istakeholders)

Working together to share a common resource.

ACFS Governing Board Meeting
December 8-9, 2011

Pre-Meeting Packet

ACFS December 8-9, 2011 Draft Meeting Agenda

ACFS September 12-13, 2011 Meeting Summary

2011 Annual Plan — One Pager

2011 Financial Report

ACF Stakeholders Budget 2012 - Draft

Professional Services Team Memorandum — November 28, 2011
SWMP/IFLLA Project Initiation Meeting Summary

IFA SOW September 2011 Final Draft

. Technical Oversight Work Group Charge

10. 2012 ACFS Annual Plan — Draft November 2011

11. ACFS Five Year Planning Program — Draft November 2011
12. ACFS Fundraising Status Report

13. Water Management Practices in the ACF Basin — UGA Carl Vinson
Institute of Government Report for Do Better Work Group (a hard copy of
this report will NOT be provided at the meeting).
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APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE, FLINT STAKEHOLDERS (ACFS)

2011 ANNUAL PLAN

Il. ACFS 2011 Priorities

A
1.

10.

11.

2011 Priority Actions That Can Be Accomplished Within Current ACFS Resources:

Develop and submit consensus comments to the draft USACE water control manual
when released, submit consensus comments on the regional Georgia water plans
when released, recommend that Alabama engage in water resource planning, and
begin to review Florida water management plans, as they affect the ACF Basin;

Seek opportunities and provide consensus recommendations to the Governors of the
States of Alabama, Florida and Georgia, either in the context of implementation of
Judge Magnuson’s rulings in the Tri-States Water Rights Litigation or related to other
interstate agreements;

Create a “best practices” report, based on information collected from members
representing all applicable interests and geographic regions within the basin regarding
current activities designated to improve water quality and increase conservation and
water use efficiency.

Create acceptance of the value of our grass-roots, basin-wide ACFS organization
among key national, regional and state decision-makers, including elected officials;

Develop an overarching Five-Year Planning Program, a conceptual guide or
organizational “roadmap” of the long-term aspirations and commitments of the
organization.

Develop and implement a fundraising strategy for priority action items.

Begin to investigate institutional options for basin-wide water resources planning and
management.

Evaluate options for sustainable, paid organizational support and management of
ACFS.

Build on the needs matrices developed to date and engage in a dialogue that helps
members understand one another’s needs further and begins to define approaches for
coming to a consensus on how the basin should be managed.

2011 Priority Actions Needing Funds and Implementation Plans

initiate a sustainable water resource management assessment to develop an impartial,
inclusive and transparent process to define the water quantity and quality needs of the
basin stakeholders, evaluate alternative water management scenarios, and reach
consensus on one or more management alternatives; and

initiate an independent, science-based in-stream flow assessment to identify the flow
regime and lake levels necessary to sustain the physical, biological, and chemical
integrity and health of the ACF System.
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ACF Stakeholders, Inc
Profit & Loss

Accrual Basis January 1 through December 8, 2011

Jan 1 -Dec 8, 11

Income
Direct Public Support
Contributions and Grants 203,300.07
Meeting Support 14,797.99
Operations 1,800.00
Total Direct Public Support 219,898.06
Investments
Interest-Savings, Short-term CD 5.75
Total Investments 5.75
Program Income
Membership Dues 50,500.00
Total Program Income 50,500.00
Total Income 270,403.81
Expense
Business Expenses
Business Registration Fees 50.00
Credit Card Services 341.33
Total Business Expenses 391.33
Committees
Education/Outreach Committee
Travel 160.00
Website Development & Operation 1,563.05
Education/Outreach Committee - Other 815.00
Total Education/Outreach Committee 2,538.05
Executive Committee
EC Misc 160.00
Executive Committee - Other 273.88
Total Executive Committee 433.88
Finance Committee 342.99
Intergovernmental Affairs Comm. 1,500.00
Total Committees 4,814.92
Contract Services
Administrative Services 13,200.00
Facilitation Services 80,395.31
Outside Contract Services 2,116.34
Total Contract Services 95,711.65
Facilities and Equipment
Meeting Facilities and Support 17,273.91
Total Facilities and Equipment 17,273.91
Operations
Postage, Mailing Service 139.11
Total Operations 139.11
Other Expense 3,900.00
Work Groups
Data-Needs-Sustainability WG 300.00
Do Better 2,274.35
Professional Services 344.00
Total Work Groups 2,918.35
Total Expense 125,149.27
Net Income 145,254.54






ACF Stakeholders, Inc
Estimated Year End Balance Sheet

Accrual Basis

Dec 31, 11
ASSETS
Current Assets
Checking/Savings
SunTrust - Checking 33,878.83
SunTrust - Money Market 200,005.75
Total Checking/Savings 233,884.58
Accounts Receivable
Accounts Receivable 444,900.00
Total Accounts Receivable 444,900.00
Total Current Assets 678,784.58
TOTAL ASSETS 678,784.58
LIABILITIES & EQUITY -
Liabilities
Current Liabilities
Accounts Payable
Accounts Payable 18,137.50
Total Accounts Payable 18,137.50
Total Current Liabilities 18,137.50
Total Liabilities 18,137.50
Equity
Unrestricted Net Assets 87,892.54
Net Income 572,754.54
Total Equity 660,647.08

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 678,784.58
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APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE, FLINT STAKEHOLDERS (ACFS)
2012 ANNUAL PLAN

l. Introduction

The ACF Stakeholders (ACFS) is a non-profit organization created to provide a forum for
members of that organization to work together to understand the water resources of the
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin and to find collaborative solutions to its
water management conflicts. The ACFS Mission is to change the operation and management of
the ACF Basin to achieve equitable and viable solutions among stakeholders that balance
economic, ecological, and social values and ensure that the entire ACF Basin is a sustainable
resource for current and future generations. The ACFES Goals are stated below to provide context
for this action plan:

e To provide leadership in developing a consensus-based basin-wide vision and a unified
voice for the ACF Basin.

e To enhance communication among stakeholders in the ACF Basin.

e To develop a common scientifically valid understanding of the ACF Basin, including the
interrelated nature of water management in the basin, the needs of all of its stakeholders,
and the limitations of the system.

e To implement solutions that are based on the best available technology and science.

e To pursue appropriate change to institutional structure, policies, and procedures in
implementing the solutions set forth by this entity.

ACEFS plans to take action on six priorities in 2012. These actions inelude-the-developmentare
fundamental to the-efa Five-Year Planning Program to help accomplish the ACFS’ overall
mission to achieve equitable allocation of sustainable water resources in the ACF Basin. The
near-term priorities for 2012 work initially toward meeting the defined needs of the 14
stakeholder interests identified in the ACFS Charter and By-Laws, captured in the following six
inextricably-related planning objectives:

A. Ensure and/or maintain adequate water supplies for public supply/municipal uses
including wastewater assimilation needs of current and projected future populations.

B. Maintain existing and promote future economic/commercial interests’ water
availability and access for water dependent industries, power generation and
recreational interests.

C. Promote the optimization of the use of water for agriculture irrigation including: type
of irrigation technology, selection of crops, sustainable and resource-based -permitting
and water withdrawal monitoring.

D. Determine the nature and extent of commercial navigation that the ACF System can
effectively support.
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E. Protect the natural systems and ecology of the ACF Basin by defining and
implementing desired flow regimes and lake levels, water quality enhancements,
including wastewater and stormwater management and best management practices to
maintain a healthy natural system and support a productive aquatic ecosystem in the
Basin and the estuary.

F. Create and support relationships with local governmental institutions and other public
bodies within the ACF Basin to promote sustainability of the water resources and also
to enhance the historical and cultural resources of the basin related to the management
of its water resources.

I1. ACFS 2012 Priorities

The ACFS focus in 2012 will be to develop its Five-Year Planning Program and to initiate action
on a combination of important information collection tasks, on external opportunities to
communicate with decision makers about stakeholder interests, and on organizational needs.

ACFS has set the following priorities for commitment of resources in 2012. These priority
actions are important because of the basin-wide impact and their significance to most if not all
interest groups, the impact on acceptable flows and levels, and their contribution to progress
toward ACFS goals overall. These action items are not in any priority order, and some require
additional funding to complete.

the USACE S development of the draft Water Control Manual (WCI\/I) in 2012 Offer

assistance and insights to the USACE as appropriate. The goal is to be prepared to
submit consensus ACFS comments to the Corps when the revised WCM and EIS are
issued:.

3.2.Seek opportunities and provide consensus recommendations to the Governors of the
States of Alabama, Florida and Georgia, either-in the context of State water resources

planning and implementation-ofJudge-Magnusen’sthe most current tri-states water

ruling and rehngs--the-TFri-States\Water Rights-Litigation-orrelated-to-other related
interstate agreements. These recommendations will focus on the critical need for

realistic, science based resource planning which incorporates stakeholder input from
throughout the ACF Basin in order to move forward with a sustainable water
management regime for the Basin:.

4.3.Create a “best practices” report, based on information collected from members
representing all applicable interests and geographic regions within the basin regarding
current activities designated to improve water quality and increase conservation and
water use efficiency.
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5.4.Create acceptance of the value of our grass-roots, basin-wide ACFS organization
among key national, regional and state decision-makers, including elected officials;

7-5.Bevelop-and-implementalmplement the fundraising strategy for priority action items.

8-6.Begin to investigate institutional options for basin-wide water resources planning and
management.

9.7.Evaluate options for sustainable, paid organizational support and management of
ACFS.

10.8. Build on the needs matrices developed to date and engage in a dialogue that helps
members understand one another’s needs further and begins to define approaches for
coming to a consensus on how the basin should be managed. And furthermore, at
each 2012 GB meeting one or more sub-basins and a portion of the interest groups

present a statement of a) their objectives and b) express what they oppose, at that
point in time.

{Wﬂi

15.9. initiateaManage the sustainable water resource management assessment to
develop an impartial, inclusive and transparent process to define the water quantity
and quality needs of the basin stakeholders. Consultants for the SWMP will
undertake an evaluation and verification of the current and projected water needs and
uses for water supply including e.q. municipal & industrial, agricultural irrigation,
navigation (all uses; all stakeholder areas) and other uses to scientifically validate the
accuracy and consistency of current and projected needs. Include an inventory and
analysis of current municipal supplies and projected future needs. Once the needs of
the various users have been developed and vetted by the ACFS Governing Board,
consultant will; evaluate alternative water management scenarios, and assist ACSF in
reachingreach consensus on one or more management alternatives.;-and

10. initiate-Manage an independent, science-based in-stream flow assessment to identify
the flow regimes and lake levels necessary to sustain the physical, biological, and
chemical integrity and health of the ACF System._Include herein an independent
science-based data set for use in setting ecological performance criteria that will be
integrated into hydrological models. This assessment must specifically incorporate
the development of an unimpaired flows dataset that accurately reflects pre-
impoundment, pre-irrigation, and pre-population-explosion (in GA) flow
characteristics.
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11. Develop recommendations for agriculture water use permitting that will sustain
agriculture production while encouraqging efficient agricultural water use practices.

The Executive Committee will coordinate responses, as needed, to unanticipated developments
affecting the interests of ACF stakeholders.

I11. Implementation Action Plan

Tasks and/or deliverables anticipated in 2012 for each of these priority actions are described
briefly below, along with notations about who is responsible for each and a general sense of
associated costs.

The Issues Committee will coordinate activities that lead to recommendations to decision makers
in the Basin from and by consensus of the Governing Board, as described in the Charter. As
noted in the Charter, the Issues Committee may wish to form working groups to address specific
issues. The other Standing Committee having a critical “go/no-go” decision making role on
planned ACFS actions is the Finance Committee and- sub-ordinate work groups it may form to
support funding of the specific actions contemplated.

The following are proposed descriptions of each priority action and initial thoughts about the
details of implementing each priority action in 2012. These implementation approach tables
require validation by the standing committee or work group named as having lead responsibility
for that priority action. This document can be amended by the Governing Board at future
meetings.

1. Follow the USACE's development of the draft Water Control Manual (WCM) in
2012. Offer assistance and insights to the USACE as appropriate. The goal is to be
prepared to submit consensus ACFS comments to the Corps when the revised draft

WCM and EIS IS |ssued Develep%nd—s&bm%eensenw&eemn%n%s%e—th&d%aﬁ—u%

Year Planning Program)

The Corps of Engineers currently plans to release a draft, revised Water Control Manual
for public comment in June-2012 or 2013%. This manual will have a significant effect on
the interests of all stakeholders in the Basin and, thus, offers a significant, near-term
challenge and opportunity for the ACFS to "change the management of the water
resources of the ACF" to achieve an "equitable allocation™ of those waters. Because time
is short, it will be important to identify elements on whichthat the Governing Board can

reach CONSENsUS-6#. Qne%pﬂen—m%%l%a#a—eemme#ﬁe&epeﬁher—beiemﬁpaﬁmhe
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from a draft to final manual, ACFS will have made progress on the assessments and
collaborative modeling needed to engage with the Corps in a dialogue about how to

answer these questions.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):

Milestone Task/Deliverable

Mareh-17-18lssue Discuss-initial-set-of-questions-and-interests-that ACFS-may-wish

Date (ID) AT and-w ita
[ 4 lo bel '
accordingh]Circulate draft WCM & EIS to all GB members
upon Corps’ publication.

ApriID + 1 week :
statemen%sqampam%a%@%@%&eﬁespgw&ps evelog
prellmlnary draft response to WCM & EIS.

MayID + 2 weeks

eemmen%en%hl&mmlaepe#quesuensln person WG meetlnq,

JuhelD + 2 weeks

discuss draft and develop guestions.

Board-and-whatis-inthe-draft-\Water Control-ManualCirculate
guestionnaire to all GB members inviting feedback to WG.

JulylAugust

Assign WG members to speak at public comment meetmqs Seek

FBD

Submit-consensus-comments-to-the-CerpsSend letter to Corps

with questions in advance of public meetings.

Comment Deadline

(CD) — 4 weeks

Consider requesting extension of comment period as needed
based upon IFA progress etc.

CD — 4 weeks EC schedules special GB meeting if needed to meet comment
deadline.
CD — 3 weeks WG meets to develop final comment letter based upon feedback.
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CD — 2 weeks WG sends final comment letter to EC.

CD - 10 days EC convenes GB as necessary to reach consensus on comment
letter.
CD -3 days EC sends ACFS comment letter to Corps, and schedules a

meeting with Corps to discuss.

Lead Responsibility: lssues-Committes (perhaps-through-formation-of-a-working
groupyWater Control Manual Work Group

Contributing Roles: Intergovernmental Affairs Committee

Estimated Costs: TBD

2. Seek opportunities and provide consensus recommendations to the Governors of the
States of Alabama, Florida and Georgia, in the context of State water resources
planning and the most current tri-states water ruling and other related interstate
agreements. These recommendations will focus on the critical need for realistic,
science-based resource planning which incorporates stakeholder input from
throughout the ACF Basin in order to move forward with a sustainable water

management remme for the Basin. Seeleeppem*mﬁes—and—prewd&eensensus

R}gh{s%mganenﬁwemedie&e%h%m%eﬁta%&agmemenﬁm -5-4 of Five- Year Plannlng

Program)

If ACFS efforts are to have maximum relevance, consensus recommendations need to be
published and advocated prior to the July-2012-implementation-ef Judge-Maghusen's
rutingfinalization of the revised Water Control Manual or the finalization of an interstate
agreement. These consensus recommendations to the states will be informed by building
relationships with applicable staff in the rew-Governors’ administrations (item 4 below)
and the work on baseline data (item 10), collaborative modeling (item 9), and process for
drafting comments on the Corps’ Water Control Manual (item 1) above.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):

Milestone Tasks/Deliverables

January-June Establish relationships with rew-state leadership. (item 6)

Monitor actions by the states (reconsider timeline and tasks in
response to new developments).

July-August Review recommendations being developed for the Corps’ Water
Control Manual and discuss which may be applicable to any
agreements or actions by the states.

Depending on what actions the states are taking, establish a
proactive approach for providing recommendations.
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Fall Begin proactive outreach using the approach developed in the
summer.

January — June TBD
20122013

Lead Responsibility: Intergovernmental Affairs Committee

Contributing Roles: Education and Outreach Committee, Executive Committee

Estimated Costs: In-kind contributions of members; travel expense reimbursement for
members is included in item 6.

3. Create a “best practices” report, based on information collected from members
representing all applicable interests and geographic regions within the basin
regarding current activities designated to improve water quality and increase
conservation and water use efficiency.

Innovative efforts to improve water quality and water use efficiency need to be
considered more widely as part of a comprehensive plan for the ACF basin.
Identification and compilation of these initiatives into a best practices report and broad
dissemination will give stakeholders needed information to consider what each can do on
a voluntary basis to contribute to sustainable water management.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):

MilestoneMilestene Task/DeliverableFask/Deliverable

December Distribute survey reportBefine-werk-plan-and-objectives-with
2011Mareh UGA

November /Dec. Collect data from expertsSend-members-a-request-for-information
2011

January Draft expert surveyBue-datefor-information

Jan./Feb Review and edit expert surveyCempHe-the-information-and-write
March Disseminate expert reportBisseminate-draftreport

Lead Responsibility: Do-Better Work Group

Contributing Roles: University of Georgia Carl Vinson Institute of Government

Estimated Costs: FB8D$5,000 plus in-kind contributions.

4. Create acceptance of the value of our grass-roots, basin-wide ACFS organization
among key national, regional, and state decision-makers, including elected officials
(F-1 of Five-Year Planning Program)

ACFS has enormous potential to affect decision making in the ACF basin because of the
broad representation across all interest groups. However, it is a new organization in the
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basin and its ability to influence the actions of others depends to great degree on the size
of the ACFS membership and the awareness of decision makers about ACFS.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):

Milestone Task/Deliverable

February Identify and seek in-person meeting with each rew-Governor’s
point person for water issues.

February - June Monitor actions by the states and inform lssues-Cemmittee-and
Executive Committee about new developments.

Each Governing Report information learned and actions taken.

Board meeting

July-December TBD

Lead Responsibility: Intergovernmental Affairs Committee

Contributing Roles: Sub-basin caucus coordinators and Education and Outreach
Committee (e.g. for newsletters, web site updates, etc)

Estimated Costs: $8,000-16,000 (the higher end is the combined budgets for the two

committees)
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| 5.-5. Develepand-ilmplement a-the fundraising strategy for priority action items.

:The 2012 priority actions require dedicated funding in addition to what is provided by the
dues structure. Thus, ACFS needs a proactive fundraising strategy for specific action
items.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):
[to be developed by the Finance Committee.]

Milestone Task/Deliverable

Lead Responsibility: Finance Committee

Contributing Roles: Standing committees or work groups assigned by the Issues
Committee for specific priority actions.

Estimated Costs: TBD

6. Begin to investigate institutional options for basin-wide water resources planning
and management.

The ACF Basin does not have a comprehensive, multi-state institution for water
resources planning. ACFS needs to learn about and assess the strengths and weaknesses
of different models in existence at this time, e.g. Delaware River Basin Commission,
EPA’s Gulf of Mexico Program, Tennessee - Tom Bigbee Waterway Authority, Great
Lakes Commission, regional compacts, and others.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):
| [to be developed by the-tssues-Committee TUC]
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Milestone Task/Deliverable

Lead Responsibility: lssues-Committee{to-develop-anapproach)The University

Collaboration

Contributing Roles: Intergovernmental Affairs Committee, Executive Committee

Estimated Costs: FBD$15,000, plus in-kind contributions and travel.

7. _Evaluate options for sustainable, paid organizational support and management of
ACFS.

ACES currently is a volunteer organization, with both the strengths and weaknesses of a
volunteer organization. This is not sustainable given the importance and extent of the
issues to be addressed in achieving equitable allocation of water resources in the basin.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):
[to be developed by the Executive Committee]

Milestone Task/Deliverable

Lead Responsibility: Executive Committee

Contributing Roles: Professional Services Committee, Finance Committee

Estimated Costs: TBD

8. Build on the needs matrices developed to date and engage in a dialogue that helps
members understand one another’s needs further and begins to define approaches
for coming to a consensus on how the basin should be managed. And furthermore,
at each 2012 GB meeting one or more sub-basins and a portion of the interest
groups present a statement of a) their objectives and b) express what they oppose, at
that point in time.-

All ACES members and interests benefit from the ongoing exchange of perspectives on
the needs for water. Working toward a mutual understanding of the desired flows and
levels and the reasons for such is expected to expedite consensus on sustainable basin
management alternatives. This action item can augment the consultants’ efforts
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described below and can be achieved with no outside expenditure. Facilitation is
assigned to the Education and Outreach Committee because this action item is germane
to internal educational efforts as expressed in the ACES mission relative to balancing
economic, ecological and social values and ACFS goals of enhanced stakeholder
communications and improved understanding of the needs of all stakeholders.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):
[to be developed by the BNS-WerkgreupEducation and Outreach Committee]

Milestone Task/Deliverable

Lead Responsibility: Education and Outreach CommitteeBNS\Werkgroup

Contributing Roles: TBD

Estimated Costs: TBD

9. Manage the sustainable water resource management assessment to develop an
impartial, inclusive and transparent process to define the water quantity and
quality needs of the basin stakeholders. Consultants for the SWMP will undertake
an evaluation and verification of the current and projected water needs and uses for
water supply including e.g. M&I, agricultural irrigation, navigation (all uses; all
stakeholder areas) and other uses to scientifically validate the accuracy and
consistency of current and projected needs. Include an inventory and analysis of
current municipal supplies and projected future needs. Once the needs of the
various users have been developed and vetted by the ACES Governing Board,
consultant will evaluate alternative water management scenarios, assisting ACES in

reachrnq CONSeNsuUs on one or more management alternatlves Jrnm‘ate%ustamable

management alternatives (B-1 of Flve Year Plannlng Program)

The Governing Board in identi ifi
ean&éate&andesﬁ#mteeteestshas enqaqed hlthv quallfled consultlnq expertlse to aSSISt
ACFS to reach consensus on one or a few sustainable water quantity and quality
management alternatives or scenarios that best meet the needs of all ACF stakeholder
groups throughout the basin. Associated tasks in developing the Sustainable \Water
Management Plan (SWMP) include, but are not limited to, reaching a baseline
understanding of how water currently is used under different types of water years, data
gap analysis for unimpaired flows, forecasts or scenarios for future needs, and an
iterative and collaborative modeling process that involves participation of the Governing
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Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):

Milestone Task/Deliverable

Fol : oul ﬁ [icat RIO

January 30 Consultant will submit cost-loaded critical-path work plan for

2012February-28 the additional tasks to complete the SWMP, with intermediate
review of a draft work product by TOWG.Qualification
statements-due

February, or as TOWG will work with consultant and monitor progress on

funding becomes additional authorized SWMP tasks in accordance with

availableMarch-17 approved work plan.Select-listof-qualified-candidates-to-bid
on-a-detaitled-requestfor proposals(RTP)

j > g — -

contractorand-issue-contract

204000400 Loon Cepimetoreomp oioswelesnthonrenecndconinet

Lead Responsibility: BNS\Werking-Group-{(once-contractis-awarded) Technical
Oversight Work Group

Contributing Roles:

precess)-Professional Serwces Commlttee{-seleeuenﬁlteeess}i, Flnance Commlttee
(fundraising)

Estimated Costs:

Cost-of drafting-the RfQ,circulating-it-and-reviewing-respenses—The consulting contract
amount plus in-kind contributions of experienced-ACFS members are expected to not

exceed $1,000,000.

10. Manage an independent, science-based in-stream flow assessment to identify the
flow regimes and lake levels necessary to sustain the physical, biological, and
chemical integrity and health of the ACF System. Include herein an independent
science-based data set for use in setting ecological performance criteria that will be
integrated into hydrological models. This assessment must specifically incorporate
the development of an unimpaired flows dataset that accurately reflects pre-
impoundment, pre-irrigation, and pre-population-explosion (in Georgia) flow

characterlstlcs mm&anmmdepn—semne&basedrw%mﬂw&sessmenﬁe

ehemieﬂ—%egﬁ%;d—he&hkreﬁhe#@%yﬂem@ -1 and E-2 of Flve Year Plannlng

Program)
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11.

This #s-Instream Flow and Lake Level Assessment (IFLLA) is one of severaltwo;
technical assessments performed by consultants to determine ecological, agricultural,
municipal/industrial, recreational and other needs on a sub-basin scale. The results of
this particular activity will contribute to the information needed for the modeling in item
1-9 above, and ideally would be accomplished first. A partnership with NOAA’s
National Integrated Drought Information System {N+BIS}-is being explored. U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service data may also be useful. Portions of this priority action may be
integrated into the sustainable water resource management assessment-plan above.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):

Milestone Task/Deliverable

January 30, Consultant will complete review of existing data for Apalachicola
2012February- River and submit final report, with intermediate review by
March TOWGIdentify-a-partner-to-provide-ecological-baseline-data-set
January 30 Consultant will submit cost-loaded critical-path work plan for
2012Apri-2 additional tasks to complete the IFLLA, with intermediate review

by TOWG Develop-a-scope-of-work-and-contract,and-conduct

February, or as
funding becomes

TOWG will work with consultant and monitor progress on
additional authorized IFLLA tasks in accordance with approved

availableTBD work plan.Begin-the project (data-coHection)

8D Final report {data collection)

February-March tdentify-a partner to-conduct the flows and-levels assessment
BB Develop-a-scope-of work-and-contract-and-conduet

8B Begin-the-flows-and-evels-assessrent

8D Finalreport-for-the flows-and-levels-assessment

Lead Responsibility: Technical Oversight Work Group

Contributing Roles: Professional Services Committee; Finance Committee (fundraising)

Lead Responsibility: DNS-Working Group

Estimated Costs: FBBThis consulting contract is part of the $1,000,000 identified under

the previous action item.

Develop recommendations for agricultural water use permitting that will sustain

agricultural production while encouraqging efficient agricultural water use practices.

Implementation Approach (2012 Tasks and Milestones):

Milestone

Task/Deliverable
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[to be developed by 1

Lead Responsibility: Do-Better Work Group

Contributing Roles:

Estimated Costs: TBD

1VV. Additional 2012 Activities

ACFS will be undertaking several additional activities in 2012. These include but are not limited
to the following:

e Contingency planning by the Executive Committee for coordinating responses to
unanticipated developments that may affect the interests of stakeholders in the basin. The
Executive Committee will report actions taken to the Governing Board at each meeting.

e Membership Committee will assess, at the request of the Executive Committee, how well
the sub-basin caucuses are implementing the guidance in the Charter.

he Fi . " . e fundraising.
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Revenues

Membership Dues

Dues Receivable 11/10/11 10,500.00
Dues 26,200.00
Estimated 2012 Dues 3,950.00
Total Membership Dues 40,650.00
Program Support
Meeting Sponsors 15,000.00
Source 2
Source 3
Total Program Support 15,000.00

55,650.00
| | | |
Expenses
|
Administrative Expenses
Business Expenses
Registration Fees 50.00
Credit Card Services 400.00
Other Business Expense
Total Business Expense 450.00
Operation Expenses
Books, Subscriptions, Etc
Postage, Mailing Services 500.00
Printing and Copying 2,000.00
Supplies 1,000.00
Telephone, Communication 1,500.00
Other Operation Expense
Total Operation Expenses 5,000.00






Board Meeting Expenses 21,200.00

Contract Services Expenses

Accounting Fees 4,000.00
Legal Fees 2,000.00
Facilitation Contract Services 0.00 see below
Admin Contract Services 0.00 | see below
Other Contract Services 5,000.00

Total Contract Services 11,000.00

Committee Expenses

Issues Committee 1,000.00
Inter-governmental Affairs 2,000.00
Finance Committee 1,000.00
Membership Committee 2,000.00
Education/Outreach 4,000.00
Executive Committee 5,000.00

Total Committee Expenses 15,000.00

Work Group Expenses

Action Planning WG 500.00
Charter Review WG 500.00
Data-Needs-Sust WG 500.00
Do Better WG 500.00
Oversight WG 2,000.00
Professional Services WG 500.00

Total Work Group Expenses 4,500.00

Other Expenses

Total Other Expenses 3,500.00

55,650.00






Budget Recap

TOTAL REVENUES 55,650.00
TOTAL EXPENSES 55,650.00

—

Fundrasing to date 500,000.00

Expenses (Based on Case Statement)

SWMP Contracting 250,000.00
IFLLA Contracting 57,500.00
Facilitation 67,500.00
Organizational Needs 125,000.00

Total Expenses 500,000.00
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Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin Stakeholders
GOVERNING BOARD

Hilton Garden Inn
Albany, Georgia

December 8-9, 2011
10:00 am Thursday — 12:30 pm Friday

DRAFT AGENDA

Meeting Objectives/Desired Qutcomes:

Hold Annual Meeting of the ACFS;
Approve ACFS officers and executive committee (EC) members for 2012;
Adopt 2012 budget and authorize EC to enter into professional services contracts;
Learn about agricultural water use and conservation in the Flint River basin;
Learn about the results of the Sustainable Water Management Plan and Instream Flow and
Lake Levels Assessment (SWMP/IFLLA) project initiation meeting, discuss next steps;
Approve a more specific SWMP/IFLLA Technical Oversight Work Group charge;
Hear a report from the Reservoir Study Work Group;
Discuss and seek agreement on Issues Committee recommendation on 2012 Annual Plan and
updates to the Five Year Planning Program;
Hear updates from River Forecast Center, NIDIS and USGS Water Smart program;
Learn about other ACFS committee and work group activities, and organize next steps
including:
o Financial report and learn about ongoing fundraising activities;
o Update on the work of The University Collaborative (TUC);
o Membership Committee recommendations addition to Operating Procedures; and
o Intergovernmental Affairs and Education and Outreach.
Suggest topics for next Governing Board meeting and plan next steps.

Thursday, December 8, 2011

9:45-10:00 Informal gathering

10:00-10:30  Welcome, Introductions, Meeting Objectives and Agenda

Advance materials: ACFS Dec 8-9 2011 Governing Board Meeting Draft Agenda.

Dan Tonsmeire, ACFS Chair
Gail Bingham, facilitator

10:30-10:45 Old Business

Obijective: Approve September 2011 meeting notes. Complete any other old business.
Advance materials: ACF September 12-13 Meeting Summary
Dan Tonsmeire, ACFS Chair

10:45-11:15  ACFS Annual Meeting

Obijective: Hear a report on the year’s accomplishments.

Advance materials: 2011 Annual Plan - one page; 2011Financial Report
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Presentation [15 min]
Dan Tonsmeire, ACFS Chair
Billy Turner, Finance Committee Chair

Questions and Discussion [15 min]
11:15-12:00  New Business

Objective: Approve 2012 budget, authorize EC to enter into professional services
contracts, ratified new officers, and look ahead to plans for 2012.

Advance materials: ACF Stakeholders Budget 2012 draft; Professional Services
Team memo November 28, 2011

Presentations on new business items
Dan Tonsmeire, ACFS Chair
Billy Turner, Finance Committee Chair

Facilitated Discussion and Decisions:
Proposed Budget Motion: Adopt proposed ACF Stakeholders Budget for 2012

Proposed Professional Services Motion: Recommend the GB authorize EC to
contract with professional services team based on November 28, 2011
Memorandum

Ratify 2012 Officers
Presentation on plans for 2012
TBD, incoming ACFS Chair
12:00-1:00 LUNCH

1:00-1:30 Information Session: Agricultural Water Use and Conservation in the Flint
Objective: Learn about agricultural water use and conservation in the Flint River Basin.

Presentation [20 min]
Mark Masters, Albany State University

Questions and Discussion [10 min]

1:30-3:00 SWMP/IFLLA Update
Objective: Presentation of the proposed work plans for the SWMP/IFLLA project,
consultants’ coordination plans, and Task 1 deliverables based on results of the project
initiation meeting on November 28. Discuss next steps.

Advance materials: SWMP/IFLLA Project Initiation Meeting Summary (with
attachments); IFA SOW Sep 2011 final draft

Presentation
Stephen Simpson, Black & Veatch
Thomas Singleton, Atkins

Questions and Discussion
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3:00-3:30

3:30-3:45

3:45-4:30

4:30-5:15

5:15-5:30

5:30

6:00

SWMP/IFLLA Technical Oversight Work Group
Obijective: Approve formation of a SWMP/IFLLA Technical Oversight Work Group.

Advance materials: Technical Oversight Work Group Charge

Presentation
Brad Moore, Interim Technical Oversight Work Group chair

Facilitated Discussion and Decision
BREAK

Update from Reservoir Study Work Group
Objectives: Hear report of the work group.

Overview Presentation
Wilton Rooks, Reservoir Work Group chair

Questions and Discussion

Issues Committee: 2012 Annual Plan and Five Year Planning Program Update
Obijectives: Review, revise as needed and approve the 2012 Annual Plan and updates to
the Five-Year Planning Program.

Advance Materials: 2012 ACFS Annual Plan — Draft November 2011; ACFS Five
Year Planning Program — Draft November 2011

Presentation
Frank Stephens, Issues Committee chair

Facilitated Discussion and Decisions

Public Comment

ADJOURN FOR THE DAY

Reception and Dinner
with presentation from Gordon Rogers, Flint Riverkeeper

Friday, December 9, 2011

8:00-8:15

8:15-9:15

Reconvene Governing Board Meeting
Objective: Reflection from Day One; Review agenda for today.

TBD, incoming ACFS Chair
Gail Bingham, facilitator

Information Session: River, Climate and Weather Forecast in the ACF Basin
Objectives: Update from River Forecast Center and USGS WaterSMART.

Presentations
John Feldt, River Forecast Center
Chad McNutt, NIDIS
Ed Martin, USGS WaterSMART Program

Questions and Discussion
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9:15-10:00 Open Discussion
Objectives: Complete any unresolved decisions carried over from Day One. Address
additional topics that arose during the meeting.

10:00-10:15 BREAK

10:15-11:00  Information Session: Institutional Options
Obijective: Learn about TUC, Institutional Options Study and National Science
Foundation Proposal.

Presentation [20-30 min]
Laurie Fowler, University of Georgia

Questions and Discussion [15-25 min]

11:00-12:00  Committee and Work Group Status Reports
Objectives: Learn about current committee and work group activities. Includes current
financial report; fundraising activities; recommendations concerning implementation of
the guidance in the Charter to ensure an open, fair and balanced process is being used
consistently across the sub-basin caucuses; best practices survey report; and other
committee activities.

Advance materials: Fundraising Report

Finance Committee and Fundraising [20 min]
Billy Turner, Finance Committee chair

Membership [5 min]
Jim Poff, Membership Committee chair

Do Better Work Group [15 min]
Kathy Nguyen, Do Better Work Group chair

Intergovernmental Affairs Committee [10 min]
Wilton Rooks, Interagency Committee chair

Education and Outreach Committee [10 min]
Deron Davis, Education and Outreach Committee chair

12:00-12:30  Wrap up and Next Steps
Objectives: Summarize decisions and next steps, with assignments. Identify possible
topics for the February meeting, and discuss dates and location.

12:30 ADJOURN MEETING
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Apalachicola — Chattahoochee — Flint Stakeholders (ACFS)

Five-Year Planning Program:
Goals, Objectives, and Plan Implementation Strategy

ACFS Five-Year Planning Program ARRROVED-03-17draft November 23, 2011
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OUTLINE

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

l. INTRODUCTION

Il. ACF STAKEHOLDERS

I1l.  PURPOSE OF THIS FIVE-YEAR PLANNING PROGRAM

IV.  THE PROPOSED PLANNING PROCESS AND TIMELINE

V. DRAFT PLANNING OBJECTIVES AND PROPOSED ACTION ITEMS
VI.  PLAN IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

VIlI.  CONCLUSIONS

APPENDICES
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APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT STAKEHOLDERS (ACFS)

FIVE-YEAR PLANNING PROGRAM:
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND PLAN IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The ACF Stakeholders (ACFS) is a non-profit corporation created to provide a forum for
diverse interests throughout the basin to work together to understand the water resources
of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin and find collaborative
solutions to their water management conflicts. The ACFS mission is to change the
operation and management of the ACF Basin to achieve equitable and viable solutions
among stakeholders that balance economic, ecological, and social values and ensure that
the entire ACF Basin is a sustainable resource for current and future generations.

The ACFS Charter and By-Laws identified 14 general areas of stakeholder interest to be

considered in its mission to provide sustainable water resources management in the ACF

Basin. These functional areas have been aggregated for planning purposes into six major
Planning Objectives to achieve the interests of the ACFS members to:

A. Ensure and/or maintain adequate water supplies for public supply/municipal
uses including wastewater assimilation needs of current and projected future
populations.

B. Maintain existing and promote future water availability and access for water
dependent industries, power generation and recreational interests.

C. Promote the optimization of the use of water for agricultural irrigation
including: types of irrigation technology, selection of crops, sustainable and
resource-based permitting and water withdrawal monitoring.

D. Determine the nature and extent of commercial navigation that the ACF
Basin can effectively support.

E. Protect the natural systems and ecology of the ACF Basin by defining and
implementing desired flow regimes and lake levels, water quality
enhancements, including wastewater and stormwater management and best
management practices to maintain a healthy natural system and support a
productive aquatic ecosystem in the Basin and the estuary.

F. Create and support relationships with local governmental institutions and
other public bodies within the ACF Basin to promote sustainability of the
water resources and also to enhance the historical and cultural resources of
the basin related to the management of its water resources.

ACFS Five-Year Planning Program ARRROVED-03-17draft November 23, 2011
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This document contains a Five-Year Planning Program, with objectives to achieve
ACFS long-term goals, and a 2012 Annual Plan, with specific priorities for action
to achieve near-term objectives, implementation steps and milestones.

The 2012 Annual Plan will focus on developing the Five-Year Planning Program
and taking action on the following priorities, some of which require additional
funding to complete. These action items are not in any priority order.

Ae—200 prioritesthat-can-beacecomphished-withinFollow the exrrent
resourcesUSACE’s development of ACES-inelude:

1.

Developthe draft Water Control Manual (WCM) in 2012. Offer assistance
and insights to the USACE as appropriate. The goal is to be prepared to

submit consensus ACES comments to the eraft USACE-watercentrol
manualCorp when Feleased—sub#%eensensuswnmem&en#}e*e@enal

reseu%eeSJplannmthhe revised WCM and begm%rewew#lenéawa&er
management-plans-as-they-affect the ACFBasinEIS are issued.

Seek opportunities and provide consensus recommendations to the Governors
of the States of Alabama Florida and Georglaeﬂhepm4h&een{e*kef

l:mgafueneprelatedrt&ethepmtepstateagmmems in the context of Stat

water resources planning and the most current tri-states water ruling and other
related interstate agreements. These recommendations will focus on the
critical need for realistic, science based resource planning which incorporates
stakeholder input from throughout the ACF Basin in order to move forward
with a sustainable water management regime for the Basin.

Create a “best practices” report, based on information collected from members
representing all applicable interests and geographic regions within the basin
regarding current activities desigreddesignated to improve water quality and
increase conservation and water use efficiency.

Create acceptance of the value of our grass-roots, basin-wide ACFS
organization among key national, regional and state decision--makers,
including elected officials-;

Develop-and-implementalmplement the fundraising strategy for priority
action items.

Begin to investigate institutional options for basin-wide water resources
planning and management.

Evaluate options for sustainable, paid organizational support forand
management of ACFS.
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Build on the needs matrices developed to date and engage in a dialogue

that helps members understand one another’s needs further and beqins to
define approaches for coming to a consensus on how the basin should be
managed.
. . ditional fundina include:
8. Initiate-anassessmentof- And furthermore, at each 2012 GB meeting one or

"~ more sub-basins and a portion of the interest groups present a statement of a)
their objectives and b) express what they oppose, at that point in time.

8.9.Manage the sustainable water resource management;- assessment to develop
an impartial, inclusive and transparent process for-definringto define the water
quantity and quality needs of the basin stakeholders;. Consultants for the
SWMP will undertake an evaluation and verification of the current and
projected water needs and uses for water supply including e.g. municipal &
industrial, agricultural irrigation, navigation (all uses; all stakeholder areas)
and other uses to scientifically validate the accuracy and consistency of
current and projected needs. Include an inventory and analysis of current
municipal supplies and projected future needs. Once the needs of the various
users have been developed and vetted by the ACFES Governing Board,
consultant will evaluate alternative water management scenarios, and
reachassist ACSF in reaching consensus on one or more management
alternatives.

9:10. initateManage an independent, science-based in-stream flow assessment
to identify the flow regimes and lake levels necessary to sustain the physical,
biological, and chemical integrity and health of the ACF Basia-*~System.
Include herein an independent science-based data set for use in setting
ecological performance criteria that will be integrated into hydrological
models. This assessment must specifically incorporate the development of an
unimpaired flows dataset that accurately reflects pre-impoundment, pre-
irrigation, and pre-population-explosion (in GA) flow characteristics.

11. Develop recommendations for agriculture water use permitting that will
sustain agriculture production while encouraging efficient agricultural water

use practices.

ACF Stakeholders recognize that numerous public and private entities make
decisions establishing plans, programs and policies that affect sustainable water
management in the ACF Basin. Thus, ACFS works toward consensus
recommendations to influence the plans and policies of others. This 2012 Annual
Action Plan provides a framework for and set of objectives that ACFS
recommendations will seek to achieve. ACFS also undertakes studies in
partnership with, or with funding from, others. Thus, another purpose of this plan
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Is to provide a description and rationale for cooperative efforts, in-kind support,
and funding for ACFS recommended plans and programs and to enable related
regional cooperation to benefit the ACF Basin as a whole. Finally, as part of
implementing these objectives, ACFS will need to determine the most appropriate
role for it to play in the management of the water resources of the ACFS Basin.
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l. INTRODUCTION

For over 30 years the States of Alabama, Florida, and Georgia and numerous
interests within these States have sought a comprehensive and equitable
management program for the ACF Basin. Moreover, the federal government
through its various agencies has had a role in the use, allocation, development,
protection, and management of the ACF Basin. However, at present the Basin is
lacking a comprehensive management strategy to affect the optimum utilization of
the water resources of the ACF Basin, or to identify and provide equity in the
sometimes competitive water uses. As a result, the ACF Basin is a regionally and
nationally significant, but under-managed natural resource.

Early efforts to develop a comprehensive management strategy for the entire
System can be traced to an attempt by the State of Florida to have the U.S. Water
Resources Council initiate a Level “B” study in 1978. This study was intended to
justify the inclusion of the ACF Basin as a River Basin Commission under
existing legislation. However, in 1980 Congress eliminated both the Water
Resources Council and River Basins Commission authorizations. As a result,
each of the three riparian states continued to be guided by individual State
programs and by the needs and influence of their individual constituencies related
to the river System. Moreover, most federal initiatives in place in 1980 have
continued without substantial modification.

For the period 1980 to 2008 there were several attempts for the three States
through their respective Governors and Environmental Agency heads to develop
an ACF “Water Budget”, and to resolve various real or perceived competing
issues relating to the water resources of the Basin. Some of the key issues have
been: population growth and water use in the Atlanta, Georgia, metropolitan area;
dependable navigation on the Congressionally authorized inland waterway
system; the recreation authorization and low lake levels in West Point Lake;
substantially increased agricultural water use in the Flint River Basin; shell fish
productivity in the Apalachicola Bay estuary; water quality and habitat
stabilization of the entire ACF Basin; and freshwater availability for new or
expanding industries and power generation facilities in the Basin. The overriding
management philosophy during this 29-year period appeared to be every person
or program for themselves and, as such, no basin wide progress on any issue was
adequately addressed and resolved. Operation of USACE reservoirs has been
subject to litigation for over 20 years.

A factor having potential to influence a basin wide approach to water resources
management is the formation of the ACF Stakeholders organization. The ACF
Stakeholder group represents diverse interests in the tri-state region that organized
to assess opportunities for joint agreement on non-litigation steps to provide an
equitable and sustainable allocation of the water resources within the ACF Basin.
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The ACF Stakeholders concept was introduced at a meeting in August 2008
where a small group of people who live, work and utilize the water resources of
the ACF Basin met to explore the question - Can the diverse users of the ACF
Basin act cooperatively and regionally with the goal of resolving those water
resources issues? A follow up meeting including the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers was requested to determine their reaction to the formation of a group of
stakeholders. Getting a positive response from the General commanding the
South Atlantic region of the Corps and his staff, the group agreed that such an
effort might work, and decided to convene a meeting of a broader set of
stakeholders that represented most of the water and environmental stakeholder
interests in the Basin. The U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution
(USIECR), an independent federal agency charged with resolving interstate
disputes, was asked to provide facilitation services at subsequent meetings of
stakeholders in the ACF Basin. The USIECR, using its own resources, held
stakeholder forums throughout the Basin to determine the breadth of interest. The
forums convinced USICR that such an effort would have positive results and
would generate support from a larger, diverse group of representative individuals
from all areas of the basin.

On March 2, 2009, 35 volunteers from throughout the ACF Basin, representing
municipal, industrial, environmental, recreational and agricultural interests met as
a Steering Committee to develop a mission statement, goals, an executive
committee and workgroups. Since then, committees and workgroups have
worked on financial, charter, stakeholder outreach and water resource issues to
make the organization a membership funded 501(c)3 nonprofit organization that
is beginning to be recognized throughout the Basin as voice of reason and
expertise that can provide valuable input and guidance to decision makers.

Currently there is an ACFS Governing Board of some 56 stakeholder members
representing interests from all areas of the Basin. Efforts are primarily directed to
developing recommendations that will be sent to the decision makers in the three
states and federal government to establish an equitable and sustainable regional
allocation of waters within the ACF Basin.

1. APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT STAKEHOLDERS, Inc.

The ACFS is a voluntary organization incorporated in Albany, Georgia, as a
Section 501(c)3 not-for-profit organization of stakeholders within the Basin.
While membership in the ACFS organization is open to stakeholders in any one
of 14 interest categories (see list below at ii “Stakeholder Interests”); its
Governing Board is limited to 56 Board Members, 14 from each of the four
identified Sub-Basins of the ACF Basin.

The applicable sections of the ACFS Charter and By-laws, as of December 2011,
can be found in Appendix A of this document.
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1. PURPOSE OF THIS FIVE-YEAR PLANNING PROGRAM

The principal purposes of this plan are to launch a routine planning process for
ACFS actions, to establish a Five-Year Planning Program, and to prepare an
annual work plan for the ACF Stakeholders. Together, the five-year planning
program and annual plan are intended to provide a clear and concise
understanding of the organization and its goals and objectives and to create a
focus for action in the current year. Through this plan, ACFS begins to
accomplish its mission of identifying opportunities for constructive change that
will achieve sustainable water resource management of the ACF Basin.

This document provides:

e an organized planning process and plan for the implementation of
management recommendations, while allowing for future modifications
and/or additions to this Program and an approach securing adequate
funding or services to accomplish the goals and objectives identified;

e draft goals and objectives for an initial Five-Year Planning Program for
the period 1/1/2012 through 12/31/2017, that will be revised and approved
during 2012 using the planning process described in section 1V below.
When approved, the Five-Year Planning Program will be attached as an
Appendix to this program planning document;

e aproposed Annual Plan for 2012 that, when approved, also will be
included as an Appendix. It will identify specific priorities for action in
the coming year and describe the implementation steps needed to
accomplish them; and

e acontingency planning process, with potential examples and a proposed
approach if an unanticipated event occurs about which ACFS decides to
take action.

IV.  THE PROPOSED PLANNING PROCESS AND TIMELINE

ACFS will develop and then review and update its Five-Year Planning Program
and one-year Action Plan on an annual basis using the following proposed
planning process. This process uses the existing ACFS Charter structure of
interest groups and standing committees, relying first on the contributions from
the membership of the Charter’s recognized 14 interest groups to recommend
general planning objectives and actions, followed by contributions from standing
committees and work groups to recommend specific priorities and proposed
implementation steps for the coming year.
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The proposed sequence of steps for this planning process in future years is as
follows.

Stepl: Each of the four, sub-basin interest group coordinators will be
asked on an annual basis to organize comments on the program planning
objectives and plan actions in the Five-Year Planning Program for their
specific interest area. (See Sections V and V1 below for a menu of ideas
for this first round, along with proposed clusters of the 14 ACFS interest
groups.) A final list of three to five plan actions will be expected from
each sub-basin interest group by August of each year to be used in
updating the Five-Year Planning Program. If desired, interest groups also
can recommend implementation priorities for the next year’s annual plan.

Step 2: The Issues Committee will integrate these ideas into a revised
five-year planning program and circulate it along with any recommended
implementation priorities for the coming year to the Intergovernmental
Affairs Committee, Finance Committee, and any other applicable standing
committee or work group

Step 3: Standing Committees will be asked to provide comments on the
priority and feasibility of planning objectives to select for the coming year
and to suggest specific implementation steps and milestones to include in
the Annual Plan, prior to the Fall ACFS Governing Board meeting.

Step 4: The Issues Committee will organize these ideas to present to the
Governing Board at the Fall meeting for discussion and input.

Step 5: The Issues Committee will revise the Five-Year Planning Program
and draft an annual plan, consulting with the Executive Committee about
assignment of lead responsibilities for the priority actions in the next
year’s annual plan and, then, will consult those standing committees or
work groups, as appropriate, about the detailed implementation plans for
each priority action.

Step 6: The Issues Committee will submit the draft Five-Year Planning
Program and annual plan for review by the Executive Committee and then
for approval by the Governing Board at the final meeting of each year.
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Future 5-YEAR Program Development Milestones

Activity Date

Step 1. Interest groups submit comments to Issues Summer
Committee on Plan Objectives and Actions (Five-
Year Planning Program) and suggestions for
priorities (Annual Plan).

Steps 2-3. Issues Committee integrates comments August and September
from standing committees about priority and
feasibility for the Five-Year Planning Program and
proposed implementation steps for the Annual

Plan.

Step 4. Governing Board discusses and provides Fall meeting
input to draft Five-Year Planning Program and

Annual Plan

Step 5: The Issues Committee will revise the Five- October — November

Year Planning Program and draft an annual plan,
consulting with the Executive Committee about
assignment of lead responsibilities for the priority
actions and standing committees/work groups
about implementation milestones, as appropriate

Step 6: Governing Board approves five year Final meeting each year
planning program and annual plan

Implement priorities in the annual plan in January — December
cooperation with appropriate agencies and others

Begin subsequent year’s planning process Summer
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V. PLANNING OBJECTIVES AND POTENTIAL ACTION ITEMS

The ACFS Charter and By-Laws identifies 14 general areas of interest to be
considered in its mission to provide positive, enlightened, and equitable management
of the Basin’s water resources. These identified topical areas are aggregated into the
following, proposed six major planning objectives.

Each of these six Planning Objectives is proposed as the general subject areas for the
establishment of specific Plan Actions needed to address and or achieve them. When
approved by the Governing Board, these will constitute the ACFS Five-Year Planning
Program. Specific implementation steps and milestones will be developed for priority
actions each year and will constitute the ACFS Annual Plan for the ensuing twelve-
month period

A proposed menu of specific plan “action items’ are listed under each of the six draft
planning objectives. Interest groups and committees will be invited to comment on
these objectives and associated action items, prior to approval of the Five-Year
Planning Program by the Governing Board, to help determine relative priority and
feasibility for accomplishing each of the identified planning objectives.

Note: Items Bland-Elthat have an asterisk (*)-te indicate that these already have
been approved by the Governing Board for inclusion in the initial 2012 Annual
Action Plan. Also, the six major planning objectives and some of the draft action
items below are meant to reflect what ACFS members seek to see achieved in the
Basin, not as actions ACFS itself would undertake.

A. Ensure and/or maintain adequate water supplies for public supply/municipal
uses, including wastewater assimilation needs, of current and projected
future populations.

Potential Action Items:

1. Develop an inventory and analysis of current municipal water supplies and
projected future needs.

a. Inventory, evaluate, and publish a compendium of all public and industrial
water supply/use plans which utilize waters from within the Basin.

b. Urge evaluation of the feasibility of additional alternative water supplies
for projected water deficiencies including new supply sources, reuse, and
demand reduction through water conservation and eliminating wasteful
applications.

c. Encourage efficient water use mechanisms.

d. Develop an aggregate water supply assessment by sub-basin for the ACF
Basin.

e. Determine net water withdrawal from the Basin for public water supplies,
i.e. withdrawal less return flows.
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2. Submit consensus comments to the draft USACE water control manual when
released.

4.3.Provide recommendations to the Governors of the States of Alabama, Florida
and Georgia, as opportunities arise, either in the context of implementation of

Judge Magnuson’s rulings in the Tri-States Water Rights Litigationmost

recent tri-states water ruling or related to other interstate agreements.

5.4.Consider the feasibility and impact of new storage reservoirs.
6-5.Evaluate operating protocols to support municipal water supply.

7-6.Maximize existing reservoir storage capabilities for use during periods of
limited water availability.

8.7.Recommend management strategies to sustain the current and future needs of
municipal water supply.

9.8.  Learn about the feasibility and impact of proposed aquifer storage and

recovery projects.
10.9. Learn about the use of groundwater storage to augment stream flow during

periods of extreme drought.

. Maintain existing and promote future water availability and access for water
dependant industries, power generation, and recreational interests.

Potential Action ltems:

2. Initiate a sustainable water resource management assessment to develop an
impartial, inclusive and transparent process to define the water quantity and
quality needs of the basin stakeholders;. Consultants for the SWMP will
undertake an evaluation and verification of the current and projected water
needs and uses for water supply including e.g. municipal & industrial,
agricultural irrigation, navigation (all uses; all stakeholder areas) and other
uses to scientifically validate the accuracy and consistency of current and
projected needs. Once the needs of the various users have been developed and
vetted by the ACFS Governing Board, consultant will evaluate alternative

water management scenarios, and reach consensus on one or more
management alternatives. *

4.3.Build on the needs matrices developed to date and engage in a dialogue that
helps members understand one another’s needs further and begins to define
approaches for coming to a consensus on how the basin should be managed.

5.4.  Evaluate reservoir operating protocols to support industry water supply

needs and recreation.
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6:5.  Survey Economic Development Authorities within the Basin to project the

nature and extent of water demand for new and expanding industry and
economic development within the areas of jurisdiction.

from current users.

7:6.  Investigate the potential for reuse of waters to support increased demands

8.7.  Maximize existing reservoir storage capacities for use during periods of

limited water availability.
9.8.  Consider the feasibility and evaluate the impact of new storage reservoirs.

10:9. Optimize water management so that it does not impede the fishing and

recreational values and water quality in the ACF.
11.10. Encourage efficient water use practices in this sector.

12.11. Learn about the feasibility and impact of proposed aquifer storage and
recovery projects.

13.12. Learn about the use of groundwater storage to augment stream flow during
periods of extreme drought.

C. Promote the optimization of the use of water for agriculture irrigation
including: type of irrigation technology, selection of crops, sustainable and
resource-based permitting and water withdrawal monitoring.

Potential Action Items:

1. Recommend management strategies to sustain the current and future water
needs of agriculture

2. Identify new technologies employed world wide to gain production efficiency
per unit of water application.

3. Develop recommendations for agriculture water use permitting that will
sustain agriculture production while encouraging efficient agricultural water
use practices.

4. Advocate for sustainable and resource-based groundwater yields through the
establishment of minimum aquifer flows and levels

5. Learn about the use of groundwater storage to augment stream flow during
periods of extreme drought.

6. Learn about the feasibility and impact of proposed aquifer storage and
recovery projects.

D. Determine the nature and extent of commercial navigation the ACF Basin
can support.

Potential Action ltems:
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Conduct an assessment of commercial navigation related interests within the
Basin to specifically determine the market that exists for navigation and
evaluate approaches to meet those needs.

Determine stream flow and levels needed to support a range of navigation
activities on an annual and seasonal basis.

Investigate world wide commercial navigation practices where flows are not
reliable for deep draft vessels.

Support and encourage the development of facilities to enhance recreational
navigation within the ACF Basin.

Determine the impact of state and federal regulatory actions on the range of
navigation activities on the river.

Determine the influence of navigation availability on rail and truck tariffs.

Provide an accurate assessment of the environmental impact of barge vs. rail
and truck traffic.

E. Protect the natural systems and ecology of the ACF Basin by defining and
implementing desired flow regimes and lake levels, water quality
enhancements, including wastewater and stormwater management and best
management practices to maintain a healthy natural system and support a
productive aquatic ecosystem in the Basin and the estuary.

Potential Action ltems:

1.

Initiate an independent, science-based in-stream flow assessment to identify
the flow regimes and lake levels necessary to sustain the physical, biological,
and chemical integrity and health of the ACF Basin. This assessment must
specifically incorporate the development of an unimpaired flows dataset that
accurately reflects pre-impoundment, pre-irrigation, and pre-population-
explosion (in GA) flow characteristics. *

Develop an independent, science-based data set for use in setting ecological
performance criteria that will be integrated into hydrological models. *

Quantify the freshwater needs of the maintenance of productivity of the ACF
Basin and develop operational applications to support those needs.

Conduct a sustainable water resources assessment to determine needed water
allocations to support aquatic productivity and natural system ecology.

Quantify the freshwater needs to protect the water quality within the
Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint River systems as necessary for
sustaining the system’s biological integrity.

Determine what enhancements and best management practices in the ACF
Basin are needed to improve water quality and ecosystem health.
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: Recommend that Alabama engage in water resource
planning, and begin to review Florida water management plans. *

8. Consider the effects of climate change on the natural systems of the ACF
Basin.

9. Learn about the use of groundwater storage to augment stream flow during
periods of extreme drought.

10. Learn about the feasibility and impact of proposed aquifer storage and
recovery projects.

F. Create and support relationships with local governmental institutions and
other public bodies within the ACF Basin to promote sustainability of the
water resources and ecosystems, and also to enhance the historical and
cultural resources of the basin related to the management of its water
resources.

Potential Action ltems:

1. Create additional awareness of the ACFS organization among key
governmental and elected decision makers.

2. Develop Memorandum of Cooperation with local governmental entities within
the basin to identify and promote programs and projects which enhance water
management related efforts currently underway or needed in the ACF Basin.

3. Investigate the potential for and impacts of improved institutional mechanisms
for storm water management for all urbanized areas within the Basin.

4. Inventory and promote the preservation and/or restoration of historic and
cultural facilities that represent the historical assets of the river related
activities of past generations.

5. Develop newsletter for ACFS and place all local Governments, local special
districts, and associated State and Federal agencies on mailing list to apprise
them of Stakeholders Planning and Action Programs.

6. Monitor and inform the ACFS about efforts to protect cultural and heritage
resources, such as the Chattahoochee Heritage Trail.

G. Keep ACES priorities current and relevant.

1. Develop a (revised) overarching five-year planning program, a conceptual
guide or organizational “roadmap” of the long-term aspirations and
commitments of the organization.

VI. PLAN IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

ACF Stakeholders recognize that numerous public and private entities make decisions
establishing plans, programs and policies that affect sustainable water management in
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the ACF Basin. Thus, a key consideration for ACFS in achieving the water resources
planning objectives and actions above is to develop consensus recommendations to
influence the plans and policies of others.

Successful implementation of several of ACFS’ objectives also requires significant
additional funding and paid personnel, both staff and consultants. Thus, ACFS will
establish and implement an active, action-specific fund raising strategy, specifically
tailored to seek funding, in-kind support and partners to implement its planning
objectives and to enable related regional cooperation to benefit the ACF Basin as a
whole. In addition, ACFS will explore organizational support options and the
funding for them.

In addition, the ACFS Executive Committee should have the initial responsibility for
coordinating Governing Board responses to unanticipated developments that may
affect the interests of stakeholders in the basin, particularly if a rapid response is
needed. Where more time is available, the Executive Committee may wish to refer
such an item to the Issues Committee or, if more appropriate, to another standing
committee or work group to develop an initial response.

Numerous institutional configurations could assist in implementing the programmatic
recommendations of this ACF Stakeholders Issues Resolution Action Plan. This plan
can serve as the basis for recommendations and/or an ACFS statement of intent to be
incorporated into their programs.

Options suggested for further consideration include the following. These options are
not necessarily mutually exclusive.

e A General Consultant (Firm) and/or staffing to assist in the administration,
development, implementation, and funding of this plan.

e An Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts in all three States
working together as a Watershed Improvement District.

e A cooperative program through an Association of all Resources
Conservation and Development Districts (RC&Ds) within the Basin.

e An Association of all Regional Planning Councils or Districts in the Basin.

e A specifically created Basin Management Authority by the Legislatures of
Alabama, Florida, and Georgia.

e By anew program created through Federal Legislation specifically
authorized to implement programs in the ACF Basin and identifying the
ACF Stakeholders as its program advisory body.

e Or, by specific designation by USEPA, USDOI or another federal agency
to coordinate system-wide improvements under its authority and budget as
a host agency, similar to the way EPA supports and administers its Gulf of
Mexico Program. Here, the Federal Government Department provides the
umbrella program for the member States to participate.

e Others to be defined.
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VII.

The programmatic recommendations of the ACF Stakeholders will require significant
amounts of external funds, including from federal agencies and any or all of the three
States. Several external institutional options have the potential to provide adequate
and consistent funding to implement ACFS plans, programs and policy guidance.

Options suggested for further consideration include the following. These options are
not necessarily mutually exclusive.

e Select a Basin host government or governmental program to be the
recipient of public funds for ACF Stakeholders plan implementation.

e Petition the three State legislatures to create an ACF Basin Authority and
include the ACF Stakeholders planning recommendations as the
legislative intent in the enabling legislation.

e Lobby the three State Congressional delegations to create an ACFS
Program under an existing Federal agency to host the ACFS as an
additional program responsibility. The ACFS Governing Board would
select programs and projects to be submitted through the Agency Budget
annually to the Congress.

e Others to be identified.

CONCLUSIONS

During the summer of 2010 it became universally obvious to the membership of
the ACF Stakeholders that if it was going to have any meaningful impact on the
water resources decisions in the ACF Basin and influence any of the multiple
programs, authorities, and operational activities relating to ACF water resources
management, it was going to have to define its areas of interests and establish a
systematic direction for its initiatives. This Plan of Action is intended to provide
that focus, to promote the consensus mission of the Stakeholders in order to
achieve a level of optimum water resources management within the Basin, and to
communicate these intentions to others.

The document, however, does not offer a comprehensive plan. Rather, itis
intended to provide a format and protocol to establish a lasting and effective
planning process. This process intentionally uses the existing Charter and its
authorized organizational structure to drive the process. The draft planning
objectives and proposed action items are suggestions to serve as a starting point
for the proposed planning process.

The process outlined in this document is proposed to continue with improvements
over the coming years so that the ACF Stakeholders have an ongoing mechanism
to update the organization’s plans to shape the water management applications
throughout the Basin and achieve an optimal level of resource allocation and
utilization for all interests through the entire Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and
Flint Basin.
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APPENDIX A.

ACF Stakeholders
Charter and Bylaws

I. Preamble (Section I):

Whereas, citizens in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin
desire to understand the water resources of the basin and find collaborative
solutions to its water management conflicts. The ACF Stakeholders (ACFS) is a
non-profit organization created to provide a forum for diverse interests

throughout the basin to work together to achieve the Mission and Goals as stated
in this Charter and Bylaws document.

I1. Mission and Goals (Section I1):
A. Mission

To change the operation and management of the ACF Basin to achieve:

a. Equitable solutions among stakeholders that balance economic,

ecological, and social values.

b. Viable solutions that ensure that the entire ACF Basin is a sustainable

resource for current and future generations.
B. Goals:

a. To develop a consensus-based, basin-wide vision and a unified voice for

the ACF Basin.

b. To enhance communication among stakeholders in the ACF Basin.

c. To develop and disseminate a common scientifically valid
understanding of the ACF Basin, including the inter-related nature of
water management in the basin, the needs of all of its stakeholders and
the limitations of the system.

d. To implement solutions that are based on the best available technology
and Science.

e. To pursue appropriate change to institutional structure, policies, and

procedures in implementing the solutions set forth by this entity ACFS
Charter and Bylaws.

V. Membership (Section V of the Charter):
The ACFS will be inclusive and consist of three bodies: General Members,
Associate Members and the Governing Board. The Governing Board will be
comprised of a group of General Members selected by the General Membership
by caucus as described below.
A. General Members, Associate Members and the Governing Board
a. General Members
The ACFS will consist of unlimited General Members. General
Members are direct stakeholders as defined in this Charter and Bylaws.
The General Members will meet formally once a year at the Annual
Meeting, although members may attend and observe Governing Board
meetings. Term limits for General Members are unlimited. General
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APPENDIX B.

Members will be organized according to two relationships. Each
stakeholder’s area of primary interest and their location within the ACF
Basin will be defined during the applications process:

i. Sub-Basins

The ACFS consists of four (4) sub-basins (see Appendix A), including:
(1) Upper Chattahoochee- The watershed and waters of the
Chattahoochee River Basin that drain and may enter the river north of
the USGS Franklin Gage at US 27 in Franklin GA.

(2) Middle and Lower Chattahoochee — All waters of the
Chattahoochee watershed that enter the basin below the US 27 USGS
Gage at Franklin GA, and end at the confluence of the Chattahoochee
and the Flint rivers at Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam (UWLD).

(3) Apalachicola — The watershed and waters that drain into
Apalachicola Bay including the Apalachicola River below JWLD, the
Chipola River, and the New River basins.

(4) Flint — The Flint River Basin is delineated by the USGS National
Hydrologic Database as all areas draining through the point of the
confluence between the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers within Lake
Seminole near Jim Woodruff Dam. This includes all areas on the Flint
River and Spring Creek tributaries of Lake Seminole.

ii. Stakeholder Interests

Fourteen (14) Stakeholder Interests have been identified to participate
in the ACFS deliberations and decision-making, including:
(1) Navigation
(2) Recreation
(3) Water Quality
(4) Water Supply
(5) Farm & Urban Agriculture
(6) Industry and Manufacturing
(7) Seafood Industry
(8) Hydro Power
(9) Thermal Power
(10) Local Government
(11) Environmental and Conservation
(12) Business and/or Economic Development
(13) Historic and Cultural
(14) Other
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Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint Stakeholders

Campaign Update Report

Funds Raised to Date
12/3/2011

Total Goal $ 1,000,000
Total Funds Raised to Date $ 628,300
Remaining to be Raised $ 371,700

Gifts/Pledges Received
Robert W. Woodruff Foundation
R. Howard Dohbs, Jr. Foundation
AFLAC Foundation
Bradley Currey, Jr.
The Kendeda Fund
The Imlay Foundation
SunTrust Foundation
Tri-Rivers Group
Morgens West Foundation
ACFS Member Contributions
Meadwestvaco
Oglethorpe Power Corporation
Stripling, Inc.
Billy Turner
Friends of Lake Eufaula (FOLE)
Dan Tonsmeire
Carole Rutland
Mark Masters
Jim Phillips
Thoms Trees, Inc.

Total

Pending (5)
The Coca-Cola Company/The Coca-Cola Foundation

American Proteins/Mr. and Mrs. Thomas N. Bagwell
MillerCoors

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

Waterfall Foundation

Total

Sh|H B B BB

250,000
100,000
75,000
50,000
50,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
15,000
13,300

628,300

150,000
100,000
40,000
25,000
25,000

340,000
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Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin Stakeholders
SUSTAINABLE WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

Scope of Work (SOW) in Support of
Instream Flows Assessments for the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint (ACF) Rivers
Prepared for the Apalachicola Chattahoochee Flint Stakeholders (ACFS)

Tasks 1-3: Literature Review, Data and Science Needs Identification, Draft IFA for Apalachicola
River (data dependent) and Conceptual IFAs for Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers

Purpose

The purpose of this proposed SOW is to address development of a preliminary instream flow
assessment (IFA) for the Apalachicola River in Florida and a conceptual approach to developing
IFAs for the Chattahoochee and Flint rivers in Georgia and Alabama. The development of the
Apalachicola River IFA may be feasible because of the extensive data available for the basin.
Because it is at the downstream end of the watershed, an IFA for the Apalachicola River would
provide important input to the management models. In contrast, IFAs for the Chattahoochee and
Flint rivers cannot be developed at present due to inadequate data and may be incorporated as
they are developed. The IFA analysis will address the requirement outlined by the ACFS:

INSTREAM FLOW: The technical consultant will provide options to define what an
instream flows and levels assessment might include as part of a sustainable water
management plan, conduct a literature review of existing science applicable to the ACF
Basin, and do a gap analysis of the adequacy of that information for a future instream
flows and levels assessment

Rational for IFA Development

A science-based IFA, or minimum instream flow, provides a technically defensible method for
establishing instream flows and can, therefore, be linked to regulatory and management actions
directed at protecting water resources. Consequently, availability and adequacy of relevant data
are critical to developing IFAs specific to river reaches. This SOW addresses the availability of
data for models that can be used to predict inundation regimes characteristic of target
communities. For example, flows adequate to maintain the fish passage criterion may be
calculated using output from an appropriate hydrologic model. Based on land cover data or site-
specific vegetation data and elevation, the structure of floodplains in a river may be characterized
and integrated into models as part of the Sustainable Water Management Plan for the ACF
watershed.

Fundamental to the approach used for development of minimum flows and levels is the
realization that a flow regime is necessary to protect the ecology of the river system. The initial
step in this process requires an understanding of historic and current flow conditions to assess to
what extent withdrawals or other anthropogenic factors have affected flows. To accomplish this
task, the influence of regional climate on regional river flows must be identified using
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benchmark periods. Identification of seasonal blocks corresponding to periods of low, medium,
and high flows will also be developed.

The rationale presented above is the basis of the tasks developed for this SOW. The tasks
presented here reflect the rationale described above and address instream flows, as described in
the ACFS RFQ (below).

IFA Tasks

IFAs will be developed for the ACF rivers using the best available information. While data may
provide an opportunity to develop an IFA, adequate data are critical to the development, and
inadequate data will preclude development of the IFA. Therefore, based on data availability, the
Apalachicola River should be addressed separately from the Chattahoochee and Flint rivers.

1. Evaluate existing IFA-relevant data for the entire ACF Basin.

The primary environmental gradients along a river corridor are the upstream-downstream
changes in elevation that drive inundation regimes of vegetation and faunal communities along
the corridor and in the watershed. Data related to identifying these inundation regimes will be
compiled and examined. This task will be completed by taking inventory of existing, available
information and identifying data gaps, i.e. unavailable data necessary to develop an IFA.
Available data will be reviewed for relevance to the proposed IFA, and strategies for addressing
existing data gaps developed. The results of the inventory will determine if existing data are
adequate for completion of the IFA. The three basins have been studied previously and an
evaluation of the information compiled was completed to avoid duplication of effort and ensure
that equivalent comparisons can be made among watersheds. The data available for the three
watersheds, by topic, will be summarized in table format, similar to the example in Table 1. Data
sources will be documented and an annotated literature review will be completed.

Importantly, the Apalachicola River has been studied for years and data for the basin may be
adequate to complete a preliminary IFA (under a subsequent task order) that addresses minimum
instream flow requirements for target species, vegetation communities, recreation, or other (e.g.
industry, agriculture) uses. Data may be downloaded from the EPA STORET data base and
reviewed for relevance and adequacy. Data must be adequate for comparison and statistical
analyses.

Deliverables: Annotated literature review
Draft inventory of existing information (Table 1).

2. Determine data needs

In addition to data listed under number 1 (above), data needs will be evaluated based on the
approach identified for completing the IFAs in the river basins. Consequently, completion of
Task 2 will likely need to be undertaken in tandem with Task 3. Data needs may include
elevation, soils, vegetation, species, recreation data, and will be evaluated with regard to the
method agreed upon. Data needs are anticipated for the Flint and Chattahoochee river systems
more so than for the Apalachicola River, given the level of study that has already been
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completed for the Apalachicola River. These needs will be identified and clarified, by river
basin. In some cases, analysis of existing data may provide information needed for species or
habitat metrics and subsequent IFA analyses. For example, information on particular species life
histories can be compiled from other studies. However, the unavailability of long term stream
flow or water quality data would require equipment purchase, installation, and monitoring. These
needs will be clarified as to purpose, priority, estimated cost, and schedule. Because of the
uncertainty of the data available for the Flint and Chattahoochee rivers, we propose two
approaches under task 3.

Table 1. Inventory and Summary of Existing Information and Data for the Apalachicola, Flint, and
Chattachoochee Rivers *

Data Topic Apalachicola | Flint | Chattahoochee
Hydrology
Topographic surveys, LIDAR, DTM X X X
NRCS soils maps X X X
Existing aerial photography X X X
Historical aerial photography X X X
Historical maps X X X
Existing and ongoing studies of watersheds X X X
Existing water supply plans X X X
Rainfall stations and data X X X
Stream flow stations and data X X X
Water stage recorders and data X X X
ET stations and data NC X NC
Biology/Ecology
Existing assessments of ecosystem health X
Assessments of hydrologic conditions and ecosystem
health X X X
Resource recovery targets for hydrologically altered
ecosystems X X NA
Water Quality
Primary and secondary drinking water standards X X X
Storet data X X X
Data from sources other than Storet X X X
Pollutant loading models X X X
TMDL reports X NA NA
Geology
Non-potable well locations X
Extgnt of the surficial, intermediate and upper Floridan X X X
aquifers
Geologic, geophysical log data for aquifer depths and X X X
water quality
*X=Available; NA=Not Available; NC = Not Critical
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Data are the core of the analyses to be completed for the proposed work effort. Available data
will be compiled and evaluated for relevancy and appropriateness. Data sources will include, for
example, Georgia EPD, Georgia Soil and Water Conservation Commission, Atlanta Regional
Commission, Department of Agriculture, USGS, EPA, models developed for individual
watersheds, and other relevant sources. Regulatory data sources will be reviewed for water
availability and projections. This scope of work does not include the creation or incorporation of
data that are missing, have never collected/recorded, or are otherwise not readily available.

Deliverables: Table 1 (Final)
Description of data needs
Data sources, maps.

3. ldentify science needed to complete basin wide IFAs

The science needed to complete IFAs for the three basins focuses on analyses to identify
resource targets (e.g. species, habitats, recreation, other uses), evaluate and/or develop
relationships among the targets and inundation, evaluate influence of other factors (e.g. climate,
runoff, elevation, withdrawals) on inundation, identification of important (target) periods of
inundation, and the subsequent use of models to translate inundation periods into flows. This last
step, developing the inundation-flow relationship, will be completed using hydrologic models.
Results can then be used to develop resource protection targets for management and regulatory
actions. Because of the uncertainty of the data available for the Flint and Chattahoochee rivers,
we propose two approaches under this task. Because different approaches have different data
needs, available data will influence the selection of the IFA approach. However, the same
approach may not be appropriate for all three rivers. Under this task, approaches to developing
an IFA will be evaluated and selected. Subtasks are outlined below.

3.1  Evaluate data in context of available approaches
3.2  Select appropriate approach
3.3 Develop IFA approach
e |dentify target resources and relationships
e Develop relationships for targets with regard to inundation and elevation
3.4  Reporting and providing inundation targets to B&V to model flows
3.5  Develop conceptual approach to IFA if data inadequate for development of
relationships, e.g. Flint and Chattahoochee rivers

IFA methods available include Instream Flow Incremental Methodology (IFIM) (Bovee et al.
1998) and corresponding software (Physical Habitat Simulation (PHABSIM)), as well as the
Tennant wetted perimeter methods. Each of these has specific data requirements, briefly outlined
in Table 2. For example, PHABSIM requires hydrologic data plus the additional effort of
evaluating the physical habitat requirements of target biota. These methods can be used to
develop instream flows necessary to inundate habitat specific to targeted species, e.g. Gulf
sturgeon. The Hydrologic Engineering Centers River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) model can be
used (by B&V) for estimating one-dimensional steady-state water surface profiles in establishing
target water levels in rivers and is frequently used to estimate minimum flows (Gore and Mead
2002). However, peer review of established minimum flows and levels for rivers in Florida

Atkins 4 Draft SOW for ACFS IFA
September 2011



http://www.ecoemploy.com/scripts/ageeh.cgi?name=gasoil



indicates that the hydraulic model needed to be linked to a biotic habitat model, e.g. PHABSIM,
with criteria such as fish passage and with Recent and Long-Term Positional Hydrographs
(RALPH) analyses of woody (snag) habitat and floodplain plant communities. These links
provide a more robust IFA.

RALPH plots and analyses may be used to identify the number of days from a defined period of
record when flows or levels associated with a specific aquatic habitat or floodplain feature were
equaled or exceeded. RALPH analyses enable a quantitative assessment of how flow reductions
of a certain magnitude would affect the number of days that certain flow characteristics would be
met or exceeded. This information can then be used to estimate percent of flow reductions, on a
seasonal basis, reduce the number of days of inundation of target habitats no more than (for
example) 15 percent. HEC-RAS and RALPH plots can be used to determine floodplain
inundation patterns based on historical benchmark periods.

Table 2. Comparison of Three Methods of Characterizing Instream Flows

Method Example | Input Components Components Reference
Width, depth, velocity,
Standard substrate & side channels,
Setting or Tennant Average annual flow bars & islands, cover, Tennant,
Hydrological | Method migration, temperature, D. L., 1975.
Methods invertebrates, fishing &
floating, aesthetics
Transect or Cross section coordinates
Hydraulic Wetted dsl ith use of Depth, velocity, and spawning | Collings,
Rating Perimeter (x,y) and s ope (with u discharges M., 1972.
a cross section analyzer)
Methods
Multiple cross sections
Incremental longitudinally along the
or Habitat PHABSIM stream segment with Velocity, depth, channel index, | Bovee, K.,
Simulation discharge and water and temperature 1982.
Methods surface level calibration
pairs

The Tennant (or Montana) method, using a 10 per cent average discharge recommendation, was
found to correctly identify degraded or poor habitat conditions and the 30 per cent
recommendation corresponded to near optimum habitat in small streams but greater than
optimum flow at the large stream site. In contrast, the 7-day, 1-in-10-year low flows (7Q10) was
found to provide very limited amounts of physical habitat for riffle-dwelling fishes (Orth and
Leonard 1990). Similarly, Caissie et al. (2007) concluded that methods based on a percentage of
mean annual flow (MAF) generated higher levels of instream flow protection for ungaged basins.
Both studies concluded that Q90, 7Q2, and 7Q10 methods, especially for small streams, are not
protective of instream flows.

“Indicators of Hydrologic Alteration” (IHA), a software program used to evaluate hydrologic
records and quantify changes in hydrologic regimes, is also a potential tool for establishing high
flows. This tool analyzes within-year changes to frequency, timing, magnitude, and duration of
flood events to assess the effect of human interactions with a watershed. While it does not
provide an instream flow prescription, this tool can be used in helping determine water resource
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management practices that can benefit ecological uses (TNC 2007). These methods will be
evaluated for their use in drafting preliminary IFAs for river segments along the Apalachicola
River in appropriate segments.

Apalachicola River. As described previously, the Apalachicola River has undergone
substantial study over the last decades and it is likely that the data necessary to develop a
preliminary IFA for the river are available. In addition, an IFA for the Apalachicola River
can be used for upstream models, while the reverse is not true, i.e. minimum instream
flows are developed for downstream river reaches before upstream reaches because the
downstream flows are a sum of that particular reach and those upstream. The challenge
for the Apalachicola River may be that some information is unavailable due to litigation
constraints.

Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers. Flows in these rivers are gaged, although natural
systems data are not as well documented (based on our knowledge). Consequently, the
development of a conceptual approach to developing IFAs for these two rivers is
anticipated rather than preliminary IFAs, as proposed for the Apalachicola River.

Deliverables: Summary of selected approach
Table. Summary of potential approaches and data needs for methods
Table. List of targeted resources and inundation and habitat requirements
Technical report summarizing and documenting purpose, need, methods
(tasks), results, conclusions, and literature.
Table. Tabular summary of inundation regimes, by resource target (and river
reach) for Apalachicola River, for submittal to B&V for modeling
Table. Conceptual IFA approach, including data needs, if available data
inadequate to develop preliminary IFA

Reporting

Reporting will be completed as part of Task 3.4, but is presented here for clarity. Methods,
analyses, and other documentation will be provided based on tasks listed above. Tables will be
compiled consistent with, but not limited to, those presented above. A report will be prepared
that includes maps, graphs, charts, and text necessary to characterize the process and results of
the work effort. A draft report will be submitted to the ACFS executive committee and
comments will be integrated into a Final Report.

Deliverable: Technical report summarizing and documenting purpose, need, methods (tasks),
results, conclusions, and literature relevant to IFA for Apalachicola River based on available data
and conceptual IFAs for Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers.

Detailed costs estimates and timing to complete the comprehensive IFAs
A detailed cost estimate for developing an IFA for the Apalachicola River and a conceptual

approach to IFAs for the Chattahoochee and Flint rivers, including assumptions, is provided in
Table 3 (attached). An estimated schedule is presented in Table 4.
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Table 3. Detailed cost estimate and schedule for completion of comprehensive IFAs.

IHA Task/subtasks Cost Estimate
1 Evaluate existing IFA data for the entire ACF Basin S 14,000
Annotated literature review
2 Determine data needs S 8,400
3 Identify needed science
3.1 Evaluate data X approaches S 12,250
3.2  Select IFA approach S 7,000
3.3 Develop IFA approach
3.3.1 Identify target resources S 14,000
Develop target X inundation
3.3.2 relationships
Data compilation S 7,000
Statistical analyses S 17,500
Habitat model S 21,000
Seasonal flow blocks/
climate analyses S 16,800
3.4 Reporting S 22,400
Provide IFA requirements to B&V (for Draft
Apalachicola River IFA)
3.5 Develop conceptual IFA (if data inadquate) S 8,000
S 147,350
Travel S 2,000
Total S 150,350

* Hours and hourly rates are combined estimates
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Table 4. Estimated Schedule

Month

IHA Task/subtasks

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

1 Evaluate existing IFA data for the entire ACF Basin
Annotated literature review

2 Determine data needs

3 Identify needed science

3.1 Evaluate data X approaches

3.2 Select IFA approach
3.3 Develop IFA approach
3.3.1 Identify target resources
3.3.2 Develop target X inundation relationships
Data compilation
Statistical analyses
Habitat model
Seasonal flow blocks/ climate analyses
3.4  Submit Draft Report
Provide IFA requirements to B&V

3.5 Develop conceptual IFA (if data inadequate)
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