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REGIONAL LISTENING SESSIONS MEETING NOTES —
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

The notes provided below document the main points that were offered during the
Listening Session in Sacramento, California on June 20, 2000. The notes
highlight and summarize the key topics and issues that were discussed at the
meeting. Selected attachments are provided in this document.

Water plays a mgor role in how we live and work. As steward of Americas water
resources for more than 200 years, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has begun a dialogue with
the American public, stakeholders, customers, and government agencies a dl levels about the
water resources chdlenges that lie ahead. The Corps is conducting 14 regiona public listening
sessons throughout the United States between June and November of 2000 to provide citizens
the opportunity to voice concerns about pressing water resources problems, opportunities, and
needs impecting ther lives, communities, and future sudtanability. This didogue is an integrd
part of the Corps strategic planning process.

The cities where ligening sessons ae beng conducted include &. Louis, MO,
Sacramento, CA, Phoenix, AZ, Woburn, MA, Atlanta, GA, Omaha, NE, Honolulu, HI, Chicago,
IL, Louisville, KY, Ddlas, TX, Williamsourg, VA, New Brunswick, NJ, Anchorage, AK, and
Vancouver, WA.

This report summarizes the Sacramento, Cdifornia, ligening sesson.  This sesson,
hosted by the South Pecific Divison, was conducted on June 20, 2000 at the Sacramento
Convention Center. Approximately 28 people atended this meeting to share their views with the
Corps.

The information collected from the ligening sessons will be incorporated into a report
asessing future national water resources needs and the gaps that must be closed to meet these
needs. This report will be shared with key decison-makers within the Army and Congress to
help inform ther discussons about water resources issues and future invesment decisons.
Additiondly, the report will provide a point of departure for ensuing discussons with other
Federd agencies to identify common water resources issues and missons most appropriate to the
roles and responghilities of the Federal government. The information will aso be incorporated
into arevison of the Civil Works Program Strategic Plan.

Welcoming Remarks

Brigadier Generd Peter Madsen, USACE South Pecific Divison Commander, welcomed
the audience to the ligening sesson. Generd Madsen explained that the primary god of the
workshop would be to learn from the audience what it believes are the important water resource
chdlenges facing the nation. He dated that the Corps is interested in this input for two reasons.
The firgt reason is to fulfill requirements prescribed by Congress in the Government Performance
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Reaults Act, and secondly, to assst the Corps in long-term planning to meet its respongbilities
for water resources devel opment and management.

According to Generd Madsen, it is the belief of many in the Corps tha the nation has not
pad sufficient attention to its water resources needs for a least the last two decades, and as a
result, the nation's water resources may be adversdy impacted in the future. He noted that the
Corps foresees a least Sx key chdlenges that will require additiond emphasis and investment.
These dx chdlenges indude flood control, improved navigation capabilities environmenta
retoration, adequate urban and rura water supply, aging water resources infrastructure, and
regponse to disasters. The Genera noted that these sx chalenges are a darting point for
discusson, and soon dfter the ligening sesson is completed, a proceedings report will be
published containing the output from this sesson.

Generd Madsen explained that the information received from the ligening session
participants will help the Corps to gan a better undersanding of what the public thinks is
important.  This information will be compiled into a report which will be displayed on a
“nationa chdlenges’ webste. At the concluson of dl of the regiond lisening sessons, the
Corps will prepare a report that will be shared with Congress. The intent, according to Genera
Madsen, is that the information will help decison makers better understand the importance of the
nation's water resources needs, as wdl as the choices that must be made regarding future
investment decisions, missions and priorities.

Genegrd Madsen went on to explain that the present listening sesson was the second of
16 sessions to be held around the country. The Corps wants to see how the Federa government
is responding to regional needs across the country. The Generd noted that the Corps staff
goends a lot of time thinking about these needs, but it is important to hear from the public
because this input is needed for the planning process. Generd Madsen noted that the Corps has
been serving the ration for over 200 years, many of its origind projects were intended to prevent
floods and improve transportation, while in recent years, the Corps has put a lot of energy into
restoring the environment. He continued by acknowledging that there may be some areas where
the Federal government has not been responsive to the public’'s needs, and that is why we are
here today. While the Corps has identified sx specific chdlenges, the Generd noted that there
may be more. This is a Sarting point to discuss unmet needs; that is what we are al here to learn
about.

The Generd acknowledged that some in the audience may have come with local issues in
mind, and that is important to the Corps as well. The primary purpose, according to the Generd,
would be to "k about nationd needs. He noted that the listening sesson format has been used
in other areas, such as for highway transportation and by the Coast Guard. The Generd then
referenced the webdte on which the nationa report will be posted once it is compiled
(http:/mww.wrsc.usace.army.mil/iwr/waterchalenges), and he noted that it is important that the
find report provides an accurate picture for the nation's decison makers. Generd Madsen
concluded his remarks by noting that severd Corps personnd were on hand to assst with the
workshop, as well as a professond facilitator to guide the day’s activities. With that, the
Generd thanked the audience again and turned the microphone over to Mr. Jm Creighton, the
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ligening sesson facilitator and representative of the contractor, Planning and Management
Consultants, Ltd.

Session Objectives

Mr. Creighton introduced himsef to the audience and began by asking the audience
members to present any written statements they had brought with them to the sesson recorder,
who would include them in the written report of the meeting. Mr. Creighton then outlined the
meseting agenda with the participants.  Although the agenda would serve as a generd guide to the
day’s activities, the agenda could be modified at the facilitator's discretion as gppropriate for the
particular audience. The agenda was presented as follows:

10:00-10:25 (A.M.) Wecome

10:25-10:45 Overview of Workshop
10:45-11:40 Table Discussons

11:40-12:30 (P.M.) Large Group Discussons (Plenary)
12:30-1:30 Breek for Lunch

1:30-2:45 Smadl Group Discussons
2:45-3.00 Afternoon Bresk

3:00-3:45 Large Group Discussons (Plenary)
3:45-4:00 Closng Remarks

4:00-5:00 Informa Discussions

Next, Mr. Creighton explained to the audience that there were four groups of questions that were
to be addressed during the day’ s discussons:.

1. What are the key water resource needs facing this region? (These are needs, problems,
opportunities, etc. that if not addressed will negetively impact our prosperity, qudity of
life, and environmenta sugtainability.)

2. Why is it a problem? Wha impact is the problem dready having or is likely to have on
our prosperity, qudity of life, and environmentd sustainability?

3. What actions should be taken to respond to the chalenge? What should be done about
the problem?

4. Who should take these actions? What should the Federa government do to help address
the problem? What can you and the organization that you represent do?

In order to dicit the answers to these quettions, Mr. Creighton explained that the
ligening sesson would involve a mix of smdl group discussons and large group report out
sessons.  Rather than dlow people to make speeches, the purpose of this format was to hear all
of the participants ideas. Mr. Creighton advised the participants that if they had concerns about
a specific Corps project, they were to tak with Mr. Frank Rezac, the Corps Public Affars
Officer present at the mesting.

Next, Mr. Creighton explained the format of the morning and afternoon activities in more
detal. To begin with, the audience was asked to seat themselves at the tables closest to the
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fadlitator, which grouped the audience into five tables of gpproximately ten people per table.
The participants a each table introduced themselves to one another and were ingtructed to elect a
gookesperson for the table.  In keeping with the theme of lisgening to the public, the Corps
members who joined each table were ingructed by the facilitator not to serve as spokespersons,
athough they would be dlowed to take notes for the group if so asked by the other participants
at thetable.

The participants would then be directed to discuss the chdlenges of importance to them,
as wdl as the sx chdlenges identified by the Corps  After the groups had sufficient time to
develop their ideas, the spokesperson for each table would report out to the entire audience a
succinct statement of each of the chdlenges that were identified a their table. These chalenges
would be recorded by a Corps staff member and projected onto a screen for everyone in the room
to see.  After the lunch break, the same groups would reconvene at their tables to discuss the
chdlenges in more detail and develop action items to address these chdlenges. These action
items would dso be reported out to the entire audience. At the concluson of the lisening
sesson, participants would be encouraged to linger and discuss their ideas or concerns with the
Corps personnd in an informad setting.  When Mr. Creighton had concluded his ingructions to
the audience, the first set of discussions began at the tables.

Identification and Validation of Water Resource Challenges (1°' Group
Discussion)

After gpproximately one hour of group discussons a the tables, Mr. Creighton went
around the conference room and asked the spokespersons from the tables to take turns reporting
esch of the chdlenges that were identified a ther table. Mr. Creighton aso emphasized that, in
order to avoid duplication and save time, once a chalenge was reported out by one table, then
other tables should try not to repeat that particular chdlenge. The participants identified 41
unique chalenges, which are listed below:

A. Better coordination is needed between Corps and other Federad agencies, both before and
after amgjor disaster strikes.

B. Develop a comprehensive and baanced approach to resolving natural resource issues. Each
group has its own issues, and we need someone to get dl of the issues for each agency to a
table so that they can be discussed. (e.g., water quality, wildlife, etc.)

C. Egablish gppropriate and codt-effective dredge disposd Stes.  Regulatory reform seems to
have increased the costs of digposing dredge materid.

D. Steer development away from flood prone or environmentadly sendtive areas. Some sort of
mechanism is needed, whether land use planning or another. We need to solve the exising
problems before creating new ones.

4 Regional Listening Sessions Meeting Notes — Sacramento, California



. Reduce the time and cost needed to implement flood control operations and maintenance
(O&M). Hood control projects are designed and built by the Corps, but are handed off to
others to manage; make them smpler to operate and fund. Also, make the process go faster.

. The Gorps should stay with projects after they have been built, rather than just waking away
after completion (design for reduced cost of O&M; dso dick with the operator to assst
them.)

. Apply a preventative orientation to all water resource chalenges. nsder prevention rather
than correction (this could actualy apply to dl of the six origina chalenges).

. The Corps has trouble finding funding to rgpidly fix problems that develop after a dissdter, in
contrast with the Federad Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). This leads to costs
heaped on the loca people. Work with Congress to come up with a better rapid funding
mechanism for the Corps.

Fulfill unmet needs for shoreline and coasta protection programs. The Corps does not have
the resources to fulfill its obligations.

Provide the Corps with more funding to fulfill dl of its current obligations, not just coasta
protection programs.

. The vaue of environmentd preservation should be included in dl cost benefit andyses.
Need to find a way to quantify this vaue. This will make it eeser for loca entities to meet
cost sharing requirements, and make it easier to acquire permits.

. Include water qudity solutions in watershed studies.

. Broaden guiddines to give more value to socid, cultura, and/or environmenta solutions.

. Adopt awatershed focus for the regulatory program, rather than site-by-site approach.

. Issue blanket permits for emergency situations.

. Water supply must be more rdiable; in some years there isn't enough water to go around and
agriculture is often hurt. Agriculturd usrs need long-term assurance that water will be

available; reduced uncertainty over water will lead to economic efficiency.

. Better process for authorizing emergency response work.

R. Better implementation and enforcement of 404 program to better protect wetlands.

. Better process of informing the public of 404 administrative appedls.

. Streamline the time to complete the design and construction process for projects.
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U. Eliminate requirements for design agreements between Corps and local sponsor (design
agreements were intended to put the design codts in the front end, to be shared with the locd
SpPONsOr).

V. The processin generd with the Corpsis cumbersome and should be streamlined.

W. Better coordination among the Corps missons (eg. combine dredging, flood control and
ghore protection missions).

X. Establish cost-sharing based on locdly recommended or localy- preferred plan.

Y. Allow the Corpsto participate in groundwater remediation.

Z. Improve public access to permit gpplications, currently, the public has to file a request under
the Freedom of Information Act to see permit gpplications.

AA. Treat locd sponsors as full patners.  For example, give loca sponsors credit for
paticipation in desgn by way of locd engineering, rights of way, disposd dtes utility
relocation, etc. Cost sharing should include land, essements, rights of way, and
relocations (LERRS).

BB. Eliminate the 10% payback requirement for loca sponsors.

CC. Cost-sharing to include over 45-foot channel depth

DD. Eliminate 10% payback requirement for navigation projects.

EE. Improve monitoring and enforcement of mitigation requirements for dl Civil Works
projects.

FF. Deegate more authority to Corps Didtricts (Streamline process).

GG. Prgject managers should stay with a project through construction.

HH. In San Francisco Bay, use Bay Lands Habitat Goads document to guide mitigation and
restoration activities.

[I.  Develop aclear policy on non-structurd aternatives.

JJ.  Need to dreamline Corps process for rehab under public lav PL 84-99 to ensure
completion of flood control projects prior to flood season.

KK. Make groundwater recharge a priority of stormwater (flood) control projects. Use
stormwater for groundwater recharge where possible.
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LL. Never use preservation of wetlands adone as a means of mitigation of wetlands.  Always
create equa area of wetlands when one is being destroyed. Preservation has a role, but
never by itsdf.

MM. Gresater emphasis by Corps on increasing the actual amount of water available.

NN. Andyze the impact of globd warming on water trandfers across the Deta region of
Cdifornia

OO. Include locd sponsor as a partner a Project Review Board and Project Review Summary,
and include sponsor comments in Project Executive Summeary.

After the group spokespersons had finished reporting out the chalenges identified at their tables,
Mr. Creighton asked the audience members to write any comments they might have pertaining to
any of the chdlenges on ydlow sdf-adhesve sheets, and then stick them on the easds around
the room before leaving for lunch. The comments written on the ydlow “sickies’ have been
transcribed in atable and are included as Appendix A.*

Responsibilities and Actions Needed to Meet the Challenges (2" Group
Discussion)

After lunch, Mr. Creighton explained that the afternoon sesson would involve a
discusson on how to actudly address the chdlenges that were identified in the morning. The
participants reassembled in the same smdl groups tha they had formed in the morning and again
selected a spokesperson for each group.? Mr. Creighton then instructed each group to focus on
the chdlenges that they had identified in the morning, and discuss what actions needed to be
taken and by whom. The participants were indructed to assume that they had the power to
actudly implement their ideas in order to obtan the most candid recommendations.  Mr.
Creighton aso noted that it was important for the groups to discuss who needs to do what, i.e,
what is the proper role of the Federa government, state and loca governments, as well as private
individuds.

After approximady one hour of discusson in the smdl groups, Mr. Creighton cdled for
the audience's attention. Mr. Creighton informed the audience that the participants from the
Cdifornia Office of Emergency Services (OES) had to leave the workshop early, so he invited
them to spesk firdt.

! The authors of this report made every effort to accurately transcribe the handwritten comments from the “ stickies”
generated by the listening session participants; however, some comments may contain errors dueto illegibility or
incoherence of the original text.

2 The original workshop design called for consolidating the challenges identified in the morning session and
allowing the participants to develop action items in the afternoon; however, due to the extensive list of challenges
that was generated and time constraints of the workshop, it was decided to ask the participants to remain in the same
groupsin the afternoon and devel op action items for the chall enges which concerned them the most.
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Mr. Moustafa Abou-Tdeb spoke briefly on behdf of the Cdifornia OES daff who
atended the listening session.®>  From the perspective of the OES participants in attendance, their
primary problem has been that the Corps and FEMA have passed problems back and forth
between the two agencies, largely because the agencies do not or cannot agree on what
condtitutes a flood control channel. This has left the OES caught in the middle, in that it seems
as though the two Federd agencies only tak with one another after the damage has occurred,
rather than taking a proactive approach before a disaster occurs. The OES participants came up
with two suggestions for resolving this problem. Firg, the Corps and FEMA should get together
and determine what aress conditute a flood control channd and which agency’'s jurisdiction
goplies. This sort of survey should be done before the next disaster. Second, it is important for
these two Federal agencies to be spesking the same language. Mr. Abou-Taeb suggested that
too many people were being caught in the middle, and a greaet ded of money could be saved if
the Corps and FEMA coordinated better.

Another spesker added that this lack of coordination between the Corps and FEMA
appears to be a rea problem across the country, and is due in part to budgetary congraints,
including reduced spending on disasters (possibly because the public is tired of paying for
dissster cleanup and would rather pay for mitigation and disaster prevention). Also, FEMA is
under the Executive branch and has its own funding authority, but the Corps has to go to
Congress for money, and this takes quite a bit longer. The spesker’s perception was that the
Corps and FEMA fight back and forth, and the logjam is often broken only when a locd entity
gets their congressonad representative involved.  Also, the spesker commented that the public is
getting tired of paying for disssters, and this is one reason why it is hard to secure money to
make improvements after a disaster.

Report-Out From Afternoon Table Discussions: What Actions Need to be
Taken and by Whom?

After the audience members from the Cdifornia OES had spoken, Mr. Creighton again
went around the room and invited the spokespersons for the groups to report out the comments
and ation items deveoped for the chdlenges identified in the morning sesson.  Each
spokesperson was given the opportunity to report out the main ideas from their table. Then Mr.
Creighton went to each table again and dlowed the spokespersons to report any additiona
comments developed at their tables The notes recorded a each of the tables during the
afternoon discussons that were collected have been transcribed and are included as Appendix
B.* From the five tables of participants, recommendations on fifteen separate challenges were
reported out by the spokespersons:

3 The OES administers the state and Federal disaster programsin California

* The authors of this report made every effort to accurately transcribe the handwritten notes recorded during the
small group discussions; however, some comments may contain errors duetoillegibility or incoherence of the
origina text.
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1. Better long-term planning

The first spokesperson to report out said that their table found it was bo hard to come up with
action items for dl of the different chalenges, so the group decided to develop overdl action
items for the Corps. The Corps needs to undertake a long-term management plan that would
move the Corps to a watershed focus, with a &dilitation emphass. Such a long-term plan should
reman in place despite the changes of command that occur over time. The group identified
certan items or milestones that could be used to measure the performance of long-term plans.
Theseidessinclude:

Better integration of purposes,

Comprehensve planning for resources, integrating economic, public needs and
environmenta needs,

Focus on prevention, i.e., the Corps should be trying to put itsdf out of work;

Adopt awatershed approach to Corps regulatory program;

Need accelerated process for bringing projects ontline

Need to remove inditutionad barriers and red tape that impede doing things which have
wide approvd;

Break the cycle of unwise growth and resource demands.

2. Avoid growth in sengtive areas

Growth should be dlowed in a way that preserves environmenta vadues and prevents
development in floodplains. Who should take this action? The dtates could provide land use
guidance to focus on gstaying out of floodplains or senstive areas;, FEMA or other agencies could
provide financia incentives, private developers should have to comply with regulations. Locd
regulations are often inefficient or ineffective.

3. Speed up project approval process

The current decison making process within the Corps is too dow and needs to be speeded up.
This can be achieved by delegating more authority to Corps Didricts, or by diminating Project
Information Reports (PIRS) by establishing predetermined economica repair cost limits, possbly
at project turnover.

4. Implement national shoreline management study

The Corps must implement the Nationa Shordine Management Study. The study has been
authorized, but not yet funded. Congress must fund this study.

5. Inter-agency dredging coor dination
An inter-agency body should be established to oversee al issues related to dredging, including

the amount of materid to be dredged and how the materid is digposed of. This would be a
coordinating function between different agenciesinvolved in dredging issues.
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6. Revise cost/benefit guidelines

Cost/benefit analyss guiddines should be re-written because they are too redrictive.  Projects
mugt take into account the full range of bendfits including socid, culturd, and environmentd
vaues when determining whether a project should be approved. This process would involve al
gtakeholders in the project recommendation process, rather than just having the Corps make the
decison on what projects are recommended. In this way, environmenta groups would be
included from the beginning, rather than being left to chdlenge projects in court. The Corps
should conduct this revison with input from a broad range of stakeholders and agencies.

7. Increased emphasis on shor€eline protection and beach restoration

The Corps should place greater emphass on shoreline protection and beach restoration. This
role is not even mentioned in the ligening sesson brochure on water chalenges.  Shore
protection should be treated as one of the primary missons of the Corps, rather than a secondary
mission, and the Corps should take the lead in Coastal Settlement Management.

8. Streamline 404 Per mit process

Costs have escaated over the years for flood control O&M projects. 404 Permit process must be
greamlined, incduding coordination with other agencies on dl projects. Also, delegate 404
permitting to the state. The Corps should be an advocate on al flood control projects. Other
flood control solutions developed by this group include:

vaue of environmentd restoration should be included in cost/benefit anaysis,

better process for authorizing emergency projects,

regiond permit for emergency work;

need to dlow cost sharing based on locdly preferred plans, rather than on Nationd

Economic Development (NED) plans,

Include local sponsors as partnersin PRD;

Project manager should continue with projects through congtruction;

Providefor dl long-term permits when projects are turned over to local sponsor;

Corps or date should facilitate multi-county impared water stuations (as defined by

Clean Water Act);

Streamline process to get construction earlier;

Cost sharing based on the locally preferred plan;

Need to flesh out and address policy issues related to non-structural projects in advance;

Corps policy should be changed to fully examine and develop water supplies at federdly

sponsored flood control projects;

Non-Federd sponsors should receive credit for their contributionsto al Corps projects,

Baance environmental needs against need to protect people and property (i.e., protection

of people and property should be a priority).

9. Morerediablewater supply

Waer supplies must be made more reiable for adl users, paticularly agriculture.  One solution
would be to seek new water sources for urban growth, rather than just taking water away from
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fams. Desdinization could be one option, conservation measures are another.  This solution
would involve the Corps, the Bureau of Reclamation, and private investors.

10. Better coordination among agencies and interests

Enhance coordination between Federd, state, and loca interests. Create regiona councils to
meet regularly and share different perspectives, and continue to hold facilitated sessons.  This
will involve dl Federd, date, locd and private organizations.

11. Regional sediment management

The Corps should take the lead in regiona sediment management, and coordinate with Federd,
date and loca partners. Recognize that al coastlines are not the same, so one policy won't fit al
coadtlines (eg., hurricane policies designed for the East coast aren't gpplicable to West coast).

12. Consider all benefits of shore protection projects

Take into account al benefits to the region and to society when caculating the NED benefits of a
shore protection project. The Corps should recognize benefits such as recreation and tourism,
not just the benefits that the Corps wants to recognize. Benefits should be closdy digned with
locd plans.

13. Proactive water quality rolefor the Corps

The Corps needs to have water quality as a mgor new role, and take a more proactive role in
water qudity issues and watershed sudies. The Corps needs more funding and authority for
pilot projects in order to do research and develop ways to protect water quaity. There isn't a
science behind many of the solutions currently in place.

14. Address groundwater remediation
Watersheds with serious groundwater problems must be studied.
15. Regulatory reform

Specm c regulatory reforms were suggested by one of the tables, to include:
Corps should be more diligent and protective of resources,
Better enforcement and follow-up;
Stricter guiddines for mitigation banking;
Public information needs to be more open and transparent, on the Internet. Corps aso
needs to do better record keeping and develop a database for tracking public information;
Develop adatabase and look at cumulative impact when permitting;
404(b) guiddines need to be more gtrictly adhered to;
don’'t use programmatic permits;
don’t use preservation alone as a mitigation technique.
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Closing Remarks and Adjournment

Generd Madsen began his cosng remarks by thanking the audience members who
remained throughout the entire listening sesson.’ The Genera noted that the Corps places great
vaue on the public nput that was provided at the day’s meeting. He indicated that the Corps has
wresled with many of the issues raised in this ligening sesson, and dl of the input from this
meeting will be combined with the input from the other ligening sessons across the country.
The Generd dso made note that the chdlenges identified by the Corps did not specificaly
include shoreline protection, and that is an example of why public input is so important to the
process.

Mr. Creighton asked the participants to complete and hand in a comment form before
leaving the room.® He then invited the audience to remain in the room a the concdlusion of the
ligening sesson and converse with the Corps gaff, who would be avalable to tak with them in
an informa sHting. With that, the Sacramento listening sesson was adjourned.  Any public
statement collected in conjunction with this listening sesson isincluded as Appendix C.

® Fewer than half of the participants who began the listening session remained by the time the session concluded.

® In order to obtain feedback for internal use by the Corps on the effectiveness of the listening sessions, Corps
personnel placed comment forms on each table for the participantsto complete. These were collected by the Corps
personnel asthe participants |eft the meeting.
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APPENDIX A

TRANSCRIPTION OF COMMENTS
REGARDING IDENTIFIED CHALLENGES






COMMENTSON “STICKIES’ COLLECTED AT SACRAMENTO LISTENING

SESSION

No. | Challenge Why challenge isimportant?

1 | Watershed planning and In San Francisco Bay the “Baylands Ecosystem
implementation Habitat Goads’ provides ablueprint for restoring

over 100,000 acres of tidal wetlands. The Corps
should use this so\\document to guide its
mitigation and restoration programs.

2 Digposd of dredge materid Corps needs to implement regiond planning for
ports. The dimination of excess ports would
reduce amount of dredging necessary.

3 | Wetland Permitting: 1) improve We keep losing wetlands. The Presdent’s
implementation of 404 6l guiddines. Clean Water Action Plan asksfor an increase of
Some projects can surely be denied wetland acreage. Thiswon't happen if every
because of the avallability of permit is approved.
dternative upland Stes.

4 Groundwater contamination caused by Lost water supply.
indugtry activities, military bases, etc. Cogtly trestment process.

Participate in remediation of GW
caused by contamination.

5 Mitigation must provide ano net loss Some 404 permits are dlowing wetland loss to
of wetland acreage and function. be offsat by the preservation of exigting

wetlands. Thisresultsin anet loss of wetlands.

6 Cdfed isproposing to create a If programmatic 404 permits are devel oped, the
programmetic 404 permit for 404 61 guidelines become meaningless since
CA/FED. Webdievethissetsa they are project specific.
terrible precedent for the 404
program.

7 Permitting — alow public review of Currently potentidly affected people have to file
permit files during permit process. Freedom of Information Act requests.

8 Cogt sharing. Loca sponsors need to have credit for

LERRD’'S.
Change formula for deep draft navigation.

9 Enforcement of 404 permit actions, Mitigation does not aways occur because
including compliance with mitigation gpplicant fails to obey permit requirements and
requirements. Corpsfailsto monitor this. Thesefalures or

omissions go unrectified. Corps needsto
implement pendties for these failures of permit
requirements.

10 | MissonCreep—1 The adminigration limits Civil Works Budget

having Corps do non-Corps projects may take
limited resources from nationdly significant
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water resource i ssues.

11 | Better implementation and
enforcement of 404 regulatory
programs that resultsin improved
protection of wetlands.

12 | Dredging. Dredge often and deep of al Congressondly

authorized projects.

13 | 404 wetlands— flood control channds Eliminate need for mitigation of maintenance of
and dredge disposal sites become sructures that were properly permitted at
wetlands by definition. congtruction.

14 | Adminidrative gpped of wetland Public needs to have away of finding out if
jurisdictions. there are such appedl's and the outcome of such

appeals to enable them to see whether Corpsis
rejecting inappropriate gppeas or isjust a
rubber stamp for gpproval.

15 | Allow locd sponsorsto construct Assg Corpsismesting its backlog of projects.
funded flood control projectson a
“pay-as-you-go” process rather than
through reimbursemen.

16 | Allow for quicker 404 permit process Communities need to be able to accomplish
under emergency declarations. flood protections during or immediately after an

emergency.

17 | Allow for maintenance of flood Allow communities to maintain its flood
protection facilities that have been protections.
originaly mitigated without need to
apply for 404 permits.

18 | Indude water qudity solutionsin To meet water quaity standards established by
watershed studies. EPA needsto be part of watershed planning.

19 | Cogt share on thelocally preferred The NED project usudly can't be built because
plan. it would receive permits.

20 | FHood control and transportation. Loca agencies cannot be respongive to
Need better process to authorize emergenciesif prior notification and
*emergency response work (R.E.P). authorization reguired.

21 | Streamline the processto get to Desgn agreements delay project construction,
congtruction earlier (* suggest keeping the public at risk longer and increasing
eiminaing the new requirements for project costs.

“design agreements’).

22 | Delegate more authority to Didtricts. Speeds up the process. No changesin direction

caused by Divison and Headquarters.

23 | Need to streamline the Corps process Public safety isjeopardized. Egtablish
for PL 84-99 rehabilitation to ensure predetermined PIR’s.
flood control project damageis
completed prior to the upcoming flood
Season.
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24 | FC O&M. *Includein PCA aCorps Delegate 404 permitting to State and Corps act
commitment to facilitate coordination as asociae for flood protection in 404/10
with federd agencies (e.g., Sec. 7 process and project development. More Corps
consultations) for O&M reg. daf.

25 | Hood control — O&M. Reduce cost O&M projects (e.g., channel clearing/dredging)
and time required to gain lead times make increase from 6 months +/- to 2
authorization. Maintain FC facilities years or more and costs have increased 2-4
— both Corpsand locdl. Streamline times due to regulatory requirements. Need
404/10 process for FC O&M. Long- Corps active participation to reverse trend.
term O&M 7?2? with turnover.

26 | Vdueof environmenta restoration Would lead to projects more acceptable to
should be included as a part of B.C. community with better chance to get permits.
ratio.

27 | Water supply. More demand for water restoration
projects/refuges/+ fish. Puts funding and people
as 2" to these other needs.

28 | Includeloca sponsor as apartner in Better communication with Colondl a Didrict

PRB and alow sponsor comments on and sponsor comments are available for
P.E.S. Division and Headquarters. To see. Inadequate
??77? and 7772,

29 | Project manager should continue Communication breaks down at that phase
through construction. because the Project Manager is not active.

30 | Provide acompleted project to the Deficient maintenance reduces public safety and
sponsor at end of congtruction that the reduce the project benefits.

SpoNsor can maintain (suggest
providing al necessary permits for
O&M at project turnover aswell asan
economic judtification for PL 84-99
rehab).

31 | Cost sharing of projects now based on Localy-preferred plan often includes
NED Plan. Allow cost share based on environmental components needed that, if not
locally preferred plan instead of NED included, would permit prevent project from
plan. being built. NED Plan may not be congtructable

because permits could not be obtained.

32 | Issue blanket permitsfor emergency Public hedth and safety.
response smilar to the El Nino Year
but improve it based on our lessons
learned.

33 | Impaired water/control of non-point Individua counties can not control what other
source. Corps or state should counties are doing. For example, Sacramento
fadlitate multi-county improved water Riveisliged asimpaired for 186 miles— Corps
problems. or State should bein control of this, not each

individua county (or CALFED).

34 | Flood damage reduction. Corps People and property seem to be taking a back

should give more weight??? to people

stance to environmental needs. A balance needs
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and property protection relative to to be obtained to not discredit loss of life and
environmert. property. Balance. People/property protection
and environment.

35 | Maintenance permits with O&M Ability to perform maintenance.
manudl.

36 | New mitigation for each repair to Failuresin’98 for Stes repaired after 97
damage sSte. Onetime mitigation for required new mitigation.
repetitive damage repair.

37 | PL 84-99. Non-dructurd projects We al look bad when it takes years to work
have many policy issuesthat are not through policy issues for projects that everyone
addressed by Corps policy guidance, supports. Flush out and address
leading to lengthy ddlay in policy/procedures in advance after construction
implementation. with affected agencies.

38 | Tresat project sponsors as full partners It isinequitable for non-federal sponsors to not
in cost sharing of project activities receive credit for legitimate project activities.
(e.g. cost share locd cost to
devel op/negotiate design agreement,
environmental compliance-CEQA,
design review).

39 | Corps policy/authority is predisposed Change Corps policy/authority to fully
toward not examining water supply cooperae in examining and developing (at
benefits that could be developed at 100% nonfederd cost) water supply at
authorized flood control projects. authorized federd flood control projects where

locally supported.

40 | Ground water recharge. Use of storm Water supply isimportant (problemsre: P?72?7?
waters should be made a Corps D???, Orange Co., CA).
priority when appropriate as a matter
of palicy.

41 | Mitigation cost for repairs of flood Can prohibit work from being completed. Need
control structures. to make it a one-time mitigation cost and action.

Not having to mitigate each time you repair a
reach of levee.

42 | Corpsinvolvement should beto lead Long-term balance of resource.
planning at awatershed level. Need
to broker decisions of locd land use
planning to bendfit dl users water,
urban use; environ.; agriculture.

43 | Condder culture change from builder Avoid ingppropriate development in floodplain,
of public worksto being facilitator of increased demand for infrastructure.
watershed/regiona decison making.

44 | Corps has resources throughout the Grest technica resources that should be
nation that should be avallable to hep available as-needed (e.g., consulting) to help
local issues (e.g., peer review of Bay with a specific project or watershed planning
Bridge). effort.
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45 | Provide adequate funding and gaffing
for the Corps Regulatory Staff in
order to effectively manage the CWA.

The Corps has become purely a rubber slamp
agency on 404 CWS permit process (time and
gaffing dictate that thisistheir only role). Too
often only the short term economic gods of the
developer are heard. Thelong term impactsasa
result of the development result in increased
needs for flood control etc. If the permit was
denied or effectively managed in the first place
the need for indirect long term corrections

would not be required.

46 | USACE does need to advocate to the
benefit of locd partners, on behdf of
the federd projects that are in place
currently.

These projects remain federa assets— they need
to support the project purposes and not
underminelocd trainers,

47 | USACE planning and implementation
of PL8499 |evee restorations needs an
expedited process. Investigation,
design and condruction is

Asloca agencies are not permitted to
accomplish these functions on USACE projects,
failure to complete 84-99 projectsin atimely
fashion is essentid to system integyrity.

cumbersome and dow.
48 | Ports- #1. Develop aredligtic and 1. Guiddines should beredligtic regarding
flexible planning methodology for actud practice of nationd and globa

federd judtification of navigation
improvement projects. Revisethe
current PPG (Planning Principles and
Guiddines).

shipping fleet.

2. Guiddines should put grester emphasis on
future fleet (i.e.: accommodate a future fleet
equd to the project planning horizon in
forecast length).

3. Expand the “project benefits’ categoriesto
include a broader scope (i.e.: include custom
revenues, land cregtion, environmentd
mitigation or retoration).

4. Useregiond analysis based upon regiond
practice for defining economic benefits.

49 | Ports- #2. Revise current (Sec. 101
WRDA ' 86) cost sharing formulafor
navigation projects.

1. Redefine “Deep Draft” vess to reflect
changes in the present and future globa
fleet.

2. Provide clear definition of “utility
relocations’ and cost sharing of them.

3. Eliminate the *10% payback” requirement
for the federal share of GNF of NED.
LERR(D)’ s should be project benefits.

4. Cost share should be based upon the
“Recommended Plan” becauseit iswhat is
being constructed.
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50 | Ports#3. Project total cost andyss Portswith little project life maintenance
should include al anticipated dredging should receive a greater federd share
maintenance dredging for the life of of thefirgt cost of congdtructing navigation
the project. project.

51 | Ports#4. Expand the use of project 1. Increased federa share of mitigation
mitigation options. Develop a requirements to dlow sponsor to afford them
practice approach to multi-project and project be built.
multi- purpose mitigation project 2. Multi-purpose mitigation projects will
features. Egtablish a“ nationd” provide grester opportunity to satisfy
mitigation bank for use by many competing mitigation interests.

SPONSOr's.

52 | From: Moustafa Abou-Taeb/ O.E.S. When adisagter hits, local governments are lost

(Pasadena) (626)683-6747. between FEMA and USACOE (for along time)
on who has the authority to fund and/or

What qudifiesfor a“flood control determine what flood control works/local ?7??

work” vs. “loca drainage’? Istherea | fdl under what programs. Applicants are

mutua understanding between loosing funding through this confusion.

USACOE and FEMA regarding this!

Can USACO develop apre-set ligt of

what is under their program!!

53 | Beableto fund repair to damagedone | Weat O.E.W. hear from the Corps, itisnotin
in disagters. our budget. Why does it take so long to fund the

Corps to do damage Site repair.

54 | CA hasunmet needs for federd shore Storm damage reduction, protection of coastal
protection and coastal sediment habitats, public safety, coastal access, sustaining
management. Administration needs to economic benefit of tourism, reduction on
recognize the shoreline as important reliance on hard protective structures, and
infrastructure and consider the total maintaining recreation opportunities are the
package of benefitsto the nationa maor benefits.
when justifying a shore protection
project.

55 | Georgiana dough permanent repair. William Shdlton
Latest effort afalure. Globa P.O. Box 144
warming in reaion to water Walnut Grove
transference across the delta 95690

916-776-1890

56 | Coordinate better between Corps and Often one Corps misson isfulfilled at the

Mission. expense of damaging another misson (eg.,
flood protection projects generdly detrimental
to coastal sediment supply and storm damage
reduction activities).

57 | Provideleadership for coastal COE isinvolved in many aress of the tota
sediment management that includes a watershed system, but often does not coordinate
broad systematic approach. wel with its other missons.
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58 | Treat usasequd “partners’, not The change in dtitude will increase the “bond”

“customers.” needed between the Corps and nonfederal
sponsor to get the work done “ better, faster, and
cheaper.”

59 | Active coordination with other federd Proper use of FEMA could get us dramaticaly
agencies. better and cheaper flood management projects —

if the 2 agencies would work together.

60 | Process, process, process. If the Corps can't get solutionsin atimdy
manner, having you as a cost sharing partner
becomes less attractive. All your processes need
to be evaluated.

61 | Expangon. Don't get into other missons until you get the
resources to address the existing mission.

62 | Comprehensve yet balanced approach | Individua agencies are Sngle-focused and not
to solve society’ sissues. The Corps interested in the holigtic solution. Thus nothing
can take the lead in watershed gets solved.
managemertt.

63 | Focuson prevention thus not alowing If we don’t do prevention, we will only continue
more problemsin the future and then to spend local, Sate, and federa money on
focus on correcting existing problems. problems we knowingly create.

64 | Improve efficiency of bringing The cogt of projectsisincreasingly pricing the
projects on line. Adopt procedures to Corps out of the market. There may be better
expedite projects at lower cost. ways to implement projects through transfer of

more respongbility to non-federd interests.

65 | Provide better coordination in the Need to have a centralized clearing house to
permitting of projects. provide coordinated permit and planning effort.

66 | Rdiable supply of high qudity water Needed for future growth.

a certain times of year or in certan
years.

67 | Devdop morerdidhility into the Additiond supply is largely useless without
water supply. reigility.

68 | Need for more water in the Central - Agricultureisloosng water in the
Valley (need for use of ocean water Centra Valey.
for coastal urban areas). - Need to sustain agriculture and increase

wildlife habitet in Centrd Vadley.

69 | Increase groundwater supplies and Groundwater for domestic use and for habitat
quality. protection.

70 | Foster cooperation between COE and Better cooperation provides better results,
gate agencies. (include local sponsor streamlined procedures/less “planning” time
in project progress meetings) Spent on coordination.

71 | To keep USACE programs and policy Incons stent creetion of policies and programs at

development coordinated with state of
CA government priorities and
initiatives.

the state vs. federd leve can waste valuable
public dollars and productivity.
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72 | Work better the potentia local
sponsors in educating them on the
benefit of COE involvement.

73 | Mantan river flows. To reestablish fisheries and provide and protect

habitat.

74 | Mantain degpwater channels for Many communities depend on water borne
shipping and maintain oxygen content businesses.
for fisheries.

75 | Steering development away from Reduce need to rescue those after disaster
flood prone or environmentaly OCCurs.
senstive aress.

76 | Protect and maintain habitats. Earth’s balance for survivdl.

77 | Hoodplain management — shifting the No avenue for State or Federd regulation of
view of “whereisflooding development within floodplains, makes it
appropriate’ to “whereisdevelopment | difficult for large-scae planning efforts to
appropriate.” implement ‘ nontraditiona’ or * nongtructurd’

aternatives and prevent future flood problems.

78 | FHood protection. Need wide sethack lences??? NOT narrow

channdlized risers losing too many ??7?? to
flooding.

79 | Increased partnership with other Need to know what land is subject to flooding
federa agencies regarding flood under various scenarios.
dudies. A key dement isthe lack of
accurae terrain information. FEMA,

National Wesather Service and the
USGS are “ stakeholders.”

80 | Directing growth out of floodplains Minimize damage from floods, restore naturd
and wetlands. flows, restore habitat.

81 | COE benefit/cost considerations See above.

(quiddines) are not getting us where
we need to be — still impacting
environmentally sengtive aress, Hill
having flood disasters.

82 | COE can't/won't take growth into Focus on exigting Stuation will keegp us behind
account in flood control planning. the“8 ball” forever — need alonger term view.

83 | Expanding non-structura flood “Sustainable’” watershed management must
control solutions, presenting include economic feagihility, community and
opportunities for agriculture and environmental hedlth. Our watershed
habitat and overd| watershed hedth. management must be managed a broader, more
Reforming policies and procedures to comprehensve scae, including local
promote this thinking and planning on stakeholders.
abroader, more watershed-wide scale.

84 | Providing non-gtructura flood control Approach makes more economic and
given Corps economic policies. environmenta sensein the long term.
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85 | Finding away to quantify/incorporate M akes non-traditiona solutions more
environmenta issuesinto Federa implementable; alow Corps/Fedsto participate
cost- benefit analyses (how to put (economicaly) in awider variety of solutions.
numbers $$ on environmenta
restoration and enhancement).

86 | Providing flexibility in federd Enable the Federal government to better meet
planning guiddines. the needs of their local sponsors rdative to

environmental restoration issues (i.e., NED plan
vs. environmentaly efficient plan.
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APPENDIX B

TRANSCRIPTION OF NOTES FROM SMALL GROUP
DISCUSSIONS ON RESPONSIBILITIES AND ACTIONS






SACPM1
Challenge:

Enhance coordination and cooperation between Federa, State, and loca interests.
Actions:

Egtablish regiona water resources coordinating councils.

Continue to hold faciliteted sessons.

Communicatel

Who:

All Fed-State-L ocal-Private

Challenge:

Guiding growth that preserves environmentd vaues and minimizes development in floodplains.
Actions:

Develop guidance for land use.

Provide financid incentives for gppropriate actions.

Redefine what development is acceptable in afloodplain.

Who:

State for land use development

FEMA — financid incentives, other Fed agencies

Private investment for development FEMA

Challenge:

Cost benefit guidelines. Redtrict congderation of the full array of solutions.

Actions;

Rewrite guiddines to be more flexible, incorporate socid, cultura, and environmenta vaues.
Revison must be publicly conducted.

Who:

Corps with input from a broad range of stakeholders and agencies.
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Challenge:
Reiable, with appropriate qudity water supply to meet dl uses.
Actions:

Seek new sources for urban growth.
Desdinization — full uses of dl components.
Stabilize supply for agriculture.

More conservation measures.

Who:

Corps
Bureau of Reclamation
Private Investment

B-2

Appendix B



Actions;

Undertake
moving the

SACPM2

a long-term drategic plan (one tha survives across management change) focused on
Corpsto a comprehensive, watershed focus with a facilitation orientation.

Priority Actions:

Reform P&

G (acontinuous process).

make non-gructurd evauation on par with structura
pooling mitigation among diverse projects
update economies for navigation

Better integration of purposes — balance needs.

Comprehensve planning for resources, integrating economic, public needs and
environmen.

Focus on prevention — Corps should be trying to put itsdf out of work.

Adopt awatershed focus for regulatory program (vs. — piecemed). (Move to EPA?)

Need accelerated process for bringing projects on line (e.g., PL 84-99 actions).

Need to remove inditutiond bariers and red tgpe which impede doing things that
have wide gpprova (e.g., set back levees).

“Break the cycle’ — unwise growth and resource demands to provide protection for
those decisions (Nationa Basin).
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SACPM3
20 June AM

My Issues
Flood Control Emergency Response, Environment

- Need a non-structura project process and procedures

- Too much “process’ associated with PL84-99 repairs, PIR’'s

- Would like to do own feasibility studies that meet Corps criteria.
- Better handle on how environmenta benefits are considered.

- Eliminate PED agreements.

- More flexibility for partners to perform creditable work.

- More delegation to digtricts for gpprova of agreements.

- PL 84-99 should address mitigation responsibilities.

- Credit for al nonfederal sponsors' legitimate project activities

New Panning Guidance Document for Corps on Internet ER1105-2-100
wWww.usace.army.mil

| ssuesraised by group:
Water Resour ces Challengesthe Nation Faces

- O&M of Corps-huilt projects, primarily due to environmental regulations too difficult
and costly. Need Corps assstance. Corps Regulatory does not provide much help to
move O&M forward. Lack of Corps staffing does not help.

- Would be desrable a project turnover for Corps to deliver dl the federa (and Sate)
permits need for O& M.

- One-time mitigation for O&M and repairs.

- Redligtic scheduling.

- Perhaps identify at project turnover the PL84-99 authorized rehab cost (to avoid
PIRs) and update periodicaly; pre-authorized repairs.

- Develop palicies that address key issues for non-structural projects.

Problem:
Decison-making is too dow and needs to be speeded up.
Solution:

Delegate more authority to Didricts.
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Problem:
Streamline PL 84-99 rehab to ensure repairs made prior to upcoming flood season.
Solution:

Delegate authority as wdl as diminae Project Information Reports by edtablishing pre-
determined economica repair cost limits, possibly at project turnover.

Problem:

Environmenta issues impact ability to perform required O&M of Corps projects.

Solution:

Permits acquired and transferred with completed project works that enable the O&M activities.
The Corps to hdp provide, for older projects, programmatic multi-year permits for O&M.
Incorporate commitment from Corps, in the PCA, to facilitate Section 7 consultation and other
coordination.

Problem:

Lack of afederd flood control advocate in setting and administering regulations.

Solution:

Corpsto establish itsdlf as an “advocate’ for flood control.

Problem:

Allow greener projects.

Solution:

Congder environmenta benefitsin B/C ratios.

Problem:

Locd agencies have difficulty performing maintenance after floods.

Solution:

Need the Corpsto develop Regiona Genera Permits that allow appropriate O& M.
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Problem:

The locds prefer a plan different than the NED plan and want full cost sharing of the CPP plan.
Solution:

Change policy to dlow full LPP cost sharing.

Problem:

Solution:

Better partner communication.

Problem:

Speedier PL 84-99 rehab needed.

Solution:

Pre-approve repairs up to a cost cap based on available benefits.
Problem:

Streamline the process to get to congtruction earlier.

Solution:

Eliminate the requirements for “design agreements.”

Problem:

Repesated mitigation is required for repetitive flood damage repairs and maintenance.
Solution:

Acquire permits prior to O&M.

Problem:

PL 84-99 nongructurd policy does not address many key issues, resulting in lengthy delays to
implement NSAs.

Solution:
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Deveop palicy guidance that addresses dl the issues, based on sponsor input.
Problem:

The Corps policy and authority is predisposed to not examine water supply benefits for exising
flood control projects.

Solution:

Change Corps policy/authority to fully cooperate in examining and developing (a2 100%
nonfedera cost) water supply a Corps flood control projects where localy supported.

Problem:
Nonfederal sponsors are not treated as equal cost-sharing partners.
Solution:

Change cogt sharing rules to dlow credit for nonfedera sponsor’ s legitimate project activities.
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Problem — Growth — Not enough water

Preserve water for agriculture.
Large areas to replenish groundwater.
Corps one player — need to work with each other.
Not planning far enough ahead in project planning.
Agencieswork againgt each other.
Need long-term outlook.
What isafc fadility.
Manning for growth — county & city.
Infrasiructure — state & federal
Tax gructure drive planning.
NED plan vs. other plans.
Regiond
Environmenta
Structurd projects smpler.
Broaden concept of cost & benefit.
Sustainable devel opment — means different things to different people.
Look at changes in evaluation procedure.
Multi-objective planning.
Can't stop growth — can quode.
Public — private partnerships.
Vacuum in regiond ook at planning.
How to prevent devel opment.
Land use decison — how can gate guide local decisons.
Is Corps useful in CA — State could do.
State often will not accept Corpsin Water Supply.
Benefit Corps brings in Federd funds.

I ssue — Water Supply — Reliability

Urban growth and environmentd takes water from agriculture,
Public isleaning toward tresting H20 as a commodity not a resource.
Don't' have H20 to keep fishery dive.

Harbor and shipping vita to economy — link to outside.

Preservation of environment and growth of economy.

Regulatory program underfunded and understaffed.

Those who want to do it right pendized.

SACPM4
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SACPM5
Orange County — San Leandro
Cal Water Forum
Cong. Tescher
Audulm

Dredging

Interagency planning body to oversee dl issues with dredging including reduction of amount of
materia dredged.

M aintenance of Flood Control Channd

Projects that have dready been mitigated shouldn't have to be mitigated again a permit time.
Permit review should look a mitigation if it is adequete.

Watershed and Water Quality

Corps needs to have water quaity as a mgor new role. Should take more proactive role in water
quaity issues in watershed dudies — which mugt include water quality. Corps needs more
authority, more funding for pilot projects to do research so that the community can have more
confidence in success of solutions and water qudity problems.

Groundwater Remediation

Watersheds with serious groundwater problems must look at these in the studies.

Regulatory
1. Corps now diligent and protective of resources.
2. Enforcement and follow up!
3. Mitigation banking — stricter guiddines.
4, Public information needs to be more open, transparent, on the internet. Needs to do

better record keeping and develop a data base for tracking public information.
Advertise. Admin Apped. Activ.

5. Do have to develop data base and look a cumulative impact when permitting.

6. 404(b) guidelines need to be more drictly adhered to — doesn’t get gpplication denied.
Take them serioudly.

7. Don't use programmatic permits.

8. Don’'t use preservation aone as amitigation.
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SACPM6

Table Participants

| ssues

Office of Emergency Preparedness
CA Dept. of Boating Water ???
Concerned Citizens Delta BRC

|.  Emergency Preparedness

Clarify and define criteria for who has jurisdiction prior to flood. FEMA’s COE should
coordinate and inform state agencies and provide criteria.

Il.  Globa Warming — Who's Mission?

Impact: Rigng levd of water in the Ddta Water trander of water in the Ddta  Future
€conomic impact.

gkrowdE

ISk

8.
9. Corps needs to look at the total broad picture and ensure one Corps mission should not

Shore Protection/Beach Restoration.

Corps should fully exercise its mission in shore protection.

HQUSA CE track shore protection as a primary misson not a secondary mission.
Corpstakethelead in coasta settlement management.

Corps recognize shoreline public trust infrastructure — (State willing to partner).

Impresson is that the federd government is not interested in supporting the Federd
Shore Protection.

Decrease the cost of feashility studies or a the very least, provide a detalled and
accurate accounting of costs of reconffeashility studies (sharing of the books).
Apparent difference between contractor costs and the Corps total costs. What data that
is shared is broad categories.

Expand the NED (Nationd Environment Plan) Plan to include dl bendfits (i.e,
recreation, tourism, etc.) not just what the Corps wants to recognize — too narrow in
focus. Aligned then more with loca plan.

Implement Nationa Shoreline Management Study — provide funding!!

impeach on another Corps misson.

10. All shordlines not crested equd. Big differences between West Coast and East Coast.
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