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’ Revised Ecosystem Roundtable Approach Issues for Discussion
December 23, 1997 Revised Draft

The Ecosystem Roundtable a~d 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 money.

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 encompasses the following six steps and sub-
steps.

i 1. Assume a total amount, of funding

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

2. Convene a Btue-l~nm scientific panel to prepare a 1. Workgroup agreed
summary technical report to not use Blue

Ribbon but refer to
The scientific panel will prepare a report for the use of the panel as ~cientific
goundtable and CALFED managers that summarizes the panel.
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 objective~ ~,..o.,r long-2. The workgroup
term action. ~i!~!~fi~i!~~!i~!i~i~i~i!~i ’ . wants this effort
~i::~g~i~g~p~ii~~g!:~i~iii~g~ii~!~ linked to the revisions

to the ERPP and
using the same or
similar group, would
help.
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3. Prepare an Action Plan to guide spending in ,the near-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 iqdicates 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

i 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
¯ 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 pro:pose
¯ long-term endowment
¯other

Steps in Preparing Action Plan

a. Round’able members/CALFED agencies review
technical report

b. Break into workgroups and brainstorm on the problem
areas

Worl~groups 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 encouraged4. The AFRP, the 97
to think very broadlyabout actions; everything from veryworkshops, and the
sPecific recommendations (e.g. replace a specific dam onERPPall dontain 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. possible actions..
someone should develop a plan to acquire water, protectShould this

:.                       the pristine habitat in the upper watersheds), information be the
basis for the working

The workgroups could be based on geographic regions,groups?
~e.. of.probl~, ~.p,,~ies.9~.an~, ~theL~ogic.~.~i.v!~!~~.
~!i:~~i~ii~i~ili~ili~/aiii~!i~~ii!~iii~ 5. AYe Roundtable
~i~ii~i~~!i ~~:r:~..‘..~?~:.~.~;~:~:‘~:~?~;~;~.~;:‘~.~ ................................................................ ...........................members willing and

able to a~end 5 to 7
..... ~--" ~-’ ......:-- rkshop ?

Each work~oup would produce a set of wriaen actions
(not proposals) deemed necess~ or use~l in,ad&essing
~e problem the ~oup was ~si~ed to ~ink about.

c. The St~eholders (Roundtable) prep~e a Dr~t Action ’
PI~ based on ~e work~oup products

~e Roundtable would hold a two to four day facilitated
workshop to bring toge~er ~e reco~endations of the
smiler ~oups ~d a~empt to fashion a ne~-te~ 6. Are R~o~ndtable

r spending plan. T~S PL~ WO~D NOT members willing and
CONST~ SE~C~ON OF ~D~U~ able to a~end a 2 to 4
PRO~CTS FOR ~~G. It would represent a first ~y wor~hop ?
cut at:
(1) idenfi~ing the ~pes of actions that should be
prioritized for the ne~-te~ ..
(2) ~e appropriate ~nding vehicle (~, directed
prog~, rese~e account, etc.)
(3) reco~endations on broad policy issues (for
ex~ple, ~e st~eholders may w~t to pfiofifize
spen~ng on actions that c~not be implemented in the
ne~-te~ but would benefit from i~ediate financial
suppoa, ~tematively they could m~e the policy c~l to
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favor projects immediately 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
Z To expedite the

In conjunction with the Bay-Delta Program, the. process, the
CALFED agencies would review the stakeholder draft workgroup has
and revise it. discusked eliminating

these feedback loops
e. Additional feedback loops untilthe Action Plan is and working with

integrated CALFED on an
Action Plan but

f. Release Action Plan forpublic review and comment having a Clear point
(Note: The Action Plan will have greater .credibility if where the Roundtable
conflict of interest~ rules apply to every stage of its has consensus on the
development. This would mean no individual or Plan.
organization with a financial interest in the funds
intended for expenditure would.~,..a~....i.~i.p...at
preparation of the Action

4. Match the available pots of money with the proposed
spending items

This could be done by the Roundtable, 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. Implement the recommended spending 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 ]]1) the
Roundtable has substanti~ly..m~re~latitude:.i.n .guid!~.e,
spen~!~g process!i~i~!ii~ii~ai!~i~.~!i~:~~ 8. Under the
~"i.~i!~’.~!:~"~. ’~’~?~’.i:’.’.i:~?’% "’°"~"~" ’~ ~’~""’~" ~" ~’" "°"" """ ~ ""~" :"’’~’"’-"~’"’ "~’"’"’"~’"’""’:"""""~"’~" ’ -"~" ""’ "" "~" "’~" ’ "~" " " ’"" .....
’ ~?ii~i~. ~ CALFED crediting

proceedures, credit
6.    .Adaptive management/program monitoring, reporting~ etc.can only.be issuedfo~

The Roundtable should track (a) how well its actions apporved by
recommendations are actually implemented by CALFED andCALFED.
the other agencies and (b) how the various programs and
projects are doing in terms of providing ecosystem benefits
and information.
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