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Foreword

During OctoberandNovember2013 the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
hosted the second round gfublic workshops for the development of tistrategic Plan for the
Future ofintegrated Regional Water ManagemefiRWM) in CalifornicBakeholders povided

a substantialamount ofinput on the objectives and strategie®r the future of IRWMat these
workshops. Stakeholders also provided input for refining the draft strategic deatdoped
through the firstround ofworkshops Stakeholder input from the second round of workshops is
documented in this technical memorandum.

TheStrategic Plaevelopmenfleam is nowputting the draft SrategicPlantogetherbased on
stakeholder inpufrom all the workshopsThe draft plans expected to be released for public
comment in summer 2014.

DWRis very appreciative of the involvement and participation of IRWM stakeholders in the
development of tle strategicplan. Please visit the project websitd:
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/stratplan/ for informationabout the strategic plaandto sign

up to receive importanprojecte-mail announcements\ ¥ & 2dz Kl @Sy Qi | £t NS R

Paula J. Landis, P.E.
Chief,Division of Integrated Regional Water Management
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Section 1 Introduction

Thisreport document stakeholder input received dhe October and November 201Round 2
workshopsfor the developmenbf the Strategic Plan for thEuture of Integrated Regional
Water Managementn Californialhereafter referred to as the Strategic Plaimhe Round 2
workshopswere conducted to engagastakeholders irdevelopingand refiningobjectives and
strategiesusing thestrategicgoalsand other informationobtainedfrom the Round 1
workshops Round 1 wrkshopinput waspublished in July 2018nd is available at
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/stratplan/documents

Stakeholder input documented in this reppaind the July 2018:port, will be analyzedand
compiledinto a consolidatedset ofgoals, objective, and strategiethat will serve as the basis
for the draft Strategic PlanTheplan development process @epictedin Fgure 1 and
associated tsategic planning termsre explained in Table 1.

Vision and Goals Objectives, Strategies, and
Workshops Alignment Workshops
(Round 1) (Round 2)

Round 1 L. This
I Initial Round 2 I Draft Goals,

Worksho i iecti
p - Strategic Workshor - Objectlves_,
Report Framework Report and Strategies

Draft
Strategic Plan

Development

Approach Strategic

Plan

Figure 1¢ Strategic Plan Development Process
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Tablel ¢ SrategicPlanningTerm Definitions
Plan Element | Definition

Image or understanding of what thstrategicplan shouldaccomplish
and what will be differenafter the plan is implemented

Vision
Goals Desired outcomethat supportthe vision

Objectives SMART* actionfor achieving goals

Strategies Meansfor achieving objectives

*SMART $oecific,Measurable Attainable, Relevant, andlime-based

Round 2 Workshop s

DWR hosted theecondround of strategic planning workshopsfive locations around the
state. One workshop was held in eaohDWR2 a Se@iceMieasexcept for Southern
California where twvo workshops were conducted to accommodate the large number of
interested partiesWorkshop locations and dates are listedTable 2

Table 2¢ Round2 Strategic Planningvorkshop Locationand Dates

Location Date

Clovis October 17, 2013
Temecula October 22, 2013
Burbank October 23, 2013
Stockton November 14, 2013
Redding November 20, 2013

The workshops were conducted as working sessiomgei®rate stakeholder input on
objectives and strategietnput was alssolicitedon the goals producefiom the Round 1
workshops Sakeholdercenteredsessios at the Round 2 workshopsere designed to
maximize input on topics of greatest interesteachparticipant The vorkshop @endais
shown in Figuré.
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Figure 2 Agenda Used at Each Workshop

Strategic Plan for the Future of IRWM in California
Round 2: Objectives, Strategieand Alignment Workshop
10 am¢ 3 pm
AGENDA

10:00 Welcome and Introductions

10:20 GoalsObjectivesand Strategies Matrix Discussion
11:00 Small Group Discussion of Objectives/Strategisssiorl
11:50 Lunch Break

12:50 Small Group Discussion of Objectives/Strategisssior?
1:40 Small Group Discussion of Objectives/Strategi8sssior8
2:20 Report Out of Objectives/Strategies Discussions

2:45 Wrap-up and Next Steps

DWR advertised thRound 2vorkshops through thetBategicPlan project website
(http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/stratplan/) and theSrategicPlan project email subscribelist.
The workshops were also advertised through the IRWM Grant Information @ifdr@ia Water
Plan Updatee-mail lists.In addition, he workshops were announced at varid&®&VMrelated
stakeholder events, including ti@ctober2013CaliforniaWater Plan Plenamyn Sacramento.

Round 2 wrkshop attendee information is summarized in Tahle 3

Table 3¢ Attendance at Bch Workshop Location

Location AU @)

Attendees
Clovis 25
Temecula 42
Burbank 21
Stockton 31
Redding 16
Total Attendees 135
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Section 2 Workshop Process

As described ithe July 2013 Round 1 workshop reportptal of 183dgoal statementéwere

generated by stakeholders at the Round 1 WorkshdgsS G SNY G321ty ol & 2 F G
Round Iparticipantsto generallydescribe any desirable future condition, approach, or actio

Thus, many of theagl statements deVeped by stakeholders in Roundritludedobjectives

and strategiesAdditionally, some of the goal statemerggpressediesired outcomes or

principles of IRWM.

A total of eight strategic goals for the future ofMR1 were derived from stakeholder input at
the Round 1 workshops. The eight strategic goals are listed in Table 4. Goal statements that
addressed desired outcomgesr generated valuesr principles of IRWMwere rendered into

the seven IRWM values and priples listed in Table Bimilarvalues and principles axdten
included in IRWM plans asgionalgoals.

Table4 ¢ EightStrategicGoalsBased on Round 1 Workshop Input
1. Continue, enhance, and expand regional collaboration and cooperation thi®WwM to meet
the water management challenges of population growth and climate change, and ensure
safety, environmental stewardship, and economic stability.

2. Continue to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of DWR's future IRWM grant progra
and processes.

3. Improve IRWM processes at all levels to encourage broad participation, support collaborg
and facilitate cooperation among stakeholders.

4. Develop and support an IRWM education and awareness program to foster public suppo
fadlitate informed decisions for sustainable water management.

5. Improve water management tools, provide technical assistance, and encourage innovatio
the areas of collaboration, tradeff analyses, modeling, and data management.

6. Achieve regulatoralignment to support IRWM.

7. Achieve alignment among DWR programs to support IRWM.

8. Achieve alignment among federal, state, and local agencies involved in water manageme
support IRWM.




Table 5¢ IRWM Values and Principles

i Create and maintaifiexibility and resiliency to respond to hydrologic
variability, including floods, droughts, and climate change

i1 Balance the competing needs of land use, public safety, the environmen
and water supplies

1 Preserve and maintain clean, safe, and reliatd¢ewsupplies for people an
the environment

1 Continue to promote and support environmental stewardship
1 Manage water resource systems so that they are sustainable

9 Incorporate social equity and environmental justice considerations into
decision making

1 Continually improve water management practices through investments i
innovation and tools

Objectives and strategies deed from the Round 1 workshapoal statements were sorted
underthe eight strategic goals listed in Table 4. €neresultof the sating processwas a
partially-completed strategic framework of goals, objectives, and strategies. This framework
was used as the starting pointrf®&ound 2 workshop discussions asdncluded in the
Appendix.




Workshop Discussions

Attendees at each Round 2 workshop location were askeddependentlycompete and

refine the strategic framework derived from the Round 1 workshops. Workshop discussions
were conducted by dividing participants into groups to hold tabletop discussimusdthe
eightgoalslistedin Table 4 Each tablef stakeholdersvasasked to provide input to refine the
strategic framework under one or more goalssigned to that tableNorkshop attendees were
encouraged to movéom table totable during the day

As tabletop discussions proceededynkshopattendees were asked to record their input an
goalsframeworkchart provided for eachable, or record their inputon aflipchart. DWRstaff
assisted the process by havingrainedtable hostwho remained at he same table throughout
the workshop to answer questions, facilitate discussj@ndhelprecord the results of the
discussioson the framework charts

Tabletop discussiain Stockton

After thefinal round ofgroupdiscussios, eachtable host presented highlights of what they
had heardfrom table groups durintghe day
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Section 3 Round 2 Workshop Results

Asmentionedearlier, discussions atach workshopocation begarwith the samanitial
strategic famework as the starting point far K S fableto@discussionsAs a resulteach
workshop location independently generated its own refined strategic framevwi#r&tegic
frameworks generated at each wohksp areincluded in the AppendiEach fameworkwill be
reviewed andanalyzedor the development ofa compositeset of goals, objectives, and
strategiesto serve as the basfer the Strategic Plan.

Reporting out results of stakeholder discussiongeimecula
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General Overview of Input Received from Stakeholders

Round 2 workshop attendees provided a large amount of input about the objectives and
strategies for the future of IRWM in California. Some of the input that was common between
two or more worlshop locatiosis generallysummarizedelow:

State agencies, especially DWR internally, need to better supporalagrdvith IRWM.

All of the different water planning effortat various levels of government, including the
state,need to be better aligneaith IRWM

1 ManylRWM regionsvant more involvementand supportfrom 5 2 w Refjional Service
Representatives and Regional Coordinators so that DWR is better alneéostand
and can bebetter able tosupport, the unique needs otfhe variousIRWMregions.

1 Flood managementncluding statdevel flood programsand land use planning are still
missingas participants in most IRWM regions.

The state needs to help improve tribal involvement in IRWM.

The state needs to provide monecentives and resources to disadvantaged
communities to participate in IRWMnNd to be successful in receiving grant funding.

1 DWR should play a bigger role in serving as a clearinghouse for dataatabls
resourcedor IRWM regionsincluding documentig and sharing best practices among
IRWMregions.

1 Public education about IRWM, and water resources in general, needs to be expanded
significantly.

i State grant application and administration requirements cause too much money to be
spent on administration, tthe detriment of real projects and benefits.

1 Grant Linding decisions need to ket reflect regional prioritiesas RWMGSs are in the
best position to determine the most regionally effective and beneficial water
management investments.

1 The cost of applymforgrantfunding needs to be reduced helpeliminate the
disadvantagsit places on regionand communities that have fewer resources to
compete for grant monies.

Regional difference# stakeholder inputvere evidentbetween workshop locationsSome
input wasunique to individual workshops while otharput receivedgreateremphasis in
comparisorto other locations. Some of the regionalinique or emphasizestakeholder input
from each workshop location is summarized in the following pages
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ClovisWorkshop(presented in random order)

|l
f

Groundwater management is key to the success of IRWM

Promoting and supporting DAC involvement is difficult for IRWM; there may be be
means of administering DAC programs, such as through the Calilxepartment of
Public Health.

There is still aedfor more cooperation withinand between RgionalWater
ManagemeniGroups. IRWM is supposed to bring people together, but there is still
much conflict

RWMGs need twbk for more creative ways to combimeultiple funding sources

IRWMgrantfunds have become the hardest money to gdtie to cost of preparing
grantapplications

Grant funding reimbursemerity DWRs not timely; funds should be providedo
grantees in advancand then accounted for, not thether way aroundRegionswith
the biggesieedfor fundingcanhave the most difficuly in paying for reimbursable
costsupfront andthen waiting long period®f time for grant invoice paymenfrom
DWR

Cloviswvorkshopdiscussions
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Temeculaworkshop(presented in random order)

|l

Thereneeds to be somset state fundingfor IRWMto helpjustify regional
participation and expenditures; otherwise some regions gwleup.

If DWR is going to maintain its primary decismaking role in deciding who and wha
receives grantunds, then DWR should be more actively involved in the application
process from the beginning so thay w2 agiatXapplication can b@roperly
understad and appreciated

DWR could be helpful in finding more sustainable ways to fund IRWM through
fees/rates rather than grants

There areother state grant programs in Californigesides the IRWMrBgramthat
seem capable of providing adequate assurancdbéaaxpayer that the funds are wel
spent without thecurrentonerousgrantapplication and administrative requirements
in place by DWR.

DWR could play a much bigger and more diret# in promoting Dsadvantaged
GCommunitiesand non-governmental organaionsinvolvement in IRWM

The future of IRWM needs to focus on cooperation, not competition; competition i
not having a positive effect on IRWM within or between regions

In addition to direct funding, DWR should be more proactive in identifying and
promoting other incentives for IRWM to be practiced, such as regulatory relief

AN, _—

Temeculavorkshopdiscussions
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BurbankWorkshop(presented in random order)

|l

There needs to be a greater focus on meeting the objectives of regulation rather tl
meetingthe strict letter of the regulation. There can be innovative solutions that ar
infeasible due to inflexible regulations.

Urbanregionshave much different challenges and opportunities (than rural ones)
which need to be recognizezthd accounted for by gramprograms.

Right now, planning by some regions is done for the sole purpose of receiving
implementation grants. The IRWM planning process should not be drivearbgeting
to getimplementation grants.

52w aKz2dzZ R O2y aARSNJI SY Lsauwehay appravikgibashlike
funding for RWMGs, supplemented by competitive grants.

Funding eligibility and priorities should focus more on consistency with regional gc
and objectives than onsizefits-all statewide criteria

e

NS
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Burbank vorkshopdiscussions




StocktonWorkshop(presented in random order)

|l

There needs to be more emphasis on source water issues and acknowledgement
downstreambenefitsin terms of upstream IRWM projects and funding.

Better ways ofinvolving flood management ithe IRWM process need to be
developed.

IRWM needs to evolve into more inteegional planning and integration

IRWM needs to combine and leverage different funding soyiared emphasize
multiple benefits.

There are too many overlapping local planning gff@hat result in duplication of
effort and lack of integration.

Stocktonworkshopdiscussiongt a goal table




ReddingWorkshop(presented in random order)

T Source water protectioms criticaland should be considered by IRWM

1 Technologyshould be usedo increase communication and participation instead of i
person meetings for regions that cover large distances

1 Upstream/downstreanwater managemenintegrationneeds to occur to properly
distribute costs and benefits.

1 There is a great regl for more encouragement, suppoend even funding for federal
agency participation in IRWM; they are missing fromdt®&WMtablet all too often

1T ¢KSNE ySSRa (2 06S AYyONBFraSR AyadSanN i
currently state plans ladkitegration and effective global solutions.

Reddingwvorkshopdiscussions
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