
From: Nelson, Natasha@DWR
To: Kirkham, Stuart S@DOT; allison.joe@sgc.ca.gov; Bailey, Amy L@DOT; Orme, Bill@Waterboards; Johnson,

 Brenda@Wildlife; meek.clifton@epa.gov; eodonoghue@tnc.org; Birss, Helen@Wildlife; Brown, Howard;
 jhthorne@ucdavis.edu; Larry.Vinzant@dot.gov; Michael.G.Nepstad@usace.army.mil; mike.mccoy@sgc.ca.gov; Parisi,
 Monica@Wildlife; Wilber, Monique@DWR; roberta_gerson@fws.gov; shawn.oliver@fhwa.dot.gov; Kent, Stephen
 R@DOT; Kleinfelter, John@Wildlife; Mortenson, Marilee C@DOT; prhuber@ucdavis.edu; Garrison, Jennifer@Wildlife;
 Molnar, Melinda L@DOT; Denny.Grossman@sgc.ca.gov; Krystel.L.Bell@usace.army.mil; Hegedus, Anna@DWR;
 Jensen, Joanna@Waterboards; Barker, Kelley@Wildlife; Ford, Gina R.@Wildlife

Subject: RAMP Policy/Governance/Communications Subcommittee - Jan. 20
Date: Wednesday, January 14, 2015 3:23:00 PM
Attachments: RAMP governance structure from SF.docx

RAMP PCG Subcommittee Meeting 20150120 Agenda.docx
Regional_Gove_Essentials_WorkingPaper.pdf
RAMP governance work group memo ver 2.1.docx
RAMP_Outreach_AnnualPlan_Final_DRAFT_20120820.pdf

Sensitivity: Private

 
For those of you interested in assisting RAMP with the finer details of Policy, Communications,
 and Governance (PCG), the first PCG Subcommittee meeting is on January 20, from 10:30-12 in

 the Resources Building (1416 9th St, Room 340).   We will cover all three topics equally for 30
 minutes each in this first meeting

 
 
 
Attach materials for the Agenda include:
 
Ø  Governance Structure from Statewide Framework – We need to report back to the whole

 group at the March Quarterly meeting on any changes
 

Ø  An article on regional governance (describes components essential to a regional structure) –
 this is optional reading --
 

Ø  Governance Subcommittee Memo from 2011 (describes a proposal for how to add new
 participants)
 

Ø  SAMI MOU for reference (can use this link to access 
 http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/downloads/MOUs/sami.pdf )
 

Ø  RAMP Communications Strategy from Years 12-13 (includes identification of speaking
 engagement options we may pursue in 2015)
 
 
We can make adjustments to the agenda if you have topics that need immediate attention.
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A statewide RAMP initiative would require the establishment of a governance structure, a management framework, and accountability mechanisms. These elements would ensure that the proposed RAMP approach was implemented efficiently by providing access to necessary resources and would allow for transparency at all levels of implementation. The proposed governance structure and management framework for a statewide RAMP initiative are illustrated in Exhibit 2-1 and described in the following subsections. At a minimum, the proposed governance structure, management framework, and accountability mechanisms would serve the following functions: 

allow for faster and more effective mitigation and conservation outcomes;

facilitate cost-effective mitigation and conservation (both capital investment and program delivery costs);

provide access to and be able to manage the planning, capital, and management funding necessary to implement the plans and mitigation program;

allow for accountability to an appropriate agency or multiple agencies; 

allow transparency to the public at all levels of implementation;

allow for efficient and effective decision making; and

foster internal (i.e., within state government) and external (e.g., federal, regional, and local governments, nongovernmental organizations [NGOs], mitigation bankers, the public) collaboration and involvement.
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AGENDA



RAMP Policy, Communications, and Governance (PCG)

 Subcommittee Meeting



		

Regional Advance Mitigation Planning Work Group





DATE:   January 20, 2015

TIME:   10:30 am - 12:00 pm

LOCATION: 1416 9th Street 

Sacramento, CA  95814

Room 340 

or

1-877-922-7967

Participant Code: 2709592



		



		Meeting called by:    

		Natasha Nelson, DWR

		



		Facilitator: 

		

		



		Scribe: 

		

		



		Attendees:   

		Multi-Agency Subcommittee

		Guests: 



		i



		Agenda Topics



		Time

		Topic

		Who



		10:00 - 10:10

		Intro/Meeting Goals

		Natasha



		10:10 - 10:40

		Governance Structure

· Review of SF’s Suggested Governance for State and Regions (sent with email)

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Compare with “Resilient Government” Components (article sent with email)

		All



		10:40 - 11:10

		Communication Priorities

· Objectives for Outreach

· Internal to Agencies and with our Closest Partners

· Outward to External Interests

· Gathering from External for General Use Inside Work Group

· Evaluation of Current Handouts – Need for Update?

· New engagement opportunities in Q1 & Q2 of 2015?

		All



		11:10 - 11:50

		Policy/Legal/Regulatory/Agreements

· Renewal of SAMI MOU in 2016 (link in email)

· Adding new organizations to RAMP MOU (Governance Memo in email)

· Needs for general implementation of Advance Mitigation

· Tracking Credits

· Assurances on Crediting



Homework:  Review barriers to advance mitigation and bring a list to February meeting

		All



		11:50 - 12:00

		Actions

		All



		12:00 

		Adjourn 

Future Meeting Dates (Feb. 24, March 24, and April 28)
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Challenges for a Megaregion 
 


Metropolitan areas across the nation are increasingly growing together into megaregions 
with many linkages and interdependencies in their economies, their infrastructure, and their 
natural resources.2  They are not linked well in terms of governance, however. Hundreds of 
jurisdictions, federal and state sectoral agencies, and regulatory bodies make independent and 
conflicting decisions. The result is a complex system without a government or public agency that 
focuses on the metropolitan region’s overall welfare much less on that of a megaregion. Instead 
the policy decisions of one agency or jurisdiction often push their problems onto others. In 
addition a myriad of public and private players whose actions have large and small impacts on 
the region have no incentive to work together to address shared problems. The result is a region 
that is unable to adapt to changing conditions in a productive way and unable to be resilient in 
the face of stressors.  


 
Purpose and Outline of the Paper 
 


This paper offers a framework for how the northern California megaregion can be 
resilient and address its challenges in a more coordinated and effective way. We begin by 
exploring the nature of this region and its challenges. We move on to talk about experiments in 
regional government and the potential for new forms of governance. Then we offer our 
framework, which draws on the emerging theories of complexity science to offer principles for 
the design of a governance system that can match the complexity and changing nature of a 
megaregion.  To illustrate models that can be used, we offer several examples of California 
projects which succeeded in introducing some degree of adaptiveness. We assess some of the 
tools and proposals currently on the table in the state in terms of their potential in this regard.  
Finally we offer principles that we believe should be followed in future efforts to create a system 
of governance for the megaregion.   


 
A Complex Megaregion 
 
 The Northern California megaregion stretching more than 100 miles from the Pacific 
Ocean to the Sierra Nevada foothills is deeply interconnected in many dimensions. People who 
live in San Francisco head to Lake Tahoe for recreation and second homes. Water flows from the 
Sierra through the California Delta and on to San Francisco Bay, while water agencies along the 
way tap into the system for homes, agriculture, and business. Sacramento absorbs spillover high 
technology business and industry from crowded and expensive Silicon Valley. People commute 
from the Central Valley to the Bay Area because housing is more affordable in Tracy, Stockton, 
and Modesto. Amtrak’s Capital Corridor line stretches from San Jose to the Sierra Foothills, 
running nearly three dozen heavily used trains a day as people seek relief from some of the most 
congested freeways in the state.  Air pollution from Bay Area freeways makes its way to the 
Central Valley, blown by steady westerly winds. These are but a sample of the economic, social, 
and resource linkages in this far flung megaregion.  
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The subregions like San Jose/Silicon Valley, Sacramento and its suburbs, or San 
Francisco/Oakland are even more densely linked internally in economic, environmental, and 
social terms. Population clusters in relation to infrastructure and housing type and quality, 
producing a patchwork of socioeconomic and ethnic enclaves, within which job opportunities, 
transit access and environmental quality can vary widely. Location decisions about major 
projects such as large scale housing developments, highway and transit improvement projects, or 
shopping centers can have wide reverberations throughout a region, changing the relative well 
being of residents in different areas and altering their opportunity structure. Revenue raising 
capacity varies around a region, and, with it, the capacity to provide for needs.  


By contrast the  megaregion has few linkages in terms of governance or planning. 
Government decisions are made at many scales, typically without consultation with those who 
will be affected, usually without coordination or any effort to achieve joint gain among those 
with a stake in the issue. Federal and state agencies typically follow narrow mandates to regulate 
a single resource such as water, while perhaps harming another, such as agriculture. They 
operate in bureaucratic style, following standard procedures rather than adapting to unique 
circumstances. Moreover there is rarely a forum where federal and state agencies can work 
through a joint program of action. Public agencies often operate at cross purposes, as for 
example when wildlife agencies act to protect fisheries, while other agencies export the water 
that would otherwise protect their habitat. At the same time hundreds of jurisdictions jealously 
guard prerogatives around land use and development. Dozens of special district governments 
also make independent decisions about transit, water management, and parks. This situation is 
complicated by the many ways that decisions of private players including businesses, nonprofits, 
environmental groups, and civic organizations also affect the region’s welfare. Objectives like 
addressing climate change, implementing smart growth, or managing the Delta’s waters to 
accommodate competing needs cannot be accomplished under current institutional arrangements. 
In a globalized megaregion such as Northern California, however, international competitiveness 
is dependent  not only on having a well networked set of relationships among economic players, 
but also on an efficient and adequate regional physical and social infrastructure to support 
innovation and just in time production. 
 
Regional Governance: The Experience 
 


Throughout North America, Europe, and beyond similar situations prevail (Stephens and 
Wickstrom 2002). Nowhere has there been a lasting broad-purpose regional or metropolitan 
government that could deal with these kinds of issues. Experiments like those in Miami (Stowers 
1996) and the Twin Cities only address limited  objectives. Toronto’s efforts to regionalize have 
been subjected to alternating waves of support, resistance, and reorganization over a 50-year 
period (Frisken 2001). The Greater London Council lasted for 20 years until it was dismantled by 
the conservative Thatcher government for political reasons. The most noted U.S. effort, Metro in 
Portland, Oregon, has succeeded to a considerable degree in managing growth patterns, creating 
or maintaining mixed use neighborhoods, and implementing transit oriented development 
(Abbott 1997), but this model has not proven transferable. It grew out of a unique set of 
conditions at a particular moment in Oregon, when there was momentum and political support 
for growth management. The comparative homogeneity of the population and the small size of 
Portland made building this metro government feasible in a way that it would  probably not be in 
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the diverse metropolitan regions of Northern California. Indeed four attempts since the 1970s to 
set up regional government for the Bay Area have failed (Jones and Rothblatt 1993). 


The history of the last 50 years amply demonstrates that regional leaders in Western 
countries believe that some type of metropolitan/regional governance is needed. But efforts to set 
up or maintain such governments have repeatedly foundered on the shoals of urban/suburban 
rivalries, partisan politics, and internecine fiscal competition (Frisken 2001; Herrschel and 
Newman 2002; Salet 2003). Councils of Government in the U.S. are notoriously weak and 
unable to take strong positions that might be seen as harming any of their members (Jones and 
Rothblatt 1993). In the meantime sectoral agencies, like the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission in the Bay Area and Regional Air Quality Districts, operate largely in within their 
limited mandates, collaborating little with the local governments that make the land use decisions 
that interact with the agencies’ investment and regulatory decisions. Not only is no one in 
charge, but no one has the welfare of the megaregion, or even of the subregions, as a 
responsibility. 


 
Moving from Government to Governance 


 
This history and experience around the country leads to the conclusion that regional 


government is not an option as a practical political matter in Northern California. In any case 
traditional government in the U.S. is designed for stability, control, and consistency rather than 
to be nimble and adaptive to changing conditions. According to public management expert 
Donald Kettl, “The current conduct of American government is a poor match for the problems it 
must solve” (Kettl 2005 p. 4). Many public organizations today  face a quandary in that they 
have responsibility for multifaceted, non-routine problems but lack the authority or capability to 
achieve desired outcomes (Kettl 2000). Conflicts are often addressed through judicial decision 
making and adversarial politics virtually ensuring winner-takes-all outcomes and continuing 
conflict.  


Thus the future will require more than just government. It will take a system of 
governance, involving not only government, but also the involvement of many players across the 
gaps between agencies and jurisdictions. It will require self organization, the building of linkages 
and development of capacity of many agencies and actors in both formal and informal ways 
(Innes and Booher 2003). It will take collaboration, innovation, and determination. It will entail 
new roles for politicians and agency heads in setting direction, developing tasks, encouraging 
networks and collaboration, and rewarding creative ways of addressing problems.  We live in a 
shared power world in which leadership has to take new forms (Bryson and Crosby 1992). There 
is no model out there, however--no packaged solution that California can adopt. California will 
have to forge its own way, relying on its emerging experience and that of other regions. 
Whatever is done must be tailor made to the unique characteristics of the megaregion, building 
on its strengths as well as addressing its particular challenges. There are signs of hope, however, 
because a wide variety of regional planning, coordination, and governance efforts are underway 
across the state and elsewhere. Some are voluntary projects of civic leaders. Some are formal or 
informal cooperative arrangements across agencies or jurisdictions. Efforts typically rely on 
networks through which information and power flows in informal ways. Collaborative processes 
established to address one or more issues may serve as nodes in these networks from which 
collective energy and innovations emerge.  
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Our Framework:  Using Complexity Science Ideas to Promote Resilience 


 
We come to our task with the aid of insights from the field of complexity science (Innes 


and Booher 1999). This field has emerged from the work of computer scientists, mathematicians, 
physicists, and others who have observed complex, nonlinear systems over time through 
simulations (Gleick 1987; Waldrop 1992). These efforts are forming a paradigm for 
understanding of the world that differs from the machine image where a policy intervention can  
be designed to “fix” a particular problem. Instead in the complexity view, the effect of even a 
small intervention can be both unpredictable and far reaching. Complex systems,  including 
megaregions, are subject to constant perturbations and appear chaotic, but they do exhibit 
patterns. In particular some complex systems are more resilient than others in that they can 
undergo change and still retain their functional and structural integrity rather than collapse. 
Moreover a resilient system is capable of self organization as its components adjust to new 
conditions. Such a system can build its capacity for learning and adaptation (Berkes et al. 2003). 
This idea of resilience is well understood in ecological and natural systems, and we believe it is 
an important concept to bring into human and social systems to help us move toward 
sustainability. 


 For a region to be adaptive and resilient, it needs a governance system that is flexible, 
experimenting, and learning. It needs to be able to respond in a timely way and to innovate if the 
situation demands it. It needs to be well networked so that information flows quickly through it 
and feedback from actions is prompt. It needs to be populated by many players with shared 
understandings. The regional system is too complex and far flung for anyone to comprehend it 
all, and its nonlinear complexity makes it impossible for anyone to predict, much less control, the 
system. It is necessary to rely on many players, acting on the basis of their own knowledge of 
their immediate environment and with the purpose of meeting their own interests, to keep the 
system working, learning and improving its capacity to address stressors productively.  


Axelrod and Cohen (2000) have laid out a framework to make a human complex system 
adaptive, drawing on complexity science. We apply this to illustrate how our case examples can 
contribute to adaptiveness and resilience. An adaptive system has three key features: 1) diversity 
in its components; 2) ample opportunity for interaction; and 3) effective methods for selection of 
appropriate actions. Thus a resilient governance system needs many types of agents, operating 
with many different perspectives, knowledges, and interests. It needs to engage in many types of 
activities and to experiment. It needs to engage multiple agencies at all scales from federal to 
local. It needs to incorporate business, environmental, and social equity players as well as 
citizens of differing ethnicity, social and economic status, and locale. It also needs 
knowledgeable local players and experts from many fields. This diversity is crucial both to 
assure that a wide variety of information is at work and to assure that there will be many options 
and many players with different capabilities to take a variety of actions. 


 Second, the system needs ample face to face interaction among its agents so they can be 
informed about one another’s activities, can learn from these, and can make more informed 
choices about their own actions. The face to face aspect assures the building of social capital and 
the development of shared understanding. It can create transformations in beliefs and 
perspectives.  The agents need to be networked among themselves to share and discuss 
information and experiments, to develop some common understandings, and to adapt their 
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activities on short notice as events and information demand.  In the context of the megaregion, 
these interactions need to cross sectors, scales, and jurisdictional boundaries, as well as public 
and private sectors. This interaction needs to be collaborative to assure that listening and learning 
take place. Some of the ways these interactions can occur include citizen workshops, interagency 
collaborations, stakeholder-based collaborative dialogues, various types of partner relationships 
among public agencies and nonprofits, and through networks. These interactions cannot be 
orchestrated in detail from a central authority if this is to be an adaptive system. They have to be 
self organizing and evolving like the larger system itself. 


Finally, governance systems need informed and effective selection mechanisms.    
Complexity science tells us that for a system to be productively adaptive there must be a way to 
eliminate ineffective strategies and agents and to promote those with more valued outcomes. In 
nature, individual organisms or even entire species may die off if they use unproductive 
strategies and cannot adapt to the changing environment. If it is a system characterized by high 
biodiversity, then others can replace these and the dynamics can change. The system takes new 
shape, but it remains living and evolving. By the same token, in a megaregion some practices 
catch on as players learn about them from one another. Others may fail to thrive as the first few 
efforts do not seem productive. Unfortunately government often interferes with the natural 
selection process, as it continues to fund approaches that are ineffective or because powerful 
politicians want them. It can also fail to support potentially promising practices for fear of 
failure. A fluid governance system can allow experimentation and innovation to occur before 
programs are legislatively designed and institutionalized. The informality of the system makes it 
easier to drop failed efforts. Work is needed to invent multiple evaluation processes, feedback 
systems, performance measures, and selection methods. 
 
Examples of Adaptive Governance Practice  
 


Existing ways of doing things in government are typically firmly entrenched, so change 
toward a more fluid and adaptive governance system will only occur slowly and incrementally.  
But that change is occurring today, albeit in a piecemeal way outside and alongside traditional 
government activities. In the following section we will explore examples of some emergent 
practices and governance experiments that we can draw on to identify tools for building an 
adaptive governance system.  These are centered in dialogue and interaction, diverse in 
participants, and to varying degrees innovative. In addition all have built networks which have 
expanded and grown over the years. Four are California based, one is from the U.S East Coast 
and another from Belgium. Many others could be identified but these offer a good variety of 
approaches for our purposes. 


The first two examples involve water resource management, the arena where adaptive 
governance is most advanced in California.  Water in the megaregion is the quintessential 
example of the complexity described in our introduction. Until the late 1980s water management 
was in total paralysis, with none of the many interests satisfied and no potential for traditional 
policy making processes to change the situation (Innes et al. 2006).  Agencies and interests were 
working at cross purposes, bringing lawsuits against one another and overusing water in the face 
of drought conditions because they had entitlements. There was no forum or opportunity for 
players to understand their joint interest in the water, much less to cooperate to best satisfy 
collective needs or to deal in a timely way with stressors such as droughts. When a series of 
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court decisions required that more water be released into the Delta to protect endangered 
fisheries, it became clear that business as usual would no longer work. Some water users would 
have to accept less water and long accepted water rights were in jeopardy, but it was unclear how 
this would be worked out. Since that time a series of formal and informal collaborative efforts 
have taken place, each one building on the learning, social capital, and networks created by the 
previous efforts. We start with two of these.  
 


The Sacramento Area Water Forum: Stakeholder Based Collaboration  
Sacramento Area Water Forum is an outstanding example of a long term stakeholder 


based collaborative process that has provided a system of adaptive governance for the waters of 
the Lower American River (Connick 2006, Innes & Booher 2010). It was created in the early 
1990s in a region with a long history of conflict and legal wrangling. Sacramento County was 
fighting the expansion of the City of Sacramento’s water treatment plant. The East Bay’s water 
district, EBMUD, was trying to get its entitlement of water, but was stymied by a court decision 
requiring minimum flows before they could take water. Environmentalists were fighting water 
districts trying to develop new water supplies, and prominent politicians were demanding 
construction of the Auburn Dam in the face of determined opposition. It was a classic case of 
stalemate, with competing powers and rights, and everyone in conflict with one another. It was 
complex system, but not an adaptive or resilient one, and conditions were deteriorating for all 
players.  


Water Forum produced in 2001 a formal and far reaching agreement among these 
competing players and had some remarkable outcomes, not the least of which was an ongoing 
“Successor Effort” designed to oversee implementation (Connick and Innes 2003). The 
stakeholders had learned that the issues were complex and the results of proposed interventions 
might not be as predicted, so they established this continuing stakeholder group to get feedback 
and adapt their actions as needed in the future. This process engaged public agency decision 
makers and stakeholders representing diverse interests and knowledge both in a large oversight 
group and in many task groups. It was initiated jointly and funded by the City of Sacramento and 
the County. It was managed and intensively facilitated by the Center for Collaborative Policy in 
cooperation with city and county staff.  


Professional staffing and process management were crucial in this case. The managers 
made sure that the full range of interests was represented at the table to assure both that a range 
of knowledge was available and that collective buy in could occur. Facilitator Susan Sherry 
made sure that participants understood their interdependence and how reciprocity among their 
interests could result in options that would meet a wide range of concerns. The reciprocity held 
the group together and, more importantly, kept them searching for new strategies. Moreover it 
created the conditions for sharing knowledge and getting feedback from the system. It also 
created conditions for cooperation across agencies, jurisdictions, and interests. This intensive 
dialogue and search for productive strategies was a learning process for the key players, and it 
improved their capacity to respond to internal and external threats as they came up. Finally the 
process had ample trusted technical support in the form of consultants chosen by the group, who 
provided analyses of water flows, fish populations, and much more. This support was crucial to 
reaching agreement and to building a shared information base for action. 
 


CALFED: Informality as a Governance Strategy  
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CALFED, the statewide water policy and management effort from 1994 to 2003, is the 
most prominent example of adaptive governance thus far in California.3 It was a collaborative 
process involving both state and federal agencies, which came to agree on directions and joint or 
coordinated activities. The issues and problems paralleled those facing the Water Forum, though 
they extended over most of the state and bitter conflicts dated back a century.  CALFED has had 
outcomes which have built adaptive capacity that persists into the present. These were possible 
in considerable part because it operated informally and had strong support at the highest level 
from the state and the U.S. Department of the Interior. Setting up a formal system with 
obligations and activities laid out in advance would not have been feasible because of the 
autonomy of state and federal governments and the fact that no body existed with the authority to 
do this.  CALFED’s degree of success is also due in part to its reliance on working groups with 
expertise and representation of key interests to develop many of the ideas and practices.  These 
not only created practices that had buy in, but also created networks of knowledgeable players 
linked to another and to the public agencies. The intellectual and social capital of these players 
has allowed them to continue working together on many of California’s water problems, even as 
CALFED has become less active.  


CALFED was set up by a Memorandum of Understanding, which spelled out only 
general objectives and agreement to work together. It was not legally binding on any agency. 
This happened because in 1994 it was clear to both agencies and stakeholders that they had 
reached a stalemate around water management. Agencies could not fulfill their conflicting 
mandates, and stakeholder interests were not being met. CALFED was a voluntary effort which 
at the time offered more hope than the status quo. Agency directors formed into a Policy Group, 
which met for staff reports on the issues and conducted private and informal conversations 
among themselves, building mutual understanding, shared knowledge, and social capital in the 
process of setting direction and agreeing on policy. A management group of deputy directors 
then met to work through how to implement the emerging ideas.  


In 2000, as the change in presidential administration loomed, the Policy Group decided to 
memorialize the agreements reached in the hope these would not be undone. They had no 
authority to create a plan, and there was no one to adopt it in any case, so they decided to tack on 
to the required Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) something they called a Record of 
Decision (ROD). This was their road map for working together and a record of agreements they 
had reached and targets for the future. A record of decision is something that is often part of an 
EIA, but it refers to a judge’s review of the document. The choice of the concept of the ROD to 
substitute for the idea of a plan allowed the ROD to have some legal standing, as the State Water 
Resources Control Board and the Resource Secretary would formally approve it. This was an 
example of how CALFED did a balancing act between the formal and informal. Using the ROD 
concept meant that CALFED could define and shape it the way that made sense in the context of 
their work. It was widely regarded as their plan, but in reality it was more of a punctuation mark 
in an ongoing process. 


CALFED relied considerably on small diverse task groups involving both agency staff 
and stakeholders and supported by technical expertise.  Not all these were successful because 
some were poorly run or lacked the full mix of perspectives, but some offer remarkable success 
stories in adaptive management and governance. The most important example is in the cluster of 
working groups around water operations in the California Delta. A vast infrastructure of dams, 
gates, and channels throughout the region that have to be operated to respond to changes in 
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weather, in the health of multiple fisheries, and in the needs of California agriculture and 
growing urban areas. Prior to CALFED, water and fish agencies would make unilateral decisions  
and they would then hear comments and perhaps confront lawsuits. It could take six months or 
more to institute a new rule. By that time conditions in the Delta would have changed. CALFED 
set up a high level Operations Group (Ops) of diverse agency staff to consider conditions and 
make decisions about operations.  It also established two mixed stakeholder/agency teams, one 
for data analysis focusing on modeling and forecasting flows and fishery conditions and one to 
gather real time information around the state. This latter group sometimes met on a few hours 
notice over the Internet to share information about the levels of streams or of fish kills. These 
representatives would listen to one another, deliberate, and make an operations proposal they all 
felt was in the best interest of the Delta. They passed this advice up to the Ops group to make the 
final decision about action. This process was accepted and relied on by the Policy Group. Thus 
CALFED was able to do nearly real time, informed response to changes in conditions. 


Another innovation that emerged from these groups was the Environmental Water 
Account (EWA), a water banking system that would allow more flexibility in water usage.  
Farmers needed water at certain times, just as fisheries needed water releases at other times. 
Court decisions meant that the fishery needs would take precedence. Faced with a seeming 
impasse a new group formed (in this informal system groups could start spontaneously and be 
disbanded according to conditions and new learning). It developed this concept, cobbled in part 
from ideas in other water basins. EWA would start with a substantial amount of water paid for by 
the state, and then water users could borrow from or provide water to the account for impact 
mitigation, and water could be released when needed for the fish or farms.  The operation 
required extensive data gathering and modeling, some of which was done in an open 
collaborative way in day long public workshops. These workshops built substantial shared 
knowledge, improved the data base as well as the modeling strategies, and improved forecasts. It 
also built trust and social capital across varied players. The EWA has foundered on unrealistic 
expectations that it could somehow create more water and on the reality that the additional 
necessary funding stream was not forthcoming. Still it continues to play a role in making 
California water operations more resilient.  


After 2000, however, CALFED’s funding began to run short, and its high level leadership 
disappeared with new state and federal administrations. Moreover the Delta smelt, an important 
indicator fish, for reasons no one understood, went into precipitous decline, along with the 
overall food web in the Delta. Legislators complained that there was “no one in charge” and 
decided the solution was to set up a Bay Delta Authority (CDBA) in 2003, which quickly 
supplanted the Policy Group. Essentially this effort to formalize authority undermined the 
informal, collaborative, and adaptive strengths of the governance process. Some agencies 
continued to collaborate, but many went back to old ways, ending joint grant making  and no 
longer consulting among themselves. The most egregious example of the problem occurred when 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation unilaterally decided to increase water exports, despite problems 
with Delta smelt, even resorting to pressuring NOAA scientists to gloss over the likely impact of 
this decision. CBDA was angry that it had not been informed nor given any say in this decision, 
but it had no authority to stop the action. The collaborative Policy Group at least had moral 
authority and peer pressure, but CBDA had neither. This ill considered formalization of a 
working informal governance system was soon evident. A couple of years later CBDA ceased 
meeting and many of the CALFED activities were placed in the California Resources Agency.  
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Collaborative Regional Initiatives (CRIs): Civic Leaders Filling Governance Gaps 
Civic organizations alone or linked together offer great potential for building regional 


capacity and resilience. The most prominent examples in California are CRIs, which are 
voluntary network organizations of civic leaders which came into being over the last 15 years to 
help fill perceived gaps in the work of government in a wide variety of issues.4 They were often 
led by business organizations and environmental interests, sometimes including also social 
equity or labor interests. Each was self organized and designed to work in the conditions, needs, 
and strengths of a particular region. They were largely funded by foundations, which pushed 
them to a focus on sustainability and the three E’s (economy, environment, equity), and they 
involved the features that we have posited as necessary for resilience. The CRIs were all 
collaborative; they included diverse players; they involved dialogue and interaction among the 
players, and they mostly had methods for getting feedback on what they were doing and making 
adaptations or eliminating things that were not working.  They built social, intellectual, and 
political capital, not only within the core leadership group but also beyond into the working 
groups and communities. The participants learned about the issues, and each other’s interests, 
and developed commitments to improving their regions. They also developed more diverse 
networks, allowing them to act cooperatively, even beyond the CRI agenda (Innes and 
Rongerude 2006). 


Joint Venture: Silicon Valley (JV:SV) for example was established in response to an 
economic downturn in Silicon Valley by high technology business leaders who soon reached out 
to government, education, and community leaders (Saxenian and Chinoy Dabby 2004). They 
were led by a widely respected former state senator, Becky Morgan, and accordingly had 
considerable visibility. JV:SV’s strategy for creating a resilient region began with a scan of 
conditions, producing an annual indicator report on the state of the region (Joint Venture: Silicon 
Valley Network and Silicon Valley Community Foundation 2008). Then many ideas were sought 
from staff, the community, and the board members on activities that could address these issues, 
including infrastructure needs, education, and ways to support new business growth. If a group 
could be put together to address a topic, it received seed funding and began work. The group was 
on its own after that to garner additional funding. If they could not get support the project would 
die. This was the venture capital model, encouraging multiple innovative ideas, while allowing 
some to die and others to flourish if the environment gave back positive signals.  


The Sierra Business Council (SBC) introduced itself into what was becoming a very 
nonresilient region, and it set public agencies and civic leaders in new, more adaptive directions 
(Innes and Sandoval 2004). There had been stalemate between long time residents and 
businesses with their stake in a dying industrial and lumbering sector and new residents who 
came for the pristine environment and wanted to share the quiet life. There were increasingly 
bitter battles between growth interests and environmental interests, with these framed as 
opposites. Moreover this 400-mile long region had few connections among communities which 
had little sense of themselves as a region.  The core idea behind this CRI, developed by 
MacArthur genius award winner and environmentalist, Lucy Blake, was that to bring the sides 
together and protect the environment, the task would be to turn businesspeople into 
environmentalists. Business in the Sierra, she argued, would have its greatest success if it 
recognized the environment as its particular asset. 
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  Like JV:SV, SBC began with an index showing how the region was doing on the three 
E’s, depicted as overlapping circles (Sierra Business Council 2006). They developed the topics 
and indicators in consultation with leaders in the region. They took the report out to well-
attended workshops around the region for dialogue on its implications. Then they held 
workshops and conferences that demonstrated through case examples how business and the 
environment were connected and that linked civic leaders and government players together in a 
working network. This network allowed people to learn from one another’s experiments and join 
together as needed. Finally an important contribution to the future resilience of the region was 
SBC’s annual Sierra Leadership seminar, which intensively trained leaders in collaborative 
methods and networking. This modeled a new style of leadership appropriate to a complex, 
uncertain and constantly changing context. These leaders then took actions that in turn had 
reverberating consequences as they acted collaboratively in their work.   
 


Blueprint Planning 
Blueprint planning is a recent development in California designed to engage civic 


leaders, citizens, and other stakeholders in a process of deliberation around desired growth 
patterns. Blueprint planning emerged in the 1990’s in response to California’s sprawling growth 
and worsening transportation problems. Based on successes of this method, since 2005 the 
California legislature has funded the California Regional Blueprint Planning Program.5 This 
voluntary, competitive grant program encourages Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO), 
Councils of Government (COG), and rural Regional Transportation Planning Agencies “to 
conduct comprehensive scenario planning that results in consensus by regional leaders, local 
governments and stakeholders on a preferred growth scenario – or ‘blueprint’ – …for a twenty-
year (or longer) planning horizon.” 6 Blueprint plans aim to align transportation, housing, 
environmental protection, economic development, and livability objectives. The Blueprint 
Program also creates a Blueprint Learning Network to share lessons and best practices across the 
state.  


Blueprint practices can contribute to resilience by including more perspectives and 
deliberations than are ordinarily part of transportation or land use policy making and by setting 
in motion region wide dialogues. Moreover they can link players from many communities 
around a region who would not ordinarily meet in a common forum. They can scale up from the 
10-person table to a region with perhaps hundreds of discussion tables. New technology can 
provide real time feedback on deliberations in other parts of the region. These processes have 
contributed to building shared understanding among community leaders and to understandings of 
the benefits of compact growth. Publicity, along with participation of civic leaders, can help to 
get buy in from cities, encouraging them to use the recommendations that emerge in their own 
land use planning. When the process is sponsored by the MPO, transportation investment 
decisions can be made to coordinate with the desired land use patterns, providing an additional 
incentive for local governments.  


Blueprint planning as currently constituted can be a tool in creating resilience in a region, 
but it falls short of offering the central approach. The very concept of a blueprint is the opposite 
of resilient as the term means a model for guidance, or even a detailed plan or program, whereas 
resilience requires the ability to change and adapt as we learn from evolving events and 
experiments. Indeed as presently constituted it seems to dead end in a pattern of so called 
“smart” or compact growth. This concept is well suited to address some of our current problems 
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in reducing greenhouse gases and saving infrastructure resources, but it should be kept in mind 
that conditions may change and other strategies may suggest themselves. Smart growth may one 
day not be so smart. 


Blueprint planning depends for implementation on powerful players like city councilors 
and planning commissioners who may or may not have been involved in making the plan.  Even 
if they do come to workshops, their participation does not commit them to any course of action. 
In any case workshops are short term and do not involve enough engagement, information, or 
detailed deliberations for players to develop a full understanding of the constraints and 
opportunities open to them or to learn how they can collaborate among themselves for mutual 
gain. Ultimately Blueprint planning seems to be a form of participation in which public agencies 
do the framing remain the decision makers. To turn Blueprint planning into a powerful tool for 
resilience, it needs to link business and environmental players, deal makers and deal breakers, 
and social and environmental justice interests. It needs to be continuous and involve far more 
learning and development of mutual understanding among those with differing perspectives. It 
needs to involve conscious efforts to create networks and the distributed intelligence that can 
contribute to sustainable land use patterns. 
 
 National Estuary Program  


The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s National Estuary Program (NEP) appears 
to be increasing the resilience of large estuaries that face problems such as degradation of water 
quality, habitat loss, development impacts, and altered flow regimes. Such problems are 
exacerbated by overlapping jurisdictions, conflicting agency mandates, competing stakeholder 
demands, and unpredictable social and ecological processes. Since 1987, the NEP has 
encouraged actors in 28 estuaries to collaborate in developing a Comprehensive Conservation 
Management Plan (CCMP) for prioritizing and implementing management solutions. CCMPs are 
developed through inclusive consensus-based processes involving local, state, and federal 
governments, interest groups, citizens, business leaders, educators, and researchers. As a result, 
CCMPs have catalyzed and strengthened estuary networks, improving the capacity of actors to 
cooperate to address their interdependence. This result depends in part on NEP incentives that 
have enabled actors to overcome costs associated with participation in time- and meeting-
intensive processes like the CCMPs. This suggests an important role for government in providing 
incentives and building network capacity (Schneider et al. 2003).  


The NEP provides monetary resources for staffing, research, and other needs; a forum for 
diffusion of lessons and information across estuaries in the NEP program; and a requirement for 
broad public participation to obtain funding. As a Congressionally-designated program, the NEP 
also offers statutory legitimacy that may help some actors overcome hesitance to engage in a 
deliberative forum such as the CCMP planning process. Through these efforts, NEP has fostered 
a culture of cooperation. Compared to other estuaries, NEP estuaries have networks that link 
more actors across more diverse interests and across more levels of government, that integrate 
technical and scientific experts more effectively, and that may better span ideological divides 
between actors such as developers and environmentalists. These linkages, along with the CCMP 
process that acts as a forum for face-to-face interaction for collaboration, lay the groundwork for 
resilience. They also increase actors’ faith in the fairness of the  decisions and contributes to their 
willingness work through problems together before resorting to lawsuits (Schneider et al. 2003). 
These networks may help NEP estuaries meet unfolding challenges such as adapting to rising sea 
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levels and monitoring emerging, poorly-understood contaminants. It should be noted that the San 
Francisco Estuary project in the late 1980s, an early NEP project, helped set in motion the 
building of the networks that have supported CALFED and the current Delta Vision process.  


 
 Networks in Belgian Planning 


Ghent, Belgium, offers an example of how a network approach can emerge, evolve, and 
grow to improve planning and governance in a fragmented and chaotic region (De Rynck and 
Voets 2006). The impetus for this network was recognition of discontinuities between 
environmental, residential, economic, and transit issues in the canal area. These issues threatened 
the region’s livability, economic development, and ecological values. But in the confines of 
Belgium’s traditional government paradigm, where planning was centralized, catered toward the 
demands of elite groups, and insensitive to interdependence, rival interests were deadlocked. In 
1993, a small group of local officials and planners decided to try something new. They began an 
effort called the ROM project to develop a more coordinated vision for the region. ROM evolved 
gradually to become the “central platform for communication and deliberation concerning the 
canal area of Ghent” (De Rynck and Voets 2006 p. 67). The effort has achieved mutually 
beneficial agreements and projects, along with outcomes such as pollution reduction, industrial 
and buffer zones, and integrated transportation projects. Observers and participants believe these 
improvements would not have been possible under business-as-usual planning and politics in 
Ghent. ROM continues to link multiple tiers of government, the private sector, and now citizens 
in reconciling the region’s many interconnected spatial, economic, and environmental issues.  


This example shows how a network-based governance approach can improve a region’s 
resilience. Through a process of self-organization not directed by any single actor or agency, 
ROM developed incrementally, based on a consensual and collaborative style. It gradually 
became an effective, informal governance framework for coordinating many critical 
interdependencies. Spending the first few years in a learning phase of exploring options and 
developing a common, though flexible, vision, the network later shifted to research and 
implementation of projects to achieve this vision. As successes grew, more actors became 
involved, expanding the network, its diversity, and its access to resources and decision-makers. 
Although each network actor works toward his or her own interest – improved transportation for 
industrial producers, better cycling paths for residents, solving traffic jams for the city of Ghent, 
etc. – the network approach has produced synergies that better address the region’s 
interdependence than could go-it-alone approaches. This approach has pulled the system out of 
the chaotic state that was threatening residential value, economic prosperity, and environmental 
health. As in the NEP, government actors – including politicians, the provincial governor, and 
civil servants – have played an important role in initiating and maintaining the effort as well as 
“safeguard[ing] the big picture” (De Rynck and Voets 2006 p. 67). 


 
 
Networks as the Basis of Governance for Resilience 
 
 At its heart, governance in complex systems is about harnessing the power of networks – 
networks that connect people, ideas, and knowledge in changing combinations across 
organizations and public problems ( Sorensen and Torfing 2007). These fluid networks have 
emerged to address many problems where traditional structures of government have failed. Such 
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problems are often spatial in nature, such as integrated regional governance (Hajer 2003). The 
existence of interdependence, the inability of a single actor or organization to make progress on 
an issue alone, is a critical factor in drawing actors together to work through networks (Aldrich 
1979). Although in one sense, governance networks are not new – actors concerned with solving 
public problems have always been linked, if loosely, across an array of institutions and 
organizations – the perception of increasing interdependence and complexity of society has 
piqued interest in how network approaches can improve the governing of society (e.g., see Kettl 
2005). Networks may primarily improve information-sharing or they may serve as forums for 
public policy deliberation, decision-making, and implementation (Klijn and Koppenjan 2000). 
By connecting diverse actors around specific problems or geographic areas, networks build 
sensitivity to local realities that centralized government often cannot achieve (Hajer and 
Wagenaar 2003). They also increase coordination across many boundaries such as those between 
government agencies, levels of government, experts from different fields, and opposing 
ideological camps (Schneider et al. 2003).  
 It is through these capacities that governance networks can improve resilience of complex 
systems. Resilience grows as networks strengthen linkages in the system. These linkages 
facilitate the self-organization of nodes of interaction, dialogue, and collaboration to address 
emerging problems or crises. Networks do not get rid of conflict. Rather, by bringing together 
interdependent actors with different interests, perspectives, and resources, network nodes can 
serve as sites of creative energy for finding mutually beneficial ways to move forward (Klijn and 
Koppenjan 2000 p. 140). And after actors have crafted a plan, each can draw on his or her own 
external linkages to access and mobilize a larger range of resources and people (De Rynck and 
Voets 2006). Finally, as dynamic entities, networks can learn and adapt through experimentation, 
monitoring, and responding to feedback. 
 
Tools for Resilient Governance 


 
These examples of emergent practices contain within them components that can be 


assembled in a variety of ways to create governance for resilient regions. No one component or 
tool is sufficient by itself; many or most of these have to exist in combination to have a resilient 
governance system. These tools include: 
 
• Diversity and Interdependence. Diverse and interdependent players can be assembled to 


jointly do tasks in which all have a stake. Diversity provides the many faceted 
perspectives, and interdependence creates the opportunity for the invention of options for 
mutual gain, moving beyond the zero sum negotiations that typify conflicts today.  


 
• Collaborative Dialogues. Multiway dialogues in which all are heard and respected can be 


established. These can not only do joint tasks and joint visioning, but they can also build 
social capital among previously competing parties. They can create linkages among these 
players, along with shared understandings of the issues. Such dialogues can allow shared 
purpose to emerge and can channel conflict into constructive strategy making. They can 
be the opportunity, not only for problem solving, but also for the development of 
innovative strategies to address seemingly intractable issues. Where parties are unused to 
such dialogue it is desirable to have professional facilitation so that such outcomes can be 
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achieved. Collaborative stakeholder dialogues are at the core of any effort to develop a 
resilient governance system. They can develop initiatives that will be supported by 
interests, knowledge that will be widely used, and networks that emanate into the 
community and link across scales and sectors. They can produce transformative learning 
and new framing of issues helping us move past impasses. Such dialogues can be done 
successfully only where multiple interests understand they cannot get their needs met 
going it alone, where all significant players see benefit in coming to the table, and where 
the participants have reciprocal or complementary interests. When these conditions do not 
exist they can often be created through legislation, regulation and court decisions. 


 
• Collaborative Development of Knowledge. Collaborative development and use of 


knowledge is a crucial tool because no single source or type of information is adequate to 
encompass the many aspects of the region that must be considered. Moreover different 
participants see through different lenses, each of which offers valuable information. 
Finally such jointly developed information is essential to assuring trust among diverse 
players. Collaborative knowledge development can take many forms. For example, joint 
fact finding among scientists and scientists and staff was done in many parts of CALFED 
and in many other collaborations around the country. Stakeholder scientists and scientists 
and engineers from different disciplines meet, often with facilitation assistance, and come 
to agreement on what is known and not known. Sometimes experts meet with 
collaborative groups and discuss their findings, adjusting their assumptions, models and 
projections in response to input from the laypeople who best know the situation on the 
ground. Increasingly, too, it is important to include local knowledge and knowledge from 
the disadvantaged or most affected players to get a full and detailed picture.   
 


• Networks. Networks of players can be built. They can be a natural outgrowth of 
collaborations or created and nurtured by public agencies to deliver services or link 
public and private sectors for joint tasks. They can build the capacity of the system and 
provide channels through which information and power can flow. Networks can make it 
possible to mobilize action, as they did in the Sierra and in Ghent.  


 
• Boundary Spanning. Cross sector, cross jurisdictional, and cross scale activities are 


critical, as are linkages and joint activities between the public and private sector, 
including nonprofits.  Boundary spanning activities of this sort not only allow the sharing 
of information and the building of understanding of differing agendas and competencies, 
they also create the potential for discovering mutually beneficial actions. Most of all, they 
enable resilience by creating flows of information that have not been available in the past 
and by developing shared meaning among the actors on the issues.  
 


• Monitoring and Feedback. Resilience requires monitoring, feedback systems, and ways 
of responding in real time to what is learned (Innes and Booher 2000). Indicators should 
be developed for key changes in, for example, traffic patterns, air quality, and housing 
sales and foreclosures. Some indicators already exist, but others need to be developed 
with the cooperation of those with local knowledge. Moreover there needs to be a way of 
jointly analyzing these data and selecting appropriate responses.  
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• Small, Diverse Working Groups. Another central technique for working in a complex and 
uncertain context, especially one where many world views and interests conflict, is the 
use of small, mixed groups to work through specific tasks. This technique has been a 
major component in CALFED, the Water Forum, and many other effective collaborative 
processes. Such groups can build trust and joint learning as well as come up with 
feasible, often innovative proposals. 


 
What Should be the State’s Role? 
 


These governance practices reflect changing roles for federal, state, and local 
governments, as well as citizens, interest groups, scientists, and the private sector. Governing for 
resilience requires the state to play an active role, though one that differs in key respects from 
current practice. A focus on governance rather than government shifts the role of the state away 
from single-handedly developing and implementing plans and programs and instead to steering or 
metagovernance (Bogason and Musso 2006). Metagovernance refers to “the management of 
complexity and plurality” (Jessop 1998 p. 42). The state can do this by enabling and encouraging 
self-organization and by building capacity in a variety of ways. The public sector has access to 
resources – budgets, personnel, and democratic legitimacy – that are essential to creating a 
resilient governance system. The state can offer incentives for cooperation among players; it can 
create forums for dialogue around joint actions to be taken by multiple agencies and private 
players; and it can set targets and direction (Klijn and Koppenjan 2000).  
 


Elected Officials  
Sorensen identifies four ways in which political officials can engage in metagovernance 


(Sorensen 2006). First, they can establish political, organizational, and financial means for action, 
for example by crafting laws and incentive structures that foster cooperation and learning. 
Creating forums for dialogue with statutory legitimacy may give hesitant actors the motivation to 
engage (Schneider et al. 2003). Second, politicians can articulate visions of the future and shape 
public perceptions of the issues and solution through story, metaphor, and imagery. This can 
inspire actors or reframe issues from intractable ones to manageable ones. Third, lawmakers can 
engage as neutral facilitators or mediators of processes. Fourth, they can engage as active 
participants in negotiation of collective solutions. In doing so, lawmakers model collaborative 
behavior, as Senator Darrell Steinberg seems to have done in his negotiations with interests in the 
crafting of Senate Bill 375 in fall of 2008. Governance for resilience entails adaptation of the 
standard roles of lawmakers. They may less often prepare detailed policies and programs and 
more often set frameworks and mobilize players toward larger ends. In our view these new roles 
will ultimately give them more scope and power than does current business as usual. Elected 
officials will continue to be the leaders, but more as visionaries, enablers and regulators of 
process, and decision makers of final resort than they are today.  They will be the ones to 
establish the tasks, set the priorities, create incentive structures, and remove obstacles to 
cooperation. 
 


Leaders of Public Agencies 
 Agency leaders will need to develop skills at building organizations that can learn and 
work across boundaries (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000) as they do in the private sector. The task 
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may require changing reward structures, providing training and resources, and recruiting people 
with skills in community outreach and conflict management. It will include creating jobs with 
new responsibilities and descriptions such as network facilitators and liaisons. Leaders can also 
make changes to organizational structures and processes, like budgeting, to promote cross-
boundary cooperation and to build responsiveness and flexibility. For example, a new 
Superintendent at Yosemite National Park transformed park management to elevate community 
engagement and outreach to a more prominent and valued position, modeled an ethic of 
collaboration by engaging personally with community members, and spearheaded community-
building dialogues outside of formal planning processes. These actions alleviated long-running 
tensions between the park and surrounding communities and built capacity for addressing 
emerging issues more proactively and collaboratively (Lever et al., 2008). 
 


Civil Servants 
A focus on resilience shifts the role of civil servants from following rules and procedures, 


achieving performance targets, or developing plans to building and participating in networks that 
improve functioning of complex systems (Stoker 2006 p. 44). As process managers, civil servants 
may motivate other actors, build shared perception of problems, create organizational 
arrangements for collaboration, and provide conflict management assistance (Klijn and 
Koppenjan 2000). They identify missing stakeholders and can provide logistical and staff support 
to collaboration. 


 
General Comments on the State Role 
A few cautions need to be offered here. First these various state roles are not always 


compatible (Klijn and Koppenjan 2000). For instance, a state agency tasked with environmental 
protection cannot be a neutral facilitator for decision-making in a project with potentially negative 
impacts on the environment. Second, these informal governance approaches are not a panacea. 
There will continue to be regional problems around growth, planning, and development that 
cannot be solved collaboratively and must be referred to courts or legislatures for resolution. 
Similarly, adaptive governance is time and resource-intensive, and many issues may not prove 
sufficiently critical to attract and maintain participants’ commitment (Scharpf 1978). Third, the 
use of networks carries risks such as the emergence of groupthink, lack of transparency in 
decision making, insularity, and exclusion of the disempowered (Klijn and Koppenjan 2000). 
These are problems that the state must guard against by such methods as assuring fully diverse 
participation and insistence on public access to decision processes. 


The critical challenge for the State of California is to help actors recognize their 
interdependence and to organize themselves to address key tasks in ways that are accountable to 
the public. Local governments for example are protective of their autonomy, particularly in land 
use, but in reality they have no power over other governments’ land use decisions that affect their 
own and little power over regional infrastructure decisions that shape their options. A new, more 
collaborative approach mandated by the state could compensate for perceived loss of autonomy 
by empowering localities to influence each other’s choices. What the state can do is create forums 
that join players across the region, as they have in the Blueprint legislation and in SB 375, with its 
incentives to cooperate to address smart growth and reduce greenhouse grass emissions. What 
state level players should not do is micromanage such forums or constrain them unduly with rules 
and targets. Rather they should establish the metagovernance framework and the incentives and 
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let the players with the local power and knowledge work through the most effective strategy. The 
state can hold competitions for innovations in, for example, transit village design or water 
conservation and publicize these widely. The state should also to the extent possible revisit the 
fiscal incentives and disincentives that shape actors’ decision making today. While at first it may 
seem as if this stepping back of state officials represents a loss of control for them, that sense of 
control was always illusory in this complex rapidly changing environment where there are no 
simple fixes or standard ways to achieve goals. Instead as visionaries and designers of processes 
and incentives the state has a role that can represent even more power to make change happen and 
to create a resilient and healthy region.  
 
Conclusion and Summary 
 


Much of Northern California has grown into a deeply interconnected megaregion with 
clear economic, social, and ecological linkages and interdependencies. These linkages have 
helped to make Northern California a center of innovation that offers its citizens unequalled 
opportunities and quality of life. But, like others in the state, the Northern California megaregion 
has also begun to show strain in the face of uncoordinated growth and increasing demands on its 
infrastructure and environment, problems for which traditional structures of government are often 
ill-equipped. People spend more time in their cars to travel shorter distances, declining air quality 
in the Central Valley affects human health and quality of life, and pressures on the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta threaten its capacity to deliver water to farms and cities, to withstand floods, 
and to thrive ecologically. These problems and others like them are 21st century challenges, 
spanning the responsibilities of many actors and organizations, and which no one agency can 
address alone. Characterized by complexity and interdependence, such challenges share a need for 
innovations in governance that can inspire flexible, shared solutions. Innovative, adaptive 
governance links interdependent actors across jurisdictions, sectors, and organizations in fluid 
networks that exchange ideas and resources. It helps a system learn by experimentation and by 
pooling information and feedback from many diverse sources and perspectives. And it demands 
face-to-face interaction and productive dialogue, where creative win-win solutions can emerge. 
California can facilitate this type of governance by building on existing successes and 
experiments in California, the U.S., and Europe. These experiences show that collaboration, 
network-building, boundary-spanning, and monitoring and feedback are all key tools. The state 
can build capacity of state agencies, citizens, and others to collaborate, it can help these actors 
recognize their interdependence, and it can reframe issues to highlight the need for shared 
solutions. These innovations in governance will form a critical foundation to help California and 
its regions adapt and meet the challenges of the 21st century. These will not replace formal 
government, but coexist with it for some time, sometimes almost as a shadow system, doing 
things for example that local governments would not agree to if they were legally binding or that 
public agencies may not yet be empowered to do. The players can experiment and select what 
appears to work, combining ideas in various ways.  They may provide innovations and ideas that 
elected officials may take up. They will provide new ways to get public input. In the process they 
will gradually change existing practices.  
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The 21st century will be an urban century with more people 
around the world residing in metropolitan regions than in 
any other form of human settlement. This urbanization is 
taking place in both the global North and the global South. Its 
implications are widespread: from environmental challenges 
to entrenched patterns of segregation to new configurations 
of politics and social movements. The Global Metropolitan 
Studies Initiative is concerned with this urban condition. 
Bringing together numerous faculty, this multidisciplinary 
endeavor supports research and houses graduate and 
undergraduate curricula. It is one of a handful of “strategic” 
initiatives selected by the UC Berkeley campus to mark a new 
generation of scholarship and to consolidate an emerging 
academic field.
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This document is intended to record information relevant to the governance of the Regional Advance Mitigation Planning Work Group. It will be amended and updated by the Work Group as necessary and appropriate, and as additional governance issues arise.

Background and Responsibility

In 2007, state and federal infrastructure and resource agencies began meeting to explore ways to implement regional advance mitigation on a broad scale in California.  Guided by case studies (e.g., the San Diego Association of Governments’ TransNet Program, the Elkhorn Slough Early Mitigation Partnership), the partner agencies set out to develop a program for advance mitigation that could be applied throughout the state.  These agencies also recognized the need to implement a pilot project in a location that could serve as a model for regional advance mitigation.  The agencies formed an interagency coordination team (now called the RAMP Work Group) co-facilitated by The Nature Conservancy and the Resources Legacy Fund, that committed to implementing two simultaneous strategies on separate but coordinated parallel tracks: (1) conduct research and develop policy solutions to institutionalize regional advance mitigation statewide, and (2) develop a pilot project to test the concept.  Recognizing that implementation of both strategies would involve a sustained commitment of time and resources from the partner agencies, the RAMP Work Group drafted a memorandum of understanding (MOU) in 2008 (see Appendix), and it was signed by department directors or agency secretaries as appropriate.  The MOU established the policy reasons for regional advance mitigation and committed the agencies to three shared objectives, including:

1. 	Participate on the interagency coordination team (i.e., RAMP Work Group) to accomplish the goals of the MOU.

2. 	Develop an innovative regional or statewide RAMP program that includes:

a) Effective strategies to meet infrastructure demands and maximize conservation of the state’s natural resources

b) Regional and statewide conservation objectives, achievable through effective mitigation strategies

c) Administrative, governance, and financial incentives and mechanisms

d) Guidelines for coordinated regional advance mitigation and conservation planning

e) Guidelines for effective communication

f) Guidelines for strategically locating mitigation and conservation sites that result in the most effective conservation outcomes

g) Performance measurements to evaluate the success of the RAMP program in meeting established goals

3. 	Initiate a pilot project.

Actions of the Work Group are advisory to the signatories, who can implement those recommendations through their departments, boards, commissions, and conservancies. Work Group effectiveness consists of its ability to set examples, offer persuasive recommendations, and encourage member agencies and organizations to participate. The Work Group does not have authority to set standards, require an action be taken, or otherwise direct signatories to complete any task.

The signatories can jointly modify this Governance Memo as needed for continuous improvement of this agreement.

Membership

Members of the Work Group are appointed by signatory leadership to represent each members’ ideas and opinions. Signatories of the MOU include the California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency (BTH), California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), California Natural Resources Agency (Resources Agency), California Department of Water Resources (DWR), California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), California Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  Two federal agencies, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), did not sign the MOU.  Instead, they provided a joint letter expressing support for the goals of regional advance mitigation planning and the process set forth in the MOU.  The support letter recognized that many of the elements in the RAMP approach are consistent with the compensatory mitigation rule set forth by USACE.  Both agencies have continued to participate in the RAMP Work Group, lending their expertise and guidance on the policy concepts and pilot project. 

Neither the term of the Work Group nor of its Members is specified in the MOU. However, the Work Group has determined that their continued efforts will be needed to ensure consistent, long-term progress in meeting the goals of RAMP until a new approach to governance is available and being implemented. As such, the Work Group will likely continue for several more years to oversee implementation of this innovative mitigation and conservation strategy.

Any agencies that were not part of the original MOU and would like to participate in RAMP Work Group can send a request to participate  to one of the signatories. .  New Members will be selected as follows: 

1. Nomination from an existing Member with details about the potential Member and their affiliation at a bi-monthly meeting of the Work Group; 

2. Review of the potential Member by DWR and Caltrans for 15 days to resolve any issues relating to funding of RAMP work products and staffing; 

3. Notification of the potential Member’s acceptance into the Work Group is sent to the existing Members along with background information on new Member; and 

4. Confirmation of the new Member’s status upon concurrence by or lack of response from the existing Members within 30 days. 

Outside agencies may also opt to receive meeting summaries and associated material for general purposes, but not attend meetings as a Member.  The release of RAMP materials to the requesting agency will be considered by Members at a bi-monthly meeting of the Work Group.  



If a Member is no longer assigned to represent their agency at RAMP and/or retires, then as courtesy they are asked to introduce their replacement via email to the existing Members.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Decision Making Process

To date, the Work Group has depended on an informally structured process for setting priorities and making decisions that depends on informal discussion and the emergence of consensus, largely without formal ground rules or decision criteria. That said the Work Group has relied on recommendations from lead staff of DWR, Caltrans, DFG and the co-facilitators to set priorities and steer the direction of the Work Group activities.

The Work Group will begin more detailed planning for a Pilot Region in 2011 which will require more complex decisions, and may make decisions regarding other Regions to follow.  Decisions regarding a Region will be made through early and frequent collaborative discussions which allow for a discussion of all concerns relating to the transportation, flood management, biological and agricultural resources in the Region.  Members actively involved in the decision-making for a Region agree to make every reasonable effort to hear and accommodate the concerns of those not in agreement. Once a decision has been reached by consensus, each Member agrees to abide by it to the full extent of the authority available to themselves and their signatory leadership.

A consensus decision can later be revisited only through agreement of the Members. If new information becomes available that was not available when consensus was previously reached, and would cast serious doubt on an Member's original decision to join the consensus opinion, there shall be an attempt to reach a new consensus. If a new consensus cannot be achieved, then each Member has the right to withdraw from consensus decisions that were based on the older information. The Members agree to make good faith efforts to limit such withdrawals from consensus decisions. If consensus is not reached on a decision, Members agree first to work with each other informally to resolve the inability to reach consensus. If Members cannot resolve the inability to reach consensus informally, the participants are encouraged to elevate the discussion to appropriate mid-level management who are authorized to speak for their respective agency or organization, asking the mid-level staff person to review the dispute. As part of the elevation process, the Members agree to describe the full context of the dispute .  If the mid-level review fails to resolve the inability to reach consensus, the Members may raise the issue to senior management. This elevation process is intended to resolve issues quickly and to maintain constructive working relationships. In keeping with the spirit of the integration process, nothing in this section precludes any other traditional or nontraditional approaches to dispute resolution, such as having a facilitated meeting with Members who have been unable to reach consensus.

While signatory staff hereby commit to full participation in the consensus process of this Governance Memo, on a good faith basis, governing boards of signatory staff are required by law to act on their own independent authority. Thus, such board decisions may be informed by the consensus process, but are not legally bound by the consensus process.






Meetings of the Work Group 

Bi-monthly meetings are held by the Work Group.  These are held to update signatories on the progress of RAMP and to seek advice and counsel.  Meeting summaries are created for these meetings.  Summaries may be shared with other entities, but are not publically posted on a regular basis.  Meeting summaries are compiled on a secure website (currently, https://rampcalifornia.water.ca.gov ) for historical purposes. 

Subcommittees of the Work Group 

Subcommittees of the Work Group may be formed as needed to address specific issues and to report their findings and recommendations to the Work Group as a whole. A subcommittee of the Work Group would be composed of selected Members who have expressed interest in a specific topic. To date, the Work Group has established two three formal subcommittees.  

· Policy

· Pilot Project

· Outreach to New Organizations & Working with Non-Members 



General interest has been expressed in the future formation of subcommittees to address the following topics: 

· Outreach to New Organizations & Working with Non-Members 

· Financing/Funding of Program and Implementation (previously done as part of Policy subcommittee)

· Monitoring and Data Management 

· Drafting of Formal Agreements (MOUs, MOAs, Endowments, and Interagency Agreements)

Subcommittee meetings are scheduled as needed to ensure completion of identified work products.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 


PURPOSE AND USE OF THE ANNUAL OUTREACH PLAN 


This document provides guidance for the RAMP Work Group for outreach activities during the year between June 
2012 and May 2013. It is a supplement to the RAMP Outreach Strategy, dated April 17, 2012. This plan is 
composed of several sections; annual outreach goals, the annual outreach calendar, and appendices which include 
the process for creating fact sheets, templates, examples, and information on previous outreach planning efforts.  


OUTREACH GOALS 


The four annual outreach goals presented in Chapter 2 are the focus of the outreach activities for this year. 
Activities are designed to be consistent with the overall intent of these goals. These four goals were created by the 
RAMP communications subcommittee in consideration of the expected focus for the year’s work, and are 
consistent with the general outreach goals from the Outreach Strategy. The general goals included:  


► educate the public, agencies, stakeholders, and other potential audiences about RAMP; 


► promote effective communication between key decision makers and the RAMP Work Group; 


► provide accurate, current information about RAMP, including specifics about the process and schedule;  


► solicit input from all interested parties to help inform and improve the RAMP documents (revised outreach 
materials, action plans, final Regional Assessment, and final Statewide Framework); 


► provide information about RAMP to and build support among statewide and regional stakeholders; 


► provide information and solicit input about RAMP at public meetings required for compliance with the 
environment review process (e.g., NEPA scoping); 


► discuss options for collaborative work and funding opportunities for RAMP; 


► build relationships with potential regional partners;  


► enable knowledgeable stakeholders to supply data and perspectives that would inform development of RAMP 
documents; and  


► inform interested parties outside of California about the statewide RAMP initiative. 


OUTREACH CALENDAR 


Chapter 3 provides a working calendar of milestones, outreach materials, and events for 2012-2013. The purpose 
of the calendar is to alert the RAMP Work Group on what events and documents may need attention for outreach 
purposes. RAMP Work Group members should regularly review the calendar for upcoming outreach activities, 
then use the outreach task template to plan and implement the desired activity. 


APPENDICES 


The appendix contains several documents RAMP Work Group members will find useful when planning and 
implementing outreach efforts. 
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Appendix A: Fact Sheet Process – The fact sheet process describes the typical steps needed to ensure fact sheets 
are well-written and graphically consistent.  


Appendix B: Fact Sheet Task Template – The fact sheet task template is provided to outreach task leaders to 
help them think through the content and process for creating a fact sheet. This is the third step of the fact sheet 
process. 


Appendix C: Outreach Task Template – The outreach task template is provided to outreach task leaders to help 
plan for other outreach tasks besides fact sheets. 


Appendix D: Outreach Details – This table includes a list of draft actions which may or may not occur within 
the next year. As more details are made available, this table may be updated to reflect who is responsible for these 
actions. If updated, the table will be saved separately within the rampcalifornia.water.ca.gov website’s library. 


Appendix D: Example Facilitation Template – This template is an example of a document used to plan for 
events and/or meetings.  


Appendix E: Past Outreach Work – The documents within this appendix were created prior to the RAMP 
Outreach Strategy and this plan. They are included in this document for reference purposes only. 
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2 2012 – 2013 ANNUAL OUTREACH GOALS 


These four goals were created by the RAMP communications subcommittee to focus outreach efforts to support 
RAMP Work Group priorities. 
 
► Educate internal agency staff on RAMP and get them more engaged and aware. Answer the question for them 


on how RAMP would affect them. 


► Educate internal agency leadership. 


► Reach out to the stakeholders and get input on how RAMP should be implemented statewide. 


► Reach out on the regional level to refine how RAMP will engage at a local level. Understand that we’ve built 
a program from the top-down and now we need to reach out bottom-up. 
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3 2012 – 2013 ANNUAL OUTREACH CALENDAR 


Documents / 
Materials 


Summer 2012  Fall 2012  Winter 2012/2013  Spring 2013 


June  July  August  September  October  November  December  January  February  March  April  May 
RAMP Documents  ► Final RAMP Statewide Framework 


► Draft Financial Projection 
► Final Financial Projection 


► Revised Draft Pilot Regional Assessment 
► Draft Action Plans 


► Revised Draft RAMP Statewide Framework 
► Revised Final Pilot Regional Assessment 
► Draft RAMP Manual 


► Revised Final RAMP Statewide Framework 
► Final Action Plans 
► Final RAMP Manual 


Fact Sheets  ► General RAMP 
► SAMI Overview 
► RAMP/SAMI 
► Environmental stewardship  
► HCP/NCCPs 
► RAMP Outcomes 
► Benefits of advance mitigation planning.  
► RAMP Implementation   


Events/Conferences 
abstracts due 


► AEP‐NAEP Joint 
Conference, 
September 30, 
2012 


► National 
Mitigation & 
Ecosystem 
Banking 
Conference, 
October 1, 
2012   


Events/Conferences 


► Association for 
Environmental Studies 
and Sciences 
Conference – June 21‐
24, 2012 


► DWR ES 
Conference, 
September 18‐
20, 2012 


► Central Valley 
Flood 
Managers, 
September 6, 
2012 


► Cal APA 
Conference, 
October 21‐24, 
2012 


► Bay‐Delta 
Science 
Conference, 
October 16‐18, 
2012 


► Tenth Annual  
Habitat 
Conservation 
Planning from 
Tahoe to the 
Bay, Nov 16, 
2012 


► Transportation 
Research 
Board, January 
13‐17, 2013 


► AEP‐NAEP Joint 
Conference, April 
1‐5, 2013 


► National Mitigation 
& Ecosystem 
Banking 
Conference, May 7‐
10, 2013 


 


Future Conferences: 
 ICOET Conference, June 23-27, 2013 
 5th National Conference on Ecological Restoration, July 29 – August 2, 2013 
 SERCAL Conference – no future date (last one was May 2012) 
 CNPS Conservation Conference – no future date (last one was January 2012) 


 
Additional Events 


 Caltrans Planning Horizons – Monthly
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APPENDIX A: FACT SHEET PROCESS 


CREATING A FACT SHEET 


RAMP will require constant, reliable communication. One method to ensure accurate information is available is 
the fact sheet, a printed or electronic information sheet which can be distributed to stakeholders as needed. The 
following are the steps required to ensure RAMP-related fact sheets maintain a consistent look and quality. 


1. Identify the Need for a Fact Sheet. During the Annual Plan process, identify whether a topic or event 
requires follow-up information that would be best presented in a fact sheet.  


2. Identify the Task Leader Responsible for Implementing the Task. Identify the individual responsible 
for ensuring the fact sheet is created, published, and made available to those who may need the 
information.  


3. Complete Template. Task leader should complete the template in the annual plan which identifies the 
support for creating the fact sheet, including the content developer (text and graphics), product developer 
(AECOM, unless otherwise indicated), and reviewer(s); purpose; target audiences; and key messages. 


4. Create Draft Fact Sheet Content. The content developer will create text and provide it to the task leader 
for initial review. Text should be reviewed and edited to the satisfaction of the content developer and task 
leader before submittal to the product developer. Text should be formatted (or notes/comments provided) 
so the product developer will have an understanding of how the text should look. The task leader will 
work with the content developer and the product developer to choose appropriate images or maps. If 
necessary, the task leader will direct the content developer or product developer to create appropriate 
graphics to accompany the text.  


5. Format Draft Fact Sheet. The task leader will provide the text, graphics, and a quick sketch (this should 
be a simple hand sketch indicating where text and graphics should be located on the fact sheet) of the 
desired layout to the product developer for formatting. The product developer may ask the task leader for 
clarification or suggest edits to allow the content to fit the format. The product developer will prepare a 
preliminary draft fact sheet for the task leader to review and mark up, and will work with the task leader 
to make requested changes. 


6. Review of Draft Fact Sheet. The product developer will provide the draft fact sheet to the task leader. 
The task leader will distribute the fact sheet to the reviewer(s). The reviewer(s) will provide the 
comments directly to the task leader who will forward comments as necessary to the product developer 
for correction. 


7. Finalizing Fact Sheet. The product developer will update the formatted fact sheet according to comments 
received from the task leader. A draft final fact sheet will be provided to the task leader for confirmation 
with explanation of how changes were or were not made to respond to the comments provided. When the 
task leader has verified that the fact sheet has been updated appropriately, the fact sheet will be provided 
to the task leader as a high-quality PDF document for printing or a lower resolution PDF for posting to 
the website. 
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APPENDIX B: FACT SHEET TASK TEMPLATE 


FORM INSTRUCTIONS: This form is a guide to help ensure that RAMP fact sheets are effective. In 
addition, this form will help the task leader to ensure that they have the support and materials they need. 
Once the task leader has completed this form, it should be uploaded to the RAMP website and/or provided 
to the communications subcommittee leader. 


OUTREACH TASK 


What are we doing to reach who to tell them what and why? Indicate “what” action is planned, “whom” 
should be reached, “what” message/result is communicated/desired, and “why” this audience needs to be 
reached. This is a summary of the task that needs to be accomplished. More details would be captured in 
the following sections. 


Example: Create a fact sheet by Fall 2012 that can be used to inform regional stakeholders on the issues that 
RAMP may address.  


FACT SHEET TITLE 


Example: Environmental Stewardship and Conservation 


TIMING 


Is this task related to a document or event? Or is there a specific date by which this should be 
accomplished? 


Example: By June 2012 or before the AEP conference 


TASK LEADER(S) 


Indicate the person(s) responsible for ensuring the task is completed. This person is also responsible for 
completing this form. 


Example: Andrea Williams 


SUPPORT FOR PREPARING MATERIALS 


Do you have the support you need or do you need to request help? Who is responsible for taking each role? 
Indicate the person(s) responsible for each of the following roles, if relevant. 


CONTENT DEVELOPER:  


LOGISTICS COORDINATOR:  


PRODUCT DEVELOPER:  


REVIEWER(S):  
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PURPOSE  


Indicate which goals would be addressed by the fact sheet by retaining them and deleting those that are not 
relevant and provide additional details pertinent to individual fact sheet. 


ANNUAL OUTREACH GOALS 


► Educate internal agency staff on RAMP and get them more engaged and aware. Answer the question for them 
on how RAMP would affect them. 


► Educate internal agency leadership. 


► Reach out to the stakeholders and get input on how RAMP should be implemented statewide. 


► Reach out on the regional level to refine how RAMP will engage at a local level. Understand that we’ve built 
a program from the top-down and now we need to reach out bottom-up. 


LONG-TERM OUTREACH GOALS 


► Educate the public, agencies, stakeholders, and other potential audiences about RAMP. 


► Promote effective communication between key decision makers and the RAMP Work Group. 


► Provide accurate, current information about RAMP, including specifics about the process and schedule. 


► Solicit input from all interested parties to help inform and improve the RAMP documents (revised outreach 
materials, action plans, final Regional Assessment, and final Statewide Framework). 


► Provide information about RAMP to and build support among statewide and regional stakeholders. 


► Provide information and solicit input about RAMP at public meetings required for compliance with the 
environment review process (e.g., NEPA scoping). 


► Discuss options for collaborative work and funding opportunities for RAMP. 


► Build relationships with potential regional partners. 


► Enable knowledgeable stakeholders to supply data and perspectives that would inform development of RAMP 
documents. 


► Inform interested parties outside of California about the statewide RAMP initiative. 


TARGET AUDIENCE(S) 


Please indicate the specific person(s) or group(s) to whom the task is focused. 


Example: DEA Environmental Coordinators 


KEY MESSAGE(S) 


Why are we reaching out to this audience? What do we need to tell them or receive from them? 


Example: RAMP needs input from regional stakeholders in order for the initiative to be implemented 
successfully. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND MATERIALS 


Do you have the graphics and background information you need? Or do you  need to request graphics to be 
created, or more information to be provided? Here are some ideas for where to find helpful background 
information or graphics. 


BACKGROUND INFORMATION 


► Draft Statewide Framework (https://rampcalifornia.water.ca.gov/web/guest/library/-
/document_library/view/491016)  


► Articles and Literature on Advance Mitigation (https://rampcalifornia.water.ca.gov/web/guest/library/-
/document_library/view/771671) 


► A gathering of state, federal, and local guidance on conservation and mitigation banking 
(https://rampcalifornia.water.ca.gov/web/guest/library/-/document_library/view/637434) 


► Outreach strategy (https://rampcalifornia.water.ca.gov/web/guest/library/-/document_library/view/2894450)  


GRAPHICS 


► DWR public affairs office may help find appropriate photos, create maps, or other graphics. 


► AECOM may help find appropriate photos, create maps, or other graphics. 


► See draft Statewide Framework for graphics or maps which could be adapted for your use. 


 
 


  







 9 


APPENDIX C: OUTREACH TASK TEMPLATE 


FORM INSTRUCTIONS: This form is a guide to help ensure that RAMP outreach is effective. In addition, 
this form will help the task leader arrange for the support and materials they need. Once the task leader 
has completed this form, it should be uploaded to the RAMP website and/or provided to the 
communications subcommittee leader. 


OUTREACH TASK 


Indicate “what” action is planned, “whom” should be reached, “what” message/result is 
communicated/desired, and “why” this audience needs to be reached. This is a summary of the task that 
needs to be accomplished. More details would be captured in the following sections. 


Example: Educate DEA Environmental Coordinators ASAP to inform them on their potential role and receive 
feedback on how to move RAMP forward. 


TIMING 


Is this task related to a document or event? Or is there a specific date by which this should be 
accomplished? 


Example: By June 2012 


TASK LEADER(S) 


Indicate the person(s) responsible for ensuring the task is completed. This person is also responsible for 
completing this form. 


Example: Andrea Williams 


SUPPORT FOR PREPARING MATERIALS 


Do you have the support you need or do you need to request help? Who is responsible for taking each role? 
Indicate the person(s) responsible for each of the following roles, if relevant. 


CONTENT DEVELOPER:  


LOGISTICS COORDINATOR:  


PRODUCT DEVELOPER:  


REVIEWER(S):  


PURPOSE  


Indicate all that are relevant. 
► educate the public, agencies, stakeholders, and other potential audiences about RAMP; 


► promote effective communication between key decision makers and the RAMP Work Group; 


► provide accurate, current information about RAMP, including specifics about the process and schedule;  


► solicit input from all interested parties to help inform and improve the RAMP documents (revised 
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outreach materials, action plans, final Regional Assessment, and final Statewide Framework); 


► provide information about RAMP to and build support among statewide and regional stakeholders; 


► provide information and solicit input about RAMP at public meetings required for compliance with the 
environment review process (e.g., NEPA scoping); 


► discuss options for collaborative work and funding opportunities for RAMP; 


► build relationships with potential regional partners;  


► enable knowledgeable stakeholders to supply data and perspectives that would inform development of 
RAMP documents; and  


► inform interested parties outside of California about the statewide RAMP initiative. 


TARGET AUDIENCE(S) 


Please indicate the specific person(s) or group(s) to whom the task is focused. 


Example: DEA Environmental Coordinators 


KEY MESSAGE(S) 


Why are we reaching out to this audience? What do we need to tell them or receive from them? 


Example: RAMP needs the support of DEA Environmental Coordinators within Caltrans to ensure the mitigation 
areas chosen through the regional assessment are able to be used for Caltrans projects. 


SUPPORT MATERIALS 


Do you have the materials you need? Or do you  need to request materials from your support? Indicate 
which materials you need and whether a new one needs to be developed. Ensure that this process is begun 
enough in advance that the material will be ready in time to complete the task. 


► Fact Sheet 


► Presentation 


► Logistics Plan (for meetings/events) 


► Talking Points 


► Other _________________________ 
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APPENDIX D: OUTREACH DETAILS 


Type of Audience Specific 
Audience 


Contact Responsible 
for Outreach 


General 
Outreach 


Statewide 
Framework 


Regional 
Assessment 


Financing Action 
Plans 


RAMP 
Manual 


MPO's/RTPA  MTC  Doug Kimsey  Andrea 
Williams 


   Brief prior to 
release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Inf. Agencies in Work 
Group 


Caltrans  Carolyn 
Brown 


Andrea 
Williams 


   Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Inf. Agencies in Work 
Group 


Caltrans  Marty Tuttle  Andrea 
Williams 


   Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


MPO's/RTPA  Orange County TA  Monte Turner  Andrea 
Williams, Liz 
O'Donoghue 


   Brief prior to 
release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Cal Council of 
Governments 


Sacramento 
County 
Association of 
Governments 


Unknown  Caltrans?     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Enviro. Groups with 
Interests ‐ Defenders 
of Wildlife and CCLT 


Defenders of 
Wildlife 


Kim Delfino  Liz O'Donoghue     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Enviro. Groups with 
Interests ‐ Sierra Club, 
Audubon, CBD 


Conservation 
Strategy Group 


Steve 
Johnson 


Liz O'Donoghue     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Land Trust 
Organizations (TNC 
and CCLT) 


Cal. Council of 
Land Trusts 


Darla Gunzler  Liz O'Donoghue     Email or phone 
after release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Private Mitigation 
Bankers 


Ecosystem 
Investment 
Partners 


Adam Davis  Liz O'Donoghue     Email or phone 
after release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Private Mitigation 
Bankers 


Mitigation Banker  Craig Denisoff  Liz O'Donoghue     Email or phone 
after release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Cal Council of 
Governments 


SANDAG  Keith Greer  Liz O'Donoghue     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Financiers ‐ within field 
( New Forest) 


New Forest  Ben Guillon  Liz O'Donoghue     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


HSRA  Parson 
Brinckerhoff, for 
HSRA 


Gregg 
Albright 


Liz O'Donoghue     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 
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Type of Audience Specific 
Audience 


Contact Responsible 
for Outreach 


General 
Outreach 


Statewide 
Framework 


Regional 
Assessment 


Financing Action 
Plans 


RAMP 
Manual 


Strategic Growth 
Council 


Strategic Growth 
Council Staff 


Unknown  Marilee 
Mortenson 


   Email or phone 
after release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Inf. Agencies in Work 
Group 


DWR  Mary Randall  Natasha Nelson     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Inf. Agencies in Work 
Group 


DWR's DFM  Unknown  Natasha Nelson     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Inf. Agencies in Work 
Group 


DWR  Shaun 
Philippart 


Natasha Nelson     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Inf. Agencies in Work 
Group 


DWR  Dale 
Hoffman‐
Floerke 


Natasha Nelson     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


County Planners  Butte County 
Public Works 


Studart Edell  Natasha Nelson     No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 


        


Powerful Water 
Groups (Levee 
Districts, Rec. Districts, 
SBFCA) 


Sutter Butte Flood 
Control Agency 


Bill Edgar  Natasha Nelson     No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 


        


Powerful Water 
Groups (Levee 
Districts, Rec. Districts, 
SBFCA) 


TRILA  Ric Reinhardt  Natasha Nelson     No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 


        


Powerful Water 
Groups (Levee 
Districts, Rec. Districts, 
SBFCA) 


Colusa Basin 
Drainage District 


Eugene 
Massa 


Natasha Nelson     No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 


        


Land Trust 
Organizations (TNC 
and CCLT) 


The Trust for 
Public Lands 


Erik Vink  Natasha Nelson     Email or phone 
after release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Private Mitigation 
Bankers 


Westervelt 
Ecological 
Services 


Greg Sutter  Natasha Nelson     Email or phone 
after release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Inf. Agencies in Work 
Group ‐ Local offices, 
Public Affairs Office, 
DWR Reg'l Coordinator 


USACE  Unknown  Natasha 
Nelson, Andrea 
Williams 


   No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 


        


Inf. Agencies in Work 
Group ‐ Local offices, 
Public Affairs Office, 
DWR Reg'l Coordinator 


EPA  Unknown  Natasha 
Nelson, Andrea 
Williams 


   No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 
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Type of Audience Specific 
Audience 


Contact Responsible 
for Outreach 


General 
Outreach 


Statewide 
Framework 


Regional 
Assessment 


Financing Action 
Plans 


RAMP 
Manual 


Inf. Agencies in Work 
Group 


Business 
Transportation 
and Housing 
Agency 


Acting 
Secretary 
Kelly 


Stephen Kent     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Enviro. Groups with 
Interests ‐ Sierra Club, 
Audubon, CBD 


Audubon  Graham 
Chisholm 


Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Regt'y Agencies in 
Work Group 


DFG  Kevin Hunting 
and Sandy  
Morre 


Unassigned     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Regt'y Agencies in 
Work Group 


USFWS  Kelly 
Moroney 


Unassigned     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Secretaries' Offices 
(BT&H, Resources 
Agency) 


Natural Resources 
Agency 


Unknown  Unassigned     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


County Planners  Placer County 
Planning 
Department 


Loren Clark  Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 


        


Powerful Water 
Groups (Levee 
Districts, Rec. Districts, 
SBFCA) 


Metropolitan 
Water Authority 


Unknown  Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 


        


Sacramento River 
Forum 


Sac. River Area 
Cons. Forum 


Jan Dolan  Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 


        


California 
Transportation 
Commission 


County 
Transportation 
Commissions 


Unknown  Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Land Trust 
Organizations (TNC 
and CCLT) 


Sacramento River 
Preservation 
Trust 


John Merz  Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Land Trust 
Organizations (TNC 
and CCLT) 


TNC Chico  Ryan Luster  Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Private Mitigation 
Bankers 


Wildlands  Unknown  Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


HCP/NCCP Community  Butte County 
HCP/NCCP 


Unknown  Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


No outreach 
needed 
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Type of Audience Specific 
Audience 


Contact Responsible 
for Outreach 


General 
Outreach 


Statewide 
Framework 


Regional 
Assessment 


Financing Action 
Plans 


RAMP 
Manual 


HCP/NCCP Community  Yuba/Sutter 
HCP/NCCP 


Unknown  Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Powerful Water 
Groups ‐ ACWA,  Met 
Water Auth., State 
Water Contractors) 


ACWA  Unknown  Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Powerful Water 
Groups ‐ ACWA,  Met 
Water Auth., State 
Water Contractors) 


State Water 
Contractors 


Unknown  Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Quas‐Public Private  
(River Partners) 


River Partners  John Carlson  Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


State Parks  State Parks  Dave Schaub  Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


Unknown??  Sutter Valley 
Community 
Services 


Sydney Vergis  Unassigned                   


Unknown??  Department of 
Conservation 


Unknown  Unassigned                   


Unknown??  PG&E, Kinder 
Morgan, Western 
Area Power 
Administration, 
and other 
potential end 
users 


Unknown  Unassigned                   


Env. Groups in General 
(Sierra Club, Cons 
Biol.) 


      Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Farm Bureau        Unassigned     Brief prior to 
release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Select Farm Bureaus 
(Local to Region) 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 


        


Regt'y Agencies in 
Work Group ‐ Local 
offices, Public Affairs 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Brief prior to 
release 
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Type of Audience Specific 
Audience 


Contact Responsible 
for Outreach 


General 
Outreach 


Statewide 
Framework 


Regional 
Assessment 


Financing Action 
Plans 


RAMP 
Manual 


Office 


HCP/NCCP Community 
‐ Plans That are In 
Development 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Assoc. of General 
Contractors 


      Unassigned     Email or phone 
after release 


No outreach 
needed 


        


Resource Conservation 
Districts 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  Email or phone 
after release 


        


Conservation Groups ‐ 
The Nature 
Conservancy, Feather 
River Land Trust, 
Middle Mountain 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Riparian Joint Venture        Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Outside Agencies ‐ 
staff with permit 
responsibilities like 
RWQCB, and DFG 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Email or phone 
after release 


        


Outside Agencies ‐ 
CVFPB, SWRCB 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


FHWA        Unassigned     Low Priority  Low Priority          


News Media Outlets        Unassigned     Low Priority  Low Priority          


Property Right Activist        Unassigned     Low Priority  Low Priority          


Taxpayers Association        Unassigned     Low Priority  Low Priority          


Legis. Offices ‐ 
Selected by Committee 
membership 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Legis. Offices ‐ Local 
Representatives 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


CPUC and Cal. Energy 
Commission 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 
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Type of Audience Specific 
Audience 


Contact Responsible 
for Outreach 


General 
Outreach 


Statewide 
Framework 


Regional 
Assessment 


Financing Action 
Plans 


RAMP 
Manual 


C‐SAC (Counties)        Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Floodplain 
Management Assoc. 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


NFWF        Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Power Plant Industry 
Group 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Professional Societies ‐ 
Wildlife Society, 
SERCAL, < Save our 
Estuary>, Assoc. Envi. 
Planners 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Recreation Groups ‐ 
California Waterfowl 
Association 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Research Groups ‐ UC 
Davis, PRBO 
Conservation Science, 
USGS 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Rural County Task 
Force 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Solar Industry        Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Transmission Line 
Industry Group 


      Unassigned     Low Priority  No outreach 
needed 


        


Chambers of 
Commerce 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


City Councils        Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


Contractors (fence, 
irrigate, wells) 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


IRWM Groups (Prop. 
84) through DWR's 
Reg'l Coordinators 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          
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Type of Audience Specific 
Audience 


Contact Responsible 
for Outreach 


General 
Outreach 


Statewide 
Framework 


Regional 
Assessment 


Financing Action 
Plans 


RAMP 
Manual 


Property Owners        Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


Recreation Groups/ 
Tourism ‐ Cyclists, 
Equestrian, Hikers, 
Birders 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


Tribal Interests        Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


University Staff (or 
other campuses) 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


Watershed Alliances 
and River Groups 


      Unassigned     No outreach 
needed 


Low Priority          


Unknown??  Unknown  Bill Craven 
(@ Pawley's 
office) 


Unassigned                   


Unknown??  Unknown  Heather 
Fargo 


Unassigned                   
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APPENDIX E: EXAMPLE FACILITATION TEMPLATE 


Statewide Framework Advisory Work Group 
WEEK-OF MAY 16, 2011 


Location: Various 
 


MEETING PURPOSE: Continue developing content for RAMP Statewide Framework 
 
GOALS: 
 


1. Discuss Vision of RAMP Document(s) and Terminology 
2. Continue Development of Goals (Chapter 2) 
3. Present a Present and Future Governance and Funding Structure (Chapter 2) 


 
 
Blue = POWERPOINT 
Staffing: 
Logistics Lead: _____,  Facilitator/ Assistant Facilitator (AF) __________  DWR: _____________ Caltrans _____________   DFG  ______________ 
 
ATTENDEE COUNT:      TOTAL TIME = ___ MINUTES                 
# mins TIME ITEM PRESENT


ER 
HANDOUTS/ Owner METHODS/ NOTES Purpose /Outcome 


1. 15 AM 
9:00 


REGISTRATION AF   Need meeting set-up in advance, invitations, 
name tags, meeting packets, sign in sheets (use 
separate check sheet) 


 Lunch sign-up / arrange coffee service 


 Solid set-up 


2. 15 9:15 WELCOME AND 
GREETINGS 
 Welcome / Agenda 


Overview  
 Introductions   
 Quick Recap of Meeting 


Goals 


Logistics 
Lead 


 Agenda 
  


 Meeting Goals on Agenda  
 Review overall planning process – show 


“where we are” 
 Need strong opening on the purpose of the 


session, group and expected outcomes 
 Outline-confirm content for the day 
 Meeting room - lunch logistics 
 


 Set Stage for group work 
 


3. 20 9:30 OPENING REMARKS 
 Address why agencies are 


involved in RAMP effort 
 


DWR/ 
Caltrans/ 
DFG 


   Clarification of roles 


4. 15 9:50 REVIEW OF RAMP 
VISION AND 
TERMINOLOGY 
 Quick Review SF, RAA, 


and 4-Year Action Plans 
 Review when CEQA and 


NEPA addressed 


DWR   List of 
terms/terminology 


 Review proposal to create a cascade of 
documents 


 Confirm everyone knows 
the structure to aid 
discussion 


5. 5 10:05 5 Minute Stretch      
6. 30 10:10 CHAPTER 1 (GOALS) Caltrans  PowerPoint  Large group discussion to confirm statements  Review the material. 
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# mins TIME ITEM PRESENT
ER 


HANDOUTS/ Owner METHODS/ NOTES Purpose /Outcome 


 Handout – ??  Walk through and then indicate how group 
input will be incorporated 


 Understanding goals and 
how their input will be 
incorporated 


7. 25 10:40 CHAPTER 2 
(GOVERNANCE AND 
FUNDING) 
 
 


Caltrans  PowerPoint 
 Handout – ?? 


 


   


8. 25 11:05 Support of RAMP from 
Regulatory Agencies 


DFG   Indicate how RAMP will meet species goals  


9. 30 11:30 LUNCH      
10.  {{prop


osal}} 
CHAPTER 1, Section 1.4 
(Proposed Legislation and 
Agency Actions)    


    


11.  {{prop
osal}} 


     


12.        
13.   3:15 ADJOURN DWR    
 
Materials - Distributed in Advance of Meeting: 
 Terminology 
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APPENDIX F: PAST OUTREACH WORK 


The following documents represent the work done by the Outreach Subcommittee prior to completing the 
Outreach Strategy or Annual Outreach Plan. These are included for reference only. 


 







Engagement Subcommittee  


Mission  


Create structure for internal and external communications that results in the support for the 
RAMP planning being done by the RAMP Work Group. 


Steps to Completion 


  1. Establish Subcommittee    5. Review and approval of work 
products created by consultants 
and staff (“collateral”) 


  2. Hold Kick Off meeting    6. Hold meetings on Statewide 
Framework and Regional 
Assessment 


  3. Produce Communication 
Strategy 


  7.  Review if communications 
goals were met 


  4. Hire consultants/create 
task orders 


   


 


Key Questions to Answer 


The Engagement Subcommittee is chartered to provide input on the following questions: 


{examples only – we will cover this in first meeting with subcommittee} 


1. What are the misconceptions and rumors surrounding RAMP, and what approached can 
be taken to dispel them? 


2. What are the environmental stewardship and conservation messages that RAMP wants to 
emphasize during engagement? 


3. What messages will best work with those in upper management at the infrastructure 
agencies? 


4. What are the stakeholders most important to RAMPs eventual success and what are the 
information needs of the groups(s)?  do they have information we need? 


5. What type of meeting will be most effective with each stakeholder group?  Is it a 
discussion at one of the group’s regularly scheduled meetings, a local presentation only 
on RAMP, poster session at a conference, or other? 


6. What would be the purpose(s) for holding an open Forum on the Statewide Framework?   
7. Who is the best entity to invite stakeholders to a meeting on the Regional Assessment? 
8. What should be measured to demonstrate that the Statewide Framework successfully 


achieves its engagement goals? And the Central Sacramento Valley Regional Assessment 
engagement goals?   







 


Communication Deliverables 
 
The charge of the Engagement Subcommittee is to produce or approve the deliverables listed 
below. The resulting written material will inform all consultant work relating to internal and 
external engagement: 
  


1. A list of stakeholders and their characteristics (RACI chart) 
2. A protocol for internal and external communications 
3. A protocol for media interactions (newspaper, television, and radio) 
4. A protocol for the posting of materials on the public RAMP website 
5. A “brand” for RAMP that is readily recognizable  


A Communication Strategy which summarizes the Engagement Subcommittee’s work will be the 
final work product for the Subcommittee. As a result of the Communications Strategy, DWR and 
Caltrans will begin assigning communications staff or hiring consultants to carry out the 
deliverables identified.  As guidance, the Engagement Subcommittee should identify for DWR 
and Caltrans: 


1. How many powerpoint presentations are needed and the key messages that fit various 
stakeholders 


2. When are meeting facilitators necessary and approximately how many times will they be 
used?  


3. What topics would be important to cover in a Fact Sheet format? (so we get a count) 


The Engagement Subcommittee will be used to review 
and approve the “collateral” materials created by the 
communications staff or consultants.   


The first direct application of the products of the 
Engagement Subcommittee will be in the Statewide 
Forum and a Regional Forum for the Central 
Sacramento Valley Regional Assessment.  


 


Possible “Collateral” Needed for 


RAMP 


 Flyers 


 Powerpoints 


 Posters 


 FAQ Sheets 


 Fact Sheets 







Statewide Framework - Released  Fall 2011


High Power


*  Legis. Offices
*  Env. Groups with Interest 


*  Assoc. of General Contractors


*  Cal. Transportation Comm. (CTC)


* Regt'y Agnecies in Work Group


*  Inf. Agencies in Work Group


*Env. Groups (DOW)


* Gover' Office (if an Initiative of his office)


* MPOs/RTPA


Medium Power
* Cal. Coun. Of Gov't
* CPUC and Energy Comm.
* Taxpayer Assoc.
*Property Rights Activist


* HCP/NCCP Community


* Powerful water groups (ACWA, Met Water 


Auth., State water contractors)


* Env. Groups (Cons. Biol.)


* Strategic Growth Council


* Farm Bureau


Low Power


* Rural county task force 
*  Solar industry work groups
* C-SAC
* Professional Societies
*RCDs
*Floodplain Management Assoc.
* Transmission Line Industry Groups
* Power Plant Industry Groups
*Rec. Groupds


* Land Trust Org. (TNC, CCLT)
* High Speed Rail Authority (HSRA)
*  Outside Agencies who issue permits
*  Financiers
* NFWF
* Research Groups


* Private Mitigation Bankers (Westervelt, Wildlands)


Low Interest Medium Interest High Interest


Stakeholder Stakeholder Interest in the Project
Assessment of Stakeholder Power 
over Project


Potential Strategies for Gaining Support of 
Reducing Obtsacles 


Regt'y Agencies in Work Group


*  interest in good habitat being found and 
brought into protection within program
*  interest in outcome being well received


High -   they are the regulator most involved,  so 
actively involved


  Hold meetings to gather input and seek advice
* Regular meetings with policy leads
*Bring DFG into the Admin draft working sessions
*  Integrate staff into outreach meetings
*  Have their lower level staff breifing upper level staff 
periodically


Inf. Agencies in Work Group


*  interest in good habitat being found and 
brought into protection within program
*  interest in outcome being well received


High - they are the funder and proponent of all 
mitigation projects, so actively involved


 Need assistance from DFG in marketing the 
NCCP/HCP aspects that are in the SF
* Produce and/or distribute materials that relate to that 
audience
* Brief other groups within infrastructure agencies who 
plan and implement infrastructure projects (like Caltrans 


Private Mitigation Bankers


*  High - may be concerned about lost business 
opportunities
* they could benefit from RAMP - receive 
contracts to support their business and have a 
clearer idea of the market


* Low political power?
* Need to have them as a partner to help 
implement Regional Assessments in the future


* Meet with Craig and Adam to review their comments 
and our response to their comments on final draft
* meet with McCollum to brief him on the concept


Enviro. Groups with Interests ‐ 


Defenders of Wildlife and CCLT
* interest in seeing a program  that promotes 
conservation outcomes


High - certain groups (DofW) are influential with 
other enviro groups and electeds


* Sought review and comments on SF Admin Draft (no 
comments provided) 
* Brief DofW on "Final SF" draft as well as approach on 
Regional Assessment


Env. Groups in General (Sierra 


Club, Cons Biol.,)


Land Trust Organizations (TNC 


and CCLT)


Legis. Offices - Selected by 
Committee membership


*  support of or can vote ageinst legislation that 
assists RAMP
* they approve budgets (and indirectly BCPs)
* they reply to taxpayers about queries * outreach at CFEE conference Oct. 10 and 11


Gov'r Office


 interest in getting a win for both development 
and conservation
* interest in not screwing up (or, agencies doing 
something that is counter to their interest)
*  RAMP embodies the themes he likes, so 
could adopt as an Initiative if sold to him High - decides policy priorities, budgets


* Brief Governor's Office staff (Ken Alex and Cliff 
Rechtschaffen?) on RAMP
* Decide on the briefers and the timing
* Be clear on the 'ask' (ex: BCP, funding needs, etc)


Secretaries' Offices (BT&H, 


Resources Agency)


 interest in achieving a win win
* interested in showing they can provide 
leadership in innovation, legacy, a model for 
others
* Promote and advance current Governor 
policies and priorities High - decides policy priorities, budgets


* Brief  Secretaries on RAMP (Briefed Sec. Laird on 
10/6)
* Keep regular briefing of staff involved
* Produce collateral with right messaging (10/6)


Stakeholder Analysis Form


8/15/2012







Stakeholder Stakeholder Interest in the Project
Assessment of Stakeholder Power 
over Project


Potential Strategies for Gaining Support of 
Reducing Obtsacles 


Strategic Growth Council


* authority to lobby
* have potential for higher voice, but no being 
used


* briefings allow others to learn about RAMP (one stop 
shop)
* meetings in November 2011 and January2012


HSRA


Outside Agecnies - CVFPB, 
SWRCB


*  Inform staff through occasional emails about progress 
and prospects


Assoc. of General Contractors
*  lobby well
*  have a voice at the national level


MPO's/RTPA


 They fund and manage transportation 
projects; receive 75% of the transportation 
funds
* Have an interest in faster-cheaper-better 
mitigation projects to improve project delivery
* Want to leverage better conservation


* are advocates for RAMP-like programs
*Are highly regarded at high levels (e.g., in the 
CTC and Governor's Office and electeds)


* Caltrans to brief MPO's (select or all?)
* Produce a "benefits" fact sheet for that audience
* Seek endorsers of the SF or of RAMP concept


Financiers - within field ( New 
Forest)


HCP/NCCP Community
* represent gov't and county representatives
* connection with development interest *  TNC will cover RAMP during mid-October meeting


NFWF


California Trans. Comm


*  would like faster/better/cheaper
* however, no interest in changing current 
decision making process for funding of projects


* high interest because of themes, but really do 
not know much about RAMP


Cal Council of Governments *assist others with legislation


FHWA


*  interest is tied in through SAMI
*  they delegate NEPA to Caltrans who is a 
participant in RAMP


* Keep Victor Mendz (Washington DC) in support 
through breifings


Research Groups - UC Davis, 
PRBO Conservation Science, 
USGS


Rural County Task Force


Solar Industry


Powerful Water Groups ‐ ACWA,  


Met Water Auth., State Water 


Contractors)


* want faster, better cheaper
* also seeking better mitigation
* comment on Water Plan 2013 Update


Farm Bureau
*  statewide FB is conservative and opposes 
change to ag. lands


*  no outreach, but pay attention to comments on other 
plans (like CVFPP)


Resource Conservation Districts


8/15/2012







Stakeholder Stakeholder Interest in the Project
Assessment of Stakeholder Power 
over Project


Potential Strategies for Gaining Support of 
Reducing Obtsacles 


C-SAC (Counties)


Professional Societies - Wildlife 
Society, SERCAL, < Save our 
Estuary>, Assoc. Envi. Planners


Floodplain Management Assoc.


CPUC and Cal. Energy 
Commission


*  can get inserts into their legisltation that 
support RAMP growing


Transmission Line Industry Group


Power Plant Industry Group


Taxpayers Association


Property Rights Activist


Recreation Groups - California 
Waterfowl Association


Enviro. Groups with Interests - 
Sierra Club, Audubon, CBD


*  only interest is if have a editorial
* must get support if going to have it be a Gov'r 
Initiative


News Media Outlets


Suggest Brieifing Prior to Release Top People to Brief:
Will get an email or phone call 


about release 1 Marty Tuttle, Caltrans 10/6/2011
2 Dale Hoffman-Floerke, DWR 10/6/2011
3 Kevin Hunting and Sandy  Morre, DFG 10/6/2011
4 Nat'l Res Agency 10/6/2011
5 BTHA
6 Gove Office
7 Bill Craven (@ Pawley's office)
8 Heather Fargo
9 Jan Dolan,  Sac. River Area Cons. Forum


10 Mitigation Banker
11 Darla Guesler, CCLT
12 Kim Delfino, DOW


8/15/2012







Regional Assessment - Released  Fall 2011


High Power


* Legis. Offices - Local Rep's * Land Trust Ogranizations


* Regt'y Agnecies in Work Group


*  Inf. Agencies in Work Group


* County Planners (Board of Supervisors)


* Local Farm Bureaus


* MPOs/RTPA


* Powerful Water Groups (Levee and Rec. Dist)


*  Sacramento River Area Cons. Forum


Medium Power * Tribal communities


* Outside agencies with permit responsabilities


* California Trans. Comm. (CTC)


* Riparian Joint Venture


* Private Mitigation Bankers (Westervelt, Wildlands)


*HCP/NCCP Planners and Partners


*  Resource Conservation Districts


*  Conservation Groups


Low Power
* City Councils
*IRWM Groups (Prop 84)


*  Quasi-Public Private (River Partners)
* University Staff (researchers)
*  Recreation Groups/ Tourism


* Watershed Alliances and River Groups
*  FHWA
* Contractors (fence, irrigation, wells)
* Chambers of Commerce
* Taxpayer Associations
* Property Right Activist
* Property Owners
* State Parks staff
*  New Media


Low Interest Medium Interest High Interest


Stakeholder Stakeholder Interest in the Project
Assessment of Stakeholder Power 
over Project


Potential Strategies for Gaining Support of 
Reducing Obtsacles 


Regt'y Agencies in Work Group ‐ 


Local offices, Public Affairs Office


*  interest in good habitat being found and 
brought into protection within program
*  interest in outcome being well received


High -   they are the regulator most involved,  so 
actively involved


*  Hold meetings to gather input and seek advise
*  Integrate staff into outreach meetings
*  Have their lower level staff breifing upper level staff 
periodically


Inf. Agencies in Work Group ‐ 


Local offices, Public Affairs Office, 


DWR Reg'l Coordinator


*  interest in good habitat being found and 
brought into protection within program
*  interest in outcome being well received


High - they are the funder and proponent of all 
mitigation projects, so actively involved


Private Mitigation Bankers
*  may create competition for lands that are 
suitable for restoration


Medium - Should do briefings because could 
cause rumors to spread if they speculate on their 
role


Watershed Aliances and River 
Groups


* interest in seeing a program  that promotes 
conservation outcomes


Low -  the may apply for grants within DWR that 
compliment RAMP sites, but don't play a planning 
role in Reg'l Assessment


Land Trust Organizations
*  may create competition for lands that are 
suitable for restoration


*  Depending on who is on their Board, they may 
be locally influential
*  They know land owners and can sway their 
opinions *  Good to do an early check-in on Reg'l Assessment


Legis. Offices - Local 
Representatives


*  want to see faster, better, cheaper
* wants to see job creation
*  wants to see money entering the local 
economy


*  will reach out to Agency secretaries and 
Directors if a constituent complains about RAMP 
(mis-conceptions)


City Councils


*  no RAMP sites proposed in City limits so not 
concerned about placement
* may have their own projects they want 
covered or have excess credits they want to sell


County Planners
 *  have power to kill mitigation sites via land 
use decisions


*  if a constituent complains about RAMP (mis-
conceptions) then may take action (Moratoriums)


Select Farm Bureaus (Local to 


Region)


* loss of farmland to habitat is a concern if a 
constituent complains about RAMP (mis-
conceptions)


*  can influence landowners, and locally very 
influential *  engage and make them project proponents


Stakeholder Analysis Form


8/15/2012







Stakeholder Stakeholder Interest in the Project
Assessment of Stakeholder Power 
over Project


Potential Strategies for Gaining Support of 
Reducing Obtsacles 


IRWM Groups (Prop. 84) through 
DWR's Reg'l Coordinators


* allow for information to be distributed, but not a 
decision making body


*  Inform staff through occasional emails about progress 
and prospects


Outside Agencies ‐ staff with 


permit responsabilities like 


RWQCB, and DFG
* likely supportive, but unknown until Action 
Plan


MPO's/RTPA
* could be Financial Participant (e.g., pay to 
have mitigation covered as part of Action Plan)


Quas-Public Private  (River 
Partners)


* like bankers, interest is in how to make their 
own business grow from RAMP (Jobs, 
contracts) * little power


HCP/NCCP Community ‐ Plans 


That are In Develpment
*  large land-use interest (making some areas 
for conservation and others for development)


*  Can influence landowners, and locally very 
influential
*  Can restrict locations of mitigation sites
* influence over DFG
*the data they hold is needed for RAMP planning *  engage soon to find ways to partner


Resource Conservation Districts


California Trans. Comm
*  RAMP must influence them as a decision 
making body over funding sources


* only if advance transportation dollars, and then 
can determine if budget is met for Action Plan


Powerful Water Groups (Levee 


Districts, Rec. Districts, SBFCA)


*  some mitigation sites may impact their flood 
easements
* they do lots of construction and O&M


* collaboration needed because they have funds 
and some of the projects used in the Reg'l 
Assessment for the demand analysis


FHWA
*  not involved in this particular region (H/H if do 
get involved)


University Staff (or other campuses)  * no influence
* could be helpful in research or outreach (center for 
collaboration)


Sacramento River Forum


*  they gather a list of all possible projects and 
try to coordinate their implementation
* influential about projects


Contractors (fence, irrigate, wells) *  want to make money off of RAMP sites


Riparian Joint Ventrue * might like to be involved if doing riparian work * can help or be an obstacle


Chambers of Commerce * do not tend to get involved


Taxpayers Association


Property Right Activist * may be covered under Farm Bureaus


Recreation Groups/ Tourism - 
Cyclists, Equistrian, Hikers, 
Birders


8/15/2012







Stakeholder Stakeholder Interest in the Project
Assessment of Stakeholder Power 
over Project


Potential Strategies for Gaining Support of 
Reducing Obtsacles 


Property Owners * very few will be contacted


State Parks


Conservation Groups ‐ The Nature 


Conservancy, Feather River Land 


Trust, Middle Mountain
*  can influence others, especially if RAMP site 
is adjacent to their property *  need data, such as Colusa Subreach Plan


News Media Outlets


Tribal Interests
* depends on site, have several Rancherias in 
Butte County


Suggest Brieifing Prior to Release


Will get an email or phone call 


about release


8/15/2012







Preliminary Communication Strategy for RAMP (Items in red = discussion at May 19 meeting) 


When does a 
Communications 
Effort Need to be 
Done? 


Internal 
Communicationsa  
Goal  


Internal 
Methods/tools 


External 
Communicationsb 
Goal 


External Methods/tools 


Review of RAMP 
Statewide 
Framework 
(May – June 2011) 


Solicit input and 
ideas to help inform 
the document 
development 


‐ emails and 
website 


‐ Policy 
SubComm 
meetings (1x 
month) 


Educate stakeholders 
and interested parties 
about the program 
and its schedule. 


‐ What to place on 
website?? 


o FAQ documents 
o Exec. Summary 


Adoption of RAMP 
Statewide 
Framework 


(June – July 2011) 


 


Full acceptance of 
document by upper 
management 


‐ one-on-one 
meetings 


‐ handouts 


“Statewide Advisory 
Forum”  


Generate confidence 
and credibility in the 
process used and 
outcomes sought by 
the program 


‐ facilitation plan 
‐ agenda 
‐ power point slides 
‐ handouts/brochure 
‐ posters 
‐ website 
‐ media ads 
‐ “Quick Look Sheet” 


Development of  
Regional 
Assessment 


(May-Sept 2011) 


 


Solicit input and 
ideas to help inform 
the document 
development 


‐ emails or 
website 


‐ Pilot Project  
SubComm. 
meetings (4x 
month)?? 


Want to identify 
partnerships; Solicit 
input and ideas to 
help inform the 
document 
development 


‐ one-on-one meetings 
‐  power point slides 
‐ handouts/brochure 
‐ “Quick Look Sheet” 


 


Review of Regional 
Assessment 


(July - Sept 2011) 


(Note in August 
2011 there will be a 
large DWR forum for 
Upper Sacramento 
River) 


Solicit input and 
ideas to help finalize 
the document prior 
to a wider 
distribution 


‐ emails or 
website 


‐ Policy 
SubComm 
meetings (1x 
month) 


“Regional Advisory 
Forum”  


Educate stakeholders 
and interested parties 
about the program 
and schedule; Solicit 
input and ideas to 
help inform the 
document 
development 


‐ facilitation plan 
‐ agenda 
‐ power point slides 
‐ handouts/brochure 
‐ posters 
‐ website 
‐ media ads 
‐ “Quick Look Sheet” 


Development of 4-
Year Action Plan 


Solicit input and 
ideas to help inform 
the document 
development 


‐ emails or 
website 


‐ Policy 
SubComm 
meetings (1x 
month) 


Be responsive to 
inquires made by 
stakeholders 


‐ “Quick Look Sheet” 


Development of 
CEQA/NEPA 
document 


For lead agency 
(coleads) to know 
more about “hot 
button” issues 


‐ emails or 
website 


Meet all legal 
obligations (e.g. 
scoping); Solicit 
input and ideas 


‐ facilitation plan 
‐ agenda 
‐ power point slides 
‐ handouts  
‐ media ads 


Review of draft Plan 
and draft 
CEQA/NEPA 
Document 


Solicit input and 
ideas 


‐ emails or 
website 


Gather public input in 
a formal manner 


‐ published draft Plan 
‐ published draft 


EIR/EIS 


a (internal)= b/w RAMP Work Group members themselves or with region representatives;  


b (external)= b/w RAMP Work Group members  and other agencies, tribes, land owners, legislators, and members of the public 







Preliminary Outreach Schedule 
 
April and May 2011 Assess stakeholders & create database; draft public meeting / fact 


sheet text; launch project Web site;  Create FAQ for SAMI versus 
RAMP 


 
May 2011 Hold the first Risk Communication Session on statewide issues 


with interested RAMP Work Group Members 
 
June 2011 Develop initial products (brochure, key messages, FAQs); 


research public meeting locations; conduct stakeholder briefings 
as needed  


 
June 2011 Statewide Framework published; prepare for meetings of 


“Statewide Advisory Forum” ; refine key messages; develop media 
protocol 


 
July 2011 Conduct scoping and discussion meetings for pilot area Regional 


Assessment 
 
August 2011 Update Web site; broaden database; prepare for release of 


Regional Assessment; develop initial products (brochure, key 
messages, FAQs) 


 
Sep – Nov 2011 Prepare for public hearing; refine key messages, host Risk 


Communications session on regional issues with interested RAMP 
Work Group Members; review media protocol 


{Any SAMI items for this time frame??} 
 
January to March 2012 Release 4-Year Action Plan and DRAFT EIS/EIR 
 
June to August 2012 Release Final EIS/EIR; project rollout to agencies for permit 


review 
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RAMP Engagement – Quick Look Sheet (May 2011) 


  Mitigation Banker (MB) 
or Land Trust (LT) 


County, City, Local District 
where RAMP Work May 
Take Place 


Environmental Group 
(Concerned about 
compliance with laws) 


Geographic Staff from Agency 


Example  Wildlands Inc., Sonoma Land 
Trust 


Butte County Planning Dept,  
Reclamation Dist. 999 


Sierra Club, Defenders of Wildlife North Central Region, Region 2


Statewide Framework 


Outcomes 
Wanted: 


 Support of concepts 
 Ideas on improvements 


 Support of legislation that 
is proposed 


 Awareness of this effort   Support of concepts 
 Ideas on improvements 


 Support of legislation that is 
proposed 


 Support of concepts 
 Ideas on improvements 


Major Points:   (MB) No mitigation 
approach is precluded and 
regions were be directed 
to include private 
commercial banks in their 
“menu” of choices 


 (LT) Land trusts are 
identified as a “service” 
provider, but not by name 
since few of them operate 
statewide 


 No need to be concerned 
about this document 


 The RAMP effort is not 
precluding CEQA analysis for 
impacts 


 Will perform CEQA when a 
mitigation approach is 
proposed by state agency fir 
action or funding 


 There is an outreach effort 
happening, and they may be asked 
about their opinion or for contact 
information 


 What improvements could be 
made to ensure the identification 
of new regions goes smoothly? 


Outreach/Meet
ing Format 


 Ask for review of draft 
(occurred 4/12 to 5/6) 


 Use one‐on‐one meetings 


 Invite to “Statewide 
Forum” on RAMP in 
summer 2011 


 Mention when meeting on 
Pilot or Region 


 Ask for review of draft 
(occurred 4/12 to 5/6) 


 Use one‐on‐one meetings 


 Invite to “Statewide Forum” 
on RAMP in summer 2011 
 


 Ask for review of draft (occurred 
4/12 to 5/6) 


 Use one‐on‐one meetings 


Central Sacramento Valley Pilot 


Outcomes 
Wanted: 


 Support of concepts 
 Collaborative work on 
funding opportunities  


 Faith that we are 
describing their assets 
correctly 


 Interest in finding out 
more about future bid 
possibilities 


 Support of concepts 
 Best data available is given 
to authors 
 


 Support of concepts   Best data available is given to 
authors 
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  Mitigation Banker (MB) 
or Land Trust (LT) 


County, City, Local District 
where RAMP Work May 
Take Place 


Environmental Group 
(Concerned about 
compliance with laws) 


Geographic Staff from Agency 


Major Points:   (MB) AECOM is writing this 
document, and you may 
be contacted for data or to 
review work for accuracy.  
Examples include: 


o Do we have correct 
identification of their 
mitigation banks 
sites and service 
areas? 


o What types and 
amounts of credits 
are available at 
these banks? 


 (MB) We should have bid 
opportunities for services 
in the first plan, and may 
have bulk sale bids too, 
but will wait to do “joint 
public‐private” work until 
RAMP is more defined 
(keeping it simple for now) 


 (LT) AECOM is writing this 
document, and you may 
be contacted for data or to 
review work for accuracy.  
Examples include: 


o  Availability, ability  
and interest of Land 
Trusts in area to take 
over long‐term 
stewardship of 
agency sponsored 
banks 


 


 Evaluating opportunities 
both inside and outside of 
their jurisdictional 
boundaries 


 The collaboration on one 
large site creates cost‐
effective mitigation for all, 
so want them to describe all 
opportunities even if very 
conceptual in nature (4‐Year 
Plans will develop these 
more)  


 One large site can limit the 
amount of permitting time 
spent by the county/local 
agency 


 Agency‐sponsored sites can 
be transferred to a non‐
profit once all mitigation 
credits have been accounted 
for, so property taxes should 
begin again at some point 


 AECOM is writing this 
document, and you may be 
contacted for data or to 
review work for accuracy  


o Collaboration on the 
identification of the 
mitigation sites (if  
that is the chosen 
approach) 


o Identification of 
mitigation site 
opportunities on their 
lands (if sized > 100 
acres) 


 


 This is a 20‐year overview to 
help the agencies plan an 
approach at the next level of 
detail (e.g., 4‐ Year Action 
Plan(s) 


 This document allows for a 
review of cumulative 
impacts to species and 
habitat, but is an over‐
estimate of these impacts 
since does not account for 
avoidance 


 No infrastructure project is 
“approved” and no 
alternatives are “eliminated 
from consideration” in this 
document 


 This is not a CEQA document 
or a basis for any permit  


 AECOM is writing this document, 
and you may be contacted for 
data or to review work for 
accuracy  


o Collaboration on the 
identification of the 
mitigation sites (if  that is 
the chosen approach) 


o Identification of mitigation 
site opportunities on their 
lands (if sized > 100 acres) 


This is a 20‐year overview to help 
the agencies plan an approach at 
the next level of detail (e.g., 4‐ 
Year Action Plan(s) 
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  Mitigation Banker (MB) 
or Land Trust (LT) 


County, City, Local District 
where RAMP Work May 
Take Place 


Environmental Group 
(Concerned about 
compliance with laws) 


Geographic Staff from Agency 


Outreach/Meet
ing Format 


 Contact for mapping and 
credit amounts 


 Ask for review of draft 
 Use one‐on‐one meetings 


 Invite to “Regional 
Advisory Forum”  in fall 
2011 


 Meet as a group 


 Ask for review of draft 
 Invite to “Regional Advisory 
Forum”  in fall 2011 


 Ask for review of draft 
 Use one‐on‐one meetings 


 Invite to “Regional Advisory 
Forum”  in fall 2011 


 Use one‐on‐one meetings 


 Ask for review of draft 
 Invite to “Regional Advisory 
Forum”  in fall 2011 


 They may need to attend a 
“writer/reviewer” meeting once a 
draft is published to give feedback 
to AECOM 


Central Sacramento Pilot Area – 4‐Year Action Plan (At this time, they are anticipated for publication…..) 


Outcomes 
Wanted: 


 Interest in pre‐bid 
conferences/site visits 
after CEQA/NEPA 
completed 


 Willingness to share data 


 Continued support of the 
effort 


 Willingness to become a 
financial supporter 


 Continued support of the 
effort 


  Interest in assisting with effort as 
it is defined over time 


 Willingness to share data and 
ideas 


Major Points:   (MB)  Could need services 
and should be prepared to 
submit bids to Lead agency 


 (MB) Could be contacted 
for an update on the 
number of credits available 
for sale after plan is 
approved for 
implementation and 
funded 


 (LT)  Sites could be 
transferred to non‐profits 
after all credits accounted 
for, so they may be asked 
to make a proposal/bid to 
agency that sponsored 
bank 


 This is where an agency 
action is defined and 
CEQA/NEPA analysis will 
begin 


 Permit decisions may need 
to be based on this analysis, 
so could want input on the 
Draft(s) 


 This is where any 
collaboration actions 
discovered in the Regional 
Assessment will be 
described more fully 


 Document should  describe 
how to mitigate for land use 
changes (e.g., agric. land 
conversions to 
habitat)according to any 
County specified 
criteria/ratios 


 Document would disclose if 
Williamson Act contract 
changes are needed (if 


 Could participate in NEPA 
scoping (if applicable) 


 Could review and comment 
on the CEQA/NEPA 
document 


 Lead agency could apply for 
permit(s) for construction, and this 
activity may involve these same 
staff (or alternatively it is clearly 
going to be done by HQ staff, so 
there is not an impact to them) 


 Site management is not 
anticipated to be done by agency 
staff but could be contracted out 
for initial site(s).  


 Budget plans for staffing will be 
developed once several sites are 
in the area that need management 
during the “credits available” 
phase 


 Sites could be transferred to non‐
profits after all credits sold, so 
these lands do not create a long‐
term obligation 
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  Mitigation Banker (MB) 
or Land Trust (LT) 


County, City, Local District 
where RAMP Work May 
Take Place 


Environmental Group 
(Concerned about 
compliance with laws) 


Geographic Staff from Agency 


unavoidable)


 Could give input on any 
permits needed  


 Could participate in NEPA 
scoping (if applicable) 


 Could review and comment 
on the CEQA/NEPA 
document 


Outreach/Meet
ing Format 


 Discuss when in talks 
about Region Plans 


 Discuss when in talks about 
Region Plans 


 Discuss when in talks about 
Region Plans 


 Discuss when in talks about Region 
Plans 


Scoping Opportunities for Next Region 


Outcomes 
Wanted: 


 Identification of problems 
and opportunities which 
they are aware of for 
portions of the state 


 Give RAMP Work Group a 
foundation for decision(s) on 
next region 


 Probably not involved   Share ideas on how to set up 
regions to be effective 


Major Points:   Is there community 
support for mitigation in 
this region? Or is 
mitigation seen as a threat 
to current land use? 


 What types of impacts take 
place in the region?  Who 
does the work/gets the 
permits? 


 Is there community support 
for mitigation in this region? 
Or is mitigation seen as a 
threat to current land use? 


 May mention this effort to 
them when discussions on 
Statewide Framework are 
taking place to gather ideas 


 May mentions this effort when 
discussions on Region 
Assessments or Statewide 
Framework are taking place to 
gather ideas 


Outreach/Meet
ing Format 


 Invite comments during 
“Statewide Forum” on 
RAMP in summer 2011 


 Invite comments during 
“Statewide Forum” on RAMP 
in summer 2011 


 






