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Revised Ecosystem Roundtable Approach
December 23, 1997 Revised Draft

The Ecosystem Roundtable and CALFED managers have agreed to
revise the Roundtable’s 1998 process for developing near-term
spending recommendations in order to achieve the following

purposes:
A. Get back to the notion of a “virtual pool” of mbney;

B. Expand the categories for spending beyond a request for
proposals process to include program development,
reserve funds, agency programs and other types of
spending vehicles.

C. Clarify that spending will be guided by an action plan -
that is (1) based on the best available science and (2)
coordinated with other on-going ecosystem restoration
efforts.

The revised process enco-mpasseé the following six steps and sub-
steps. :

1. Assume a tota! amount of funding

The Roundtable has initially chosen a three year planning
- period. It should assume a certain amount of total funds
expected (roughly) to be available during that time.

2.  Convene a Bine-Ribbon scientific panel to prepare a
summary technical report

The scientific panel will prepare a report for the use of the
Roundtable and CALFED managers that summarizes the
current status of the ERPP, AFRP and other key ecosystem
restoration planning efforts with regard to the primary
problems facing the Bay-Delta system and objectives for long-

...............
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Issues for Discussion

1. Workgroup agreed.
to not use Blue
Ribbon but refer to
panel as scientific
panel.

2. The workgroup

-wants this effort

linked to the revisions
to the ERPP and
using the same or

similar group would -

help.

E-029524



3. Prepare an Action Plan to guide spending in the négr-term

Action Plan comments: The Action Plan will include a broad
array of activities geared toward addressing the ecological
‘problems identified by the technical report. The Action Plan
will be a mix of science and policy. For example, if the
science indicates that the altered hydrodynamics of the Delta is
a problem, there are a variety of policy calls that can be made

as to how to best address this need--long-term water
acquisitions, changes in annual operations, replacement of
diversion works with more efficient systems, etc.

The Action Plan will include 5-8 categories of spending
including, for example:

» request for proposals for specific actions

e actions best undertaken by federal, state or local
agencies -

* program development (when the best response to an
identified need has not yet been developed
sufficiently to support either agency action or a
request for proposals) '

» reserve funds for various purpose

* long-term endowment

e other

Steps in Preparing Action Plan

a.  Roundtable members/CALFED agencies review
technical report '

b.  Break into workgroups and brainstorm on the problem
areas

Workgroups to be a mix of Roundtable members,
technical advisors, agency representatives and perhaps

others. 3. Is it appropriate to
‘ ‘ have policy and

The purpose of these working groups is to develop an technical issues

initial set of action items to address the identified  considered together?

ecological problems. The groups should be encouraged 4. The AFRP, the 97
to think very broadly about actions; everything from very = workshops, and the
specific recommendations (e.g. replace a specific dam on ERPP.all contain a -
a specific creek with a more “fish friendly” diversion lot of information on
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method) to very broad programmatic needs (e.g.
someone should develop a plan to acquire water, protect
the pristine habitat in the upper watersheds).

The workgroups could be based on geographic regions,
type of problem, species or any other logical division
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Each workgroup would produce a set of written actions

(not proposals) deemed necessary or useful in addressing
the problem the group was assigned to think about.

The Stakeholders (Roundtable) prepare a Draft Action - l

Plan based on the workgroup products

The Roundtable would hold a two to four day facilitated

workshop to bring together the recommendations of the -

smaller groups and attempt to fashion a near-term
spending plan. THIS PLAN WOULD NOT
CONSTITUTE SELECTION OF INDIVIDUAL

PROJECTS FOR FUNDING. It would represent a first

cut at:

(1) identifying the types of actions that should be
prioritized for the near-term

(2) the appropriate funding vehicle (RFP, directed
program, reserve account, etc.)

(3) recommendations on broad policy issues (for
example, the stakeholders may want to prioritize
spending on actions that cannot be implemented in the
near-term but would benefit from immediate financial
support, alternatively they could make the policy call to
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- possible actions. .

Should this
information be the

basis for the working

groups?

5. Are Roundtable

members willing and
able to attend 5to 7
workshops?

- 6. Are Roundtable

members willing and
able to attend a 2 to 4
day workshop?
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favor projects immediateiy implementable).

To be effective and meaningful, such a workshop would
require substantial preparation in terms of focusing the
issues, identifying discussion points and probable areas
of consensus as well as conflict.

The draft Action Plan would be written following the
workshop, to the extent that the stakeholders are unable

~ to reach agreement on various important points, the draft
should identify the range of views presented.

d. CALFED Agencies feedback loop

In conjunction with the Bay-Delta Program, the .
CALFED agencies would review the stakeholder draft

and revise it.

e. Additional feedback loops until the Action Plan is
integrated

f.  Release Action Plan for public review and comment
(Note: The Action Plan will have greater credibility if
conflict of interest rules apply to every stage of its
development. This would mean no individual or
organization with a financial interest in the funds
intended for expenditure would partici in th
preparation of the Action Plan.’

4, Match the available pots of ﬁdney with the proposed
spending items .

This could bé done by the Roundtabie, or it could be
accomplished by a subgroup of stakeholders and agency
representatives, in the form of recommendations to the

agencies with legal responsibility for funding. (This could be ‘

a section of the blueprint, or a separate document entirely.)

5. . Impleg;. ent the recommended spending plan
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7. To expedite the
process, the
workgroup has

- discussed eliminating

these feedback loops
and working with
CALFED on an
Action Plan but
having a clear point
where the Roundtable
has consensus on the
Plan.
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- Responsibility for this task will depend upon the action item,
~ but implementation responsibility (e.g. getting RFPs issued

. and processed) will necessarily lie primarily with the parties
with legal responsibility for individual funding sources.
However, the Roundtable (or subgroups or the Roundtable)
should serve as the stake holder liaison to, and monitor of,
these processes. To the extent that non-agency funding is at
issue (e.g. stakeholder contributions to Category Iﬂ) the
Roundtable has substantiall

D 8 Underthe .
CALFED crediting
proceedures, credit

6. Adaptive management/program monitoring, reporting, etc can only be issued for

'The Roundtable should track (a) how well its actions apporved by
recommendations are actually implemented by CALFED and CALFED.

the other agencies and (b) how the various programs and

projects are doing in terms of prov1dmg ecosystem benefits

and information.
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