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O ur ef for ts exempli f y the importance of  
 networks for connecting active research  
 efforts and water resources practitioners. The 

sustained support of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Regional 
Integrated Sciences and Assessments (RISA) proj-
ects allowed relationships between researchers and 
decision makers to develop as the science, climate 
conditions, and decision maker needs evolved. This 
allowed results to quickly f low to decision makers, 
with communications based on shared language and 
trust built over multiple engagements. These discus-
sions also enabled the research community to better 
understand challenges facing decision makers and 
how research results can more effectively support a 
variety of decision processes.

These interactions included the Reconciling 
Colorado River Flow Projections Stakeholder Meeting 
in Las Vegas, Nevada, on 14 November 2008. This 
proved efficient for a one-time engagement attended 
by about 70 stakeholders from a wide variety of 
groups, including federal and state agencies, water 
districts, conservation groups, water resources con-
sulting firms, and other academics working with 
stakeholders, among others. It was preceded the day 
before by a scientist meeting to iron out where we 

had consistent messages to communicate and where 
there were still outstanding uncertainties. Although 
successful, repeated workshops would be hard to 
sustain with irregular research schedules and dollars. 
Outreach, however, continued on a more individual 
basis. Each of the RISA researchers engaged with 
multiple networks of decision makers concerned with 
the Colorado basin. We estimate these interactions 
occurred at over 25 other meeting venues throughout 
the following two years. Self-organized networks of 
water resources practitioners focused on addressing 
climate change challenges appeared to be particularly 
efficient and effective loci for scientists to engage with 
decision makers as they served to increase trusted 
communication between members to share strate-
gies, jointly create opportunities for innovation, and 
leverage each other’s efforts to move their organiza-
tions forward.

Through these interactions, we have gathered 
feedback from decision makers that can provide 
guidance for future priorities as science and adapta-
tion progress, these messages include the following:

i) Decision makers have difficulty knowing whether 
they have considered the full range of projections 
that are appropriate for their purposes. Therefore, 

1JANUARY 2014AMERICAN METEOROLOGICAL SOCIETY |

mailto:dennisl%40uw.edu?subject=
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-12-00228.2


there is need for a regularly updated inventory 
of available future projections, including clearly 
communicated ancillary information (metadata).

ii) As new projections become available from the 
Program for Climate Model Diagnosis and Inter-
comparison (PCMDI) for the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fifth Assess-
ment Report, comparisons with prior projections 
will be complicated by the shift from emissions 
scenarios to representative concentration path-
ways (Moss et al. 2010). The research community 
should begin now to prepare guidance to ease this 
transition.

iii) Climate change is but one of the large uncertain-
ties impacting water resources planning that 
communities are confronting. Integrated assess-
ments that can connect hydrologic changes with 
others (e.g., land use, energy demand, and energy 
production) are needed for regional planning.

iv) Decision makers are increasingly appreciating 
the importance of high-elevation headwaters, and 
efforts are growing to connect downstream water 
utilities with activities aimed at maintaining 
headwater resilience. This is prompting new ques-
tions of the research community, especially about 

localized risk (e.g., water supply infrastructure 
related to wildfires), valuation of environmental 
services (e.g., snowpack “reservoir” storage), 
and avoided costs (e.g., alternative water supply 
sources) (Carpe Diem West 2011).

v) As water resources practitioners face increas-
ingly challenging prospects for meeting planning 
goals and managing risks, the range of adapta-
tion options under consideration expands, thus 
increasing the range of stakeholders that scientists 
must engage (Carpe Diem West 2012).
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