
Notes from 03.04.10 HBMWD Water Resource Planning Advisory Committee

Desired Outcomes
By the end of the meeting, the Water Resource Planning Advisory Committee will have…

· An understanding of the status of current action items (done)
· Feedback on written work product from David and Paula (done)
· A menu of ideas for water uses to develop and an approach to do that (done)
· Agreement on potential components of product to vet with the Citizen’s Study Group and the public (done)
· Agreement on target dates for Citizen’s Study Group and public meetings (done)
· Agreement on next steps and how the committee is faring (next steps done)
Agreements
· Want more time to develop recommendations (extend time frame by one month to August, i.e., Upcoming WRP Meetings Option 2)
· Initial menu of promising ideas for water uses AC wants to investigate
· Use the components or framework of the “Recommendations and Final Report” to develop the ideas listed in the Menu of ideas for water uses (See Action Items at end of notes.)
Status of current action items

· Build time into the process to meet and talk with constituents and the Water Task Force before reaching consensus
· Do this during public outreach?

· AC members represent a point of view vs. representing a set of constituents

Discussion of written work product from David 

· Distinction between municipal and industrial vs. other water uses (e.g.aquaculture and agriculture) Minor addition to existing Q&A document suggested.
· Avoid concessions on water rights

· Are there actual limitations of the river system that would inhibit someone else from using the water?

· Municipal includes commercial use – it’s a broad category

· HBMWD would need to put limitations into a contract

· What are all of the legal implications of selling to a private entity vs. a municipality (pros and cons) with private entity as end user, or not?

· Are there differences as it relates to protecting our water rights?

· If we use an intermediary, does it insulate the district from challenges/obligations from the end user?

· What limitations can we put on re-sale?  E.g. can’t put water in their management plan (anything they’ll agree to)

· Is there such a thing as the legislature coming up with a political solution? (it’s unlikely/long shot)
A menu of ideas for water uses

· Water bag transfer to third parties (marketing)
· Fish hatchery – traditional vs. ESA for recovery purposes 
· Expansion of the district boundaries to serve both municipal and agriculture within Humboldt 
· In-fill within the district 
· Expansion of the HBMWD beyond Humboldt County 
· Aquaculture 
· Transfer to a municipality 
· Explore industrial opportunities within the district 
· Lake in Blue Lake 
· In-stream flows 
· Energy production with in-stream flows as a secondary use e.g. micro-hydro 
· Out of basin transfer for watershed support  

Components to vet with the Citizen’s Study Group and public

· Create a tiered approach

· Prioritization will need to happen – things will rise to the top as move through process

· It’s a useful framework for now
· Change numbers to letters (so don’t imply prioritization)

Approaches to developing options

· Work on them as a whole i.e. look at 4 per meeting?
· Each member explores one option before next meeting (agreed)
· Work on all in sub-groups at next meeting

· Look at them all and bring back ideas

Next steps
	What
	Who
	By When

	Send questions to David and Paula and get responses


	Carol
	March 16 (?)

	Use the report framework to develop assigned ideas from the menu of options and to identify questions to pursue regarding that option

	AC members
	March 16


Present at meeting: Jacqueline Debets, Verne Frost, Michelle Fuller, David Lindberg, Dennis Mullins, Pete Nichols, Bruce Rupp, Kaitlin Sopoci-Belknap, Bill Thorington, Dave Varshock, Sheri Woo
Absent from meeting: Dennis Mayo, Jim Smith, Mark Wheatley
Staff: Carol Rische, Mary Gelinas, Kerry Topel
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