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.FOREWORD
 

" ". 

The t'heme of t~e "1977 National Conference ort Water, spdnsored .by the United' 
States Water Resources Cou'Qcil. in .cooperation .with 21 n~tional ·interest 
groups, .was" "Water Management: 'Problems and 9pportunities." ,'The afternoon' of 
the first day'was devoted to identification of the critical water problems 
facing. the country. Conferees were divided into five ~orkshop groups to 
facilitate this identi~ication and to exami~e ·the problems associated w~th 

Water and Energy, Urban Water Issues, Environmental Issues,". Problems of Water 
Allocations and Priorities, and the·Process and Criteria used to prioritize 
among· various problem areas. The four speakers for the Process and Criteria 

.workshop were asked to examine specific issues. Those speakers, and the ques­
tions they were asked to address, were as follows: 

Lewis D.W~lker, Assistant Director for National Water Assessment,. U.S. 
Water Resources Council 

What criteria are used in making the National Assessment? 

Does it distinguish between the national interest and the Federal 
role? 

Does it effectively interrelate or accomodate sta·te and local per­
spectives of problems? Is this more than lip service, and when does 
this input occur? 

How does it identify emerging problems that should have a high pri ­
ority? 

Does it provide for,public evaluation? By what publics? 

How does it avoid being constrained by the perspectives of existing 
agencies, some of which may adhere closely to historical objectives 
and not recognize new frontiers? 

How does it accomodate social priorities, such as relieving unem-' 
ployment, which is on~ of the major concerns of decisionmakers in 
the political arena? How can such considerations be accounted for 
in analyzing problems and setting priorities? 

Fred E. MOrr, Ghairman, Ohio River Basin Commdssion 

Does .p1~ning provide 8· rigorous process for 'pr"oblem' analysis? 

Does the.planning process provide an adequate method. of discovering 
the pe'rception of various publics--e •.g., local, state, -and others~-
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'and the way they prioritize problems? 

Does the planning process distinguish between the ·various interests 
of units of governments and the role of those units of government? 
Further, does the planning process distinguish between the national 
interest and the Federal role in the analysis of p'roblemS~ 

Do the current methods of planning sufficiently reflect social pri­
orities which are of major concern to decisionmakers in the politi­
cal arena? Is this accounted for in the analysis of problems and 
the setting of priorities? 

Dee C. Hansen, Utah State Engineer, Division of Water Resources 

What criteria should states use in the analysis and prioritizing of 
water and related land problems? 

Do states distinguish between state interests and state roles? 

How significant are Federal programs in warping state problem analy­
sis? . 

Does the process of problem analysis provide an adequate opportunity 
for securing perspectives of local government? 

Do current methods of analysis reflect social priorities which are 
of major concern to decisionmakers in the political arena? 

Gloria Shepard McGregor, Community Development Director, City of Davis, 
California I 

What criteria should local governments use in the analysis and pri­
oritizing of water and related land problems? 

How important. are the concerns of "growth" or "no growth" in prior­
itizing problems at the local level? 

·Do local. governments distinguish between Federal, state, and local 
interests as.opposed to Federal, state, and local roles in water and 
related land problems? 

How significant are Federal programs in warping local problem analy­
sis? 

Does the process of' lo.c~l·prob.lem an~lysis' ·provide .... a subst·antiv.e--as· 
opp·osed. to a merely proce'dural--opportunity .for securing perspec-. 
.tives·of citizens who'are or 'should be concerned? . 

Do current .methods of analysis at the local level· reflect social 
priorities which are'of major concern to decisionmakers in the polit­
ical ·arena? 
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This publication includes the presentation by each of the ·fou~ speakers for 
the workshop on Process and Criteria. Their perspectives should be of special 
interest to all concerned with resqlving the nation's critical water problems.· 

William R. Walker, Chairman . 
Workshop· on Process and Criteria 
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THE SECOND NAT~ONAL WATER ASSESSMENT: 

PURPOSE, PROCESS, CRITERIA, AND UTILITY 

Lewis D. Walker
 
Assistant Director for National Water Assessment
 

u.s. Water Resources Council 
Wa.shington, D.C. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Second National Water Assessment, its strengths and weaknesses, and 
improvements for the future will be the central focus of my remarks. To set 
the context, I would like first to provide a general overview of the Council's 
National Water Assessment Program and then briefly to describe the process and 
then the criteria and data base which are the main components of the Assess­
ment. 

The National Water Assessment is a major program of the Water Resources Coun~ 

cil. This program, authorized by the 19'65 Water Resources Planning Ac~ (P.L. 
89-80), is a study of the adequacy of the water supplies necessary to meet 
water requirements in each water resource region in the United States. The 
Council published its first National Water Assessment in 1968. The Second 
National Water Assessment, which is in much greater detail, was started in 
October, 1974, and is to be completed by December of this year, at a cost of 
$6.8 Ddllion. A major objective of the current Assessment is to identify and 
describe the nation's severe, existing, and emerging water and related land 
resources problems from both the State/regional and national viewpoints. 

The Assessment can best be described by explaining its three phases: (1) 
Nat·ionwide Analysis,. (2) Specific Problem Analysis, and (3) National Problems 
Analysis. In these analyses, data are developed for the nation and the 21 
water resource· regions which are subdivided into 106 areas. These areas are 
shown on the problem statement in your. program. 

PROCESS 

Nationwide Analy.is 

The primary purpose of the Nationwide Analysis is to provide information on 
water. requirements and water supplies and to display sur.pluses and/or defi ­
ciencies which would identify existing and potential water problems on a 
nationally consistent set of projections. These 'projections includepopula­
tion, agriculture, and forestry needs; water quality problems; electric 
power demands; flood damages; navigation needs; fish, Wildlife, and recreation 
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requirements; and land and water preservation concerns. In the Assessment, 
these projections :make up a future condition which is referred to as a "Fed­
eral viewpoint" in planning for the water and related land problems and needs 
of the nation• 

.Th~· Nationwide.Analysis has been developed and compiled for nationwide review. 
A broad array of current (1975) and future (1985, 2000) information on water 
and related land resources. is now being reviewed by the Water Resources Coun­
cil. 

Specific Problem. Analysis 

Since a nationally consistent model does not have the flexibility to reflect
 
extreme regional differences, the primary purpose of .the Specific Problem
 

·Analysis is to set forth the State/regional viewpoint in a common format. and 
in sufficient detail for use in the National Problems Analysis. These view­
points, prepared by 21 Federal-State teams in the field, are. referred to as 
the "State/Regional Futures (SRF)" which are regional counterparts to the pro­
jections of the Nationwide Analysis. To accomplish this, the regional study' 
teams have identified and described: (a) water related problems; (b)geo­
graphic areas containing sufficient problems of major complexity to warrant 
preparation of comprehensive plans or data collection activities, and (c) 
effects of not resolving problems. From these activities, the regional spon­
sors are in the process of preparing appropriate conclusions and recommend~­
tions which will not be tempered to reflect the Federal viewpoint and will 
therefore present the more localized regional and State viewpoints. The Spe­
cific Problem Analysis is about 85 percent complete and will be finished by 
June 30, 1977. 

National Problems Analysis 

The final phase of the Assessment is the National Problems Analysis. The 
objectives of this analysis are to clarify from a national viewpoint the 
nation's most serious water and related land problems and to prepare a report 
which contains a comparison of Federal and State/regional viewpoints. This 
analysis is being accomplished in two steps. Step 1 involved the development 
of procedures and guidelines for conducting the analysis. Step 2 involves 
the identification and description of water and related land problems, geo­
graphic areas where these problems are most severe, and conclusions and recom­
mendations concerning the Federal role in resolving these problems. The 
Nationwide Analysis and Specific'Problem Analysis data serve as a basis for 
the National Problem Analysis which will articulate, define, and quantify 
problems from the national point of view. These two data sources were used to 
develop the 24 problem statements for this conference. 

CRITERIA AND DATA BASE 

.The criteria and data base for the 1975 Assessment can be conveniently dis-. 
cussed under these topics: (1) Nationwide Analysis; (2) State/Regional 
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Futures, and (3) Basic Data. 

Ase;umptions for the ... Nationwide Analysis
u 

The Nationwide ~alysis was based on a.nationally consistent set· of estimates 
of supplies and current. and future requirements for water for scenarios for . 
1975, 1985 and 2000, based on the following assumptions: 

--The national population is estimated to grow at about 0.9 percent per 
year and will reach zero growth early in the next century. For the 
year 2000, this assumes 264 million people. 

--The Gross National Product will increase at _bout four percent per 
year, doubling by the year 2000. 

--The water quality goals will be largely achieved by 1985. 

--Water use efficiencies will change due to attainment of water quality 
goals and higher values for water. 

\ 

--Agricultural production and marketing are modified to reflect recent· 
trends in per capita consumption and export levels. 

--Fish and wildlife and recreation needs will continue along curr~nt 

trends. 

--Increased levels of flood plain regulations will be expected in the 
future. 

--Current trends in waterway shipments to total shipments.will continue 
into the future. 

S~ate/Re8ionalFutures 

In the Specific Problem Analysis conditions were identified, described, and.
 
compar$d to specific water-related problem issues and areas from a.regional
 

. perspective. , The conduct of the Speci~ic Problem Analysis by helping to 
define for a!l regions in a fairly structured framework was as follows: 

--A problem-identification. survey was conducted, based on regional 
views on' population growth, economic activity, 'and enviromnen~al con-' 
cerns.. 

--Problem issues and areas were selected for further evaluation. 

--Info·rmation was devel.oped· to describe the sever! ty of problem is~ues' 
within selected problem areas. 
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Data Base 

From the Assessment effort, a data base will be available on population, 
income, flood damage, energy, navigation, recreation, and environmental and 
water quality parameters. Water supply data and use based on the above will. 
establish the basis for a water budget from a physical standpoint for each of 
the 21 regions .and 106 areas. Offstream uses, instreamuses, groundwater 

. mining, and·the effects of drought can be· analysed as well. 

Definition of· Problems 

From the analysis·of the data, there are certain difficulties in determining, 
defining, categorizing, and quantifying a problem type of issue. One method 
is to categorize· them in terms of the resource constraints or limitations; 
another is to use the functional use or goal-oriented approach. Lastly, one 
might look at p·roblems· from just the institutional aspect of resolution 
requirements. The approach taken in the 1975 Assessment has been to look 
generally at the resource orientation of the problems, the functional use, and 
the problems in a regional context. Institutional problems are viewed as a 
means to an. end and can be modified if there is full comprehension of the 
resource problems· and their effects if not resolved• 

.Strengths of the 1975 Assessment 

The purpose of the Assessment is to collect information to define our water 
. problems. How this information is displayed so that it is useful is impor­
tant. The strengths of the 1975 Assessment lie in the Assessment products and 
how they are used. 

The results of the Assessment will encompass a number of water resources 
problems, as you can see from the 24 problem statements. These can be used to 
show program managers: (1) the need for planning studies; (2) the need for 
research and data collection; (3) the need for changes in institutional or 
legal arrangements, water policies, and water-related programs, and (4) the 
Federal role in assisting to resolve· each of the high-priority problems. 

The Assessment provides an extensive body of data developed on a consistent 
basis, describing the nature of the nat·ion's severe water and related land 
problems. This large body of detailed information can provide improved sup­
port for decision-making at departmental levels within the Federal government, 
and should be especially· useful in determining the allocation of funds toward 
the resolution of present and emerging problems. At these and other levels, 
the findings of the Assessment can provide·an improved basis for formulating 
recommendations to the President· and the Congress on the allocation of Federal 
resources. In fact, last March, findings of the Assessment were drawn upon 
whe~ preparing the PreSident's drought .study report. 

Implicit in the form of the Assessmen~'s outputs is the opportunity afforded 
the general public, program administrators, and the Congress to compare Fed­
eral and State viewpoints on problems. 
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User-oriented packaging of the 1975 Assessment is necessary to.insure wide 
distribution and proper interpretation of Assessment results. 

The Assessment process has had a high level of State/regional participation 
and cooperation. Through this State/regional participation, the Assessment 
process.~as ,produced a comprehensive set of. explicit State/regional goals and 
·object1ve~. A c~oss-sectional view of regional goals and objectives will pro~ 

vide a va.luable· reference in assessing regional views of water resources plans' 
and programs. 

Further, the Assessment process ha.s had an organizing effect by establishing 
an impfoved communication channel among Federal,' State and local participants 
in' water resource management. The open and continuous dialogue underway dur­
ing the past several years has had a valuable educational effect due to the 
increased number of people involved in identifying grass-roots problems 
throughout the nation. 

Weaknesses of the ._Current Assessment Process 

While it .1s difficult to discuss, it is only reasonable to point out weak­
nesses which, if recognized, will lead to improvements in the future. Incom­
plete and inconsistent data and information and data errors resulting from 
faulty data.management have led to severe criticism of the Assessment. I 
certainly have noticed that the Assessment does not lack controversy. 

MQst of the data provided in the Assessment are reported within the framework 
of the 106 areas. Many complain that the areas are not meaningful to the 
users, and that states prefer data developed on state boundaries. While most 
of .the economic, demographic, and other social data can be easily computed 
on a state basis from the existing data base, some of the water data are not 
that easy to handle in this manner. We are trying to develop water use data 
by state boundaries. On the other hand, water supply data are fraught with 
difficulties--e.g., many times a water body is part of the boundary between 
the states. Thus, water ~upply may be extremely difficult to determine in 
comparing use and supply to prepare a state water budget in physical terms. 
Even so, the Water Resources Council is committed to develop Assessment data 
along state boundaries to the fullest extent possible. 

Another weakness I have noted is that not enough attention has been given to 
fully measuring and evaluating the economic, environmental, and social effects 
of not resolving the nation's water resources problems. Nor has there been 
careful definition of the relative urgency and complexity of the problems. 

Lastly, one weakness bears directly on the Assessment's immediate usefulness' 
as a tool in project formula.tion. .The data and information prOVided in the 
Assessment are not detailed enough to be used directly in the formulation:of (~ 

projects. The Assessment gives general indication of the seriousness of the 
problem and provides direction for program decisions and resource allocation 
needed to give attention to a problem. It· does not give the precise details 
needed in a project plan. While there is a limit as to what the data can be 
used for, they do provide basic data for broad general planning. 
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Improve~ents for_ the Future 

.Oneimproveme·nt in conducting future assessments would be to .agree at the 
onset on the' approach to be'followedand then to conduct the program accord­
ingly.. The second Assessment suffered be.cause not enough attention was given 
to implementing and managing the program in its early stages of development. 
bas a result,. milestone.s were not met. Field people had to do without .promised 

. data 'or improvise, and .program slippage' complicated or i~terr'upted later func­
·tions .. 

'The current Assessment will not specifically. determine the relationship 
between water supply and water requirement conditions in terms of what 
res'ources are required to solve the problems, and wha~ population is affected 
by the problems. Considerations must be given to this in future work.' Also, 
the next Assessment should develop the best possible measure~ for dealing with 
the economic, environmental, and social impacts of not resolving the nation's 
water reso~rce problems.' 

Lastly, user ~eeds and the presentation of findings should be carefully con­

sidered and included in the study plan.
 

My few months of involvement'have been extremely interesting and challenging.
 
MY goal is to get the draft report out soon in order that the review can
 
begin. This should aid in developing the best technical report with the
 
~resources provided. 
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DO COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENTS PROVIDE RELIAJ3LE T~CHNIQUES 

IN PROBLEM ANALYSIS? 

Fred E.0; Horr
 
Chairman.'
 

Ohio River Basin Comadssion
 
Cincinnati, Ohio"
 

I ·welcome.· this opportunity to bring to you the results of some of the activ-' 
itias :wehave been conducting in the Ohio River Basin Commission during' the­
pas't .six years. A discussion of the ORBC planning proc~ss is' very appropriate 
under a session titled "Process and Criteria of Problem Analysis." As some. of. 
you know, the ORBC has been moving rapidly to develop and forward the ·Compre...··· 
hensive Coordinated Joint Plan (CCJP) for development of the basin's water'and 
related'resources required by Public Law 89-80. The documents which we have" 
forwarded .to date, representing major portions'of the basin's CCJP; are· quite 
different from·"plans" developed both Within and outside the Federal estab­
lishment over the last two or three decades. The ORBC approach is designed' 
to beres~onsiye to the region's needs and problems and has gained widespread 
'regional acceptance among the general public as well as among the members who 
developed it'. Comments o·n our CCJP and recent discussions with Federal agency· 
people, both in the field and outside the Ohio Region,have indicated that' 
there are many different perceptions of what a River' Basin Commission's CCJP 
should consist of, and what it is 'intended to do. 

The basis .for the ·ORBC approach lies in P.L. 89-80 itself. .That law charges
 
river· basin coInmissions with coordinating the plans of the many enti·ties .
 
engaged' in water related .activitiesin their regions. This leads to quite a .
 
different process. and product than if we had been told to coordinate, ·.or
 
engage in', the planni.fig process itself.
 

The process and criteria used 'in a .problem analysis,'or in any particular· 
planning effort for that matter, depend.s on the kinds of prbblemswhich are 
being addressed and the level at which the proposed alternatives are being 
.cons·idered. The proces.ses and criteria involved in addressing a specifiC: 
water or related resource problem such as a lo~al flood problem, a 'particular' 
community's water sup.ply shortage,urban or county recreational needs, or 
establishment of a wildlife refuge ate different from the proc;esses and crite..· 
ria involv~d in developing' regional· water quality plans '0. preparing a basin- . 
wide plan for abatement .of flood damages·, or identifying and evaluating the 
need for and availability .of wi·ld, scenic and r'ecreational rivers within a . 
given region. Likewise, the process and the criteria involved. in coordinating 
the plans developed by the many 'different Federal agencies, states, private 
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establishments and local governments in a' large multistate region - all with 
competing ~eeds and wants and long lists. of sometimes confl~cting or dupli.... 
cative alternatives' for the use of a limited resource ~ must be different from 
the traditional single function or single project planning techniques which 
.have been employed by Federal agencie.s, state planning organizations, urban 
planners,and others in the past. 

. , 

This. 'coordination of plans is the Commission',s charge. under ,.·~he law and the. 
"Co~ssion has recognized that its task·is fundamentally not 'a technical one. 
~t has understood that. its role shall not place it in competition with its 
'meIJiber states and agencies by developing new plans by a different set of pro­
fessional. planners.within the Commission's'·offices•.It has' proceeded to 
interpret and display the proposals' 'of its members , and of o,thers 'in the b~s~n 
through its member~,in. manner which permits the Commission to, ,revi'ewall 
pr'oposals for meeting the region's varied water and related· :~esources prob­
le~., It has then selected from among these identified alternatives those 
activities wl-iich should be recolDlllended, those which should not be 'undertaken 
and' are not tn"'the plan, and those for' which action sh'ould be def,erred until 
further·,' information is collected, political conflicts resolved, public support, 
and acceptancere-eva1uated or'for any ,number of other reasons. 

'The,.Commission' sprocessis such that it is incumbent upon each member (in ~he 
O,RBC - 11 states, ten Federal' agencies and two interstate compacts) t.o con­
'sider the wisdom of recommending a given proj ect or program for' inclusion into 
the, plan. Each member must conduct whatever analysis and investigation of 

'proposed activities he desires or is responsible for, and determine 'whether,or 
not each proposal is' c:onsistent with his state or agency's goals,' obj ecfives 
and policies, does not conflict with other needed projects and programs and 
is, on balance, beneficial to the region as a whole. Such considerations are' 

',inherent in .the way the rule of consensus, required by law, is used in· arriv-' 
ingat'Commission decisions. To a Washington reviewer who has become acctis~ 

tomed to receiving voluminous technical reports, the Commission's CCJP may·, 
appear to be merely a prioritized list of ·projects and programs when, 'in f.act, 
it represents much more. The process by which the Commission develops i~s. 

.plan. i's' basically. a coordinative one in which the states and. Federal agencies 
each represent their respective 'points of view from a regional, perspectiv'e, 
with each me~er individually deciding whether 'alternatives proposed by, others. 

, are. accep.table or not, and where all members work t~gether to, 'r,esolve con­
, 'flicts and avoid duplications o,f effort by combining 'their collective judg­

ments. 

Sometimes the information the Commission has available is quite complete. ,In' 
thosecases,it maY'be easy to ,identify conflicts and duplication and, to eval­
uate ,competing alternatives. The' Commission's deliberations are ,'straightfor­
ward and either the proposal is adopted into the plan or deleted from it or 
action is taken to resolve problems and conflicts among members. In some 
cases, however, 'very little information is available and the Commission must 
make its decision relying more heavily on its judgment based on knowledge of 
the basin's problems and resources. The Commdssion's process is designed to 
accommodate this wide range of situations and the Commission feels that it 
should not defer making a decision on ~hether or not to reconnnend aproject'or 
program for inclusion, or exclusion, -just because it is still in the very 
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preliminary conceptual'stages of development. In fact, this is one of the 
.distinct ad'vantages of the Commission process to. the taxpayer as well as to 
the state and Federal members. By considering proposed projects early, the 
Comodssion can often help prevent the fruitless expenditure of dollars for 
detailed planning for projects which have a high risk of unacceptability, 
while recommending to the Congress and the President those projects and pro­
grams it feels ~epresent an appropriate expendi~ure of tax dollars for the 
benefit of the region and the nation. The Commission feels that its approach 
in integrating the plans of others is also advantageous to professionals 
within the Federal agencies and in the states, enabling them to direct their· 
limited time and resources more productively. . 

The Commission is dedicated to the principle of broadly-based citizen parti-' 
cipat10n in its planning coordination activities, and the Commission's 
planning process is always open to, and aided by, the public. The OBBe 
Citizens' Advisory Council, often supplemented by citizens' . task forces and 
work groups, aid in Level Band CCJP-related study efforts, the annual revi­
sion of the Priorities Report and other Commission activities. Cit;zens sit 
directly at the work group tables with Commission members or their represen~a­
tives as needs, and problems are discussed and analyzed, and alternativesolu­
tiona either rejected from the plan, held in abeyance pending resolution of 
conflicts, or adopted into the plan with priori.ty recommendations assigned. 
Citizen representatives work with the Commdssion in every step of this proc­
ess. Citizen participation in itself could be the subject of long and 
lengthy disJ"course; for now, it is only important t'o remember .tha.t, as I 
describe our process, public participation is an integral and vital part·. 

I am sure you realize by now that the OBBe approach to 'plan coordination is
 
quite different from past practice and results in a very different product.
 
And you can probably also begin to understand a little of the~ontroversy that
 
we have stirred up. The crux of the matter, I think, centers around.who the
 
plans are intended for. So much of what. is found in. pl~ns today. is WTit~en by
 
the planners of the organization developin.g the plan for the information and
 
edification of the planners in the organization for whom the plans are
 
intended. There is nothing wrong with this and I would not· suggest for a
 
moment that the technical expertise and work of the professional fraternity o~
 
water resources planners is unnecessary. I would contend that' it is quite
 
proper for a Commission, composed of cabinet level appointees of Governors and
 
top regional Federal agen~y officials to provide Conmds.sion recommendations to
 
the President and the 'Congress without supplying extensive detailed ~echnicall
 

backup information. What they are saying to the President and the Congress
 
. and the Governors and the state legislatures, in effect, is that through the 
advice of their staffs and based on their own' knowledge of the region, expe­
rience, and political understanding, the members have reviewed the,technical 
plans developed by other Federal agencies and states within the Ohio' River 
Region, an¢! have to the best of their ability identified those-planning . 
·efforts which are not duplicativ:e, do" not conflict with' other more ~ppropr1ate . 
uses of the'resource, 'and' are politically acceptable, arid contIi1end those. 
selected to the President· and the Congress for further action. 

O~vious_ly, in many cases, much technical work needs to be. done before - results
 
can be realized, but these are' matters to be worked outbetween'thte staffs of
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