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Marissa Paslick Gillett, Chairman, State of Connecticut,
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Connecticut, Public Utilities Regulatory Authority

Respondent(s) September 1, 2026

Transmittal of Proposed Final Decision

In accordance with Section 4-179 of the Connecticut General Statutes, the Freedom of
Information Commission hereby transmits to you the proposed finding and decision prepared by
the hearing officer in the above-captioned matter.

This will notify you that the Commission will consider this matter for disposition at its meeting
which will be held in person at the Freedom of Information Commission’s Hearing Room,
Conference Room H, located on the ground floor at 165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut, at
2:00 p.m. on Wednesday, September 9, 2026.

At that time and place, you will be allowed to offer oral argument concerning this proposed
finding and order in person. Oral argument shall be limited to ten (10) minutes. For good cause
shown, however, the Commission may increase the period of time for argument. A request for
additional time must be made in writing and should be filed with the Commission ON OR
BEFORE September 8, 2026. Such request MUST BE (1) copied to all parties, or if the
parties are represented, to such representatives, and (2) include a notation indicating such
notice to all parties or their representatives.

Although a brief or memorandum of law is not required, if you decide to submit such a
document, an original and fourteen (14) copies must be filed ON OR BEFORE September 8,
2026. PLEASE NOTE: Any correspondence, brief or memorandum directed to the
Commissioners by any party or representative of any party MUST BE (1) copied to all
parties, or if the parties are represented, to such representatives, (2) include a notation
indicating such notice to all parties or their representatives and (3) be limited to argument.
NO NEW EVIDENCE MAY BE SUBMITTED.

If you have already filed a brief or memorandum with the hearing officer and wish to have
that document distributed to each member of the Commission, it is requested that fifteen (15)
copies be filed ON OR BEFORE September 8, 2026 and that notice be given to all parties or
if the parties are represented, to their representatives, that such previously filed document
is being submitted to the Commissioners for review.
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

In the Matter of a Complaint by

Connecticut Light & Power Co.;

Yankee Gas Services Company; Aquarion
Water Company of Connecticut; and

UIL Holdings Corporation,'

Complainants
against
Marissa Paslick Gillett, Chairman, State of
Connecticut, Public Utilities Regulatory
Authority; and State of Connecticut, Public
Utilities Regulatory Authority,

Respondents

Report of Hearing Officer

Docket # FIC 2025-0816

September 1, 2026

The above-captioned matter was heard as a contested case on April 16, 2026, at which
time the complainants and the respondents appeared, stipulated to certain facts, and presented

testimony, exhibits and argument on the complaint.

After consideration of the entire record, the following facts are found and conclusions of

law are reached:

1. The respondents are public agencies within the meaning of §1-200(1), G.S.

2. It is found that, by email and letter dated May 27, 2025, the complainants requested
that the respondents provide them with copies of the following records:

All emails, correspondence, text messages, social media messages,
voicemail messages, or other documentation of any kind of any
communications dated, created, sent, received, delivered, or
preserved at any time between May 1, 2025 and May 27, 2025,
related in any way to any draft, potential, and/or proposed

legislation.

For the avoidance of all doubt, this FOIA request seeks any such
communications described above whether transmitted or
exchanged only internally among [State of Connecticut, Public

' The caption has been amended to reflect all of the complainants identified in the complaint.
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Utilities Regulatory Authority (“PURA”)] personnel or if
transmitted or exchanged to anyone outside PURA.

For the further avoidance of all doubt, this FOIA request seeks any
such communications described above related to draft, potential,
and/or proposed legislation being considered by either or both
houses of the Connecticut General Assembly, to include
communications with staff of either of those legislative bodies.
For the further avoidance of all doubt, this FOIA request seeks any
such communications described above related to Senate Bill No. 4
("SB4H).

For the further avoidance of all doubt, this FOIA request seeks any
such communications described above related to any proposal to
amend the current version of Connecticut General Statutes § 16-2.

For the further avoidance of all doubt, this FOIA request seeks any
such communications described above created or maintained on
any personal telephones or computers.

For the further avoidance of all doubt, this FOIA request also seeks
all attachments to any such communications responsive to this
FOIA request.

(“May 27, 2025 request”).

3. It is found that, by email dated July 11, 2025, the respondents acknowledged the May
27, 2025 request, and informed the complainants that it might take several weeks to conduct a
search, review any responsive records, and to provide responsive records to the complainants.

4. Tt is found that, by email dated August 7, 2025, the respondents followed up with the
complainants, stating the following:

The Authority is continuing to collect and review documents
responsive to your request. Because the documents relate to
communications on draft legislation with other agencies, the Office
of the Governor, and the General Assembly, the Office of the
Attorney General is reviewing the documents to determine if
exemptions under FOIA may be applicable. This review is
ongoing. Given the volume of documents, the review should be
completed in a few weeks.

5 It is found that, on August 7, 2025, the respondents sent a separate email to the
complainants, stating the following:

PURA has conducted a review of its records including Outlook,
Teams, SharePoint files, and mobile devices.
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Due to the broad nature of the request, PURA also requested that
[State of Connecticut, Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection (“DEEP”)] IT conduct an IT search of email and Teams
communications of Marissa Gillett, Theresa Govert, and Taren
O'Connor using the following search parameters for the period of
May 1 to May 27, 2025:

SB4

S.B.4

SB-4

Senate Bill 4

Energy Affordability, Access and Accountability

Energy Affordability

Energy Access

Energy Accountability

16-2

Bill

Legislation

(@cga.ct.gov

These searches identified approximately 2,000 potentially
responsive documents totaling about 13,000 pages. Over the past
few weeks, the potentially responsive documents have been
reviewed and approximately 400 responsive documents, totaling
5,200 pages, have been identified. PURA is currently reviewing
these responsive documents to determine if any exemptions to
disclosure are applicable.

PURA anticipates producing responsive documents on a rolling
basis over the next few weeks.

Please note that the agency is experiencing an extremely high
volume of work presently and is allocating its resources to comport
with its statutory obligations.

6. It is found that, by email dated August 27, 2025, the respondents informed the
complainants as follows:

As noted in the August 15, 2025 correspondence, the Authority
identified approximately 400 responsive documents, totaling 5,200
pages out of the original 2,000 potentially responsive documents
totaling about 13,000 pages initially identified through an IT
search.

The Authority is currently in the process of reviewing the
responsive documents for exemptions to disclosure permitted
under FOIA. The Authority will be redacting information covered
by attorney-client privilege and other exemptions, including the
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exemption for preliminary drafts or notes.

The first production of documents (543 pages) was posted on
8/20/25 with notice sent on 8/21/25.

The second and third productions (602 and 2,997 pages
respectively) were uploaded to the GovQA platform on 8/27/25
and will be released by DEEP? shortly.

This brings the current rolling production to approximately 4,100
pages. The Authority anticipates reviewing and producing the
remaining 1,100 pages of document([s] within the next week or so.

7. Tt is found that, by emails dated August 29, 2025 and September 5, 2025, the
respondents provided the complainants with email links to additional responsive records.

8. By letter dated and filed September 11, 2025, the complainants appealed to this
Commission, alleging that the respondents violated the Freedom of Information (“FOI”) Act by
failing to provide them with copies of all of the records described in the May 27, 2025 request.
The complainants also requested that the Commission consider the imposition of a civil penalty
under §1-206(b)(2), G.S.’

9. Section 1-200(5), G.S., provides:

"Public records or files" means any recorded data or information
relating to the conduct of the public's business prepared, owned,
used, received or retained by a public agency, or to which a public
agency is entitled to receive a copy by law or contract under
section 1-218, whether such data or information be handwritten,
typed, tape-recorded, videotaped, printed, photostated,
photographed or recorded by any other method.

10. Section 1-210(a), G.S., provides, in relevant part:

Except as otherwise provided by any federal law or state statute, all
records maintained or kept on file by any public agency, whether
or not such records are required by any law or by any rule or
regulation, shall be public records and every person shall have the
right to. . . (3) receive a copy of such records in accordance with
the provisions of section 1-212.

2 During the hearing on this matter, the Legal Director for PURA testified, and it is found, that although DEEP
provided certain administrative assistance to the respondents, including but not limited to administering the GovQA
system for PURA, DEEP is a separate public agency from PURA.

3 Although the complaint described in paragraph 8, above, appears to include an allegation that the respondents
violated the promptness provisions of the FOI Act, the complainants withdrew any such claim during the hearing on
this matter.
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11. Section 1-212(a), G.S., provides in relevant part: “Any person applying in writing
shall receive, promptly upon request, a plain, facsimile, electronic or certified copy of any public
record.”

12. It is concluded that the records described in the May 27, 2025 request are public
records within the meaning of §§1-200(5) and 1-210(a), G.S.

13. It is found that the respondents provided the complainants with approximately 5,200
pages of responsive records, portions of which were redacted. It is further found that on
December 15, 2025, the respondents provided the complainants with an unredacted copy of
twenty-eight pages of records which were comprised of an email and an attachment dated May
12, 2025.

14. During the hearing on this matter, and on brief, the complainants challenged
redactions to the records that were provided to the complainants. They contended further that the
respondents provided nothing more than conclusory language, generalized allegations or mere
arguments of counsel to support their claims of exemption. In addition, the complainants
claimed that the withheld or redacted records, or portions thereof, that reflect proposed changes
to legislation that were sent to other public agencies, separate from PURA, including to
legislators, are not exempt pursuant to §1-210(b)(1), G.S. and were required to be disclosed
pursuant to §1-210(e)(1), G.S. The complainants also contested the respondents’ claim that the
public interest in withholding the records clearly outweighed the public interest in disclosure
pursuant to §1-210(b)(1), G.S.

15. At the hearing on the matter, and in their post-hearing briefs, the complainants also
challenged the adequacy of the respondents’ search for records.

16. At the hearing on this matter, and on brief, the respondents contended that they
conducted a sufficient search for records and disclosed to the complainants all records
maintained by the respondents that were responsive to the May 27, 2025 request, with the
exception of those records, or portions thereof, that they considered exempt from disclosure
pursuant to §§1-210(b)(1), and 1-210(b)(10), G.S. The respondents claimed that the vast
majority of withheld and redacted records were preliminary notes and drafts within the meaning
of §1-210(b)(1), G.S., and the fact hat the records were shared between agencies is immaterial.

Adequacy of the Respondents’ Search

17. In their complaint and at the hearing on this matter, the complainants alleged that the
respondents had not conducted a diligent and thorough search for all records responsive to the
May 27, 2025 request.

18. Prior to the hearing on this matter, the complainants served subpoenas on Scott
Muska, the Legal Director for PURA (“Legal Director”); Jeffrey R. Gaudiosi, the Executive
Secretary of PURA (“Executive Secretary”); Theresa Govert, who had served as the Chief of
Staff for PURA during all times relevant to the May 27, 2025 request (“Chief of Staft”); and
Taren O'Connor, the Director of Legislation, Regulations and Communications of PURA
(“Director of Legislation”). Such individuals all testified, to varying degrees, as to the search for
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records responsive to the May 27, 2025 request, among other topics.

19. Tt is found that the Legal Director managed the search for records responsive to the
May 27, 2025 request.

20. The Legal Director testified, and it is found, that he sent an email, on July 1, 2025, to
three individuals at PURA, whom he claimed were the only individuals involved in legislative
affairs at PURA, besides himself, which included: the Chair, the Chief of Staff, and the Director
of Legislation. It is found that such July 1, 2025 email stated as follows:

PURA received a FOIA request related to "draft, potential, and/or
proposed legislation."

All emails, correspondence, text messages, social media messages,
voicemail messages, or other documentation of any kind of any
communications dated, created, sent, received, delivered, or
preserved at any time between May 1, 2025 and May 27, 2025,
related in any way to any draft, potential; and/or proposed
legislation.

Initially, I have segregated the files into two categories: 1) SB4 and
legislation related to 16-2, and 2) other legislation.

Over the next week or so, please identify any emails or documents
(& text messages etc.) related to these categories (note the limited
time period). The documents can be placed in the folder linked at

Murphy (May 27).

Let me know if you have any questions.

21. In addition, it is found that the Legal Director requested that the Connecticut
Department of Administrative Services Bureau of Information Technology Solutions (“BITS”)
conduct an electronic search for records responsive to the May 27, 2025 request.

22 1t is found that BITS conducted a search of PURA’s Outlook, Teams, and SharePoint
files, that the responsive records were provided to PURA and that the Legal Director as well as
certain attorneys employed by the Office of Attorney General for the State of Connecticut
(“OAG”) assisted in the review of the responsive records. However, the administrative record
lacks adequate evidence that text messages on State issued cell phones, personal cell phones,
personal social media accounts, or other personal methods of communication were searched.

23. The Commission takes administrative notice of the Memorandum of Decision issued
in The Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation v. Public Utilities Regulatory Authority, Docket
No. HHB-CV-25-6092047-S (Conn. Super. Ct. Nov. 19, 2025) and The Southern Connecticut
Gas Company v. Public Utilities Regulatory Authority, Docket No. HHB-CV-25-6092047-S
(Conn. Super. Ct. Nov. 19, 2025), where it was found that the Chair and the Chief of Staff had
activated the auto-delete functions on their personal iPhones, thereby deleting certain text
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messages, and any other public records located on such devices.

24. 1t is found that the Legal Director, in his July 1, 2025 email, described in paragraph
20, above, did not specifically instruct staff to search their personal devices, personal email
accounts or social media accounts for records responsive to the May 27, 2025 request. It is
found that such decision, considering the events described in paragraph 23, above, was not
reasonable.

25. In addition, it is found that the respondents failed to provide sufficient evidence
regarding the scope of the Chair’s search for records and whether she searched her personal
devices, her social media, or her personal email account(s) for responsive records. In addition,
the Director of Legislation testified at the hearing on this matter, and it is found, that she did not
recall being asked to search her personal devices.

26. During the hearing on this matter, the complainants questioned the Legal Director
about whether PURA staff members had ever used Google Docs* to communicate with
legislators or others concerning proposed legislation. It is found that the respondents’ witnesses
acknowledged that they learned about such potential use of Google Docs through
communications with attorneys at the OAG.

27. Based upon the respondents’ testimony, it is found that PURA does not officially
provide its staff with Google Docs accounts or access to Google Docs. It is found that, if a
PURA staff member had used Google Docs it would have been through the use of their own
individual password and account, not one administered or authorized by PURA. Nevertheless, it
is found that nothing in the administrative record demonstrates that the respondents required
PURA employees, staff or commissioners to search personal Google Docs accounts or to provide
the complainants with any such responsive Google Docs records.

28. It is found that the Legal Director’s July 1, 2025 email to the Chair, the Chief of Staff,
and the Director of Legislation, described in paragraph 20, above, was insufficient to ensure that
all the records responsive to the May 27, 2025 request were located. Moreover, to the extent that
the respondents were conducting the public’s business through the use of Google Docs, such
records are public records and the respondents are required to attempt to retrieve any such
records that might be responsive to the complainants’ May 27, 2025 request.

29. Accordingly, it is found that the respondents failed to prove that they conducted a
diligent and thorough search and provided the complainants with a copy of all responsive
records.

30. It is concluded, therefore, that the respondents violated the disclosure provisions of
§§1-210(a) and 1-212(a), G.S.

4 The Commission takes administrative notice of the Wikipedia definition of Google Docs located at
hitps:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Google, which states “Google Docs is an online word processor and part of the free,
web-based Google Docs Editors suite offered by Google. Google Docs is accessible via a web browser as a web-
based application and is also available as a mobile app on Android and iOS and as a desktop application on Google's
Chrome0OS.”
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Exemptions

31. On June 1, 2026, the respondents submitted an unredacted copy of the withheld
records along with an Index to Records Submitted for In Camera Inspection (“Index”). On July
30, 2026, the respondents submitted a revised Index and an additional record for in camera
review. Such records will be described herein as 2025-0816-1 through 2025-0816-4777 and
2025-0816-Supplemental Record.

32. On the Index, the respondents claimed that the majority of the records, or portions
thereof, were exempt from disclosure pursuant to §1-210(b)(1), G.S., and that the following
records or portions thereof were exempt pursuant to §1-210(b)(10), G.S.: 2025-0816-97, L. 27-
53:2025-0816-98, L. 1-4, 17-29, 55-56%; 2025-0816-160, L. 10-14, 30;° 2025-0816-204, L. 11-
42, 55-56; 2025-0816-205, L. 1-10; 2025-0816-287, L. 10-21; 2025-0816-304, L. 24-27; 2025-
0816-305, L. 2, 18-28; 2025-0816-361, L. 11-23, 44-47; 2025-0816-392, L. 12; 2025-0816-432,
L. 12-21; 2025-0816-493, L. 12-24, 39-45; 2025-0816-494, L. 9-29, 59; 2025-0816-495, L. 1-5,
42-57; 2025-0816-496, L. 1-37; 2025-0816-497, L. 23-24, 48-49; 2025-0816-497 to [C-2025-
0816-498 (redacted chart); and 2025-0816-1639 (Attorney Muska Comments at Lines 49-61).7

Attorney-Client Privilege (§1-210(b)(10), G.S.)

33. With respect to the records that the respondents claim are exempt from disclosure
pursuant to the attorney-client privilege, §1-210(b)(10), G.S., provides that disclosure is not
required of “communications privileged by the attorney-client relationship.” The applicability of
the exemption contained in §1-210(b)(10), G.S., is governed by established Connecticut law as
set forth in Maxwell v. Freedom of Info. Comm’n, 260 Conn. 143 (2002). In that case, the
Supreme Court stated that §52-146r, G.S., which established a statutory privilege for
communications between public agencies and their attorneys, merely codifies “the common-law
attorney-client privilege as [the] court previously had defined it.” Id. at 149.

34. Section 52-1461(2), G.S., defines “confidential communications” as follows:

All oral and written communication transmitted in confidence
between a public official or employee of a public agency acting in
the performance of his or her duties or within the scope of his or
her employment and a government attorney relating to legal advice
sought by the public agency or a public official or employee of
such public agency from that attorney, and all records prepared by
the government attorney in furtherance of the rendition of such

S Portions of the records that were redacted are referred to by line number, which is designated by “L”.

6 On the Index, the respondents list P. 160, lines 10-14, and 50 as covered by the attorney-client privilege and, thus,
exempt from disclosure under §1-210(b)(10), G.S. However, it is clear from the face of the records and the
highlights made to the in camera record, that inclusion of line 50 was a typographical error, and that the respondents
intended to claim P. 160, lines 10 -14 and 30 as exempt from disclosure under §1-210(b)(10), G.S.

7 With respect to 2025-0816-6 through 2025-0816-10 and 2025-0816-20 through 2025-0816-24 within the in camera
records, the respondents indicated on the Index that the “highlights show unintentional redactions.” Based on the
respondents’ contention that the redactions made to such records were unintentional, the respondents should provide
the complainants with unredacted copies of such records if they have not done so already. Such records will not be
further addressed herein.
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legal advice....

35. Our Supreme Court has stated that a four-part test must be applied to determine
whether communications are privileged: “(1) the attorney must be acting in a professional
capacity for the agency; (2) the communications must be made to the attorney by current
employees or officials of the agency; (3) the communications must relate to the legal advice
sought by the agency from the attorney; and (4) the communications must be made in
confidence.” Lash v. Freedom of Info. Comm’n, 300 Conn. 511, 516 (2011) (“Lash”), citing
Shew v. Freedom of Info. Comm’n, 245 Conn. 149, 159 (1998) (“Shew”). “The burden of
establishing the applicability of the privilege rests with the party invoking it.” Harrington v.
Freedom of Info. Comm’n, 323 Conn. 1, 12 (2016) (“Harrington™). If it is clear from the face of
the records, extrinsic evidence is not required to prove the existence of the attorney-client
privilege.” Lash, 300 Conn. at 516-17.

36. Moreover, in Connecticut, “the attorney-client privilege protects both the confidential
giving of professional advice by an attorney acting in the capacity of a legal advisor to those who
can act on it, as well as the giving of information to the lawyer to enable counsel to give sound
and informed advice....The privilege fosters full and frank communications between attorneys
and their clients and thereby promote[s] the broader public interests in the observation of law and
[the] administration of justice.” PSE Consulting, Inc. v. Frank Mercede & Sons, Inc., 267 Conn.
279, 329-30 (2004).

37. In addition, it is well established that, generally, disclosure of an attorney-client
privileged communication to a third party waives the privilege. See, e.g., Harp v. King, 266
Conn. 747, 767 (2003). However, “the presence of certain third parties...who are agents or
employees of an attorney or client, and who are necessary to the [legal] consultation, will not
destroy the confidential nature of the communication.” Harrington, 323 Conn. at 25 (citations
omitted).

38. Based upon careful inspection of the following in camera records: 2025-0816-97, L.
27-53;2025-0816-98, L. 1-4, 17-29, 55-56; 2025-0816-160, L. 10-14, 30; 2025-0816-204, L.
11-42, 55-56; 2025-0816-205, L. 1-10; 2025-0816-287, L. 10-21; 2025-0816-304, L. 24-27;
2025-0816-305, L. 2, 18-28; 2025-0816-361, L. 11-23, 44-47; 2025-0816-392, L. 12; 2025-
0816-432, L. 12-21; 2025-0816-493, L. 12-24, 39-45; 2025-0816-494, L. 9-29, 59; 2025-0816-
495, L. 1-5, 42-57; 2025-0816-496, L. 1-37; 2025-0816-497, L. 23-24, 48-49; 2025-0816-497 to
1C-2025-0816-498 (redacted chart); and 2025-0816-1639 (Attorney Muska Comments at Lines
49-61), and in light of the evidence submitted at the hearing on this matter, it is found that such
records, or portions thereof, satisfy the four-part test articulated by the Supreme Court in Shew.
It is further found that such records, or portions thereof, contain the legal advice that the
respondents sought and/or received from their attorneys. It is further found that the respondents
were acting within the scope of their duties with regard to current agency business when they
sought and/or received this advice. It is also found that the communications were made in
confidence. It is further found that the respondents did not waive their attorney-client privilege.
Accordingly, it is concluded that the respondents did not violate the FOI Act when they denied
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the complainants unredacted copies of such records.®

§1-210(b)(1). G.S.

39. With respect to the respondents’ claim that the in camera records, or portions thereof,
are exempt from disclosure pursuant to §1-210(b)(1), G.S., such section provides that disclosure
is not required of “preliminary drafts or notes provided the public agency has determined that the
public interest in withholding such documents clearly outweighs the public interest in
disclosure.”

40. The Connecticut Supreme Court ruled in Wilson v. Freedom of Info. Comm’n, 181
Conn. 324, 332 (1980) (“Wilson™), that “the term ‘preliminary drafts or notes’ relates to advisory
opinions, recommendations, and deliberations comprising part of the process by which
government decisions and policies are formulated. . ..”

41. In Wilson, the court addressed whether recommendations from members of a program
review committee (“PRC”) established by the University of Connecticut that were made to the
vice president of academic affairs were required to be disclosed under §1-210(b)(1), G.S. The
function of the PRC was to review the operations of the academic departments and to make
recommendations aimed at improving efficiency in those departments. Wilson, at 326. Both the
Commission and the trial court concluded that the PRC documents were not preliminary drafts or
notes based “on the fact that the documents in question are final drafts as far as the PRC is
concerned, not subject to alteration; they [were] separate, distinct and completed documents in
and of themselves.” Id., at 330-31.

42. The Supreme Court, in Wilson, disagreed with the Commission and the trial court and
held that:

[preliminary notes and drafts described in 1-210(b)(1)] are
predecisional. They do not in and of themselves affect agency
policy, structure or function. They do not require particular
conduct or forbearance on the part of the public. Instead,
preliminary drafts or notes reflect that aspect of the agency's
function that precedes formal and informed [decision-making].
We believe that the legislature sought to protect the free and
candid exchange of ideas, the uninhibited proposition and criticism
of options that often precedes, and usually improves the quality of,
governmental decisions. It is records of this preliminary,
deliberative and predecisional process that we conclude the
exemption was meant to encompass.

Wilson, at 332-33.

43. With regard to the “balancing test” required by §1 210(b)(1), G.S., it is well

8 The complainants take issue with the fact that the respondents did not provide the complainants with a “privilege
log” in response to their May 27, 2025 request. The Commission notes that nothing in the FOI Act requires public
agencies to provide requestors with privilege logs.
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established that the responsibility for making the determination as to what is in the public interest
rests with the agency that maintains the records. See Van Norstrand v. Freedom of Info.
Comm’n, 211 Conn. 339, 345 (1989). The agency must indicate the reasons for its
determination, and those reasons may not be frivolous or patently unfounded. Id., citing Wilson,
181 Conn. at 339. If the agency determines that the public interest in withholding the records
clearly outweighs the public interest in disclosing them, the only determination for the
Commission to make is whether the reasons for nondisclosure given by the agency are frivolous
or patently unfounded. See Lewin v. Freedom of Info. Comm’n, 91 Conn. App. 521, 522-523
(2005); Coalition to Save Horsebarn Hill v. Freedom of Info. Comm’n, 73 Conn. App. 89, 99
(2002) (“Horsebarn Hill”).

44. At the hearing on this matter, the Legal Director and the Chief of Staff testified, and it
is found, that during the period at issue in the May 27, 2025 request, there were numerous
communications about proposed legislation taking place within PURA and between PURA and
multiple other public agencies. The Chief of Staff testified, and it is found, that the primary
forum for such communications concerning such legislative proposals was on the state’s
OneDrive, which allowed multiple individuals to work simultaneously on a single document,
without the need to send emails. Based on the Chief of Staff’s testimony, it is further found, that
OneDrive is maintained on the SharePoint system and each iteration of such documents were
saved on SharePoint.

45. The Commission takes administrative notice of the Microsoft website available at:
https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/sharepoint/onedrive-overview. Based upon such website, it is
found that OneDrive is a cloud storage platform, which “enables users to view, search for, and
interact with files stored in OneDrive from within File Explorer, without downloading all the
files to their device.” It is further found, based upon such website and the testimony during the
hearing, that OneDrive “allows ... users to all collaborate on the same file instead of sending
different versions back and forth in email.”

46. The Chief of Staff testified, and it is found, that the majority of the editing of
legislative proposals was performed in the OneDrive and that such documents were “living”
documents, where individuals from multiple public agencies “were going back and forth.”
Specifically, she testified, and it is found, that individuals from various public agencies outside
of PURA, including the Office of Consumer Counsel (“OCC”) and DEEP, among others, made
edits and recommendations to the legislative proposals that were saved and shared on the
OneDrive.

47. The Legal Director testified, and it is found, that draft legislation must be provided to
the Connecticut General Assembly Office of Legislative Commissioners (“LCO”), which often
makes changes to it, before it can be presented to the General Assembly for consideration.

48. In addition, it is found that legislative proposals were also shared via email
communications. It is specifically found that a substantial number of the in camera records were
exchanged via emails to, from and among several different public agencies, which included,
among others: certain Connecticut State Representatives; certain Connecticut State Senators;
certain staff members of the Connecticut State Senate Democrats; certain staff members of the
LCO; certain staff members of the Connecticut General Assembly Office of Legislative Research
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(“OLR”); the former Commissioner and the Deputy Chief of Staff and other staff members for
DEEP; staff and advisors to the Governor; staff members of OCC, as well as the Chair; Chief of
Staff; and the Director of Legislation.

49. It is found that the in camera records consist of memoranda, reports, and
recommendations concerning legislation, certain of which records include cross outs,
memoranda in the margins, edits and redlining.

50. It is found that above described in camera records constitute recommendations, and
deliberations comprising part of the process by which government decisions and policies are
formulated.

51. It is also found that the in camera records represent free exchanges of
recommendations and that such records are part of the preliminary, deliberative and
predecisional process that the court in Wilson concluded §1-210(b)(1), G.S., was meant to
encompass.

52. 1t is found that the in camera records identified on the Index as preliminary notes and
drafts constitute preliminary notes and drafts pursuant to §1-210(b)(1), G.S.

53. It is further found that the respondents conducted the balancing test described in
paragraph 43, above, and made a determination that that the public interest in withholding the in
camera records clearly outweighed the public’s interest in disclosure, and that they did so
because they believed that disclosing such records could discourage creative thinking among the
individuals involved in making recommendations concerning proposed legislation and that such
disclosure could potentially disrupt negotiations concerning proposed legislation.

54. It is found that the respondents undertook the balancing test in good faith, and that the
reasons for nondisclosure of the draft legislation are not frivolous or patently unfounded.

§1-210(e)(1), G.S.

55. In response to Wilson, the Connecticut General Assembly passed Public Act 81-431,
which added to the FOI Act the language now codified in §1-210(e)(1), G.S.

56. Section 1-210(e)(1), G.S., provides in relevant part:

[n]otwithstanding [§1-210(b)(1)], disclosure shall be required of:
[iinteragency or intra-agency memoranda or letters, advisory
opinions, recommendations or any report comprising part of
the process by which governmental decisions and policies are
formulated, except that disclosure shall not be required of a
preliminary draft of a memorandum, prepared by a member of staff
of a public agency, which is subject to revision prior to submission
to or discussion among the members of such agency. . . .

(emphasis added).
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57. The legislative history of Public Act 81-431 “demonstrates that the enactment of what
is now §1-210(e)(1) was motivated in part by the Supreme Court's decision in Wilson.”
Lindquist v. Freedom of Info. Comm'n, 203 Conn. App. 512, 537 (2021) (“Lindquist”). More
specifically, §1-210(e)(1) “was adopted, at least in part, to require disclosure of preliminary
notes and drafts that otherwise would be protected from disclosure under §1-210(b)(1).”

Id. at 534.

58. In the course of introducing the bill that became Public Acts 1981, No. 81-431, now
§1-210(e)(1), G.S., Senator Wayne A. Baker, stated: “Mr. President, it was just six years ago that
we enacted what is nationally recognized as a model Freedom of Information Act. The Act
creates broad rights of public access to the records of meetings of all public agencies. It also
contains a limited number of exceptions to the general rule of disclosure and openness. All of
this is consistent with the Freedom of Information laws intent that the people have the
fundamental right to know in a timely fashion not only what governmental decisions are but
what considerations go into those decisions. Unfortunately, our Supreme Court has said in the
case of Wilson v. Freedom of Information Commission that the Connecticut Act should be
interpreted as having the same meaning as the federal act even where their language and
legislative policy are dissimilar. Mr. President, this bill basically reaffirms and clarifies the
original intent and purpose in light of that case. It makes clear, hopefully once and for all, that
the deliberative process of government agencies shall be open to the public except where the
legislature alone determines a superior public interest in confidentiality.” (Emphasis added.) 24
S.Proc., Pt. 17, 1981 Sess., pp. 5422-23.

59. Lindquist involved similar records as Wilson. In Linquist, a tenured professor
requested records related to his annual performance review. The Connecticut Appellate Court
held that the final comments and ratings of the members of the performance review committee
that were delivered to the dean, constituted preliminary drafts and notes within the meaning of
§1-210(b)(1), G.S.; they were nonetheless required to be disclosed pursuant §1-210(e)(1), G.S.,
because “they constitute[d] recommendations ... comprising part of the process by which
governmental decisions and policies are formulated ....”" Lindquist at 534.

60. The Appellate Court therefore concluded in Lindquist that:

the final comments and ratings by each committee member that
were delivered to the dean were no longer subject to revision, and
the individual comments and ratings by each committee member
were utilized by the dean to review why the committee members
voted in a certain manner. Accordingly, those comments and
ratings were not ‘preliminary’ under the definition provided in §1-
210¢e)(1).

Lindquist at 534.

61. Accordingly, §1-210(b)(1), G.S., permits a public agency to withhold records of the
agency’s preliminary, predecisional, deliberative process, so long as the agency has determined
that the public interest in withholding the records clearly outweighs the public interest in
disclosing them. However, interagency or intra-agency memoranda or letters, advisory
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opinions, recommendations, or reports comprising part of the process by which
governmental decisions and policies are formulated must be disclosed pursuant to §1-
210(e)(1), G.S. See Shew, 245 Conn. at 164-166.

Interagency communications and legislative proposals exchanged among PURA and other
public agencies

62. Based upon paragraphs 44 through 49, above, and a careful inspection of the in
camera records, it is found that the in camera records identified in Appendix A to this decision
constitute memoranda or letters, reports, and recommendations concerning legislation and
legislative proposals as well as substantive email communications concerning legislative
recommendations, which involve multiple public agencies, many of which were sent to or shared
with sitting legislators. It is further found that certain of the in camera records identified in
Appendix A to this decision reflect email communications, and attachments thereto, that were
sent by public agencies other than PURA but were copied to the Chair and/or the Chief of Staff
of PURA. It is also found that such emails and attachments were exchanged among various
public agencies, resulting in hundreds of pages of interagency exchanges.

63. Citing Horesbarn Hill, the respondents claim that the fact that such records originated
outside of PURA or were sent to various public agencies is irrelevant to whether they constitute
preliminary notes and drafts within the meaning of §1-210(b)(1), G.S. Horsebarn Hill, however,
is inapposite to the analysis required pursuant §1-210(e)(1), G.S.

64. In Horsebarn Hill, the Connecticut Appellate Court concluded that “any and all
public records consisting of preliminary draft documents are eligible for nondisclosure as
preliminary drafts regardless of their provenance.” Horsebarn Hill, 73 Conn. App. at 98.
Horsebarn Hill, however, involved a request for draft contract documents pertaining to
negotiations between the University of Connecticut and a private pharmaceutical company
relating to a potential construction project. Accordingly, that case did not involve intra-agency
or interagency memoranda or letters, recommendations or reports comprising part of the
process by which governmental decisions and policies are formulated and, therefore, the court
did not address §1-210(e)(1), G.S. Accordingly, Horsebarn Hill is irrelevant to the present
matter.

65. It is found that the in camera records identified in Appendix A to this decision are
subject to disclosure as interagency memoranda or letters, recommendations, and reports
“comprising part of the process by which governmental decisions. . . are formulated,” within the
meaning of §1-210(e)(1), G.S. It is found that such records reflect memoranda or letters,
recommendations, and reports from, to and among various public agencies and staff members of
various Connecticut state agencies concerning legislation. It is further found that none is a
preliminary draft of a memorandum prepared by a member of the staff of a public agency, which
is subject to revision prior to submission to or discussion among the members of the same
agency, as such records were shared among various public agencies.

66. Based upon the foregoing, it is concluded that the in camera records identified in
Appendix A to this decision are subject to mandatory disclosure pursuant to §1-210(e), G.S.
Accordingly, it is concluded that the respondents violated the disclosure provisions of §§1-210(a)
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and 1-212(a), G.S., by withholding such records from the complainants.
Legislative drafts unassociated with any emails, with no author or record keeper identified

67. It is found that the in camera records, or portions thereof, identified in Appendix B to
this decision, contain records of legislation with edits and redlining as well as memoranda
concerning legislation.

68. As indicated in paragraph 61, above, §§1-210(b)(1) and 1-210(e)(1), G.S., together,
permit the nondisclosure of an agency’s preliminary, predecisional, deliberative process,
provided that the agency has determined that the public interest in withholding such records
clearly outweighs the public interest in disclosing them, and provided further that such
records are not interagency or intra-agency memoranda or letters, advisory opinions,
recommendations, or reports comprising part of the process by which governmental
decisions and policies are formulated. See Shew, 245 Conn at 164-166.

69. Although the Commission has previously determined that draft legislation prepared
by the Office of Legislative Management constituted preliminary drafts or notes within the
meaning of §1-210(b)(1), G.S., (Dilorio v. Executive Director, Office of Legislative
Management, State of Connecticut, Connecticut General Assembly, et al., Docket #FIC 2024-
0659 (Oct. 22, 2025); Festa v. Executive Director, State of Connecticut, Office of Legislative
Management et al., Docket #FIC 2019-0271 (February 26, 2020)), it is found that the present
matter is materially distinct because the testimony reflects that the majority of the legislative
proposals and recommendations at issue in this case were shared with multiple public agencies,
and numerous proposals originated outside of PURA.

70. Thus, based upon the facts and circumstances in this matter, it is found that if the in
camera records identified in Appendix B to this decision were shared with other public agencies
either by PURA or by other public agencies, they would be subject to disclosure as interagency
memoranda or letters, advisory opinions, recommendations, or reports “comprising part of the
process by which governmental decisions. . . are formulated,” within the meaning of §1-
210(e)(1), G.S., unless any such record were a preliminary draft of a memorandum, prepared by
a member of staff of PURA, which was subject to revision prior to submission to or discussion
among the members of PURA.

71. It is found that the respondents failed to proffer any evidence concerning the author of
the in camera records identified in Appendix B to this decision, nor any evidence concerning the
author of the edits and proposed changes set forth therein. It is found that none of the witnesses
testified that the in camera records identified in Appendix B were drafted and created by PURA
and only shared within PURA. It is further found that the testimony demonstrates that the vast
majority of the records were shared with other public agencies, including through the use of
OneDrive or SharePoint. It is further found that certain of the in camera records identified in
Appendix B include the letterhead of, or references, that reveal that such records were created by
separate public agencies other than PURA, including OLR and DEEP.

72. Based upon the administrative record, the face of the in camera records and the lack
of evidence to the contrary, it is found that the in camera records identified in Appendix B to this
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decision are interagency or intra-agency memoranda or letters, advisory opinions,
recommendations or any report comprising part of the process by which governmental decisions
and policies are formulated. It is further found that such in camera records do not constitute
preliminary drafts of a memorandum, prepared by a member of staff of PURA, which was
subject to revision prior to submission to or discussion among the members of PURA.

73. It is concluded that the in camera records identified in Appendix B to this decision are
subject to mandatory disclosure pursuant to §1-210(e), G.S. Accordingly, it is concluded that the
respondents violated the disclosure provisions of §§1-210(a) and 1-212(a), G.S., by withholding
such records from the complainants.

Drafts and discussions within PURA

74. Although §1-210(e)(1), G.S., requires disclosure of certain interagency memoranda,
such provision states that “disclosure shall not be required of a preliminary draft of a
memorandum, prepared by a member of staff of a public agency, which is subject to
revision prior to submission to or discussion among the members of such agency. . .”
(Emphasis added.)

75. Upon a careful review of the in camera records, it is found that 2025-0816-15, L. 11-
23; 2025-0816-52, L. 1-16, 36-46; 2025-0816-207, L. 11-26, 37-44; 2025-0816-208, L. 12-40;
2025-0816-209, L. 11-20; 2025-0816-324, L. 8; 2025-0816-332, L. 12-36; 2025-0816-343, L.
24-38; 2025-0816-376, L. 15-25; 2025-0816-377, L. 6-49; and 2025-0816-378, L. 1-12, 26-51
were internal preliminary discussions among PURA staff members, regarding potential
legislative proposals and, thus, are preliminary drafts, within the meaning of §1-210(b)(1), G.S.
It is further found that such records contain PURA’s deliberative process concerning certain
legislative proposals, statements, comments or recommendations.

76. 1t is further found that the in camera records identified in paragraph 75, above, are
fairly described as preliminary records prepared by members of PURA staff, that were subject to
revision and that were not otherwise interagency or intra-agency memoranda, letters, advisory
opinions, recommendations or reports, within the meaning of §1-210(e)(1), G.S.

77. Accordingly, it is concluded that the respondents did not violate the disclosure
requirements of §§1-210(a) and 1-212(a), G.S., by withholding the in camera records identified
in paragraph 75, above.

Consideration of the Imposition of a Civil Penalty

78. In their complaint, the complainants requested that the Commission consider the
imposition of a civil penalty pursuant to §1-206(b)(2), G.S.

79. Section 1-206(b)(2), G.S., provides the following, in relevant part:
[U]pon a finding that a denial of any right created by the Freedom

of Information Act was without reasonable grounds and after the
custodian or other official directly responsible for the denial has
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been given an opportunity to be heard at the hearing conducted in
accordance with sections 4-176e to 4-184, inclusive, the
commission may, in its discretion, impose against the custodian or
other official a civil penalty of not less than twenty dollars nor
more than five thousand dollars.

80. The standard for when a violation is "without reasonable grounds" is analogous to the
legal standard "without any substantial justification. " Connecticut Dept. of Pub. Safety v.
Freedom of Info. Comm 'n, Docket Nos. CV 960565902, CV 960565901 (Conn. Super. Ct. Aug.
25, 1997), affirmed, 247 Conn. 341 (1998). Similarly, the phrase "without reasonable
justification" has been construed to mean "entirely unreasonable or without any basis in law or
fact." Id., quoting Bursinkas v. Dept. of Social Services, 240 Conn. 141, 155 (1997).

81. It is found that the Chair is no longer employed with the respondents. The
Commission also notes that the Commission recently imposed a civil penalty on the Chair in The
Connecticut Light and Power Company d/b/a Eversource Energy v. Marissa Paslick Gillett,
Chairman, State of Connecticut, Public Utilities Regulatory Authority, et al., Docket # FIC 2024-
0842 (Dec. 17, 2025) (“FIC 2024-0842”). In addition, the Commission in such prior matter
ordered that the respondents undergo training regarding the requirements of the FOI Act. The
Commission takes administrative notice of the FOIC website which indicates that the
Commission’s Director of Education and Communications conducted a training at PURA on
February 2, 2026. Moreover, a new Chair has been appointed to PURA.

82. It is also found that the respondents conducted a more robust search for records in the
present matter than was conducted in FIC 2024-0842.

83. In addition, it is found that the respondents’ withholding of the records identified in
Appendix A and Appendix B to this decision was not entirely unreasonable due to the complex
interplay between §§1-210(b)(1) and 1-210(e)(1), G.S.

84. Accordingly, the Commission concludes that a civil penalty is not warranted in this
matter.

The following order by the Commission is hereby recommended on the basis of the
record concerning the above-captioned complaint:

1. Within seven (7) days of the date of the Notice of Final Decision in this matter, the
respondents shall provide the complainants with copies of the in camera records identified in
Appendix A and Appendix B to this decision, unredacted and free of charge.

2. Within one week of the date of the Notice of Final Decision in this matter, the
respondents shall commence an additional search for records responsive to the May 27, 2025
request. With respect to such search, the respondents are not required to conduct an additional
IT search through BITS. In complying with this order, the respondents shall designate a person,
other than the Legal Director, to supervise and manage the search and disclosure of responsive
records that have not already been provided to the complainants. Such search must also include
searches of any relevant personal devices, personal email accounts, personal social media
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accounts and Google Docs accounts for responsive records. To the extent that any relevant
persons are no longer employed by PURA, the respondents should nevertheless make all
reasonable efforts to inquire with such individuals and to request that such individuals search
their personal devices, their personal email accounts, their personal social media accounts and
Google Docs accounts for responsive records.

3. Within thirty (30) days of the date of the Notice of Final Decision in this matter, the
respondents shall provide the complainants with: (a) an affidavit, from someone with direct
knowledge, detailing the search that was conducted; and (b) copies of all responsive records
located by such search, unredacted and free of charge, that have not already been provided.

4, Henceforth, the respondents shall strictly comply with the disclosure provisions of
§§1-210(a) and 1-212(a), G.S.

/s/ Mary-Kate Smith
Mary-Kate Smith
as Hearing Officer

FIC# 2025-0816/HOR/MKS/090126
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Appendix A to FIC #2025-0816

2025-0816-1 to 2025-0816-5
2025-0816-6 to 2025-0816-10
2025-0816-11 to 2025-0816-14
2025-0816-16 to 2025-0816-17
2025-0816-18 to 2025-0816-19
2025-0816-20 to 2025-0816-24
2025-0816-25 to 2025-0816-30
2025-0816-31 to 2025-0816-32
2025-0816-33 to 2025-0816-36
2025-0816-37 to 2025-0816-40
2025-0816-41 to 2025-0816-45
2025-0816-46 to 2025-0816-49
2025-0816-50

2025-0816-51

2025-0816-54

2025-0816-55 to 2025-0816-59
2025-0816-60

2025-0816-61 to 2025-0816-66
2025-0816-67 to 2025-0816-70
2025-0816-71 to 2025-0816-76
2025-0816-77 to 2025-0816-82
2025-0816-83 to 2025-0816-84
2025-0816-85

2025-0816-86

2025-0816-87 to 2025-0816-92
2025-0816-93 to 2025-0816-94
2025-0816-95 to 2025-0816-96
2025-0816-99

2025-0816-100 to 2025-0816-102
2025-0816-103 to 2025-0816-105
2025-0816-106 to 2025-0816-108
2025-0816-109 to 2025-0816-110
2025-0816-111 to 2025-0816-113
2025-0816-114 to 2025-0816-117
2025-0816-118 to 2025-0816-121
2025-0816-122 to 2025-0816-124
2025-0816-125 to 2025-0816-128
2025-0816-129 to 2025-0816-130
2025-0816-131 to 2025-0816-132
2025-0816-133 to 2025-0816-134
2025-0816-135 to 2025-0816-136
2025-0816-137 to 2025-0816-140
2025-0816-141

2025-0816-142 to 2025-0816-143
2025-0816-144 to 2025-0816-150
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2025-0816-151 to 2025-0816-152
2025-0816-153 to 2025-0816-156
2025-0816-157 to 2025-0816-159
2025-0816-161

2025-0816-163

2025-0816-164 to 2025-0816-165
2025-0816-166 to 2025-0816-169
2025-0816-170 to 2025-0816-174
2025-0816-175 to 2025-0816-176
2025-0816-177 to 2025-0816-182
2025-0816-183 to 2025-0816-184
2025-0816-185 to 2025-0816-186
2025-0816-187 to 2025-0816-190
2025-0816-191 to 2025-0816-197
2025-0816-198 to 2025-0816-199
2025-0816-200 to 2025-0816-203
2025-0816-205, L. 34-37, 62-64
2025-0816-206

2025-0816-210 to 2025-0816-211
2025-0816-212 to 2025-0816-216
2025-0816-217

2025-0816-218 to 2025-0816-221
2025-0816-222 to 2025-0816-223
2025-0816-224 to 2025-0816-227
2025-0816-228

2025-0816-229 to 2025-0816-230
2025-0816-231 to 2025-0816-232
2025-0816-233

2025-0816-234 to 2025-0816-235
2025-0816-236 to 2025-0816-238
2025-0816-239 to 2025-0816-242
2025-0816-243 to 2025-0816-244
2025-0816-245 to 2025-0816-246
2025-0816-247 to 2025-0816-248
2025-0816-249

2025-0816-250

2025-0816-251 to 2025-0816-256
2025-0816-257 to 2025-0816-259
2025-0816-260 to 2025-0816-261
2025-0816-262 to 2025-0816-266
2025-0816-267 to 2025-0816-269
2025-0816-270 to 2025-0816-274
2025-0816-275 to 2025-0816-276
2025-0816-277 to 2025-0816-280
2025-0816-281 to 2025-0816-282
2025-0816-283 to 2025-0816-286
2025-0816-288 to 2025-0816-289
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2025-0816-290

2025-0816-291

2025-0816-292 to 2025-0816-297
2025-0816-298 to 2025-0816-301
2025-0816-302 to 2025-0816-303
2025-0816-306 to 2025-0816-308
2025-0816-309 to 2025-0816-312
2025-0816-313 to 2025-0816-314
2025-0816-315 to 2025-0816-318
2025-0816-319 to 2025-0816-323
2025-0816-324, L. 35-36
2025-0816-325

2025-0816-326 to 2025-0816-329
2025-0816-330 to 2025-0816-331
2025-0816-333 to 2025-0816-334
2025-0816-335 to 2025-0816-338
2025-0816-339 to 2025-0816-342
2025-0816-344 to 2025-0816-347
2025-0816-348 to 2025-0816-349
2025-0816-351 to 2025-0816-353
2025-0816-354 to 2025-0816-360
2025-0816-362

2025-0816-363 to 2025-0816-367
2025-0816-368 to 2025-0816-369
2025-0816-370 to 2025-0816-375
2025-0816-380 to 2025-0816-381
2025-0816-382 to 2025-0816-384
2025-0816-385 to 2025-0816-386
2025-0816-387 to 2025-0816-388
2025-0816-389

2025-0816-390 to 2025-0816-391
2025-0816-392, L. 30, 43-45
2025-0816-393

2025-0816-394 to 2025-0816-395
2025-0816-396 to 2025-0816-398
2025-0816-399 to 2025-0816-402
2025-0816-403 to 2025-0816-406
2025-0816-407 to 2025-0816-408
2025-0816-409 to 2025-0816-410
2025-0816-411 to 2025-0816-412
2025-0816-413 to 2025-0816-416
2025-0816-417 to 2025-0816-420
2025-0816-421 to 2025-0816-425
2025-0816-426 to 2025-0816-427
2025-0816-428 to 2025-0816-430
2025-0816-431

2025-0816-433 to 2025-0816-436
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2025-0816-437 to 2025-0816-442
2025-0816-443 to 2025-0816-448
2025-0816-449 to 2025-0816-454
2025-0816-455 to 2025-0816-458
2025-0816-459 to 2025-0816-462
2025-0816-463 to 2025-0816-467
2025-0816-468 to 2025-0816-472
2025-0816-473 to 2025-0816-477
2025-0816-478 to 2025-0816-479
2025-0816-480 to 2025-0816-481
2025-0816-482 to 2025-0816-486
2025-0816-487 to 2025-0816-492
2025-0816-499

2025-0816-500

2025-0816-501 to 2025-0816-502
2025-0816-503 to 2025-0816-504
2025-0816-505

2025-0816-506 to 2025-0816-510
2025-0816-511

2025-0816-512 to 2025-0816-513
2025-0816-514

2025-0816-515 to 2025-0816-516
2025-0816-517 to 2025-0816-525
2025-0816-526 to 2025-0816-527
2025-0816-533 to 2025-0816-542
2025-0816-543 to 2025-0816-549
2025-0816-550 to 2025-0816-564
2025-0816-565 to 2025-0816-582
2025-0816-583

2025-0816-584 to 2025-0816-602
2025-0816-603 to 2025-0816-609
2025-0816-610 to 2025-0816-618
2025-0816-611 to 2025-0816-631
2025-0816-632 to 2025-0816-650
2025-0816-651 to 2025-0816-669
2025-0816-670 to 2025-0816-803
2025-0816-804 to 2025-0816-828
2025-0816-829 to 2025-0816-834
2025-0816-835 to 2025-0816-853
2025-0816-854 to 2025-0816-860
2025-0816-861

2025-0816-862 to 2025-0816-863
2025-0816-863 to 2025-0816-883
2025-0816-684 to 2025-0816-902
2025-0816-903 to 2025-0816-911
2025-0816-913 to 2025-0816-914
2025-0816-921 to 2025-0816-955
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2025-0816-956

2025-0816-957 to 2025-0816-961
2025-0816-1088 to 2025-0816-1091
2025-0816-1092 to 2025-0816-1095
2025-0816-1096 to 2025-0816-1113
2025-0816-1114 to 2025-0816-1117
2025-0816-1118 to 2025-0816-1120
2025-0816-1121 to 2025-0816-1253
2025-0816-1254 to 2025-0816-1273
2025-0816-1274

2025-0816-1275 to 2025-0816-1337
2025-0816-1338 to 2025-0816-1341
2025-0816-1342 to 2025-0816-1348
2025-0816-1349 to 2025-0816-1383
2025-0816-1384 to 2025-0816-1509
2025-0816-1510 to 2025-0816-1525
2025-0816-1526 to 2025-0816-1651
2025-0816-1787 to 2025-0816-1796
2025-0816-1928 to 2025-0816-1946
2025-0816-1947 to 2025-0816-2072
2025-0816-2074 to 2025-0816-2091
2025-0816-2223 to 2025-0816-2231
2025-0816-2240 to 2025-0816-2246
2025-0816-2248 to 2025-0816-2251
2025-0816-2252 to 2025-0816-2270
2025-0816-2271

2025-0816-2540 to 2025-0816-2556
2025-0816-2557 to 2025-0816-2562
2025-0816-2563 to 2025-0816-2580
2025-0816-2581 to 2025-0816-2582
2025-0816-2583 to 2025-0816-2707
2025-0816-2708

2025-0816-2709 to 2025-0816-2716
2025-0816-2720 to 2025-0816-2726
2025-0816-2727 to 2025-0816-2736
2025-0816-2794 to 2025-0816-2811
2025-0816-2815 to 2025-0816-2821
2025-0816-2822 to 2025-0816-2840
2025-0816-2841 to 2025-0816-2842
2025-0816-2843 to 2025-0816-2846
2025-0816-2850 to 2025-0816-2869
2025-0816-3122 to 2025-0816-3127
2025-0816-3129 to 2025-0816-3132
2025-0816-3266 to 2025-0816-3390
2025-0816-3426 to 2025-0816-3551
2025-0816-3552

2025-0816-3553 to 2025-0816-3567
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2025-0816-3568 to 2025-0816-3587
2025-0816-3588 to 2025-0816-3622
2025-0816-3767 to 2025-0816-3770
2025-0816-3897 to 2025-0816-3912
2025-0816-3913 to 2025-0816-3922
2025-0816-3943 to 2025-0816-4075
2025-0816-4076 to 2025-0816-4208
2025-0816-4209 to 2025-0816-4341
2025-0816-4473 to 2025-0816-4479
2025-0816-4637 to 2025-0816-4645
2025-0816-4646 to 2025-0816-4770
2025-0816-4771
2025-0816-Supplemental Record
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Appendix B to FIC #2025-0816

2025-0816-528 to 2025-816-832
2025-0816-912

2025-0816-915 to 2025-0816-920
2025-0816-962 to 2025-0816-1087
2025-0816-1652 to 2025-0816-1659
2025-0816-1660 to 2025-0816-1786
2025-0816-1797 to 2025-0816-1927
2025-0816-2073

2025-0816-2092 to 2025-0816-2095
2025-0816-2096 to 2025-0816-2221
2025-0816-2222

2025-0816-2232 to 2025-0816-2239
2025-0816-2247

2025-0816-2272 to 2025-0816-2396
2025-0816-2397 to 2025-0816-2538
2025-0816-2539

2025-0816-2717 to 2025-0816-2719
2025-0816-2738 to 2025-0816-2793
2025-0816-2812 to 2025-0816-2814
2025-0816-2847 to 2025-0816-2849
2025-0816-2870 to 2025-0816-2995
2025-0816-2995 to 2025-0816-3121
2025-0816-3128

2025-0816-3133 to 2025-0816-3265
2025-0816-3391 to 2025-0816-3425
2025-0816-3623 to 2025-0816-3639
2025-0816-3640 to 2025-0816-3766
2025-0816-3771 to 2025-0816-3896
2025-0816-3923

2025-0816-3924 to 2025-0816-3942
2025-0816-4342 to 2025-0816-4472
2025-0816-4480 to 2025-0816-4623
2025-0816-4624 to 2025-0816-4636
2025-0816-4772 to 2025-0816-4777
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