Positions: Interbasin Transfer 

of Water
(Adopted May 1987)
Interstate and interbasin transfers of wat​er have been made in the past to serve municipalities, in​dus​tries, energy development, and agriculture. How​ever, ap​proval of those trans​fers was based on less complete in​formation about their effects on aquatic ecosys​tems than is now avail​able. It is in​evitable that requests for such trans​fers will be made in the future and will re​quire care​fully considered re​sponses. However,

a.
Construction costs of large-scale water transfers are high, and economic losses in the basin of ori​gin may also be high.

b.
Environmental costs of water transfers may in​clude quan​titative and quali​tative changes in lake levels, wetlands, and related fisheries and wildlife, dimin​ished aquifer recharge, and re​duced stream flows;

c.
Lowered water tables may affect ground wa​ter qual​ity and cause land sub​sidence.

Significant impacts upon land use in Ohio are likely to occur if the Amtrak Authorization bill is enacted.  Proposals have been made to prepare the way for the Ohio Hub, an 860 mile, 32 station 110 mph rail system that would link Ohio’s cities with each other and with lines serving major cities in neighboring states and in Canada.  Measurable increases in the public’s use of rail should affect patterns of land use in Ohio.

Since the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in June 2005 permitting governments to use eminent domain for private economic development, federal, state and local lawmakers have expressed concern about abuse of this power.  We can expect to see legislation regarding the issue at all levels of government.  At the state level, two bills and a resolution were introduced in the 126th session:  SB 167, sponsored by Sen. Grendell, to establish a moratorium on use of eminent domain; and SB 180, sponsored by Sen. Coughlin, to prohibit the use of eminent domain when the primary purpose is economic development.  SJR 6, also sponsored by Sen. Coughlin, would have amended the Ohio Constitution to eliminate eminent domain as a home rule power.

2001-02                                                                     124th GA

Opposed HB 231, which undermined preservation of wet

lands.


Sent letter to Senator Voinovich supporting amendment  

to Energy and Water Appropriations bill to protect Great  

Lakes from oil and gas drilling.


Supported SB 212, the Midwest Interstate Passenger Rail 

Compact.


Signed on to coalition opposing proposed rules that 

would weaken wetlands protection.


Participated in the September 2002 meeting and subse

quent meetings that laid the groundwork for “Greater 

Ohio: A Campaign for Ohio’s Cities, Towns and Coun

tryside.”


Testified before House Energy and Environment Commit

tee endorsing HB 3, the Blueprint for a Clean Ohio Fund, 

implementing State Issue 1; the bill was enacted.


Sent letters to Rep. Householder and Sen. Finan protest-

ing elimination of funding for Office of Farmland Pres

ervation from biennial budget; the funding was not 

restored.


Testified before House Agriculture and Natural Re


sources Committee supporting HB 367, for preserving 

agricultural farmland; the bill died in committee.

2003-04                                                                     125th GA


Sent letters to Speaker of the House and Rep. Wolpert 

supporting creation of a legislative study committee 

on growth and economic development issues in the 

state; the committee was created with Wolpert as chair.


Passed Action Resolution at Convention calling on gov-

ernor to appoint an Ohio land use leadership council.


Testified on HB 414 before the House Agriculture and 

Natural Resources Committee in support of urban revi-

talization and farmland preservation and land use plan

ning.  Enacted.


Testified on HB 414 in Senate Agriculture Committee in 

support of urban revitalization and farmland preserva

tion.  Enacted.


Testified on SB 206 before the Senate Finance and Fi-

nancial Institutions Committee supporting new and 

existing enterprise zone program creation for Ohio. 


Sent letter to Representative Larry Wolpert requesting 

inclusion in activities of Subcommittee on Growth and 

Land Use and restating LWVO land use positions


Testified on SB115 before the House County and Town

ship government committee supporting changing defi

nitions of subdivisions in platting law.   Enacted.


Testified on SB 115 before the Senate State and Local 

Government committee supporting changing definitions of subdivisions in platting law.   Enacted.

2005


                                       126th GA
  Sent letter to Governor Bob Taft requesting veto of SB 18 from 125th session because of last-minute amendment deleting zoning powers. Bill became law without signature.

  Issued Action Alert on SB 18 from 125th session urging the governor to veto. Bill became law without signature.

   Sent letter to Governor Bob Taft urging appointment of 

a Blue Ribbon Task Force for State Land Use Policies.

2006


                                         126th GA

  Sent Action Alert on HB 149 supporting the Historic Building Preservation Tax Credit
NATURAL RESOURCES:  Interbasin Transfer of Water

Therefore, any diversion plan:

a.
Must include an understanding of the fragility and the incom​plete knowledge of the ecological, economic, and social nature of the area of origin, the area through which the water must pass, and the receiving area; and

b.
Must contain methods for re​viewing and adapting the plan to protect the affected areas during all stages of de​velopment, opera​tion, termina​tion, and post-termination of the interbasin transfer.

As we look to the future, water transfer decisions will need to incorpo​rate the high costs of moving water, the lim​ited availability of unallocated water, and im​pacts on the affected ecosystems.

LWVO believes that the criteria for evaluating both the decision-making process and the suit​ability of a pro​posed interbasin transfer of water should include: 

1.
Ample and effective opportunities for informed public partic​ipation in the formulation and analysis of pro​posed projects;

2.
Evaluation of all economic, social, and environ​mental impacts in the basin of origin, the re​ceiv​ing area, and any area through which the diversion must pass, so that deci​sion makers and the public have adequate infor​ma​tion on which to base their conclusions;

3.
Examination of all short- and long-term economic costs including, but not limited to, construc​tion, deliv​ery, operation, mainten​ance, and market in​terest rate;

4.
Examination of alternatives includ​ing, but not limited to, supply op​tions, water conservation, water pricing, and reclamation;

5.
Participation and review by all af​fected govern​ments;

6.
Accord with international treaties;

7.
Procedures for resolution of inter​governmental con​flicts;

8.
Responsibility for funding to be borne pri​marily by the user with no federal subsidy, loan guaran​tees, or use of the borrowing au​thority of the federal govern​ment unless the proposal is determined by all levels of League to be in the national interest;  and

9.
An enforceable intergovernmental agreement with super​vision separ​ate from implementation and with assurances that any mitigation of​fered to alle​viate any adverse im​pacts be financed.

As the waters of the Great Lakes basin are interconnected, the present and future condition of the Great Lakes’ ecosystem should be a primary consideration when weighing the water needs of other areas.  LWVO recommends that:

10.
Water conservation should be a goal of all concerned governments in the Great Lakes Region,

11.
All concerned governments in the Great Lakes Region should have water accounting systems and should adopt water use plans as a basis for prudent management of the Great Lakes;

12.Canadian interests must be considered in Great Lakes resource decision making.  At a minimum, existing mechanisms for these international discussions, such as the International Joint Commission, and ad hoc technical task forces should be strengthened;

13.
Because the Great Lakes are international, future investment and development in the region should include cooperative United States-Canadian management of the water resource; and

14.
Since the Great Lakes’ waters are currently used for multiple and competing purposes, any proposals for additional diversion decisions must take into account the potential impact on ecological, economic, aesthetic, navigational, energy generation, national security, and general welfare values.

Background: Interbasin Tranfer of 

Water

Lake Michigan Inter-League Group (LMILG) asked LWVO to concur with its position on Interbasin Transfer of Water in April 1986.  Since LWVO cannot concur without more than 50 percent of our Local Leagues concurring, a study packet was sent to our local Leagues.  At least 79 percent of our Leagues participated and unanimously concurred with the LWVUS (from Impact on Issues 1986-88) and LMILG positions on Interbasin Transfer of Water.

Outlook:   Interbasin Tranfer of 

Water

This position is a natural extension of our water position developed in the 1960s and further recognizes water as a tool for Ohio’s people, agriculture, and economy.  The League will continue to support and monitor the Great Lakes Charter and its companion Annex 2001 to achieve the following objectives:

•
Ban the diversion of water to areas outside the Great Lakes Basin with limited exceptions.

•
Establish new, consistent standards for the review of proposed uses of Great Lakes water.

•
Strengthen technical data collection and sharing among the states and provinces to assist in decision-making.

•
Require current and future water-users to practice improved conservation measures.

•
Encourage lasting economic development while making sure withdrawals do not damage the Great Lakes.

•
Commit to an ongoing process that allows for public involvement.

