
Table notes from HBMWD’s public meeting in McKinleyville on October 13, 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

· Environmental focus

· “Improve” habitat, better fish habitat

· Better access rights is critical part of recreational use

· Like local control (not down south)

· Like lower customer rates with emphasis on limiting increases

· Weigh equally

· Local control is important in the future

· Protects steelhead fishery in river

· Economic incentive is important

· Basic subjects are right, wording is off

· Diversity of criteria

· That local control and environmental criteria are at top of list

· Holistic criteria – considered from many angles

· Public input

· Recreation is considered

· Getting this group together is great

· Variety of criteria

· Local control up around the top of the list

· Public process

Concerns about or additions to criteria

· When L.A. gets desperate for water how will definition of beneficial use change?

· Fact that pulp mill was such a massive water user that no other industrial user could use that much water

· Possibility that pulp mill could return

· “Cradle to Grave use” = water is not a hazardous waste

· Use our existing system and infrastructure

· Adaptable to sea-level rise and climate change

· Big enough to pay for maintenance and second system

· The pulp mills would not pass (and ?) criteria, i.e.  quality of life

· Local control vs. what is legal use

· Weighing of the criteria

Table notes from McKinleyville (continued)
· Is public agency allowed to make a profit?

· Vague – recreation goes in quality of life instead?

· Duplicate criteria – redundant

· Possible future economic development that would effect water usage (i.e., replace pulp mills)

· Too much process, should have already been staff reports and done

· Too broad

General, uncategorized comments

· ?Metal recycling?  Bring back the pulp mill

· ?P.U.C. involved in late setting?

· Instead of “maintaining” habitat and species should “improve” habitat and species, especially since Chinook historically used the system with “dry” flows in the summer

· “Result in lower customer rates” is an unreasonable expectation.  Either maintain customer rates or provide “reasonable” hikes in rate

· Mary did a very nice job!

· It seems like the legal requirement must be met before considering the other criteria

· What were flows on the Mad BEFORE data shown in the graphs – are “dry” flows shown a reflection of a result of pervasive logging at that time?  What were flows like before logging?

· Unclear how different projects will get evaluated – all alternatives will have different rankings in each category – how to choose?

· Too process heavy!

· Equity

· Doesn’t look like a form or canned from a board of five people…thoughtful…comprehensive

· Leave some for the whales

· Once Mad River water is exported and considered politically acceptable, won’t other “water grabs” try to start exporting?

· Define “reasonable use” of water

· How sure are we that a contract with another municipality can be honored as written – they don’t get dependent on our water?

· Can HBMWD make a profit?

· If we sell water to an out of area buyer can we only charge our cost of delivery (plus overhead)?

· Can we safely generate energy from the Mad River?

· All eggs in one basket?

· Let the water flow

· Water incubator

· Regardless of ranking of the criteria, everything must be legally supportable
· New criteria – any use must use existing district infrastructure and be adaptable or sustain sea level rise and effects of global warming

· May terms are subjective and will be hard to weigh and evaluate

Table notes from McKinleyville (continued)
· All criteria should be positive so not mixing negative and positive tests

· Some detailed questions are not worded clearly enough “cradle to grave”

· Economic category should be weighted higher

· Must be a way to weigh the various criteria – how will these be evaluated when applied to options?

· Much better process than the usual public meetings

· What do they mean by “global water market”?

· Is it economically feasible?

· Is it the district’s job to promote growth?

· Does it address saving for capital improvements?  Where does agriculture fit in (economic)?

· Water makes me happy

· People need a hydrograph to see our annual hydrograph then the 1-6%

· Protect district position(?) in the global water market does this mean protect District’s control or options?

· Equity in rates?  Different kinds of customers, different communities, types of usage

· Recreation in wrong category?  Wouldn’t it be quality of life?

· Include tourism in economic (or maybe multiple)

· Not all criteria can fit in one category

· Criteria doesn’t necessarily reflect “industrial” type uses

· Potential tension between local control vs. environmental vs. legal/regulatory

· Some of the criteria is part of the reason why the District exists in the first place

· “Legal” criteria feels the same as “local control”

· Local control and environment most important

· “Lowest rates” isn’t necessarily most important – lowest rates possible with clean, quality while protecting environment
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