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Geor gia Comprehensive State Water Management Plan

Advisory Committee Meeting
Macon, Georgia
July 11, 2001

Background

The growth in population and economic activity in Georgiais placing increasing demands on the
state’ swater resources. The dtate is experiencing increasing water demands both for offstream
uses (i.e., public supply, industrid use, thermoelectric power production, and agriculturd and
other rura uses) and indream uses (i.e.,, navigation, hydrodectric power production, waste
assimilation, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreation). Along with addressing expanding weter
supply demands, there is mounting interest in maintaining or improving water quality to protect
drinking water and to ensure that water is safe for recreationa purposes and supportive of
aqudic life. Baancing the multiple demands for water supply and water quality in an equitable
manner requires the state to comprehensvely plan how limited water resources may be used.

To move toward addressing water-related concerns, Governor Roy Barnesincluded in his
legidative package for the 2001 legidative sesson, Senate Resolution 142. This resolution
created the Joint House/Senate Comprehensive State Water Plan Study Committee and a Water
Plan Advisory Committee. The charge of the Study Committee isto:

1. Study water resourcesissues, both quaity and quantity;
2. Condder exiging policy, laws, rules and programs, and
v" Recommend a process and schedule;
v Devedop the principles for the plan; and

v Recommend any other action or legidation.

The Study Committee and Advisory Committee met jointly a The University of Georgia's
Center for Continuing Education in Athens on May 30-31, 2001. Theintent of this meeting was
to provide an opportunity for members of the two committees to get acquainted and to provide
them with an overview and reading materias related to Georgia s water resources and the
problems and issues related to how we use and manage those resources. Background materias
were provided to the committee membersinduding:

v' The“Water Issues White Paper” produced by the Board of Natural Resources;

v Developing a Comprehensive State Water Management Plan: A Framework for
Managing Georgia’s Water Resources, by James E. Kundell, Terry A. DeMeo and
Margarent Myszewski, Research Atlanta;



v' “GeorgiaWater Resource Policy: A Cal for Action,” produced by the Association
County Commissioners of Georgiaand Georgia Municipa Association;

v" Protecting Sream and River Corridors: Creating Effective Local Riparian Buffer
Ordinances, by Seth J. Wenger and Laurie Fowler; and

v" Whose Water Is1t? Major Water Allocation Issues Facing Georgia,” by JamesE.
Kunddl and Diana Tetens, Vinson Inditute of Government.

All of these documents are available through the internet at www.rivercenter.uga.edu (under
publications), or the “White Paper” a EPD’ s website (www.dnr.gate.gaus/dnr/environ/), or the
ACCG/GMA document at (ACCG.org and click on natura resource policy).

Presentations were aso made a the meeting to provide an overview of the water Stuation in the
date, the issues we face, and how other states have undertaken comprehensive state water
planning. The presentations are available through the internet a www.rivercenter.uga.edu.

Advisory Committee Meeting (July 11, 2001)

The first work session relaing to the comprehensive state water management plan was a Water
Plan Advisory Committee meeting held in Macon on July 11, 2001. Of the 50 members of the
State Comprehensive Water Plan Advisory Committee, 32 were in attendance, along with a
number of othersinterested in the water planning process. Study Committee Co-Chairman Bob
Hanner was present and addressed the Committee regarding the importance of the work they
were doing. Dr. Jm Kunddl, Chairman of the Water Plan Advisory Committee, explained the
focus of the meeting and the process that would be used. Dr. Richard Milford of the Vinson
Ingtitute of Government served as the fecilitator. “ Strawvmen” or drafts of avison statement,
guiding principles, water management godls, lead agency, interagency cooperation, and public
information and involvement were provided to the Committee. Dr. Milford then facilitated the
discussion on each of these topics.

Following is the vison statement, guiding principles for the water planning process, and gods

for water management as adopted through consensus by the Advisory Committee. For areview
of the discussion on each topic, see the Appendix to this report.

Vision Statement

Georgia svigon is to ensure the sustainability of water resources for the support
of the state’ s economy, naturd systems and quality of lifefor dl atizens.



Guiding Principlesfor the Water Planning Process

Guided by the Vison Statement, the process for developing the state' s comprehensive water
management plan must be based on the best scientific and economic informeation available, and
should incorporate the following:

1. ahaligtic/lcomprehensive gpproach which recognizes the interconnectedness of the
hydrologic cycle, including amaospheric, surface and ground water qudity and quantity;

2. interdependence of economic prosperity and environmenta qudity;

3. cooperation, coordination, communication and collaboration among federd, state and local
units of government, and other water management entities;

4. watersheds, river basins, and aquifer systems as the geographic and hydrologic basis for
water planning and management programs,

5. congderation of intrastate and/or interstate regiond water management options,
6. interrelationship between land use and water resources,

7. water consarvation, efficiency and reuse, with attention to the impact of consumptive use and
return flow, asintegral components of the water management program;

8. meeting dl federd, date and locd water qudity and quantity requirements
9. equitable! dlocation of water resources while protecting other water users and the environment;
10. drought and flood mitigation policies and procedures,

11. identification of data and information needs, and implementation of monitoring, research,
technology transfer and other efforts necessary to address those needs,

12. timely and effective public education, information and participation mechanisms,

13. timely and effective information and involvement mechanismsfor permittees, advocacy
groups, and other stakeholders,

14. recommendations on changesin state law necessary to carry out the plan;
15. recommendations for necessary funding to implement the plan; and

16. periodic revisons of the plan to accurately reflect new insights from monitoring and
research, aswell as dynamic socia, economic and environmenta factors.

'Equitableis defined as: impartia or reasonable in judgement or dispensation; just.



Water Management Goals

Guided by the Vison Statement, Georgia s water resources should be managed in the public
interest and directed by the following:

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

basing water management on comprehensve and long-range planning;
managing water resources to protect public hedth, safety and welfare,

employing interagency and intergovernmental communication, cooperation and coordination
mechanisms,

integrating surface and ground water and water qudity and water quantity decision-making;

utilizing river basins, watersheds and aquifer systems as the geographic and hydrologic basis
for water management programs,

protecting, maintaining, and improving the quaity and quantity of the State's water resources
consstent with federd, state, and local water laws,

enauring that dl public water sysems congistently provide adequate amounts of safe, high
qudity water to Georgid s citizens, while encouraging conservation and efficient water use;

enauring that dl Georgians have access to safe, high qudity drinking water;

incorporating mechanisms that minimize the adverse impacts that land use activities have on
water resources,

mesting the practicad and economic needs of Georgians while maintaining, protecting, and
improving the dat€' s naturd systems;

equitably allocating water resources while protecting other water users and the environment;

basing water resources decisions on the best available technica and scientific dataand
principles;

ensuring that research, standards, and decision-making in al water resources programs are
supported by awater information system that is broadly accessible, comprehensive, and
based on the best available scientific information;

encouraging/requiring water conservation, efficiency and reuse in atechnologicaly and
economicaly feasble manner;

incorporating drought and flood mitigation measures into water management decisont
making;



16. maintaining state and loca water management programs on sound financid footing by
focusing limited resources on priority needs, encouraging multi-jurisdictiona approaches and
by expanding revenue;

17. establishing timely and effective public and stakeholder information, education and
involvement drategies asintegrd parts of the state’s water management program; and

18. uniformly enforcing federd and sate laws o that the environment and public hedth are
protected.

Lead Agency, Interagency Cooperation, and Public Information and I nvolvement

Materia was provided to the Committee on options for lead agency, interagency cooperation,
and public information and involvement. Severa Committee members expressed opinions that it
was too early in the process to make arecommendation on alead agency. Members believed a
greater understanding of the planning process and the skill set needed to develop and implement
the plan was necessary before making the decision.

Members of the Committee recognized that interagency cooperation would be extremely
important to the development of a Comprehensve State Water Management Plan. Given the
discussion on the lead agency recommendation and the deferral of a recommendation on that
issue, the discussion of the interagency cooperation was aso deferred.

A ligt of recommended mechanisms for ensuring public information and involvement were
provided to the Advisory Committee for their consderation. The Committee discussed various
options for informing and involving the public but did not make specific recommendations on
how public information and involvement should be achieved. Aswith the lead agency and
interagency cooperation discussion, the Committee felt it was premature to recommend specific
options.



APPENDIX

Meeting Summary
Comprehensive State Water Plan Advisory Committee
July 11, 2001
Macon, Georgia

Thefollowing isasummary of the proceedings of the Comprehensve State Water Plan Advisory
Committee meeting held on July 11, 2001 in Macon, Georgia. This document is intended to
summarize issues discussed, aswell as comments and concerns raised in the development of
recommendations for a vison statement and guiding principles for the water planning process
and goals for water management.

Recommendation of a Vison Statement

For discussion purposes the following statement, developed by ACCG/GMA, was placed before
the Advisory Committee:

“Our vison for the gate isthat dl current and future Georgians have equitable
access to ardiable supply of good quality water while ensuring that the resources
are protective of public health and environmenta quality and supportive of
economic development.”

In addition, the vision statements adopted by severa other states were also made available.
Summary of Discussion

A suggestion was made to specifically add the terms * surface water and ground water” to the
statement to denote that the plan and program will address both resources. Members of the
Committee noted that Georgialaw addresses ground water and surface water differently.

In addition, a member suggested identifying surface and ground waters as a community property
resource and that this resource should attain a*“fishable, svimmable and drinkable’ standard.
Severa members expressed concern over the use of the terms, fishable, swimmable and
drinkable such as the use of these termsto develop a“standard” that may change in the future.

Members of the Advisory Committee provided comments and concerns over other termsin the
proposed statement such as “reliable’ and “equitable.” A dictionary definition of “equitable’” was
provided: “impartid or reasonable in judgement or dispensation; just.” Consideration was given
to changing “reliable’ to “sugtainable.” Suggestions were made to delete “ current and future”’
and to provide more emphasis on quantity of water.

Recognizing that the vision statement should be as concise as possible, a suggestion was made to
consder working from another vison statement. It was noted that the dternative statement



included reference to the “ stat€' s economy, natural systems and quality of life” Some members
of the Committee expressed concern over the meaning of the terms “ sustainability” and
“benefit.”

Consensus was reached that “ sustainability” was a generdly understood term and that “ benefit”
should be changed to “support”. In addition, the focus of the vison statement was changed from
the gtate to its citizens. The Committee had a discussion of the need to expand language in the
vision statement to include a more interstate regiond approach.

A point was raised that the vision statement should address how to balance water resource uses
between the economy, natural systems and quality of life

Consensus was reached on the following recommendation for the vison satement.

Georgia’svision isto ensure the sustainability of water resources for the support
of the state’ s economy, natural systems and quality of life for all citizens.



Recommendation of Guiding Principlesfor the State Comprehensive Water M anagement
Plan

A “srawman” of guiding principles was placed before the Advisory Committee. The distinction
between “guiding principles’ and “gods’ was explained. Guiding principles are to guide the
planning process. The gods are goas for the water management program. It was noted that the
principles were not listed in any specific order of priority.

In discussions about the introductory sentence, some members expressed concern that the
proposed principles did not sufficiently recognize the importance of economic factors and the
interdependence of the state’ s economy and water resources. The members generally agreed that
the plan should be “science-based,” but lack of scientific certainty should not be a reason to do
nothing. To address these concerns and comments, language was added to the sentence linking it
to the vison statement and providing for use of the best scientific information available in
developing the plan. A new principle expressing the interdependence between economic
prosperity and environmenta quality was aso added (see new principle #2).

Consensus was reached on the following introductory sentence.

Guided by the Vision Satement, the process for developing the state's
comprehensive water management plan must be based on the best scientific
information available, and should incor porate the following:

The fallowing guiding principles were discussed.

1. A haligtic/comprehensive gpproach, which recognizes the interconnectedness of surface and
ground water and water quaity and quantity;

Summary of Discussion

Some members expressed concern over the lack of extensive knowledge regarding the
relationship between surface and ground water. However, it was pointed out that more was
known about the relationship than current management techniquesindicate. A point was
raised that atmospheric water (precipitation) should aso be addressed. To tie the various
components together reference to the “hydrologic cycle’” wasincluded in the language.

Consensus recommendation 1 a holistic/comprehensive gpproach which recognizes the
interconnectedness of the hydrologic cycle, including atmaospheric, surface and ground water
qudity and quantity;

2. New consensus recommendation 2: inter dependence between economic prosperity and
environmental quality;

10
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Summary of Discusson

As noted previoudy under the discussion on the introductory sentence, this principle was
added to specifically recognize the referenced interdependence. Some members were
concerned that the proposed principles did not sufficiently recognize the importance of
economic factors and the interdependence of the state’s economy and water resources.

I nteragency communication, coordination, and collaboration;
Intergovernmenta cooperation and coordination among federd, state and loca units of
government;

Summary of Discussion

With regard to proposed principle #2, some members sought clarification of the definition of
“agency.” Given the amilarities between the concepts in proposed principles #2 and #3, it
was suggested that they be combined. Some members of the Committee suggested that the
combined concept should be broadened beyond its current governmental focus to include
permitted users, private water management companies and other entities engaged in water

management activities.

Consensus recommendation 3: cooper ation, coordination, communication and collaboration
among federal, state and local units of government, and other water management entities;

River basins, watersheds and aguifer systems as the geographic and hydrologic basis for
water planning and management programs,

Summary of Discussion

Some members of the Committee raised concern that this principle did not sufficiently
recognize the importance of intrastete regiond water management. Intrastate regiona water
management is important to addressing the needs of that region’s economy. The point was
aso raised that there may be opportunities to address some water resource issues on an
interstate regional basis. A state water plan should consider these matters, aswell asinter-
regional cooperation. A consensus was reached that a new guiding principle needed to be
developed to dedl with these issues (see new principle #5).

Consensus recommendation 4: water sheds, river basins, and aquifer systems as the
geographic and hydrologic basis for water planning and management programs,

New consensus recommendation 5: consideration of intrastate and/or interstate regional
water management options.

Summary of Discusson

See summary regarding principle #4.

11



5. Consensus recommendation 6: interrelationship between land use and water resources,

6. Water consarvation, efficiency and reuse asintegral components of the water management
program;

Summary of Discusson

The Committee briefly discussed the concepts of “reuss” and “efficiency.” Clarification was
provided that “reuse’ did include the reuse of wastewater (gray water). A suggestion was
meade that this principle contains language to include the impacts of “consumptive use and
return flows.” Consumptive use could be considered in terms of reuse and efficiency. The
Committee discussed the need for incluson of “consumptive use” in this principle aswdl as
the issue of return flows resulting in interbasin transfers. The point was raised that
consumptive use and return flows were important for downstream users to be able to assess
the availability of water.

Consensus recommendation 7: water conservation, efficiency and reuse, with attention to the
impact of consumptive use and return flow, asintegral components of the water management
program;

7. Meting dl federd and state water quaity requirements;
Summary of Discusson

Locd requirements may stem from such programs as source water protection. The principle
should dso include water quantity requirements.

Consensus recommendation 8: meeting all federal, state and local water quality and quantity
requirements

8. Equitable dlocation of water for reasonable uses without impairing the resources or
adversdly affecting other water users;

Summary of Discusson

Members of the Committee expressed concerns over “impairing” given itslega connotation
and “reasonable’ due to the subjective nature of the term. Comments were also made
regarding the use of “adversdly.” It was noted that some adverse impacts are currently
alowed if the use is reasonable and that the focus should be placed on dimination of
unreasonable impacts.

The point was raised as to whether “other water users’ just referred to in-state water users or

was a broader term which included the concept of regionaism. It was decided that “other
water users’ did follow the broader meaning.

12



10.

11.

The members of the Committee discussed the meaning of “resources” Some members
suggested that “resources’ should include *“aguatic” resources, organismsliving in and
depending on the water rather than just human uses of water resources. No other principles
directly refer to protection of aquatic resources. However, other members noted that the
holistic tone of principle #1 would address broader implications and that this principle was
attempting to address the more narrow issue of human uses of water resources.

Asin previous discussons, some members commented on the use of “equitable” Members
decided to reframe this principle in amore postive light. I1n doing so, the use of
“environment” implies a broad meaning that includes aguatic resources, as well as the water.

Consensus recommendation 9: equitable allocation of water resources while protecting other
water users and the environment;

Consensus recommendation 10: drought and flood mitigation policies and procedures,

Identification of data and information needs and monitoring, research and other efforts
necessary to address those needs;

Summary of Discussion

The Committee discussed the need for the plan to provide focus on the implementation of
efforts to address the data and information needs. Smply identifying those needs will not be
aufficient to produce an effective water resources management program. Technology
transfer was aso added, as another option to address needs.

Consensus recommendation 11: identification of data and information needs, and
implementation of monitoring, research, technology transfer and other efforts necessary to
address those needs;

Public information, education and participation mechanisms,
Summary of Discusson

Members of the Committee commented that these mechanisms need to be both timely and
effective. A discusson of adding “technology transfer” to this principle ensued, but it was
agreed that “technology transfer” would fit more appropriately in principle #10. The
members of the Committee dso discussed combining this principle with principle #12. Some
members sought clarification regarding the inclusveness of theterms, * public” and
“gakeholder.” It was determined that “public” referred to the generd population
(everybody) and that “ stakeholders’ were those people “closer” to the issue and did include
permit holders. Some members suggested that permit holders clearly needed to have
involvement in the planning process. Because of concern over the meaning of “ stakeholder”
and the potentia for using different mechanisms to work with stakeholders, the two
principles were not combined. Government agencies should also be included as targets of
activities under this principle.

13



12.

13.

14.

15.

Consensus recommendation 12: timely and effective public education, information and
participation mechanisms

Stakeholder information and involvement mechaniams;
Summary of Discussion

It was suggested that the planning process needed to provide a clear mechanism for providing
information to and involvement of permit holders. It was further suggested that permit

holders should not be smply grouped in with other “stakeholders.” It was aso recommended
that “advocacy groups’ dso be specificdly identified in this principle. Some membersraised
questions whether “ advocacy groups’ includes groups from outside the state or whether
“citizen groups’ would be a more gppropriate term. “Advocacy” is defined as. “active
support, asof acause.” An advocacy group would be an organization that actively supportsa
Specific cause.

Consensus recommendation 13: timely and effective information and invol vement
mechanisms for permittees, advocacy groups, and other stakeholders;

Changesin state law necessary to carry out the plan;

Consensus recommendation 14: recommendations on changes in state law necessary to carry
out the plan;

Necessary funding to implement the plan;
Summary of Discussion

Some members of the Committee pointed out that since sound management of water
resources benefits the generd public, the cost of implementing those programs should be
borne by the public at large and not smply placed on industry. However, it was further
pointed out that the public & large provides funding through the State Generd Fund, which is
gppropriated by the General Assembly.

Consensus recommendation 15: recommendations for necessary funding to implement the
plan;

Periodic revisons of the plan to accurately reflect dynamic socid, political, economic and
environmentd factors;

Summary of Discussion
Members of the Committee commented that revisions of the Comprehensive State Water

Management Plan need to incorporate the results and ingghts from monitoring and research
programs, as well as other new scientific information. 1t was suggested that wording be

14



added to dlarify that revisons would be based on changesin socid values, not the listed
factors.

Some members expressed concern over the inclusion of “political” factors. Revisons
resulting from changes in politicd factors may undermine any stability and certainty
associated with the plan and programs implemented thereunder.

Consensus recommendation 16: periodic revisions of the plan to accurately reflect new
insights from monitoring and research, as well as dynamic social, economic and
environmental factors,

Other Matters

The point was raised that water is a scarce resource and should go to those users who can most
efficiently useit. The question was raised as to whether a new principle should be created to
addressthisissue. Some members noted that allocation decisions should not be narrowed to
economic condderations alone. No new principle was proposed.

15



Recommendation of Goalsfor the Water Management Program as Developed in the State
Comprehensive Water Management Plan

A “srawman” of godsfor the water management program was placed before the Advisory
Committee. It was agreed that, where gpplicable, god statements containing smilar language to
aguiding principle would be conformed to the language adopted in the guiding principle.

Some members sought darification as to the need for both guiding principlesand gods. It was
explained that the guiding principles were for the development of the Plan and the gods were
more applicable to and focused on the state’ s water management program.

Consensus was reached on the following introductory sentence.

Guided by the Vision Satement, Georgia’ s water resources should be managed in
the public interest and directed by the following:

1. basng water management on comprehensive and long-range planning;

2. managing Georgid s water resourcesin the public interest and to protect public hedlth, safety
and welfare;

Summary of Discussion

Some Committee members questioned the need for the inclusion of “public interest” in this
datement given the adoption of the vison statement. A brief explanation was provided that
the Environmenta Protection Division is currently charged by state law with managing water
resources in the public interest. Further explanation was offered regarding the state' s “police
powers’ or the authority to regulate activities in order to protect public hedlth, safety and
welfare. Members suggested that management in the “ public interest” could be included in
dl god statements. For the sake of brevity, clarity and consstency, the concept of
management in the “public interest” was added to the introductory sentence (see above).

Consensus recommendation 2: managing water resources to protect public health, safety and
welfare;

3. Consensus recommendation 3: employing interagency and intergovernmental
communication, cooperation and coor dination mechanisms,

4. Consensus recommendation 4: integrating surface and ground water and water quality and
water quantity decision-making;

5. Consensus recommendation 4: utilizing water sheds, river basins and aquifer systems asthe
geographic and hydrologic basis for water management programs,

6. Consensus recommendation 5: protecting, maintaining, and improving the quality of the
state’ s water resour ces consistent with federal, state and local water laws

16



7. enauring that dl public drinking water systems consistently provide adequate amounts of
safe, high quaity weter to Georgia s citizens,

Summary of Discussion

It was suggested that “ public” should be removed so that the goa would apply to drinking
water sysemsin generd. Some members expressed concern regarding the implications of
removing “public’ and thus having the god apply to private wells. The Committee briefly
discussed Georgid s current drinking water regulatory scheme.

Another point raised by some members was whether the use of “provide’ implied that the
gtate would be committing to agod to furnish water for every person. It was noted that the
date ensures the quality of the water through regulation, but water systems ddliver water
sarvices. “Access’ to water does not guarantee water service. Members aso remarked that
the statement should include language about Georgians responsibility to conserve weter.

Some Committee members commented on the concept of supplying “adequate amounts’ of
water. It was noted that water from public water systemsis often used for other purposes
such asfire protection and lawn watering. The question was raised as to what extent the
date’ s water management program should be striving to provide adequate amounts of high
qudity water for those uses a so.

In order to address comments and concerns, the statement was divided into two statements.
See new consensus recommendation #8 bel ow.

Consensus recommendation 7: ensuring that all public water systems consistently provide
adequate amounts of safe, high quality water to Georgia’s citizens, while encouraging
conservation and efficient water use;

New consensus recommendation 8: ensuring that all Georgians have access to safe, high
quality drinking water;

Summary of Discussion
See discussion of god #7.

8. incorporating mechanisms that minimize the impact that land use activities have on water
resources,

Summary of Discussion
Statement should refer to “adverse impacts’.

Consensus recommendation 9: incor por ating mechanisms that minimize the adver se impacts
that land use activities have on water resources;

17



0.

Consensus recommendation 10: meeting the practical and economic needs of Georgians
while maintaining, protecting, and improving the state’ s natural systems

10. equitably dlocating water for reasonable uses without impairing the resources or adversely

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

affecting other water users;
Summary of Discussion
Conform to guiding principle #8.

Consensus recommendation 11: equitably allocating water resources while protecting other
water users and the environment;

basing al resource project decisons on technically and scientificaly sound data and
principles,

Summary of Discussion

It was suggested that the god be clarified to focus on “water resources’ decisons, in lieu of
“resource project” decisions. In addition, concern was again expressed over the terminology

“technically and scientifically sound data” The suggestion was made to conform to the
guiding principles by subgtitution of “ best available technical and scientific data.”

Consensus recommendation 12: basing water resources decisions on the best available
technical and scientific data and principles,

Consensus recommendation 13: ensuring that research, standards, and decision-making in
all water resources programs are supported by a water information system that is broadly
accessible, comprehensive, and based on the best available scientific information;

Consensus recommendation 14: encouraging/requiring water conservation, efficiency and
reuse in a technologically and economically feasible manner;

Consensus recommendation 15: incor porating drought and flood mitigation measures into
water management decision-making;

maintaining state and loca water management programs on sound financia footing by
focusing limited resources on priority needs and by expanding revenue sources,

Summary of Discusson
As previoudy discussed under guiding principle #14, some concerns were expressed about
how programs would be funded. Some members noted that if water resources will be

managed in the public interest, the public should pay for those programs through generd
revenues. It was noted that, in any case, sufficient user fees could not likely be imposed to

18



pay for al programs developed in accordance with the plan and that public funds will be
required. Members dso sated that this statement should include language to encourage
multi-jurisdictional approaches.

Consensus recommendation 16: maintaining state and local water management programs on
sound financial footing by focusing limited resources on priority needs, encouraging multi-
jurisdictional approaches and by expanding revenue;

16. Consensus recommendation 17: establishing timely and effective public and stakeholder
information, education and involvement strategies asintegral parts of the state’ s water
management program;

17. uniformly enforcing Georgialaw in ways thet fairly assign lidbility so that the environment is
fully protected and the burden on people innocently exposed to water misuse is minimized;

Summary of Discusson

Some members raised questions regarding the meaning of this satement. It was noted that
assignment of liability was alegd issue that rests with the courts. People liable for
environmenta violations are prosecuted, thereby providing protection for the public hedth
and welfare and the environment. The point was aso raised that the goa should reference
federa law since Georgia agencies aso enforce federa laws through delegated programs.

Consensus recommendation 18: uniformly enforcing federal and state laws so that the
environment and public health are protected,;

Other Matters

One member stated a concern that the goas did not address the issue of whether water is a public
resource or aprivate resource. The member raised the question regarding where that issue would
be addressed. The member expressed a bdief that this issue was a fundamentd issue in water
resources management. Mention was made of the public trust doctrine and current requirements
for management of water resourcesin the public interest.

19



Recommendation of a Lead Agency for Development of the State Comprehensive Water
Management Plan

A lig of potentia lead agencies was placed before the Advisory Committee for discussion
purposes. The ligt included the following agencies with a brief explanation of their duties.

Georgia Environmental Protection Divison
Governor’s Office

Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget
Georgia Regiond Trangportation Authority
Commissioner of DNR’s Office

New Divison within DNR

Georgia Department of Community Affairs
Georgia Environmenta Facilities Authority
Georgia Soil and Water Conservation Commission

Summary of Discussion

After abrief discusson, severd of the above-referenced agencies were diminated from
condderaion. The remaining aternaives included: Georgia Environmenta Protection Division
(EPD), Commissioner of DNR's Office, and anew divison within DNR. Some members
expressed concerns over whether EPD has staff with the appropriate expertise to develop the
plan. In addition, some were concerned about the co-location of planning and enforcement
functions, while others supported the co-location of these functions. Other options added were: a
new state agency or an Office of Water Resources (that would be attached to one of the options
previoudy identified).

Severd Committee members expressed opinions that it was too early in the process to make a
recommendation on alead agency. Members believed a greater understanding of the planning
process and sKill set needed to develop and implement the plan was necessary before making the
decison. Some members suggested that the appropriate set of skills necessary for devel opment
of the State Water Management Plan be identified and agencies be evduated on the avallability

of those skills and their record of accomplishment. It was aso suggested that aflow chart
identifying necessary factors for planning and implementation be congtructed to inform the
discusson of arecommendation for alead agency.

Consensus recommendation on the lead agency: Deferred to a later date
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Recommendation of an Interagency Cooperation Mechanism for Development of the State
Comprehensive Water Management Plan

Members of the Committee recognized that interagency cooperation would be extremely
important to the development of a Comprehensve State Water Management Plan. Given the
discussion on the lead agency recommendation and the deferral of a recommendation on that
issue, the discussion of the interagency cooperation was aso deferred.

Consensus recommendation on interagency cooperation Deferred to a later date

Recommendation of Public Information and I nvolvement M echanismsin the Development
of the State Comprehensive Water Management Plan

A lig of recommended mechanisms for ensuring public information and involvement were
provided to the Advisory Committee for thelr congderation. These included the following:

v’ webpage communications;
v public medtings;

v' focus groups, and

v public hearings.

Summary of Discusson

It was suggested that press releases be added to the list. In addition, some members suggested
that an e-mall lisgtserve of interested parties be created to disseminate information such as
Committee reports and white papers.

A suggestion was offered that the public information and involvement policy clearly state that
meetings will be open to the public and that documents produced would be available for public
review. It was noted that al meetings of the Joint House/Senate Comprehensive State Water
Planning Study Committee and this Advisory Committee are open to the public.

Some members commented that the difference between public mestings (e.g., providing
information) and public hearings (e.g., accepting comments) needs to be clearly expressed.

Consenaus recommendation on public information and involvement: Deferred to a later date
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