Notes from 04.27.10 HBMWD’s Citizen’s Study Group 

Desired outcomes of the Citizen’s Study Group meeting

By the end of the meeting, the Citizen’s Study Group will have…

•
An understanding of what has been accomplished by whom and how since the start of Water Resource Planning Process

•
An understanding of the potential, “in-progress” conclusions and recommendations regarding water use and the thinking underlying them

•
An understanding of the group’s feedback on the “in-progress” recommendations

•
Understanding of next steps

	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	A. 1. Actively pursue companies that utilize significant water in their process and/or product to locate on the Samoa Peninsula and contract for water purchase
	· Economic benefit to community and district
· Work with eco-development to market
· Pulp mills – local jobs

· Manufacturing/value added

· Product diversity

· Go for $ low hanging fruit first then also support pulp

· Active marketing


	· Hard sell

· Tsunamis zone concerns

· C.C.C. sea level rise

· How to utilize (Peninsula??) infrastructure


	· Bottle water – environmental concern – ethical

· Could we build a bottle plant?

· Hemp/pot/soy/corn

· Active partnership

· Marketing  (hard sell emphasized)

· Chamber – county – cities

· Munis HBMWD – Harbor district – environmental groups

· Value-added manufacturing


	· First -> Power – hatchery – Lake:  are they no net loss pass through’s?

· Desalination project is on the front burner in the Bay area = app $2,000 acre-foot

· Economically centen (?) but % sell 55%

· Maggy – negative comment about coast dependent – is a mind set that must change – marketing must be focus and positive




Report out from table and additional comments from rest of Citizen’s Study Group

A. 1. Actively pursue companies that utilize significant water

· Liked a lot by everybody

· The concept is a hard sell

· Tsunami, sea level rise concerns

· Condition:  marketing is key – should be actively marketed in partnership between HBMWD and munis

· Create bottling plant, for example

· Value-added emphasis

· Requires lots of staff time without guaranteed result

· Significant costs associated

· Zoning issues - would need to be changed

· Coastal dependent industrial zoned properties is a concern

	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	A. 2. Expand HBMWD’s boundaries to serve more commercial/agriculture and municipal users (and when expanded, use would be within the District)
	· Provides quality water 

· Environmental benefits

· Keeps service and water local

· Take care of our own first


	· Approval of LAFCO

· How we organize district

· Possible impact of current municipal infrastructure


	· Cost benefit analysis

· Partnership between server and those to be served should be taken as one of a series of actions

· NEED TO DO 

· Promote publicity/outreach


	


Report out from table and additional comments from rest of Citizen’s Study Group

A. 2. Expand the district
· Could be environmentally beneficial to those areas outside of the district

· Provides quality water to areas outside the district

· Keeps water local (service to users)

· Integration with General Plan – should follow the General Plan

· General comment:  should be taken as one of a series of actions (other than options might help us fund this)

· Concern – potential growth inducing aspects

· Expanding domestic water services – could it utilize our industrial system (i.e. would it really solve our problem?)

	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	A. 3. Create a lake in Blue Lake for recreation and fishing purposes
	· Economic benefit to Blue Lake

· Beneficial use of water

· Non-consumptive

· Visitor – attracting


	· Impacts to the water:  temperature, pollution

· Location; where?  Size? Cost of land?

· Cost

· How much water is used?


	· Need support of Blue Lake community

· Need support of tribe

· Permits?


	


Report out from table and additional comments from rest of Citizen’s Study Group

A. 3. Lake in Blue Lake

· Municipal or private control?

· It’s a potential money maker

· General comment:  Difference between what district is chartered to do vs. what’s possible through a private entity.  Idea is to lessen pressure on the district

	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	A. 4. Develop general aquaculture for appropriate species; and A. 5. Divert water to existing Mad River Fish Hatchery (in lieu of well water)
	· Win-win for HBMWD and hatchery

· Locally sustainable

· Possible HSU involvement

· Min infrastructure

· “sounds like Humboldt”

· Small $$ gain


	· Not needed? (hatchery spec.)

· What if’s – fish to water

· Expense of research

· Not a heavy water use


	· Needs to have highly motivated partnership to be sustainable

· Research as to viability regarding water quality


	


Report out from table and additional comments from rest of Citizen’s Study Group

A. 4. and A. 5. Fish hatchery and aquaculture

· Doesn’t use much water

	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	B. 1. Sell untreated water to another municipality for use within their jurisdiction; and, B.2. Sell untreated water to a private entity for transfer and use by another agency or customer
	
	· Most risky – potential to lose rights in the future (we can’t know for sure) – might have reverse impact of what we’re trying to accomplish

· Dependency developed giving them a motivation/impetus to try to deny us the right to take the water back

· Least sustainable – doesn’t help other communities ensure their own sustainability and independence (creates 


	· Strong conditions in contract to specify acceptable uses (and unacceptable uses) (i.e. smart growth/LEAD certified housing, environmentally benign industries) – don’t want to pollute other places

· Preference would be to find a local use but if that cannot be done this should be considered

· As a means to generate revenue for District (could even help pay for some of the other options to make them more viable do this at first, temp and then move to other options)


	


	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	B. 1. Sell untreated water to another municipality for use within their jurisdiction; and, B.2. Sell untreated water to a private entity for transfer and use by another agency or customer (continued)
	
	
	· Contract state upfront that they “relinquish any future effort to gain control of the right” – they will promise not to take it from us at any point

· Use for emergency purposes and to help other communities that don’t have safe drinking water (set aside to be ready to use – a “water fund”) (not for sale – but as a bank) (tax credits?) (governmental relationship/not private)

· Don’t want to sell to an international company/market – most risk of losing our rights

· Low infrastructure system – allows for most flexibility (no pipelines) is preferred


	


Report out from table and additional comments from rest of Citizen’s Study Group

B. 1. And B. 2 Transfer use – sell to another municipality or private entity for transfer

· It is an economic certainty

· Decide on a % of water we’re willing to sell

· Like:  Good chance to use most/all of our water

· Decrease rates to ratepayers

· Able to finance infrastructure

· We should consider it before someone else does (and we lose ability to dictate terms or see any revenue

· If we can’t perfect permit by 2029 this is likely to happen anyway

· Setting mechanisms up doesn’t mean we have to use it

· Could show state we have something in place for water use

	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	B. 3. Build pipeline in NCRA right-of-way and sell untreated water to municipalities or agricultural customers in Sonoma or Mendocino Counties
	· Possibly bring R.R. back

· Contracting w/ a muni


	· $$$ - Bridges/culverts/energy

· Loss of local control

· Geologic problems on railway are immense

· Railway may be for trains only

· Infrastructure in place would make it almost impossible to avoid attempts to keep us from taking it back

· Huge environmental headache – would be really hard to get approved


	· Contract


	


Report out from table and additional comments from rest of Citizen’s Study Group

Build pipeline along NCRA right-of-way
· Beyond cost of infrastructure – maintenance of it? (Historically haven’t set aside $ for maintenance)

· Cost of creating/maintaining is a big issue

· General: All proposals have to take into account state mandate for all agencies to reduce water consumption – potentially affects viability

	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	B. 4. Transfer water from the Mad River watershed to another watershed (e.g., Van Duzen or Trinity) to enhance instream flows in the receiving watershed for environmental benefit


	· Could help adj. watershed – as a people we gain by enhancing watersheds that need help!

	· Would seriously affect Mad Loss of (units?) of water


	· Who would pay? – Few payers/customs to pay for diversion


	· Possible to pump over not through – with the fall off the other side




Report out from table and additional comments from rest of Citizen’s Study Group

Transfer to another watershed

· Is this a chance for $ gain from the State or EPA?

· Potential negative impacts to fish species/fisheries (i.e., confused fish)

· Reduces Russian River accountability for the Eel River watershed (over-withdrawals already happening there)

	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	C. 1. Release water from Ruth Lake during summer/fall (with no corresponding downstream diversion) to provide environmental benefit to aquatic species or their habitat (i.e., In-stream flows)
	· This option can be done with other options for District cost recovery

· Flexible option in terms of flow and timing

· Allows for adaptive management

· Something that can be done now and while we’re developing other uses

· Potential to increase/benefit community, salmonid fishery, recreation


	· Does not offset rate increases to muni customers

· Can we “un-divert” water?

· Would in-stream flow for fish be sufficiently beneficial compared to other muni use?


	· Monitoring of effects

· More Science!

· Too many/much detrimental effects than no. if prevented other cost recovery uses

	· Q 1:  How much $ comes from salmon fishing now?

· Q2:  Once assigned to in-stream flow, can water be later used for future industrial uses?




Report out from table and additional comments from rest of Citizen’s Study Group

Release water from Ruth Lake for in-stream flow

· Part of a suite of options

· How does this affect the District’s Habitat Conservation Plan? (Biggest impact would be on the estuary

	Options being considered
	Likes
	Concerns
	Conditions
	Additional comments on table template

	D. 1. Energy production via installation of micro-hydropower (with the possibility of in-stream flow as secondary use)
	· Revenue enhancement

· Non-consumptive use

· Green use


	· Infrastructure challenges

· Lack of gradient

· Flow rate concerns – is there enough?

· Cost-benefit concerns

· Is this “permit-able”?


	· Need a good price for energy

· Need access to good sites


	


Report out from table and additional comments from rest of Citizen’s Study Group
Energy production

· Expansion at the dam best option for the district

· Ownership?
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