Headwaters Fund Board Meeting 
March 17, 2009

12:30-3:00

Prosperity Center – Conference Room

520 E Street, Eureka
Members Present: Mark Burtchett, Patrick Cleary, Kathy Moxon, Daniel Opalach, Jon Sapper and Alex Stillman
Members Absent: None

Others Present: Dawn Elsbree, Sandy Alcaraz, and Sara Mosser from Plan West
1.
Opening
a.
Approval of February 17, 2009 minutes – meeting came to order at 12:36.  Changes to the previous draft minutes were made for clarification.    Alex moves for an adoption of the amended minutes, second by Kathy, so carried.  Questions about public information requests with regard to AEDC and RREDC; as of yesterday we’re getting clarity from county counsel, plan is to redact certain pieces of private and proprietary business information and then provide the loan write-ups. Was there a request from the BOS concerning the letter from Rob Arkley in response to the Headwaters Annual Report?  The Board of Supervisors would like staff and the Headwaters Fund Board to come up with a method for reporting measurable outcomes.  
b.
Public comment on non-agenda items – Member of the public, Sara Mosser present to comment on 2009 Grant Round Agenda Item.
2.
Education Initiative: Continuing the discussion related to business leaders’ feedback that their main concern is having a ready and willing workforce. The goal is to develop the technical and professional workforce that will be necessary for a vibrant healthy economy and north coast community. This would involve a long-term commitment of support from the Headwaters Fund.
Discussion: Possible involvement of Headwaters Fund in supporting efforts of the P-16 council to provide information and programming at local schools to encourage continuing education 
Questions and Comments from the Board:

Any update or report from Jon? Developing a skilled workforce is not necessarily an easy thing to do. The program recommendations Jon and the P-16 council are recommending involve promoting continuing education throughout the k-12 system. Is this something that the Headwaters Fund Board is interested in taking to the next step - analyzing the county to see what parts of the recommended activities are in place. What are some of the gaps and holes?  What specific kinds of approaches would we want to take to fill in the gaps; what are the associated costs?  There could be one year, five year and ten year benchmarks. Question for the board is where would they like to go with this issue?  Who might do this research across the county?  Initial groundwork would be done by Jon…go back to the P-16 council to see if they are willing to fund the first phase of research. Is it something that Dawn would take on?  This would depend on results from initial fact finding.  Does this need to be put into a grant fund application form?  Pleasure of the board, could be done in this manner. The monies would come from the grant initiative fund. This project should come out as an action plan, what are the deliverables, what are the associated costs; then move forward.  If the board were to request that the work be done, we might be able to get a concrete plan within 60 days or so. Ultimately the groups involved in the P-16 council can make things happen.  This would be a shift in the way schools are providing instruction.  Currently there are quite a few changes going on right now inside the system.  Will these 8 activities get kids through school?  We believe so, in addition to the other activities already going on to adequately prepare kids academically.  Let’s have Jon move forward with this; work with Dawn to look at a 30-60 day come back.

3.
2009 Grant Round Review
Discussion: Packets of Grant Fund Applications have been distributed to board members.  Board members will share their application rankings. Member of the public, Sara Mosser, is present to participate in the discussion related to planning services for Rio Dell, grant #11.  
First level of discussion is for everyone to give the numbers of the proposals they do not think warrant funding based on the economic development potential compared to other proposals in the round. Consensus not to fund #3 (Artists for Change), #6 (Ink People- Coffee-Opp) and #15 (Ink People- North Coast Studios).

Jon Sapper recuses himself with regard to proposal #21 because of a friendship with one of the parties.
Consensus on what is more appropriately funded through CIF - #21 (Blue Lake Wastewater Treatment Plan).
General discussion on remaining grant proposals:

#1 - UC Cooperative Extension - Agriculture Tourism

Do we know if we have support from farmers for this? Has interest been shown by 50 landowners?  There was evidence of interest when a presentation was made at the Future Forest conference. Saw higher priorities in the round than this one.  
#2 - Community Alliance for Family Farmers – Agri-entertainment

Felt like this one was similar in affect as the first grant proposal, but not as far along in project development. Perhaps proposals should have been combined.  CAFF still looking for funding for staff salaries. 
#4 - HSU – BSN Nursing Program

Not a strong case for the validity of an on-line nursing program. How would the clinical components be taught? The hands-on components of a nursing program are important. No letters of support from the hospitals. Acknowledgement in the proposal that the current RN to BSN program has problems, these problems need to be fixed. No relation between this program and an increased number of nurses locally. Possibly they could be asked to present to the Board. Some board members have this ranked high.  
#5 - City of Blue Lake - Mad River Brewing Company Wastewater Treatment and Industrial Park Business Plan. 
This would not be a gift of public funds as funding goes to the city for the improvement of their system. This is a short-term wastewater plan; the other proposal is a long-term water treatment plant. Would the business plan mean they could suddenly fill the business park? It would probably attract businesses.  Arcata has few spots left for business development and there are not many areas like this allowed for in the General Plan.  A business plan makes the Industrial park more saleable to businesses. This could give the City of Blue Lake a competitive advantage.  
#7 – HSU – Competitive Intelligence Part II

Need more hard data from phase I; the proposal lacks results from the first phase.  Should not need a grant proposal to collect feedback on a fee structure from the consumers, should just be doing it. We should see the results of that upfront to justify continuing support – proof of sustainability.
#8 – County Economic Development – Direct to Retail

Impressed with the fact that this is stemming directly from business requests. Thought this was a strong proposal. Strong letters of support from businesses. Weakness is that budget is primarily reimbursing county employees.  
#9 – Humboldt Bay Center for Sustainable Living – Eco-Hostel

Is this ever going to get off the ground? Still a good idea. Not sure this can be pulled off; haven’t been able to ground the financial viability of the project.  What exactly are they planning to build – need a feasibility study with construction costs and income projections.  Want more grounding before we step in as a funder. Headwaters is more appropriate for plugging the last hole. Wasn’t comfortable with the proposal. Staff will get some questions answered.  
#10 – HSU – Employer Services

Good service provided and necessary but this should be the normal course of business.  Good project; good proposal.  Should provide support for the person with energy and vision changing the system.

#11 – Rio Dell – Food Collaborative

Have they contacted the similar project (Foodworks) to learn from their successes and challenges? Proposal is about what they are going to do without looking at what is feasible. No financial study – no look at potential cash flow.  How many businesses do they need – what scale makes sense, what would the rent/square foot be?  CDBG additional assistance grants would be perfect for this. This would not just be a kitchen incubator, but also a distribution center for Humboldt County.  It could take a layer of profit the growers don’t have to give.  How would they handle sales? There needs to be some market analysis of the feasibility. 
#12 – Mattole Restoration Council – Forest Economy

They have good ideas but a lot of competition. Companies will be forging the path to define new markets, then small landowners can piggy back – markets will develop naturally, we do not need to fund that. Smaller forest areas need to be protected; will have a long-term impact on the environment.  
#13 – Friend of the McKinleyville Library – Wireless room

Gates put money on the table for every library in the nation to be connected with broadband.  How will they maintain, upgrade and sustain this project?  No points for economic development or environmental benefit. They state that it will be available for job seekers but that is provided for by the Job Market satellite at McKinleyville High.  Project should be done but maybe not by Headwaters.
#14 – Southfork High School -Miranda Community Center

These would be the schools computers and the local community would also have access.  Staffing issues weren’t addressed for after hours. Is there sufficient broadband connectivity to support this? CR could possibly have extension classes there.  Will the kids have access to these computers during school hours? 
Come back to 16 – St. Joseph’s Hospital.  Might be appropriate for CIF.

#17 – Humboldt Resource Conservation District – Oak Woodlands

Economic argument is private land being opened up for public access.  Economic link is weak. Good environmental plan.

#18 – Mid-Klamath Watershed Council – Panamnik Center

Who owns the building?  Isolated area. Possible for CIF funds? These are the shakers and movers of the area.  Is there a viability plan for the building?  Is there a level of secured commitment?  We will trigger prevailing wage.  
#19 – HSU – Renewable Energy Plan

Like the idea. Unfortunate that funding goes to computer modeling.  Find out if they received the RESCO funding.

#20 – HSU – SBIR/Robotics

Still haven’t had the question of intellectual property rights ownership answered. Need to make sure this is not a gift of public funds. Like the idea of supporting a repeat inventor. Is it really feasible to pull off more robotics classes with this funding?  Is there any generalizability to the results of his work – what would the utility be outside this specific application?   What foundation would be laid for future projects – industry development?   So far as we know we don’t have anything like this in this area.  Interesting area.  Intimates that this will open a door to other opportunities.  
#22 – YES – Data Collection

Liked it because it provides support to ranchers. They collaborated on a creative plan to improve their watershed so that regulations would not restrict how they run their businesses. They are being proactive. Jon is recusing himself from this proposal. 
What is the process for next meeting?  Everyone will rank the remaining 18 proposals from 1-18 so that we can get some kind of consensus.  Taken #3, 6 and 15 off the table; 21 to CIF.  

4.
Closing – Meeting adjourned at 3:26

a.
Staff updates - None

b.
Confirmation of future meetings: April 21, May 19

No action

