
Summary/Comments Volume I

Page 1, second column, second full paragraph. The interrelationship bemreen Volume
1 and Volume 2 could be expanded upon. For example, how and wl~ere will targets
and actions from Volume II be applied within Ecological Zones.

¯ Table of Contents for Volume I does not break out subheadings like Volume II; also,
~bheadings within Ecological Zones are not consistent.

¯ Page 23, DEI,TA Ecological Zone Restoration Plan and

¯ Page 25, Restoration Plan Components. Are the Elements 1,2,3,4,5,6 (p. 25-31)
related to the seven main elements referred to on page 23. If so, maybe a statement
saying how reIated.

¯ Page 35, A brief introduction on p. 35 is needed comparable to that on page 56 for
Habitats. For example, what ecosystem components are addressed; stressors, habitats,
others? What about other elements, i.e. physical processes - secondary.

Page 3 I, Appendix 14 - missing.

Page 32, Table 2. This idud of a summary table would be very. helpful for each of the
ecological zones, maybe summarize all target information f!’onq p. 35 - 7.9 on this
table, as wel! as for other e~ologieal zones.

Example Summary Table

Ecological Zones

Ecosystem Element
and Target Summaries A B C D etc.

Habitat RestOration .... - ................
Cod~s

a. Shaded riverine (could show^that
would indicate species that
would be benefited)

b. Seasonal Wetland

c. Tidal emergent wetland

etc.

ChannellFioodplain improvements .....

Hydraulics ................

Reduc~’Jo~’ses at unscreened ...........
diversion

Contaminants reduction             ,

Etc.’
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SummarylComments Volume I

~s tabl~ could b¢ comb~d ~fl~ ~g~/acfions from Vol~e II to show-6v~flap
be~een Vol~e Imd Hmd ~so to provide a s~~ for the prog~atic E~IS.

At ~s Dm~ Stage, Vol~e I ~d II cont~ we~ of good i~o~afion but it is dirtiest
t0 rock be~een ecologi~ zone ~ species, habim~, and all of the ecosy~em elements
that ~e addressed. A se~es of s~ tables would be ve~
~o~fion m ~� lay public md for s~k~holders. Summ~ rubles ~uld ultimately
sere to show priorities for ~plemen~tion across ecologica[ zones. In addition,
specific ~gets m~d anion ~e approved ~ey co~d be added to the tables.

S~~ ~bles could ~so be ~¢d to evaluate for overlap be~een t~ge~ in VoI~e
m~d II. For e~ple, ~bitat restoration that would ben~fi~ species could be cross
referenced (s~e ex~ple). ~e s~~ tables ~d be ~co~orated ~to ~ Executtve
Su~ ~¢r review comments on ~is flint Dr~ of fl~e E~P. An executive s~~
is probably gong to be requested by mos~ r~¢w~m.

¯ p. 116 ~d 138, ~consistency be~een Rip~im Scab Shrub vs. Rip~i~Shaded
~v¢fine Aq~tic

¯ p. 139, M{d¢h~el Islmds md Shoals miss~g

¯ p. 166, Reference to TabIe 1 on bottom of page refers to a s~ table ~at doesn’t
appe~ to exist.

p. 167, Table I first paragraph uppers m be a co~ect ret?rence but con~’adic~ page
166 mfemnc~.

¯ p. 168, Needs in~oduetion ~at su~es Resource Elemen~ to be addressed
s~l~ to page 115 md I 16.

p, 196, Sedimem supply; Gravel Clemsing md Trmsport; Lev¢es, bridges, ~d b~
protection appe~ m be ~ssing.

¯ p. 207, "Establish a continuo~ 130 ~le riparim habitat zone" (130 ~les?)

I:\S9634\COMMENTS.DOC\ 2/28/97 @

D--026461
D-026461



p.~5-~6 ~nd U~- The ta!ts and ~�tons ap~ar to be so genemt that they la~ a
realistic appma~, A~ions need to be more spec~c e.g, if a buffer zone is to be cteate~,
how ~11 la~ ~ o~ained. By purcha~, ea~me~, =he~ This ~mment applies to all lan~
u~ ~ions.

p253 8e~ion missi~ on V~et~ion Su~essioW~e~ank Flooding

p.2~ Chinook salmon holding ~n~ ~ion mi~ing- al~ no mfemn~ to Spe¢es and
S~ies Group msour~ eleme~s

p.~8 W=er Tem~mtum mi~ing- also SeeSaw Ecos~em Fun~ons missing

p.~3 Land Use sand Human M~e Stm~ures He.trigs mi~ng

p,3~ Gruel Trans~K and Cleansing mi~ing

p.327 All Habitat headings aRer Shaded Rivedne are mi~ing

Headings do nm agree w~ p.~6.355, e.g., fish pa~age vs. Dams, Resewoim,
Stm~ures, Heading for Contaminants not on p.344. ~ipadan scrub missing p,354,

p.369 Streamflow ta~et does not provide a range of values like mo~ other e~logical
ZORSS

p.370 Targets and Actions for Stream Meander am not stated in a way they can be
measured for success.

p.371 Land Use Targets and Actions are not stated in a way they can be measured for

p372 Contami~aflts t~rget ~nd actions too general to be ~ssossed
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Summary/Comments Volume lI

Targets and Actions not broken out for all ecosystem elements - need to explain in-
Introduction when this will occur or if some topics will not have targets/actions.
e.g. no targets/actions for: nontidal perennial aquatic habitat, saline emergent
wetlands, £resh emergent wetland, inIand dune scrub, Agricultural lands, delta smelt,
split tail, long’fin smelt,, white and green sturgeon,

Pathway to Vision subheadings seem to be used when Targets/Actions are not
identified. ProbabIy need to have some explanation that these are programmatic at
this stage, i.e, targets are yet to be identified.

Short-term and long-term is sometimes usM for Targsr~ and Actions: probably need
¯ ,    ,       ,, , ~,�’ ~ .~.+, ~’~.’~. .        . .~ a qual~tatwc^aescmpuon ot-wl~at sho~ and long-term mean.

There are some cases where the heading Target ~nd Actions contain onty actions or
only targets, e.g.p. 69, actions are stated for tidal peremfia[ habitat but not targets, p.
79, actions are stated for D¢lta Sloughs but not targets.

The letter designations for Eco!ogica! Health arc a useN[ method ~’br assessing
existing health of ecosystem elements. Two suggestions:

1. Add to the introduction a brief qualitative explanation of how these ratings were
formed, e.g. compared to what (wha~ is -an A rating).

2. Make the ratings as specific as possible tbr ecological zones, e.g.

p. 73 OK

P. 81 OK

P. 87 OK

P. 99 OK

]_ ..,;k P. 105
missing

/_.-...~ p. 117 can this be more specific like page 125

p. 125 OK

Most fish species have one overall rath~g. An exception is the steetb.~ad trout
165). Will it be possible to apply this specificity to other fish

page t02 ~d 108, Habitat Restoration Heading - Is this really Targets and Actions

]_-".~. page 122, Target not clearly stated

/_. -~ page 131~ No target is stated qualitative or quantitative. Agricultural knterests wiI1
want some statement.
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Volum~ It continued

p. 185 - ti~:st paragraph states the CALFED vision is restoration to levels of the
,L "~’7 1960s and 1970s but also states the long term restoration target is rcstoration to levels

that e,’dsted from 1980-1984. This may say the same thing but appears to be inconsistent

L..g p. 188- the actions on this page are good examples of those that should be cross
referenced to flow and habitat restoration targets already proposed in Volume t. Inclusion
in a summary talble would accomplish this.

i
~." p" 201- the targets sta~ed here are to restrictive when applied over regional areas as implied

here. It seems more appropriate to try. and restore in some core areas like those proposed on p. 197

~Uzones,’~’ 205- targets for riparian forest a~d oak woodland need to be stated for specific ecological

The target oflncreasing prey populations may not be practicaie enough to include. If an
action was stated it would be possible to evaluate this target. Other targets on p. 205 are lacking
targets.

p. 208 and 209- under Targets and Actions - all of these appear to be actions- probably need to
L"I [ state some targets so that the actions can be judged against the targets.

L.. p//~" p.2t3 Target and actions not differentiated

/_../..~ ¯
p.219 Targets and actions mixed again- no clear target statement, e.g,, crane numbers
recruitment numbers, ne~ing success etc.

~"i L~ ,
P,233 First paragrapl~ second ~lumn - targets for this species are not stated but
referenced back to" related ecological zones", Cross refe¢ence to acreage’s is OK but
acreage’s or abundance/distribution should be stated so that targets for species can be
measured to assess to see if they are achieved

~_--I~"~. p.227 ,ame comment as p.2~>.~ no clearly stated target to measure success of actions
actions don’t seerl], to be pfiodtized to major stres~ors- thi~ and fifth bullets seem to be
a~ions that should be stated as priority actions

saline emergent wetlands should be cross referenced to p.102. It should be explained that
this is either in addition to or more likely it i$ the same as stated on p.102. Summary Table
would accomplish this - see comments above

¯ Fi~ two bullets under targets and actions appear to be targets- should be stated as targets

~_.~ ] g ,, p,24,0-241 Targets are not stated. If the vision is to increase key habitats then one or more
targets for habitat would be appropriate, If targets from specific ecological zones am to be
used (p.24~) ~e spe~o acreages and zones should be Identified.

D--026464
D-026464



p.246 Relate target of 2k-Sk of perennial grassland to p.i27 (2k+6k) - same target? Relate
wtlere there Relate ripariantarget of 5k.-6k of agricultural land to p.’13! is no stated target+

scrub and fore~ targets to p,93 and 94.

p.251 Pathway to vision targets are indirectly referred to as ecosystem restoration in the+
Suisun Marsh and the Sacramento-~an Joaquin ZOnes. This is probabIy not specific enough
to measure the effectiveness of actions for increasing waterfowl abundance, nesting success
etc. Targets specific to waterfowl (e,g. abundance) need to be stated.

p.2~i5 Targets should be cross referenced to habitats and ecological zones in a summary
table

p.262 Overall an excellent section,well written, Timing and magnitude of flows would
seem to be an important target to identify, No inflows/outflows or other hydraWi; parameters
are identified as targets. Although individual parameters may not be appropdato (p,24)
some qualitative target statement needs to ~ included as on page 11/’ of Volume 1.

p.268 Targets and Actions mixed, Overall c~mment Str~ssors- Several categories are
m(s.~[ng including Land Use, Water Management, and Gravel Mining.

p275 Short and Long term targets are stat~l in the introduction. These targets should be
moved to precede actions on psge 27.’t under Pathway ~o Vision. Needs a he~ding for
Targets and ActionS.

p.283 No targets- refer ba~k to Volume I e.g. p,35

p,287.347 Same cor~ment - need to provide specific linkage back to targets for ecological
zone~

¯ Overall Comment Volume II- The format is different from Volume I in that Implementation
Obje~ives, Targets, and Actions are not stated or not stated consistently. Probably need to
explWn in Introduction if this is by design.

TOTRL P. 07
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