Notes from 06.29.10 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 everyone’s reflections on the last round of public meetings (done)
· An understanding of the public’s feedback on the water use options (done)
· A common understanding of results of AC “scoring” of options (“rap tools”) (done)
· Agreement on the water use options the AC wants to recommend to the Board (done/to be confirmed July 20th)
· Agreement on what needs to be included in final report (outline) (done)
· Agreement on next steps to draft final report (done)
· Agreement on meetings needed before presentation of recommendations to HBMWD Board on Aug. 12 (done)
Update on action items

· Regarding “Talk with David Aladjem regarding whether recreation at Ruth Lake is a viable option,” David was not able to be on phone with AC today. Carol noted that her understanding was that it would not be considered a consumptive use. It would be storage at Ruth Lake (beneficial use?). If needed, the AC can get more information on this option from David

· Sheri noted that all members of the AC completed the evaluation of the options with the “rap tools”

Reflections on public meetings

· Not as well attended as initial round. Best turn out was in Arcata and Eureka

· Feedback on the meetings was consistent with previous ones; really positive

· People who showed up were at a higher level, they were a product of our information process

· Conversations were more reality-based, cost oriented. Not so in past meetings. People had just received rate increase notices

· Rate issue came up most in Eureka

· Water quality/environmental concerns turned up most in written notes

· Ideas have come forward (e.g., ultra pure H20) but is there a “there” there?

· People have approached AC members with specific questions—they had not been to meetings but had visited website…many people are informed (e.g., SoHum, country-wide, special districts)

· The process—listening & education—allowed people to move past pre-conceived ideas

· Other districts are thinking about how to involve public in big issues, e.g., Harbor District, City of Eureka. HBMWD has provided a good model, a good influence in community

· The process has created quiet promoters talking and educating others about the issues

Feedback from public meetings: What stands out?

A. 1. Actively pursue companies that utilize significant water…

· Generally positive. Surprised that some people were uncomfortable. Maybe related to environmental concerns, growth

· Surprised that many people didn’t “get” this one…many unknowns, what businesses will come, people not sure what it’d look like

· Initially people didn’t go to that table because education worked (“we’re not going to economically develop our way out of this”)

· Risk in investing in company that could close

A. 2. Expand District boundaries…

· There are areas we can deliver water to, in-fill. Outreach will be required…working with jurisdictions. Mostly domestic water needed. Our domestic system is close to capacity now, industrial conversion would be needed

· Package treatment plant possible vs. pipeline which would be more expensive
· There was energy around this one—practical. And costs are associated. A trade-off may be necessary to generate revenue (e.g., transfer)

A. 3. Create a lake in Blue Lake; D. 2. Explore recreational opportunities at Ruth Lake…

· Lake in Blue Lake generated a lot of interest, attention in public. Keeping momentum will take entrepreneurs. Government/city not well equipped to take risks, but city could support motivated individuals

· Needs a concrete vision

· Ruth Lake re-creators very interested in keeping as much water there as possible. Surprise!

A. 4. Aquaculture for appropriate species; A. 5. Fish hatchery

· Everyone who came to the table in Eureka and Arcata thought it was a good idea

· At Mckinleyville meeting, fisheries people were concerned about genetics…hatchery is bad for fish imprinting, so why should we help hatchery out

· Some studies have showed that the fish have imprinted on well water

· The hatchery questions need to be figured out by the hatchery on their own. The District shouldn’t be in the position of determining the benefits and tradeoffs of the hatchery

B. 1. Sell untreated water to another public agency; B. 2. Sell to private entity
· Concerns came out more than benefits

· People want our community to maintain our rights. Greater understanding of water law

· If we don’t do it, someone else will, i.e., people looking to the future understand that it may be a necessary trade off

· Can actively consume and generate income

· If this happens, it does add more pressure on the District…increased “purse” or demand

· More energy/support for selling to municipalities vs. a private company

· Foreign entity can forcibly honor contract in perpetuity, i.e., “NAFTA shaft.” Less control

· Less control over third party vs. selling directly. Can lose municipal control, also need to sell to highest bidder when selling to foreign entity

B. 3. Build a pipeline…

· It’s a tangible right of way over rural property, an easement factor, it’s already there. Humboldt has had < 1 % growth rate in population. Right of way could create a partnership. Revenue generation

· Can move a huge amount of water. Pipeline as stand alone probably won’t get built—higher cost. Could split costs with railway construction

· Environmental concerns: using a lot of energy to pump the water. Eel River canyon is unstable, repeated collapses again with water and rail vibrations

· Long-term costs to maintain it

· Don’t really want railroad issue to come into HBMWD!

· Not clear why building pipeline would be better over other options to move water

· Need to be clear about what the District should take the lead on and what other organizations should bring forward

· Need to know more about viability of water bags and other methods of moving water; capacity, transfer process, etc.

B. 4. Transfer water to another watershed…

· “Fell on its nose.” Downside kept building

· Technically failed at the threshold level. You’d lose control, would never be able to get water back

· Didn’t meet environmental criteria

C. 1. Release water from Ruth Lake…

· Not sure it meets the environmental criteria. Better for river? Better for which species?

· Has a lot of energy. Warrants us to look into it

· Need to look at environmental impacts on last seven miles of the river

· Similar to inter-basic transfer. Could create a dependency

· Represents 3% to 15% over diversion in context of watershed annual average

D. 1. Micro-hydro

· Not much interest

· No one could see that this was a significant use of water. Couldn’t be made profitable because it would be small

· Some synergy with lake in Blue Lake option. Could be combined

· If anything else gets built on the river, it would make sense to consider this

Additional ideas from public meetings

A. 6. Algae as aquaculture (include in A. 4. Aquaculture)

· Algae as aquaculture…for commercial use (biomass, fuels, product to sell)

A. 6.1 Algae pond at pulp mill

· Divert pipe outflow

· Algae = carbon sequestration = scrubbing air (2 mg a day). Feasibility needs to be studied

· It would be an additional use of water to contract with pulp mill

· Idea is being used commercially elsewhere

(Not numbered) McKinleyville buys water to dilute their effluent. District can look into whether McK is interested

Ranking/prioritizing of options

Note: After Sheri reviewed the results of the “rap tools” evaluation and the AC had a chance to discuss the results, the AC was asked to choose their “top four” (one third of the total number of options) of the twelve options. The number of “votes” each option received is in the left hand column.

The AC then reviewed the rankings, and agreed to eliminate two (D. 2. and B. 4.) D. 2 was eliminated because the option was added just prior to the public meetings and was not well understood. B. 4. was eliminated because it did not meet the Thresholds.

After the initial “ranking,” the AC identified which of the options they want the District to pursue/take the lead on and which ones should be left to others to pursue. The votes on the right indicate the number of AC members who want the District to take the lead on pursuing the option.

The AC agreed they were “content” with what they had come up with thus far and will confirm agreements on July 20th.

	Number of votes from “ranking” 

(out of 9 AC members present)
	Options
	Number of votes for District to pursue the option 

	7
	A. 1. Activity pursue companies that use water
	9

	9
	A. 2. Expand District boundaries
	9

	1
	A. 3. Lake in Blue Lake
	0

	5
	A. 4. Aquaculture (including algae)
	0

	0
	A. 5 Fish hatchery
	0

	8
	B. 1. Sell untreated water to another municipality (public agency)
	9

	0
	B. 2. Sell untreated water to a private entity
	4

	3
	B. 3. Build a pipeline
	4

	3
	C. 1. In-stream flows
	8

	0
	D. 1. Micro-hydro
	0


Comments on final report outline

· Recommend Board consider the different combination of options (e.g., micro-hydro in combination with another option)

· It would be good to have the breadth of the whole AC at the end of the process that was present at the start (e.g., to sign the cover letter for the final report)

· Include guide to interpret the kite diagrams, what it was used for/what it shouldn’t be used for. It’s a tool. Sheri will write this. Also include the total numerical value of the total program

Next steps
	What
	Who
	By when

	Send preliminary report to AC


	Sheri/Carol
	July 14

	For the AC members not in attendance (Mark, Pete, Jim, Dennis Mayo and Jacqueline who had to leave prior to the ranking), gather their “votes” and let them know that the AC will sign the cover letter of the final report


	Carol
	July 7

	Write-up description of algae option for inclusion in final report


	Bill
	July 7

	Request two-line bios from all AC members


	Mary
	July 7

	Draft preliminary report
	Sheri, Carol, Bill, Kaitlin, Bruce, Mary


	July 14

	WRP AC will meet two more times (July 20 and Aug. 5) prior to the presentation of the recommendations to the HBMWD on Aug. 12 (Regarding July 20th, Bill will call Pete; Vern, Mark; Dave V., Dennis Mayo; and Carol, Jim


	WRP AC
	July 20 and Aug. 5


Present: Jacqueline Debets, Verne Frost, Michelle Fuller, David Lindberg, Dennis Mullins, Bruce Rupp, Kaitlin Sopoci-Belknap, Bill Thorington, Dave Varshock, Sheri Woo

Absent: Dennis Mayo, Pete Nichols, Jim Smith, Mark Wheetley, 

Staff present: Carol Rische, Mary Gelinas, Heather Equinoss
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