Table notes from HBMWD’s public meeting in Arcata on October 14, 2009

These notes were made by the scribes or by the participants on the paper on each table of four participants. Some of them were also shared verbally at the meeting and captured by the recorders in the publically scribed notes.

Liked about criteria

· Cover a lot of territory – no gaps

· Channeling – us too pragmatic

· Measurable

· Criteria 1st helps to be less prejudiced at options

· Better than expected criteria

· Affirmative incentives:  Improve economy’s (??? – page says to see Aldaron if can’t read) outcomes.  Positive vs. negative fears, growth

· Result in economic benefit to district to do capitol improvements

· Environmental conditions of the Mad River be maintained

· Use the system at Samoa i.e. existing infrastructure

· Legal/regulatory – we could have the great ideas in the world, but can we defend it?

· High expectations

· Good to have structure to come back to before ideas come out

· Increase customer base/new markets, some concerns potentially but like that it is there

· Local governance over a resource by the people who live here

· Protecting/maintaining our quality of life

· Like that there are multiple criteria, provides for broader discussion and perspectives

· Offset capital replacements costs of the system

· Provides recreational opportunities

· Very comprehensive

· Lists many concerns, even the contradictory

· Adaptive management!

· Inspires efficiency

· Comprehensive

· Environmental consideration, maintenance of clean water

· Inspire similar ideas

· We love local control in all criteria categories

· Maintain in-stream flows

· Quality of life

· We want reasonable rates, but understand a more complex rate structure may be needed

· Like enumerating values before option/means

· We like this comprehensive and deliberative process

Table notes from Arcata (continued)
· The criterion is based on values AND real world concerns

· PROACTIVE

· Process seems genuinely open

· The willingness to look at changing law to do what we need to do

· I like how legal/regulatory is the least important one

· Its broad.  They can’t all be satisfied, but it’s a good start

· Well organized.  This will improve the process

· The criteria project well into the future

· They encompass most potential issues

· Ambitious

· Protecting district’s water position in global market

· Balance of environmental and economic needs of the district and Humboldt County

· Holistic approach to process.  No one part of the criteria can stand alone

· “Local Control” a super important criteria.  

· Inspire other communities – be a model and a leader

· Balancing environmental and economic needs of the region

· Local and long-term thinking into the future

· Focus on local governance

· Liked consideration of external conditions and circumstances

· Protection of habitat and species

· Uniting community

· Clean water and water quality

· Like addition of recreation as a quality of life issue

· Liked the global consideration as well as local focus from economics

· Clarify “maximize decision making process”

· Liked legacy strong position

· Not just protect but improve habitat species

· Consider future (local) needs

· Important to create new markets to sell water to, to potentially reduce rates

· Potential recreational activities as beneficial use (not ATVs)

· Large set of criteria good for developing solutions

· Local control at the top (list order makes sense)

· Important to consider local needs

· Environmental – fisheries - habitat

· Different categories – organized

· Real aspects taken into consideration

· Protect/improve habitat – by keeping water from going to L.A.

Table notes from Arcata (continued)
· Eco – new market/industry.  To use water

· Maintaining our legal control is #1 - all else flows from that

· What would it cost ratepayers for permanent in-flow?

· What was the river mouth like before dam?  Before logging?

· Asterisks next to criterion added by the AC

· Random selection of citizen’s study group

· Depth of environmental criteria

· Emphasis on local control

Concerns about or additions to criteria

· Overlap

· Are the criteria aligned with state water board process?

· People don’t understand to cost of providing water “cradle to grave” and amount of energy to get there

· Efficient use of water

· How can we use more water?

· Maintain “local control” in the context of state economic crisis

· Is structure i.e. wholesale organization with retail organization the most efficient organization for infrastructure improvement?

· Use existing system

· Provide economic (?? Aldaron) to district for C.I.P. needs

· District control terms with any export contract

· We could not recruit the two mills with these criteria

· How are the five criteria categories going to be weighed against each other?

· We need long term thinking – its missing from the criteria

· Issues surrounded by “privatization” of water – not comfortable with this

· “Global water market” – do not want to consider selling to another country. 

· What is an “enhanced rate structure”?

· Would rather keep the water here, rather than sell it (don’t want to make dependency)

· Priority should be HERE

· Generate power should be a priority, renewable resources

· Right side needs to be more specific.  Some things are subjective (hard to actually evaluate)

· Local control is basis for #2-4

· First two asterisks under local control aren’t criteria – let’s not have any other non-criteria under “criteria”

· Global warming is missing – Does the option account for potential changes due to global warming?  Value – wanting to be prepared for global warming

· Quagga Mussel?  Water system needs to be protected

· Clarify “enhanced rate structure”

Table notes from Arcata (continued)
· Redundant.  Consolidate criteria

· Add political criteria; there is a political aspect

· Economics may need to be ranked higher in the list of criteria

· Some criteria are not clear, i.e. “cradle to grave”

· Criteria should emphasize use of the un-treated (industrial) water side

· Legal criteria category might need more emphasis and understanding

· Criteria need to look at regional solutions, i.e. county-wide and north state

· Economic growth can be through environmental use not just industrial use

· Could possibly promote environmental education, not just community awareness

· Anticipation for unforeseen consequences

· Any export should not exceed former mill use

· Lots of overlap

· How do costs to improvement affect us up front?

· Can we maintain control if we sell it ourselves?

· How will criteria be rated with each other?

· Need to meet or evaluate all

· Long term vs. short term and lack to evaluate

· Global sales position

· Can privatization occur?

· Define “enhanced rate structure”

· Timeline, i.e. Climate change

· Bringing in industry will cause transportation issues

· Which of criterion are realistic?

· How seriously will board take this input?

· Jargon:  “enhanced rate structure”, “ramifications context of global water market”

· “Profit” to district

· Concern that economic might trump environmental concerns

· Categories need to be prioritized

· Treat water sacredly

· What if 20 million people move to Humboldt?

· Legal represents more of a “filter” than a “value”

· No provisions in criteria for the maintenance/replacement/upkeep of our industrial system for future use/availability

· “Cradle to grave” language is not understandable to everyone

· All language should be accessible

· Need to be more specific with some wording

· Missing:  Long term thinking – not explicit about the time period you’re talking about

Table notes from Arcata (continued)
· How define “Quality of life”? (maybe put definitions on the back)

· What do we mean by “increase customer base”?  What would this require? (infrastructure, staffing)

· Electricity generation not addressed

· No mention of agricultural concerns or uses?

· Redundant

· Should mention indigenous rights as part of criteria

· More tribal involvement?

· Under local control and/or legal, should include protection from privatization (goes to “global water market”, I guess)

· Municipalities (electeds) report outs – When will the local elected officials be able to weigh in on these criteria/process, provide a method to contribute to criteria if they desire

· Did not understand “cradle to grave”

· Economic:  Industrial and municipal – what about agriculture and aquaculture?

· What is “profit” for district? (income?)

· How will developing new infrastructure affect customers (price)?

· Some solutions might not raise enough money to relieve stress of customers

· Importance at local control now for future control/demand

· Coming up with appropriate “mosaic” of beneficial uses

· “Mitigate rate increases” vs. “enhance rate structure”

· Criteria should address need for complex solutions

· Local vs. State – rates local – state access to our water

· Economic analysis of different options

· Prioritizing of list

· The emotional dangers – in beneficial use changes state wide

· Move recreation from environmental to quality of life

· Provide long-term local control of water

General, uncategorized comments

· What about phase II amount not permitted 5 years ago?

· What % of energy self-generated?  Could be used to claim “beneficial use”?

· Small % of diversion

· Habitat conservation plan

· Maintenance costs

· Original permitted water

· Rates vs. median incomes

· Why should we fight for rights/control over water we don’t need or will be able to use?

· Pipage cost-delivery is what % of cost?

Table notes from Arcata (continued)
· Prop 218 needs to be challenged!

· How can we leverage our water resource to help solve state and regional water challenge?

· Impacts to ratepayers:  Slide #30 in Water Resource Planning is not correct or complete

· Environmentally friendly system

· Need to export if viable

· 20 years to decide is good

· Are there any federal funds to help?

· Can we sell water to other municipalities?

· What added infrastructure is needed?  To sell/transfer from Ruth to sell

· Thanks for the small group discussions

· Local control

· How much hydropower is being produced and how much of this is meeting demand?

· Defining “quality of life”

· What are better alternatives to existing infrastructure?

· HBMWD is separate from the state

· How much water do we use versus other counties?

· Way to weigh/rank criteria

· Monitor positive/negative impacts

· Water right – Sr./Jr. who trumps?

· Run-off at Ruth

· Diversion options – Van Duzen vs. Cottonwood Creek

· Legal – County of origin

· Economic – Biomass plants – what amount of water?

· Consider future local water supply (people and wildlife) and water quality

· Rate structure (similar to energy rate structure)

· Maximize D-M process (expand on exclusion of ALL stakeholders)

· Maintaining environmental conditions (high quality)

· Importance of environmental protection

· Focus on future and present needs

· How much water we’re not using  - what might a “wild and scenic” designation do to or for the district?

· Don’t need to increase the customer base

· More specificity in final criteria – less subjectivity e.g. “high quality”

· What are water needs of other people of California?  Could be a new customer?
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