KENT COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY
BOARD MEETING MINUTES
February 15, 2006

The Board of Directors of the Kent County Water Authority held its monthly
meeting in the Joseph D. Richard Board Room at the office of the Authority on February
15, 2006.

Chairman Perry opened the meeting at 3:30 P.M. Chairman Perry, Board
Members, Mr. Gallucci, Mrs. Graham, Mr. Masterson and Mr. Boyer were present
together with the General Manager Timothy J. Brown, Technical Service Director John
Duchesneau, System Engineer, Kevin J. Fitta, Arthur Williams, Finance Director, Legal
Counsel, Joseph J. McGair, and other interested parties.

The minutes of the Board meeting of January 18, 2006 were moved for approval
by Board Member Gallucci and seconded by Board Member Boyer and the minutes of
January 18, 2006 were unanimously approved.

High Service Requests

The Chairman for the benefit of all present read aloud all of the revised standard
conditions in lieu of a moratorium as attached as “A” and further he explained the water
deficit in detalil.

The General Manager submitted a memorandum dated February 15, 2006 which
is attached as “B” which unequivocally stated that the General Manager is the
Department of Health licensed operator of the Kent County Water Authority system and
that he can not countenance any further water approvals while the water deficit
continues in order to avoid a catastrophic incident.

Guests:

High Service Requests:

420 East Greenwich Avenue, Matthew Gilchrest

Mr. Gilchrest was not in attendance and the matter was passed.

53 Northup Plat Road, Coventry, Kenneth Noberg

Mr. Noberg was not in attendance and the matter was passed.



2 Old Farm Road, East Greenwich, Richard Benoit

Mr. Benoit was not in attendance and the matter was passed.

2271 Middle Road, Todd Buontempo

Mr. Buontempo stated that there is presently a home on the site which will be
torn down for new construction. Mr. Buontempo had no knowledge of the well at the
site. The Chairman stated that there were no further connections in the high service
gradient in that the oversubscription is at approximately 300,000 gallons per day plus
and that new customers can not be added. Board Member Graham asked if he had any
knowledge of any well testing at the site and Mr. Buontempo replied no. Board Member
Masterson asked if anyone was living there and the answer was no. Board Member
Masterson suggested that he should have the water tested and shall be addressed at a
later time.

70 Island Drive, Abrams

Mr. Abrams was not in attendance and the matter was passed.

Rocky Hill Commons, East Greenwich, James Malm

This matter is continued to the Board meeting of March 15, 2006 pursuant to the
request of Mr. Malm.

WRB Presentation

Juan Marischal, Executive Director, gave an introduction to the Board and he
wanted to make an appearance and stated that he has just taken over the position. He
stated that Kent County Water Authority has been diligent in its water quality
improvement and that it has received $500,000.00 in phases in that there will be 1.2
million dollars overall and that Kent County Water Authority has been awarded 17% of
all of the monies given out by the Water Resources Board. He further stated that Kent
County Water has done diligent service in buying wellhead protection property in fact
400 acres in all. Mr. Marischal stated that he wants to do more and he congratulated
the Board for its good work. He further stated that the Kent County Water Authority
Board and the Water Resources Board will be working together on issues.

Request from Attorney Pagliarini/Catapult Realty Request

The Attorney for Centre of New England/Catapult Realty, John A. Pagliarini, Esq.
stated that many are aware that his client is seeking an application for a new public
water system appended as “C”, however, due to regulations, such applications would
not be considered if an existing public system is capable of extending service to the



facility. He stated to the Board that his client is very concerned about the present
scarcity of water and Centre of New England will attempt to obtain its own water district
to service the many uses within the Centre of New England. He presented a resolution
which is appended as “D”.

Board Member Boyer moved to adopt the resolution and it was seconded by
Board Member Gallucci. The Chairman had several questions concerning the proposed
service area as to who and what would be serviced and the existing businesses the
option as to Kent County Water Authority or the Centre of New England water. Centre
of New England Attorney Brian LaPlante stated that the system may be duel in that
certain businesses may have the right to be serviced by Kent County Water Authority
and Centre of New England, but he believes that the practicalities will dominate in that it
will be a self-contained public system. In answer to a question from Board Member
Graham about the proximate sixteen (16) approved businesses he agreed that the
water could not be co-mingled. Board Member Masterson reminded their attorneys that
Centre of New England or any of its entities have never been denied any water by Kent
County Water Authority and it was unanimously,

VOTED: To adopt the resolution as appended as “D”.

Legal Matters

Bald Hill Pumping Station Easements

Research regarding the status of easements at the subject site has been
conducted by Petrarca and McGair, Inc. and forwarded to Kent County Water Authority
for review. The station is located on a parcel of land designated as Lot 31 on AP 241.
The City of Warwick along with abutting lots 20, 29 and 33 granted easements to Kent
County Water Authority for the purposes of a pumping station. More specifically,
abutting lot owners (AP 241, Lots 29 and 20) granted easements to Kent County Water
Authority for ingress/egress and water line. Kent County Water Authority shares
ingress/egress easement rights with abutting lot owners. There is a storm drain
easement front Kent County Water Authority site. A 20’ sewer easement affects Lot 29
for the benefit of Lot 20. This matter is now in discussion with the City of Warwick.
Legal Counsel has transmitted an agreement to the City which is being reviewed
together with other amendments and it is scheduled to be heard by the City Council on
March 13, 2006.

Relocation of Tank Site — Read School House Road

The General Manager and Legal Counsel had previously met with the Acting
Town Manager, Town Solicitor and the Department of Public Works and the Town, at
that time, agreed to the relocation of the tank site. A survey depicting the site had been
prepared and forwarded to the Solicitor and it was approved and a metes and bound
description prepared. In November, 2005 the Solicitor advised Kent County Water
Authority that the Department of Public Works and Recreation Department had an issue



with the land swap because the land was classified as open space. The General
Manager, Chairman and Legal Counsel subsequently met with the Acting Town
Manager, Solicitor and Department of Public Works and Recreation and the Town is
seeking additional compensation from Kent County Water Authority for the Black Rock
Road paving project in consideration for relocation of the tank site. Kent County Water
Authority and Legal Counsel are in the process of scheduling a meeting with the legal
counsel for the office of zoning/planning to ascertain the municipal review process for a
130' above ground tank situated near Walker Farms. The Chairman directed the
General Manager to have appraisals for the separate parcels to determine the
difference, if any, in fair market value.

Town of Coventry Cost Share Agreement (Re: Paving)

The contract was forwarded to the Department of Public Works, however, was
never executed by the Town. The Town now takes issue with the amount of the
contract and is seeking additional compensation in the total amount of $300,000.00.
The Chairman will continue to discuss the matter with the Town, especially in light of the
new election results.

Facility Access - Amgen

Easement rights of Kent County Water Authority are impeded due to Amgen's
security protocol. Legal Counsel has researched the easement rights of Kent County
Water Authority and this issue will be reviewed by the Board.

DE

Legal Counsel has been in touch with the Director of the Department of
Environmental Management and received its response and the response of Kent
County Water Authority is now due and the matter will be discussed this afternoon by
the Board in light of the C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. report dated February 9, 2006.

NE Gas/DPUC/Greenwich Avenue/Warwick

The parties have met and will continue to meet in order to avert full hearings and
appear to be close to resolution.

Greenwich Avenue Meter Pit:

By virtue of an agreement dated May 8, 1934 between the City of Warwick and
the East Greenwich Water Supply Company, predecessor to Kent County Water
Authority, the City owns a meter pit on Greenwich Avenue and said meter pit is
obsolete. In connection with the cleaning and lining of the Greenwich Avenue
infrastructure, the meter pit will require installation of an insertion valve with a locked
cover resulting in the termination of Warwick’s service connection. The 12 inch cast



iron main will be capped adjacent to the existing fire hydrant located 20 feet south of the
entrance to the Crowne Plaza. The meter chamber will be filled and the frame and
cover removed and the meter chamber will be rendered inoperable.

The City has agreed to waive its interest in this obsolete meter pit and has
executed an agreement to that effect and the Authority will complete the project.

Centre of New England: Wingate Easement

On December 30, 2005, Legal Counsel had forwarded to Brian LaPlante, Esq.,
attorney for Centre of New England, the proposed form of easement deed as requested
by LaPlante, Esq. on December 28, 2005. Attorney LaPlante's office contacted Legal
Counsel on January 12, 2006 and stated they will be forwarding proposed revisions to
Legal Counsel in the near future. The revised easement deed was received from
LaPlante Esq.’s office on January 31, 2006. The revised form of easement deed is
terminable by the land owner and the exhibits describing and depicting the easement
area have not been provided by the land owner(s). The as-built drawings were received
and reviewed by Kent County Water Authority in January and Kent County Water
Authority provided the engineer with comments. As of February 10, 2006, the comments
have not been addressed and the as-builts remain an open issue.

Clinton Avenue Pumping Station/National Grid

National Grid requires Kent County Water Authority to enter into a security
agreement and grant an easement to National Grid with respect to providing electrical
service to the station. The form of the easement deed has been reviewed and
approved by Legal Counsel. Prior to granting the easement, Legal Counsel has
suggested that Kent County Water Authority review/address security protocol with
respect to access to the facility by National Grid.

Wakefield Street, West Warwick Tank site

Legal Counsel has reviewed the West Warwick Land Evidence Records to
determine whether or not any easements affect the site and the location of the
easements. There are easements in favor of the City of Providence (Water Supply
Board) and the General Manager and legal counsel will be meeting with the Providence
Water Supply Board on February 16, 2006 to review plans depicting the subject
easements.

Verizon Decision

The Division of Public Utilities and Carriers hearing officer, John Spirito, rendered
an opinion regarding the matter which disposes of the complaint after the matter was
settled amicably between Verizon and Kent County Water Authority.



Director of Finance Report:

Arthur Williams, Finance Director, explained and submitted the financial report
and comparative balance sheets, statements of revenues, expenditures, and cash
receipts, disbursements through January, 2006 and closing documents which is
attached as “E”, and after discussion, Board Member Boyer moved and seconded by
Board Member Graham to accept the reports and attach the same as an exhibit and
that the same be incorporated by reference and be made a part of these minutes and it
was unanimously,

VOTED: That the financial report, comparative balance sheet statement of
revenues, expenditure, cash receipts and disbursements through January,
2006 and closing documents, be approved as presented and be
incorporated herein and are made a part hereof as “E”.

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE & COMMUNICATIONS

The Chairman, a member of the Water Resources Board, informed the Board
that on February 14, 2006 it voted (he abstained) to immediately develop a joint RFP of
the Big River management area to be designed and released no later than April, 2006
with a response required no later than July 1, 2006. The resolution calls for financing,
construction and operation for not less than thirty (30) years for well-water withdrawal of
at least 5 mgd (million gallons per day) and a treatment system capable of providing up
to 10 mgd of potable water into a public distribution system. The Chairman stated that
this is a step in the right direction and that this is partially in response to Kent County
Water Authority diligence in attempting to get the Big River management area usable.

Board Member Graham wanted to thank the employees and Board Members
who have expended personal time to come to the General Assembly Oversight
Commission Meetings.

GENERAL MANAGER/CHIEF ENGINEER’S REPORT
OLD BUSINESS:

Supplemental Water Supply, Warwick PWSB (For Discussion)

The General Manager stated that the Bald Hill agreement with Warwick was
discussed in Legal. Board Member Gallucci reminded that the Warwick Council will
meet at 7:00 p.m. on March 13, 2006 and that there are some technical issues which
will need to be worked out by Legal Counsel and the Solicitor. He does not see any
major obstacle.

Providence Water Supply Board

The General Manager gave a system overview using a system map regarding
the possible connections to the Providence Water Supply Board. He referred the Board



to the draft of the Providence Water Temporary Interconnection Wakefield Street
Hydraulic Model Assessment by C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. The General
Manager stated that this is in the discussion phase, however, connection to the
Providence Water Supply Board would be helpful and give more protection in that the
78 inch valve would be capable of being periodically shut. He stated that there are
details to be worked out as in all projects of this magnitude. He stated that the
Providence Water Supply Board would probably spend approximately $400,000.00 for a
temporary insertion valve. The General Manager stated that it would a five (5) year plan
for the high service gradient to be upgraded with attendant funding approval from the
Public Utilities Commission. He still has great concern over the super dependency on
the Providence Water Supply Board which appears to be a necessity for economic
development of the high service gradient. Board Member Boyer stated that the Bald Hill
Pumping Station would still be the closest connection in order to get water to the high
service gradient, to which the General Manager concurred.

The Chairman reminded the Board members that a third connection was built
into the aqueduct and was planned for the Big River Reservoir to be connected to the
Providence Water Supply Board. The General Manager stated the discussion with the
Governor and the Director of the Department of Environmental Management on
February 15, 2006 ended with the Director of the Department of Environmental
Management stating that he would relax in the rules and regulations albeit it may be
necessary for economic development. The General Manager stated that he will
continue to work on this issue.

Coventry Paving Agreement Approval

This matter was discussed in Legal and the Chairman stated that an approval
should be imminent.

New Business

DEM Revised Permit Discussion (Engagement of Engineer)

The General Manager stated that C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. report
completed pursuant to last month Board direction was for the purpose of thoroughly and
objectively reviewing the differences between the Department of Environmental
Management and Kent County Water Authority regarding the Mishnock wellfield
expansion proposed permit. The Board engaged C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. in
order to have a thoroughly professional and independent review of the permits in
relation to the concerns of Kent County Water Authority.

The General Manager stated that the C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. report of
February 10, 2006 appended as “F” supports the position of the Kent County Water
Authority and that the report points to the areas that are troublesome in light of the
intractable positions taken by the Department of Environmental Management. The
Chairman stated that based on his engineering background and the reading of the



report, that the pursuit of the expanded wellfield permit with the Department of
Environmental Management will continue to be a quixotic journey and that the Authority
should concentrate its efforts on the treatment plant and place this permit on the back
burner. He stated that the Authority has other options open to it and that it must
proceed in areas which would be more fruitful.

Board Member Graham stated that a reasonable agency should have provided a
workable permit especially since that agency understood that the Authority was
attempting to limit its dependency on the Providence Water Supply Board in attempting
to service economic development. Board Member Graham pointed out that the
proposed revised permit by the Department of Environmental Management was more
stringent than the original. She stated that she continues to be very distressed by the
cavalier attitude taken by the Department of Environmental Management and is
extremely disappointed and stated that it is hard to give up on this permit after the time
and money invested.

The General Manager stated that the Governor has stated that the Authority
should continue to seek alternatives to the Providence Water Supply Board if possible.
In fact, the General Manager had met with the Chief of Staff, Director of Department of
Environmental Management, Director of Division of Public Utilities and Carriers and the
Governor early this day. The General Manager stated that the supply in the present
existing wells and that the DPUC has stated that they will assist in new funding to gain
water. The General Manager ultimately advocated that the State of Rhode Island needs
a policy of mandatory conservation and that it is ridiculous to dump water on dirt and
lawns when economic development and other areas will suffer. The General Manager
stated that the best answer at this time is to pilot system for the existing wells at
Mishnock. The Chairman made the point that C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. gave its
independent report in order to take the emotion out of the previous permit and the
proposed revised permit. Based upon C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. opinion and
recommendation, the Chairman moved to cease all activity with Department of
Environmental Management in regard to the expanded Mishnock wells permitting
process and it was unanimously seconded by the entire Board.

Board Member Masterson stated that he had been heavily involved with the prior
meetings in the permitting process and that it makes little sense to throw good money
after bad in attempting to move an immovable object, mainly the Department of
Environmental Management. Board Member Boyer stated that the proposed revised
permit was ridiculous and that it is likewise obvious that the Department of
Environmental Management would at some time shut the water off. Board Member
Boyer also stated that it could be a legal test. Board Member Masterson stated that the
process has gone as far as we can logically take it.

Mr. Marischal stated that the frustration of the Kent County Water Authority is
perfectly understandable but that at this point the Providence Water Supply Board is still
the best answer in the short term but he does agree that central Rhode Island does
need more water.



The Chairman moved and it was seconded by the entire Board to cease all
activity with regard the expended Mishnock well Department of Environmental
Management permitting process and it was unanimously,

VOTED: To cease all activity by Kent County Water regarding the
Department of Environmental permit and proposed revised permit for the
Mishnock expanded wellfields with the Department of Environmental
Management.

Discussion Private System Operations and Ownership

Meeting with the Department of Health and Legal Counsel and will have more to
report.

AMGEN Security Access to KCWA Property

The issue will be followed up by the General Manager.

AMGEN Water Supply Discussion/Approval

The Chairman stated that there have been ongoing discussions with the
legislature, the Governor, Amgen and the attorneys with regard to the issue of cyclical
and critical non-delaying water use during manufacturing and Amgen has been seeking
written language which would all but guarantee 800,000 gallons per day to Amgen. The
Chairman stated that it is against the Kent County Water Authority Rules and
Regulations to guarantee water to anyone. Further, he was aware of proposed
legislation which has been filed by Senator Alves which would require Kent County
Water Authority to provide 800,000 gallons per day to Amgen. The Chairman stated
that Task Order No. 6 was reviewed by C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. and that high
service gradient supply study indicates that 800,000 to 1.1 million maximum day was
included in the model which is in the current water supply range. Senator Alves read a
draft of a letter which Amgen had asked the Authority to endorse. The General
Manager, the Chairman and Legal Counsel took objection to the proposed language
read by the Senator as the same was in the nature of a guarantee and that the Authority
could not endorse it as such.

The Chairman stated that this position might be an unpopular position but it is
one that the Authority has always taken and will continue to take under its Rules and
Regulations. Board Member Gallucci told Senator Alves that statewide conservation is
one of the keys to water supply shortages and the State should set a strict policy of and
across the State conservation in that the 4,600 residents of Warwick who are served by
Kent County Water Authority are on conservation measures, yet the City of Warwick



itself is not and there are those who live next door to each other, where one family can
use outdoor water and the other can't.

A lively exchange took place between Board Member Gallucci and Senator
Alves. The Chairman stated to Senator Alves and the attorneys for Amgen and to the
Director of Government Relations of Amgen that the drought management plan is the
most equitable and effective means to address this issue since Amgen has stated that
its manufacturing process requires at least 45 days of uninterrupted water service at the
800,000 gallons per day level, otherwise millions of dollars will be lost as well as the
manufacturing process. In order to prevent this, the General Manager and Legal
Counsel formulated language in the demand/drought management plan which would
place Amgen because of those restrictions into a higher priority second only to
residential and public safety.

Senator Alves and the Attorney for Amgen were more concerned with getting a
letter signed in the nature of a guarantee rather than having the second highest priority
prior to a shut off during a drought. A lively colloquy then took place, Mr. Walsh,
Senator Alves and Legal Counsel and Senator Alves continued saying rather unmerited
and undeserved comments about Kent County Water Authority and its operation. The
Chairman was adamant that there would be no letter signed which was in the nature of
the guarantee. The Chairman stated however, that it would be far more beneficial to
Amgen to have a high priority based in its cyclical manufacturing process. The
Chairman stated that Legal Counsel would be available to the Amgen attorney to
discuss acceptable language which would not be in the nature of a guarantee.

The Chairman stated that the demand/drought management policy was to be
discussed at this Board meeting.

Personnel Job Performance (Executive Session) —5:00 p.m.

That Chairman stated that the person affected was notified that a discussion of
the employee’s job performance, character, or physical and/or mental health was to be
held in executive (closed) session by the Board of Kent County Water Authority on
February 15, 2006 at 5:00 p.m. unless the person affected required the proceeding to
be held at an open meeting. The person affected did respond and did appear and
requested that it be held in closed session. The Chairman declared that it be noted in
the minutes of the meeting that R.1.G.L. 42-46-5(a)(1) had been fully complied with.
After the statement by the Chairman , Board Member Boyer moved and Board Member
Masterson seconded the motion to enter into executive session pursuant to R.1.G.L. 42-
46-4 and R.I.G.L. 42-46-5(a)(1) to discuss job performance, character, or physical
and/or mental health of an employee and it was unanimously passed. Therefore, the
Board entered into executive session.

Board Member Boyer moved and Board Member Masterson seconded to exit
executive session and to keep the executive session minutes closed and that the
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minutes shall remain under seal pursuant to R.I.G.L. 42-46-4 and 42-46-5 and it was
unanimously,

VOTED: To exit executive session and to keep the executive

session minutes closed and that the minutes shall remain under
seal pursuant to R.1.G.L. 42-46-4 and 42-46-5.

Demand Management Priorities (Drought Management Policy)

Legal Counsel explained to the Board that certain manufacturing processes
which are dependent upon critical and non-delaying water uses including sanitary uses
and production because of the millions of dollars to be lost if these processes were to
be interrupted and that the Board should consider such water use priority. The
Chairman stated that the number one priority is the public health and safety which
includes residential interior use, non-residential sanitary uses and of course fire
response which is in our policy demand drought management plan. He stated that
manufacturing dependent on critical and non-delaying water usages should be the
second priority and in his opinion that outside uses such as personal landscaping,
irrigation, recreation, vehicle washing and other water uses are the lowest on the priority
list. The General Manager stated that the priorities should be: (1) public health
including residential and safety, (2) manufacturing depending upon critical and non-
delaying water uses, (3) commercial agriculture and farming (4) commercial uses and
non-commercial water use for intended purposes (5) recreational outdoor watering and
residential, industrial and commercial outside watering. These lists are included in the
proposed amendment to the drought water management policy which is appended as
“G”.

It was moved by the Chairman and seconded by the entire Board to amend the
Kent County Water Authority drought water management policy as appended as “G”
and it was unanimously,

VOTED: To amend the Kent County Water Authority drought water
management policy as appended as “G”.

Emergency Supply to Clinton Avenue P.S. 3" PWSB Connection

This matter was discussed infra.

Bid Approval

Tank Painting

That an office memorandum from Technical Service Director, John Duchesneau
dated February 14, 2006 regarding the same and appended as “H” which explained that
the bids as submitted did not comply with the bidding procedures recommended that all
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the bids should be rejected and that the project be re-bid should contain changes to the
bid documents which would help the respective bidders to comply with the required
documents.

It was moved by Board Member Masterson and seconded by Board Member
Graham that because of the non-responsiveness of the bids that all bids be rejected in
the best interest of Kent County Water Authority and that the same will be re-bid with
changes to the bid documents and the potential bidders to comply with the required
documentation and it was unanimously,

VOTED: That all bids be rejected in the best interest of Kent County
Water Authority and that the same will be re-bid with changes to the bid
documents and the potential bidders to comply with the required
documentation.

RFP Approval

Pilot Study Mishnock

Technical Services Director, John R. Duchesneau, produced an office
memorandum together with an executive summary of the bidding amounts which are
attached hereto as “I’. Mr. Duchesneau stated that Dufresne-Henry Company has the
most experience in conducting pilot studies similar to the proposed treatment
technology of the Mishnock wellfield for minerals including manganese. The General
Manager said that the option to complete the entire pilot at a not to exceed price of
$246,650.00 with no mark up pricing to obtain, construct and operate the pilot test
equipment, well cleaning, temporary pumps and temporary pilot test facilities which is
estimated to be about $102,000.00 and that the Dufresne-Henry approach seems to be
the most cost effective and timely approach to complete the work. The General
Manager stated that this work is emergent in its nature and he fully concurs with the
Technical Services Director’s assessment of the same.

It was moved by Board Member Boyer and seconded by Board Member Gallucci
to award the entire pilot program as outlined in “I” to Dufresene-Henry Company in the
amount of $246,650.00 and it was unanimously,

VOTED: To award the entire pilot program as outlined in “I” to
Dufresene-Henry Company in the amount of $246,650.00.

Cleaning Storage Tanks

Technical Services Director, John R. Duchesneau, produced an office
memorandum and an executive summary of the bidding amounts which are attached
hereto as “J” for the potable water storage tank cleaning inspection proposal
which explains that the bids as submitted did not comply with the bidding procedures
recommended that all the bids be rejected and that the project be re-bid with changes to
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the bid documents which would help the respective bidders assure that they have
required documents with their bid.

It was moved by Board Member Masterson and seconded by Board Member
Graham that because of the non-responsiveness of the bids that all bids be rejected in
the best interest of Kent County Water Authority and that the same will be re-bid with
changes to the bid documents and the potential bidders to comply with the required
documentation and it was unanimously,

VOTED: That all bids be rejected in the best interest of Kent County
Water Authority and that the same will be re-bid with changes to the bid
documents and the potential bidders to comply with the required
documentation.

Retirement/Postings & Advertisement

The General Manager stated that two employees have applied for retirement, i.e.
Meter Readers and customer service/accounting bookkeeper and was posted internally
and will be advertised. The General Manager stated that in the meantime that he would
like permission to hire those retirees for the stop gap.

It was moved by Board Member Graham and seconded by Board Member
Masterson to allow the General Manager to offer part-time employment to the retirees to
cover the time between their retirement and the hiring and training of a replacement and
it was unanimously,

VOTED: To allow the General Manager to offer part-time employment to
the retirees to cover the time between their retirement and the hiring and
training of a replacement.

Discussion of Taping of Meetings

The Chairman stated that the Kent County Water Authority shall allow the taping
of Board meetings by the public as long as it does not interfere with the meeting as the
Board room has tight quarters.

Discussion Wingate Easement/CNE Easement

The applicant’s counselors left the meeting prior to the Board discussing this matter.
Legal Counsel Maryanne Pezzullo, Esq. advised the Board that she had provided the
attorney for the applicant with a proposed form of easement deed on December 30,
2005 which had been directed by the Board. Legal Counsel for Kent County Water
Authority did not receive a re-draft until January 31, 2006. Legal descriptions for the
site/easement area were never provided to Legal Counsel and as a result, Legal
Counsel could not determine the location of the easement area. Further, the applicant’s
redraft called for a terminable easement. On February 10, 2006, Legal Counsel learned
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that the applicant no longer wanted to convey an easement to Kent County Water
Authority and Legal Counsel received on February 15, 2006 a proposed escrow
contract whereby John Pagliarini, Esq., counsel for Centre of New England, would hold
$25,000.00 in escrow pending receipt of the as-builts for all projects and if no as-builts
were provided Kent County Water Authority would then obtain as-builts. The contract
further provided that if the applicant can not provide for its own water system then the
applicant would grant an easement to Kent County Water Authority. The General
Manager stated that if the applicant develops its own private system, then Kent County
Water Authority would not require an easement or as-builts. Legal Counsel, Joseph J.
McGair, stated that the Board needs an easement for access and Board Member
Graham suggested that Mr. McGair be the escrow agent. Board Member Masterson
inquired as to whether or not Kent County Water Authority required easements. The
General Manager suggested that easements are not required if the applicant develops
its own private system.

It was moved by Board Member Boyer and seconded by Board Member Graham
to address the total issues including the easements and escrow agreement at a special
board meeting and it was unanimously,

VOTED: To address the total issues including the easements and escrow
agreement at a special Board Meeting.

CAPITAL PROJECTS:
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS :

All Capital Projects and Infrastructure Projects are addressed in an exhibit
attached as “K” as prepared and described to the Board by the General Manager with
general discussion following.

Board Member Graham made a Motion to adjourn, seconded by Board Member
Gallucci and it was unanimously,

VOTED: To adjourn the meeting at 7:30 p.m.

Secretary Pro Tempore
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EXHIBIT A

February 15, 2006



Révised Conditions .

The Kent County Water Authority (KCWA) is not a guarantor of water supply for this or any

other approval and KCWA can only supply water reasonably available to it and therefore any
applicant/customer of KCWA understands that any third party commitments made by a

applicant/customer are subject to the reasonable availability of water supply and limits of the
" existing infrastructure to support service.

A deficient condition assoctated with accelerated commercial and residential development
exists in the ‘area serviced by the KCWA, the KCWA is in the process of planning for
additional water-supply and therefore delays or diminution in service may occur if the water

supply is unavailable or unable to produce water sufficient to service the customers of

KCWA.

Ventures, commitments or agreements are at the applicant’s sole risk if supply. or existing

infrastructure is found to-be insufficient to support service. The applicant may afford the -

. Authority with system improvements to facilitate adequate service.

The applicant shall file a formal application with the necessary design drawings, flow
calculations, including computer hydraulic modeling to fully evaluate this project supply
availability and the potential impact on the existing public water supply system. - The
applicant/customer understands that any undetected error in any calculation or drawing or an
increase or chaﬁg‘= in demand as proposed, which materially affects the ability to supply
water to the project, will be the responsibility of the apphcant/ customer and not the KCWA.

Only conservatlon-w.se plumbing fixtures are to be installed mcludmg but not limited to 1ow
flow shower heads, low flow toilets and low flow aerators on faucets

If irrigation systems are installed, they must be supplied by a private well.

landscaping technique and/or proper planting bed (high water  holding capacity) soil
, .preparatlon shall be employed throughout the project.

A \
J

Xeroscape-
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OFFICE MEMO

To: Board

From: Timothy Brown

Subject: Board Meeting, February 15, 2006, High Service Gradient Approvals
Date: February 15,2006

Prior to the Board’s action on high service requests for the February Board meeting I must, for
the record, state my objection for any additional approvals being granted. Added demand to the
high service gradient will exacerbate a serious situation that exists with health and safety being
compromised. If a catastrophic incident requiring water during the maximum day demand
period occurs, the system will not be able to supply these needs. The calculated maximum day
demand has already exceeded the system capacity. The engineers have brought this forward to
the Board. I, again, urge the Board to implement a moratorium on all future high service
requests as Kent County Water Authority is unable to serve these until a new source of supply is
operational, or at least a definitive plan with full financing is established to deal with this

shortage.
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New Water Systems

1.

Applications for a new public water system will not be considered if an existing public
systemn is capable of extending service to the facility.

Applications for new public water systems shall include a Capacity Assurance or Water
System Management Plan that demonstrates the financial, managerial and technical capacity

. to comply with statutory and regulatory requirements.

. Follow the instructions outlined in the next two sections, as appropriate.

New Water Sources

4.

Instructions for Submission of Plans and Specifications Page 2 of 4 L

Existing water systems seeking a new source must include, at a minimum, an assessment of
the financial viability of the water system including a listing or discussion of costs relating to
capital improvements, treatment, water quality testing, operation and maintenance, as well as

the financial resources or revenues necessary to maintain the system in accordance with the
Regulations:

Submit an appropriately scaled plan of the 1750-foot-wellhead:protection radius; locating and
identifying the proposed source, property lines, property ownership~and all existing or
proposed potential sources of contamination consistent with Appendix 4 of the Regulations
(see enclosure). This plan may be based on available maps such as municipal assessor’s
plats, USGS topographic quads, aerial photos or other such sumlar sources suitable to the
purpose.

Submit an appropriately scaled topographic site plan of the inner protection radius, which
measures 200 feet for drilled (rock), dug or driven wells or 400 feet for gravel packed or

-gravel developed wells. This plan must be drawn to scale and stamped by a professional

engineer or land surveyor registered in RI. Topograhic .contours, property lines, roads,
structures, land and water features and all other pertinent information relating to the water
system must be clearly shown. In addition, all existing or proposed potential sources of

contamination consistent with Appendix 4 of the Regulations shall be accurately located and
identified.

The water system must maintain direct control over the entire inner protectlon radius (200
feet for drilled (rock) or driven wells and 400 feet for gravel packed or gravel developed
wells) through ownership or recorded easement. If a conservation easement is necessary, a
signed copy of the proposed easement must be submitted with the apphcatlon (see attachment
for sample language). A copy of the recorded easement must be $ibmitted prior to final
water system approval.

If the applicant cannot obtaifi direct control through ownership or recorded easement of all_
. land within the inner well protection radius then an administrative variance hearing shall be

required. Please submit an, Application for Variance citing Sections*3.2 or 3.3 and 3.6 of
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WHEREAS, Catapult Realty, LLC, and its affiliates (hereinafter known collectively as
“Catapult”) control certain property located in the Towns of Coventry, East Greenwich, and
West Greenwich, including sites to the North and South of Rte 95 at Exit 7 and at Exit 6A,
(hereinafter collectively known as “The Centre of New England”); and,

WHEREAS, the Kent County Water Authority (KCWA) is a public utility duly established by
the Rhode Island General Assembly; and,

WHEREAS, KCWA, as a Regional Public Water Supplier, serves those portions of the Towns
of Coventry, East Greenwich, and West Greenwich where Catapult’s property is located; and,

WHEREAS, the Centre of New England is located in that area defined by KCWA as the “High
Gradient Area’; and,

WHEREAS, KCWA’s water supply to the “High Gradient Area” is currently at, near, or above:
maximum daily capacity on certain peak days; and,

WHEREAS, the development project known as the Centre of New England, and other nearby

High Gradient Area development projects have a proposed daily water demand greater than that
of KCWA’s available water supply; and,

WHEREAS, the KCWA is not currently capable of extendmg the requested service to those
properties located within the “High Gradient Area”; and

WHEREAS, Catapult has expressed interest in making an application(s) to create a Public
Water Supply within the “High Gradient Area”; and

NOWTHEREFORE, the Kent County Water Authority, hereby finds, declares and otherwise
proclaims its support of Catapult’s desire to create a Public Water Supply in the “High Gradient
Area” in the furtherance of economic development; the creation of affordable and other housing;
and for the health, safety and welfare of existing and proposed businesses and residents in the
“High Gradient Area”. Furthermore, KCWA is willing to allow the proposed system, if

~approved, to become a self-supporting public water supply for a portion of the “High Gradient.
Area”, to include permission for Catapult to sever the connection of that portion of the
infrastructure, paid for and installed by the owners of the Centre of New England development
project, from that infrastructure currently owned by the KCWA public water supply system:
meaning, all pipes, easements, customers, meters and the like, within that portion of the “High
Gradient Area”, shall be controlled, maintained and serviced by Catapult’s proposed public water
system.
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Mishnoek Wellfield Freshwater Wetlands Permit Evaluaticn

1.0 Executive Summary

The Kent County Water Autherity (Auhom‘y) has four (4) RIDEM Freshwater \’« etland Permits for the
Mishnock Wellfield, two for existing installed wells, one for an “Expanded Wellfield” which was not
accepted by the Authority and a forth for the ‘:Expanded Wellfield” which is in draft form and under

consideration by the Authority.

The purpose of this project was 10 compeare and assess the above referenced RIDEM permits and
summarize the requirements and implications to the Authority with regards to operating the Mishnock

Wellfield under the conditions and stipulations contained in each of these permits.

The two permits for the existing wells allow unrestricted withdrawal of up 10 2.9 MGD. There ere no
other withdrawal limitations or requirements to conduct operational or environmental menitoring

zssociated with this permit. There are no additional costs associated with permit compliance

The 2004 permit not accepted by the Authority will allow a maximum withdrawal of 3.4 MGD. This
permit requires avtomatic withdrawal restrictions from both the wellfield as a whole and the new wells
in the “Wellfield Expansion”, Under these restrictions the withdrawal from the wellfield can be

reduced to 2,4 MQGD and under certain circumstances the pumping of the new wells in the “Expand

Welifield” could be curtailed entirely for extended periods of time.

This permit also impoesed extensive ongoing operational and environmental monitoring, which is
estimated at approiiniateiy §100,000 per year. This information is to be gatherad to determine
wetland impacts, which could result in further withdrawal reductions, This permit also requires the
monitoring oF wetlands associated with Old Hickory Brook and for the Authority 1o augment
groundwater recharge by diverting some of the flow from the wells to this area. The amount of flow
diversion necessary and the cost of such a system is unquantifiable a1 this time but flow diversion will
further serve to further reduce the available source of supply from this wellfield further below the

minimam 2.4 MGD stated in this permit.

The draft permit for the “Expanded Well Field” issued by RIDEM in 2003 carries many of the same
requirements as the 2004 permit except it eliminaies the concept of flow augmentation and allows fora™

maximum withdrawal of 4.3 MGD. It alsc contains language that states that the combination of

é
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withdrawal restrictions from both aperational and environmental menitoring may result in allowable

withdrawals below 2.4 MGD during certain climatological conditions.

Based upen this review, it appzars that operating the Mishnock Wellfield nnder current permit, Permit
Well 4 & 5, which would atlow for an unrestricted withdrayval ef 2.5 MGD without operational and
environmental monitoring is the mest sconomical and reliable method of ensuring that the Authority

has a secure source of supply when this supply is needed most, the summer peak demand periods.

Under this permit, the Authority would ebtain 2.3 MGD during peak demand periods as opposed to 2.4

MGD or less and not have to incur the expense of constructing the “Expanded Welifield” or the costs
of the operational and environmental monitering. In addition, this unrestricted 2.9 MGD will not
require expending approximately $100,000 per year to gather environmental data, the only purpose for
which is to monitor the eavironment and determine when it {s appropriate to reduce withdrawals from

the wellfield.

Water systems are designed to meet pzak demands, Inthe past, supply deficiencies have typically
revalved around extended periods of high temperaturas without precipitation. It is at these same times
when the permit restrictions identified in Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 ~ 1 and Permit Well 6,7and 8~2
would likely occur. Therefore, when the Authority is most in need of_ source of supply, under the two
latest permits, the withdrawal would likely be 2.4 MGD or ] her than a guarantzed permined

withdrawal of 2.9 MGD under the existing permits,

i

e SR SR -
E Enginesring Fartners, inc.
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2.0 Background

The Kent County Water Authority (Authority) owns and maintains the land area of the Mishnock
Wellfield Jocated off Nocseneck Hill Road in Coventry, Rhode Island. This wellfield contains one (1)
active production well, Mishnock Well No. 3 which has historically been operaed and maintainad by the
Authority and one (1) standby well, Mishnock No. 1. This well has deen removed from service since

spring 2003 due 10 1ssues with raw water quality.

Mishnock Well No. 3 was installed in September 1999 to replace a failing Mishnock Well No. 2 and
subsequently placed into service in March 2000. In 2002, the Authority also replaced Mishnock Well
No. 1 with two (2) additional wells designated as Mishnock Well No. 4 and No. 5, which was also

- 5 N

: . T v . PR} !
located in this welifield. These were drilled, cased and scresned wells were never placed into service d

.

Tid~s oo L.A-t‘-—- y s

have affected Mishnock Well No. 3 and the completion of the design of
the entire wel] field.

In 1996, the Authority commissicned an engineering study of all its well fields including the Mishnock,
This study, completed by the engineering firm of Camp, Dresser & McKee (CDM) evaluated and rated
full wtilization of the well fields. It was concluded that the well fields could nrovide 2 maximum

withdrawal of 5.0 MGD which consisted of 1.5 MGD from the existing Mishnock Wellfield and 2.5

MGD from a newly developed wellfield located off Mishnock Road in West Greenwich, Rhode Island.

The project involving the installation of Mishnock Well No. 3 required permitting through the Rhode
Island Department of Environmental Management (RIDEM) 25 did the installation of Well No. 4 and
5. On May 22, 1995 an RIDEM [nsignificant Alteration — Permit was issued for Well No. 3 and on
March 26, 2002 a similar permit was issued for Wells No. 4 and 5. For purpeses of this discussion, the
RIDEM Insignificant Alteration — Permit for Well 3 dated May 22, 1999 will be identified as “Permit
Well 37 and the RIDEM Insignificant Alteration - Permit for Well No. 4 & 5 dated March 256, 2002

will be identified as “Permit Well 4 & 57,

As part of the evaluation process that CDM conducted i an attempt to expand the Mishnock Wellfield
an additional permit application was submitied 1o RIDEM for three (3) new wells identified as
Mishnock Well No. 6, 7 and 8. The need for this penmt was due to potential perc:’:we’d tmpacts to the
local freshwater wetlands as well as surface water bodies in the area {i.e. Mishnock Lzke and
Mishnock River), A permit for installation of these wells was issued by the RIDEM on May 18, 2004,

For the purposes of this discussion the RIDEM Pennit to Alter Frashwarer Wetlands for Well 6, 7 and




8 dated May 28, 2004 will be identified as “Permit Well &, 7 and 8 — 1. It is also noted that due to

conditiens established in the permit, the Authority declined to accept this permiz,

[n the time that transpired between May 2004 and November 2003, representatives from the Aunthority
and RIDEM entered into discussion for reconsideration of the conditions stipulated in Permit Weli 6, 7
and 8 ~ 1. On November 23, 2005 (though dated November 18, 2005}, the RIDEM provided the

1

Authority with a revised draft permit for Permitio Alter Freshwater Wetlands for Well 6, 7 and 8.

This revised draft permit had different conditions than those in the initial permit issued in Mey 2004,

For the purposes of this discussion, the RIDEM Permit to Alter Freshwater Wetlands for Well 6, 7 and
dated November 18, 2005 will be identified as “Permit Well €, 7 and 8 — 2”. The Authority has yat

to provide formal comment to the RIDEM with regard to Permit Well 6, 7and § - 2.

3.0 Purpoese and Scope

The purpose of this project is to’, compare and assess the above referenced RIDEM permits and

summarize the requirements and implications to the Authority with regards 1o operating the Mishnock

Wellfield under the conditions and stipulations contained in each of these permits. This shall include
sassing withdrawal limitations, requirsments for operation, requirements for environmental

menitoring and the potential costs associated with the effort necessarily impliad by the permit

conditions.

In conducting this evaluation, this was strictly limited to a review of the permits and the accompanying
appendices and attachments. This review of the permit applications including any supporting data and
analysis does not attempt to bear witness as to whether any of the stipulations or permit conditions
imposed therein are proper or justified. For the seke of brevity, the permit general conditions that are
common to all RIDEM Freshwater Wetland Permits (1.e. signage, srosion control, inclusion of permits

into land evidence records, ete.) shali not be included in this evaluation.

4.0 Permit Well 3 Summary

Permit Well 3 approves the installation of the replacement well. The water withdrawa! from this
replacement well installation must not exceed 2.9 MGD. There are no other withdrawal limitations or
requirements 1o conduct operational or environmental monitoring associated with this permit. There

are no additional costs associated with permit complian

C&E Engineering Parinars, Inc,

.2
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5.0 Permit Well 4 & 5 Summary

Permit Well 4 & 5 approved the installation of the two (2) replacement wells Mishnock 4 & 3, which
replaced Well No. 1. The permit stipulatad that groundwater withdrawal from a combined pumping of
Mishnock Wells 3, 4 & 3 must not excesd 2.0 MGD. In essence, this permit allowed the installation of
twod (2) new replacement wells but esteblished the wellfieid maximum withérawal 10 2.9 MGD that
was previously established for Mishnock Well No. 3 as idzntified in Permit Well 3. There ars no other
withdrawal limitazions or requirements to conduct operational or environmental monitoring. There are

no additional costs associated with permit compliance.

6.0 Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 —~1 Summary

Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 - { allowed the installation of three (3) new wells in an area away from the

ing Mishnock Wells (Coventry) and 1o be located in West Greenwich, RI identified in the permit
as the “Expanded Mishnock Wellfield”. Only two (2) of these new wells will be allowed to operate at
any given time with the third well to be maintained as & baclcup. This backup well can be rotated with
the other two 50 long as only two operate at any given time. The impoesad total withdrawal from the
Mishnock Wellfield from the RIDEM permit (including Wells 3, 4, 5, and the new Wells 6, 7 and 8)

shall not exceed 3.4 MGD in 1otal on a dzily basis.

Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 ~ | also imposes operational restrictions on the new wells {wells 6, 7 and §)
which include limiting grouna'water withdrawal based upen a calculated formula which includes
measuring the Palmer Drought Severity Index (PDSI) and the level of the Mishnock River at Strzam
Gauge 10 (SG ~10). The permit details conditions whea one or more of these new wells must cease

o

operation (withdrawal) for at least a 14-day period following which tima the calculation can be
capplied to determine if the terminated withdrawel from the specific well(s) can end and pumping can
be resumed, There is currently insuflicient information to determine how often these conditions that

would impose the termination of withdrawal would likely oceur,

This permit also limits the withdrawal from the wellfield in its entirety {including Wells 3, 4, 5, and

the new wells 6, 7 and 8) based unon stream flow in the Mishnock River as measured at SG - 10, The

total wellfield withdrawal limitation results in a permissible maximum daily withdrawal of 2.4 MGD
when the stream flow measures less than 3.2 cubic feet per second (CFS) from December through May

and 1.66 CFS from June through November,
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Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 — 1 also require the following operational monitoring to be conducted by the

Authority,

e Record the pumping rates and total gro unawaler withdrawal volumes on a daily basis and
submit 1o RIDEM quarterly.

e Record the stream flow at SG - 10 daily and report to RIDEM quarterly. The stream gau
must 2lso be inspected and maintained to assurs accuracy.

¢ Calculate the PDS] weekly.

o Read and record the elsvation of Mishneck Lake monthly and report to RIDEM semi-
annually

= Measure groundwater levels at 7 groundwater cbservation wells twice annually and reported to

s Measure groundwater levels in 5 groundwater piezometers (four existing and one to be
installed) twice annually and report to RIDEM semi-annually

»  Measure the water levels in 2 transects twice annually and reported to RIDEM semi-annually.

Permit Well 6, 7 and § — 1 also requires that a bassline monitoring report be conducted by the
Authority at the Old Hickery Brook to determine the ex ent to which hydrology in this area is
dependent upon precipitation as opposed to groundwater recharge. Should it be determined that the
hydrology is dependent upon groundwater recharge, a flow augmentation plan will nzed to be
developed 0 that = portion of the pumped withdrewal can be diverted to this aree to supplement
groundwater recharge. This requirement includes the construction ot all facilities necessary to affect

this flow sugmentation plen. At this time, insufficient information exists te determine the following:

if

flow augmentation would bz necessary; the volume of the flow augmentation thet may be necessary,

or the manner or costs of any required flow augmentation facilities that may be necessary. This permit

also states that if any flow augmentation is required said volumes would be included in the withdrawal
totals for the wellfield. For example, if the wellfield in under a withdrawal! restriction of 2.4 MGD due
to reduced stream flow and 0.4 MGD is required for flow augmentation, then the maximum available

withdrawal! for the Authority’s use is 2.0 MGD.

Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 — | also stipulates that should flow augmentation be desmed not necessary

additional eavironmental monitoring in the form of macroinvertebrate habitat be conducted in the Qld

Hickory Rrook area in the third, fifth and sighth year after pumping commences.
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Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 — 1 also required Vzgetation Monitoring that must be undertaken within the
Mishnock Swamp. This shall include establishing five permanent monitoring sites in the area of Old

Hickory Brook and the Mishnock River and monitoring these sites for impacts frem pumping

withdrawals on an annual basis.

This permit goes on to state that RIDEM reserves the right to further reduce withdrawals from the
Mishnock Wellfield should the moenitoring of envirenmental conditions indicate withdrawals are
resulting in adverse impacts to the environment. Thourh the penmt does state that the average annua!
withdrawal shall not be reduced 10 less than 3. 4MGD Though net explicitly stated, the inference

from reading this permit is that the 3.4 MGD withdrawal value could be reduced further by stream
flow conditions as well as the siream flow / PDSI caleulation.

Finally, Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 — | stipulates that the allowances for withdrawals identified in Permit
Well 3 and Permit Well 4 & 5 are superseded thereby negating the Authority’s right to withdraw up to

the maximum ¢f 2.9 MGD from the exasting Mishnock Wellfield on a daily basis.

The cost of the operational and environmental monitoring es dascribed in Parmit Well §, 7and 8 -1 1s
estimated at £125,000 for the first year and ao*:ruxmately $100,000 per year for subsequent years
The reason for the reduction in the latter years is the initial year monitoring has cerfain costs associated

with baseline monitoring and establishing the specific elements of the plan that would not be realized

in later years. Though these costs are in 2006 dollars and the later years will be subject 1o inflation,

7.0 Permit Well 6,7 and 8 — 2 Summary

This permit identifies a maximum pumping withdrawa! fro

3

3,4, 5, and the new Wells 6, 7 and 8) to 43 MGD. The same opsrational controls are implied as
Permit Well 6, 7 and & — 1 in which the stream flow measured in the Mishnock River at SG - 10 an
PDST are used in a formula to determine when the new wells in the Mishneck “Expanded” Welifield

can be operated,

Similar operational monitoring of the wellfizld is required as that stipulated in Permit Well §, 7 and 8 -
1 including daily recording of withdrawals, calculating g of the PDSI and groundwater measurement at
the same piezometer, groundwater observation and transect wells. As with Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 - 1,

this data must be submined 1o RIDEM in similar fashion.
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Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 ~ 2 requires menitoring of wetiand hydrology and vegetation in the area of Old

2.

Hickory Swamp and the Mighnbck River wetland areas including daia collection of changes in plant

cemmunity characteristics at five (5) ransects.

The permits goes on to state that if monitoring data identifies that permined withdrawals are
determined to be causing measurable impairment io the wetlands in these areas, RIDEM then reserves
the right 1o further reduce withdrawals from the Mishnock Wellfield, The permit doss howsever state
that these reductions will not reduce withdrawal flows below 2.4 MGD during the months of June
through November and 3.4 MGD during the months of December through May. The permit 2lso
explicitly states that these minimurm with drawﬂs may be further reduced through the Imposition of
withdrawal restrictions due to environmental impacts in combination with operational controls on
withcrawals based upon streamflows and calculations. For example, environmental conditiens (i.e.
vegetative monitoring) reduces withdrawals but not lower than 2.4 MGD during peak demand periods.
|
But these wells producing the 2.4 MGD are still subject to the operational monitoring and the formuia
vtilizing sweam flow monitering and the PSDI could impact whether the withdrawal these wells may

have to be further reduced of discontinued,

Thar last significant condition of Permit Well 8, 7 and 8 ~ Z inciudes the requirement that the
Authority establish a Restricted Receipt Account for the sole purposs of funding the environmental
monitoring required under this permit. This account would be funded at a sum equal to $0.001 per 100
gellons withdrawn from the total of all the Mishnock Wells. The cost of this required operational znd

-~

envirenmental monitering is estirmated at 395,000 per year. There is no premium in the

')

TSt Ve
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ecause in this permit the baseline monitoring s spread out over the first three years,

8.0 Conclusions

ermit Wall 3 allows withdrawal from Mishnock Well No. 3 at a rate 0f 2.9 MGD. This withdrawal is
unrestricted and does not encumber any operation or Impose envirenmental monitoring requirsments.
The concerns with this permit {s that it is doubtful that this well source alone is plxysn,ally capable of
producing the total volume allowed i the permit, therefore the act al withdrawal avzailable from this

permit will be less due 1o the physics! limitations of the pumping capacity of this well,

Permit Well 4 & S allows the same 2.9 MGD withdrawal but from a combination of 3 wells which is
possible. This withdrawal is equally unfettered by withdrawal restrictions or any operational or

environmental monitoring requirements. With three wells in operatien, it is likely that the 2.9 MGD

B R TR e YR
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could be achieved bur withdrawals may be reduced during certain periods dus to climatolegicel

conditions and physicel limitations of the aquifer.

Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 — 1 will allow 2 maximum withdrawa) of 3.4 MGD only 0.3 MGD zbove
withdrawal allowed under Permit Well 4 & 5. This permit requires automatic withdrawal resirictions
from both the wellfield as a whole and the new wells in the “Wellfield Expansion”. These reductions
in withdrawals are quantifiable and based upon stream flow measurements in the Mishnock River and
a calculated PDSI for the Mishnock River wetland arsa. Under these restrictions, the withdrawal from
the well field can be reduced to 2.4 MGD and under certain circumstances the pumping of the new

~

wells in the “Expanded Wellfield” conld be cuntailed entirely for extended periods of time. These

[o14}

reductions in withdrawal would likely occur at times when the Authority would most need this source

~

of supply (i.e. peak demand periods).

Parmit Well 6, 7 and 8 — | also imposed extensive ongoing operational and environmental monitori.ng,
which is estimated to sost $125,000 for the first s year and $100,000 for every year thereafier (subjsc
inflation and further requirements form RIDEIVD. This data must be routinely submited to RIDEM
and can be utilized on a gualitative basis to further reduce wellfield withdrawals. Tais permit also
required the monitoring of wetlands associated with Old Fickory Brook and for the Authérity 10
gment groundwater recharge by diverting some of the flow from the wells to this area. The amount
of flow diversion necessary and the cost of such a system is unquantifiable at this time b
diversion will serve to farther reduce the available source of supply from this welifizld below the

minimumn 2.4 MGD stated in this permit.

Permit Well &, 7 and 8 — 2 Imposes many of the same resmictions as Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 — 1 with
the exception that the maximum daily withdrawal for the wellfield is 4.3 MGD. This withdrawal rate

is not protected and therefore the same restrictions (as in Permit Well 6, 7 and & - 1) on withdrawal arz

impacts to the watlands identified through the monitoring programs identified in the permits. The cost
of these operational and environmental monitoring programs are estimated at $95,000 per year (subject
to infiation and further requirsments form RIDEM) end this money must be collected in 2 restricted
account funded by the Authority based upon a rate of $0.001 per 100 gallons of water withdrawn from
the wellfield. The maximum amount of this funding {s $43/day (or $15,695/year), based upon

v

maximum allowable withdrawal, and likely would not adequately fund these monttoring programs.
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This permit elso eliminates the nesd to conduct flow augmentation but has specific languag

w

that

allows RIDEM to reduce withdrawals o 2 level where wetland impacts would be eliminared, even

below the identified maximum withdrawal reduction the permit allows during summer months (2. 2.4

MGD).

Based upon this review, it appears that operating the Mishnock Wellfield under current permit, Permil
Well 4 & S, which would allow; for an unrestricted withdrawal of 2.9 MGD without operational and

!
environmental monitoning is the mest economical and relizble method of ensuring that the Authority

has a secure source of supply when this supply is most needed, the summer peak demand periods

(!
hos 3
[N
(>
e
~t

his permit, the Autherity would obtain 2.9 ] \/IGD during peak demand periods as opposad to
potentially being resiricted to 2.4 MGD or less and not Have o incur the expense of constructing the
“Expanded Wellfield” or the costs of the operational and environmental monttering. In addition, this
unrestricted 2.9 MGD will not rcquxrv expending approximately $100,000 per year to gather
environmental data, the only purpose for which, is to monitor the environment and determine when it

~

is appropriate reduce withdrawals from the welifield,

‘Water systems are designed to meet peak demands. In the past, supply deficiencies have typically

revolved around extended periods of highte

(D

peratures without precipitation. It is at these same times
when the permit restrictions identified tn Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 — | and Permit Well 6, 7 and 8 -2
would likely oceur. Therefore, when the Authority is most in need of source of supply, under the two
latest permits the withdrawal would likely be 2.4 MGD or less rather than a guaranieed permitted

Lo

withdrawal of 2.9 MGD mder the existing permis.
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POLICY
DEMAND/DROUGHT MANAGEMENT

Kent County Water Authority developed this
policy as a guide for water supply
management in response to demand or
drought conditions within the service area.
The policy will be implemented in close
coordination with the State of Rhode Island
Drought Management Plan Guidance and
demand factors affecting KCWA operations.

Background:

Drought is a natural condition of climate that
may evolve over months or years. The affects
of drought can vary greatly from region to
region subject to the precipitation within a
particular region. Demand is a condition
induced by the customers in relation to the
amount of supply necessary to satisfy that
demand at any given moment. Kent County
Water Authority’s supply structure is
comprised of both purchased water from the
Scituate Reservoir and groundwater supplies
from various sources within our district. The
amount of rainfall in either supply region can
greatly impact the resource management
decision making processes for maintaining
adequate water supplies during a drought
event and the coincidence of demand.

Responsibility:

The primary responsibility for coordination of
the demand/drought management process
within the district is empowered with the
governing Board of Directors, as advised by
the general manager/chief engineer. The
general manager/chief engineer  will
recommend phases of operational response
based on supply, demand, hydrological and
meteorological indices within the district,
taking into consideration any state mandated
demand/drought conditions. Upon action by
the Board, appropriate mitigation measures
will be implemented in coordination with
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changing drought indices within the district
and mandates by the State.

Monitoring Predictors:

Climatic and hydrological observations,
consumer demands and safe yield of current
sources are key elements in the planning and
mitigation processes related to demand and
drought management. Precipitation,
groundwater and reservoir levels must be
closely monitored to help predict trends
towards worsening or improving conditions
and the implementation of appropriate

mitigation measures that best serve all
stakeholders.

Water Use Priorities:

These priorities recognize the critical
importance of consumer well being and fire
safety along with the economic impacts to
both the residential and business sectors.
Landscape irrigation use is of the least priority
as it provides no benefit to health or economic
well being of the customer.

1. Public Health and Safety includes
residential interior use, non-residential

sanitary uses and fire response.

Manufacturing dependant upon critical

and non-delaying water usage includes

sanitary uses and product production.

3. Commercial agriculture and farming
includes sanitary uses and production of
saleable crops.

4. Commercial uses include sanitary uses and
normal commercial water use for intended
purposes.

5. Recreational outdoor watering includes
sanitary uses and municipal needs for
recreational purposes and all commercial
golf course irrigation purposes.

6. Residential, Industrial and Commercial
sector outside uses including landscape



irTigation, recreation, vehicle washing and
all other water uses.

Mitigation:

Reduction of waste and continuous efforts in
the efficient use of water are intrinsic
requirements for all customers at all times.

Use of low flow showerheads, faucet aerators
and appliance replacements made with
conservation wise components are mandatory
for all customers. An acceptable percent of
water reduction and frequency of reduction
must be continuously evaluated.  This
evaluation must recognize the ability and
willingness of consumers to reduce
consumption based on the communicated
severity of the demand and drought
conditions. The Kent County Water Authority
will communicate the severity of demand and
drought conditions to its' customers regarding
the status of the impending conditions and any
district or state mitigation efforts implemented
to enforce water use reductions and control
use during the drought event. All stakeholders
must strictly adhere to these restrictions in
order to ensure everyone’s basic needs can be
met. To this end, the Kent County Water
Authority shall take the following actions to
obtain the required results:

1. Public education and conservation are
instrumental factors in assuring all
stakeholders work together to reduce use
during the onset of and prolonged period
of drought and any demand conditions.
The Kent County Water Authority will
consistently communicate to the public the
importance  of making lifestyle
adjustments that incorporate efficiency
and conservation in everyday water use.
During demand/drought conditions, the
Kent Count Water Authority will keep the
public apprised of impending conditions
and conservation mandates in affect at the
time.

20f 2

2. Implementation of general usage reduction
measures through the required use of
efficlent water conserving plumbing
fixtures and mandatory year-round
outdoor water restriction for the supply
district. This policy allows odd numbered
addresses to use outdoors on odd number
days and even numbered addressed to use
outdoors on even numbered days. This
phase incorporates public education as
part of the enforcement action for first
time violators and monetary penalties for
additional violations.

3. As conditions worsen, a complete ban on
outdoor water use will be put into effect.
This phase of mitigation invokes complete
elimination of outdoor wuses by all
customer classes and monetary penalties
for first offence, followed by service shut
off for repeated offences.

Precipitation and groundwater levels are the
key factors in improving conditions and
moving to less restrictive water wuse
conditions. The Kent County Water Authority
Board of Directors will manage and
coordinate its' response to drought from the
normal condition through drought emergency
stages. The Board shall invoke specific
actions and implement necessary strategies to
strengthen enforcement of conservation
efforts, as necessary, to maintain the integrity
of the supply. This includes curtailing the use
of private wells within the supply district for
any use other than for health and sanitation.
Private wells draw from the same aquifer that
supplies the public sector with water and are
not considered an alternative water source for
outdoor use during a drought event. In
emergency situations, circumstances may
dictate the use of special seasonal water rates
to further enforce the need to conserve water.
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OFFICE MEMO

To: File

From: John Duchesnean

Subject: Storage Tank Painting Bid Review
Date: February 14, 2006

Three bids were received and opened. The bid tabulation for each of these submissions is
attached to this memo. Two of the bids did not contain the required detailed written proposal
outlining the methodology that would be used to maintain compliance with Federal and State
Regulations regarding lead abatement and disposal as required in Article 1.2 and further defined
in Article 14.2.2. The third bid provided a paragraph regarding lead abatement, but did not
address employee protection and monitoring identified in Article 14.2.2. Since these two bidders
did not provide the required information and the third appears not to have fully addressed the
requirement, it is questionable whether these bids can be accepted. Based on non-acceptance of
these two bids, only one bid would questionably be eligible. Based on this situation, it is
recommended that all the bids be rejected and the project be re-bid with changes to the bid
documents that would help the prospective bidders assure they have all the required documents
submitted with their bid price.

WD34keih1 shared LISA'RFP and BIDs\2006 STORAGE TANK PAINTING'Bid Review Memo Storage Tank Painting.doc



KENT COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY
INVITATION FOR BID
STORAGE TANK PAINTING
BID OPENING ~ FEBRUARY 13, 2006

The Bid Opening relating to Storage Tank Painting was held at 10:00 a.m., February 13, 2006 per the requirements of the
Bid Invitation advertised in the Providence Journal on Thursday, January 26, 2006. Attendance at the pre-bid meeting was a
mandatory requirement to submit a Bid.

The work consists of providing directly to the Kent County Water Authority all labor, materials and services necessary to
propetly conduct surface prepare and coating application on the existing Tiogue 771,000 gallon storage tank on Elton Street,
Coventry and Tech Park 1.5 million galion tank in Technology Park, West Greenwich, Rhode Island. Work also includes
environmental controls, administrative documentation and testing. Lead base paint has been found present on the Tiogue
Tank and the contractor shall be responsible for all abatement and disposal related to the project work.

Attendees of the Bid Opening were as follows:

1. KCWA, John Duchesneau

2. Rockwood Corporaticn, 4160 Onondaga Boulevard, Syracuse, N. Y. 13219
Pierce A. Law, T:315.348.5380

At 10:00 a.m. the Bid Opening began by John Duchesneau briefly describing what the Bid entailed followed by the opening
of the submitted Bids listed below:

1. Marcel A. Payeur, Inc.

Lead Abatement Requirement of Bid Submission NOT Provided (see Article 1., Paragraph 1.2 and Article 14.2.2)
Acknowledgment of Receipt of Addenda: Received
Provided Bid Bonds, Article 8.5
Item No. 1 Lump Sum $87,000
Item No. 2 Lump Sum £260.000
Total $347,000

2. Rockwood Corporation

Lead Abatement Requirement of Bid Submission NOT Provided (see Article 1., Paragraph 1.2 and Article 14.2.2)
Acknowledgement of Receipt of Addenda : NOT Received, KCWA Records show Certified Receipt
Provided Bid Bonds, Article 8.5

Item No. 1 Lump Sum $112,999
Item No. 2 Lump Sum $167.600

Totai $279,600

3. Abhe & Svoboda, Inc.

Lead Abatement Requirement of Bid Submission Provided (see Article 1., Paragraph 1.2 and Article 14.2.2)
Acknowledgement of Receipt of Addenda: Received
Provided Bid Bonds, Article 8.5
Item No. 1 Lump Sum $386,310
Item No. 2 Lump Sum $279.000
Total $665,310

The Bids were made available for review and the Bid Opening meeting was closed at 10:10 a.m.
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KENT COUNTY WATER AUTHGRITY
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING AND ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES FOR
PILOT TESTING OF POTABLE WATER TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES FOR THE MISHNOCK
WELL FIELD IN COVENTRY, RHODE ISLAND
PROPOSAL OPENING —~ FEBRUARY 10, 2006

Proposal Opening relating to Professional Engineering and Architectural Services for Pilot Testing of Potable
Water Treatment Technologies for the Mishnock Well Field in Coventry, Rhode Island was held at 10:00
a.m., February 10, 2006 per the requirements of the invitation advertised in the Providence Journal on

Monday, January 23, 2006. Attendance at the pre-proposal meeting was a mandatory requirement to submit
a proposal.

The work comnsists of providing directly to the Kent County Water Authority, Professional Engineering
Design Consultant services to design, provide bidding services and oversee the construction of the facilities
to conduct the Rhode Island Department of Health approved Pilot Test Program, conduct the pilot testing and
then prepare a Pilot Study and Preliminary Design Report identifying the preferred treatment technology and
present documentation to support the pilot study’s finding and conclusions.

Attendees of the proposal opening were as follows:

1. KCWA, Kevin Fitta

2. C&E Engineers, 342 Park Avenue, Woonsocket, R[ 02895
Russell Houde, T: 401.762.1711, F: 401.235.9088

At 10:00 a.m. the proposal opening began by Kevin Fitta briefly describing what the RFP entailed followed
by the opening of the submitted proposals listed below:

1. Maguire Group, Inc.

6 copies received

Subtotal $104,710
Reimbursable $37.360
Total Amount Not to Exceed $142.070

2. Dufresne-Henry

8 copies received

Subtotal $95,450
Reimbursable $151.200
Total Amount Not to Exceed $144.650 minus items 24, 2B, & 2D of reimbursable subtotal

3. C & E Engineering

& copies received

Subtotal $121,660
Reimbursable $33.100
Total Amount Not to Exceed $154.760

The proposals were made available for review and the proposal opening meeting was closed at 10:05 a.m.



OFFICE MEMO

To:
From:

File
John Duchesneau

Subject: Request for Proposal Review, Pilot Testing, Mishnock Well Field

Pate:

February 13, 2006

Dufresne-Henry presented a total not to exceed fee of $144,650 to provide the services
indicated in the request for proposal scope of service. This proposal indicates that
Dufresne-Henry have completed thirty pilot tests in the past three years. The pilot tests
reflect direct relevant experience with the type of treatment techhologies that Kent
County Water Authority intends on piloting. Dufresne-Henry indicates that their sub-
consultant is primarily a pilot testing firm with extensive experience in the proposed
treatment technologies. Most of their recent work reflects iron and manganese removal
piloting. This firm also provided a not to exceed fee of $246,650 to complete the entire
project without the need for bidding the construction and piloting equipment rentals.
They anticipate some savings from the fees identified in the proposal for the rental
equipment primarily due to their history with the treatment technology manufacturers.
The project approach option to eliminate the need for bidding and construction
administration services for the temporary structures and piloting equipment cculd yield
considerable time and cost savings. Dufresne-Henry indicates that they intend to monitor
the piloting operations seven days a week instead of the five days a week indicated in the
request for proposal. They believe that this will provide a more accurate testing regime
and help to expedite the conclusion of the testing. Dufresne-Henry’s hourly rates are
higher in comparison to the other request for proposal submissions. The project schedule
indicates commencement on March 1, 2006 with a completion date of August 15, 2006,
approximately 24 weeks. Weekly fee for additional piloting is estimated at $5,000 per

week.

Maguire Group, Inc. indicates a total not to exceed fee of $142,070. Only 6 copies of the
proposal were received. 8 copies were required in the RFP documents. The proposal

indicates mostly surface water systems and not much iron and manganese removal in the
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resumes. The project team summary indicates team leader, William Nunnery has
managed over “XX” pilot studies. This must be a typographical error that leaves the pilot
study experience as an unknown for the project leader. The subcontractor with the most
membrane technology experiences is located in Denver, Colorado and his resume does
not reflect a Rhode Island professional engineer registry. The examples of similar
treatment piloting experience do not indicate any iron and manganese removal with the
proposed treatment technologies listed in the request for proposal. Maguire Group, Inc.
recommends treatment to half the limits of the secondary contaminant levels to help
minimize manganese discoloration. They also recommend including total trihalomethane
and haloacetic acid testing as part of the piloting activities. Maguire Group, Inc.
indicates observation of the pilot test five days per week. They anticipate six weeks, 12
hours a week during the construction of the temporary piloting facilities for construction
services. The resident engineer fees are at $100 per hour. Cost could escalate if project
takes longer than anticipated. The project schedule indicates commencement on March
15, 2006 and submission of the treatment technology report approximately October 6,

2006, approximately 30 weeks. Weekly fee for additional piloting per week is $6,550.

C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. provided a not to exceed fee of $154,760 to complete
the work. This fee included 72 hours of construction phase services at $50 an hour

equating to approximately $3,600. Cverall construction related services are estimated to
be

stimated 12 week to construct the pilot facilities and equipment. This

pet

5,335 forthe e
could be longer depending on the quality and performance of the contractor. Costs could
escalate depending on these factors. C & E Engineers have partnered with Woodward &
Curran for completion of some of the treatment technology piloting work. C & E has
accomplished a majority of the recent studies regarding water quality and prepared the
Rhode Island Department of Health approved pilot study for the KCWA. The proposal
indicates mostly chemical addition technology such as sequestering and disinfection
pilots. None reflect the type of treatment technology proposed for the Mishnock Wells.
Woodard & Curran indicates two green sand iron and manganese removal pilots.
Piloting of the proposed treatment technology was not indicated in the proposal

references. C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. indicates in their approach that they intend



to bid two contracts, one for the piloting equipment construction and one for the well
reconditioning. This could be one of the reasons why they are the highest not to exceed
price. They must also consider that two bids require additional work for the bidding
process and contract documents preparation. C & E Engineering Partners, Inc. has the
overall least costly hourly rates. Their schedule indicates approximately 40 weeks to

completion. Weekly fee for additional piloting per week is $2,800.

Dufresne-Henry appears to have the most experience conducting pilot studies similar to the
proposed treatment technology of the Kent County Water Authority project. Their not to
exceed price of 144,650 is slightly higher than the Maguire Group but they have superior
experience in the treatment technology pilot testing proposed for the Mishnock well field.
Their creative approach option to complete the entire pilot at a not to exceed price of
$246,650 reflects both the not to exceed price of $144,650 plus the no mark up pricing to
obtain, construct and operate the pilot test equipment, well cleaning, temporary pumps and
temporary pilot test facilities estimated to be ($102,000). This approach seems to be the

most cost effective and timely approach to complete work.



MEMORANDUM

To: Tim Brown

From: Kevin Fitta

Subject: Pilot Testing of Potable Water Treatment Technologies for the Mishnock Well Field
- Review of Proposals

Date: February 13, 2006

The following are my comments on the individual proposals:

Maguire Group. Inc.

®

Firm submitted 6 copies of the proposal

Recent Projects - Listed 4 recent pilot projects in New England. One of the projects (Crystal
Lake) it appears the engineer’s role was to review the pilot testing results and not do the actual
piloting. In another project (Southington, CT), it does not indicate when the project was done.
Only cne of the identified projects involved iron and manganese removal from well water.

Project Team - The project manager identified several projects where he was involved with pilot
studies for treatment facilities. The staff member identified as the pilot plant operator appears to
have extensive experience with pilot plants. The remaining team members do not appear to have
much experience with pilot studies.

Project Approach — Per RFP

Fee - Not to exceed fee = $142,070. Firm qualified the construction services fee indicating it is
based on a 12-week construction period. Therefore, this could fee could be higher or lower. Firm
also qualified Analytical costs.

Weekly fee for additional piloting = $6,550

C&E Engineering

Firm submitted 8 copies of the proposal
C&E is partnering with Woodard & Cwrran

Recent Projects — C&E has identified four pilot studies that they conducted in New England in
the past 5 years. All of these projects involved chemical addition but none involved the types of
treatment technologies that will be piloted in this project. Woodard & Curran includes several
projects as references. The Walpole project appears similar although it does not indicate when
this project was completed. The Dartmouth project does not indicate whether they conducted a
pilot study. Descriptions for the two other studies referenced in the cover letter are not included
(Chelmsford, MA & Vermnon, CT).

Project Team — All of the key project team members have some experience conducting pilot
studies.



February 13, 2006
Tim Brown — Page 2

* Project Approach — Per RFP

¢ Fee - Not to exceed fee = $154,760
e Weekly fee for additional piloting = $2,800

Dufresne-Henrv

¢ Firm submitted & copies of the proposal

» Recent Projects — The proposal includes more than 3 similar projects completed in the last
five years in New England which were conducted by at least one of the team members that
would be on this project. The firm also list several other pilot study projects done in the last
five years. Several projects involved iron and manganese removal technologies and in one of
the projects a Zenon Zeeweed system was used.

» Project Team — The project team appears very strong. The three key members all have
significant experience in conducting pilot studies.

e Project Approach — Firm proposed an alternative approach to that identified in RFP.
Essentially, firm proposes to hire the well re-developers, rent the necessary piloting
equipment and construct the required onsite facilities without KCWA having to bid the
construction work. The cost of the services/rentals will be passed on to KCWA at cost. This
is a creative solution that should result in a reduction to the overall project schedule and
simplify the process. They also are including 7-day/week piloting as opposed to 5-days/week
included in the RFP.

¢ Fee - Not to exceed fee = $144,650 (§246,650 for alternate all-inclusive proposal). It is not
clear whether this firm is indicating that they will do the work per the RFP or whether they

have provided the cost for comparative purposes only, as it is difficult to determine how the
not-to-exceed fee of $144,650 was arrived at.

»  Weekiy fee for additional piloting = $5,000

Summary — Of the three firms that submitted proposals, Dufresne-Henry appears to have the most
experience with conducting pilot studies similar to this project. The team members also appear to have
more experience than the team members from the other firms. They also presented a creative approach to
completing the project. Their not-to-exceed fee is approximately $2,600 higher than the Maguire Group,
however both the firm and individual team members of Dufresne-Henry have significantly more
experience in this area. I would recommend that Dufresne-Henry provide some clarification as to how
the $144,650 was arrived at and whether they would conduct the work for this fee if the altematlve
approach that they recommended is not accepted by the KCWA Board.
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OFFICE MEMO

To: File

From: John Duchesneau

Subject: Potable Water Storage Tank Cleaning and Inspection Proposal Review
Date: February 14, 2006

Three proposals were received and opened. The proposal tabulation for each of these
submissions is attached to this memo. Underwater Solutions and Liquid Engineering
Corporation did not provide the eight copies required per Article 12.1. Only one copy of each
proposal was received. Extech, LLC provided eight copies but their proposal reflects cleaning
and inspection through remote operated vehicles versus divers in the tank. This proposal
provided a not to exceed cost of $50,465. This is approximately twice the cost in the other two
proposals in which the cleaning and inspection would be conducted using divers. Since
Underwater Solutions and Liquid Engineering Corporation did not provide the required number
of documents and Extech, LLC provided a proposal for remote operated vehicle cleaning and
inspection with a considerably higher amount than the conventional diver process, it is
questionable whether these proposals can be accepted for engagement of the services. Based on
this situation, it is recommended that all the proposals be rejected and the project be re-
advertised with changes to the proposal documents that would help the prospective Proposers
assure they have met all the submission requirements for the request for proposal submission.
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KENT COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES RELATED TO IN-SERVICE CLEANING AND INSPECTION OF
POTABLE WATER STORAGE TANKS
PROPOSAL OPENING —~ FEBRUARY 13, 2006

Proposal Opening relating to Professional Services Related to In-Service Cleaning and Inspection of
Potable Water Storage Tanks was held at 11:00 a.m., February 13, 2006 per the requirements of the
invitation advertised in the Providence Journal on Thursday, January 26, 2006. Attendance at the
pre-proposal meeting was not a mandatory requirement to submit a proposal.

The work consists of providing directly to the Kent County Water Authority professional services to
facilitate the in-service cleaning and inspection of the Authority’s active potable water storage

facilities.

Attendees of the Proposal Opening were as follows:

1. KCWA, John Duchesneau

At 11:00 a.m. the Proposal Opening began by John Duchesneau briefly describing what the RFP
entailed followed by the opening of the submitted proposals listed below:

1. Underwater Solutions

1 Copy Received, & Copies Required Per Article 12.1
References Provided

Proof of Insurance Provided

Amount Not to Exceed $33.650

2. Liquid Engineering Corporation

1 Copy Received, 8 Copies Required Per Article 12.1
References Provided

Proof of Insurance Provided

Amount Not to Exceed $22.569

3. Extech, LLC

8 Copies Received

References Provided

Proof of Insurance Provided
Amount Not 10 Exceed $50.465

The proposals were made available for review and the proposal opening meeting was closed at 11:05
a.m.
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As of February 1,2006

PROJECT

,UPDATED cip PROJECTS BOND FUNDING

STATUS

Mishnock Well Field (new wells) CIP - 1A

Project closed out.

Mishnock Transmission Mains CIP - 1B

roject closed out.

\/ﬁshnock Treatment Plant CIP 1C

Project closed out.

Pr03ect closed oul

East Greenwrch Well Treatment Plant - CIP 2

Await Pilot Program Mrshnock

Blackrock Road Transmission Main — CIP-4

KCWA has assumed the Construction Management Services

Clinton Avenue Pump Station Rehabilitation CIP - 7A

Construction On-going Bypass Pumps Tested

Read School House Road Tank CIP - 7B

Proposal Site Review

Read School House Road Main CIP 7¢, 7d, 8a

On hold till tank site is secured.

Mishnock 4 Well Installation

PROJECT

" [FR FUNDED PROJECTS

On hold. RFP 4 & 5 plus control facility / T.P.

IFR 2003

IFR 2004

Contract Spht Up, Set Bid Date Winter 2005/2006

Geograpliic Information System Base Map

Geographlc Information System Second Phase

Mapplng Feature Review October Completion Delayed

Knotty ‘0ak Road. Old CIP

‘Construction compléeted

Tlogue Tank MOdlﬁCd Servrce Area

Project closed out

m’ | Completed:

f ::Meter.-Replacement:IFK

ICompleted:

PWSB 78” / Johnson Bivd. P.S. Modification

uptlonal Pumpmg F acrhty Being Reviewed

Rehabrhtatlon Mlshnock #3

Revised Hydraulic Mod

Color Study Mishnock Wells

Pilotmg Study RFP Approval

Cleaning & Lining Greenwich Avenne

Spring Fake Well Redeve pitien

Desrgn Status Gas Company Conflict-DPUC date for heanng

"PROJECT




