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Draft Outline of Five Year Ecosystem Restoration Workplan

In order for the Ecosystem Roundtable members to better understand the proposed mission, this

isan outline of a Five Year Ecosystern Restoration Workplan that identifies the types of information o be
included and the types of recommendations that will be presented to the Ecosystem Roundtable for their

input.
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Introduction

The purpose of this workplan is 1o develop coordinated, integraied restoration actions in the
Bay-Delta ecosystem over the next three to five years. This workplan builds on the goals of
several existing planning efforts including the Central Valley Project Improvement Act and the
CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan and includes a summary of the goals of those
various efforts.

The workplan aleo includes:

¢ 3 set of near term strategic priorities and guidance on how resources should be allocated
among those priotities,

*  aswvnary of the limiting Gestons or problems that need to be addressed to to achieve
these priorities,
actions that neeq to be undertaken to address the limiting factors, and
recommendations on implementation of those actions including schedule and fundi ng.

Goals

This section will include the summary siateraents about the goals of the major restoration
programs,

Near terin Strategic Priovitizs

This section will identify the priority species, habitat types, and ecosystem processes. It will
provide guidance on how resources should be allocated among those priorities, It will describe
how and why these priorities were identified and how they achieve the goals of the major
restoration programs.

A Priovity 1
For each priority, the document will include the following sections:

1. Discussion of limiting factors or problems that need io be addressed to to achieve
this priorily. Thig discussion will include the relative imporiance of the limiting factor
or problem, the degree of consensus in the technical community on its importance, and
any important arens of wnccrtainty. It is expocted that thore will be some (echnical
disagreement on the relative importance of some problems or limiting factors.
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2. Actions that need to be underiaken to address the limiting factors.

. This section will identify the actions that technical experts believe can best address each
limiting factor or problem. Once again, there may not always be complete consensus on
the actions or on the relative importance of actions. If there is no consensus, then
additional applied research may be needed, If there is some agreement but not complete
consensus, then actions can be implemented as pilot efforts that are closely monitored
as part of adaptive management, If there is consensus, then we can just do it,

Each action will include a discussion of the potential for multiple benefits to other
species, habitats, or ecosystem processes, The bonefits of thesc synetgistic effects can be
recognized by assighing a higher priority to those actions that provide them.

3. gecammendaﬁons on implementation of those actions including schedule and
unding.
/;n t.higsection, the action can be divided into appropriate phases including:
® - conceptual developiment
feasibility and options analvsis,
design and permitting,
construction or implementation, anc
monitoring.
‘The costs for each of these phases can be estimated and the cost-share partners
identified,
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An Example of a Teble Summarizing Rationale for Actions

Problem or Geographic
Species |Life Siage |Limiting Factor _ [Locstion | Priority |Actions Type of Adtion _iSynergisiic Benefits
Spring
R
chinook Returing Improve Passage at
salmon [Adults Delayed Passage [Mill Creek  [High  [Clough Dam Stressor MNone
Reduce conflict with
improve Passage at : diversions for managed
Butte Creek :Figh  |Adams Dam Stressor wetlancs
Improve Passage at
_ iHigh  Gomli Dam Stressor None
Improve Passage af l
High |[Durham Mutuai Dam|Stressor None
Improve Passage ' (Reduce conflici with
through Sulter diversions for managec
High |Bypass Stragsor wetlands
Improve Passage al
Med |Wands Landing Strassor Mone
12)5/98PR ORITY LS Fage 1

E—0285414

E-028544



S¥S820-3

¢cvrc8c¢co0—13

ST LSOOHOS 082
sishjeuy EP"'L"”
suondp pue oa0 .
fupasead Sesseq
{ | saoidm
SUCOB
[BiaARS ssedfg
JARSN SIEAEUY | o yearg | SWS
umowyuN | 000'0E1$ suondQ pue . ybroayp
Of dosd AgL - Wi
‘ Apjqisesd swdojarog abessey
1aouen aaoiduy
18301 3EE B wes enny
. et o | 1 1BD %08 . . WSO pue ., Bumuuiag | weyng
‘lll ) %Eee| 000°000'LS WIdAD %0S 000'002% NeD W20 BunouioN LOInIsSUog pue ubisaq | 1@ sbessey
WidAT %EE St
: |
20} 3EE - weq] e
‘Il 18D %LE | 000°000'LS L?Ej,?;;i 000°00¢S NED WEQo 'g‘gg!ﬁ:; UORCIISUDT pﬁ:;l?:;;: 18 afiessed
“WidND %ES \ ; aro.d)
{E23] %L W] SWEDY
13 L] 13 [ 1 » 6 -
O %EE| 006000°HS Ly o nr| 0000028 | WSO wro | giofe Luononasuoo S eed | 8 aBessea
WIdAD %EE e f axaudiy]
] : C T
- sisAjeuy weq ybnolo
ouyan | J:‘Iﬁ"‘;g 000°02¢ LOIpIUIRI0D ;"é%”;d suondQ puk ¥ abessed
B2 aqssay asnudw]
] . buueys Buusys !
8a6i | 1509 681 1§00 9681 0002 6861 _8@5& 1861 9661

Sioujied IBYS IS0 PUE Sisos ‘Bumpays BUmoyS SiqeL & o ajdueds uy

8Z:LT SEEI:"QEKZI

BNI YT AOIMAYHD 1959%8‘38 IE:

98 38vd



 12/@85/1936 17:28 5186876961 CHADWICK DARLING

Development of an Implementation Strategy

‘The first step towardz developing recommendations on ccosystem restoration actions is to develop near
term priotities. There are literally hundreds of ecosystem restoration actions that have been identified in
the various planning document and it will take millions of dollars and quite a few years t¢ implement
them all.  Although you could begin by implementing those projects that are ready to go or who have
strong advocates, the actions will be more effective if they ate focused by a set of priorities. Therefore, it
is necessary to develop near term priorities and decide how funds will be allocated among those priorities.

There are numerous ways you could develop priorities,

e by geographic ares
* by coosystem proccss, -

® by habitat type.
* by limiting factor, or
¢ hy species,

Fach of these approaches is vafid and they each have their strong and weak points, But we must star
somewhere. Therefore, the proposed approach is to identify es priorities those aquatic resources that arc
ai greatest rigk, species that are either listed ot proposed for listing under the state or federal endangered
species acts or recopnized as being “species of special concern”, or a population that has shown dramatic
declines. '

Limiting factors ot problom arcas would be identifisd for these priority spevies and avtivns developed 1o
address these limiting factors. As the actions are developed 1o adidress these prionity species, thore would
e specific criteria sstablished that require a balance smony actions that eliminate sources of monality,
that restore ecosystem processes, and that sestore key habitat types. There would aiso necd 10 B 3 balance
between geographic arcas. Criteria could alsu be established that gave higher priority (0 actions which
provide multiple benefits to ensure thal species which are recreationatly or commercially important such
as fall rn chinouk selmon are alse provided beneflis.

Using this approach, the species which have tematively been identified as priorities would include:
®  San Jeaguin River fall run chinook salmon,

winter-run chinook saltnon,

spring-run chinook salmon,

dela smels,

splittail,

steelhend tront, and

¢ groen sturgeon.

These prioritics and the approach used to develop them still needs additional technical review, However,
we would like the Ecosystem Roundiuble (o provide feedback on this approach with the tollowing
yuestions i min;

®  Would a fucus on these species meet the interests of your constituents?

* & 4 & 8

»  In aliecating resources ammng the priority areas, do we want tp reserve 8 2o 10% of the availuble
Junding for actions which are not in the priovily area?

8 Is a oriteria that actions have a broud geographic distribution uppropriate?
» In develuping criteria that Increases the priorily of an action based on multiple bepefits to other

species, should thls cover all species or should it cover it more limited number of species?

implement.wps  December 035, 1996
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