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Iwelve years after the passage of the Kater Rescurces
Planning act of 1965, only limited progress has reen zade in
carryiag out its purposes. Noae of the river basiu commissions,
for example, has completed a comprehunsive water Flan for its
entire region. Although the Water #esources Cotncil is ceguired
to review these plans, it still has rct determined hew it will
conduct vhe reviews nor has it reviewed the partial plars that
it has received. Recommendations: The Chairmap of the Water
Resources Council and the Chairmen of the river basin
commissions shoulé jointly prepare¢ guidelines for the
preparaticn and review of comprehensive, ccordinated join+* plans
and priority reports and for the clarification ct the WCrking
relationship awmong the CZeacil, river basin Ccsuissions, the
States, and their aembers. In a minimum, the gquidelines sanould
ipclude: a description of the essential elements *c te included
in regional plans; a format included in regionel Flans; a format
so ttat plans may .be compared among rcgions; ard a Erocedure
detailing how these plans will be reviewed, prccessed, and used
at the various levels of government. The Chairsan of the Council

should ‘ge the Director of the Council arg individual
tembers . ~11 of Representatives tc take a mOre
agqressi. ‘inging unresolved matters to the attention

oL the Coun. Jers for rescluticn. (Authcr/sq)



UNITED STATES
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Improvements Needed By The Water
Resources Council And River Basin
Commissions To Achieve The
Objectives Of The Water Resources
Planning Act Of 1965

Twelve years after the passage of the 1965
act, only limited progress has been made in
carrying out its purposes. None of the river
basin comiu.cions, for example, has com-
pleted a comprehensive water plan for its en-
tire region. Althcugh the Council is required
to review these plans, it still has not deter-
mined how it will conduct the reviews nor
has it reviewed the partial plans that it has
already received.

The Chairman of the Water Resources Coun-
cil and the chairmen of the river basin com-
missions should jointly prepare guidelines for
(1) comprehensive water plans and priority
reports and (2; the workinr relationship be-
tween the Council, river basin comraissions,
the States, and their membess.
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

B~167941

The Honorable Cecil D. Andrus
Secretary of the Interior and
Chairman, Water Resourzes Council

Dear Mc. Secretary:

We reviewed selected activities of the Water Resources
Council and river basin commissions to assess their progress
in implementing the Water Resources Planning Act of 19€65. We
concentrated on the Council's responsibilities to review plans
submitted by river basin commissions. These responsibilities
are (1) to determine both the adequacy of the plans and their
ability to contribute to national water needs and (2) to make
recommendations to the President, for transmittal to the Con-
gress, about Federal projects and new Federal policies and
programs. If the comprehensive, coordinated water and related
land use planning required by the 1965 act is to serve thne
purposes intended by the Congress, these responsibilities
must be carried out.

We believe that the Council and the river basin commis-
sions have made only limited progress in achieving these
responsibilities and that they need to further define and
implement (1) the planning and coordination goals of the
Council and the river basin commissions, (2) the means for
accomplishing these goals, and (3) the role of the Council
ard the river basin commissions in attaining these goals.
Our recommendations for further defining and implementing
these efforts are on pages 11 and 12.

Our work was performed primarily at the Water Resources
Council in Washington, D.C.; the Pacific Northwest River
Basin Commission in Vancouver, Washington; and the Missouri
River Basin Commission in Omaha, Nebraska.

INTRODUCTION

The Water Resources Planning Act of 1965 was enacted
to encourage the conservation and development of water and
related land resources through comprehensive, coordinated
planning by the Federal Government, States, localities, and
private enterprises on a cooperative basis. It (1) estab-
lished the Water Resources Council as the interagency body
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at the Washington level, composed of members (Council of
Members) 1/ of th. Federal departments and agencies which
have a role in water and related land resources planning,
(2) provided for the establishment of river basin commis-
sions, a unique partnership of Federal agencies and States
with participation by others that have a role in water and
related lané resources planning at the regional level, and
(3) authorized financial assistance to States for compre-
hensive water and related land resources planning.

Among other things, the act requires the Council tc
study both the relationship of regional or river basin plans
to the reguirements of larger regions of the Nation and the
administrative aad statutory means for coordinating Federal
water and related land resources policies and programs and
then make recommendations to the President about the adequacy
of Federal policies and programs to meet these requirements.
It also requires the Council to review comprehensive, coor-
dinated joint plans (CCJPs) submitted by river basir commis-
sions to determine their adequacy and their ahility to con-
tribute toward fulfilling natijonal goals in order to make
recommendations to the President for transmittal to the Con-
gress about the Federal projects included in tnese plans.

River basin commissions are responsihle for (1) coor-
dinating Federal, State, intocrstate, local and nongovernmen~
tal plans for the development of water and related land
resources in their area of responsibility, (2) preparing and
updating a CCJP for regional water resources development,

(3) recommending long-range schedules of priorities for basic
data collection and for investigating, planning, and construc-
ing projects ()~iority reports), and (4) fostering and under-
taking such studies of water and related land resources prob-
lems in its area of responsibility as are necessary to pre-
pare a CCJp.

1/As of August 1977, the Water Resources Council consisted

~ of 9 cabinet level members (Council of ,.:mbers), 1 asso-
ciate member, and 21 observers. The Ccincil's Chairman
(traditionally the Secretary of the Interior) and the river
basin commission chairmen are appointed by the President.
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LIMITED PROGRESS IN ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES
C¥_THE WATER RESOURCES PLANNING ACT

Over the last 12 years, the Council has made limited
progress in accomplishing these respconsibilities. This is
not to say that no progress has been made, because we recog-
nize that both the Council and river basin commissions have
been pursuing other responsibilities set forth in the act,
such as the preparation of a National Water Assessment and
CCJPs.

But the preparation of CCJPs has not reached the point
where the Council can review the river basin commissions'
inputs, and there are matters that we believe need to bhe
resolved so that thc Council can effectively carry out its
responsibilities when the river basin commissions' inputs
are ready for raview.

In a report dated January 1977, entitled "Evaluation of
the United St.tes Water Resources Council: A Synthesis of
Experience by Members, Alternates, and Observers," the fol-
lowing was said about the responsibilities we concentrated
on in our review,

" % * *the Act is less specific in defining Council
responsibility for: (1) appraising the adequacy of
administrative and statutory means for coordinating
Federal water rescurces policies and programs, (2)
appraising the adequacy of existing and propoced
policies and programs to meet the needs of basin
plans and requirements of larger regions of the
Nation, and (3) making recommendations to the
President with respect tc¢ Federal policies and
programs. The less specific responsibilities
assigned to the Council by the Act have been the
most difficult to implemen%: and subject to various
interpretations.”

The Council is currently trying to fulfill these three
responsibilities through the development of its Water Assess-
ment and Appraisal Program. £Expected to become operational
in 1978, this program is designed to provide the Council
with a management tool for appraising national water policy
and programs through the integration of water resources plan-
ning at the Federal, regional, a2nd State levels.

This appraisal process is diagramed by the Council on
page 5. According to the Council, in order to make
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recommendations to the President and the Congress, the
appraisal process will use data from State and regicnal plans
and priorities reports, the 1975 National Water Assessment

and continuing assessnent activities, the data base from the
funding of previous water resources programs, and other appro-
priate information such as existing or emerging national
pelicy.

In order to expedite progress irn achieving the act's
objectives through the Water Assessmen® and Appraisal Program
or other programs, we believe that the foliowing must be
addressed:

--Uniform definitions angd guidelines for the preparation
and review of CCJPs and priority reports,

—=A clarified working velationship amorg the Council,
river basin commissions, and their members,

=-An effective means to bring unresolved matters to the
appropriate decisionmaking level.

Need fo< uniform definitions and guidelines
for CCJIPs_and priority re orts ang a clarified
orking relationship '

Although none of the six river basin commissions estab-
lished under the 1955 act have comrleted an entire CCJP as
required by the act, several porticas of CCIPs have been com-
pi2ted and a process for completing CCJPs has evolved in the

river basin commissions. Once completed, such plans will, of
courze, require ccatinual undating to keep them useful.

Six river basin commissions have been established under
the 1965 act; the first three in 1967, a fourth in 1971, and
the last two in 1972. Five of the six commissions are ex-
pected to complete first draft CCJPs by the end of fiscal
year 1977. The other commission expects to have a completed
CCJP in fiscal year 1978. The Council staff told us, how-
ever, that they were not sure whether the first drafts would
be adequate. They said they intended to review the drafts
for format anc content betore deciding on a further course
of action.

The Council has determined that CCJPs and priority
reports should be prepared tor all water resources regions
in the Nation, and it plans to provide funds, beginning in
fiscal 1977, to certain regional Planning entities where
river basin commissions have not yet been established under

4
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the 1965 act. These plans, in our opinion, increase the need
for formalized quidelines and clarified working relationships
to carry out the planning activity in the cooperative manner
cnvisioned in the 1965 act.

There must be some uniformity in approach and criteria
to form a basis for comparison and consolidation of plans.
There must be a recognition and acceptance of the fact that
priority national objectives and goals may not always coin-
cide with regional, State, or local goals. The difficulties
in getting this recognition and acceptance is illustrated by
the comments we received from the Executive Director of the
Great Lakes Basin Commission, as follows:

"* * * the Council's inability to integrate
Priorities reports into the budget mechanism is
questioned unless the objective is to trade-off
Priorities among regions to develop a natic nal
Priorities document. However, such a document
and such a process is not called for in the Act,
and it would seem that the regional riorities
reports developed by the RBC's as called For In

the Act suffice In themselves an are the inten-
tion of the Ac*. The reports currently being de-
veloped :re what was required and requested for

use at the national level by the 2ct and shoulg

e used in that manner without modification by WRC.
Any attempt by the Water Resources Councjil to uni-
Taterall develop a national priorities report
would preclude State input 11to such a Jdocu-

ment. {Underscorirg supplied.)

The Executive Director stated that there are compli-
cated issues involving coordination not only among Federal
agencies but also among independent States and regional
and local entities and that there are coordination problaas
at the national level. He agreed that our recommendations
on page 11 of this report concerning guidelines are neces-
sary and should be written. He stated, however, that
"without more direct authority given to WRC, and to some
extent to the RBCs, s -c of these goals will continue to
be_an _exercise in fr = 'ty." (Underscoring supplied.)

We pelieve tha iform definitions and guidelires and
a clarified working relationship must be established to
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assist in developing plans which produce timely results

and which will be acceptable and used by the various levels
of "“e public and private sectors. But attempts to develop
these elements through the Council-river basin commission
mechanism have not been successful and there is no assurance
that they will be developed in the future.

For example, there have been several unsuccessful
attempts, going back to 1967, to define and develop guide-
lines for preparing and reviewing CCJPs. The river basin
commission chairmen have desired flexibility in defin’ng,
designing, and implementing their plans because of the geo-
graphic differences in their regions. However, the chairmen
have recognized the importance of criteria which established
a commonr basis for displaying .ach regional plan so they may
be summarized and compared at the national level. But the
Council and river baszin commissions have not been able to
agree on a bhasis for comparing these plans.

In October 1975, the Council established a task force
to consider, among other things, a uniform CCJP definition
and other concepts for preparing CCJPs. In April 1976 a
subgroup of the task force developed generalized elements
that should be included in CCIJPs. One of the river basin
commissions objected toc these elements. 1In addition the
task force has been inactive since that time and neither it
nor the Council of Representatives 1/ has acted on the sub-
group's proposal. -

According to the 1965 act, the Council is required to
review the CCJPs submitted by river asin commissions for
their plans':

--gffectiveness in achieving the optimum use of the
water in its area,

--Effect on programs for the development of agricul-
tural, urban, energy, industrial, recreational, fish
and wildlife, and other resources of the entire
Nation.

i/The Council oi Reoresentatlves, a working group mac > up of
staff from the member agencies, decides technical icsues
and makes recommendations to the Council of Members on
volicy issues.
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--Contributions toward reaching the Nation's economic
and social goals.

Based on this review, the Council can mak: recommenda-
tions that it deems in the nationsl iriterest to the President
for his review and transmittal to the Congress. The river
basin commissions can submit their CCJPs to the Council in
their entirety or in major portions. As of September 1977--
about 12 years after passage of the 1965 act--the Planning
Committee within the Council was trying to develop a process
for reviewing CCJPs.

In the same way, the Council has not developed guidelines
for processing and reviewing priority reports. Guidelines
were prepared in 1968, but they did not provide a format for
comparing reports among regions. Attempts to rewrite the
1968 gquidelines were made in 1969 and 1971; however, the Coun-
cil and river basin commissions could not agree on a draft
revision. The Council approved draft priority report guide-
lines in March 1976, but the Council staff informed us they
would like to have moze substantive and definitive guidance
while continuiug to allow river basin commissions flexibility
to develop their reports.

The river hzsin commissions submitted priority reports to
the Council in 1970, 1971, 1975, and 1976, and the Council
expects to receive priority reports during fiscal year 1977.
The Courcil has not provided review comments on any of these
reports evelu though some of the river basin commissions told
the Council i1hat the reports revresented portions of their
CCJP. Lacking a report format and a formal report processing
mechanism, the Courcil staff informed us that they could not
compare the priority report project recommendations of one
commission agairst anocher. :

Wwithout report compar «bility or a Council process for
efiectively integratino the reports into the budget, the
Council staff informed us that wast river basin commission
reports were not and could not be used at the national level.
They also steoted that the priority reports will have limited
value to the lcuncil until the 1975 Naticnal Water Assessment
is compieted in December 1977 and the Water 2ssessment and
Appraisal Program is underway. ‘They believe that the National
Water Assessment will provide the baginnings of the basis for
the Ccuncil to analyze and compare the priority reporcts.
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The Council in its "Evaluation Peport of WRC Strengths
and Weeknesses" stated the following:

“"The Act clearly states a Council role in the
review of RBC comprehensive coordinated joint
Plans. However, the relationships between RBC
Chairmen (Presidentially appointed GS-18s) and
th. Council Chairman (Presidentially appointed
level I) and Council staff Director (Chairman
appointed GS-18) have varied greatly. Further,
no policy interface is spelled out in the Act.
Rules and Regulations addressing this issue have
not been approved.

"The lack of definition and concurrence on Coun-
cil mission, role and relationships, has contrib-
uted to the inconsistency and uncertainty within
the Council, and between the Council and others."

Since 1967, the Council an . river basin commissions
have attempted to clarify their working relationship through
proposals for formal rules and regulations. Because of
opposition by either the Council, river basin commissions,
or both, these attempts have proved unsuccessful. 1In Octo-
ber 1975, the Council accepted a proposal for clarifying
the Council-river basin commission working relationship and
for establishing a joint task force. However, the Council-
river basin commission task force was never formed, and no
further activity has occurred.

In addition, the river basin commissions have questions
regarding their coordination responsibilities under the 1965
act. For example, the Chairman of the Missouri River Basin
Commission in Senate hearings in July 1975 stated that his
interpretation of his role as the pPrincipal coordinating
officer of the Commission's Federal members had been chal-
lenged by the Commission's Federal members.

Need for bringing unresolved matters to
the appropriate aec151onmaE1ng Tevel

The Nationai Water Commission and the Council in their
assessment of streraths and weaknesses stated that the Chair-
man of the Council has not spent much time on Council matters
because of his other duties as head of the Department of the
Interior. As Cabinet officers with major duties requiring
a large amount of time, the members of the Council, includ-
ing the Chairman, have little time to spend with Council
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activities. This i3 reflected in the fact that the Council
of Members met one time during a 3-year time period from
July 1970 to June 1973.

But failure to hold meetings is only part of the prob-
lem; matters which need resolution have not beer presented
to the Council of Members. 1In the past, the failure of the
Council and river basin commissions to reach agreements have
curtailed the drvelopment of CCJP guidelines, priority report
guidelines, ana a clarified Council-river basin commission
working relationship. Although these issues are being dis-
cussed at the Council of Representatives level, they are not
being presented to the Council of Members. Council rules
and regulations limit the authority and responsibility of
the Council of Representatives. More meetings have been
held than in the past at the Council of Members level, since
the Council changed its rules tv allow Assistant Secretaries
(Council of Members, Alternates) to speak for their depart-
ments in official Council meetings. But these issues still
kave not been presented to the Council of Members.

Matters are decided in the Council of Representatives by
unanimous vote, while the Council of Members decides matters
by majority vote except for issues affecting the authority or
responsibility of a member, which can only be decided with
his consent. The Director of the Council, at his initiation
or at the request of anyone from the Council of Representa-
tives, can refer matters which have not been resolved by the
Council »f Representatives to the Council of Members, but
this option has not been exercised.

CONCLUSIONS

Twelve years after the passage of the 1965 act, the
Water Resources Council and river basin commissions have
made limited progress in achieving the objectives and carry-
ing out the responsibilities of the act. To meet the act's
objectives, the Council is trying to develop a system through
its Water Assessment and Appraisal Program to integrate plan-
ning at the Federal, regional, and State levels. Unfortu-
nately, its efforts are either being accomplished at a slow
pace or are of questionable usefulness when they are completed.

Before the objectives and responsibilities of the 1965
act can be met, there must be some decision about how these
objectives should be accomplished on a cooperative basis.
With the interrelated responsibilities but indepenient

10
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structure of the States, river basin commissions, and Federal
Government in water resources planning, a clear understand-
ing of how the objectives of the 1965 act are to be met is
especially important. But attempts to develop the means to
carry out the objectives through guideiines, rules and regu-
lations, and a clarified working relationship have not been
Successful. We believe that the failure to develop these
means has affected the ability of the Council, river basin
commissions, and States to develop plans on a timely basis.
There has been and still is no assurance that the planning
being jerformed at the national, regional, and State levels
can be integrated and eventually used for the purposes in-
tended. We believe that the Council and the river basin com-
missions need to redirect their efforts to further define

and implement the

--planning and coordination goals of the Council and
the commissions;

--means by which these goals are to be effectively
accomplished; and

--role of the Council, the commissions, and their mem-
bers in attaining these goals.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Chairman of the Water Resources
Council and the chairmen of the river basin commissions
jointly prepare guidelines for the (1) preparation and re-
view of comprehensive, coordinated joint plans (CCJPs) and
priority reports and (2) clarification of the working rela-
tionship among the Council, river basin commissions, the
States, and their members. 1In addition, at a minimum, the
guidelines should include a

—--description of the essential elemaents to be included
in regional plans;

--format so that plans may be compared among reqgions;
and

--procedure detailing how these plans will be reviewed.
processed, and used at the various levels of govern-
ment.,

Further, we recommend that the Chairman of the Council
encourage the Director of the Council and individual members
cf the Council of Representatives to take a more aggressive

11
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role in bringing unresolved matters to the attention of the
Council of Meuxbers for resolution.

If the Council, river basin commissions, and their
members decide that the issues in this report cannot be ade-
quately reeolved in the cooperative manner that was origi-
nally envisioned, then we recommend that the Chairman of the
Water Resources Council propose legislation to establish an
entity responsible for water resources planning that would
have the necessary authority to accomplish the objectives
of the 1965 act. )

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

The Acting Director of the Water Resources Council and
his staff did not agree with either the focus or the conclu-
sions of our report. They believe the report ~oncentrated
too heavily on the relationship between the Water Resources
Council and river basin commissions witaout giving adequate
attention to the Council's total responsibilities under the
1965 act.

The Council staff believes that the need for (1) defini-~
tions and guidelines for preparing and reviewing CCJPs and
priority reports and (2) a clear working relationship between
the Council and river basin commissions have limited relation-
ship to its total responsibilities and are not the principal
reasons for limited progress. They added that a solution to
these two issues would not have had much impact on progress
toward the major overall responsibilities under the act.

The Council staff admitted that attempts to draft regula-
tions covering some of our recommendations fziled. They
stated, however, that until the Council decided what it was
going to do in response to the Council's responsibilities
under the act, regulations about regional plans were not the
most important issue to come before the Council. They fur-
ther added that under the Water Assessment and Appraisal
Program, the Council and river basin commissions will move
jointly toward agreement on the matters in our report. They
believe that this is preferable to forcing the structure of
regional plans by reqgulations.

Although the Chairmen of the Pacific Northwest and Mis-
souri River Basin Commissions generally agreed with our rec-
commendations, they and the other river basin commission
chairmen beiieved that our conclusions would be different if

12
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we had evaluated the accomplishments of the Council and river
basin commissions separately. They indicated that much had
been accomplished by the individual river basin commissions
in each of their own areas of responsibility. Some of the
commission chairmen also said that lack of funding and inade-
quate commitment by Federal members were additional reasons
for the limited progress.

We agree with the Acting Director, his staff, and the
river basin commission chairmen that we concentrated primar-
ily on those responsibilities requiring the Council to make
reviews and recommendations to the President and the Con-
gress pased on river basin commission plans and that we did
not measure progress for the Council and the commissions
separately. We did this kecause we believe that these par-
ticular responsibilities are crucial if the Councii and the
commissions are to effectively carry out the comprehensive
and coordinated planning required under the 1965 act and en~
visioned under the Council's Water Assessment and Appraisal
Program. Moreover, based on prior problems, we believe that
the Council staff's belief that the Council and river basin
commissicns will jointly move towards agreement on the mat-
ters in our recommendations during the development of the
Water Assessment and Appraisal Program is unduly optimistic.,
We believe that the Council should address these recommenda-
tions immediately while the Water Assessment and Appraisal
Program is still being formulated.

As you know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to
submit a written statement on actions taken on our recom-
mendations to the House Committee on Government Operations
and the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs not later
-than 60 days after the date of the report and the House and
Senate Committees or Appropriations with the agency's first
request for appropriations made more than 60 days after the
date 0f the report,

Wa are sending copiles of this report to the four com-
mittees to set in mution the requirements of section 236.
Coplies are also be.ng sent to the legislative committees of
the House and Senate interested in water resources planning;

13



8-16794)

the Acting Director, Office of Management and Budget; the
Director, Water Resources Council; and the chairmen of the
six river basin commissions.

Sincerely yours,
Henry Eschwege
Director
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