Notes from HBMWD’s public meeting in McKinleyville on October 13, 2009

These are the notes taken publicly by the recorders during the meeting.

Why is this topic important to you?

· Has been a part of life’s work

· Can’t live without water

· Interested to know the process here (new customer)

· Critical importance of water – occupationally, quality of life

· Expected presentation of problems – so public could get involved

· See how different approach to community involvement is going to work

What stands out for you (after Bruce’s presentation)?

· Volume of water usage/consumption lost with the loss of the mills

· Impacts of global warming to the watershed (high precipitation for shorter time periods)

· Once rights are lost, hard to get them back

· Definition of beneficial use is unclear

· Industrial side is different than municipal:  not interchangeable

· State of California owns all the water and permits to the District.  Once you lose a permit it doesn’t belong to the district anymore.  Our permit goes to 2029

· Use it or lose it issue.  Didn’t seem like a problem because hadn’t considered areas like L.A. to take it

· If California takes water rights back the district won’t be compensated

· Impressed by positive impact dam has had on flow and fisheries

Questions

· What is beneficial use?

· Where is water going that is not used by pulp mills?

· 3% of flows is 80%?

· Any other major diversions on the river?

· Are there other restrictions the state puts on us?

· Could someone come in and request an appropriation in the winter season?

· Any additional unallocated rights available?

· Are you looking to upgrade both industrial and residential systems?

Likes about criteria

· Variety of criteria presented

· Lowest rates important (as long as others are addressed)

· Emphasis on improving habitat, not just maintaining it

· Appreciation for work done previously and its comprehensiveness

· Format appreciated

Notes from McKinleyville (continued)

· Economic incentives are important

· Local control and environmental criteria at the top of the straw poll

· Agreement that criteria was comprehensive

· Regardless of ranking, everything must be legally supportable

· Does the criteria identify all the hidden costs?

· Local flavor to it: local product

Concerns about or additions to the criteria

· The detailed criteria on right should all be stated in the positive

· Weighting of criteria will be important. Legal viability will be what drives the rest

· Different projects will be evaluated coming up with weighting will be a challenge

· Liked priorities, like document as a whole

· More education needed regarding water rights

· Whether definition of “beneficial use” is open to change?  What it means to us now vs. the future

· Where does agriculture fit in?  Seems to be missing

·  “result in profit” = is that legal?

· Can we sell the water?

· Generate energy from the river?

· Would we be happy with two pulp mills coming in – or many small users – all the eggs in one basket?

· Don’t like “cradle to grave”, not appropriate to water

· Any use should be adaptable to sea level rising and climate change

· Could any use be enough to pay for industrial system

· Legal regulatory – ex.:  duplicate criteria

· Concern with the weighted process

· Does recreation belong in Quality of Life vs. the Environment?

· Using existing infrastructure

· Would past two pulp mills meet the criteria?

· Would local control be trumped by legal requirements?

· Possible future economic costs?

· Filters for equity in rates?

· Doesn’t reflect an industrial type of use

· Duplicates:  Recreation in the wrong category

· Potential tension between local control, legal and regulatory, environmental

· Tourism in economics potential

· May be some overlap – hard to fit into categories

· Criteria don’t necessarily reflect an industrial use (can we change uses?) (Kaitlin)

Notes from McKinleyville (continued)

Observations

· What was said was not mutually exclusive and there was a lot of agreement

· McKinleyville has a lot of people interested in sharing their opinions and spending their time

What worked about the meeting?

· So much input from so many people.  Grows each session

· Board looks carefully at legal position and are safe currently are looking at the long term, 2029

· Like that it was back and forth between the Board, Staff, and public.  Questions answered quickly

Suggestions for next meeting?

· This is process heavy, the State is moving fast at the state level.  We’re behind the curve.

· Have visuals bigger on the paper and screen

· Need more briefing on legality.  We ended up talking a lot about that instead of tasks
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