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From: Nelson, Natasha@DWR
To: Kent, Stephen R@DOT; Thorne, James; Wilber, Monique@DWR; Parisi, Monica@Wildlife; Kirkham, Stuart


 S@DOT; "Denny.Grossman@sgc.ca.gov"; Jensen, Joanna@Waterboards; Garrison, Jennifer@Wildlife; Johnson,
 Brenda@Wildlife; Mortenson, Marilee C@DOT; Bailey, Amy L@DOT


Cc: Elizabeth O"Donoghue; Hegedus, Anna@DWR
Subject: Homework for PEG meeting
Date: Thursday, February 19, 2015 3:06:00 PM
Attachments: Challenges and Constraints with policy fixes.doc


Marysville workshop 10 06 08 Mtg Notes FINAL.doc


There was an early exercise to identify possible constraints to RAMP implementation at a
 regional level, which included an interactive workshop in Marysville (see notes).  This
 group's list of challenges is being revisited during the February 24 PEG meeting.
 
The team would like you to review the document (attached) titled "Challenges and
 Constraints" with two questions in mind:
 
1)  From the current list, which are the highest priority/critical path items that will most help
 Caltrans get their SAMI projects started in 2015 and completed in time  {{Highlight them for
 your reference}}
2)  What should be added (regardless of if it is on the critical path)?  What has you (your
 agency) learned since 2010 (when list was prepared)? {{email list to Natasha if possible
 ahead of the meeting}}
 
Please bring a marked-up version of "Challenges and Constraints"  to the meeting.  We look
 forward to the discussion.  Future PEG meetings will focus on defining a process to move
 these items into tangible actions.
 
If you are not a regular participant, but want to give input, then please do so by March 3.
 
 
Natasha Nelson
FESSRO
Department of Water Resources
 
(916) 653-6353
Natasha.Nelson@water.ca.gov 
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Regional Advance Mitigation



Sacramento Valley Feasibility Meeting



Challenges and Constraints (Taken from Comment/Dot Exercise)


1/21/2010 - Potential Policy Fixes in Bold



			Importance (#dots) and Category


			Challenge/Constraint


			Possible fixes





			Funding (12)


			· Funding is project by project, so may not allow advance funding.



· Project funding cannot be allocated until after CEQA and NEPA are done.



· Funding at the necessary scale and across agencies.



· Project funds attached to specific projects.



· Hard to justify funding in advance on a project basis.



· Funding needs to compete with more urgent competing needs.



· Funding needed for maintenance and endowments.



· Risk of overspending on advance mitigation.



· Corps and FEMA will not fund mitigation that is not directly related to the project (i.e., it is impermissible “betterment”).



· Need for an untouchable funding source allocated to advance mitigation (including flexibility to tap into it by multiple agencies).



· Mitigation money is siloed within agencies, restricting flexibility.


			· Need for a dedicated funding source to support local advance mitigation, so it does not compete with other priorities statewide.



· A portion of project funds should be separable for advance mitigation.



· Funding needs to be available earlier.



· Mitigation funding needs to not always be project specific.



· Consider funding advance mitigation through reclamation district assessments where property owners benefit from flood control projects



· Can gas tax funding for transportation projects be used for advance mitigation?





			Long-term Management and Stewardship (9) 


			· How do we pay for endowments?



· Getting concurrence from resource agencies on adequacy of endowments.



· Cannot use NGOs to assist in long term management (May need a legislative solution – amend AB1246; DFG has authority to use California Wildlife Foundation to hold endowments).



· Low interest rates on endowments held by the state require very large endowments.



· Who is accountable for long term maintenance, monitoring, and resource management? Includes maintenance of ecological functions and values over time. Who is responsible for long term success.



· Must meet expectations of and give assurances to resources agencies.



· Need to account for adaptive management for climate change and other factors, which also costs money.



· Conservation easements and fee title choices.



· Risk that political change results in land use changes that make land purchased for mitigation unsuitable.


			· Endowments need to be created that can be held by others besides state agencies.



· Source of funds for endowment is limited (DWR: cannot use bond funds).



· Need consensus on size of endowment (agreement about PAR results).



· Need to develop a long term management plan for the advance mitigation to provide assurances of long term value.





			Defining Mitigation Needs  (9)


			· What performance criteria will we define for the advance mitigation? no net loss of value or acreage? species recovery? another conservation standard? (5 dots)



· Any given site is not likely to meet all mitigation needs. Numerous sites will be needed to handle the diversity of mitigation needs.



· Not enough mitigation needed to justify large ecosystem conservation on a project basis or between DWR and Caltrans alone.



· Defining what is sufficient protection of conservation lands (e.g., easement, fee, covenants)



· Difficulty in quantifying future project impacts.



· How to demonstrate the mitigation is working and effective over time as planned?



· How do we define service areas for mitigation (balancing flexibility, sufficient size, and overreaching too far)?



· Will pooled mitigation protect well in one place at the expense of project specific impact mitigation onsite rather than more distant offsite created habitat?


			· Develop performance criteria that direct the definition of sufficient mitigation need to be defined (i.e., how much is enough to achieve stewardship and conservation goals and does this run afoul of other requirements, like the USACE’s restrictions on betterment).





			Regulatory/ Policy Needs and Challenges (9)


			· Propose legislation that will include endowment language in AB1246. (7 dots).



· ESA is site and species specific. (1 dot)



· How to handle regulatory permitting? MOU? Programmatic? HCP? (1 dot)



· Could we oversell benefits of advance mitigation?



· Getting support from local governments.



· CEQA cumulative impacts of advance mitigation and infrastructure it supports.



· CEQA mitigation requirement may be too limiting to support long term conservation (which requires more).



· Some agencies do not have the ability to provide and measure “credit” for maintaining functions and values, although intellectually the concept appears sound.



· How do you justify mitigation for non-CESA needs (e.g., oak woodland)?



· What geographic scale is correct for advance mitigation planning: Countywide? Caltrans Districtwide?



· Congress and California Legislature may control policy and regulations that need to be changed.



· Need commitments from regulatory agencies that this is a priority.



· Risk of Corps HQ veto of local initiative.



· Traynham I and II: cannot convert Williamson Act land to habitat.



· CEQA does not allow use of cat ex for restoration projects on farmland.


			· Change state law, if needed, to allow DWR/Caltrans to have NGOs hold endowments (like CWF does for DFG and the Wildlife Conservation Board).



· Find a way to connect advance mitigation for use as a credit in future ESA consultations (and not considered part of the baseline in the future).


· Modify Williamson Act to allow conversion of land to habitat


· Fix CEQA to allow use of cat ex for restoration projects on farmland





			Agency Culture (9)


			· Change agency culture to accept risk.



· Embed ecosystem stewardship in infrastructure agencies.



· Agencies have a low comfort level with uncertainty.



· Need to get employees to think outside the box and take risks.



· Staffing is project related, not programs like advance mitigation.



· Exchange of information within and between agencies.



· Need support for project managers.



· Get away from “mitigation credits.” Drivers for how the agencies need to address project impacts.



· DWR does not know all the lands it owns or has easements on.



· Excuse to avoid onsite mitigation and avoidance.



· Some agency staff engaged in HCP and NCCP programs don’t see a need for another regulatory and mitigation instrument such as ‘Advance Mitigation’.


			· Need to increase the priority of stewardship in infrastructure agencies – policy statements


· Gain appropriate executive level guidance and agreement to empower staff to support the advance mitigation concept.



· Need to better sell the project delivery benefits of this program to get it to move ahead.



· An accountability vehicle needs to be established to demonstrate progress is being made (like the planning agreement for NCCPs).





			Other Stakeholders (8)


			· Potential conflicts with agricultural community. (3 dots)



· Conservation of corridors crosses too many private parcels and local jurisdictions, too complicated. (1 dot)



· Need support from local governments. (3 dots)


			· Need regional agencies as key stakeholders in this process, because they can help drive this on a regional basis.





			Data on Projects (5)


			· Identifying upcoming infrastructure projects sufficiently enough. (5 dots)



· Staying ahead of the curve on projects.



· Will need standardization of data and information.


			· 





			Timing of the Projects (4)


			· Takes too long for mitigation banks/advance mitigation site to become established compared to the rate of project construction. (3 dots)



· Is there flexibility to implement at a concept level, before project impact details are known? (1 dot)



· Timing for funding is linked to a project. Can it be extended to meet resource agency delays for mitigation?



· Need to decide what is the right timeframe for advance mitigation. Are some of our projects beyond the time horizon of long-range plans?



· Will fewer projects need mitigation with SB 375?


			· 





			Other Conservation Plans (3)


			· Potential solution – this effort is similar to D8-Southern California for Caltrans. MSHCP for 250 species, 3,000 acre conservation banking agreement based on proposed improvements on specific corridors for the next 75 years. (2 dots)



· Ensure consistency with other conservation plans. (1 dot)



· Integration with recovery plans.



· Challenge with lower Sacramento River conservation.



· Avoid “one size fits all” approach that may be a poor match for local conditions or local plans.



· There is a lack of a blueprint for regional conservation models, making strategizing for mitigation planning difficult.



· Riverside (RCTC) set up an advance program for its transportation projects; need to check this out.


			· 





			Mitigation Site Availability (1):


			· Finding willing sellers of land.



· Securing fee title or easements in a timely fashion to meet project needs.



· Socio-political climate that discourages selling lands for mitigation or developing conservation easements.



· Being able to mitigate on lands that make sense ecologically. Private lands may not be available within important corridors.


			· 










REGIONAL ADVANCE MITIGATION PLANNING
SUMMARY MEETING NOTES



DATE:
Monday, October 6, 2008 



TIME:
9:00 am – 2:00 pm


LOCATION:
Caltrans District 3, Marysville, CA 


ATTENDEES:



· Marc Hoshovsky, DWR (meeting moderator)


· Sharon Scherzinger, Caltrans



· Andrea Williams, Caltrans 



· John Webb, Caltrans 



· Carolyn Brown, Caltrans



· Eric Luster, DWR



· Harry Spanglet, DWR



· Ted Frink, DWR 


· Howard Brown, NMFS


· Rocky Montgomery, USFWS



· Roberta Gerson, USFWS



· Jenny Marr, DFG 



· Dick Cameron, TNC



· Greg Werner, TNC



· Curtis Alling, EDAW (notes preparer)


· Steve Chainey, EDAW



Primary Meeting Purpose:  



To discuss the feasibility of pooling mitigation in advance for Caltrans and DWR infrastructure projects in a Sacramento Valley test/demonstration area.



Goals:



· Learn more about the demonstration area, including infrastructure projects, resources, and conservation planning efforts.


· Assess whether this test area is a good place for pursuing a demonstration of the advance mitigation planning program.


Major Points, Decisions, and Actions:



			1. Introduction of Project





			· The proposed demonstration area is the Sacramento Valley between Oroville Reservoir and Sacramento County, including parts of the Sacramento River and the Feather River.



· Initial data gathered included the list of known Caltrans and DWR projects being planned and CNDDB data on special status species near these projects. The goal is to be able to identify advance mitigation that can address these species, in case the infrastructure projects have impacts.



· Conservation opportunities were also identified based on known conservation lands and planning efforts.








			2. Open Discussion about the Advance Mitigation Concept





			Comment by:


			Open Discussion Comment





			Caltrans


			Regulations need to be taken into consideration. An ecosystem mitigation approach may not satisfy ESA and permitting requirements. The mitigation land and strategies need to be tied to specific species.





			Caltrans


			The timeframe is a challenge, because the time it takes to arrange advance mitigation may be so long that the mitigation is no longer in advance of the infrastructure project.





			DWR


			One goal is to get to an MOU with agency partners to ensure the smooth implementation of the program.





			DWR


			We should focus on achieving sound “conservation” rather than just project mitigation, with a goal of protecting ecosystem function on a broader scale.





			NMFS


			Broader ecosystem function should be the goal, recognizing a link back to mitigation of projects would still be needed. If the process improved the baseline conditions for species, it is accomplishing a great deal. Getting ahead of the impacts is beneficial for the species.



A struggle for future Section 7 consultations is that advance mitigation put in place becomes part of a baseline for these future consultations (resulting in more mitigation being sought through the traditional process). This could be addressed in an MOU.





			USFWS


			Another challenge is the interests of the agencies. The infrastructure agencies need some assurances that the money spent on conservation will be applied to projects, but the regulatory agencies cannot give certainty in advance of knowing the details of a project that the mitigation is enough.



Regulatory agencies will need to think broadly about species benefits.





			DWR


			The RAMP approach is similar to HCPs, but is more broad in its application.





			DFG


			Some issues to be addressed:



The timeframe in which mitigation dollars need to be spent can constrain the advance nature of mitigation.



Private banks need to follow a specific protocol and standards, but public agencies have resisted being subject to the same standards.



Some approach is needed to provide assurances to the resources agencies that conserved habitat is implemented and functioning as intended


Endowments for maintenance and management need to be addressed to provide the money to manage the lands.



Who can manage publicly established conservation lands? (Private nonprofit entities cannot at this time.)



All the agencies need to be on the same page regarding the mitigation approaches, the delivery, and the conservation priorities 



Regulations do not give us the flexibilities that are needed to make this work. 



What policies need to be changed to achieve the goal, while removing some of the constraints?





			EDAW


			We need to be able to clearly define the difference between a mitigation bank and advance mitigation. A bank is a specific property where specific habitats are created for purposes of specific regulatory compliance, usually related to individual species. Advance mitigation can be more than just building a bank, such as buying land, management, and conservation planning for broad ecosystem purposes.





			DWR


			Climate change is another key issue. Ecosystem functions in light of climate change need be addressed, so sufficient function is protected and species can shift, as needed.





			DFG


			Several other big conservation planning efforts are underway. Chico State has substantial data about resources in Butte County, for instance. Other entities have already identified some of the best restoration opportunities.



The mitigation bank companies are offering deals all the time, but sometimes they are not offering the best conservation opportunities.








			3. Information Gathering about the Demonstration Area





			· The data in the Caltrans CTIS database of planned and programmed projects may be 5 years old, so the planned infrastructure information needs to be updated.



· The DWR data is not complete. Staff is still assembling the project list. The Central Valley Flood Protection Program is still in early formulation and projects are not yet identified.



· Key challenge is how to get sufficient information to understand impacts of infrastructure enough in advance. Resource agencies would like to react to estimates of impact from the infrastructure agencies to be able to define sufficient mitigation. In other words, how do we keep the infrastructure planning maps and descriptions sufficiently ahead of the curve?


· Defining an advance time frame for projects would help direct the infrastructure definition process. An example is Corps/DWR annual survey of critical eroding bank sites as a predictor of potential future bank protection projects.


· Consider consulting the Regional Transportation Plans (RTP) and Blueprint plans, which have long range infrastructure needs identified. Larger local projects are captured in RTPs. 



· For sensitive species, it is important to note that geographic divisions between populations can limit where mitigation can occur. This applies to GGS populations and vernal pools, for instance.



· Local assistance transportation projects should be included, where there is local funding with federal match. Caltrans is the environmental review lead for these projects.



· Tier information research for projects based on their certainty.



· Climate change can reshuffle species distribution.



· When should BCAG/Sutter County be brought into the RAMP process?



· Project timing depends on funding/economy.



· SB375 is changing the mix of development types and patterns.








			3. Information Gathering about the Demonstration Areas





			Label numbers correspond to Mark Up Map #1 (Map follows the note table)





			Label


			Site/Project Name


			Contact name


			Type


			Description





			Planning Area


			USACE Sacramento River Bank Protection Project


			USACE



Mike Dietl


			Other – useful information


			Levee repairs;



List of USACE critical erosion sites (GIS layers)





			Planning Area


			NMFS GIS layers


			Howard Brown


			Other – useful information


			Critical habitat;



Essential fish habitat





			Planning Area


			NMFS Recover Plan


			Howard Brown


			Other – useful information


			GIS layer of Recovery Plan geographic emphasis areas (diversity groups);



Table of recovery actions and implementation schedule;



Useful for delineating “service areas” for anadromous fish





			Planning Area


			DWR Corridor Management Planning


			DWR



Keith Swanson


			Other – useful information


			Planning effort to develop stream/river corridor management strategies





			Planning Area


			USACE levee vegetation policy


			USACE



DWR


			Other – useful information


			Potential for projects that remove waterside and landside levee vegetation and concurrent need to mitigate





			Planning Area


			USFS Anadromous Fish Conservation Strategy for Lassen NF


			Ken Roby


			Other – useful information


			Conservation plan/strategy that may have some helpful information that can be applied to this effort





			Planning Area


			USACE Comp Study


			USACE 


			Other – useful information


			Planning information;



Floodplain maps





			X


			DWR DFM


			Mark List


			Other – useful information


			Flood Maintenance Projects





			X


			DFM


			Scott Rice


			Other – useful information


			Regional Coordinator for Flood Safe;



Knowledge of levee project specifics





			1


			CT


			Carolyn Brown


			Vn Pl Preserv.


			Mitigation (Adv) Site





			2


			Westervelt Bank (unofficial)


			Jenny Marr


			Mitigation Bank


			Proposed approx. 1,200 acre GGS and wetland mitigation bank





			3


			Westervelt Bank (unofficial)


			Jenny Marr


			Mitigation Bank


			Proposed approx. 500 acre vernal pool mitigation bank





			4


			Richter GGS Bank


			Jenny Marr


			Mitigation Bank


			Proposed 300 acre GGS mitigation bank





			5


			CSU Chico Bidwell Ranch


			Jenny Marr


			Mitigation Bank


			Proposed vernal pool mitigation bank for CSU Chico





			6


			Wildlands Gilsizer Slough GGS Mitigation Bank


			Jenny Marr


			Mitigation Bank


			Existing and proposed approx. 400-500 acre GGS mitigation bank;



Commercial.





			7


			USACE 


			Jenny Marr


			


			Sacramento River Rockwork





			8


			


			


			Mitigation Opportunity


			Use Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum priority areas





			9


			Butte Basin GGS


			


			Mitigation Opportunity


			Establish a bank for GGS intermediate between Richter GGS Bank and Wildlands Gilsizer Slough GGS Bank





			10, 11


			Future flood relief basins


			DWR-USACE


			Infrastructure, Biological Resource, Mitigation Opportunity, Conservation Planning


			Mid- to long-term basin floodplain restoration (surrounded by mostly agriculture, levees, and no large cities)





			12


			Butte County Meadowfoam


			Jenny Marr


			Mitigation Opportunity


			





			13


			Vernal pool protection


			Jenny Marr


			Mitigation Opportunity


			





			14


			Omitted


			


			


			





			15


			Wildlands Fremont Landing Conservation Bank


			Wildlands, Inc.



Tom Cannon


			Conservation Bank


			Other bank sites;



Anadromous bank.
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Mark Up Map #1


			3. Information Gathering about the Demonstration Area





			Label numbers correspond to Mark Up Map #2 (Map follows the notes table)





			Label


			Site/Project Name


			Contact name


			Type


			Description





			1


			Omitted


			


			


			





			2


			


			Roberta Gerson


			Infrastructure


			Is the nature of the Marysville Bypass project mislabeled?





			3


			


			Roberta Gerson


			Other


			In general, information on scope of project for USFWS – how significant is it?





			4


			


			Roberta Gerson


			Other


			Basin and population stratification prevents swapping within this area





			5


			3rd River Bridge


			Roberta Gerson


			Other


			Not going on the area as mapped





			6


			


			Roberta Gerson


			Other


			Take it to corridor scale, farther out, more comprehensive





			7


			


			Roberta Gerson


			Other


			Comprehensive estimation of impacts – getting ahead of planned/programmed;



Challenge is accurate estimation;



Funding is tied to programming





			8


			Caltrans mitigation lands (Mariner)


			Carolyn Brown


			


			





			9


			Caltrans mitigation lands (Aikens)


			Carolyn Brown
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Mark Up Map #2



			4. Benefits of Advance Mitigation – Why is the Program a Good Idea?





			Infrastructure Delivery Benefits:



· Faster project delivery if mitigation is taken care of ahead of time. 



· Opportunity for cooperative cost sharing and prioritization of conservation area acquisition


· To improve relationship with local government for better predictability.



· Potential for regulatory streamlining.



· Achieve major economies of scale for larger-scale conservation to save money.



· Avoid political pressure to short-circuit mitigation when the heat is on for project permits.



· Substantial money is saved by avoidance of increasing land costs when mitigation land is secured years ahead of the project.



· Public agency habitat banks could be established for non-state projects.


· Save time and money by lining mitigation up in advance.



Conservation Benefits:



· Use of an ecosystem approach in mitigation.



· Better quality mitigation can result.



· Wildlife connectivity and adaptation to climate change can be addressed.



· Achieve potentially greater assurances for long-term protection


· Can get ahead of the impacts that occur with projects for improved species and habitat conditions.



· Leverage and assist the ongoing conservation efforts 



· Opportunity to change policies in agencies to help support advance mitigation (or a battering ram/vehicle to promote needed policy changes).



· Opportunity to create policy for mitigation where it does not exist.



· Embedding proper thinking as an environmental steward in the infrastructure agencies.



· Create more connected migratory and habitat corridors.



· Protect habitat for species that are not endangered now, as an incidental benefit to other objectives.



· Allow alignment of advance mitigation with SB 375 sustainable community strategies, and other multi-objective programs.








			5. Challenges and Constraints (Taken from Comment/Dot Exercise)





			Timing of the Projects (4 total dots):



· Takes too long for mitigation banks/advance mitigation site to become established compared to the rate of project construction. (3 dots)



· Is there flexibility to implement at a concept level, before project impact details are known? (1 dot)



· Timing for funding is linked to a project. Can it be extended to meet resource agency delays for mitigation?



· Need to decide what is the right timeframe for advance mitigation. Are some of our projects beyond the time horizon of long-range plans?



· Will fewer projects need mitigation with SB 375?





			Data on Projects (5 total dots):



· Identifying upcoming infrastructure projects sufficiently enough. (5 dots)



· Staying ahead of the curve on projects.



· Will need standardization of data and information.





			Funding (12 total dots):



· Funding is project by project, so may not allow advance funding.



· Project funding cannot be allocated until after CEQA and NEPA are done.



· Funding at the necessary scale and across agencies.



· Project funds attached to specific projects.



· Hard to justify funding in advance on a project basis.



· Funding needs to compete with more urgent competing needs.



· Funding needed for maintenance and endowments.



· Risk of overspending on advance mitigation.



· Corps and FEMA will not fund mitigation that is not directly related to the project (i.e., it is impermissible “betterment”).



· Need for an untouchable funding source allocated to advance mitigation (including flexibility to tap into it by multiple agencies).



· Mitigation money is siloed within agencies, restricting flexibility.



Followup discussion (High Priority Topic):



· Need for a dedicated funding source to support local advance mitigation, so it does not compete with other priorities statewide.



· A portion of project funds should be separable for advance mitigation.



· Funding needs to be available earlier.



· Mitigation funding needs to not always be project specific.


· Consider funding advance mitigation through reclamation district assessments where property owners benefit from flood control projects


· Can gas tax funding for transportation projects be used for advance mitigation?





			Long-term Management/Stewardship (9 total dots):



· How do we pay for endowments?



· Getting concurrence from resource agencies on adequacy of endowments.



· Cannot use NGOs to assist in long term management (May need a legislative solution – amend AB1246; DFG has authority to use California Wildlife Foundation to hold endowments).



· Low interest rates on endowments held by the state require very large endowments.



· Who is accountable for long term maintenance, monitoring, and resource management? Includes maintenance of ecological functions and values over time. Who is responsible for long term success.



· Must meet expectations of and give assurances to resources agencies.



· Need to account for adaptive management for climate change and other factors, which also costs money.



· Conservation easements and fee title choices.



· Risk that political change results in land use changes that make land purchased for mitigation unsuitable.



Followup Discussion (High Priority):



· Endowments need to be created that can be held by others besides state agencies.



· Source of funds for endowment is limited (DWR: cannot use bond funds).



· Need consensus on size of endowment (agreement about PAR results).



· Need to develop a long term management plan for the advance mitigation to provide assurances of long term value.





			Defining Mitigation Needs (9 total dots):



· What performance criteria will we define for the advance mitigation? no net loss of value or acreage? species recovery? another conservation standard? (5 dots)



· Any given site is not likely to meet all mitigation needs. Numerous sites will be needed to handle the diversity of mitigation needs.



· Not enough mitigation needed to justify large ecosystem conservation on a project basis or between DWR and Caltrans alone.



· Defining what is sufficient protection of conservation lands (e.g., easement, fee, covenants)



· Difficulty in quantifying future project impacts.



· How to demonstrate the mitigation is working and effective over time as planned?


· How do we define service areas for mitigation (balancing flexibility, sufficient size, and overreaching too far)?



· Will pooled mitigation protect well in one place at the expense of project specific impact mitigation onsite rather than more distant offsite created habitat?


Followup Discussion:



· Performance criteria that direct the definition of sufficient mitigation need to be defined (i.e., how much is enough to achieve stewardship and conservation goals and does this run afoul of other requirements, like the USACE’s restrictions on betterment).





			Other Conservation Plans (3 total dots):



· Potential solution – this effort is similar to D8-Southern California for Caltrans. MSHCP for 250 species, 3,000 acre conservation banking agreement based on proposed improvements on specific corridors for the next 75 years. (2 dots)



· Ensure consistency with other conservation plans. (1 dot)



· Integration with recovery plans.



· Challenge with lower Sacramento River conservation.



· Avoid “one size fits all” approach that may be a poor match for local conditions or local plans.



· There is a lack of a blueprint for regional conservation models, making strategizing for mitigation planning difficult.



· Riverside (RCTC) set up an advance program for its transportation projects; need to check this out.





			Mitigation Site Availability (1 dot):



· Finding willing sellers of land.



· Securing fee title or easements in a timely fashion to meet project needs.



· Socio-political climate that discourages selling lands for mitigation or developing conservation easements.



· Being able to mitigate on lands that make sense ecologically. Private lands may not be available within important corridors.





			Other Stakeholders (8 total dots):



· Potential conflicts with agricultural community. (3 dots)



· Conservation of corridors crosses too many private parcels and local jurisdictions, too complicated. (1 dot)



· Need support from local governments. (3 dots)



Followup Discussion:



· Need regional agencies as key stakeholders in this process, because they can help drive this on a regional basis.





			Regulatory/Policy Needs/Challenges (9 total dots):



· Propose legislation that will include endowment language in AB1246. (7 dots).



· ESA is site and species specific. (1 dot)



· How to handle regulatory permitting? MOU? Programmatic? HCP? (1 dot)



· Could we oversell benefits of advance mitigation?



· Getting support from local governments.



· CEQA cumulative impacts of advance mitigation and infrastructure it supports.



· CEQA mitigation requirement may be too limiting to support long term conservation (which requires more).



· Some agencies do not have the ability to provide and measure “credit” for maintaining functions and values, although intellectually the concept appears sound.



· How do you justify mitigation for non-CESA needs (e.g., oak woodland)?



· What geographic scale is correct for advance mitigation planning: Countywide? Caltrans Districtwide?



· Congress and California Legislature may control policy and regulations that need to be changed.



· Need commitments from regulatory agencies that this is a priority.



· Risk of Corps HQ veto of local initiative.



Followup Discussion (High Priority):



· Traynham I and II: cannot convert Williamson Act land to habitat.



· CEQA does not allow use of cat ex for restoration projects on farmland.



· Change state law, if needed, to allow DWR/Caltrans to have NGOs hold endowments (like CWF does for DFG and the Wildlife Conservation Board).



· Find a way to connect advance mitigation for use as a credit in future ESA consultations (and not considered part of the baseline in the future).





			Agency Culture (9 total dots):



· Change agency culture to accept risk.



· Embed ecosystem stewardship in infrastructure agencies.



· Agencies have a low comfort level with uncertainty.



· Need to get employees to think outside the box and take risks.



· Staffing is project related, not programs like advance mitigation.



· Exchange of information within and between agencies.



· Need support for project managers.



· Get away from “mitigation credits.” Drivers for how the agencies need to address project impacts.



· DWR does not know all the lands it owns or has easements on.



· Excuse to avoid onsite mitigation and avoidance.



· Some agency staff engaged in HCP and NCCP programs don’t see a need for another regulatory and mitigation instrument such as ‘Advance Mitigation’.



Followup Discussion:



· Need to increase the priority of stewardship in infrastructure agencies.



· Gain appropriate executive level guidance and agreement to empower staff to support the advance mitigation concept.



· Need to better sell the project delivery benefits of this program to get it to move ahead.



· An accountability vehicle needs to be established to demonstrate progress is being made (like the planning agreement for NCCPs).








			6. Next Steps





			The team will take the input from the meeting to Sacramento to prioritize issues and define some potential solutions. The next meeting will include a review of potential solution approaches.





			Other stakeholders to invite:



· Regional COGs (to help facilitate approaches and solutions)



· Corps of Engineers (to discuss regulatory constraints)



· DWR project representatives (for viewpoint of project proponents)



· EPA representatives on transportation projects (seeking opportunity to be involved)



· Representatives from the national mitigation banking association (for knowledge about land acquisition)



· NCCP staff from DFG Headquarters



· DWR Flood Maintenance Corridor strategy representatives



· Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum



· Representatives of the Riverside transportation project long-range mitigation approach








Notes Prepared by:


Curtis Alling, Debra Bishop, Steve Chainey, Vance Howard, Roni Olaizola (word processing), EDAW
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