Notes from 07.20.10 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)
· Agreement (consensus) on recommendations to the HBMWD Board (done!)

· Agreement on changes or additions to make to the final report (done)
· Agreement on plan to evaluate WRP (done)
· List of “lessons learned” from the WRP AC process (deferred to Aug. 5)
· Agreement on outcomes for final WRP AC meeting on Aug. 5 (done)
Update on action items

· Preliminary report was drafted and sent to the AC

· Carol followed up with the AC members who were not at the last meeting. She was only able to get input from Dennis Mayo and Pete Nichols)

· Bill wrote up the description of the algae option

· Two-sentence bios for AC members is done

How to present and/or tier the recommendations

The AC discussed various options for how to present the recommendations in the report. The options considered included;

· Include the table of options/recommendations as they appeared in the June 20th meeting notes (with the inclusion of input from Pete and Dennis Mayo)

· List in terms of importance

· List in terms of what to pursue first, second, third (in groups)

· List in terms of tiers: actively pursue, pursue with partners, not recommend at this time

· Recommend combinations of things as a concept or an example

· Do not recommend at all

Possible tiers:

1. Actively pursue/focus on/immediately pursue

2. Likely/2nd priority/passively pursue (Someone has to come and convince the Board that it passes thresholds, dependent on studies, will generate some action by District)

3. Would require significant investment/defer pursuit. Not recommending to pursue at this time. Pursue in combination with other options pending new information or other

4. Elimination/Not recommended

The tiers eventually used by the AC are included in the matrix below.

Note: the report will include mention of all twelve recommendations noting the ones not recommended at this time.

Rating/ranking of options

Note: First three columns were completed on June 29th. Last four were completed on July 20th. The patterned cells represent the options “consensed” upon by the seven AC members present at the meeting. Please see notes below these choices.

	# of votes from “ranking”* (AC were asked to choose four)
	Options
	# of votes for District to pursue option*
	Imme-
diately
pursue
	Pass-
ively
pursue
	Defer***

	Elimin-
ate, not
recom-
mend
at this
time

	8.5
	A. 1. Activity pursue companies that use water


	10.5
	6
	1
	
	

	10.5
	A. 2. Expand District boundaries


	10.5
	6
	1
	
	

	.33
	A. 3. Lake in Blue Lake


	.33
	
	6
	1
	

	5.33
	A. 4. Aquaculture (including algae)


	.33
	2
	5
	
	

	1.33
	A. 5. Fish hatchery


	1.33
	1
	5
	1
	

	8.5
	B. 1. Sell untreated water to another municipality (public agency)


	9.5
	7
	
	
	

	.5
	B. 2. Sell untreated water to a private entity


	4.5
	3
	4
	
	

	3
	B. 3. Build a pipeline**


	4**
	3
	
	1
	3

	3
	C. 1. In-stream flows


	8
	3
	3
	1
	

	0
	D. 1. Micro-hydro


	0
	
	6
	1
	


* Ranking of options was initially done on June 29th. These numbers reflect the ranking done June 29th by nine AC members plus the input from two AC members gathered after the meeting.

** After the June 29th AC meeting, Pete Nichols suggested this item be eliminated. At the July 20th meeting, the AC did not attempt to come to consensus on this option stating that they thought the spread of “votes” was important to include and communicate in the final report.

*** In combination with other options, pending new information, other?

Notes on “tiering” of options (See decisions about tiers in matrix above.)

A. 1. Actively pursue companies that use water…recognizing that this has not been successful in other communities or in the past here

A. 2. Expand District boundaries…perhaps the munis would take, need to take the lead on this

B. 2. Sell water to a private entity…concerns about lack of control when selling to third party brokers/transfers. To maintain control = greater complexity to contractual arrangements. This was not popular with the public

B. 3. Build a pipeline…there was a wide range of opinions on this option. Broad spread of opinions in public and the AC

C. 1. In-stream flows…Almost all options will have some impact on in-stream flows. Can’t be looked at in and of itself. It will be a by-product of other options. Will take money, research, resources will be needed on the front end in relationship to other options. Question: do we need to actively study effects on estuary? Heard loud and clear from public to immediately pursue. Environmental beneficial use will help protect water rights. Note in the report the desire to actively pursue studies, use staff time to locate grants. Given gravity of financial situation it’s hard to “actively pursue” or spend money at this time on studies.

Evaluation Plan

· See document distributed at end of these minutes.

· AC agreed to participate in plan

· Mary will rethink “aggressive” time line

· Summary of the feedback on the process gathered thus far will be included in final report.

Next steps
	What
	Who
	By when

	Draft final report and get out to Advisory Committee


	Sheri, Bill, Carol, Mary


	July 30

	Review first draft of report and send missing information, major discrepancies and minor corrections to Sheri


	AC
	July 22

	Send out recommendations section of report to AC for final comments (especially from those who were not at the meeting)


	Carol
	July 22

	Prep for explicit questions from Board regarding transfer option and public reaction to same


	Carol, Mary, AC (Aug. 5)
	Aug. 5

	Hold a celebration of completion with the Board after the presentation to the Board on Aug. 12


	Carol


	Aug. 12


Present: Verne Frost, Michelle Fuller, Jana Ganion, Dennis Mullins, Bruce Rupp, Bill Thorington, Dave Varshock, Sheri Woo

Absent: Jacqueline Debets, David Lindberg, Dennis Mayo, Pete Nichols, Jim Smith, Kaitlin Sopoci-Belknap, Mark Wheetley

Staff present: Carol Rische, Mary Gelinas, Heather Equinoss

Evaluation plan for HBMWD’s Water Resource Planning process (DRAFT)
Purpose

The purpose of this plan is to evaluate the effectiveness and impact of Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District’s Water Resource Planning process. Specifically, the plan intends to assess;

(1) how well the process achieved the desired outcomes; 

(2) to what degree the process was implemented according to its guiding process principles; 

(3) which elements of the process seemed to be the most and least effective;

(4) the impact of the process on how participants think about public process; and,

(4) the impact of the process on the Board's decision making.

Approach

1. Gathered feedback from the participants at all Citizen’s Study Group and public meetings (done)

· At eight public meetings, two Citizen’s Study Group meetings and one Water Workshop, participants were asked to respond to four questions on a short questionnaire:

· On a Likert scale of 1 to 5, how well did this meeting achieve its outcomes?

· What was the most valuable aspect of this session?

· What worked about this session?

· Suggestions for future public processes?

· The numeric ratings will be averaged and the narrative comments summarized and analyzed.  (July 21)

2. Ask the Advisory Committee about what lessons they learned from their participation in the WRP process. (July 20)

3. Develop and conduct a survey of District staff, WRP Advisory Committee, Citizen’s Study Group, Water Task Force, and selected members of the stakeholder groups (30—40 respondents). (July 22—Aug. 5?)

· The survey will ask respondents to evaluate on a scale of 1 to 5 the following…

· the extent to which the process achieved its outcomes

· how well it met the guiding process principles

· the extent to which each of the major elements of the process contributed to the achievement of the outcomes (e.g., guiding process principles, an Advisory Committee of stakeholders, an AC charter, a Citizen’s Study Group, a process with phases, developing evaluation criteria before generating options, conducting a Water Workshop, use of small group/rotating discussions, Board and AC members acting as table hosts for the small group discussions, use of a professional process consultant/facilitator, etc.)

· their understanding of the pertinent issues when they first participated in the process, at its conclusion

· whether they think the HBMWD BOD will deliberately consider the results of this process.

· The survey will also ask the following questions:

· Over the twelve months of the process, how often were you able to participate? Just the beginning? Towards the end?

· Did you have an opinion about a possible solution before participating in this process? If so, did your opinion change over your time participation? If it did, what led to the change?

· Did the fact that the HBMWD—as opposed to an outside organization—convened these discussions encourage your participation in the process?

· Finally, the survey will include open-ended questions regarding the most important/effective part of the process; what was the least important/effective part of it; and whether the process affected how the respondents think about public process.

4. Conduct 20-minute interviews with members of the WRP AC and two members of the staff. (July 22-Aug. 5)

5. Include the preliminary results of the evaluation in the final report (Aug. 5?).
6. Prepare and present a report to the HBMWD Board of Directors. Conduct a modified “focus group” with the Board (Sept. 9?) and finalize the results of the evaluation.

· The focus group questions will include ones regarding whether and how the outcomes of the process will enable them to make informed decisions; how the process influenced their thinking about water use options; and whether the process was worth the investment.
Notes:

The responses to the questionnaires noted in item # 1 above were transcribed by those who acted as recorders at the meetings. A grouping and summarizing of the narrative responses was done by the consultant/facilitator to the WRP process. Item # 2 will also be conducted by the consultant/facilitator and scribed live during the conversation.
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