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Water supply problems and associated
controversies have achieved unprecedented
attention in Virginia in recent years. Droughtinduced water shortages in the Norfolk-Virginia Beach area have resulted in controversial proposals to transfer water into the area
from Lake Gaston on the Roanoke River.
Years of debate and controversy in Northern
Virginia ended only recently with the adoption of a complex agreement for regional
water supply management. In the western
part of the state, Roanoke and Montgomery
counties have disagreed about the desirability
of a federal water project to include water
supply and other purposes.
Do these conflicts indicate that the period
of favorable water resource conditions has
ended? Does the state need to modify its water
management program to help resolve such
conflicts? \Vhile t 1e e questions have received
much attention, most notably from a special
legislative study commission, final answers
have not been reached. This News Letter gives
an overview of the current water resources
situation in Virginia and presents information
that may help in finding answers to these
questions.

VIRGINIA'S WATER RESOURCES
Virginia, with an average annual rainfall
of 43 inches, is traditionally classified as a
water-abundant state. It is largely an
"upstream" state; with a few exceptions like
the New River, water generally flows away
from rather than into the state. Most of the
water available for use originates in the form
of precipitation within the state's boundaries
which produces approximately 30.5 trillio~
gallons of water per year. A large portion
of this water cannot be used, however. Some

falls into inaccessible areas such as the Chesapeake Bay, and a lot of it evaporates or
is transpired by vegetation. Only that water
becoming part of either the surface runoff,
which is most accessible in the form of
streamflow, or the groundwater resource is
available for use.
Over 90 percent of the state's total freshwater withdrawals for offstream uses comes
from surface sources, but groundwater is a
major source of supply in some regions.
Groundwater availability is greatest in the
coastal plain region, where extensive deposits
of sand and gravel form highly productive
aquifers, while availability is most restricted
in the Piedmont and Blue Ridge regions. The
only part of the coastal plain where current

groundwater use represents a substantial part
of the available supply within a large region
is the area south of the James River.
Table 1 summarizes Virginia's water use
at five-year intervals from 1960 through 1980.
That table shows several interesting trends.
First, even though the state's total withdrawals for offstream use have increased over
the twenty-year period, per capita water use
has decreased. Second, while industrial water
use, the largest category, has increased, it has
represented an ever-decreasing percentage of
total withdrawals, a result of environmental
controls and other factors. The increased use
for public supply purposes reflects the population growth that the state's urban areas
have experienced over the past two decades.
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Table 1
Fresh Water Withdrawals in Virginia, 1960-1980

Type of Use
Self-Supplied
Industrial Water b

Amount of Withdrawals in MGD a (% of Total Withdrawals)
1960
1965
1970
1975
1980

3700 (90.6)

3700 (89.9)

4200 (88.9)

4300 (88.3)

4800 (85.6)

260 ( 6.4)

290 ( 7.0)

390 ( 8.3)

440 (9.0)

600 (10.7)

Rural Use C

88 ( 2.1)

100 ( 2.4)

100( 2.1)

110( 2.3)

180( 3.2)

Irrigation

36( 0.9)

27( 0.7)

35 ( 0.7)

20 ( 0.4)

28 ( 0.5)

4100(100)

4100(100)

4700 ( 100)

4900 ( I 00)

5600 ( 100)

Public Supply

Total Withdrawals

Total Consumptive Use
Per Capita Use

120 ( 2.9)

130 ( 3.2)

150( 3.2)

71 (1.4)

230( 4.1)

1300 GPDd

1200 GPD

1200 GPD

990 GPD

1000 GPD

SOURCE: Data from U. S. Geological Survey Circulars 456, 556, 676, 765 and
1001 (1961-1983).
Million gallons per day.
cooling water for thermoelectric power facilities but excludes hydro-electric power
use.
C Includes domestic and livestock use.
d Gallons per day.

a

b Includes

WATER SUPPLY PROBLEMS
Identifying water supply problems requires
comparison of water use and available supply.
Such comparison is difficult because of the
substantial amount of reuse that occurs along
many streams. Nevertheless, certain comparisons can offer a useful perspective. For example, the state's average total withdrawal in
1980 (5600 million gallons per day) was
approximately equal to the combined average
flows of two of the state's rivefs: he James
River at Richmond (4854 mgd) and the
Rappahannock River at Fredericksburg
(1072 mgd). Another interesting comparison
is that the total consumptive use for the state
in 1980 (230 mgd) generally equalled the
average flow of the Occoquan River near
Manassas (279 mgd).
These comparisons indicate that Virginia's
tradition of water abundance continues on
a statewide basis and provides potential for
substantially increased water use to accommodate future growth. I But at the same time,
recent controversies declare the existence of

I For a more detailed assessment of water use and availability
in Virginia, see L. A. Shabman, W. E. Cox, and D. D. Ledvina,
"An Assessment of Water Use and Availability in Water Resource
Regions of Virginia through the Year 2000," Department of
Agricultural Economics Research Report AE-42, Virginia Tech,
Blacksburg, VA, 1981.

to a proposal for interjurisdictional groundwater development, resulting in strained relations among the area's local governments. The
locality at greatest risk is Virginia Beach since
it purchases water from the City of Norfolk,
the region's largest water supplier. The Norfolk system obtains water from a series of
impoundments, direct river withdrawals, and
wells used to supplement surface sources
during shortages. The Norfolk system
includes components located both inside and
outside the city's boundaries.
Several strategies are potentially available
for addressing this situation. The first,
drought management, involves accepting
water shortage during drought as a periodical
occurrence to be managed through a plan
to restrict water use during droughts and to
mitigate the adverse impacts of shortages.
This approach minimizes investment in water
supply facilities and is often advocated as
deserving more attention in water supply
planning. It has received no support within
the Virginia Beach area, however, particularly
because projected growth in the region would
l1lake future shortages occur more frequently.
A second strategy receiving increased attention is reduction in present or future water
demand. In the case of Virginia Beach, this
strategy has been implemented in part by
building code modifications providing for the
use of water-saving plumbing. Future projections and planning assume continuing such
water-saving measures to reduce water
demand. More stringent measures to reduce
demand, such as restricting lawn watering,
have been imposed only on an emergency
basis.

significant water problems at certain locations
within the state.
These problems are due largely to distribution of water supply and water demand.
Water supply is affected by variations in
distribution over time since drought periods
occur when the available supply is much
below average quantities. Both water supply
and demand vary in their geographic distribution. A major cause of Virginia's water
supply problems has been the lack of coincidence between centers of water demand and
supply. Development of large water demand
in areas of relatively scarce natural supply
would be unlikely to occur if water were a
major factor in determining the location of
socioeconomic activity, but studies show that
other factors have a greater influence on
growth.
One of Virginia's publicized water problems involves attempts to expand the public
water supply in the Norfolk-Virginia Beach
area, where existing supplies are increasingly
unable to satisfy normal demand during significant droughts, such as those that occurred
in 1977 and 1980-81. 2 The most recent shortages generated a series of lawsuits in response

A third strategy is to use existing supplies
more efficiently through such means as optimizing use of reservoir storage or fully integrating the existing well capacity into the
present supply system for use during
droughts. This approach would be most effective if applied on a egional bas' , incorporating all major water supply facilities; but
such action would require a degree of interjurisdictional cooperation not currently in
evidence in the southeastern region of the
state. In fact, recent water supply plans make
no provision for the continued sharing of
surplus water among political subdivisions in
that region because of perceived insecurities
associated with the idea. Localities in N orthern Virginia, in contrast, have joined with
others in the metropolitan Washington, D.C.
area in a long-range regional water supply
program based on cooperative management,
which has largely eliminated the need for
major water project construction there for a
considerable time.

The Norfolk-Virginia Beach water supply situation is analyzed
in "Water Supply Study, Hampton Roads, Virginia," Norfolk
District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Norfolk, VA, 1984.

A fourth strategy is to expand the water
supply to a desirable level of dependability
by constructing new projects. Even though

2

61

water supply to protect public health, and
it regulates the rates and quality of service
of certain private water suppliers. Construction of dams is regulated by state government
in some cases.
Local governments generally regulate
water development through zoning and other
land use controls that impose constraints on
the construction of facilities. A more specific
control in Virginia applies to water supply
developments constructed by local governments outside their own boundaries. Approval of the host jurisdiction is required for
such projects, subject to an appeal to a special
court in the event approval is denied.

Support Services for Developing
Water Supply
Loca\ gover ment has borne primary
~ r developing water supply.
State legislation authorizes local governments
to carry out water development activities and
to provide water supply to their citizens and
others; to enter into contractual arrangements
with one another to provide that supply; and
to form regional water supply organizations
such as water authorities.

responsibility

The federal government assists local governments by allowing municipal water supply
to be included in federal water projects, under
contractual arrangements providing for compensation. In addition, federal financial assistance is provided in the form of loans and
grants. The state government also provides
financial assistance through the Virginia
Water and Sewer Assistance Authority Act
(Va. Code, sees. 62.1-197 through 62. 1-223),
and the SWCB assists localities with water
supp1y planning. Both state and federal governments traditionally have accepted the
responsibility for collecting, storing, and analyzing the extensive data needed to manage
water supply development.

POTENTIAL CHANGES IN WATER
MANl\GEMENT INSTITUTIONS
In 1977, the Virginia General Assembly,
concerned over the ability of the existing
management system to resolve potential water
supply shortages in the northern and southeastern regions of the state, created the State
Water Study Commission. A primary objective of the commission as originally created
was to assist the SWCB in developing recommendations to address problems associated
with existing institutional arrangements.
When the commission could not complete its
work and submit its report during 1977, the
1978 legislature continued the commission for
two years and reorganized it to function more
independently of the SWCB, although the
agency was directed to provide staff assistance. After additional yearly continuances

from 1980 through 1983, the commission was
established as a permanent state agency in
1984, with the duty of studying water supply
and allocation problems and coordinating
related legislative recommendations from
other sources.
The commission's recommendations have
resulted in expansion of state water supply
planning activities, but recommendations
have not been formulated on several major
institutional proposals for resolving water
supply conflicts. The most comprehensive
change considered is adoption of a statewide
water-use permitting program. 4 This program
would replace both the riparian doctrine and
current common-law groundwater allocation
procedures with administrative controls that
would govern all water uses except small ones
exempted from the permit requirement. The
approa h wo ld be con i tent with that taken
in recent years by several other eastern states.
A second potential change, less broad in
scope, is the establishment of a special institutional mechanism solely to address conflicts
over water transfers among localities for
public water supply purposes. 5 The proposed
procedure would aim for negotiated solutions; but, where necessary, it would replace
the riparian doctrine and other controls with
a single decision process where all interests
are considered. Because this process would
apply only to the transfer of water across
political boundaries, it would leave the majority of water-use conflicts to be resolved by
current institutions. This proposal would
require the water transferrer not only to
compensate the water's area of origin for any
injury, but also to share the benefits created
by the transfer. Under the current system,
payments are limited to actual injury. The
proposal conflicts with the traditional view
that water not being used is state property;
however, the additional compensation would
enhance the political feasibility of water
transfers.
A third proposal is to modify the Groundwater Act to remedy current deficiencies. A
primary change would be to eliminate all
categorical exemptions except small uses
below a specified magnitude, thereby establishing state control over municipal groundwater development in the southeastern region.
This change WQuld reduce the current ambiguity created by the concurrent existence of
administrative and common-law groundwater rights.
How desirable are these proposed institutional changes? At a minimum, amendment

See Virginia General Assembly HB 1420, 1981.
See W. E. Cox and L. A. Shabman, "Virginia's Water Law:
Resolving the Interjurisdictional Transfer Issue," 3 Virginia Journal
of Natural Resources Law 181-234 (1984).

4

5

of the Groundwater Act appears to be needed
if the act is to accomplish its original objectives. In view of recent conflicts concerning
development of surface waters, adopting one
of the other two proposals also appears
desirable. The current decentralized approach
hinders the determination of a proposal's
overall relationship to the public welfare,
perpetuates controversy, and increases costs
associated with conflict resolution.
While the comprehensive statewide permitting program is a more desirable approach
where conflicts are numerous and involve a
general cross-section of water users, the more
selective approach is better where conflicts
primarily involve a few major proposals for
interjurisdictional public water supply development. The latter case more closely describes
the current Virginia situation; but a more
definitive analysis of future supply-demand
relationships, including consideration of
instream water uses and environmental considerations, may suggest the need for more
comprehensive controls. The SWCB is now
conducting studies to allow a more informed
choice. Adoption of either of the two proposals would require establishing coordination mechanisms between the new water-use
control and the existing Groundwater Act.
Significant opposition has been expressed
to some of the potential changes by individual
interest groups who perceive adverse impacts.
Citizens and local governments in areas where
water transfers might originate oppose the
transfer management mechanism, which they
believe will increase the probability of
transfers. Implicit in some of the opposition
is the assumption that water transfer is
unlikely under existing institutions. However,
additional water development, possibly
including transfer, is an inevitable part of
continued population growth. Opponents of
institutional change must decide whether the
existing or the proposed system will likely
ensure more favorable conditions of transfer.
To be acceptable, an administrative transfer
management process must be designed to
approve only those transfers creating a positive net effect for the citizens of the state.
The process must ensure that a proposed
transfer will be prohibited if it is likely to
produce substantial economic or environmental disruptions within its area of origin. The
process also should provide for sharing with
the area of origin the benefits from the
transfer. These measures will ensure that
transfers create mutual benefits rather than
simply shifting water-related benefits among
regions. Providing fair and equitable treatment to all regions will enhance the political
feasibility of an institutional change that has
substantial potential to improve water supply
management and increase the welfare of Virginia's citizens.
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legislative action by the state created special
water rights in association with authority for
canal construction along the James River.
The city now holds these rights, which originally were vested in the James River Company in 1784. Although these special rights
have been recognized as limiting certain riparian rights, the extent of their possible impact
on the development of water supplies within
the James River has never been fully resolved
in the courts.
Allocation of Groundwater. Virginia currently uses two separate groundwater allocation systems: (I) a legislative created control
program within specially designated geographic areas and (2) a common law system in
the remainder of the state.

'Tbe Groundwater Act of 1973 (Va. Code,
secs. 62.1-44.83 through 62.1-44.106) authorizes administrative controls over groundwater use within geographic areas designated
through procedures established in the act.
Enacted in response to large-scale industrial
pumping in the southeastern area of the state,
the act focuses regulatory measures on those
areas having problems such as excessive
decline in groundwater levels or artesian
pressures, well interference, or groundwater
pollution. The State Water Control Board
(SWCB) is responsible for designating the
groundwater manageInent areas; the only two
thus far are the coastal plain region lying
south of the James River and the Eastern
Shore of Virginia.

A landowner within a designated management area generally cannot initiate or expand
groundwater use without state permission in
the form of a permit. The basic legislative
criteria to guide the SWCB's decisions in
granting a permit for a proposed well are
that new uses must be for beneficial use, that
undue interference with existing wells will not
be allowed, and that those having prior rights
of beneficial use will not be deprived.

The question of what constitutes either
"undue interference" with existing wells or
deprivation of those having prior rights is an
important issue in additional groundwater
development. Full use of aquifer potential
may draw down artesian pressures before a
new stable condition is reached, thus requiring some impact on additional wells.
While the act does not explicitly address the
issue of developing additional groundwater
through
compensatory
arrangements
between new and established users, general
provisions authorizing cooperative agreements among users within an area may provide the basis for such action. This unresolved
issue could become an important factor in
the southeastern area.

The Groundwater Act exempts from the
permit requirement "the use or supplying of
groundwater for agricultural and livestock
watering purposes, for human consumption
or domestic purposes, or for any single industrial or commercial purpose in an amount
not exceeding fifty thousand gallons a day"
(Va. Code, sec. 62.1-44.87). While the act does
not specifically exempt municipal use or public water supply, the Virginia Attorney
General ruled in 1976 that municipal withdrawal for human consumption and other
domestic purposes is exempt without regard
to quantity.
Exempting municipal use from control
under the Groundwater Act has given state
government a minimal role in resolving conflict over groundwater development in the
southeastern area of the state. Exemption of
significant classes of use also creates waterrights uncertainty within designated management areas. The intent of the act is to replace
the common-law system of water rights with
a system of administratively created rights;
however, questions concerning the continuing
status of common law groundwater rights of
parties not affected by the legislation, and
their relationship to administratively created
rights, have not been resolved.
]n those parts of the state outside the two
designated management areas, common law
is the sole groundwater allocation mechanism. Because of the limited number of cases
to reach the Virginia Supreme Court, common law groundwater rights have not been
completely defined. In fact, the court has
never explicitly accepted any particular
groundwater doctrine because of its position
that its decisions to date would have been
the same under either of the two doctrines
generally accepted elsewhere in the eastern
United States-absolute ownership and reasonable use.
Under the absolute ownership doctrine,
landowners have complete ownership and
control over water underneath their land. The
only limitation on using groundwater or
interfering with its movement through land
development is that waste and malicious
injury to others generally is unlawful. Thus,
the doctrine constitutes a rule of capture and
creates essentially no enforceable water rights
since no right of legal action exists for injury
produced by the activities of others.
The reasonable use doctrine recognizes the
right of each landowner to make any reasonable use of groundwater on the overlying
land or to develop property reasonably, even
though interference with the water supplies
of others may result. Under this groundwater
doctrine, landowners engaged in a "reasonable use," generally interpreted to mean any

traditional onsite water or land use, are under
essentially no constraints with regard to the
impact of that use on others, and they can
legally destroy a neighbor's supply. This concept of reasonable use therefore is fundamentally different from reasonableness under the
riparian doctrine, where the rights of each
party are determined with regard to the needs
of the other users.
The absolute ownership doctrine places no
restriction on the place of water use, but the
reasonable use doctrine as it has developed
in other states limits water use to the land
from which it is taken. This limitation on
place of use has seen considerable application
in other states to constrain municipal water
suppliers who were attempting to pump water
from parcels of outlying land and pipe it into
urbanized areas.
The Virginia Supreme Court has never
decided a case involving interference between
wells, but the issue has been discussed in cases
involving coal-mining interference with
groundwater supplies. Although the court's
views in those cases cannot be taken as
precedent, they suggest that the court leans
toward acceptance of the reasonable use
doctrine. Under this approach, landowners
appear to be free to pump water for use on
their own land without regard to the impact
on others; the injured groundwater user
appears to have no recourse but to sink his
own well deeper. Should the pumping involve
export of water for use at another location,
however, the reasonable use rule probably
could be invoked to protect nearby groundwater users.

Regulatory Constraints on the Exercise
of Water Rights
Regulatory constraints on private water
rights primarily take the form of permits and
approvals that a water user has to obtain from
different levels of government: These mandatory approvals often focus on construction
of related facilities rather than on water use
itself. The federal government's controls originally focused on protecting navigation, but
they have expanded over time to include
environmental protection as a major purpose.
One of the current controls of greatest scope
is the permit requirement in section 404 of
the Federal Clean Water Act (33 V.S.C.A.
Section 1344), which applies to construction
within most of the nation's waters. Related
legislation provides for evaluation of proposed project impacts on specific components
of the environment such as fish and wildlife,
scenic rivers, historical sites, and endangered
species.
The Commonwealth of Virginia exercises
somewhat less comprehensive controls over
water development. The state regulates public
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adoption of the ther three strategies could
reduce the need f r much additional supply
development, this strategy has continued to
predominate water supply management. Virginia Beach has selected the transfer of water
from Lake Gaston on the Roanoke River as
the preferred approach. This choice appears
to have been strongly influenced by a desire
to avoid future interjurisdictional conflict,
which has been so intense among the area's
local governments in recent years. This desire
is reflected in the decision not to consider
interjurisdictional water surpluses and groundwater as continuing sources of supply.

VIRGINIA'S PRESENT
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
Virginia's water supply management sys·
tern is a relatively decentralized approach that
consists ot three essential components: (1)
procedures for allocating water among competing interests by defining property interests
in water, (2) regulatory measures imposed by
different levels of government that constrain
the exercise of property interests, and (3)
programs for water supply development and
related support services. 3

Water Allocation
State government has traditionally exercised the basic water management responsibility of allocating available water supply
among competing interests by defining water
rights. But this authority is subject to limitations, especially in the case of interstate
waters. Interstate conflicts over water use in
some cases may be resolved in federal courts
or, alternatively, through negotiated interstate agreement. Restrictions on state authority to allocate the waters of intrastate streams
are less extensive and exist primarily in the
form of federal powers under the commerce
clause of the U.S. Constitution.
State authority to allocate water can take
two general approaches. One, based on wateruse legislation, functions through an administrative program responsible for creating and
supervising private water rights. The other,
a more passive approach, allows the judicial
process to define and enforce water rights
without the direct involvement of the executive branch of state government. Virginia
primarily follows this latter approach. To
define Virginia's water allocation law requires
considering streamflow separately from
groundwater.
Allocation of Streamflow. Streamflow is
allocated in Virginia by the riparian doctrine,
which is simply a collection of legal principles

Virginia's water supply management system is described in
William E. Cox, Leonard A. Shabman, Sandra S. Batie, and J.
W. Looney, "Virginia's Water Resources: Policy and Management
I ue," Departments of Agricultural Economics and Civil Engineering, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, VA, 1981.

3

for resolving water use conflicts that have
been established in the accumulated decisions
of the courts. Water allocation under the
doctrine remains a function of the state
courts, and the only enforcement mechanism
is the private lawsuit between parties to a
specific controversy over water use.
Water rights under the riparian doctrine
generally exist as a result of owning land that
borders or is crossed by a natural watercourse.
Under Virginia's current interpretation of the
doctrine, use of water from a stream must
be on riparian land, and it must be reasonable.
To be considered riparian, the land must be
in physical contact with a particular stream
and within the stream's watershed. This exclusion of land extending beyond the watershed
is generally interpreted as prohibiting interbasin transfers. However, the prohibition of
use on nonriparian land .s not enforceable
if riparian interests have not been harmed.
The reasonableness concept defines the
magnitude of the water right. "Reasonable
use" is relative and depends on the individual
circumstances of the particular situation; however, a general guideline is that a given water
use must be compatible with other uses relying
on the same source. Thus, sharing the available supply is a basic concept of the riparian
doctrine.
The reasonableness concept does not necessarily prohibit all adverse effects that one
water user can inflict on others-only those
exceeding some reasonable level. The right
of action does not arise until actual injury
occurs; therefore, the riparian owner who is
not using water or is not adversely affected
by a reduction in streamflow has no basis
for a legal action. This factor is the primary
distinction between the reasonable use theory
of the riparian doctrine and another known
as the natural flow theory. Under the natural
flow theory, legal action can be initiated at
the time of streamflow red uction and is not
dependent on the existence of actual injury
arising from a reduced water supply.
Although the Virginia Supreme Court has in
some cases used language suggesting approval
of the natural flow theory, a majority of the
court's decisions indicate acceptance of the
reasonable use theory.
The right to use water under the reasonableness concept may vary over time due to
changes in water availability or other conditions. One potentially significant change in
conditions occurs when new water uses are
initiated, based on previously unused riparian
rights. Such rights generally are not lost
because of nonuse but continue to attach to
riparian property; they make up a major
source of uncertainty for water users in riparian jurisdictions since no record of water
rights exists.

While the riparian doctrine grants a preference to domestic use by individual landowners over other competing uses, this preference does not apply to public water
suppliers. In fact, Virginia follows the majority view that public supply is not a reasonable
use if it conflicts with valid riparian uses. This
position appears to be based on several factors. First, excluding public suppliers from
the domestic category can be justified since
they often serve commercial and ind ustrial
uses as well as domestic use. Second, the
concentration of water demand through public suppliers can significantly disrupt individual water uses, which are the doctrine's focus.
Third, public suppliers usually violate the
riparian land restriction since they generally
provide water to nonriparian landowners as
well as those in riparian locations. This position means that public suppliers cannot displace riparian water users without purcha ing
their water rights, either through negotiation
or use of the public supplier's power of
eminent domain condemnation.
Public suppliers may use surplus water not
being used by riparian landowners due to the
doctrine's requirement that injury must occur
before the right of legal action arises. Surplus
water therefore can be used for public supply
or other purposes not recognized by the
riparian doctrine. Use under these conditions,
however, has to be limited to a magnitude
that causes no adverse effects on other users,
whereas withdrawal under a riparian right
allows some adverse impact, provided the
effect is not unreasonable. A use dependent
on surplus water is inherently uncertain
because previously unused riparian right
may be exercised or existing uses may
increase. However, the power of eminent
domain provides a basis for resolving conflict
resulting from these conditions.
A special category of surplus flow that has
considerable potential for exploitation by
public suppliers without established water
rights is flood water. While courts in western
states have recognized the right of riparian
owners to continuance of these seasonal overflows because of irrigation benefits and sediment enrichment of }(~nd bordering stream ,
this area has not received attention in Virginia
water law.
Water rights held in navigable waters are
subordinate to the government's power to
exercise control over such water. While public
control generally has been limited to such
purposes as navigation, flood control, and
power production, a few states have included
public water supply in this superior class of
uses. This position has not been taken in
Virginia, but cases do exist where municipal
supply has attained a special status independent of the riparian doctrine. A primary
example is the City of Richmond, where early
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FIRST FELLOW IN VIRGINIA
GOVERNMENT SELECTED
The Institute of Government and the Curry School of Education
at the University of Virginia are pleased to announce the appointment
of the first Fellow in Virginia Government, Melanie J. Biermann,
an outstanding classroom teacher of government and world civilization
in the Fairfax County Schools. Ms. Biermann will coordinate the
Teacher Resource Service at the Institute of Government for the 198586 school year, working with a statewide advisory committee that
includes social studies supervisors, scholars, and officials.
The Teacher Resource Service was started at the Institute of
Government in 1982 under the leadership of Helen B. Snook, a former
high school government teacher. The service received initial financial
assistance from the University of Virginia and the State Department
of Education, and funding from the 1985 Virginia Assembly has made
it possible to continue the program.
The goal of the Teacher Resource Service is to provide current
materials that will help teachers to increase Virginia state and local
content and student participation in the 12th grade government course
in high schools of the Commonwealth. As the service's coordinator,
the Virginia Government Fellow will edit a new publication for
government teachers to provide background material on current issues
in state government and politics; prepare updated pages for the
notebook developed at the Institute, Resources for Teaching Virginia
Government; and offer workshops and inservice programs for government teachers and school divisions in Virginia.
Ms. Biermann, the )985-86 Fellow, is a native Virginian and a
graduate of Lynchburg College. She received a master's degree in
the classics from the University of Colorado and has done additional
grad uate work at the University of Virginia and George Washington
University. During her eleven years with the Fairfax County Schools,
she has conducted workshops for teachers, designed a self-guided tour
of the Hall of Western Civilization for the Smithsonian Institution's
Museum of Natural History, tested and evaluated educational materials
for the World Bank, and conducted several summer tours of Europe
for students. In addition, she has presented and published professional
papers on state and local government, written a weekly news column
for the Alexandria Port Packet, and served in managerial positions
in several local political campaigns. Her classes have researched and
lobbied for legislation in the General Assembly. Ms. Biermann will
begin work at the Institute on August l.
Teachers interested in applying for the 1986-87 fellowship will find
information in the first issue of the Teacher Resource Service's
newsletter, which will be mailed in September to the social studies
departments of all Virginia public high schools.
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INVITATION FOR MANUSCRIPTS
The editors invite interested authors to submit manuscripts to be
considered for publication as future issues of the University of Virginia
News Letter. While we cannot pay contributors, each author will receive
twenty-five copies of the issue containing the published article.
Each issue of the News Letter focuses on a discussion of some
particular public policy issue or concern and its impact on state and
local government. Generally, we prefer articles that either (1) address
situations within the state of Virginia or (2) shed light on a situation
in Virginia through regional or other comparisons. A major goal of
the News Letter is to give a balanced, informed presentation that
is well written and has been well researched.
Our approximately 5,000 subscribers cover a wide spectrum, but
they tend to be well-informed civic and community leaders, public
officials, educators, professionals, students, and other citizens. Therefore, articles should be directed toward an intelligent but nonspecialized
audience. Please avoid any academic jargon or complex statistical
analyses. Prospective authors probably should review several recent
issues of the News Letter before submitting a manuscript.

News Letter manuscripts generally are from 5,500 to 6,000 wordsor about 23 double-spaced typed pages, including footnotes, which
should be kept to a minimum. A manuscript may include tables or
graphs, but preferably no more than two or three.
All manuscripts received are read by both editors and generally
sent to an outside reader as well. A manuscript accepted for publication
is edited, as necessary, to ensure that the article conforms to the News
Letter's standards regarding readability, style, and length. After a
manuscript is accepted for publication, the editors will get in touch
with the author and discuss a possible publication date.
If you have a manuscript you think would make a good News
Letter article, please send it for review to:
University of Virginia News Letter
Attention: Sandra H. Wiley, Managing Editor
Institute of Government
207 Minor Hall, University of Virginia
Charlottesville, VA 22903
If you want to discuss a prospective article before submitting it,
feel free to call Ms. Wiley at 804-924-0944. We would also be happy
to hear from readers who would like to suggest possible topics for
future issues.
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