Rivanna Interim Draft Prior to March 6 Steering Committee Meeting


Rivanna Watershed Symposium

Post-Conference Report

These notes were prepared by The University of Virginia’s Institute for Environmental Negotiation.  This report was prepared to reflect the initial ideas developed at the February 16 Rivanna Symposium.  These notes were used by the Rivanna Steering Committee at its March 6 meeting to develop a final plan.  Ideas from this report were evaluated based on the feasibility to implement them and the willingness and ability of participating groups to undertake them.  This report does not represent the final decisions.  The March 6 report is the final project report and should be referred to when assessing final project recommendations.

February 25, 2002

Summary of Major Recommendations from the Symposium

The Rivanna Watershed Symposium was convened on February 16, 2002 to explore opportunities for improving the protection of the Rivanna River and its watershed.  At this meeting, there was strong consensus on the following recommendation:  

· A coordinating group involving public agencies, private groups, and local 
officials should be created in order to more effectively address community and watershed needs.  This group should be responsible for developing and implementing a framework for addressing these needs (i.e. watershed plan).  One of the goals of such a plan would be to develop policy recommendations for adoption by local governments.

Details on this and other recommendations from the Symposium can be found in the notes section.

Key Decisions for the March 6th Steering Committee Meeting

Primary Tasks:  Given the strong agreement on the need for a public/private coordinating body, the steering committee should be prepared to address the following questions at the March 6th meeting:

1) Where should the coordinating body be housed?

· Proposed locations include:  TJPDC, TJSWCD

2) What are the roles and responsibilities of the coordinating body?

· Refer to Roles and Responsibilities, p. 6. and                                           Key Organizing Principles, p. 3

3) What are the initial steps required to make this coordinating body exist?

· Refer to Initial Tasks, p. 6

Secondary Tasks:  Discuss possibilities for forming a private coordinating group and other strategies involving existing or newly created authorities (see pages 7-8) 

Symposium Notes

The following pages outline the key problems, potential solutions and strategies for implementation that were identified by symposium participants.  Sections include:
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I.  Overview:  Identified Needs and Proposed Strategies

Small Group Discussions, Morning Session:  Focus Area & Goals

In this session, attendees discussed needs identified in the report and those proposed by group members.  Although there was a general recognition that all the needs were important and difficult to separate, there was general agreement between all groups on the most pressing or important needs.  These needs include:

· A process or management structure to resolve competing interests regarding the protection and management of water resources.

· Development of a comprehensive framework (i.e. watershed plan) for addressing the various community needs regarding watershed protection.  Many felt that the ultimate goal of such a plan is to develop policy 

recommendations for local governments.

· Better communication and coordination between watershed groups and local governments on watershed issues.
Other needs identified by participants that are critical to successfully addressing the above needs successfully:

· Buy-in from the community and local governments

· Creation of comprehensive database of information on the watershed, including:  scientific data, information on public attitudes, published reports, existing regulations, and updated information on efforts of watershed groups.  Such information was perceived as critical in achieving buy-in.

Small/Large Group Discussions, Afternoon Sessions:  Framework for Achieving Goals
In the afternoon sessions, groups explored possible mechanisms and strategies for achieving these goals identified in the morning.  Proposed strategies fell within three general categories, which are listed below (by far, the greatest amount of time was spent discussing the first item):

A. Public and Private Coordination/Collaboration

B. Collaboration/Coordination between non-profits and private groups

C. Efforts involving existing or newly created authorities

II.  The Importance of Building on Existing Efforts

There was strong consensus between all groups that any effort should, as much as possible, utilize the resources of existing organizations/projects.  Specifically, the following groups were identified as being important in a watershed planning effort:

· Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission (TJPDC) - see public/private coordinating body
· Thomas Jefferson Soil & Water Conservation District (TJSWCD) - see public/private coordinating body
· Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority (RWSA) - see authority
· Governor’s Scenic River Advisory Board - see authority
· Thomas Jefferson Water Resources Advisory Committee (TJWRAC) - see authority
· Piedmont/James River Roundtable - see public/private coordinating body
· The Nature Conservancy (TNC) - see private coordinating body
· The Rivanna Watershed Center (RWC) - see private coordinating body
· The Rivanna Conservation Society (RCS) - see private coordinating body
In addition to the organizations, a variety of other opportunities were identified:

· LOCAL

· RWSA Water Supply Project, planning and implementation phases

· Reservoir Watershed Management Report (will have goals, public participation, and plan)

· STATE

· Watershed Planning Grant (contact: Tayloe Murphy, Secretary of Natural Resources)

· Virginia Bill HRJ 202 (currently in Senate):  Proposed two-year study for adequacy of state water policy.  There is an opportunity to get assistance for watershed planning efforts and also the possibility of influencing how this study is done and who is involved (contact: Jay Gilliam, VA S.O.S.)

· Chesapeake Bay Agreement – watershed plans in place for two-thirds of the Bay watershed by 2005

· FEDERAL

· EPA River Planning Initiative (President Bush’s Proposal) – Potomac River is likely to be selected.  Possibility of James River being selected, too?

III.  Key Organizing Principles for Successful Watershed Planning

The attached sheet describes five principles for effective watershed planning that need to be addressed by any authority, coordinating body, or citizens/NGO group interested in developing a watershed planning initiative.
  Many of the strategies listed in Section IV directly relate to these principles.

1. How much water is available (surface and ground water) in the watershed, and how is it being used (presently, and in the future)?  This is usually addressed by developing a hydrologic model/water budget.

2. How much water does the river ecosystem need to remain healthy? (this must be specified as both volume and timing) This is usually addressed by an inter-disciplinary team of river scientists that can make an initial determination of the types of flows needed to sustain biodiversity and river ecosystem health.

Once the above questions are answered, we can identify potential incompatibilities between human and ecosystem use, both now and in the future, and gain a much better understanding of what ecological sustainability might mean

3. What do we want the river, its watershed, and our community's relationship to these to be?  This is the "visioning" process, in which the community defines a vision and goals for achieving that vision -- citizen's groups and non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) can play a big role in facilitating this process, but this process must be informed by the answers to #1 and #2 above.

4. How do we get there? (what changes in water management are needed to achieve the vision and goals?) This requires a combination of basic hydrologic information (#1 above), water resources engineering knowledge, and a lot of creativity and ingenuity to resolve any incompatibilities between human and ecosystem needs.

5. How are we doing? (a monitoring and assessment process is needed to tell us whether we're achieving our vision and goals) -- scientists can help identify appropriate ecosystem indicators, but other groups and citizens will need to contribute toward identifying other indicators that reflect their vision and goals.

IV.  Proposed Strategies for Implementing Goals

All of the proposed objectives and strategies listed below originated from the small and large group discussions.  The following questions regarding implementation should be considered by the steering committee to evaluate the most appropriate course of actions and key decisions that need to be made:

· Who should/can take responsibility of this task/effort?

· What funds are needed?

· What is the timeline for implementation?  (short/long term goals)
Some of these questions were addressed in the context of the discussion.  Proposed ideas/answers are included below.

A.  PUBLIC/PRIVATE COORDINATING BODY

Vision:  To provide an effective framework for the protection and conservation of the Rivanna Watershed.

Mission:  To create an integrated water resource management plan for the Rivanna Watershed.  

Description:  Such a plan would involve a partnership between agencies and non-profits for the Rivanna Watershed.  Specific recommendations from the would then be presented to local governments for adoption (e.g. drought management guidelines for each county).
Key Factor:  Public officials must recognize the importance of environmental protection and commit to improving the watershed.

Components:

· Articulated operating principles (see Key Organizing Principles)

· Clear long term/short term goals

· Staff and funding support

· Support for key, on-going efforts

· Ability to work at different environmental scales (i.e. individual localities and watershed-wide)

· Proposed Structure

· Separate technical and stakeholder committees as well as other task-oriented subcommittees

· Stakeholder representation would include science experts, county staff, major non-profits, state agencies, private developers, business representatives (home builders, chamber of commerce), and agricultural interests

· Coordinator position

Who should take responsibility of organizing this effort?

· TJPDC

· TJSWCD

Roles and Responsibilities

1. Community buy-in:  Education, outreach (using media) and public involvement to inform goals for watershed

· Who?  Assistance from the private coordinating body (“Alliance”)

2. Creation of a database of information on status of water resources in the Rivanna watershed, including variables such as water supplies, water quality, drought management, pollution, climate uncertainty (e.g. hydrologic model, see organizing principles, #1 & #2).

· Who?  TNC, TJSWCD, TJWRAC

3. Watershed planning should be integrated with other planning efforts, such as transportation.  This would also open up more funding opportunities.

Initial Tasks

1. Form initial group, determine and include key players.

2. Explore funding sources

· Contributions from local governments to initiate effort and get buy-in (see below)

· Grants from foundations, such as Canaan Valley Institute (see existing opportunities from above), 

· Additional staff/funding support may be available from Piedmont/James River Roundtable (DCR)
· Scientific/technical information on status of watershed to set stage/ educate officials about issues

3. Solicit support/buy-in from local governments, key groups/individuals.  Proposals should include answers to the following:

· Why the effort should be undertaken?

· How will each locality benefit?  

· Goals, objectives, and timeframes for effort

· Scientific/technical information on status of watershed to set stage/ educate officials about issues
3. Creation of informational clearinghouse including profiles of existing committees and watershed groups, published reports, and information on existing regulations
4. Hire a coordinator to assist in implementation of strategies.  

B.   PRIVATE COORDINATING GROUP 

Description:  Formation of an overarching group to aid communication/coordination of nonprofits and community groups involved in advocacy for the watershed.

Mission:  To effectively lobby local governments/public agencies for incorporate community concerns in watershed planning.

Structure:  

· Multi-group congress

· Rivanna Watershed Alliance (model:  Nanticoke River Alliance)

· Subcommittees headed by organization representatives

· Utilization of RWC’s organizational structure to initiate effort

Objectives:

· Organize independent groups to develop strategic plan/road map

· Develop public input process to help inform watershed goals

· Coordinate with Public/Private Coordinating Body 

· Create or find a virtual/physical center
 to house clearinghouse of information

Who?  TNC, RCS, RWC, Coordinator positions

C.  EFFORTS INVOLVING EXISTING OR NEWLY CREATED AUTHORITIES

Key Concern: More information is needed to evaluate which entities have what authority and assess where are the gaps (spatial or organizational) in order to determine what authority is needed.

Strategies

1. Modify mission/mandate of existing organization to address competing interests on a watershed scale.  Possibilities include:

· Determine specific responsibilities/authority of the RWSA.  Questions to answer:  Can the mandate of the RWSA be changed?  How?  How does the Dillon Rule
 affect creation of new watershed authorities.

· Governor’s Scenic Advisory Board – could it be responsible for watershed efforts?

· TJ Water Resources Advisory Committee – created by the TJSWCD, endorsed by TJPDC, elected officials ad hoc basis (as requested by local government/agency)

2. Explore other models for addressing problems.

· Surface Water Management Area
.  Designation of a SWMA would bring stakeholder interests to the table to negotiate solutions to the competing interests.  
· Advantages:  Dispute resolution and planning tool.  Can be used as hold out option.  
· Disadvantages:  loss of local control of regulation of water resources (State Water Control Board assumes control)
· Task:  Determine specifics of the designation and management of a SWMA
· Chesapeake Bay Agreement – Watershed plans for required by 2005. 
3. Local planning committees: Local officials working together regularly on smaller committees to achieve specific goals for area or region.  These planning committees could coexist and work with other organizations (e.g. the “Alliance” or Public/Private Coordinating Group)

· Who?  RWSA could organize meetings

� The principles were introduced by Brian Richter of the Nature Conservancy and received a high degree of support from small group A.  Descriptions of these points were provided by Brian via email.


� A “River House” has been planned as a part of the Upper San Pedro Partnership effort in southeastern Arizona.  Contact info:  Holly Richter, Project Manager, TNC, hrichter@tnc.org


� The Dillon Rule construes grants of power to localities very narrowly. The bottom line is - if there is a question about a local government's power or authority, then the local government does not receive the benefit of the doubt. Under Dillon Rule, one must assume the local government does NOT have the power in question.  Source:  http://www.co.fairfax.va.us/gov/omb/fcpos/Middle_School/11_dillon.pdf


� The Virginia Surface Water Management Area Act (1989) enables Department of Environmental Quality to designate a specified area as a SWMA when there is a history of low flow conditions in the designated area.  A conservation plan is approved by the Virginia Water Control Board (VWCB) to ensure that there are minimum flows during periods of drought.  Once adopted, a SWMA requires permits for any new withdrawals more than 300,000 gallons/month and a surface water withdrawal certificate to permit continuous withdrawals.  Although, a regulatory authority (DEQ) oversees a SWMA, the law encourages stakeholders to negotiate the specific conditions that would go into effect during low flow conditions.  In addition, water allocation permits are transferable among users.  Source:  Rivanna Watershed Needs Assessment, Phase I Final Report.
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