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Shared Vision
Planning

Ny

o4 Public ¥ | Integrated I}
“s. Participation -, .. A4 Model
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3%l 1. Shared Vision Planning Combines Three
Disparate Practices: Traditional Water
Resources Planning, Structured Public
Participation, and Integrated Computer
Modeling

2) A3 diE#ed(structured public par—

ticipation)

3) o2} Abgo] Fefst= HFE 29 (collabo-

rative computer modelling)
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Palmer, 1995a; Keyes and Palmer, 1995b;
Palmer, 1998; Palmer, 1999; Cardwell et al.,
2004; Conner et al., 2004; Werick and Palmer,
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4. Pillar I: Traditional Water Resources
Planning

AEH] 249 AL PaGolH B4E 21e
EY2 £YsEed AR v82 o] Y& (risk)
¥ B3 (uncertainty), A FHgof st
A8 (potential environmental impacts) 5°] £
FHET RIEA] tiFo] 2holE gk QP A, H A,
AR E Y3t WHEHNES AXStAoRstth(US
Army Corps of Engineers, 2000).
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H 1. The P&G vs. Shared Vision Planning

- Plannlng

Key Di

Specification of the
water and related
land resource
problems and
opportunities

Build a team and
identify problems

In addition to identifying problems and opportunities,

SVP calls for a team of:

— Stakeholders that can affect or are affected by the decision;
— Decision makers needed to effect the solution, and

— Experts who can inform the solution.

Inventory, forecast
and analysis of
relevant water

Develop objectives
and metrics for
evaluation

SVP puts explicit and repeated emphasis on identifying objectives
and decision criteria because they may differ considerably
from the national objectives and metrics used in the P&G.

and related land
resource conditiong

Describe the
Status Quo

The description of the status quo is based on a collaboratively
—built model of the system and tied to objectives and decision criteria.

Formulate of Formulate Formulation and evaluation of alternatives is done iteratively
. .| alternatives to the | with input from the team, and typically involves solutions that are
alternative plans:
Status Quo not within the power of any one entity to implement.
Evaluation of the The team uses a collaboratively—built model (the SVPM) to
effects of alternative | Evaluate evaluate impacts of alternatives based on decision criteria,
plans alternatives Formulation and evaluation can be done faster and cheaper,
so there are more iterations in SVP than in a P&G study.
Comparison of The P&G ends with the ranking of alternatives based on the
alternative plans: decision criterion for Federal projects, then-a local decision to
and Compare build that project or send a recommendation to build to the

Selection of
recommended plan
based upon the
comparison of
alternatives

institutionalize a
recommended plan

President and Congress. In SVP, the SVPM shapes and isshaped
by the process: of collaboratively ranking alternatives in a process
similar to the “nformed consent” process used by doctors.
Once a collaborative decision is made, it is implemented by the
decision makers identified in Step 1.

Exercise, update
and use the plan

Periodic exercises of the plan for a range of operational conditions
ensure that the plan is implemented as designed and is updated
based on new information.
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5. Pillar ll: Structured Public Participation
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3], Ay 59 diF o))
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Unified Federal Policy for a Watershed
Approach(USDA et al., 2000), White House

i
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initiative on cooperative conservation
(www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2004/
08/20040826—11.html), Western Governors’
Association’ s Enlibra approach(www, west—
gov.org/wga/initiatives/enlibra/default. htm).

ShAlYr ARo) 24 W A3 RopolA oje} 2o
dEe el o Bawe Y] g AHe
15 A&H o7 A7 =9 tHSelin and Chavez,
" 1995; Blumenthal and Jannink, 2000; Daniels
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72 E1t 0|

7t Ao SVPME +

Circle A — Model Building team
Circle B — Model Users, validators
Circle C — All interested parties
Circle D — Political Decision Makers

Concentric circles link representatives with differing levels
of personal involvement

a8l 2, Circles of Influence Describe Structure of
Public Participation in Shared Vision
Planning (IWR, 1994)

Circle B4l di59] ol & 2
L moloju, 4o gk deli Ao
A WS Circle A9 A YES]
2 "4 o2 o] R0zt

Circle C& SVPS| A& 35k 1
U= NGOs9| 50| ZFE o
N &Fdte 27513, AR
J 29 LAY Fol 1 ool &3
2 FAN7P7) S8l A wdFout
33| & o838t SVPE Circle BY A
o] NGOs2] 2olo] Zoizto] ArA3H A H S 5}
29 Yo AFE v gl ]oﬂwq] 50
i

o2 9Jaj Algtol thst AHEst Q1AL A1 Q)
owm I AR oAl H7E qlof oJaFAAE
& 2 o9E 2 & #ut oplet ot
A WA & S 9l HAR A
3t} Circle D—':— THE Yo w83} g%
AAE 4= 9l 3} 3l
HE ARE TS = e AXHA

o] &3ttt

ox
o
jatach

ie
i
me my

oo ult ot (= rlo N do

=r1l=_l>’l_|_9.

m]n



EEEESEFEE

A% 47 Y Shared Vision Planning [

6. Pillar 3: Collaborative Computer Model
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® 2, Characteristics of Shared Vision Planning Models

Customized

and flexibility.

— Because the model addresses specific stakeholder needs and concerns identified in the
planning process. This characteristic typically leads to the development of a customized
model rather than the application of a generic model, to ensure comprehensiveness

Collaboratively Built

— Planning participants, stakeholders, and water resources professionals jointly construct
the model; increasing their engagement and their confidence in the model’ s results.

Highly Interactive
detail and accuracy.

- The model is “highly interactive,” encouraging participants to use the model throughout
the planning process and ensuring that it addresses issues at an appropriate level of
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— Alabama—Coosa—Tallapoosa—Apalachicola— - James River drought preparedness study
Chattahoochee—Flint basins SVP — James River pilot shared vision planning
— Boston metropolitan studies(national study
drought study) — Kanawha River drought preparedness
- California state water planning support study
— Cedar and Green Rivers drought pre— — Lake Ontario—St Lawrence River study
paredness study — Marais des Cygnes—Osage drought pre—
— Colorado River gaming(national Drought paredness study
Study) - National drought study
— Interstate Commission on the Pomatic — Rappahannock River basin commission
River basin cooperative water supply water supply planning project
operations — Reservoir operation plan evaluation

H 3. Active Case Studies of SVP (www.svp.iwr.usace.army.mil)

?ei"té;wﬂtkér Planning Suppa

WR is helping' th“e‘ C'ali‘fdm'ia DWR 10 engage stakeholdérs in discussions about water demand estimates in
advance of its next semi-decadal water plan. An MOU is being negotiated between DWR and IWR and will
cover training and technical assistance. The state DWR will lead all modeling and planning processes.

Partners: California Department of Water Resources (DWR)

This pilot Shared Vision Planning study intends to identify and describe the water resources management chal—
lenges facing the James River Basin and to identify strategies for addressing these challenges. Several work-
shops, including one that was held on February 1, 2007, will address the need for collaborative modeling in the
project and introduce this process. Interactive web pages are aiso planned for this project to increase stake—
holder participation.

Partners: Environmental

Protection Agency: NAO; VA DEQ; VA Water Center
G p - ~

This project is converting the existing daily operations model intc a monthly time step for faster operation in a

more user—friendly software package.

Partners: Bureau of Reclamation; Sandia National Laboratories: SWQ; United States Geological Survey; USACE
Albuquerque District

This project addresses regional water issues in the West, and it focuses on collaborative, long—term planning,
IWR will provide a 2—day training and information—gathering workshop for local, state, federal and WGA/WSWC
staff. Based on information received from participants at the training workshop, IWR will develop a basic water
balance framework demonstration model (using STELLA or Excel} for selected promising basins, MWR will also
facilitate the development of a strategic plan for a future activity that would collaboratively combine state water
plans into a West-wide water plan,

Partners: SPD; SWD; USACE NWD; Western States Water Council; WGATable 3 Active Case Studies of SVP

(www.svp.iwr.usace.army.mil)

VOL. 41 NO.1 2008.1 75




study for the Mississippi headwaters

— RiverWare application development for
the Upper Rio Grande water operations
management program(URGWOMP)

— Susquehanna River basin studies
(national drought study)

— Upper Great Lakes study

— Western states water council long—term

planning
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