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Addressing SW PA Water Network Vision/Purpose/Goal Survey Feedback 

Link to updated Vision/Purpose/Goal Feb 2021 Document 

Category of Feedback Response 

Geographic Scope - If we are really 
talking about an identity for the 
Headwaters of the ORB, feedback from 
several people indicates that we need to 
expand beyond SW PA. If we agree, how 
do we do that and when does it make 
sense? 

There is strong consensus around the value and importance of expanding an 
eventual regional water network to include all Ohio River Watershed 
headwater stakeholders.  This would be consistent with one of the network 
goals of creating an Ohio River Watershed Headwater’s Identity. In essence, 
this means the geographic footprint of the network would cover about a ⅓ of 
the state of PA.   

The question now is more about the pace of this expansion, keeping in mind 
the need to continue the momentum around getting a network launched, 
building on all the work and inputs to date, understanding the interests/views 
of the current funder of this work and taking into consideration the capacity of the process facilitator and strategic 
WG members to undertake targeted outreach to stakeholders in another 15+ counties.   

Given this, the consensus of working group members is to continue moving the current process along, but 
opportunistically engage stakeholders in other headwater communities.  For example, such stakeholders would be 
encouraged to attend a set of ‘all network engagement meetings’ planned for April/May 2021 (details 
forthcoming).  Over time and as capacity allows, this more opportunistic approach can be replaced with more 
deliberate outreach. 

An important point to note: Given the primary network goal being around creating connections, nothing that has 
been developed to date or that will be proposed over the next six month precludes specific issues from NW PA 
being part of the network focus. 

Greater focus on Policy/Legislation - 
Feedback from several people that real 
progress/change requires an 
understanding of and engagement with 
policy, legislative  and advocacy 

The majority, but certainly not all strategic working group members, indicated that while policy, legislative and 
advocacy discussions are incredibly important in improving regional water resource management, making this a 
primary goal of the network may result in a range of stakeholders being precluded from participating in the 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Jya2zkVMiO8hBnDQSWZFNm9IX8FwG6Ia1a-84CAYxC8/edit
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processes. Not clear how this network will 
do this (if at all). 

network (e.g. government stakeholders) and may also possibly create early divisions between network members, 
before a solid level of social capital and trust has been developed.  

Rather, there is a sense that the network should focus on creating connections, trust and relationships that would 
create a conducive, safe environment for future productive policy/legislation/advocacy conversations to be 
undertaken by whichever network members are interested in engaging in that particular work.  Once the network 
is established, members are welcome to join with others to take forward policy/legislative/advocacy work. But that 
work represents those members that choose to engage in those conversations, not the network as a whole. 

That said, we will be testing the above approach with the broader community over the next few months and will 
be open to nuancing or reviewing the above approach based on that feedback. 

That said, we feel it is important that we further test the above direction with the broader community over the 
next few months, and will be open to nuancing or reviewing the centrality or otherwise of 
policy/legislation/advocacy based on that feedback. 

 
Clarifying role of this network and its 
relationship to other entities/processes - 
A number of people ask the question of 
how does this network relate to entities 
such as ORSANCO, ORBA, SPC or 
processes such as Act 167, Stormwater 
management code updates etc. How does 
it complement rather than duplicate? 

The network’s goals are around connecting, sharing, amplifying and building a collective identity, as opposed to 
‘the network’ directly engaging in water related projects.  It is the network members that will continue to 
undertake project implementation.  The role of the network is to bring together the perspectives and efforts of 
entities named in survey responses in relation to this question, and provide a space for them to form or build upon 
existing collaborative relationships with one another, as well as with the many other large and small water-related 
entities or individuals.   

There is certainly a need to make sure that there is not a duplication of effort, but rather a synchronization of 
effort amongst not only the bigger regional players, but also the smaller players, particularly those on the outskirts 
of the region.  Supporting the connections and sharing of information such as mandates and current efforts is a 
major role for the network.  To reiterate, the network itself is not an implementer of projects.   

To be noted, an effort has been made to ensure these larger entities are aware of this network development 
process and seek their inputs as potential future members. 



3 

 
Very high level, no concrete 
goals/timeframes/actions - Some people 
indicated that they felt the current 
framing lacks a strong action orientation, 
suggesting the time for talk has passed. 
They feel the current language is 
somewhat vague/generic 

The network goals are deliberately broad to ensure everyone sees a place for them within the network. The aim is 
inclusiveness and creating a space for connection-building and enhanced communications and sharing as a way of 
increasing effectiveness and building a collective identity for the region.   

Consistent with network good practice, the ‘action’ elements will emerge out of the groupings of network 
members based on where the energy and momentum lie.  The focus of these groupings as well as the form they 
choose to take (workgroups, learning circles, short term campaign etc) should not be pre-determined in advance 
by only a subset of future members.  

To help make the network more tangible, the sorts of things we envisage the central hub of the network being 
accountable for include: 

● Providing platforms and systems for sharing member information including interests, capacities, work 
focus, current efforts to enhance collaborations 

● Supporting the convening of groups of people around topics of interest 
● Providing a place and knowledge management system for sharing of good practices/lessons learnt/ case 

studies as a way of improving efficiency and effectiveness of efforts 
● Communicating educational opportunities offered by members and providing education related resources, 

including those for pre K-12 
● Sharing new and existing capacity development opportunities for members and their communities 
● Communicating opportunities for members to engage in process such as State Water Plans, ORBA plan 

development, etc. 
● Sharing funding opportunities 

Networks are different to organizations.  The below diagram shows how most networks start off by focusing on 
connection, before they sometimes shift along the spectrum to alignment and sometimes to production.  Some 
networks never move out of the connection phase, and that is ok. 
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Regarding the question of timeframes and what success looks like, some examples of possible indicators for 
consideration are listed here below, noting that SMART (Specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, time-bound) 
indicators will eventually need to be developed: 
 
Years 1-5 

● The network grows and/or existing member engagement deepens  
● Members have formed new connections/relationships 

● Members have undertaken new/novel collaborations  
● Members have accessed and benefited from new resources shared via the network (learning/capacity 

development opportunities, funding, case studies, good practices)  
● New sources of funding are made available to the region and/or members indicate they are now aware of 

or have been granted funding they were not aware of before 

● New individuals or organizations that have not traditionally had a voice at the ‘water table’ are now 
involved and sharing their perspectives and experiences.  The region has representation on a number of 
external processes, e.g., ORBA, State Water Plan etc. 

 
5-10 years 

● Members report greater efficiency in undertaking water related projects due to reduced duplication, 
greater leveraging of efforts, application of lessons learned 

● There is a recognized regional voice on water management, and it is being listened to at/is influencing 
county, state and national discussions and decision-making 

● Greater external recognition of the headwaters of the Ohio River watershed 
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● Greater diversity in network membership translates into more effective, equitable and responsive water 
resource management. 

Membership considerations - A range of 
questions around; Who would be part of 
this network, how would it meet the 
needs of such diverse actors, how would 
communities be involved, how do we 
involve indigenous communities, how do 
we create more space for EJ voices? 

We agree that we need to be clear about membership considerations as soon as possible.  This is one of the 
network development processes that the working group is working on right now and will be sharing a proposal on 
soon.  We also welcome any inputs from anyone on how to ensure EJ and indigenous community voices are heard. 
 
 

How will this succeed when similar 
previous efforts have not? - There is a 
sense from some that we have been here 
before, with little success. The question 
posed is why would this be different? 

Listed here are a number of ways that this effort is arguably different from previous efforts: 
● The decision to take a more bottom up approach and develop a stakeholder network was in response to a 

solid understanding of the current socio-political environment and what would and wouldn’t be feasible. 
● The network is different to prior or existing efforts in terms of expansiveness of potential members 

(geographic bounds, sectoral interests, type of entity). 
● The network focus is on integrated water resource management, not just quality or quantity or access. 
● The network is being co-developed by a relatively diverse set of water stakeholders.  As such it is building 

strong local ownership and has a strong local flavor. 
● There are dedicated resources for the development of the network, resulting in a robust foundation.   

○ There is also an expectation of a base level of ongoing funding support for at least the first few 
years. 

● This investment in a robust network development process has included capacity development of those 
involved, and has placed the building of social capital among these people as a central goal. 

● The network is being designed to be completely responsive to where the energy of the members lies, and 
has the flexibility (by design) to experiment and evolve. 

● The network development process has included mapping out key stakeholders to ensure limited 
duplication of efforts.   

○ The network itself is not a project implementer or advocate.  Rather its goal is to support network 
member capacities through creating a space for connecting, sharing, amplifying, learning. 

● The network is being developed to be responsive to local context and needs, but is drawing from good 
practices and experiences elsewhere.  See research report on collaborative water networks best practice 
for more details. 

https://cpb-us-w2.wpmucdn.com/web.sas.upenn.edu/dist/5/391/files/2017/10/Best-Practices-for-the-Creation-and-Maintenance-of-a-Collaborative-Water-Resource-Network-in-SW-PA-Summary-of-Interviews.pdf
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Network power - Some respondents 
argue that the region really requires a 
water agency/commission with teeth, not 
a network that relies on good will. They 
indicate a network will not be sufficient to 
move the needle. Considered toothless. 

There are already numerous regional, state, county, and federal agencies with regulatory ‘teeth’.  This network is 
not about duplicating these roles, nor have we encountered a political appetite for establishment of a new 
regulatory agency. 
 
That said, while the network is not a regulatory or advocacy entity, it does provide connecting opportunities for 
like-minded stakeholders to collectively voice their perspectives on regulations/policies. 
 
Also, this network may evolve over time and if the members ever seem to collectively express a desire to shift the 
network into the foundations of a new kind or organization, and there is a supportive enabling environment to do 
this, then nothing excludes this from occurring. 

Process oriented questions - A range of 
'process' related questions are raised 
including: How will the network be 
sustainably funded? Who will lead it? 
Who will coordinate and sustain it? 
Timeframes. What are the decision 
making procedures especially focused on 
equity, inclusiveness, and participation? 

The working group is currently developing an initial set of guidelines/recommendations around the following 
process oriented questions: 

● Where will the network live/be hosted? 
● How will it be coordinated? 
● Who guides and decides (governance) especially considering equity, inclusiveness and participation? 
● Who can be a member and what is the commitment level? 
● Who will fund it? 

 
As the working group develops recommended approaches for each of these process elements, over the next six + 
months, we will seek to obtain and incorporate broader feedback on such guidelines/proposals.  
 
But please remember that the network is not static and so as it evolves we will need to continue to review the 
processes to ensure they continue to be fit for purpose. 

Overlooked issues - Issues not explicitly 
identified within document include: Well 
construction/private supply construction 
regulations; water privatization threats; 
advocacy for K-12 water related 
education; need to focus on data sharing; 
wastewater challenges such as Inflow & 
Infiltration (I&I) of stormwater into 
sanitary sewer lines and discharge of Fats, 

These issues  are all certainly possible issues for the network to tackle, should members indicate they are of 
interest.  We have added many of them to the ‘challenges’ section of the document so they are more explicitly 
acknowledged.   
 
Just to again clarify, once the network is launched, there will be opportunities for people to get together on issues 
of interest.  We are not pre-determining what those issues are just yet. 
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Oil, & Grease (FOG) to sanitary sewer 
lines; more resources for public education 
on water issues; more emphasis on EJ 

Additional clarifications The Water Center at Penn has been asked to facilitate this process of network creation, but key decisions are being 
made by local stakeholders.  Once the network is launched, network leadership and coordination will reside in the 
region.  

 


