North Shore Water Resilience Task Force Meeting
Essex North Shore Agricultural and Technical School - Maple Street Bistro
October 9, 2024
DRAFT MEETING SUMMARY

Purpose

e Hear updates from the Earmark Study Subcommittee, including timeline considerations for
the Task Force moving forward

e Hear updates from the Conservation and Demand Management Subcommittee, including
report back from the June Task Force prioritization exercise

e Discuss and seek agreement on the formation of two new subcommittees to assist the Task
Force in its next phase

e Discuss and seek agreement on two new spending proposals to assist the Task Force in its
next phase

Attendees

State and Congressional Legislators and legislative staff: Senator Bruce Tarr (Chair), Representative
Kristen Kassner, Representative Sally Kerans, Claudia Runck (Office of Congressman Moulton),
Victoria Mori Daigle (Office of Sen. Tarr), lan Hatfield (Office of Rep. Robertson), Luis Garcia (Office
of Senator Crighton), Chloe Mitchell (Office of Rep. Kerans),

Task Force Members, Stakeholders, and Other Attendees: Rachel Belisle-Toler, Tony Bertone,
Michael Cahill, Zachary Calderén, Erin Bonney Casey, Anne Carroll, Peter Clay, Eileen Coleman,
Chuck Dam, Joe Domelowicz, Jim Engel, Vicki Halmen, Kevin Harutunian, Stephen King, Joe Lobao,
Erik Mansfield, Hanna Mogensen, Lydia Olson, Will Paulitz, Jen Pederson, Bradley Perron, Peter
Phippen, Ross Povenmire, Colleen Rizzi, Alan Taubert

Facilitators: Sara Cohen, Martin Pillsbury, Jason Duff
Welcome

Senator Tarr welcomed everyone and commented that the Task Force was at a pivot point, as it
shifts toward building consensus around action based on the studies that are now nearly complete.
This consensus building phase will require the pace to pick up significantly and new structural
elements to be brought in, which will be the focus of the day’s agenda. While the frequency of Task
Force meetings will be increasing, he and the facilitation team will work to limit the meetings to 1 or
1.5 hours, when possible, and to conduct some of these by zoom. Two drivers of the urgency are
the federal PFAS compliance deadline and local infrastructure planning timelines. Some
communities are standing at a fork in the road on infrastructure planning as they wait to see what
regional solutions come out of the Task Force process, and they can’t stay there forever. He is
hopeful that the work of the Task Force will help the region meet the high costs of addressing PFAS
by securing larger sources of funding for collaborative solutions.

Representative Kassner shared her ongoing commitment to the process and her appreciation for
moving into an accelerated pace. She commented that the legislature just passed the Federal
Infrastructure Act to help capture some of the federal funding for infrastructure at the state level.



Representative Kerans added her ongoing support and appreciation for the Task Force and agreed
that the shift to decision-making is an exciting point in the process.

Earmark Subcommittee Update

Jim Engel provided an update from the Earmark Subcommittee. Greater detail on these points can
be found in the meeting handout, appended to the meeting summary.

e The federal PFAS compliance deadline and the infrastructure plans that various communities
have underway, which may affect their willingness or ability to participate in a regional solution,
are both driving the urgency of decision-making at this time.

e Another source of urgency is that if the MWRA will be serving new communities in the region as
part of a consensus scenario, there is a limited window of opportunity during which the MWRA
will waive its entry fee, which could amount to substantial savings to Task Force members.

e The studies commissioned by the Task Force evaluated the potential benefits of a range of
scenarios that include possible increased reliance within the region on the MWRA and the
Salem Beverly Water Supply Board (SBWSB). The subcommittee will next narrow these options
down to the most promising solutions for the group to consider.

o To facilitate a more in-depth evaluation of the top few proposals, the subcommittee is
proposing two new subcommittees and additional resources that will be further described and
discussed as part of the next agenda item.

Proposal for a Lower Basin Subcommittee

The facilitation team described the proposal to form a subcommittee of key negotiating parties in
the exploration of a regional water supply scenario for the lower basin. This subcommittee would
work to define a preferred water supply scenario for the lower basin, including:

o What systems would become larger regional suppliers

Which communities would connect with which systems through what infrastructure

What existing sources and facilities would be retired or expanded as part of the scenario

How costs would be fairly shared

What inter-municipal agreements, governance structures, and regulatory and legislative action
would be needed

For any consensus scenario(s), the subcommittee would establish and oversee implementation
steps.

O O O O

The composition of the committee could change over time, as negotiations play out. The
subcommittee would need strong facilitation and a high level of time commitment from members,
both at the “negotiating table” and coordinating with their respective stakeholders and constituents
away from the table. The following communities would likely be part of the subcommittee initially,
due to their potential involvement in regional water sharing within the lower basin: Peabody,
Danvers, Middleton, Topsfield, Hamilton, Wenham, Ipswich, Salem, Beverly. IRWA and the SBWSB
would also be on the subcommittee.

Discussion and Agreements:

e The group discussed the interplay between the subcommittee negotiations and Town Meeting
schedules. The hope is that by next fall full consensus on a lower basin scenario could be



finalized, in coordination with all elements of municipal decision-making by the relevant parties
(e.g., finance committee recommendations, Select Board recommendations, Town Meeting,
etc.). Special Town Meetings may need to be held, depending on the timing of the negotiations.

e Further discussion emphasized the importance of the state legislative delegation working
through all potential avenues to secure funds for the large infrastructure costs inherent to all
the potential scenarios, including liaising with the federal delegation to help leverage federal
funds. The level of regional coordination represented by the Task Force will hopefully be a
strong advantage in securing public funds.

e The following elements of the proposal were fleshed out through discussion and ultimately

received consensus approval:
o The Lower Basin Subcommittee will consist of high-level decision makers from its

member communities and organizations.
o Initial composition would include representatives for:
= The communities of Peabody, Danvers, Middleton, Topsfield, Hamilton, Wenham,
Ipswich, Salem, and Beverly
= The Ipswich River Watershed Association
= The Salem Beverly Water Supply Board
= At least one state legislator to ensure coordination with state budgeting cycles and
other relevant legislative activity
o The subcommittee will report out to full Task Force for final approval of any scenarios
agreed to by consensus of the subcommittee
o The MWRA would serve as an advisor to the subcommittee but not a voting member.

Proposal for a PFAS Subcommittee

The facilitation team described the proposal to form a subcommittee of Task Force members
and/or additional stakeholders to investigate ways to bridge a potential 2-5 year gap between the
federal PFAS compliance deadline and communities’ ability to switch to a regional source. The
subcommittee would use recently completed studies and community interviews to understand the
PFAS situation of all Task Force member communities. For those whose best option might be to
join the MWRA or the SBWSB but for whom those sources might not be available by the federal
PFAS compliance deadline, the subcommittee would explore creative solutions to address the
timing gap, including any combination of: wheeling/sharing; short-term treatment; temporary
intensive conservation; and regulatory reprieve.

Discussion and Agreements:

e The group underscored the importance of this subcommittee working closely with the Lower
Basin Subcommittee to provide answers in a timely way during the exploration of regional
options. It would also work with Upper Basin communities exploring increased reliance on the
MWRA to achieve PFAS compliance.

e Representation is not needed from all communities with a stake in the PFAS question, as the
subcommittee would work on this issue on behalf of all communities for which it’s relevant.

e The subcommittee would have a technical focus with the expectation of investigative work by
members between meetings. The subcommittee would begin its work by investigating each
watershed community to understand their PFAS needs.

e The following proposal elements were discussed and approved by consensus:



o The PFAS Subcommittee should consist of no fewer than 5 and no more than 10
members, at least 2 of whom should by drinking water suppliers and at least one of
whom should represent a community with an emergency connection to the MWRA.

o The following people volunteered and were approved to serve on the subcommittee:
= Erik Mansfield (Wenham)
= Brad Perron (SBWSB)
=  Greg Krom (Topsfield)

o The following people were nominated in their absence and will be invited to serve:
= Someone from the MassDEP Drinking Water Program
= Joe Lobao from Wilmington, which uses the MWRA as a supplemental source
= The plant operator from the Town of Burlington, which has installed PFAS treatment

o The MWRA would serve an advisory role but not be an official subcommittee member.

Proposal for Allocation of Earmark Funds for a Contract Facilitator or Facilitator Group to Lead the
Lower Basin Subcommittee Process in Coordination with the Task Force’s Primary Facilitation Team

The facilitation team described the proposal — The Earmark Subcommittee would oversee an RFP,
drawing on previously secured earmark funds, to take on an additional facilitator or facilitator group
experienced in multi-stakeholder negotiations with technical and jurisdictional complexity, many
moving parts, and high stakes. This contract facilitator would play the lead role in managing the
Lower Basin Subcommittee negotiation process, in coordination with the primary Task Force
facilitation team and Senator Tarr’s office. The contract is expected to run for approximately 1 year.

Discussion and Agreements:

e The group discussed the value of knowing a reasonable estimated cost for this type of bid but
didn’t have one available. As a strategy to deal with this uncertainty, the following process was
proposed and agreed to by consensus:

o The Earmark Subcommittee will finalize a scope and issue a solicitation, through
MAPC, for a contract facilitator/group to lead the Lower Basin Subcommittee process
for approximately 1 year, using a contract mechanism that allows the Subcommittee to
choose the most qualified bidder, not automatically the lowest bidder.

o Proposal should provide descriptions of key personnel, including rate, experience, and
staff hours allocated to the project.

o If apreferred proposal comes in at $100,000 or less, the subcommittee will move
forward directly with contracting. If the preferred proposalis above $100,000, the
subcommittee will return to the Full Task Force to request approval of additional funds.

o The Earmark Subcommittee is authorized to finalize the solicitation without further
Task Force approval but was asked to share it with the full Task Force once it’s issued.

Proposal for Allocation of Earmark Funds for the Development of a Decision Support Tool

The facilitation team described the proposal — The Earmark Subcommittee would issue an RFP
using previously secured earmark funds to develop a web-based decision support tool to help
users digest and explore the conclusions from recent studies. The contractor should have expertise
in communicating complex technical material to different audiences using strong visual and
interactive elements. The toolwould:



e Support the Lower Basin Subcommittee in exploring the implication of different scenarios
under consideration by providing estimates of cost, streamflow impacts, water
security/supply sufficiency metrics, needed infrastructure, and required permitting or
legislative action for each scenario, in an interactive format.

e Help other decision-makers, critical constituents, and the public understand the options.

Initial research suggests a tool like this could be developed for approximately $100,000.

Discussion and Agreements:

The group decided the tool would likely live on the existing Task Force webpage, the links to
which already exist on many municipal websites. Furthermore, it will be important for links
directly to the tool to be posted on municipal websites to help constituents find it.

Participants also asked for an example of this type of tool to be sent to the Task Force email list

so it could be more easily visualized.

After group discussion, the following elements of the proposal were agreed to by consensus:

o The Earmark Subcommittee will finalize a scope and put out a solicitation, through
MAPC, for the development of a web-based decision support tool to help the Task
Force, the Lower Basin Subcommittee, the key decision-makers affected by the Lower
Basin negotiations, and the general public understand the implication of the supply
scenarios under serious consideration by the Task Force.

o Proposals should describe the long-term support for and maintenance of the tool.

o If apreferred proposal comes in over $100,000, the subcommittee will seek Full Task
Force approval for additional funds; otherwise it will move forward with contracting.

o The Earmark Subcommittee is authorized to finalize the solicitation without further
Task Force approval but will share it with the full Task Force once it’s issued.

Conservation and Demand Management Subcommittee update and discussion

Subcommittee member Rachel Belisle-Toler from the Town of Ipswich provided a brief update on
progress of this subcommittee:

She reminded members that they participated in a ranking exercise at the June meeting,

prioritizing nine conservation and demand management areas of focus for the region.

The four highest-ranked areas of focus were:

o Determine if a regional consumption goal is feasible and use data to explore what it could
be.

o Determine reasonable residential consumption goals for each community in the basin
based on communities’ individual circumstances.

o Identify and acquire fiscal support for efforts to reduce unaccounted for water (UAW).

o Clarify resources needed to expand the conservation successes of some task force
members to others in the region.

The subcommittee has been meeting since June to translate these priorities into action items

and reach consensus on what to move forward on based on the abilities and resources of the

subcommittee. Example actions could include a study on consumption behavior across the

different communities; identifying particular roadblocks around UAW improvement; identifying

resources needed for a regional staff position to assist all communities with conservation.



e The subcommittee is close to a decision on what to do first and will report back to the full Task
Force soon.

Discussion:

o ATask Force member asked if the subcommittee could help characterize the total potential
savings for the region if certain targets were met for UAW and residential per capita use, as a
means of relieving current supply pressures and future predicted shortages. If these reductions
could amount to significant volumes of savings, that could be a game changer for which
regional infrastructure solutions would be worth pursuing. Erin Bonney Casey from IRWA and a
member of the subcommittee shared that IRWA has explored similar calculations and could
bring this work to the subcommittee to review and potentially revise the assumptions and carry
the work forward. Caution was raised about some significant differences in circumstances
between communities that may make universal UAW or RGPCD targets unrealistic. However,
similar calculations could be carried out even if targets were applied to communities grouped
by similar characteristics rather than universally. The subcommittee will take this up.

e Another comment focused on the role of private wells in the region’s water resource stress and
the importance of not losing sight of this as the Task Force moves forward.

e Caution was expressed about assuming all UAW was due to leaks and physical losses, when
some portion of UAW is often “paper losses” which, when properly metered and billed, would
increase revenue but would notincrease supply.

Next Steps

= The Task Force will meet more frequently, with shorter meetings and virtual meetings when
possible. A near-term focus will be on processing results from recent studies.

=>» The Earmark Subcommittee will bring to a close the three current studies on the brink of
completion and work to issue two new RFPs —for additional facilitation services and a
decision support tool.

=>» The Conservation and Demand Management Subcommittee will move forward on one or
more of the Task Force’s highest 4 priorities, per the ranking exercise in June.

=>» The facilitation team will work to identify individual representatives for the new Lower Basin
Subcommittee and finalize membership for the PFAS subcommittee, so both committees
can begin their work.

=>» The facilitation team will send around a meeting summary from this meeting and a link to an
example web-based decision support tool.

SEE NEXT PAGE FOR THE MEETING HANDOUT FROM THE EARMARK SUBCOMMITTEE



Report from the Earmark Subcommittee to the North Shore Water Resilience Task Force
Infrastructure Timeline Analysis Update and Recommendations, 10-9-2024

Many communities in the Ipswich Watershed face substantial new costs for PFAS compliance,
including treatment, on-going media replacement, and disposal. Some face other critical
infrastructure upgrades, too. A regional solution may be more appealing and economical than
communities all taking on these costly investments individually. And if consensus on a regional
approach is reached, this improves the likelihood of securing federal and state funding compared
to communities all going it alone.

However, the recently enacted PFAS compliance deadline, the urgency of other local infrastructure
upgrades, and a limited window in which the MWRA connection fee is waived all mean
communities are facing fork-in-the road infrastructure decisions in the near term about whether to
improve/upgrade their systems or invest in connections to an alternate regional source.

Task Force-funded studies are evaluating the potential costs, benefits, and feasibility of various
ways to improve supply resilience and ecosystem health in the watershed. Initial findings suggest
that scenarios involving expanded reliance on a combination of the Salem Beverly Water Supply
Board (SBWSB) system and the MWRA within the watershed are worth continuing to investigate.
The reports are being finalized and will be presented to the Task Force in detail at its next meeting.

Itis already known that for SBWSB to serve the demand of additional lower basin communities, it
would need to restore the treatment capacity of its plant to 24 MGD. However, under normal
operations and funding constraints this would take a minimum of 7-10 years, which is 2-5 years
after the PFAS compliance deadline. This timeline could possibly be accelerated to 5 years with
substantial Task Force progress in the near term and securing of funding.

The impending fork-in-the-road decisions facing many Task Force communities, the temporary
MWRA connection fee waiver, and the need to fast-track the SBWSB treatment plant upgrade if that
system is to expand all mean the Task Force needs to accelerate decision-making over the next 6-10
months for many of the regional water supply alternatives to remain viable.

In light of this, the Earmark Subcommittee recommends the Task Force pursue all the following:

o Anintensive phase of investigation and negotiation to determine if increased reliance on
SBWSB, the MWRA, or both emerge as top preferred options for the region. This will require
review of study results; discussions with the SBWSB Board, the cities of Salem and Beverly, and
the MWRA; negotiations among all affected communities to define a preferred supply scenario,
fair cost sharing schemes, and parameters for intermunicipal agreements; identification of
funds; a firm yield analysis for the SBWSB system; and regulatory and legislative action.

o Investigation of ways to bridge a potential 2-5 year gap between the PFAS compliance deadline
and the availability of SBWSB and MWRA supplies, including any combination of
temporary/emergency sharing, limited new filtration, temporary extreme water conservation
measures, regulatory flexibility, and other possible strategies.

o Expansion of the facilitation team.

o Development of an interactive decision-support tool to help all stakeholders explore the
benefits, costs, and trade-offs of various supply scenarios.



