of a followup and a summation and flushing
12  out a little bit of their proposal.
13                 ELIN KATZ:  Okay.  Thank you.
14                 MARGARET MINER:  So to get the
15  document you just were referring to we should go
16  back to the link on the last set of minutes?
17                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  The last
18  agenda that was sent out last week had a link
19  embedded in it.
20                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  The agenda
21  I went to is, I went to the OPM website and the
22  agenda hadn't gone up yet.
23                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  No, I'm
24  talking about the individual e-mail that would
25  have been sent to all the members of the Steering
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 1  Committee last Tuesday with the agenda.
 2                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  I'll look
 3  for it.  Thanks.
 4                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  For those people
 5  on the phone the CDM presentation will be e-mailed
 6  to you momentarily.
 7                 ELIN KATZ:  Okay.  Thank you.
 8                 TOM CALLAHAN:  Are you ready for
 9  them to proceed?
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, please proceed.
11                 JOE LALIBERTE:  Well, thank you all
12  very much.  We're here with CDM Smith and Milone &
13  MacBroom.  I'm Jo Laliberte, the proposed project
14  principal.
15                 We actually are shocked that you
16  didn't get other proposals on this, although I
17  think the two firms together, we've been tracking
18  this with you guys for about two years.
19                 We certainly are well versed in
20  what was coming up, but we hope that as you hear
21  our presentation and as you look through our
22  quals, that it's not just simply a selection based
23  on the only firm that submitted, but the fact that
24  we would have welcomed any other firms to have
25  submitted.  And we would have demonstrated that we
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 1  were among the most qualified, both nationally and
 2  locally, and that's why CDM Smith teamed with
 3  Milone & MacBroom.
 4                 So just a quick agenda.  We're
 5  going to do the introductions of our team.  That's
 6  going to be the next slide, and then we're going
 7  to go through qualifications and then some of the
 8  recent experiences that we've had with state water
 9  plans.
10                 But what's in the gray here, that
11  was not included in the presentation.  It was to
12  foster open communications this morning when we
13  had a dry run of this presentation with the
14  selection committee.  We talked a little bit more
15  about, you know, how an approach and things will
16  be actually performed as we go forward.
17                 So as I had mentioned earlier my
18  name is Joe Laliberte.  I am the proposed
19  principal in charge.  A little bit about myself,
20  I've done some work with various disabilities on
21  water distribution, water mains, water tanks,
22  water treatment, but my primary background is
23  actually on the wastewater side.
24                 So of the wastewater side I have
25  facilitated the implementation and the planning on
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 1  major wastewater projects, but what I'm supported
 2  with around me are people who actually have done
 3  all water plans similar to this and they'll be the
 4  ones that will be leading the project.
 5                 On this particular project my role
 6  will be to execute the contract.  My role will be
 7  to make sure that we adhere to scope, schedule and
 8  budget, and my role will be to make sure that we
 9  adhere to CDM Smith's rigorous QA/QC process.
10  I'll be working directly with Kirk Westphal, who
11  is our proposed project manager, in making sure
12  that he is complying with each of those things.
13  And we'll also be working with Jane as needed on
14  an interim basis to make sure that we are in fact
15  meeting the client's needs of where we need to be
16  for schedule, scope and whatnot.
17                 So I have with me Kirk Westphal,
18  who I just mentioned he is our proposed project
19  manager.  Sue Morey is the proposed technical
20  director.  Claire Baldwin is our company's lead
21  facilitator for facilitating workshops like these,
22  and David Murphy who's with Milone & MacBroom who
23  will be helping us with the, really the boots on
24  the ground in understanding the State and what all
25  your current issue are.
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 1                 I'm going to ask each one of us to
 2  talk a little bit about ourselves and I'm going to
 3  start with Kirk.
 4                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Thanks.  It's a
 5  pleasure to be here today.  I'm Kirk Westphal.
 6  I'm the proposed project manager for this study.
 7                 I thought we would each tell you a
 8  little bit about what we each bring to the table
 9  as our own personal qualifications and credentials
10  and then talk a little bit about what this team
11  brings in aggregate.
12                 I've worked on three state water
13  plans in the country, Oklahoma and Georgia and
14  South Carolina.  I've been the technical director
15  for the work in South Carolina.  I've also
16  directed a number of integrated resource plans,
17  plans that are basically regional water plans that
18  integrate water and wastewater and often reclaimed
19  water plants.
20                 I've done a lot of facilitation of
21  stakeholder groups.  I've helped mediate water
22  disputes in some very contentious environments
23  both here and abroad, but what I'm known for in
24  the firm is taking large complex problems and
25  boiling them down into something simple and
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 1  explaining them to people, and the consequences of
 2  decisions.  And so that's what I enjoy doing.
 3  That's what I love to do and that's what I hope to
 4  be doing here in Connecticut.
 5                 Sue?
 6                 SUE MOREY:  Thanks.  I'm Sue Morey
 7  and I'll be serving as technical director.
 8  Together with Kirk, Kirk and I serve as CDM
 9  Smith's experts in State Water Planning.  I've
10  worked on five other state water plans for the
11  firm.  I've been working on the Colorado water
12  plan for the last 14 years.  I've worked in
13  Oklahoma, Arkansas, Missouri and the Georgia water
14  plans.
15                 Over the 14 years in Colorado in
16  working on the Colorado water plan I facilitated
17  over 300 basin roundtable meetings.  That's the
18  stakeholder component of the Colorado water plan.
19  I also bring experience in integrated planning.
20  And Kirk and I together have worked on a
21  nationwide study with the Corps of Engineers
22  looking at statewide water planning trends
23  throughout the country.
24                 CLAIRE BALDWIN:  Hi there.  I'm
25  Claire Baldwin.  I'm not going to use the mic.  So
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 1  if you can't hear me, let me know.  But I'm your
 2  facilitator, so I have a big voice naturally.
 3  Anyway, I've got about 25, 30 years in the
 4  industrial sector with engineering construction.
 5                 My background originally is in
 6  environmental planning and urban regional design,
 7  and I was doing a lot of planning in master plans
 8  for communities, but they weren't going to
 9  actionable work.  So I actually went back and did
10  my doctoral degree in organizational dynamics,
11  organizational psychology to work specifically in
12  facilitation to help groups go through, and go
13  from thinking about concepts into actual plans.
14  So I'm going to be working with this team.
15                 As you see, my colleagues have a
16  lot of facilitation experience, but I'm actually
17  the neutral who's here to help move us all towards
18  action for the different interests and
19  stakeholders you have.  And that will be all to
20  brings us towards a plan that we're trying to put
21  forward for you.
22                 So, looking forward to working with
23  you all, and I'm sure you'll be able to hear my
24  voice.
25                 DAVID MURPHY:  Hi, everybody.
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 1  David Murphy from Milone & MacBroom, Manager of
 2  Water Resources Planning at the company.  And many
 3  of you know me from projects such as the water
 4  diversion permitting; CEPA environmental impact
 5  evaluations; the work at UCONN, for example, to
 6  bring water to UConn; and then also the upcoming
 7  WUCC project.  These are all bits and pieces of
 8  the experience that we hope to bring to this, this
 9  project.
10                 I will be supported by Janine
11  Gouin, Jim MacBroom, Scott Bighinatti and others
12  in our office, but I'll be the face of the firm
13  for this effort.
14                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think the
15  greatest strength of this team in aggregate is the
16  fact that we blend the tremendous amount of
17  national experience in statewide water planning
18  with familiarity and understanding of the water
19  issues in Connecticut.
20                 Throughout the country we've dealt
21  with climates that are wet and dry.  We've dealt
22  with stakeholders that perceive water pressures
23  and future changes as advantageous, or as
24  contentious.  We've dealt with interbasin
25  transfers.  We've dealt with water quality.  We've
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 1  dealt with filling the supply gaps.  We've dealt
 2  with a lot of issues in a lot of different
 3  environments.
 4                 In Connecticut we've dealt with
 5  supply and demand issues.  We've dealt with the
 6  interbasin issues.  We've dealt with water quality
 7  issues in Connecticut.  We are very familiar with
 8  the work the committees and the councils have done
 9  in preparation for this plan and long before this
10  plan had its genesis.
11                 We have a long-standing history in
12  Connecticut, both firms do, with the issues here
13  in Connecticut.  And what we bring as a team is
14  the ability to blend the national experience and
15  the lessons we've learned through other states and
16  how they bring stakeholders together to work
17  through contentious issues with our intimate
18  knowledge of the issues in Connecticut.
19                 CDM Smith has done more statewide
20  planning than any other firm in the country.
21  We've been involved in eight statewide plans, as
22  you can see on the map, in various capacities and
23  have led most of them.  In addition to that, we've
24  done more than 40 integrated resource plans, which
25  again are regional water plans that often look at
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 1  water and wastewater and water quality and
 2  reclaimed water all together under one umbrella
 3  with the understanding that each decision affects
 4  other positions, and resources are inherently
 5  connected.
 6                 We've also, as Sue mentioned,
 7  worked on two national studies that have been
 8  really summarized as surveys of national trends in
 9  statewide planning, trying to understand what
10  drives states to do comprehensive statewide plans
11  and how they actually enact the plans.  What are
12  the plans to gather people together, collect their
13  interests and turn those interests into statewide
14  policy?
15                 I helped author a book about ten
16  years ago for the Environmental Water Resources
17  Institute that summarized a lot of those trends.
18  And we learned a lot about how the drivers and
19  ultimately policies changed from one region of the
20  country to another.
21                 And then about five years later Sue
22  and I worked together with the Corps of Engineers
23  to update that study and to see how the trends
24  were changing.  And this, this was one of the
25  things that came out of it, just an understanding
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 1  of different drivers in different parts of the
 2  country.
 3                 And you can see at the time in the
 4  East some of the biggest concerns were growing
 5  demand and growing populations.  That sort of has
 6  reversed now in some cases, and Connecticut being
 7  one of them.  Water quality has always been a
 8  driver in the East and now water scarcity is
 9  starting to be talked about a lot more here in the
10  Northeast and along the East Coast.
11                 Places like Georgia that have
12  always been considered water rich are experiencing
13  pressures from regulatory environments, from
14  interstate agreements and from climate change that
15  are making suddenly their water a lot less
16  available than it was five or ten years ago.
17                 In the request for proposals on
18  this we noticed 17 objectives that have been sort
19  of -- we understood as a composite list of the
20  objectives from different councils and groups that
21  have been talking about the formulation of this
22  plan.
23                 And through our work with the
24  statewide plans and regional plans and our work
25  here in Connecticut we've touched on each and
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 1  every one of those issues personally.  Members of
 2  this team and others in our firm have dealt with
 3  these issues.  So we bring a lot of our collective
 4  experience from the country and from this state to
 5  bear specifically on the objectives that you're
 6  looking to achieve.
 7                 One of the things that I think is
 8  helpful and unique about our team is not only do
 9  we have a lot of experience developing and
10  executing the plans, we have experience developing
11  what they need to be, scoping them, helping
12  stakeholders and decision makers decide what
13  ultimately should be in the plan and what
14  shouldn't be.
15                 We're currently writing the plan,
16  the scope of work for the State of Missouri for
17  their water plan.  We've done that for Oklahoma
18  and Arkansas, as well as Colorado.  Each time we
19  do this we emphasize from the beginning that the
20  plan is not a set of answers.  It is not a
21  solution to water problems.  It is a framework for
22  solving these issues in the future as guidelines
23  for policy that can be turned into regulations or
24  legislation, but it is not the answer itself.  And
25  it's important to understand that.
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 1                 I think we've taken what we've done
 2  in other states and adapted it into a process in
 3  this diagram that can best be described with two
 4  different tacks, one with some supporting
 5  analysis.  There's a tremendous amount of data in
 6  this state, a data-rich state.  And a lot of that
 7  data will go to helping us evaluate the supply and
 8  demand currently, and the supply and demand in 30
 9  or 40 or 50 years out, and how that might change.
10                 And how that might change with
11  other changes in future conditions, how the
12  climate trends might tend to affect the potential
13  gaps or surpluses between supply and demand
14  regulations, how regulations might affect water
15  availability and competing uses for water,
16  environmental uses and recreational uses and
17  consumptive uses, how those balances that are
18  different today and different 40 or 50 years ago,
19  how different they might be, what impact those
20  changes might have.
21                 That information will affect and
22  inform the decision process, the planning process
23  which begins right upfront with very clear
24  organizational objectives that begins actually
25  with the scoping.  But this is where the
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 1  stakeholders come together, and there are a lot of
 2  lists out there with different objectives and
 3  different visions for this plan.
 4                 Right from the beginning we need to
 5  consolidate that into a consensus-based list of
 6  objectives for the water plan, and from that it
 7  will be informed with a lot of the analysis that
 8  we do and we'll be able to start working with you
 9  to prioritize the issues and to start
10  understanding the alternatives for addressing
11  them.  And ultimately through all of that work
12  we'll be able to translate the goals and
13  objectives, the data into directives for policy
14  for the State.
15                 CLAIRE BALDWIN:  So just to speak a
16  little bit to how do we do that, you know, there
17  is no magic bullet or secret ingredient here.
18  However what we found -- and these are lists of
19  different types of conflicts we've seen in the
20  work that we've done collectively -- that the goal
21  is to find common ground.
22                 And traditionally people are
23  positional, but if we can raise it up to find the
24  common interests and tap into the collective
25  wisdom of the gathered committees and gathered
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 1  groups, the idea is to find that common ground to
 2  be able to build the structure.  That's kind of
 3  like, say, the floor, the framework for the plan,
 4  which hopefully my job will be able to do that.
 5                 So we can find those overlapping
 6  points to start that dialogue from, and then put
 7  it together in such a manner because you've got so
 8  much data.  You've got so much awareness and
 9  you've got so much talent in this state that you
10  can come together in a way to protect it, but at
11  the same time also meet those interests that
12  occasionally become positions.
13                 So that will be the process we'll
14  be going through, as it will be a
15  common-ground-based one for moving forward.
16                 SUE MOREY:  So as we've said, we've
17  worked with several states.  We've delivered all
18  of our state water plans on time and under budget,
19  or at budget.  And these are some comments that
20  we've received from some of our state agencies
21  that we've worked with.  We've also received two
22  ACEC awards, one from Colorado and recently last
23  week for Arkansas.
24                 The Colorado state plan, which I
25  mentioned I've been working on for the last 14
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 1  years, the impetus to do the plan was drought, but
 2  that wasn't really the sustaining principle of the
 3  plan.  It was really in response to competing
 4  demands and growth pressures that are going on in
 5  Colorado.
 6                 But there are many elements of the
 7  Colorado plan that you have in your plan, or your
 8  table of contents in the RFP.  We did an extensive
 9  demand and supply assessment of resources in the
10  state.  We put together a value of recreational
11  and environmental waters.
12                 As a matter of fact, that map was a
13  bottom-up map where we showed attributes,
14  environmental attributes that each planning
15  region -- or there it's called basin roundtable --
16  utilized.  Subsequent to that we developed an
17  environmental toolbox working with the Nature
18  Conservancy to actually implement some of these
19  things.
20                 We also have taken on interbasin
21  transfers which are extremely controversial in the
22  state of Colorado, and looked at the impacts of
23  interbasin transfers, both in the basin of origin
24  and the receiving basin for water supply.  And all
25  this was done with heavy stakeholder involvement.
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 1                 Some of the outcomes from the first
 2  round of planning in Colorado was that it was a
 3  precursor to legislation, mainly House Bill 1177,
 4  which is called Water for The 21st Century Act,
 5  which institutionalized the planning regions in
 6  Colorado and also provided funding for the
 7  planning regions to do their own basin planning as
 8  well as keep this overall statewide umbrella plan
 9  in place.
10                 In Georgia, again it was
11  precipitated by crisis, drought, but not a
12  sustaining principle of the plan because the next
13  year it started raining.  But there's competing
14  demand and growth throughout the state.  Some of
15  the contrasting aspects of the Georgia plan,
16  there's heavy interstate issues.  A couple of
17  cases are proceeding to the Supreme Court.
18  There's also groundwater withdrawals and over
19  drafting that are complicating interstate issues.
20                 We're in the second round of
21  planning for Georgia.  We were contracted to do
22  three planning regions and now we're contracted to
23  do six planning regions.  And they're currently
24  trying to evaluate the implementation aspects from
25  the original, the original plan six years ago.
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 1                 DAVID MURPHY:  Thanks, Sue.  As a
 2  firm, Milone & MacBroom has been involved in many,
 3  many kinds of planning processes in the state of
 4  Connecticut for municipal to regional.  We thought
 5  we'd highlight here a project that many of you
 6  remember dearly, I think, the Southeastern
 7  Connecticut Water Utility Coordinating Committee.
 8                 We produced a coordinated water
 9  supply plan in about the year 2000, in 2001 after
10  a two, two-and-a-half-year planning process.  Of
11  the original four WUCC regions, it's the only plan
12  that was approved by DPH.  I think one of the
13  greatest things about the southeastern region is
14  that after the planning process was finished that
15  region has embarked on a very robust water
16  resources planning agenda.  Chris has been a big
17  part of it, and Jim Butler from the COG.
18                 And so what that shows is that
19  after a plan is finished a region can continue on
20  its own with help sometimes in water resources
21  planning.
22                 JOE LALIBERTE:  And so in closing,
23  we started at 1:16, so I am going to make sure we
24  finish on schedule.  I've got two minutes.  I
25  could just blab on for two minutes.
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 1                 But we hope that through our
 2  presentation that we demonstrated that we have the
 3  utmost statewide planning throughout the United
 4  States.  We coupled that with the best of
 5  understanding Connecticut and the issues that you
 6  guys are dealing with.
 7                 We've shown that we have a
 8  facilitator on the board that certainly has dealt
 9  with issues like this in bringing groups together
10  and understanding how to do that.  And we have the
11  strength and resources to deliver the project.
12                 Between Milone & MacBroom and CDM
13  Smith we actually have over 200 staff within the
14  state of Connecticut.  And then we have other
15  staff that are within a driving distance away to
16  help that have the national experience to bring to
17  this table to make sure that we deliver the plan.
18                 And then I guess in closing I would
19  just say that the five of us have been on
20  conference calls and in meetings amongst ourselves
21  for the last two months just strategizing how to
22  deal with this problem and how to, you know, the
23  issues that you're facing, and how can we all work
24  together?
25                 And we are extremely excited to
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 1  finally bring our thoughts and ideas to you guys
 2  and hopefully collectively get your thoughts and
 3  ideas back so that we can all work together for a
 4  path forward to have the water state plan done on
 5  schedule and delivered, what everybody wants it to
 6  be.
 7                 So at this point we would open it
 8  up to questions.
 9                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you very much.
10                 Questions from members of the
11  Steering Committee?
12                 BOB MOORE:  We've been working on a
13  variety of issues.  I chair the Policy Committee
14  of the Steering Committee.  And how have you
15  thought about integrating your work with the
16  various -- the two subcommittees that we have with
17  Virginia and myself?
18                 DAVID MURPHY:  I think initially
19  one of the things that we'll do well as a
20  subcontractor working for the CDM Smith team is
21  trying to bring some of those issues to the table
22  and explain them, and get the subcommittees
23  involved directly.
24                 So with that said, as I work with
25  the team here to understand those issues and
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 1  explain what's been going on over the past year,
 2  year and a half, they'll be able to take that and
 3  look at it from a more national viewpoint, which I
 4  think is very important and necessary.  So I'm
 5  going to help them understand locally and then
 6  they're going to look at it with their eyes from
 7  other states, and see how to look at that in a
 8  different way.
 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think, too, the
10  engagement would begin right away.  The scoping
11  process would be a collaborative process with this
12  committee, and subcommittees representing a
13  variety of people and stakeholder groups from the
14  state of Connecticut.  So that process of
15  facilitating discussions would begin right away
16  from the scoping and then into the statement of
17  objectives, and then throughout the rest of the
18  process.
19                 THE CHAIRMAN:  David?
20                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  Yeah, I was
21  wondering as you've had your internal and external
22  conversations and discussions about this, were
23  there any real things that gave you great pause or
24  hesitation about submitting or engaging with this,
25  with this effort?
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 1                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Nothing that gave
 2  us pause about submitting, honestly.  But the
 3  concerns we have, there are always difficulties
 4  and each state has different obstacles to
 5  overcome.
 6                 I think the most serious issue that
 7  concerns our group is the number of various
 8  opinions that are out there about what the plan
 9  should actually look like, and trying to come to
10  consensus on the structure and format of a water
11  plan, ultimately what its utility will be and what
12  it will include and not include is going to be a
13  challenge.
14                 But it's the type of challenge that
15  we face really in every state when we embark on
16  one of these plans.  We've got thousands and
17  thousands of people who are interested in the
18  outcome, and representatives of those people who
19  bring in a lot of different perspectives.
20                 And so that's why we've asked
21  Claire to join the team, to help facilitate those
22  discussions to find the common ground among all
23  the different lists that we've seen of objectives
24  and conditions for the plan, to find common ground
25  from the beginning so we don't go off in too many
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 1  directions.  And it's a focused plan and it's a
 2  plan based on consensus.
 3                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret?
 4                 MARGARET MINER:  I'm impressed you
 5  didn't say money, which would have been my first
 6  response to that last question.
 7                 Your section on your experience in
 8  Connecticut, is that mostly through Milone &
 9  MacBroom?  Or have you all, minus Milone &
10  MacBroom, done projects in Connecticut?
11                 JOE LALIBERTE:  We certainly have
12  done projects in Connecticut for a number of
13  municipalities, but not to the level that Milone &
14  MacBroom has done them.  So if we had filled out
15  that table with just Connecticut on our own I
16  think we would have had a fairly substantial
17  amount of check marks, but clearly Milone &
18  MacBroom coming to our team has added a
19  significant amount of check marks.
20                 MARGARET MINER:  So I know that
21  Milone & MacBroom has been and is currently very
22  involved in the WUCC planning and I had questions,
23  maybe more for DPH, but one for you.
24                 In the WUCC planning, among the
25  many things that are supposed to be considered is
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 1  water quality, flood management, recreation and
 2  aquatic habitat issues.  So those are criteria
 3  that are going to be, or are required by statute
 4  to be considered in the WUCC planning.
 5                 And how do you plan -- let's say,
 6  same aquatic habitat issues, how do you see what
 7  work you do on that subject is dovetailing or
 8  superseding, or in some way relating to WUCC,
 9  WUC's work on that same subject?
10                 DAVID MURPHY:  You know, the WUCC
11  related questions were frankly anticipated and I'm
12  glad to have them.  You know, Margaret our role is
13  to make sure -- we have a unique opportunity to
14  directly link the two processes, which we might
15  not have that if we weren't involved.  I think
16  that's a benefit.
17                 It's our goal to have there be
18  direct coordination, which is going to help both,
19  both processes.  You know, the two, WUCC and State
20  Water Plan had been sort of lapping each other as
21  they run around, you know, this track at the high
22  school.  And they've both, you know, come to the
23  front a few times and now they're going to start
24  at the same time.
25                 I think that's ideal.  I know
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 1  there's been some angst about that.  I think the
 2  two starting at the same time will allow a lot of
 3  information to pass back and forth.  As there are
 4  findings in the WUCC they can go to the State
 5  Water Plan, and vice versa.  I'm very excited
 6  about it.
 7                 To specifically answer your
 8  question, it's my job to make sure those
 9  considerations are well coordinated.  I don't have
10  an exact technical answer for you right now.  I
11  think we'll learn as we get into it, but that's,
12  you know, what I'm here to take care of.
13                 MARGARET MINER:  So obviously this
14  has been discussed in the science subcommittee at
15  WUCC meetings and other meetings.  I think the
16  idea that it would be coordinated was on the table
17  quite a while.  I'm assuming that there will be an
18  effort not to have duplicate projects.
19                 Do you anticipate that the WUCC
20  plan and the water supply plan will have the same
21  data related to, say, aquatic habitat, the same
22  analysis, so that there won't be duplicate efforts
23  to collect the data?
24                 So do you see data that does apply
25  to both plans being collected in one way, and


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 38


 1  being consistent between the two plans?
 2                 DAVID MURPHY:  I do.  I think
 3  there's definitely opportunities for efficiency
 4  and we'll be looking to maximize that.  I think it
 5  makes a lot of sense.  Just to be clear, there
 6  will be data for the -- I mean, the WUCC process
 7  is predicated on public water systems and that is
 8  really the focus.
 9                 We do not want that to dominate the
10  State Water Plan by any means, so there's going to
11  be a larger universe of data looked at for the
12  State Water Plan.  And I'm happy, again to
13  coordinate the two, but it's likely that CDM will
14  be processing and looking at a lot more
15  information than the WUCC will.  But to the extent
16  that they share the same data, that's the goal, is
17  to coordinate this.
18                 MARGARET MINER:  So you're sort of
19  the coordination point person?
20                 DAVID MURPHY:  That's one thing I'm
21  sort of good at, I guess.  Yeah, coordination.  I
22  will be.
23                 GENE LIKENS:  The is Gene Likens on
24  the phone.
25                 And Margaret, I'm sorry to have


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 39


 1  interupted you, but as far as to participate on
 2  the phone, I was interested in the same line of
 3  questions, and your answer to the initial question
 4  was all the various interests and goals that
 5  people have across the state.
 6                 Could you speak a little bit -- and
 7  I know this is early on and really kind of unfair,
 8  but issues that you've encountered in other states
 9  and in thinking about Connecticut that really
10  presents major challenges such as inventories of
11  groundwater?
12                 SUE MOREY:  Yes, there are
13  challenges across the board.  I presented a few on
14  Colorado and Georgia.  Certainly it appears that
15  Connecticut is a data-rich state, but there are
16  data challenges in terms of getting everything.
17  What we strive to do is get everything on a common
18  technical platform.  It's not identical, but as
19  much of a common technical platform as we can for
20  certainly supply and demand related data.
21                 On the environmental assessment
22  side, the data that comes in, in terms of species
23  and use classifications and those kinds of things,
24  another function that we've been successful with
25  in a state water plan is actually building an


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 40


 1  attributes map in terms of environmental
 2  importance by different planning regions, or
 3  basins, or communities in terms of what people
 4  view as significant environmental attributes for
 5  consideration.
 6                 That goes into the planning process
 7  and as you start to implement you can start to tie
 8  some projects, restoration projects or flow
 9  related release projects to those environmental
10  attributes.
11                 We talked earlier today.  You know,
12  one of the biggest challenges in any state water
13  plan far and away is the integration of the
14  stakeholders getting consensus, getting them moved
15  from, you know, off-positions and into interest so
16  we can develop a comprehensive plan that is
17  somewhat consensus based.
18                 The technical issues, although
19  challenging, are not as complex as human beings
20  are.  So we felt fairly confident in terms of
21  being able to gather information on the technical
22  side, on supply and demand, models, you know,
23  getting, gathering all the data and doing some
24  kind of analysis of that.  It's the
25  decision-making framework that we find in all
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 1  state plans, and I would assume Connecticut would
 2  be no exception, as the largest challenge.
 3                 However, we do have a fairly tried
 4  and tested process in terms of formulating water
 5  supply objectives.  And when I say, water supply,
 6  I don't mean just water supply for public water
 7  systems, but water supply for all uses.  And to
 8  get people to understand everyone's values and
 9  create an integrated plan.
10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I'll add one thing
11  to that on the data side.  With respect to
12  something we find commonly with every state plan
13  we've done, and that's the data necessary to
14  support decisions on in-stream flow management.
15                 In-stream flow in Connecticut,
16  you're a lot farther along than most states are,
17  actually.  A lot of states are doing this kind of
18  planning in a vacuum without the advantages in
19  policies that are getting rolled out and tested.
20                 Here we have some frameworks for
21  some policies and an opportunity to study the
22  impacts and the benefits of these policies not in
23  a vacuum.  And I think that's a real advantage to
24  this data that we have here in this state.
25                 GENE LIKENS:  Thank you.
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew?
 2                 ANDREW LORD:  Yeah, I just have a
 3  couple of questions.  The legislation that's
 4  driving this effort is in response to some pretty
 5  urgent problems that we have.  And one of the
 6  things that you said about the plan is that it's
 7  not going to provide solutions.  It's going to
 8  provide a framework for solutions.
 9                 The other thing that caught my
10  attention was that you've been working with
11  Colorado for 14 years, and I'm kind of interested
12  in your approach to actually solving some of the
13  problems that we have through this plan sooner
14  rather than later, and certainly in less than 14
15  years.
16                 SUE MOREY:  No, I just wanted to
17  clarify the 14 years.  So it's because the State
18  has been continually updating every five years the
19  statewide water supply initiative.  So it was two
20  years to do the original SWSI project and then
21  there was an institutionalizing the basin
22  roundtables.  We were the contractor to support
23  the basin roundtables, from a technical standpoint
24  to do their own basin plans.
25                 And then in five years' time it was
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 1  time again for the State to update.  They had
 2  obligated the water conservation board to update
 3  every five or six years.  So then it was time to
 4  re-update supply and demands.
 5                 We took a lot of feedback from the
 6  original, because this was the first time there
 7  was a comprehensive plan like that done in
 8  Colorado.  We took some feedback on things like,
 9  you know, we had started with a 30-year planning
10  horizon and people thought that was too short.  We
11  wanted to do a 50.  People wanted to look at
12  climate change.  It hadn't been considered in the
13  previous plan, et cetera.  So that's why there was
14  that time period.
15                 But certainly outcomes can happen.
16  I think when Kirk said the framework, so for
17  example, the difference between the solution and
18  the framework supports, you know, the plan isn't
19  legislation, but it supports a framework for the
20  legislative body to move forward with legislation.
21  The same thing as that plan is not policy, but can
22  be used as the backbone for a policy-setting kind
23  of procedure, those kinds of things.
24                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And during the
25  planning process we may encounter some solutions
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 1  to some of the problems.  I think part of it is
 2  prioritizing those issues that can be solved from
 3  those that need more legislative momentum and that
 4  sort of thing.
 5                 But the plan for those will provide
 6  at least the consensus backing, as much as we can
 7  get from the stakeholders, to provide a platform
 8  for that legislation moving forward.
 9                 ANDREW LORD:  Okay.  So just in my
10  simple terms, we have a problem that we know we
11  have with the Fenton River and the Quinnipiac
12  River.  Those seem to be priority things.  What
13  would the plan say about the problems that we
14  have?  I mean, I know I'm putting you on the spot.
15                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I don't think we
16  can say really anything about what the solutions
17  would be supposed to be, but the hope is -- and
18  Dave, maybe you can add some detail?
19                 The hope is that the process of
20  bringing people together who have objectives for
21  these rivers will find some common ground.  And
22  the plan will identify some alternatives and
23  evaluate all of the alternatives in a fair and
24  advised way for that, for those situations.
25                 Dave, you want to add something?
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 1                 DAVID MURPHY:  Yeah.  I mean, I
 2  would say that some of us feel that the Fenton
 3  River problem is solved.  Some of would feel that
 4  it's not.  But you know, regardless of which side
 5  you're on there is a solution that's been tested
 6  for a few years and I think one of the nice things
 7  about the State Water Plan would be taking the
 8  solution for the Fenton River, which is the well
 9  field management plan, and saying, let's shake
10  this.
11                 How does this look?  Can we use it
12  elsewhere?  Is it good policy?  Is it the
13  technical solution?  Where else in the state can
14  we use it?  You know, that's the kind of thing
15  that we can do now, is take those problems but
16  look at them as partial solutions, slash,
17  opportunities that we can use elsewhere.  I think
18  this is one where you can do that.
19                 JULIE ZIMMERMAN:  So I have a
20  question around scenarios developing.  You talked
21  about a 50-year time horizon for planning and you
22  talked about climate change.  I'm curious how you
23  look at new technologies or emerging technologies,
24  wastewater reuse and recovery, the water energy
25  nexus, green infrastructure.
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 1                 How do you plan out for these
 2  technologies where there is uncertainty but
 3  clearly opportunity?  And as the metrics evolve
 4  over these next 50 years some of these
 5  technologies will be players that might not be
 6  players right now.
 7                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  I think first of
 8  all, that none of those issues can be addressed in
 9  a vacuum.  They need to be addressed as potential
10  solutions to problems.  And part of the planning
11  process is finding the extent of those problems
12  geographically, the extent of those problems in
13  time and whether those problems are sensitive to
14  particular changes.
15                 Climate change is a good example, I
16  think.  We've done a lot of studies where we find
17  the supposition going in is that a water body or a
18  water supply is at risk to climate change.  And we
19  find that not all of them are.  And so it's
20  important to understand the magnitude of those
21  risks first before we start to talk about the
22  solutions.
23                 So there are technological
24  solutions and there are planning solutions.  There
25  are infrastructures solutions to these, but they
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 1  all are based on understanding how significant the
 2  problems are in the first place.  And I think one
 3  of the surprising things that usually comes out of
 4  a planning process, whether it's a statewide plan
 5  or an integrated plan for a region, is that not
 6  all problems are quite as severe as we think they
 7  might be, or not as sensitive to potential changes
 8  as they might be.  And some others are a lot more
 9  sensitive than we thought.
10                 And so the first step before we
11  start to deal with the solutions to the problems
12  is really quantify what those problems are and how
13  vulnerable they are to changes in future
14  conditions.
15                 Sue, you can maybe talk a little
16  bit more about that?
17                 SUE MOREY:  Yeah.  So in Colorado
18  we just started -- not all states do scenario
19  planning as part of their water plan, and in
20  Colorado's plan it doesn't exist now, but we have
21  actually started the process of scenario planning
22  for them.
23                 So what we've done is we've taken
24  all the future uncertainty, so economics,
25  demographics, climate, hydrology, technology and
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 1  regulatory, and we've crafted three different
 2  scenarios that take elements of all of those.  So
 3  you know, you have a future that's hot and dry and
 4  kind of, you know, not very technological.  You
 5  might have another scenario that's, you know, the
 6  future is hot and try, but technology comes and
 7  saves the day.  Another future I think was the
 8  same hydrology and you have kind of a different
 9  regulatory environment.
10                 So these scenarios were all crafted
11  with, in Colorado it was the Interbasin Compact
12  Committee.  And then from that we started
13  developing what the futures would be like that
14  they want to evaluate as part of the state plan.
15  Once we get that we can start to look at all of
16  our alternatives and see how our alternatives in
17  the same framework perform in these different
18  futures.
19                 I know many of you are familiar
20  with an adaptive management plan where it lays out
21  a roadmap so that you don't necessarily have to do
22  everything now.  You can do some things now and
23  then test five or ten years and see which way
24  things are going from a technological or
25  regulatory side, from a climate change standpoint
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 1  and make some decisions.  It's an adaptive
 2  management roadmap, so that's the kind of thing
 3  we're dealing with.
 4                 CLAIRE BALDWIN:  And if I can add
 5  to that?  I worked as a facilitator for Broward
 6  County down in Florida.  We were doing a solid
 7  waste interlocal agreement with 27 municipalities.
 8  That's 27 stakeholders.  Should we sign again?
 9  Should we not?
10                 This question about solid waste
11  technology that was involved, was on the table.
12  And so we actually went backwards and looked at
13  the economic viability of the technology.  In that
14  case it needed a certain amount of users or waste
15  flow to be viable, and then laid that up against
16  our different alternatives as to which way they
17  should go.
18                 Because there were some, you know,
19  a number of people in the industry who may recycle
20  or do different things to reduce landfill size.
21  And so by going against the viability of the waste
22  stream against demographics we were able to look
23  at that and go backwards into our scenario.  So
24  kind of a flip from what Sue's team did in using
25  scenario planning, but that's another alternative
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 1  that's possible.
 2                 Because sometimes it's just not
 3  the, you know, mass that makes it from a business
 4  point of view critical as opposed to the interests
 5  that they might need to do, nevertheless because
 6  of stewardship reasons.
 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Bart.
 8                 BART HALLORAN:  Thank you, Jack.
 9                 I can certainly speak to the
10  professionalism and the ability to meet deadlines
11  of Joe Laliberte and CDM Smith.  They've worked
12  with the MDC for the last several years on doing
13  the clean water project and have done a superb
14  job.  So I'm very pleased to see CDM Smith here.
15                 And I do know -- I think it's great
16  that Milone & MacBroom would be involved in both
17  processes.  I know that we met on the WUCC a
18  little while ago and I just wanted to establish
19  sort of the timeline of what's going on.  I had
20  thought that the WUCC process was going to start
21  sometime in the March area, and that doesn't seem
22  to have happened as we're now into April.
23                 Is there any plan on moving forward
24  with WUCC?  I know that Milone & MacBroom was
25  working on a contract or something with the State
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 1  on that.
 2                 DAVID MURPHY:  I'd like to defer to
 3  Ellen first and I can add to that.
 4                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So the
 5  contracting process never goes as quickly at our
 6  agency, unfortunately, as we would hope.  And so
 7  we continue to hope that -- we did hope to have
 8  the contract finalized in March.  We did not
 9  achieve that, that goal.  But April is a new month
10  and we are optimistic that it will get resolved
11  soon.
12                 DAVID MURPHY:  And that's what I
13  would have said.  So --
14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Bart, any followup?
15                 BART HALLORAN:  No, that's fine.
16                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret?
17                 MARGARET MINER:  I have a followup
18  to Andrew's question, I believe.  Most of the
19  major water planning steps we've taken since 2000
20  starting with the creation of the Water Planning
21  Council up to today have been prompted by major
22  disputes that involve municipalities, litigation,
23  headlines.
24                 So I was wondering, Andrew raised
25  the question of how rapidly can we get to it?  And
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 1  I was thinking that a way to resolve disputes
 2  would be a part of the -- an important part of the
 3  State Water Plan.  Now you would need data to make
 4  a good decision and you would need policy
 5  direction, but would you be considering a
 6  mechanism to resolve disputes?  And I would say
 7  some are ready to be resolved at this minute if
 8  you have the mechanism.
 9                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  Claire, I'll defer
10  to you in just a second, but I will say that in
11  many of our state plans we do provide as part of
12  the deliverable procedures, not just summaries of
13  data and summaries of meetings and guidelines, but
14  actual procedures.
15                 A good example is in Oklahoma we
16  are providing procedures on how to calculate firm
17  yield in a river basin.  In South Carolina we're
18  providing procedures on how to go through an
19  allocation process.  So that's part of the
20  deliverable, and what I mean when I say framework
21  for decision making.
22                 But Claire -- but I'll let you talk
23  with more specificity.
24                 CLAIRE BALDWIN:  Kirk is correct.
25  What we can get you to, pretty robustly I'm
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 1  hoping, is how would you do alternative dispute
 2  resolution?  What would be your acceleration or
 3  lifting process?  And if you could come to
 4  agreement on, or find common ground about when do
 5  you elevate to what at what risk and put some
 6  weighting around that.  It will at least give you
 7  a mechanism to have those dialogues.
 8                 One of the things I'm hoping is
 9  that we get to work in a pretty strong fashion and
10  get to increase our awareness, not that you don't
11  already have it of each other and your positions
12  and what's underneath that.  I think you guys have
13  got it.  I feel the passion in the room.  I'm
14  excited about that, but within that space creating
15  a way of what's acceptable, and when do things get
16  elevated?  And so it may give you the ability,
17  through process and procedure, get some things off
18  the plate and other ones do a higher elevation as
19  necessary.
20                 It's more of a process related
21  answer than I was providing that insight for you.
22  It's helping you to get to the process to an
23  answer because you've got so much data.  It's
24  amazing.
25                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Ellen, then
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 1  Virginia.
 2                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  So my question
 3  is actually a follow-up to Margaret and Bart's.
 4                 So DPH is embarking on a contract
 5  process for our WUCC process using Milone &
 6  MacBroom.  So from the DPH perspective we just
 7  want to be sure that Milone & MacBroom is
 8  available to do the WUCC process.  And how do we
 9  ensure that we don't duplicate work or efforts?
10  So any insight?
11                 DAVID MURPHY:  Yeah, that's a great
12  question.  You know, when I first phoned CDM Smith
13  I think one of the first things I said to Joe was,
14  we're the face of the WUCC.  For better or for
15  worse, whether people like you for the next two
16  years, it's me in either the central or the west.
17  Janine, she'll take the one I don't take and then
18  Scott Bighinatti will take east.
19                 And we're going to be the face of
20  that process for two years.  And we don't want to
21  be the face of this if we can't.  It's not
22  appropriate to be the face of the State Water
23  Plan.  We're happy to support you, but these are
24  the people that you're going to see.
25                 And it's very important to us that
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 1  we don't have the appearance of not having time
 2  for the WUCC.  That's the priority.  I told these
 3  guys how much of a time they can have.  It's after
 4  I subtract the WUCC time.
 5                 And then to the extent that there
 6  could be some efficiencies, that's great.  But
 7  efficiencies don't help you when it comes to
 8  meetings.  You have to either be at this one or
 9  the other one.  And so we won't be the face of the
10  State Water Plan.  That's by design.  And you have
11  our -- the State of Connecticut has our full -- a
12  hundred percent of me for the WUCC and maybe, I
13  don't know, 99 percent of me for the State Water
14  Plan.  How's that?
15                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And it's not just
16  you.  There are others at Milone & MacBroom who
17  will be supporting you.
18                 DAVID MURPHY:  That's correct.
19                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  And they've all
20  committed the time and effort to that.
21                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Thank you.
22                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Virginia?
23                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I've been
24  involved with various water issues, intermittently
25  involved in water issues in Connecticut for the
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 1  past 20 years.
 2                 And as I think everybody in this
 3  room knows, my frustration has been a lot of good
 4  stuff has come out various water planning
 5  processes and a lot of good ideas, and then they
 6  don't get implemented.  And I'm hoping that you
 7  can provide us with some tools that will allow a
 8  plan that's been adopted by the Legislature
 9  actually be implemented.
10                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  As you might
11  imagine, we had that same conversation with
12  ourself, and we do every time we begin a state
13  plan.  It's great to plan, but if it can't be
14  acted on there's not a lot of value to it.
15                 One of the things that we bring to
16  this team are three people who have made a career
17  of taking planning goals and objectives and data
18  and turning it into policy, working with
19  legislatures and turning it into policy.  And
20  those people will be directing in some way an
21  umbrella over all of the other work that happens
22  in the state plan to make sure that the
23  discussions are aimed at ultimately crafting
24  policy that can be legislated.
25                 So you can maybe talk a little bit
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 1  more about how you did that in Colorado, too?
 2                 SUE MOREY:  Yeah, and I want to
 3  emphasize in addition to the policy goals we also
 4  have some technical tools that we've left with
 5  different states depending on the needs of the
 6  state.
 7                 So for Oklahoma we created this
 8  thing, this tool called the high water tool which
 9  actually looks at -- calculates the water supply
10  gap by the different basins.  So that the State
11  can do this planning and figure out how they're
12  meeting their gaps, you know, projects to that.
13                 And in Colorado we developed, just
14  recently developed a costing tool.  So costing
15  both engineering projects and environmental
16  projects to put everything on an apples-to-apples
17  comparison so that entities, not just the large
18  water providers, but the smaller, the smaller
19  towns and cities as well as NGOs can actually
20  implement some of these projects that are in these
21  basin roundtable processes.
22                 In addition to that we developed,
23  we call it the non-consumptive toolbox.  It's
24  really an environmental toolbox.  That's what we
25  call it in Colorado, is non-consumptive water, but
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 1  an environmental toolbox so people can readily go
 2  in and kind of assess conditions in the
 3  environment.  So tools can be customized, both
 4  technically and on the policy side for what your
 5  needs are into the future.
 6                 KIRK WESTPHAL:  The other thing
 7  I'll add to that, too, is that the objectives that
 8  are formulated by the stakeholders are great, but
 9  without ways to measure progress toward those
10  objectives they're just ideas, or ideals.
11                 And so part of the planning process
12  is developing performance measures of ways that
13  different alternatives can satisfy these
14  objectives.  And that, as Sue is saying, gives us
15  an apples-to-apples way to compare different
16  solutions in ways that people can understand and
17  policymakers can understand.
18                 Whether it's cost or reliability,
19  or cleanliness of water, or availability, or
20  satisfying multiple needs at the same time,
21  municipal needs and environmental needs, without
22  these performance measures to understand how
23  different alternatives that can be enacted by
24  legislation reform the objectives are fairly
25  useless.
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 1                 And so it's really important as we
 2  go through the planning process with the
 3  stakeholders to work on identifying how can we
 4  measure progress toward that objective and then
 5  keep that consistently throughout the plan.
 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Further questions?
 7                 Michael?
 8                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Mike Sullivan
 9  with the DEEP.  So I just want to follow-up on
10  Milone's comment about WUCCs, and it's in your
11  contract to be with DPH.  Suppose, I mean, right
12  now they seem to kind of, like, two efforts seem
13  to be kind of going in tandem.
14                 Suppose DPH really puts their foot
15  on the gas pedal and, you know, it's an
16  accelerated process with the WUCCs, and you know,
17  if that's your top priority in terms of your
18  contractual arrangement.
19                 Is CDM going to be -- and you're
20  not going to be able to do as much as you might
21  otherwise have been able to do on the State Water
22  Plan.  Is CDM prepared to -- do they have, like, a
23  plan B?  Are you prepared to kind up step up and
24  fill that void if that happens?
25                 JOE LALIBERTE:  I mean, obviously


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 60


 1  we saw a great synergy with the team of Milone &
 2  MacBroom.  Clearly the most dominant person to
 3  have there, on our team, on the issues, that's
 4  been dealing with it day in and day out for the
 5  last several years is David Murphy.
 6                 So we clearly would like to have
 7  him on our team to make sure that there is no
 8  coming up to speed that we need to do, but we've
 9  done numerous state plans elsewhere in Connecticut
10  without Milone & MacBroom.  We fully have the
11  horses in house to do this project.  We'd like to
12  do it with Milone & MacBroom.  We see great
13  synergy.
14                 We see this is a great opportunity
15  for both projects moving forward, but if need be
16  and he's made it clear that if he has to, he will
17  focus on the WUCC side.  We can certainly can pick
18  up the slack.
19                 DAVID MURPHY:  You know, I tried to
20  be careful and used the phrase, "the firm" or
21  "Milone & MacBroom."  And I've said, myself, a
22  couple times and I didn't mean to portray I was
23  the only one.  You know, I have staff in 20 other
24  projects -- which might not get work done for a
25  couple years.
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 1                 Only these two will get work done,
 2  but that's the reality, you know, for all of us in
 3  consulting, is it's our job to balance the
 4  workload that we have.  I have people that I've
 5  worked with for a long time like Scott Bighinatti.
 6  Peter Shea is back working with me for the third
 7  time.  He used to work with me at Meriden
 8  Environmental.  And I have new staff that has just
 9  come on, as well as older staff.
10                 You know, so we have a team of
11  people.  And what was interesting about the WUCC
12  proposal is that we were required to write a
13  staffing plan and we will be sticking to that.
14  And the staffing is very specific on who the faces
15  of the three regions will be.  So that will be me
16  and that won't change, but the staff that I have
17  working for me under WUCC could be the same as or
18  different than the staff working to help out on
19  the State Water Plan.  So there's capacity there.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any further
21  questions from anybody here or anybody on the
22  phone?  Any further questions?
23                 (No response.)
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Your recommendation,
25  Mr. Callahan, moving forward here?


BCT Reporting LLC







Page 62


 1                 TOM CALLAHAN:  If it was the
 2  committee's, the Steering Committee's -- I think
 3  what we would like to do is have the Steering
 4  Committee endorse having the working group move
 5  ahead and to see whether we can put together a
 6  proposed contract that includes scope, schedule
 7  and budget for the State Water Planning process.
 8                 And I think that the other
 9  recommendation that we would have -- understanding
10  that we may or may not be able to get there.  I
11  want to be clear on that.  Going into this we need
12  real value in terms of what we're going to get out
13  of this.  And we could come to you and say, look.
14  We tried really hard, but we couldn't get there,
15  and I'm hoping that's not the answer, but I think
16  I want to be sure on the front end that if we get
17  the endorsement that that's the potential outcome
18  so that as we go forward and negotiate people
19  understand that, number one.
20                 The second thing is I think we
21  would like to enhance the group that's been
22  organized, which is Jane and Betsey and Ryan
23  and/or Ellen from DPH, Dave and myself, and Len
24  who's been sitting in as a member of the advisory
25  group's recommendation, to pick up someone from
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 1  Bob's group and to pick up somebody from
 2  Virginia's group, either for them as principals or
 3  somebody from their group.
 4                 To get to the point that Bob raised
 5  a little earlier today, they've both been working
 6  in tandem as we shape scope, schedule and budget
 7  to integrate those issues into this as we go
 8  forward, you know.  So I'd be looking for an
 9  endorsement to proceed with an understanding we'll
10  try to put something together in the next few
11  weeks, come back and vet that with the group and
12  also to enhance the committee in the way that I
13  just described.
14                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Any questions on
15  that?
16                 Virginia?
17                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Not a question.
18                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Are you going to
19  make that motion?
20                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  I'd like to move
21  that the Steering Committee endorse the work of
22  the -- what do you call yourselves now?
23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Selection committee.
24                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Selection
25  committee to proceed with their negotiations.
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is there a second to
 2  that?
 3                 ANDREW LORD:  Second.
 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Motion made and
 5  seconded.
 6                 Any discussion?
 7                 Yes, Margaret -- and again, the
 8  inclusion of the two additional people on the
 9  committee as well.  Margaret?
10                 MARGARET MINER:  Yes, I think it
11  would be appropriate -- or I would certainly like
12  for the scoping to come to the Steering Committee
13  at some point.  So that's the kind of thing we
14  exist to look at, is the scope.
15                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Absolutely.
16                 MARGARET MINER:  So I don't know
17  what would be the proper way of amending the
18  motion, but before the working group and the
19  consultant go too far down the road of the scope,
20  I think it would be great if we all could have a
21  look at it and, say, halfway there, and offer our
22  enthusiastic endorsement or some suggestion for
23  different items that could be included or deleted.
24                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think that's a
25  reasonable suggestion.
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 1                 David?
 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Margaret
 3  we actually raised that with a meeting this
 4  morning and said that was an integral part of
 5  moving forward through the scoping process.
 6                 MARGARET MINER:  So can it be in
 7  the motion in some form?
 8                 TOM CALLAHAN:  I would not suggest
 9  that you do that, but I would also suggest because
10  it's part of the request for qualifications that
11  was submitted, we suggested a certain timeline.
12  And that timeline is influenced by when they
13  start.
14                 Assuming we can get to it, yes, my
15  suggestion would be that you are going to need
16  another Steering Committee perhaps to coincide
17  with your next Water Planning Council meeting
18  schedule in May in order to accomplish what we're
19  talking about.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Right.  That makes
21  sense.
22                 MARGARET MINER:  Perhaps the
23  reference to scope in the motion could include
24  scope with one or two, or whatever, one review by
25  the Steering Committee.  In other words, a review,
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 1  a mid-scope review by the Steering Committee.
 2                 Our scoping will include -- a scope
 3  that will include referrals back to the Steering
 4  Committee, or a chance for responses by the
 5  Steering Committee.
 6                 TOM CALLAHAN:  Yeah again, it's
 7  your call.  I would say there if we pick up a
 8  representative from each of the workgroups and if
 9  it was to be Bob and Virginia, respectively, we
10  would have two members of the Steering Committee
11  in addition to Len engaged in shaping this,
12  shaping the scope, schedule and budget as we
13  proceed.
14                 What I think what you want to avoid
15  is something that goes for an extended period of
16  time.  So the combination of having those voices,
17  it lies involved on the front and.  And an
18  oppurtunity for the Steering Committee, perhaps
19  coincidental with the Water Planning Council's
20  meeting in May with -- and ideally, have something
21  that's distributed as scope before the meeting.
22                 It might be a pathway to keep us on
23  schedule, if the schedule is deemed to be
24  important.  If the schedule is not important it's
25  not a problem.
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  No, the schedule is
 2  very important.
 3                 Margaret is that acceptable to you?
 4                 MARGARET MINER:  I would like to
 5  see it somewhere.
 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  But I think what Tom
 7  is saying is that as we go through the process I
 8  don't think we'll have any problem with getting
 9  some of the pieces out to you.
10                 MARGARET MINER:  I would have
11  thought so, too, if he wasn't so resistent to
12  having it in the motion.
13                 ELIN KATZ:  This is Elin.  I'm
14  having a lot of trouble hearing you.
15                 MARGARET MINER:  Okay.  I'll put
16  the mic on, but there may be a horrible racket.
17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's all right.
18                 MARGARET MINER:  It's working.
19                 I would prefer to see it in the
20  motion.  I don't doubt they will try, but we've
21  had problems getting things to the Steering
22  Committee in a timely way.  And I understand the
23  time pressures and budget pressures that we all
24  have faced, especially you guys.
25                 I would feel more comfortable if it
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 1  was in the motion, but I certainly -- it will be
 2  in the minutes that there is a commitment of
 3  sorts.
 4                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Virginia?
 5                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  My question is to
 6  the process.  I know the first phase of your
 7  committee the members were not allowed to say
 8  anything to anybody.
 9                 MARGARET MINER:  That's right.
10                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  If that continues
11  to be the case I think Margaret has a good point.
12  If it's much more of an open process, if I were
13  serving on it I might send out an update after
14  every time we got together.  Yeah, this is what
15  we're talking about.  Do you have any input?  So
16  how do you envision that process of this
17  committee?
18                 TOM CALLAHAN:  The first phase was
19  the first part of a procurement process to
20  determine who was qualified and who was not.  It
21  assumed that there would be at least one, and
22  more, but you have to go through that.  That
23  should not be in the public process there.
24                 The issue of scope, budget and
25  schedule which will ultimately be rolled into a
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 1  contract ultimately has to be approved by the
 2  planning council.  I think there's a lot less
 3  sensitivity in terms of sharing that information
 4  as we proceed so long as it's clear that there is
 5  a process, and the process is through the group
 6  that was appointed by the Water Planning Council
 7  to essentially bring something to the Planning
 8  Committee and the Steering Committee that gets us
 9  to where we need to be.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Andrew?
11                 ANDREW LORD:  I'll just weigh in on
12  this.  I think it is really a process question at
13  this point.  And you know, if we wait until May to
14  get a fully developed scope, then we have to be
15  mindful of schedule and maybe approve it without,
16  you know, adequate review or accept it as it is.
17  Just I think that's the box that we don't
18  necessarily want to be in.
19                 So again, that affects the schedule
20  because if it comes back to the Steering Committee
21  and we've got concerns, it's got to go back and it
22  has to go back and be revised.  If we have updates
23  along the way it gives us all an opportunity to
24  weigh in.
25                 So I understand your point is that
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 1  you want to streamline it without having a lot of
 2  discussion back and forth about what the scope
 3  should be, but I'm just mindful of getting to the
 4  end of the -- thinking that we're at the end of
 5  the road, and actually we're at an intersection.
 6                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I just want to say
 7  this.  I'm not going to come to the next -- I
 8  think your idea is good, as we have a joint
 9  meeting in May with the Water Planning Council and
10  the Steering Committee.  I would envision getting
11  a document out to you as well, you know, a week,
12  ten days before the meeting.
13                 You're not going to come here the
14  day of the meeting or the morning of the meeting
15  to read it.  That's what I would envision
16  happening.  If we get it to you, like, a week in
17  advance, does that sound reasonable?
18                 TOM CALLAHAN:  The next meeting,
19  the May meeting is when?  What's the date of the
20  May meeting?
21                 THE CHAIRMAN:  May 5th.
22                 TOM CALLAHAN:  It's 30 days from
23  today.  So my presumption is we would get the
24  initial meeting with this group within the next
25  week, or ten days.
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 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  I stand
 2  corrected.  It's May 3rd.
 3                 TOM CALLAHAN:  May 3rd, it's a
 4  little closer.  Then we would begin to shape that.
 5  My guess is we'll make the progress, but we might
 6  need more than one meeting to do that, to get from
 7  point A to point B.
 8                 And to have something ready by,
 9  let's say what would be, without looking at the
10  calendar, April 25th or 26th, so that's
11  coincidental with the meeting on that, if we could
12  get it out sooner, great.  But there's work that
13  needs to get done in order to put you in a
14  position to have something to look in, react to,
15  even if it's just to say, look.  This doesn't cut
16  it.  We're looking for something more, or we're
17  looking for something less.  But it's going to
18  take some time to get us to the point where we can
19  put something in front of you.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think what I'm
21  hearing here this afternoon is the Steering
22  Committee would like the opportunity to review a
23  document well in advance before voting on it.  So
24  if we don't have it by the May meeting, we'll have
25  something.
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 1                 I mean, we can have it reviewed,
 2  but you have a commitment from the Chair that you
 3  will have a document to review before you vote on
 4  it.  And if we have something towards the end of
 5  the month, they could take a look at it.  That's
 6  fine, too.
 7                 Am I reading this right?  Is
 8  everybody okay with that?
 9                 MARGARET MINER:  The commitment
10  from the Chair is excellent.
11                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Margaret, I'm glad
12  you still trust me after all these years.  I
13  appreciate it.
14                 MARGARET MINER:  Evermore so.
15                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  And Margaret, I
16  mean my read, I've known Tom for a long time and I
17  don't think that it's reluctance on his part.
18  He's under pressure from people like me, that we
19  have a scheduled to meet.  And we value him coming
20  back in, but nonetheless even though -- like, he
21  is worth every penny we're paying him.
22                 TOM CALLAHAN:  I'm out of here.
23                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  I mean, even
24  though he's in here and basically in a volunteer
25  capacity, I mean, we're putting a lot of pressure
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 1  on him to get us to the schedule.
 2                 And so what you're reading from
 3  him, I'm sure, is not reluctance to get input from
 4  the Steering Committee, but rather it reflects the
 5  pressure, like, that the four of us are putting on
 6  him to, like, let's move it.  Let's get going.
 7                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.
 8                 Any further comment?
 9                 (No response.)
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  So everybody knows
11  the motion?  Virginia, would you like to restate
12  it?
13                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  It might not be
14  exact, but I move that the Steering Committee
15  endorse the negotiations to proceed with CDM Smith
16  in the development of a water plan.
17                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is there a second to
18  that?
19                 ANDREW LORD:  I seconded it.
20                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Any
21  questions?
22                 (No response.)
23                 THE CHAIRMAN:  If not, all those in
24  favor signify by saying, aye.
25                 THE COMMITTEE:  Aye.
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 1                 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you all
 2  very much.  And also thank you very much to our
 3  consultants and thank you to the selection
 4  committee.  A lot of work has gone into this
 5  process behind the scenes, and I'd like to thank
 6  the RFQ selection committee for all the work
 7  they've done as well.
 8                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  And Tom
 9  and Jane.
10                 THE CHAIRMAN:  And Tom and Jane,
11  absolutely.
12                 Okay.  So you're excused.  Thank
13  you very much.  Appreciate you being here.
14                 And I'm going to excuse myself.  No
15  offense, Virginia.  I have to leave.
16                 So David, it's all yours.
17                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Thank
18  you.  That brings us up to our standing committee
19  reports, and the first would be the policy
20  subcommittee.
21                 BOB MOORE:  Thank you.  The policy
22  committee met, I think, twice since our last
23  meeting in February and in March.  We've had a lot
24  of issues and maybe if the consultants could stay
25  for a second longer, I could give you --
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 1                 ELIN KATZ:  Bob, if you're talking
 2  we can't hear you.
 3                 BOB MOORE:  Is that better?
 4                 ELIN KATZ:  Yeah.
 5                 BOB MOORE:  The policy committee
 6  had a number of recommendations.  The first
 7  recommendation we had, we met with Michael Houser
 8  from the Connecticut State Data Center.  And he
 9  indicated, you know, the use of the state data
10  center for collection and use of data.
11                 We're having some technical
12  difficulties.  Can you hold on one second?
13                 That sounds a little better.  And
14  the state data center said that they could provide
15  us population projections based on areas of the
16  state.  Whether that's watersheds, all we had to
17  do was provide a source map or a variety of the
18  things, what they call the shape file that we
19  could give them.  And they would end up giving us
20  population projections over the time period.
21                 So the policy committee recommended
22  that we have -- to the Steering Committee, that
23  the Connecticut State Data Center be utilized as a
24  source for population estimates for the State
25  Water Plan.  And that was also being used by the
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 1  Health Department as their projections.  And so
 2  that we felt that this was a recommendation that
 3  the consultant should hear now, that we use State
 4  Population Data Center's population estimates for
 5  the State Water Plan.
 6                 We spent a great deal of time
 7  actually in two meetings talking about drought and
 8  what was drought, and what were the authorities
 9  under various drought conditions.  I went over it
10  with DEP and DPH, and DPH's regulatory authorities
11  were under drought.
12                 DEP's authority is mostly to stop
13  regulating during drought.  Their legislation
14  allows diversions and interconnections to be made
15  without considering -- their current statute then
16  gives them some time period to waive their current
17  requirements.  So they don't really have a
18  position on drought that requires things to
19  happen, but just allows things to happen that they
20  otherwise would regulate.
21                 We also get into what the various
22  droughts were, as was different for agriculture.
23  A drought that was affecting agriculture may be
24  very different than a drought that is affecting
25  water supply, a drought that's streamflow.  And so
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 1  there's various definitions of drought that we
 2  needed to develop.
 3                 And we had a recommendation that
 4  the Steering Committee -- that definitions for
 5  different types of drought be developed along with
 6  defining a water research.  So that we look at
 7  drought as not just a lack of rainfall, but what
 8  types of lack of rainfall, those types of drought,
 9  and how they affect the various water shortages
10  that might occur as a result of that.  So there
11  might be a different impact if it's a stream
12  versus if it's a reservoir.  And so that was one
13  of our recommendations.
14                 We also had another recommendation
15  that came out of our drought discussion.  And it's
16  basically that we, the Steering Committee, that
17  part of the implementation include a public
18  outreach end of it, and education focused on water
19  conservation, water usage, and in particular lawn
20  care during those activities.
21                 And we need further discussion on
22  that to detail what that water conservation
23  program will look like, but that wasn't one of the
24  other recommendations that came out of our
25  meeting.  That was kind of the summary of the
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 1  February meeting.
 2                 In the March meeting we focused on
 3  what was called a crosswalk prepared by DEP, and
 4  that's just an issue of various water programs,
 5  and it's probably somewhere in one of your files
 6  down there.  Various water programs, and then the
 7  issues that relate to whether it's groundwater,
 8  surface water, and whether it's a quantity or
 9  quality issue.  And so we had quite a bit of
10  discussion on those issues, and had a few more.
11                 Ellen decided we ought to add
12  drinking water as part of one of this crosswalk
13  issues.  So it's not just water quality.  It's
14  also treating water, and Ellen is working on that
15  for our meeting next week.
16                 So then we went back and talked
17  about how we were going to handle all the other
18  issues that were related to the plan.  What were
19  the issues that were of concern, how they were
20  going to get integrated in the plan, how we were
21  going to approach them.
22                 You know, the issues between what's
23  going on in Long Island Sound versus what's going
24  on, you know, in the Farmington River are very
25  different issues.  How are we going to handle
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 1  issues that are related to the small watersheds,
 2  groundwater and things like that.  It brought us
 3  back to drought again a little bit.  And we ended
 4  up trying to talk about how we're going to deal
 5  with all these issues.
 6                 And Matt Pafford offered up a
 7  proposal and along with, you know, that was really
 8  based on the State's subcommittee, the State's
 9  water plan subcommittee -- probably looked at
10  Colorado and some of the ones that you've worked
11  on -- but his draft recommendation, which we'll be
12  talking about next week is that -- I'll just read
13  parts of it -- is that the State Water Plan should
14  identify critical water quality and quantity
15  issues on a broad regional scale and develop broad
16  policy initiatives to address those issues
17  specific to each region in selecting the
18  appropriate scale and boundary for such regions.
19                 There's tension between identifying
20  regions on the base of a physical criteria such as
21  watersheds, or water company service areas, or the
22  water utilities, or the regions of state
23  government.  So there's a discussion in there that
24  we'll have next week, is how do we actually want
25  to look at the boundaries of this plan?  And how
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 1  do we address the boundaries of the analysis that
 2  will be done in the plan?
 3                 And then he goes on to say that the
 4  water plan should establish a process for
 5  identifying, prioritizing, analyzing, resolving
 6  specific problems and challenges as they arise
 7  within the chosen regions, and establish clear
 8  expectations for regional coordination and public
 9  engagement in providing access to meaningful data.
10  And then basically establishing a flexible process
11  that responds to and learns from these different
12  challenges and provides, you know, responses based
13  on the problem areas.
14                 So we'll be talking more about this
15  at the meeting on the 14th.  I think it's probably
16  consistent with what you've been talking about
17  today, the consultants.  And so that was one of
18  the issues that came out of our March meeting.
19                 We also talked about in the drought
20  area, again is one of the things that was of
21  concern is how do we deal with interconnections
22  and interconnections between water utilities and
23  emergency connections.  And Bob Young is going to
24  help with the draft for a policy in how we deal
25  with the subject of interconnections and how we
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 1  make them more routine and more understandable and
 2  process them in a simpler way.  Right now, there
 3  it's a very complex issue and I'm trying to get
 4  emergency interconnections.
 5                 So those were the basic issues that
 6  we were talking about.  We have a draft
 7  agriculture use policy coming up from UConn, and
 8  we've been working on that as well.  So our next
 9  meeting is next Thursday.  We'll be talking about
10  OPM's drought presentation.  They have a drought
11  subcommittee.
12                 But Ellen, what's the name of that.
13                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  The OPM
14  subcommittee?
15                 BOB MOORE:  Yeah -- nevermind.
16  There's an OPM subcommittee on drought and they're
17  presenting their findings to us next week.  We're
18  going to continue to evaluate our quality/quantity
19  issues.  We should have a proposal on the
20  agricultural use policy, an update on the FOIA
21  legislation which has started through -- I don't
22  know where it is now.  Maybe Mike can add that to
23  this one.
24                 So those were the kind of issues
25  for the policy committee.  Anything I leave out,
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 1  Betsey?
 2                 BETSEY WINGFIELD:  You covered it,
 3  Bob.
 4                 BOB MOORE:  Okay.  So that's kind
 5  of where we are.  Again, as the consultants move
 6  on it might be appropriate for you to -- I'll be
 7  happy to meet on your committee, Tom, and kind of
 8  bring all the issues that we had together so far.
 9  We could bring you up to speed on where we are on
10  those issues, what our recommendations are and
11  some of the highlights that we've covered in our
12  last couple months.
13                 But that's about the end of it.
14                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Thanks,
15  Bob.
16                 Any questions for Bob?
17                 (No response.)
18                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  If not,
19  Virginia, thank you for submitting your report in
20  writing and your detailed analysis and graphs.
21  And perhaps in the interests of time if you could
22  just summarize some of the high points for us?
23                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Well, before I do
24  that, Bob gave me a perfect segue.  The other
25  group is called the drought plan workgroup.  It's
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 1  a subcommittee of the advisory group of the Water
 2  Planning Council.  One of my other hats is I've
 3  been chairing that for the last too many years.
 4                 And people on the advisory group,
 5  if you checked your e-mail this morning you would
 6  see the final draft plan was in your e-mail this
 7  morning.  This is it.
 8                 A lot of the issues that you were
 9  talking about in terms of different types of
10  drought are in here.  This is an update of an
11  existing plan that was approved by the Water
12  Planning Council back in about 2002.  So, not in
13  this forum, I'm going to go into ways in which it
14  has changed, but we have the final re-done here.
15                 The science and technical group
16  started out by brainstorming what kinds of data
17  would be necessary and that's the basis of the
18  humongous spreadsheet that you all got last week.
19  And then what we did more recently -- because our
20  discussions have been sort of like this.  And one
21  of the things I was very pleased to hear from your
22  presentation this afternoon was that we realized
23  that the members of the group didn't have a really
24  good idea of what problem we were trying to solve
25  or what objectives we were trying to meet in this,
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 1  in this water plan.
 2                 And so getting clarification on
 3  that as the first step I think is crucial.
 4  Because as I said, over the past year and a half
 5  the science and technical group has kept coming
 6  back to that, what exactly do we need.  We need to
 7  know what we're trying to solve before we know
 8  what data we need to solve it.
 9                 So what we did to summarize, we
10  felt that it was important to pretty much put our
11  group on hold until we had identified a consultant
12  with whom we were working and figured out who's
13  going to do what, because I could imagine anything
14  in the spectrum from, oh, wow.  You've already
15  identified all this?  Great.  That means we don't
16  have to do it, but we want to do it our own way,
17  you know.
18                 So we decided to pause.  And before
19  we did that we looked at the 12 items that were
20  the charge that we got, the science and technical
21  group got from the Water Planning Council.  And
22  each person in the group individually just went
23  through and sort of came up with ideas of what
24  their concerns were, what we had discussed, what
25  the questions were in each of those 12 categories.
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 1                 And so that's the report that we
 2  submitted to you folks, which is just a
 3  compilation of everybody's thoughts and ideas.
 4  Not solutions, not definite answers, but what our
 5  thinking was at the time.
 6                 I don't want to take the time now
 7  to make specific recommendations, but I can do
 8  that at another time.  But there were some things
 9  that were just crucial that we identified as
10  problems that need to be addressed.  Some of
11  them -- all of them, I think we've all heard of
12  the unknown actual volumes used with the
13  registered new versions.
14                 Also, what the volumes are of
15  private domestic well withdrawals and withdrawals
16  that are under the 50,000 gallons per day.  Is the
17  cumulative effect of those something that we need
18  to be looking at?  This was mentioned before.
19                 Water reuse is something that could
20  be an incredibly good opportunity as we move
21  forward on our planning.  And also crucial is a
22  state commitment to fund ongoing data collection
23  and perhaps collection of new data.  And I could
24  go on with a list of maybe six or eight things
25  that came out from our preliminary discussions
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 1  that really need to be priorities throughout this
 2  process.
 3                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Okay.
 4                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Did you folks get
 5  this?
 6                 MARGARET MINER:  When did you send
 7  that out?
 8                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Tyra sent it
 9  Thursday of last week.
10                 MARGARET MINER:  Oh, the drought
11  plan?
12                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  Oh, no.  The
13  drought plan, I sent that at, like, eleven o'clock
14  last night so you should have seen that this
15  morning.
16                 MARGARET MINER:  I did not, but
17  I'll speak to you about it.
18                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  But did you folks
19  get this, this summary from the science and
20  technical group?
21                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Yes.
22                 VIRGINIA DeLIMA:  And the version
23  of the reformatted table went out this morning.
24  There were some screw ups with that.
25                 So any questions?
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 1                 (No response.)
 2                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Thank
 3  you, Virginia.
 4                 Next on the agenda is legislative
 5  matters.  I don't know if we really have anything
 6  to discuss in this forum.  Nick?
 7                 NICK NEELEY:  I'll be very brief.
 8  There's several bills that I think many of you are
 9  familiar with and have been working on -- I'll go
10  through quickly.
11                 5540, that's an Act Concerning the
12  State Water Plan.  That makes changes to the
13  current approval process for the State Water Plan.
14  And I know the Water planning Council has
15  submitted testimony in opposition to the bill.
16                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Nick,
17  could you come up to the speaker so the folks on
18  the phone can hear you?
19                 NICK NEELEY:  I'll quickly read
20  5540, an Act Concerning the State Water Plan, and
21  that's to make changes to the current approval
22  process for the State Water Plan and.  As I had
23  mentioned earlier, the Water Planning Council has
24  submitted testimony in opposition to the bill.  I
25  have copies of the testimony if anyone wants it.
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 1                 And then there's Senate Bill 288.
 2  That's an act concerning DPH and PURA and the
 3  current CPCN expansion and construction of water
 4  systems process.  It's a DPH/PURA proposal that
 5  serves to essentially streamline that process.
 6                 And then there's Senate Bill, of
 7  course, 422.  That's an act concerning the bottled
 8  water issue up in Bloomfield.  That got out of
 9  committee and is in the process of being drafted
10  into a bill.
11                 And finally Senate Bill 300, and
12  that's the New Britain Water Company land study
13  that's taking place.
14                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Questions
15  for Nick?
16                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  I think the
17  other one would be the bill that is currently in a
18  moribund state.  It died in committee, but the
19  bill on the FOIA, FOIA issues.  And as far as I
20  know there is still ongoing negotiations between
21  at least the Governor's office, I think DPH and
22  the water companies.
23                 There had been some language that
24  had come out, revised language.  It's certainly, I
25  think, a couple of our expectations are that those
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 1  negotiations will continue and it would be amended
 2  onto something.  But I don't know if you have any
 3  more updates on that?
 4                 NICK NEELEY:  I haven't heard
 5  anything.
 6                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  Mike Sullivan.
 7  That bill died in committee.  I wouldn't treat
 8  that as a fatal death, if that is a word.
 9                 DAVID SUTHERLAND:  It's a
10  repetitively redundant word.
11                 MICHAEL SULLIVAN:  There are
12  discussions happening.  Who knows where that will
13  go, but that still is a live issue.
14                 MARGARET MINER:  On 5440, which is
15  the Water Planning Council -- well, which is the
16  approval process for the water bill.  There's also
17  testimony available from the Connecticut Water
18  Works Association, the Rivers Alliance, Aquarion
19  and some other people also available on the
20  website of the CGA.  I believe most of the other
21  testimony, of that testimony is in favor.
22                 Thank you.
23                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Any other
24  questions of Nick?
25                 (No response.)
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 1                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Okay.
 2  Thank you, Nick.
 3                 Other business?
 4                 (No response.)
 5                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Seeing
 6  none, I'll entertain a motion to adjourn.
 7                 GENE LIKENS:  So moved.
 8                 ELLEN BLACHINSKI:  Second.
 9                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  Moved and
10  seconded.  All those in favor signify by saying,
11  aye.
12                 THE COMMITTEE:  Aye.
13                 VICE CHAIRMAN LeVASSEUR:  And the
14  motion is approved.
15                 And I would remind everyone that we
16  are looking to do a joint meeting of the water
17  planning Council and the Steering Committee on
18  Tuesday, May 3rd.  So if you could mark your
19  calendars accordingly I'm sure information will be
20  made available to call into those folks who can't
21  make it so that we can continue our work moving
22  forward with the RFQ process.
23                 Okay.  Thank you, all.
24                  (Whereupon, the above proceedings
25  were concluded at 2:42 p.m.)
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