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Outline

»Where did this come from?
»What is it?

»So what and who cares?
»What has been done

»What needs to be done to make it
sustainable?
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« What is something everyone seems to have some
affinity for regardless of race, creed, intelligence
quotient, education, or economic standing?

As far as | can tell it’s SPORTS!
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What Is 11?

» Risk = Hazard(s) x Vulnerability

» It uses previously identified potential adaption
options,

» It is constrained by budget, physical and
institutional constraints.

» Innovation is allowed but must be realistic.
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Fig. 2. The IDT Process. The IDT is an iterative process that uses a game format to arrive at an informed decision on next steps for proactive drought management
research.

It is a way to help explore with a diverse group of sectors the risks

in a watershed and the options to address the risks.
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So why is this Framework different?

» The approach differs from shared vision planning as it
is more participatory, intense and engaging.

» It captures the cross fraining of a workshop with
the additional focus generated by
competition.



» It challenges people to think systematically about
adaptation tradeoffs within constraints,

» Benefits from concentrated technical development,

» Flexible can engage with a range of data models and
issues.
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Rio Grande,

6.Designing a 4 year transition




Progressively more complexity for increasingly specific issues

—_—

Increasing quantification of Risks, Solutions, Impacts and Costs.

Can be developed usiné R

local knowledge and
guidance documents with
some subject expertise.
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Systems Thinking

Better quantified risks,
impacts, and risk mitigation
options, costs , constraints,
tradeoffs and feedbacks.
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impacts, and risk
mitigation options, costs,
constraints, tradeoffs and
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lowa-Cedar-Multi-Hazard-Tournament}|

Scope-of-Work"

1

Purposeq]

The-purpose-of-this-document-is-to-provide-a-base-level-of-detail-for-the-tasks-that-will-be-conducted-as-
part-of-the-lowa-Cedar-Multi-Hazard-Tournament.-q]

1

Tournament-Structured]

The-Multi-Hazard-Tournament,-hereafter-referred-to-as-tournament,-is-composed-of-a-single-day-event:
where-stakeholders-and-decision-makers-are-invited-to-participate-in-a-game-style-format-where-they-
make-virtual-landuse-and-water-resources-decisions-related-to-flood,-drought-and-water-quality.-The-
tournament-allows-for-participants-to-make-decisions-in-multiple-rounds-where-each-decision-point-is-
evaluated-by-a-suite-of-different-models.-q]

The-participants-will-be-divided-up-into-tables-of-6-8-people-of-differing-education,-background,-and-
water-related-responsibilities-and-interests-in-an-attempt-to-gain-a-balanced-cross-section-of-differing-
ideas-on-how-to-address-the-water-resource-challenges.-The-tournament-has-a-primary-facilitator-along:
with-individual-facilitators-for-each-table,-or-“team”.-There-will-be-technical-experts-that-will-serve-as-
referees.-Referees-and-other-teams-will-score-a-team-based-on-how-well-their-decisions-provide-short-
and-long-term-solutions-to-water-resource-problems.-Prior-to-the-date-of-the-tournament-a-workbook-or-
“Play-Book”-will-be-provided-to-all-invited-participants--that-will-explain-all-of-the-rules-and-provide-
pertinent-background-information-that-will-be-needed-to-understand-the-starting-condition-of-the-
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“Playbook” for the San Antonio Watershed

Multi-Hazard Tournament

Version 1.0

» Game Play Instructions
» Watershed Overview
» Hazard Descriptions

» Basin Economics, Social,
Policy

» Description of possible Risk
Reduction Measures
(Adaptation Opftions)

» Explanation of Adaptation
Options, Costs, and Their
Potential Effects
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Figure 4 Example of Elements of the Decision Support Tool Interface. Note: AMinor

modifications may be made to this interface prior to the tournament.
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Nicole

Picture 6: Teams making decisions with their table facilitators



# Decision Support Tool
Score

M Team and Referee

Wi In future would like to
PR add a score for the
M Consideration of bdldnced reSiIience
Ipacts of the overall
- e watershed versus the
Tele [\ e [Ve]
stakeholders

Note the Decision Support tool was automatically calculated
based on the estimated improvement the teams’ decisions made

relative to the baseline.



Would you make different decisions after being involved
in the tournament?

mYes "No " Maybe

Changes in Participant's understanding of the
different interests between upsiream and
downstream users?

®mYes " No

Likeliness to use information learned from the

tournament
Very unlikely Unlikely Likely Very likely

Have you increased your knowledge of risk to
various hazards and their impacts?

®Yes ®"No  Notsure



Phase 1: Refinement And Planning (2016-2017),

Phase 2: Training Material and Tool Development (2016-2018),

Phase 3: Training And Dissemination To USACE Divisions And
Districts (2017-2019), and

Phase 4: Operational Application, Ongoing Training, Integration
and Development (2019- onwards)




Linking the right people and
Institutions
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Linking to Institutional
Objectives and Policies



NIDIS Federal Enterprise (From Figure )
Monitoring and Forecasting,
Drought and Flood Impacts Assessments and Scenarios,
NIDIS-Information Services in Support of Adaptation,
Communication and Outreach,
Engaging Preparedness and Adaptation
Color coding : 1) Yellow low challenge,

2) Purple more challenge,

3) Black greatest challenge
Size: 1) Less technically difficulty,
2) More technically difficulty,
3) Most technically difficulty
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Figure 6: Preliminary E stimation of Relative challenge to integrate NIDIS elements by
tournament comp lexity.
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Existing and Potential USACE Programs and Initiatives

Programs

Initiatives and Tools

Programs

. CPCX

. SAGE

. Silver Jackets Flood

. Asset Management

. ICI-WARM UNESCO HELP
. Planning

1. Resilience

2. Charettes

3. Integrated Watershed Management
4. Coastal risk reduction

5. Drought and resilience regarding CC

Potential

s WN = s WN =

. Water Storage

. Risk Management
. Regulatory

. CMEP

. Recreation

. P3 Green infrastru~t ==

Existing and Potential National and International Links With USACE and External Organizations

National

External

Existing

1. USACE

2.USGS Climate Science Centers and Risk Assessment Unit

3.NOAA

4. National Drought Mitigation Center

5. The National Integrated Drought Information System (NIDIS)
6. Department of Energy

7. San Antonio River Authority (SARA)

8. City of Cedar Rapids

Potential

1. Landscape Conservation Collaboratives

2. Norfolk Silver Jacket Coastal Risk Reduction MHT project
3. Kansas State Water Office

4. USACE Water Storage potential being explored

5. P3 Green Infrastructure is being explored

1. Caribbean Institute for Hydrology and Meteorology
2. Millennium Challenge Corporation
3. Universities of Saskatchewan, Alberta,British Columbia and Nebraska



America Competes Act

Opportunitye

Distance Playing maintains quality

but reduces costs of bringing people

500 GB together, allows for community of
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How do we know When it Makes A

Difference?

Knowledge Increased
Stakeholders understand:
1. Their risks,

2. Risk mifigation options and
3. Potential sources of fechnical and financial support to initiate risk

mitigation
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