Notes from 04.01.10 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)
· An understanding of answers to questions for David from March 4th meeting and a list of topics or questions to pursue with him April 29th (done)
· An understanding of the feedback on the work of each committee member on the menu of options (done for the work that was available)
· Agreement on potential options AC wants to continue to develop and consider with Citizen’s Study Group (postponed until April 20)
· Agreement on whether, how and when to use evaluation tool(s) (postponed until April 20)
· Agreement on how and when to talk with constituent groups (done)
· Agreement on whether want to review “in process” recommendations with the Board prior to making final recommendations (done)
· Agreement on next steps and how the committee is faring (done in part)
Questions for David on April 29th

· How to make sure a plan is not so conceptual that the District can’t protect their water rights?  e.g.  Farm Bureau

· Insulate district from the use of a broker

Feedback on work completed thus far with potential recommendations
Expansion of the district

· Is there interest? What is the real need? (Include these two assessment steps in recommendation)
· Need to investigate whether any community has more water treatment capability than they have water
· In Critical Success Factors section of report, note that recommendation needs to be in harmony with the General Plan

· Make our process and considerations known and available to GPU now
· Make presentation to planning commission soon (take first step with Kirk Girard or Martha Spencer)

· Does not address fundamental issue of water volume. Address this in final report

· Bruce’s report does hit on number of key points and puts it in context

Fish Hatchery
· May not be as viable of an option because doesn’t use as much water as originally thought

· There are other resource agencies and recovery plans that would support this option

· Would require a new point of diversion

· Settling ponds already in place – the infrastructure is already there

Sell water to another municipality (through right of way to Mendocino)
· Maintaining right or way on rail line is a large benefit to the county

· There would be a lot of pumping and electricity costs that is understated in potential option as written
· Permitting and right of way costs?
· Need reservoir capacity and ability to transport within Mendocino county

· The right of way goes right by Mendocino Lake

· Could potentially restore the Eel

· Pump stations require maintenance

· Potential for jobs

· An interesting idea

· Once build a pipeline, can’t take it back

· Delivery capacity is set by Ruth Lake

· Size of pipeline is a factor

· Could be joint powers agreement or expand district boundaries

· What are the energy costs regarding carbon footprint?

· At public meetings provide opportunity to discuss rationale behind recommendations

Next Steps
	What
	Who
	By When

	Check in with Jacqueline to see if she’s willing to stay involved

	Carol
	done

	Sub-committee to compile work on menu of options

	Mary, Kaitlin, Dennis, Carol, Bill (?)
	April 20

	Review menu of options work

	All
	April 20

	Send an electronic version of the option you are responsible for to Carol 


	All AC members who have responsibility for an option


	April 9

	Schedule meetings with constituents in May
	Carol, Kaitlin
	

	Talk with Dennis Mayo regarding presentation to Planning Commission

	Carol
	By April 20

	Run the ‘expand boundaries’ recommendation by Vern for his feedback

	Carol
	By April 20

	Get an engineer’s estimate for pipeline option
	Carol
	

	Schedule meet with Board to test in-process thinking

	Carol (w/ AC members)
	May 11


Menu of ideas for water uses (initially developed March 4) 

Note: Names next to each of the ideas indicate the Advisory Committee member who agreed to gather more information about the idea and complete the template proposed in the “Recommendations and Final Report” outline.
· Water bag transfer to third parties (marketing)  (Dave Varshock)

· Fish hatchery – traditional vs. ESA for recovery purposes  (Dave Varshock)

· Expansion of the district boundaries to serve both municipal and agriculture within Humboldt  (Jacqueline)

· In-fill within the district  (Verne Frost)

· Expansion of the HBMWD beyond Humboldt County  (Dennis Mullins)

· Aquaculture  (Bill Thorington)

· Transfer to a municipality  (Kaitlin Sopoci-Belknap, Bruce Rupp)

· Explore industrial opportunities within the district  (Jacqueline Debets)

· Lake in Blue Lake  (Michelle Fuller)

· In-stream flows  (Sheri Woo)

· Energy production with in-stream flows as a secondary use e.g. micro-hydro  (David Lindberg)

· Out of basin transfer for watershed support  (Pete Nichols)

Present: Dennis Mullins, Dennis Mayo, Kaitlin Sopoci-Belknap, Dave Varshock, Sheri Woo

Absent: Jacqueline Debets, Verne Frost, Michelle Fuller, David Lindberg, Pete Nichols,
Bruce Rupp, Jim Smith, Bill Thorington, Mark Wheetley
Staff: Carol Rische, Mary Gelinas, Kerry Topel
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