ACFS
Governing Board Meeting
Unicoi State Park
September 12‐14, 2012
Welcome, Introductions, Meeting Objectives and Agenda
The Governing Board (GB) meeting started at 1:30pm. Charles Stripling welcomed the GB.
Next, Wilton Rooks welcomed the GB members to the Upper Chattahoochee region. Next, Brad
Currey addressed the group regarding the mission of the ACF Stakeholders. He noted the
success of the fund‐raising campaign to date ($1.1 million). He is optimistic of attaining $1.5
million in the campaign. He asked that the group re‐affirm its commitment to work together to
build consensus, even if there are some uncertainties and information gaps. Next, the GB
members and others at the meeting introduced themselves, and then Gail Bingham reviewed
the materials packet and the agenda.
Old Business
Vince Falcione made a motion to accept the May GB meeting summary, and Tim Thoms
seconded the motion. The motion was approved by consensus.
SWMP/IFA Status Report
Brad Moore provided an update on progress of TOCWG. Slides presented to the GB are
available on request. Major items covered in the update include:







Water Demands – TOCWG is in the process of reviewing the B&V deliverable on water
demands in the Basin.
Unimpaired Inflow (UIF) Dataset – UIF meeting hosted by B&V and GA Tech to discuss
issues with current UIF dataset and potential work needed to improve it.
Instream Flow Analysis (IFA) – Atkins is developing the IFAs for the rivers and their flood
plains and has provided a proposal to TOCWG is working through proposal by Atkins on
detailed approach to completing IFA for the Estuary.
The TOCWG held briefings with the states of AL, FL and GA plus the Corps of Engineers
on the SWMP this summer.
Contractors are on time and budget with work plan; contractors have regular
coordination meetings.
Major issues for TOCWG:
o Evaluation of Estuary – Need to select methodology for Bay evaluation
o Unimpaired Inflows (UIF) Dataset – Will be evaluating need to improve the
dataset.

o Funding –Filling information gaps and addressing discovery issues will require
fund‐raising.
Next, Brad Moore presented a motion to approve Phase D of the SWMP/IFA (attached) subject
to amendment of the 2012 Operating Budget. Phase D includes two components: the second
half of funding for Task 6.1 (baseline model runs) ($52,141) and funding for B&V participation in
the fall caucus meetings ($6,000). Summary of motion discussion:





Comment to keep the flow chart of Phases and Tasks up to date
Are lake levels still included in the “IFA”? Environmental impacts of lake levels are
not included in Atkins work but lake levels will be assessed in the SWMP model.
Do we need to evaluate using UIFs? We will not be able to attain conditions of the
past. However, the UIF dataset actually describes the inflows that are the baseline
for the model and, thus, are needed for its calibration.
Clarification that the motion has been approved by consensus of both the TOCWG
and EC.

Dan Tonsmeire made a motion to approve Phase D as presented, and Jim McClatchey
seconded the motion. Phase D was approved by a consensus of the GB.
Next, Steve Simpson provided an SWMP update from Black and Veatch (slides available on
request). Summary points from the presentation and discussion include:






Simpson explained net consumptive use estimated for different sectors for both current
conditions and 2050 forecast.
He clarified that the data being used contains some values based on permitted levels,
but the use data is based on multiple data sources (observed, estimated, and modeled).
He clarified that the estimated impact of groundwater use on surface water flows is
shown in the “Stream‐Aquifer Impact” sector. He further clarified that this sector
includes groundwater use by agriculture and by other sectors (municipal and industrial).
Simpson clarified that that disaggregation of weekly UIF to daily is important for
evaluation of some performance indicators but that there remains significant
uncertainty in the reliability of the data at the daily timestep.
He reported that the USACE provided data on net consumptive use by reach for AL and
FL but we are still trying to capture more detailed data from both AL and the Northwest
FL Water Management District.

Next, Marty Kelly from Atkins provided a status report on Atkins’ on‐going work on the
Instream Flow Analysis. His slides are available on request. Summary points from the
presentation and discussion include:


How is the IFA going to be integrated in to the SWMP? Recommended flows from IFA
can be used as a performance indicator.
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Information Session: Commercial Fishery Failure for Oyster Fishery Requested by State of
Florida
A declaration of a commercial fishery failure caused by a fishery resource disaster has been
requested by the Governor Scott of Florida under the Magnuson‐Stevens Fishery Management
and Conservation Act for oyster harvesting areas in the Gulf of Mexico, and especially in
Apalachicola Bay. The Act provides for disaster relief funding, which could employ fishermen in
restocking the oyster beds. Shannon Hartsfield summarized the current situation and reviewed
the status of oyster beds in Apalachicola Bay for the GB members. Hartsfield said that the
current situation is very critical for the fishery, and he hopes that the ACFS will be able to help
improve conditions in the system.
Information Session: “ACF Water Resources: Managing Demand and Climate Change”
Aris Georgakakos provided a presentation on assessment of the impact of climate change in the
ACF. His slides are available on request.
Georgakakos said that observed data show that there has been a decline of precipitation and an
increase in potential evapotranspiration (PET) from 1960 – 2009. Over the same period, soil
moisture and runoff have declined. These trends are expected to continue, and droughts are
expected to become more intense. He presented graphs of projections of precipitation in the
Lake Lanier and Seminole Lake watersheds under different climate change scenarios. He said
that climate projections consistently project precipitation to decrease and for the distribution
of precipitation to “stretch” (become wetter and drier than the historical climate). Soil moisture
and runoff are expected to decline further. ACF watersheds are expected to experience
reduced mean precipitations with wetter and dryer extremes.
Georgakakos presented expected impacts with climate change under current water
management. Lake Lanier would experience deeper and more frequent lake drawdowns, and
2050 demands would exacerbate lake water stress. The system will have less capacity to meet
instream flow targets.
Georgakakos illustrated projected impacts of climate change on the Bay using a hydrodynamic
model. This model can be used to evaluate the impacts of various flow regimes created by
different WMA’s. He also illustrated the projected effects of sea level rise. The mouth of river
may move inland with projected inundations due to sea level rise. With a moderate level of sea
level rise, salinity levels in the Bay would rise 3 to 8 ppt (adverse impact on oysters). He
recommends work to establish ecological requirements of sturgeon and oysters, the
development of flow scenarios associated with upstream development and management plans,
and an assess salinity impacts of those flow scenarios.
Discussion summary:


Climate change projections appear to indicate the salinity conditions will continue to
worsen, despite any possible efforts to improve upstream flow contributions to the
estuary.
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We want variability in salinity in the Bay for oysters.
We want to be able to sort out what part of the projected changes is due to climate
change and what part is manageable. The projections today show the impacts of
climate change, not changes in demand. The unimpaired inflows (UIFs) show this
decline over the historical period (1960‐2009), and future UIFs are also expected to
decline.
This model could be used to evaluate changes in management on salinity.
We need to identify the needs of target species in the Bay. If we know that, then we
can evaluate impacts on Bay of upstream water management.
This bay salinity model is driven by flows at the Sumatra gage.

Public Comment
There were no comments from the public.

ADJOURN FOR THE DAY
RECONVENE FOR THE DAY: Thursday, September 13

Water Management Alternatives Expert Panel
The GB members introduced themselves to the panel members. Next, Stripling welcomed the
panel members, and the panel members introduced themselves.





Carol R. Collier, Delaware River Basin Commission
John “Woody” Wodraska, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (ret) and
South FL Water Mgmt District (ret)
Brian Richter, The Nature Conservancy
Daniel P. Sheer, Hydrologics

The panel members’ slides will be available on the ACFS website.
The first speaker was Brian Richter. Richter provided an analysis of water sources and uses in
the basin, and commented that, although there are significant challenges, the ACF has
adequate water and flexibility to resolve the issues in the basin. Over 60% of the water that falls
on the basin is used by plants, and about 31% drains to the rivers. The remainder goes to the
groundwater. Water used in the basin is about 9% of precipitation, with about 4% returned to
the system. He suggested that ACFS focus on turning points of conflict into opportunities,
illustrating for example the importance of the Chattahoochee to the pattern of high flows in the
Apalachicola and the importance of the Flint to base flows. Thinking in this way might suggest
ideas for allowing the watershed to function as naturally as possible while using water carefully.
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The second speaker was Dan Sheer. He emphasized the value of establishing a clear definition
of management objectives in order to identify focused management alternatives. Management
strategies are undertaken to achieve management objectives. Sheer reviewed management
objectives that are common in water management planning and noted that these would come
from performance criteria or preferences but then are described in terms of maximizing desired
characteristics and minimizing negative ones rather than being described in terms of specific
values. He also explained that it is helpful to think in terms of tradeoffs. The key to finding
management alternatives that improve the situation for as many stakeholders as possible is to
design a rule that makes releases when the benefits of doing so are high and the costs of the
loss of reliability are low. He noted, however, that the relationships between the benefits of
releasing water now versus holding it for future reliability have many uncertainties. He also
recommended using lots of model runs to evaluate tradeoffs among multiple objectives and
taking an adaptive strategy. An adaptive strategy for management is important to getting initial
agreement on a plan.
The next speaker was Woody Wodraska. He commented on lessons learned in his experience
in water planning. He emphasized the importance of conservation as the starting point. He also
said that problems are difficult to solve until people agree that the status quo is unacceptable.
He emphasized the importance of having shared guiding principles for water planning. He said
that planning requires the “touch of a master’s hand” to pull all the components of successful
planning together.
The last speaker was Carol Collier. The Delaware River Basin Commission has a primary
objective of protecting the water supplies of Philadelphia and New Jersey from saltwater
intrusion when freshwater flows are not adequate. She emphasized the need for an integrated
approach to water management. The states involved in the Delaware River Basin Commission
give up a portion of their sovereignty to manage the watershed, but the Commission is OF the
states, not ABOVE the states. She said that stakeholder engagement is critical to the
Commission’s planning. She added that science and policy development need to be separate,
with policy makers asking the questions and scientists providing decision‐relevant information.
Some questions are more about policy than science. Planning should include different
operations and sometimes different objectives for high, normal, and low flows. She said that it
is critical to protect your headwaters. She emphasized that there is no silver bullet. She also
emphasized the importance of plans that are adaptive, nimble, and resilient. She said that a
river basin commission is important because it keeps the focus on the river and not on state
boundaries.
Next, the panel had a facilitated discussion, based on questions developed by the TOCWG.
Q. What concrete actions should management strategies target?
A. Richter said it is important to see where the major concerns are and identify where progress
can be made most readily. He noted that one area of focus could be the severely low levels
observed in the Flint River Basin in drought periods. He said that farmers in the Flint Basin want
to improve the efficiency of their water use, but they need help, including financial help, to do
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so. He said that is one possible area of focus. Wodraska emphasized the importance of having
early success in implementation of management strategies and choosing strategies to attain
early success. He encouraged ACFS to advocate for river basin management regardless of state
boundaries and to lead with conservation. He noted the importance of treating all users fairly.
He emphasized the importance of groundwater management as well as surface water
management. He recommended a focus on low flow conditions first. Wodraska also
emphasized the importance of engaging business leaders to stimulate action.
Q. What options does the ACFS have to affect the timing of the high flows to reflect a more
natural pattern (later in winter/early spring)?
A. Sheer said that, particularly in dry winters when the risk of spring flooding is lower, the
reservoirs could be allowed to fill earlier, so that spring rains flow through the system to allow
higher flows in the spring rather than in the winter. He said that a simulation model could be
used to see what level of storage is available under various scenarios at the beginning of spring
flood events. He explained how this was addressed in the Potomac to support downstream
flows as well as water supply.
Q. Are there specific strategies you can recommend for different flow conditions (low, medium,
high)?
A. Collier said that the New York City water supply reservoirs have operation strategies that
vary based on flow conditions. She said that there is flexibility to manage for multiple
objectives within the constraints on the system. In 2004‐2006, the river got three major floods,
and the Commission changed its strategies to address flood control better. It had been more
focused on drought management before then. The Commission manages for different
objectives under different flow conditions. Priorities changes as conditions change.
Q. What advice would you give ACFS about how to use adaptive management?
A. Collier said that everything they do is adaptive. They currently have a flexible flow
management plan that details operations. It is a one‐year agreement. It has been updated
each year for the past several years. Information is collected on implementation to support
informed decisions about adaptations to the plan. The Commission needs to consider how to
adapt to sea level rise, population growth, and new industry, among other variables. They try
to determine what the system is most sensitive to and how to move forward. Richter said that
model simulations are important, but it is critical to start trying strategies on the ground with
implementation. Wodraska said that getting more data is not always what is needed. He said
we are often data rich and analysis poor. It is easy to agree to collect more data, but it often
does not inform management decisions.
Q. What are strategies to address water scarcity and uncertainty associated with scarcity
conditions?
A. Richter recommended having a drought management plan that pre‐negotiates strategies and
allocations in advance of critical conditions. He suggested that flexibility can possibly be
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attained by trading water allocations among sectors in critical periods. For example, in some
places, urban areas pay compensation to farmers for water in critical periods. Sheer said that
there is a lot of water in this basin and that will help with addressing scarcity. Wodraska said it
is important that GB members take a broad view as to what perspective they represent. Collier
added that it is critical to have an agreed plan in advance.
This session was followed by a series of break‐out group meetings in which GB members were
able to meet in small groups with each of the four panelists.

BREAK FOR LUNCH
Luncheon Speaker: John Erbele, General Manager of Smithgall Woods
Water Management Alternatives Expert Panel – Closing Session
The facilitators of each small group asked follow up questions from their group, and then time
was provided for questions from individual GB members.
Q. What do you do when you need to move forward without the information you need?
A. Richter responded that, although there is often the desire for more information, it can be
more helpful to work with what you do know about the system, take some actions, and then
have an adaptive management approach to incorporate what is learned from those initial
actions. The Nature Conservancy recommends a presumptive standard for management where
data is not available for more specific standards. Sheer added that analogs work; similar
situations will respond similarly.
Q. Should we pursue conservation first before any other planning and analysis, or should it be a
top priority in the plan? What does “conservation first” mean?
A. Wodraska said to start with conservation to shape management and get buy‐in and to
address waste, but you will need other measures, too. Sheer said it is always a good idea to
take no more than you need. Collier said that measurement also is a step toward more
efficient use; it helps to know how much you are using. Wodraska said that defining standards
for success in an attainable way is important.
Q. What do you think about aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) as a management strategy?
A. Richter said that part of conservation is recognizing the benefits of natural infrastructure
(e.g., wetlands, forests) and protecting them. He said he would prefer to see groundwater
managed within its natural limits to provide for human use and ecological health over using an
engineering approach such as ASR. ASR can play an important role for urban water supply in
droughts. Sheer said that this basin has options that are less costly than ASR to attain the same
objectives. Wodraska said that ASR should be considered when surface storage is being
considered.
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Q. What are institutional options suitable for ACF management?
A. Collier said that you cannot manage water if you limit yourself by state boundaries. You
need to look at the whole watershed. To get to a management plan, ACFS needs to do more
than putting the plan together. ACFS will have to engage the states. Sheer said to figure out
first how to manage the resource and then develop the management institutions.
Q. With regard to performance metrics, how can we get participants to be flexible?
A. Wodraska said that he senses fundamental differences in guiding principles and the need to
evaluate whether ACFS members share guiding principles. Other groups have already been
through similar processes before and provide good examples. Sheer said that members need
to get all performance measures on the table. They should be translated into objectives (e.g.,
maximize good events/minimize bad events). Sheer said it would be better to evaluate
alternatives relative to each other on these objectives, rather than measuring alternatives by
absolute metrics.
Q. Institutions need funding. How do you avoid getting stuck in a bad “marriage” in the form of
an institution where partners may not live up to agreements?
A. The Delaware River Basin Commission is reliant upon funding from signatories and grants,
and is limited in its ability to charge but has not had full funding from all of its members. The
Commission staff now is holding retreats with the commissioners to determine what they want
the Commission to be, with one goal being more support from signatories. Wodraska said that
it is usually easier to get a user fee approved than a tax.
Q. What about oysters? What management alternatives have been used in other watersheds
to address oysters and species like them that are both economic and ecologically alternative?
A. Collier said that oysters are an indicator of restoration in the Delaware; they experienced a
big crash in the species but oyster populations now are increasing again. They use shelling to
create habitat and movement of spat from high to low salinity areas. Richter said that ACFS
needs to look closely at what oysters really need. They seem to be especially vulnerable to low
flows.
Q. How important is it to know about the tradeoffs among interests? And do you need
economic evaluation to support this analysis?
A. Sheer said that all of us have multiple and often similar interests, not just the interest each
represents. We may differ in the priorities we place on those interests. It is important to
understand each others’ interests to support the development of management alternatives
that address all interests. You need to rely on the technical consultants to help you in
interpreting the complexity. Use multiple model runs to identify an alternative that does well
by satisfying everyone. Do not just try to protect your own interests. Richter said that each of
us will not get what we want until we figure out how to help everyone else get what they need.
You do not need to know each other person’s interests at a high level of detail, but you do no
need to be attentive to them and help to address them. Collier and Wodraska agreed.
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Q. What specific solutions have you seen elsewhere that you think could help in the ACF?
A. Wodraska said that optimization models with dashboards are an important planning tool.
Sheer said there are lots of basins similar to this basin, including the Everglades and the
Delaware, where timing is important as it is in the ACF. He said that many basins on the East
Coast are similar to the ACF. ACFS should focus on timing of flows.
Q. Is it possible to fix a system before it has major problems?
A. Richter said that he does not think so; the usual trend is toward more pressure on the
resource until it is strained to the breaking point, and then you see a response. The ACF has not
gone off a cliff yet, and the problems are fixable without draconian changes. There is still a lot
of water with which to work. Sheer said that the Delaware and Susquehanna have had
proactive programs to prevent major problems. Collier said that developing worst case
scenario vision might help to make people more proactive. This could be done as part of an
agreement on a drought management plan. Sheer said that in the Kansas River they developed
a computer model of a worst case scenario drought, and that exercise helped to stimulate
action, including the development of new institutions for water supply management.
Closing Comments:







Richter: Water problems are human problems. The solutions are available to you. Don’t
be afraid to talk turkey with each other and expose the basis of some of the conflicts.
Often when you develop performance metrics and explore scenarios together, you leave
the conflicts under the carpet. You need to have frank, honest and specific
conversations with each other. What is the nature of the conflict? Where does it
happen? How often does it happen? This information often provides new ideas that
lead to collaborative solutions. You might use the performance metrics scorecard you
are working on as a basis for that discussion.
Collier: ACFS has accomplished a lot. Need to identify the pinch points and keep an eye
on the end game. You will need multiple solutions and you will need something like a
marketing plan to put the plan into action. Take an integrated approach across the
water cycle. Protect from the top of the watershed down to protect the headwaters,
but also protect from the estuary up by determining downstream needs to target.
Collier invited GB members to visit the Delaware River Basin Commission.
Sheer: Use your consultants and identify possible solutions. There should be many
available to you. And then influence those you need to implement the strategy.
Wodraska: I thought this situation was more intractable before I got here. Remember
what you’ve already accomplished and take time to smell the roses. After three years of
working on something, I would want some closure. You need some kind of deliverable.
I would urge you to get some words on paper and force some decisions about what to
do next. You might be further along than you have given yourself credit for.

Charles Stripling thanked Gail Bingham and the panel.
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Information Session: Update from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Pete Taylor from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) was introduced by Billy Turner. In
June (June 26, 2012), the USACOE filed a response to the 11th Circuit Court. It argued that the
USACOE has authority to meet Georgia’s 2000 water supply request (for requirements in 2030)
but not a commitment to do so. The legal opinion is available on the USACOE website. The
opinion was supported by a technical document that included multiple model simulations
(remand report).
In 2000, Georgia requested increased withdrawals in three then‐year periods culminating in
2030 demands of 705 mgd. Downstream needs require flows of at least 1381 cfs at Atlanta.
Withdrawals from Lanier increase to 297 mgd and from the river to 408 mgd by 2030. Return
flows to the lake must increase substantially by 2030 to attain 107 mgd.
Taylor expects that the USACOE will re‐open the Water Control Manual process soon. The
USACOE said in its response to the 11th Circuit that Lake Lanier is a part of a system and the
Congressional intent needs to be understood in the context of the system. The Corps was
always expected to balance purposes and there could be a shift to accommodate purposes over
the period of operation of the project. If Corps accommodates the 2030 request from Georgia,
the overall system energy value is reduced by less than 1%. The Corps responded to the court
that storage in Lanier can be used for downstream water supply needs without a reallocation of
storage. The Corps also responded that there is no provision in the law that authorized the
Corps to provide financial compensation to power customers. Based on the remand report
model simulations, during the most severe drought, accommodating Georgia’s 2030 request
would draw Lanier to 1040’. Lake levels would be lower than those experienced in past years’
operation.
Taylor said that the proposed course of action is to resume the Water Control Manual update
process with analysis to accommodate some level of lake withdrawals and downstream Atlanta
water supply requirements. It is expected to be a three year effort.
Information Session: Drought in the ACF Basin
Stripling introduced John Feldt. Temperatures were slightly below normal in the Southeast this
summer. In the ACF, rainfall was generally below normal, though generally better than in recent
years. Streamflow was generally below normal in the ACF. The Flint River has been well below
normal, with record low flows at some points this year. There has not been much improvement
in the drought core in the ACF. Models indicate El Niño conditions through the winter and
neutral conditions in the spring. There is a good probability of having an above average
recharge season this winter/spring. Feldt expects that status quo conditions will persist in
October and November and that drought conditions are expected to make slow improvement
over the winter.
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Information Session: Update from The University Collaborative
Shannon Bonney from The University Collaborative (TUC) updated the GB on the research on
institutional options for water management in the ACF and reviewed the Collaborative’s
recommendations. Her slides are available on request. Options included a non‐regulatory
institution, a limited regulatory commission, and a regulatory commission. Next, TUC will work
with ACFS to assess which functions are essential for trans‐boundary management and come up
with a plan for gaining similar information from others. TUC’s report was sent out with the pre‐
meeting packet.
Next, Chad Taylor reviewed the proposed letter of agreement for services for TUC, which was
distributed to the GB on Wednesday. Homer Hirt made a motion, with a second from Dan
Tonsmeire, to approve TUC letter of service for action by the EC in the form of a notice to
proceed. GB members discussed the motion. The agreement is contingent upon available
funding (which needs to be raised for this purpose). The motion was approved by consensus.
Public Comment
There were no comments from the public.
ADJOURN FOR THE DAY

RECONVENE FOR THE DAY: Friday, September 14
Open Discussion
Dan Tonsmeire said that he could answer yes to Brad Currey’s question from Wednesday about
committing to the process.
Chad Taylor commented on oysters as a target species – a “canary in the mine”.
Gail Bingham and Charles Stripling remarked on Carol Collier’s invitation to visit the Delaware
River Basin Commission as a good idea.
Discussion of Next Steps of SWMP/IFA
Gordon Rogers reviewed the next steps for the TOCWG and the next steps in the SWMP/IFA
that would involve and require input from the GB members. He noted that the coming months
would require a significant amount of time and homework by members. There will be regional
caucus meetings this fall to discuss the performance metrics (especially vis‐à‐vis the Atkins IFA
deliverable) and water management alternatives.
Steve Simpson from Black & Veatch walked the group through development of the Water
Management Alternatives Template and how it will be used (slides available on request).
Discussion summary:
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Some members need to be more comfortable with the data inputs, including the UIF
dataset, before making comparative decisions about water management alternatives.
The comment period will open soon for the USACE Water Control Manual. Perhaps the
TOCWG could produce a set of WMAs to provide USACE from a scoping standpoint.
We need to make sure ACFS is keeping states and USACE informed and involved.

Marty Kelly from Atkins provided the group an update on IFA tasks that will be completed over
the next few months. Main item was the October 12 deliverable on the riverine IFAs to the
TOCWG.
Review of Summer Caucus Meetings
Steve Simpson from Black & Veatch updated the group on the summer caucus meetings and
development of the preliminary performance metrics table (slides available on request;
performance metrics table was provided in the pre‐meeting packet).








It was suggested that navigation channel metric should be refined to include 0.5 ft
increments.
It was clarified that many of the performance metrics data needs (yellow boxes) may
not require a lot of additional funds to complete.
It was noted that some yellow boxes have GB member names based on offers to assist
in collection of more information.
Is there a metric for floodplain inundation? Yes, it will be part of the Atkins October
2012 deliverable.
Will ACFS be provided more detail on the performance metrics over and above what is
shown in the table? Yes, the technical memo will provide more detail.
Will the model be able to analyze flood risk? No. The model can look at additional
storage and can give us a comparative answer but not a specific numerical assessment.
Can we sort out the differences in flows that are attributed to use, rainfall patterns and
future water management alternatives? The UIF dataset does capture the precipitation
– runoff relationship. The TOCWG will be looking into this further.

Committee and Work Group Status Reports
Finance Committee and Fundraising: Jim McClatchey presented a motion recommended by the
Finance Committee (to approve as a part of the 2012 budget the funding to support Phase D.
Brad Currey seconded the motion. There was no discussion of the motion. The motion was
approved by consensus.
Intergovernmental Affairs Committee: Betty Webb presented recommendations from the
committee on procedures for interactions by ACFS members with government agencies
(attached). Requests for interaction with an agency will be coordinated by the EC Chair through
the EC as appropriate at the time of the initial contact (but not for recurring contact on related
matters). Webb presented a motion recommended by the committee to approve the
government agency interaction procedures recommended by the IGAC. Mike Criddle
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seconded the motion. Stripling and Webb clarified how the procedures would operate. The
motion was approved by consensus.
Information Session: USGS WaterSMART Program
Mary Freeman gave a presentation on the environmental flows work in the USGS WaterSMART
Program for the ACF. Her slides are available on request. The focus of the work is to assess if
changing flow regimes have resulted in ecological changes in the ACF. USGS will construct
current conditions flow models for several sub‐basins in the ACF, sample fish and mussels to
estimate stream flow effects on population dynamic in differing streams, and simulate biota
responses to flow alteration scenarios. The sub‐basins include: Upper Chattahoochee,
Chestatee, Potato Creek, Ichaway‐Nochaway, Spring, and Chipola. The modeling tools that they
are developing will allow for projection of expected impacts of flow changes on ecological
criteria. In response to a question, Freeman said that it was unlikely that the WaterSMART work
would support ACFS interest in assessing the flow levels for shoal bass noted in the
performance metrics table. Instead, they will be looking at projecting the effect of flow
changes on shoal bass populations. Brian Hughes made some general comments on
WaterSMART.
Committee and Work Group Status Reports (cont.)
Finance Committee (cont.): There is a finance committee in the pre‐meeting packet. Brad
Currey gave a fund‐raising report. He said he feels that based on input from GB members, this
group is committed to working together on this effort for the long‐haul. Currey gave a report
on recent fund‐raising, outstanding requests, and fund‐raising plans. More prospects are
needed to get to the goal of $1.5million.
Membership Committee and Education and Outreach Committee: Dan Tonsmeire gave reports
for these committees on behalf of Jim Poff and Deron Davis.
Issues Committee: Bill McCartney gave a report from the committee. Jim Philips is the new
committee chair. The committee will be working on updates to the five‐year and annual
planning documents between now and the December GB meeting.
Public Comment
Rachel Pawlitz – She is a graduate student at the University of Florida, and she works at USGS.
She is focused in her PhD on how science related to policy is communicated. She plans to share
her dissertation work with ACFS. She plans to relate the ACFS experience to watersheds
elsewhere and in the context of theory.
Wrap‐Up and Next Steps
Bingham said that the next GB meeting will be December 13 & 14 in the Upper Flint. The
TOCWG will meet on December 12. Kelly Randall and Charles Stripling made some closing
comments. The meeting was adjourned at 11:10am.
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Attachments:
(1) Motion to Authorize the Phase D of the Sustainable Water Management Plan
(SWMP) and Instream Flow Assessment (IFA)
(2) Motion from Finance Committee
(3) Motion from Inter-governmental Affairs Committee
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Attachment 1
Motion to Authorize the Phase D of the Sustainable Water Management Plan (SWMP) and
Instream Flow Assessment (IFA)
Move that the ACF Stakeholders Governing Board (GB) adopt as Phase D of the Sustainable
Water Management Plan (SWMP) and Instream Flow Assessment (IFA) the tasks listed on the
next page and further authorize the Executive Committee (EC) to proceed, within the context of
existing funds and upon recommendation of the Technical Oversight and Coordination Work
Group (TOCWG), in executing contractual arrangements to Black & Veatch for completion of
the Tasks in this Phase. The cost of Phase D is $ 58,141, for a total approved SWMP and IFA
cost-to-date of $637,074.
The following conditions apply:
1. Approval of this and other Phases for the SWMP and IFA are assumed to require only a one-

step consensus approval by the Governing Board.
2. Significant changes in timeline, budget or deliverables, as determined by the TOCWG, to a

Task within this Phase after approval by the Governing Board shall require an additional
consensus approval of modifications by the GB. Any new work not referenced in the
description of Tasks in this Phase shall require a separate consensus approval by the
Governing Board.
3. The EC shall have the authority to negotiate and execute Task Orders and contract

modifications for the Tasks (and sub-tasks) within this Phase and other Phases (previously
approved by the GB) upon the recommendation of the TOCWG. The EC shall have the
authority to authorize payment for completed Task Orders and execute subsequent Task
Orders within GB approved Phases without additional GB approval. The TOCWG will
provide recommendations to the EC for approval of completed Task Orders and payments.
Tasks numbers in this Phase reference the task numbers used in the Black and Veatch Workplan
Technical Memorandum of 6-28-2012 for the SWMP, which is inclusive of the Tasks for the
Atkins IFA.
Black and Veatch has submitted a detailed SWMP and IFA work plan, revised based on
comments from the TOCWG. The best estimate at this time for the completion of the full plan is
$1,155,000 over a period of 24 months (ending December 2013). Future phases of this work
plan may need to be modified as current uncertainties are clarified, subject to available funds and
with the understanding that these future phases will be brought to the Governing Board for
approval.
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Tasks

Cost

Estimated
Completion

Black and Veatch SWMP Sub-Task 6.1 (2nd half of task): Conduct
Iterative Basin Assessments: Develop Progressive Comparison to
Existing Conditions
(The objective of this sub-task is to provide model outputs that
describe existing conditions using a progressive approach that
starts with unimpaired flows.)

$52,141
(approved
$50,000 for
this task in
Phase C)

Dec 2012

Additional B&V support to attend fall sub-basin caucus meetings
to develop performance criteria and water management
alternatives

$6,000

Dec 2012

TOTAL Amount Desired to be approved at September GB
meeting to keep project on revised work plan schedule

$58,141
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Attachment 2
ACFS Finance Committee
September 14, 2012
A discussion on amending the 2012 Annual Budget to accommodate a motion from the GB to approve
Phase D of work on the SWMP/IFA was held on September 13, 2012. The Finance Committee notes the
following:



Phase D does not allocate more money than ACFS has in hand;
Given what ACFS has in hand, if we spend all of the funds budgeted including the proposed
increase, ACFS would have roughly $276,000 remaining for additional SWMP/IFA Phases and/or
the operation of the organization during 2013.

The Finance Committee recommends the following change to the 2012 ACFS Annual Budget:

Line Item

Current

Proposed

Change

SWMP (B&V)

$333,000

$391,141

$58,141

Total proposed budget increase: $58,141
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Attachment 3
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint Stakeholders
Inter-Governmental Affairs Committee
TO: ACFS Executive Committee and Governing Board Members:
Task 1: Discuss and make recommendation to the Executive Committee (EC) to address an interim strategy for a
pro-active effort toward full and complete coordination as it relates to the interaction between the Technical
Oversight Coordination Work Group (TOCWG) or The University Collaborative (TUC) with state, federal and other
agencies.
Recommendation: Consistent with the ACFS Charter and Bylaws, in the event the Chair of the TOCWG or TUC
desires or finds it necessary to establish initial communication, as a representative of the ACFS, with any state,
federal or other agency representative to exchange information, documents or related material required to complete
their project task, the IGAC recommends the following procedure:





TOCWG or TUC Chair will contact the EC Chair to inform him of the agency they wish to contact and the
objective of the communication.
EC Chair will make initial contact with agency via written communication, specifically naming the lead
ACFS representative that will coordinate the interaction with the agency.
EC Chair will inform all EC Board Members.
EC Board Members will inform their respective caucus members in the best manner they deem appropriate
to assure full and complete coordination with all ACFS Governing Board Members and to offer an
opportunity for comment.

Task 2: Develop a long-range strategy plan for ACF Stakeholder interaction and communication with state, federal
and other agencies, for recommendation to the Executive Committee (EC) for confirmation by the Governing Board
at the September 12-14, 2012 Meeting.
Recommendation: Consistent with the ACFS Charter and Bylaws, in the event an ACFS Governing Board
Member desires or finds it necessary to establish initial communication, as a representative of the ACFS, with any
state, federal or other agency representative to exchange information, documents or related material, the IGAC
recommends the following procedure:





ACFS representative will contact the EC Chair to inform him of the agency they wish to contact and the
objective of the communication.
EC Chair will make initial contact with agency via written/email communication, specifically naming the
ACFS representative that will coordinate the interaction with the agency.
EC Chair will inform all EC Board Members.
EC Board Members will inform their respective caucus members in the best manner they deem appropriate
to assure full and complete coordination with all ACFS Governing Board Members and to offer an
opportunity for comment.

Recommended Motion for Consideration at September 12-14, 2012 GB Meeting:
Move to adopt interim and long-range strategy plans for ACFS interaction and communication with state, federal
and other agencies, as recommended by the IGAC, in an effort to assure full and complete coordination with all
ACFS Governing Board Members and to offer an opportunity for comment.
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