Summary of feedback from three public meetings on the options for water use
(June 1, 3 and 15, 2010 in Arcata, McKinleyville, and Eureka)
Note: The number in parentheses indicates the number of times the comment was made either at the table or in the total group. In some instances it is the same person who said it at the table and in the large group. Thus, the number might indicate how important the specific idea is to the person. Topics noted five or more times are highlighted in a different font.

	Options
	Likes/Benefits
	Concerns/Costs
	Critical Success Factors
	Comments

	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
	· Jobs and economic benefit (2)

· Possible new industries (2):

· Company that creates biomass could have multiple benefits

· Bottle washing: instead of shipping recycled glass (costly to transport/low market value). Would breweries and wineries benefit? Re-use, not buy new bottles, keep in circulation, closing loop in area among thriving local businesses

· Help offset water for in-stream flow that won’t create revenue


	· Waste water or other pollutants. Type of use is environmentally benign (3) 

· Possibly over consumptive

· Risk of biomass generation to local species?
	· Part of multi-objective solution including ecosystems and economic benefits (2)

· Marketing (2)

· What is the market?

· Funding
	· Politically possible: not comfortable? (2)

· Not much interest

· Interested in water sales

· Process not useful

· Freshwater aquaculture synergistic with algae to eliminate waste

· Oregon Oil: a tech company that utilizes water

· Increase in wineries?


	Options
	Likes/Benefits
	Concerns/Costs
	Critical Success Factors
	Comments

	A. 2. Expand HBMWD District boundaries to serve more commercial/agriculture and municipal users (and, when expanded, use would be within District)
	Revenue, jobs, health (5)

· Revenue to HBMWD (3)

· (Small) economic (jobs) and health benefits

· Keep water in watershed; best watershed improvement/
enhancement option (3)

· Local control (2)

· Water to south communities like Redway, Garberville, Rio Dell, Scotia

· Industrial use: Arcata bottoms ranches, Loleta, Ferndale, Fortuna
· Farmers could use industrial water

· May be good long-term (although increase rates in short-term)

· Rather sell to Humboldt County neighbors rather than LA “neighbors”


	· Cost to customer: excessive capital costs (geography) (4)

· Cost to HBMWD not positive (2)

· Growth inducing (2)

· No cost mitigation

· Jurisdiction—who takes initiative to build system?

· Federal funding? Recovery?
	Community support (6)

· Community support is essential

· Need to have customers who want the water

· Transfer vs. expanding district boundary (HBMWF partners with Community Service Districts) (2)

· Establish jurisdiction/funding

· Use in Humboldt County—should take priority over transport south or to other drainages

· Proclamation, call, mandate from Supervisors to have Humboldt County become water independent


	· Getting people off wells is good: wells are expensive and not sustainable (Need to market to people who are potentially getting “cheaper” water off wells; explain the benefits of moving off wells) (2)

· Involve community as a whole to find solutions for high cost and complex regulation of environment. Possible use of Headwater’s Funds

· High marsh area in McKinleyville for tertiary treatment and recreational use (2)


	Options
	Likes/Benefits
	Concerns/Costs
	Critical Success Factors
	Comments

	A. 3. Create a lake in Blue Lake for recreation and fishing purposes (or at another area adjoining lower Mad River) 

AND 

D. 2. Explore whether there are recreational opportunities that use water or otherwise protect HBMWD rights at Ruth Lake or elsewhere
	Recreation, tourism, spin-off businesses (12)

· Multiple benefits (recreation, tourism, and income to District) (5)

· Eco-tourism/trail destination/spin off for rentals (bike/canoe), camping (4)

· Wildlife—possible trail connection and enhancement (3)

· E.g., pass through to a recreational marsh in McKinleyville

· Like idea (4)

· “Everyone seems to like this idea”

· Close to our urban area, nice addition to community (2)

· Lakefront property/expand campground


	· Availability of land (3)

· Potential water quality issues if small (algae) (2) 

· Limited use of water (not much volume) (2)

· Water benefits for District?

· You might ask Blue Lake?

· Would this be a one-time draw down/use benefit?

· Many questions remain 

· Where place the lake?

· Private or public?

· Who would pay?
	· Excellent planning (2)

· Must have access (2)

· Must be beautiful (2)

· May be more viable upstream (less land owners) (2)

· Possibly need regional board support to discharge back into Mad River

· Agree with what AC came up with on write up

· Enhancement to Blue Lake (don’t take out existing homes, etc.)


	· Historically Blue Lake had a lake (2)

· Would it be a benefit? Seasonally or year round?

· Studies are important—common sense is too!

· One of many components

· Water should be public

· Important to remember that these options only relate to permit issue, not $

· Talk with Blue Lake Rancheria for possible funding partner…may match up with hotel needs


	Options
	Likes/Benefits
	Concerns/Costs
	Critical Success Factors
	Comments

	A. 4. Develop general aquaculture for appropriate species

AND

A. 5. Diver Mad River water to existing Mad River Fish Hatchery (in lieu of well water)
	Environmentally superior, model hatchery (5)

· Environmentally superior …May solve hatchery problems due to use of well water: more sustainable system with Mad River water (fish imprinting)

· Tie to Blue Lake for freshwater fishery

· Increase in tourism: model fish hatchery

· Possibly more fish (Salmonids and sturgeon) (2)

· Income or savings from recreation and less power (2)

· Outflow infrastructure in place (2)

· Food production (2) (Aquaculture as fish food production = economic benefits with good MGD amount. Processing of tide water) (e.g., GMO fish = Omega 3 fatty acids; bait fishery—fertilizer fishery)

· Jobs


	Waste, disease, genetics (7) 

· Generates waste and disease that would need to be dealt with (2)

· Water disposal

· Brackish fishery

· Surface water has fish pathogens

· Genetic disease containment (2) (Wild fish versus farmed—pollution of genetics. This is also a potential problem with any non-native species)

· Taking water directly from the Mad poses significant turbidity issues in the winter

· Fish sensitive to temperature—at this time the Mad River is too warm (would need abatement of TMDL listings) otherwise this isn’t doable

· Who is going to recruit aqua business?

· Does not use much water


	· Waste issues need to be addressed (no pollution, drugs, feces, etc.) (2)

· Need assurance that farmed fish won’t escape and pollute wild stock (maybe more do-able on peninsula as is more self-contained)

· Sea level rise and tsunami zones are risks

· Part of multi-objective plan

· Political will
	· Aquaculture could work better on the peninsula?

· Harbor District is looking into aquaculture park on peninsula (maybe could tie in with their plan?)

· Potential partnership with private industry and aquaculture industry

· Expand fish hatchery. Need more than wild fish (Van Duzen: Green Sturgeon)

· Don’t add non-native species

· Surface water UV treatment at aqua facility

· Has to be isolated from natural waters

· More realistic than some other ideas?




	Options
	Likes/Benefits
	Concerns/Costs
	Critical Success Factors
	Comments

	B. 1. Sell untreated water to another Municipality for transfer and use within their jurisdiction

AND

B. 2. Sell untreated water to a private entity for transfer and use by another agency or customer
	Rates and revenue (6)

· Rate mitigation (3)

· Best revenue generator (3)

· Control of water (“distribution,” contract) (3)

· Variable use possibility (2)

· Potential for customers (2)

· Prefer transfer to municipalities

· Ability to set rates


	Control (7)

· Absolutely no foreign entity. Risk with private sector: cannot control whether entity stays domestic (4)

· Loss of control (3)

· Concerns about selling to private entity “end game”

· Treaty law, e.g., NAFTA

· Agree with concerns already in document

· “Slippery slope” 

· Cost to implement, infrastructure (2)

· Carbon footprint, sustainability of transport


	Rates and control (7)

· Benefits to rate payers (must generate revenue) (5)

· Setting terms for use (no bottled water) (4)

· Maintains local control. Confidence we won’t lose our rights (i.e., customer claims vested right) (3)

· Keep it local (Sell someplace nearby, e.g., Humboldt County) (3)

· Transfer mechanisms are environmentally sustainable (not trucking)

· Sell for adequate price (price is greater than or equal to variable cost plus fixed cost)


	· Only as last resort (to avoid losing water rights) (2)

· Start early and aggressive—don’t wait so that we lose the most control over customer and as many options as possible

· Does the District know how to market water?

· Twenty-eight desalination plants in the works…lots of environmental concerns. Makes sense to sell industrial water


	Options
	Likes/Benefits
	Concerns/Costs
	Critical Success Factors
	Comments

	B. 3. Build a pipeline in NCRA right-of-way and sell untreated water to Municipalities or agriculture customers in Mendocino or Sonoma Counties
	Cost sharing and collaboration with NCRA (5)

· Benefit NCRA (build relationship and work with NCRA)

· Cost sharing

· Revenue (4)

· Jobs to rebuild right of way (3)

· Potentially a great trail

· Partner with fiber optics, recreation, etc.

· Could be a political tool to stop transfer out of Eel to Russian (could be part of contract) (3)

· Multiple exits point to serve others (2)
	Cost and difficulty (10)

· Cost prohibitive, viability unlikely, effort for infrastructure, difficult, maintenance 

Environmental impact (6)

· Environmental impact, energy inefficient (increases CO2 emissions) (6)

· Continues historic waste of resources to invest $1 billion in this vs. conservation/
efficiency (2)

· Don’t like precedent of selling water (4)

· Robbing Peter to pay Paul (“off-setting” Eel and Russian Rivers diversions)

· Conflict with District’s Habitat Conservation Plan?

· Permitting costs and issues all along the route

· Not consistent with California energy programs

· “Excess capacity” vs. “Extra water”


	· No cost to HBMWD to pursue idea or build  (Buyers pay for infrastructure) (3)

· No loss of control of rights (2)

· Very firm contract regarding upper maximum limit (“Sonoma County is a hungry ghost, insatiable”)

· Local hire policy

· Must be used to stop Eel River diversion to Russian
	· Time of use pump

· Storage and hydro generation

· Other routes? E.g., US 101 (2)

· Several years of jobs from construction does not offset energy issues and long lasting infrastructure and water transfer practices

· Have a pipeline come from higher up rather than at current diversion (infrastructure savings)

· Does benefit outweigh dependence of receiving watershed?

· Consider trading Eel River transfer with Mad River water

	Options
	Likes/Benefits
	Concerns/Costs
	Critical Success Factors
	Comments

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

Note—this could also supply municipal or ag water and that portion would be a consumptive use under HBMWD water rights permits
	· Primary beneficiaries are fish, habitat enhancement in other watersheds. In-stream flow benefit (4)

· Sale to downstream users (2)

· Few benefits

· Nice to share, but…

· Benefits to Trinity, Van Duzen, and Eel River habitats

· May benefit fishery

· Protects water rights

· Recreational
	Loss of control (10)

· Dependency on water

· Risk of new individual entering at bottom of stream and permit to use water

· Once mixed with other dedicated vested water flows control is lost (2)

· Precedent setting

· Consumptive use benefit to Van Duzen not clear

Cost and income (9)

· Who pays? (5)

· Significant infrastructure costs (2)

· No income. Local rate increase (2)

Habitat and fish (7)

· Impact on steelhead. Confused fish because of water mixing

· Loss of fish habitat

· Unintended consequences to wildlife habitat

· Significant biological issues

· Threat to Mad River viability


	Expense (6)

· Extensive and expensive. Requires investment, funders, or funding mechanism (5)

· Requires customer on Van Duzen or Trinity to bear cost

· Local control (3)

· Exhaustive legal advice prior to signing any agreement make this challenging

· Retractable contract (2)

· Community agreement

· Studies needed (Benefit of increased flow questionable. Flow/habitat study required)

· Regulatory support

· Mad River has high water use priority (and HBMWD)!!


	· Supply users vs. watershed

· Better way to provide water to users in those watersheds


	Options
	Likes/Benefits
	Concerns/Costs
	Critical Success Factors
	Comments

	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
	Habitat/environment (7)

· Enhance spawning habitat of endangered species…inhibit unsafe conditions for steelhead and eel (4)

· Natural hydrological regime and even temperature throughout year (3)

· Potential benefit to aquatic ecosystem

· Lot of interest…right thing to do…#1 choice (3)

· Criteria: environmental is met 

· Criteria: quality of life is met for recreational users

· Multiple

· Simple to do

· Test case for dedicated flows (should be pursued)

· Consistent with values in community

· Meets in place laws and policies


	Revenue and rates (6)

· No/little economic benefit. May not decrease rates 

· Criteria: direct cost recovery not met, neither fosters nor precludes economic development

Habitat/environment (6)

· Can’t assume more water is better. Winners and losers to change the salinity in the estuary (Uncertainty in environmental benefit… Too much flow will increase mixing, reduce temperature stratification in pools

· Trigger CEQA?

· Losing local control (4)

· Studies required to determine costs, benefits (e.g., salinity, temperature) (3)

· Once established, difficult to change. Room for growth?


	· Funding

· Community enthusiasm

· Volume of dedicated flow could be adjustable as other industrial uses are developed. (e.g., Set the flow at 30 MGD) 

· Habitat-flow relationship study (3-5 years for study)

· Understand impact on estuary

· Specific environmental benefit must be found
	· Pursue along with other strategies)…even if a test case. Full 60 MGD. (4)

· Hypothesis: land use management has impacted flow (low profile) of the Mad River (change in profile from land management and how increased flows would affect that?) (2)

· Definitive answer on impact needed before changes made (2) *

· Can winter flow be dedicated? (Could dedicate year round)

· Part of suite of options, as long as other options produce $$

· Increase capacity of Ruth Lake?

· Limit total to allow other uses

· How assess changes in use of lower end

· Apply for grant to fund studies 




* Long note from one participant—“Current streambed profile changed by increased sediment and gravel extraction. Pools much shallower and bed load mobility high. Bed matrix likely blocks surface-ground water interchange that likely historically provided a cooling influence. Concern over carrying capacity in lower end during summer-fall for juvenile steelhead if full diversion with current bed conditions. Peak flow and sediment change is related to logging and roads.”

	Options
	Likes/Benefits
	Concerns/Costs
	Critical Success Factors
	Comments

	D. 1 Energy production via installation of micro-hydropower (with the possibility of in-stream flow as secondary use)
	· Produce power and revenue (2)

· Moving towards green energy (2)

· Clean energy…always a market
	· Not a consumptive use (but in-stream)…doesn’t protect permit (4)

· Cost benefit balance? Costs are high: would not generate much money (3)

· Enviro impact of hydo-power development… Make sure it’s fish friendly (2)


	· Generate money for District
	· Pump during low power, low demand and drain through generator during peak time

· Power taken care of with south bay plant


New Ideas

· Algae biomass production (recommended multiple times at three public meetings by one enthusiastic citizen)

· Consumes large quantities of water, consumes wastewater, CO2, etc., serves many industries (biofuel, nutracendicals, pharmaceuticals, fertilizer, feedstock, etc.), Net output of Oxygen, clean water and biomass.  More info – oilgae.com

· Use of water in the development of biomass. Algae production of biomass 

· Re. aquaculture-specific idea: algae as a potential industry (also biomass) has a lot of benefits—biofuels, produces oxygen, consumes waste, fertilizer, etc. — kills lots of birds with one stone

· Wastewater treatment plants have started using it (algae). Local business called Algarythms (sp?)

· Algae uses more water than typical aquaculture (rapid harvest)

· Algae works better when warmer temps than here

· Possible federal funding (new technology, industry)

· Economically viable? How much water needed? Where to place?

· Combinations and flow-throughs (5)

· Possibly could be combined with aquaculture and in-stream hydro or in-stream recreation (white water rafting) (4)

· Possibly could be combined with in-stream recreation (for things like white water rafting). Stand alone commercial white water kayak/rafting park as is done in other parts of the country—would bring in revenue (2)

· Could tie into Arcata/Mad River trail/park

· Constant continuous flow-through? Water park and then back into Lake? “Who knows?”

· Variation on lake in Blue Lake: water or wave park (downstream of Ruth Lake or at) (2)

Note written by Kaitlin to capture point a participant was making at McKinleyville meeting

Critical success factor of several options (A1, A2, B1, B2, B3, B4): Any option that diverts water (at current site or above) should include an analysis of the current conditions of the Mad to reanalyze and make sure that diverting at levels comparable to historic amounts (when both pulp mills were in operation) is still safe for the river and fisheries (have conditions changed in the river?)

Comments and reflections after hearing report out from small table discussions

· Additional water to reduce effluent:  Use HBMWD to dilute waste water discharge in summer

· We are more powerful politically than customer and visa-versa

· Work with a water broker to protect water

· Infrastructure costs and replacement needs more discussion.  If we don’t have infrastructure there’s no point in all of this

· Good opportunity for us to address future energy needs

· Algae/biomass hasn’t been proposed.  Rapidly growing industry and there is interest from National Algae association in our situation/water

· Has there been outreach or input from tribes regarding this process?

· Excited about in-stream use.  Unfortunately those options that would generate revenue are less favorable and require a lot of study – frustrating

· UN Council on human rights states water is a basic human right – do we have an onus to provide water (since it is in abundance)?

· State Law regarding conservation HERE even though we have a lot of water

· Are we considering multiple, simultaneous options?  

· Q:  freshwater pulp…conversion to tissue mill – will they need more water?

· Will probably need to look at multiple options, over time
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