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8 Operations, Maintenance and Monitoring 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the staffing and other resources necessary to perform 
the operations and maintenance associated with existing ongoing operation of the Preserve, and 
the future implementation of this Management Plan.  This Plan proposes to manage the 
Preserve’s habitat and public use areas at or above existing conditions and levels; therefore, the 
implementation of this Management Plan will require changes in staff organization, and 
additional staffing and financial resources.  This Management Plan is intended to help the 
Partners develop long- and short-term priorities via preparation of annual work plans.  This 
Management Plan does not constitute a commitment for staffing increases, operational and 
maintenance increases, or funding for future land acquisitions. 
 
 
8.1  EXISTING STAFF  
 
Staff resources for the Preserve are currently provided by BLM, TNC, GJUESD, DFG, and 
Sacramento County.  Although the total number of staff supporting the Preserve varies from year 
to year, typical Preserve staff positions are listed in Figure 8.1.  Individual Partner staffing 
responsibilities are outlined in the 1996 Cooperative Management Agreement, as amended.  
 
Seasonal employees, as described in Chapter 5, provide staff support to the Preserve.  In addition 
to the staff shown on the organization chart (Figure 8.1) below, most of the Partners contribute 
specialized expertise from their parent organizations on an as-needed basis.  For example, 
BLM’s Folsom Field office has experts on cultural resources, geology, and computer services.  
Ducks Unlimited staff contribute expertise in wetland development and management.  DFG’s 
pesticide experts have supported the Preserve.  TNC has staff members with expertise in diverse 
areas, such as water resources, geographic information systems (GIS), and various scientific 
disciplines.  Additionally, TNC has three full-time staff with the California Water Program who 
assist with Delta policy and work from the Sacramento office.  All Partners typically provide 
legal and financial support positions to their staff as well.  TNC attorneys provide legal support 
for all land-related deals on the Preserve, for all Partners.  Consultants and contracts are retained 
by the Partners on a periodic basis to support specific projects.  The availability of these types of 
specialized expertise from the Partner organizations is a benefit to the Preserve. 
 
The Partners’ funding of staff and related expenses to support restoration, public use, 
management, improvements, research, and monitoring is significant. 
 
 
8.2  ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL NEEDS TO IMPLEMENT PLAN 
 
Table 8.3 summarizes actions identified throughout this Management Plan and the estimated 
labor required to implement them.  As shown in this Table, a combination of additional site 
management, technical expertise, public use staff, and maintenance staff is needed to fully 
implement this Management Plan.  It is anticipated that the continuation of the seasonal 
employee program will also be needed.   
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In addition to the existing positions previously described, it is anticipated that several new staff 
positions will be needed in the future.  Preserve staff have suggested that the following  potential 
future positions would be necessary in order to manage the Preserve for the long term: 
 
TABLE 8.1:  POTENTIAL FUTURE STAFF POSITIONS 

Title Role Partner Status 

Supervisory Biologist, other Assistant Preserve Manager BLM, DFG FT 
Wildlife Biologist, Field 
Representative, other 

Land Stewardship and 
Project Management DFG, TNC, DU FT 

 
 
8.3  CAPITAL EQUIPMENT AND MAINTENANCE  
 
In addition to proposed staffing resources, operation and maintenance of the Preserve requires 
capital equipment, materials, and supplies.  Examples of capital equipment necessary to 
implement this Management Plan include, but are not limited to, work vehicles, tractors, 
mowers, backhoes, graders, bulldozers, common hand and power tools, office equipment and 
supplies, and field supplies.  
 
The Preserve’s barn, Visitor Center, farm center, vehicles, tools, trails, boat launch, fences, gates, 
parking areas, and kiosks are the primary facilities and property that need to be maintained.  
Wetland pumps, water control structures, and Preserve-owned roads and levees also require 
ongoing routine maintenance.  Agricultural operators work with Preserve staff to maintain farm 
pumps, water troughs, irrigation systems, and other agricultural infrastructure as part of their 
farming or grazing leases.  Major levee maintenance and repair is an ongoing challenge and often 
requires a substantial investment in capital improvements (e.g., Staten Island, McCormack-
Williamson Tract, Denier II).   
 
 
8.4  OPERATIONS AND FINANCE 
 
Currently, the Partners contribute financially to the operations and maintenance of the Preserve 
through the allocation of funding for staff, maintenance, contractors, vehicles, field and office 
supplies, and tools to support management of the Preserve.  Typical land-management expenses 
include purchase of fuel for vehicles and equipment, parts and repairs, replacement of worn or 
damaged equipment, replacement of field supplies, purchase of pesticides for control of invasive 
species, garbage collection, contracted maintenance, etc.  Costs for materials and supplies can be 
considerable for some tasks, such as the eradication of extensive invasive species or the repair of 
levees and pumps.  The budgeting procedure for the Partner organizations varies and, although 
existing funding sources are anticipated to continue, they are not guaranteed in the future.  
Funding levels could change at any time. 
 
In addition to the “base” funding that is provided by the Partner organizations, the Preserve also 
generates a substantial amount of its own income through its agricultural and grazing operations,  
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especially through the organic rice operations.  The farm and grazing leases, therefore, are 
essential to the continued operation of the Preserve, as most Partner budgets are not expected to 
increase over time.   
 
8.4.1  Funding Sources 
 
Sources of funding for the Preserve are derived primarily from the Partner organizational budget 
allocations at this time; specifically the BLM, TNC, Sacramento County, and GJUESD.  Staff 
has indicated that complete dependence on agency/organization annual budget allocations is not 
reliable because these budgets are highly variable and are unlikely to be sufficient to serve in the 
long term.  For example, federal funding of the Preserve through BLM is typically dependent on 
the annual congressional allocations to the BLM in any given fiscal year.  Private funding 
through non-profit partners such as TNC and DU varies with philanthropic donations to 
foundations, grant funding, and other sources.  To some extent the capacity of these sources 
varies with the overall economy.  In addition, as partners like TNC continue to expand their 
geographic reach into other areas, current funding and staffing levels are expected to be 
responsible for those areas as well.  This will stretch the same amount of staff and funds over a 
larger area. 
 
The Preserve has been very successful in obtaining grant funding in the past.  While it is hoped 
that grant funding will continue, significant dependence on grant funds is not a viable, long-term 
solution to providing funding for the Preserve in perpetuity.  Grant funds are sometimes 
available for preserves to purchase new properties; however, grant funding for major restoration 
projects, major capital improvements, or to “jump-start” new programs is very limited and often 
not available for operations and maintenance.  Moreover, the grant application and management 
process requires the commitment of staff time to administer.  Given that future financial needs of 
the Preserve will likely focus on operations and maintenance, it is anticipated that few grant 
opportunities will be available.  Private foundations have funded small public-use improvements 
over the past decade, and those funds are likely to continue to be available to non-profit partners 
such as TNC and DU. 
 
As the Preserve’s management emphasis shifts from start-up expansion to one of long-term 
management of existing parcels and routine operations and maintenance, it is anticipated that 
funding sources will shift from grants to other more sustainable sources, such as endowments 
and general government funds.  To help reduce funding constraints, several management actions 
are proposed on the following pages.  The most important of these actions is to explore the 
feasibility of establishing an endowment or foundation for the Preserve.  Successful 
implementation of this action will take a concerted effort by the Preserve Partners.   
 
A list of potential funding sources from public funds, private foundations, and other private 
sources is provided in Table 8.2 below.  These funding sources may be available for capital 
improvements, restoration, and enhancement projects within the Preserve.  However, each of 
these funding sources has application constraints and is highly competitive.  Additional research 
would be needed to determine the applicability of these potential funding sources to the Preserve, 
given timing and other application constraints.   
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TABLE 8.2:  POTENTIAL PUBLIC AND PRIVATE FUNDING SOURCES 
 

 USFWS Programs (e.g., State Wildlife Grant Program, Federal Aid in Wildlife 
Restoration Program) 

 CBDA Ecosystem Restoration Program (e.g., through public solicitation process or 
submittal of an unsolicited proposal) 

 Central Valley Project, Wildlife Habitat Augmentation Plan 
 California Wildlife Conservation Board, Habitat Acquisition and Restoration 

Program 
 Department of Fish & Game programs (e.g., Comprehensive Wetlands Program) 
 DWR grants available for mitigation of water projects and levee maintenance 

activities 
 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency grant programs 
 National Fish and Wildlife Foundation grant programs (e.g., Bring Back the Natives 

[BBN], Five Star Restoration Challenge Grants) 
 North American Wetland Conservation Act (NAWCA) 
 Wetlands Conservation Fund 
 IRWMP-DWR Bond fund 
 U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation Service 

(NRCS) Farm Bill programs 
 Central Valley Project, Wildlife Habitat Augmentation Plan 
 Wildlife Conservation Board Inland Wetlands Conservation Program 
 Funding from Sacramento County HCP/NCCP 
 Ducks Unlimited, Wetland Restoration Program 
 The James Irvine Foundation (www.irvine.org) 
 Resources Legacy Fund (www.resourceslegacyfund.org) 
 Intel Community Grants (www.intel.com/intel/intel-in-your-community.htm)  
 David and Lucile Packard Foundation (www.packard.org)  
 Richard and Rhoda Goldman Fund (www.goldmanfund.org) 
 The Pew Charitable Trusts (www.pewtrusts.com) 

 
 
 
8.5  ADMINISTRATION OF THE PRESERVE 
 
PROGRAMS 
 
The Preserve has successfully implemented many innovative projects, programs, and concepts; 
including its wetlands management program, migratory bird program, volunteer program, 
education program, restoration projects, and the Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) (monitored by 
NRCS).  One of the Preserve’s greatest achievements to date is the establishment of the 
Partnership and the CMA.  At this Preserve, government agencies and private organizations with 
differing priorities and constraints work together in a private/public venture towards the common 
mission of establishing and maintaining the Preserve and protecting the river.  Similar 
partnerships are rare and the partnerships established at this Preserve have served as a model for 
others.  Both the number of participating organizations and the significant leadership roles that 
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“Prescribed Burn” – Photo courtesy of 
Preserve Photo Library 

TNC and BLM have assumed are particularly noteworthy.  The support and respect the Preserve 
has received from within the public community—from neighboring landowners and from within 
each Partner organization—has been remarkable.  The 
Preserve has achieved these successes by having a 
committed and dedicated staff and by having Partners 
that are fully committed to the Preserve’s mission.  A 
large financial commitment was required to realize the 
Preserve’s current level of success.  The financial 
contributors include numerous donations, grants, TNC, 
CALFED, BLM, and many others.  The early success 
of several of the Preserve’s restoration projects helped 
garner attention from the scientific and regulatory 
community, which in turn fostered additional funding 
used to restore even more habitat.  Building on this past 
success, this Management Plan describes several 
actions to enhance existing habitat, to add more parcels 
to the Preserve, and to expand the public-use programs. 
 
PARTNER ROLES 
 
The Cooperative Management Agreement (CMA) 
defines the goals, roles, and responsibilities of the 
signatories for managing and administering all portions 
of lands currently owned, in fee or in easement, by the 
Partners.  The Partners recognize that their respective interests in those lands are subject to 
different authorities and policies, but that the CMA is intended by the Partners to define an 
administrative process and facilitate cooperation among them to the greatest extent possible. 
 
The CMA is updated every five years; however, the last update occurred in December 2005 via a 
brief letter indicating consensus to extend the agreement as written previously.  The next CMA 
update process has already begun and the updated agreement is anticipated to be finalized in July 
2008.  It is anticipated that at that time, two new signatories to the CMA will be added:  The 
NRCS, which owns several easements on the Preserve, and the GJUESD. 
 
The role of the Preserve Partners is changing and is anticipated to change even more in the 
future.  In the past, the focus of the Preserve has been on growth, acquisition, and research.  For 
the first 20 years, the Preserve was in a “start-up” mode, and the original acquisition of Preserve 
properties required expertise in real estate, grants, law, finance, science, and restoration.  As 
most of this expertise was provided by TNC, it was logical that TNC played the most significant 
leading role.  However, as the Preserve transitions from an acquisition focus to more emphasis 
on operations, management, maintenance, and monitoring, the roles of each Partner will also 
change.  This transition may result in a shift from TNC’s expertise in acquisitions and science to 
the agencies’ expertise in long-term land management.  Regardless of the transitions, all Partners 
will continue to have a valuable role at the Preserve and to pursue their organizations’ goals as 
they relate to management of the Preserve.   
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The role of specific Partners is variable but each Partner plays an important role.  For example, 
some Partners focus on the provision of funding, such as DWR funding an easement on Staten 
Island.  Daily land management duties may be less of a role for some Partners. 
 
COOPERATIVE PARTNERS 
 
In addition to the land-owning Partners (referred to as the “Preserve Partners”), several important 
programs at the Preserve are dependent on other agencies that may not own land or be involved 
in day-to-day management activities but are nonetheless critical to the Preserve’s success.  These 
Partners are called Cooperative Partners and are described briefly below. 
 

 GJUESD sends thousands of children to visit the Preserve as part of their educational 
careers.  GJUESD has successfully obtained many grants to support the work of the 
Preserve’s Education Coordinator position.  Details are provided in Section 5-4 of 
Chapter 5.  As mentioned above, GJUESD is likely to become a formal Preserve Partner 
when the CMA is updated in 2008. 

 University of California, Davis, has taken the lead in research and science activities at the 
Preserve for many years.  See Section 5-3, Public Use: Research, for details.   

 NRCS  routinely provides technical advice to local farmers and ranchers.  They provide 
funding for numerous land-improvement projects through the WRP and EQIP programs 
and they provide helpful technical advice to the Preserve and its farm lessees.  They also 
hold conservation easements across two Preserve properties totaling approximately 6,292 
acres.  As mentioned above, NRCS is likely to become a formal Preserve Partner when 
the CMA is updated in 2008. 

 Sacramento Valley Conservancy (SVC) administers an agricultural easement on a 
portion, 180 acres, of the Valensin property.   

 
SUPPORTERS 
 
Several organizations and agencies support the Preserve’s mission because they have similar 
missions and goals.  In this case, the term “supporter” indicates that the organization promotes 
the interests or cause of stewardship at the Preserve.  Examples of Supporter organizations are 
Save Our Sandhill Cranes (SOS Cranes), Point Reyes Bird Observatory (PRBO), the California 
Department of Boating and Waterways, Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge, Sacramento 
Regional County Sanitation District’s Bufferlands project, the Lodi Sandhill Crane Festival, 
International Crane Foundation, the Elk Grove School District, the Galt Historic Society, and the 
California Native Plant Society.  In the upper watershed, organizations that the Preserve will 
likely work with include land-owning stakeholders such as BLM, U.S. Forest Service (El Dorado 
National Forest), and American River Conservancy.  The Bureau of Reclamation and El Dorado 
Irrigation District manage Sly Park Reservoir on the North Fork Cosumnes River.  These 
supporters contribute to the long-term success of the Preserve by offering technical advice, 
assistance in achieving overall stewardship goals, grants, and/or contributions to scientific 
research that ultimately leads to improved land-management practices.   
 



COSUMNES RIVER PRESERVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
CHAPTER 8, OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND MONITORING PAGE 8-8 
MARCH 2008 

PARTNERSHIPS WITH NEIGHBORS 
 
The support of neighboring landowners has been critical to the past success of the Preserve.  
Sometimes neighbors may be reluctant to work with governmental agencies or environmental 
organizations because of perceived differences in ideals or long-term visions of land 
stewardship.  However, the Preserve’s neighbors have made an effort to learn more about the 
Preserve and its mission and goals.  Many of the Preserve’s neighbors have made a concrete 
commitment to the Preserve’s goals by selling conservation easements to the Preserve Partners.  
Others support research and monitoring efforts for Preserve researchers to better understand the 
land.  Working together, the Preserve’s neighbors have helped the Preserve make great strides in 
achieving stewardship goals.   
 
POTENTIAL NEW PARTNERS 
 
As the Preserve expands and management roles change, the Preserve may find other 
organizations and agencies with similar missions that might be potential new partners.  These 
include state agencies such as California State Parks and CALTRANS (who funded an easement 
on the Valensin property), local agencies such as Sacramento County’s HCP/NCCP program, 
and local non-profits such as land trusts.  The Cities of Galt and Elk Grove are important local 
partners and they have referenced the Preserve in their General Plans.   
 
The Preserve’s primary challenge is to broaden the base of support for the Preserve.  This entails 
broadening support among the Preserve Partners, Cooperative Partners, Supporters, neighboring 
landowners, and potential new partners.  The management actions listed within this Management 
Plan are intended to help the existing Partners in this endeavor.  
 
 
8.6  IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING CONTINGENCIES 
 
Once the Management Plan is finalized, the implementation phase of the planning process 
begins.  Implementation of this Management Plan is anticipated to occur over a 10-year period, 
at which time the Management Plan will be updated.  The Preserve Partners will assume 
responsibility for implementing this Management Plan with assistance from any new partners, 
neighboring landowners, Preserve volunteers, and the public at large.  The Preserve Partners will 
make every effort to implement the planned actions by the agreed-upon schedule (Table 8.3).  
However, implementation of the actions is contingent upon a variety of factors, including: 
 

 Updating existing plans that tier off of this Management Plan (e.g., Weed 
Management Plan, five-year Wetlands Management Plan, etc.). 

 Completing new focused studies and assessments (e.g., assessment of needed 
recreation facilities). 

 Funding and staffing. 
 Compliance with local, state, and federal regulations. 
 Partnerships. 
 Adaptive management actions resulting from continued research and monitoring. 
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Each of these factors is described briefly below. 
 
UPDATING EXISTING FOCUS PLANS 
 
This Plan outlines the need to update several existing planning documents that the Preserve has 
relied upon in the past but have become outdated due to new acquisitions, management 
techniques, and scientific understanding.  Updating these plans (e.g., Weed Management Plan) 
will provide the additional planning details necessary to implement future management actions.   
 
COMPLETING NEW FOCUSED STUDIES AND ASSESSMENTS  
 
Many of the proposed actions within this Management Plan require more in-depth planning and 
analysis than the Management Planning process was designed to provide.  This Management 
Plan outlines the need to complete a few new assessments to ascertain the feasibility of 
proceeding with the anticipated actions.  In addition to the needed assessments, a new 
comprehensive monitoring plan is proposed as part of this Management Plan. 
 
FUNDING AND STAFFING 
 
In order to maintain the Preserve’s management at or above its current level, a certain amount of 
staffing, equipment, facilities, and supplies are needed.  Some of these expenses may require an 
initial capital outlay; for example, for new recreation facilities.  Others currently require, and will 
continue to require, recurrent operations, maintenance, and staffing expenses.  These expenses 
are detailed above in Section 8.3.   
 
COMPLIANCE WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
 
This Management Plan outlines numerous activities that will require compliance with local, 
state, and federal regulations.  CEQA and NEPA documents will soon be prepared to evaluate 
the potential environmental effects of this Management Plan.  However, future implementation 
of some of the actions described herein will be subject to further regulatory and legal review that 
will be undertaken and accomplished prior to the implementation of the planned activity. 
 
PARTNERSHIPS 
 
Management of the Preserve is dependent upon a wide array of Partners, including the land-
owning Partners, Cooperative Partners, Supporters, and neighboring landowners and 
communities.  The Preserve will continue to rely on these and other partners in the future to help 
implement this Plan and to provide input into future Plan updates.  This Management Plan 
identifies many actions that provide new opportunities for existing and new partners.  There is 
great potential for more public participation and assistance in the management and interpretation 
of the Preserve’s natural resources. 
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8.7  ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 
 
This Management Plan provides for adaptive management of the Preserve.  Used internationally, 
“adaptive management” is defined by some as “a systematic process for continually improving 
management policies and practices by learning from the outcomes of operational programs” 
(Nyberg 1998).  The Preserve will continually review its management tools, actions, and 
objectives and make modifications as necessary based on the results of ongoing monitoring 
activities, new scientific information, and other new studies.  These periodic evaluations and 
course corrections will be used to better achieve the Preserve’s goals and vision.  Since 
monitoring is an essential component of adaptive management, we have integrated specific 
monitoring strategies into this Management Plan whenever possible. 
 
MONITORING ELEMENTS 
 
The Preserve will monitor certain areas for specific monitoring elements.  The initial year of 
monitoring will be undertaken to establish baseline data for those elements that currently lack 
such data.  After the first year of baseline data gathering, staff will compare results to the initial 
surveys.  Ideally, monitoring data will be compiled over a several-year period to identify trends 
(either negative or positive).  Should monitoring results indicate a significant change in 
environmental conditions (e.g., target species or habitat not meeting goals);  the Preserve will 
implement more intensive or different management strategies.   
 
 
8.8  SEVERABILITY 
 
If any provisions of this Management Plan or its application to any person or legal entity or 
parcel of land or circumstances is held invalid, the remainder of the Management Plan, or the 
application of the provisions to other persons or legal entities or parcels of land or circumstances, 
shall not be affected. 
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PLACEHOLDER FOR 
TABLE 8.3:  IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE FOR MANAGEMENT PLAN.   
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Goals, Objectives, Actions, and Monitoring 
 
OVERARCHING GOAL II:  COMPATIBLE USES IMPROVE STEWARDSHIP OF THE LANDS IN THE COSUMNES RIVER WATERSHED. 
 
Operations, Management and Monitoring Sub-goal #1:  The Preserve will be financially sustainable. 
 
Objectives Actions Monitoring Elements 
1.1  Recognize that the Preserve 
is undergoing shifts in 
management emphasis and 
Partner roles, which may result in 
shifts in financial resources. 
 

1.1.1  Identify and secure a variety of funding sources 
(from grants to other sources) that will provide more 
financial stability for the Preserve in the future.  
1.1.2  Pursue the establishment of an endowment or 
foundation to fund the continued maintenance and 
stewardship of the Preserve in perpetuity. 
1.1.3  Pursue increases in annual and regular funding 
from state and federal agency Partners. 
1.1.4  Pursue increases in annual funding from 
private, non-profit conservation organization 
partners. 
1.1.5  Continue to generate revenue from the 
Preserve’s agricultural and grazing leases, provided 
that the generation of that revenue is consistent with 
the overall goals in this Management Plan. 
 

1.1.1  Number of funding sources explored and 
number secured each year. 
 
1.1.2  Endowments or foundations established. 
 
 
1.1.3  Amount of increase in annual “base” funding 
per year. 
1.1.4  Amount of increase in annual budget 
allocations from non-governmental partners. 
 
1.1.5  Amount of revenue received each year from 
agricultural and grazing leases. 
 

 
 
Operations, Management and Monitoring Sub-goal #2:  The Partners will work together to counteract future challenges (e.g., 
dwindling financial and staffing resources, etc.). 
 
Objectives Actions Monitoring Elements 
2.1  Transition the Preserve’s 
management emphasis from 
acquisition and research to more 
long-term operations and 
maintenance in a logical and 
strategic manner. 

2.1.1 Plan for and document changes in Preserve 
leadership, staffing, and Partners’ roles via the 
renewal of the Cooperative Management Agreement, 
annual work plans, and individual agreements 
between Partners.  
 

2.1.1  Cooperative Management Agreement, Annual 
Work Plans, Management Plan updates, individual 
agreements between partners, etc. 
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Objectives Actions Monitoring Elements 
 2.1.2  As applicable, enter into new management 

agreements with existing and/or new Partners. 
2.1.3  All Partners will work cooperatively to staff 
and fund the positions necessary to implement the 
Management Plan. 

 
 
2.1.3  Monitor the result of new agreements.  New 
organization chart, number of positions filled, 
amount of staff funding provided annually, etc. 
 

2.2  Broaden the base of support 
for the Preserve among Preserve 
Partners, Cooperative Partners, 
Supporters, and neighboring 
landowners and communities. 

2.2.1  Develop and implement activities, 
presentations, one-on-one conversations, and other 
outreach actions to recruit new partners and/or 
support for the Preserve.  Consider adding new 
partners as signatories to the CMA (e.g., local school 
districts, local land trusts, and/or NRCS).   
2.2.2  Maintain ongoing communication with 
neighboring landowners, Partners, and other potential 
supporters by contacting them on a one-on-one basis, 
organizing annual gatherings, etc. to share 
information about ongoing activities and future 
planned projects at the Preserve. 
 

2.2.1  Number of activities, etc. developed and 
implemented annually.  Types of organizations or 
entities contacted. 
 
 
 
2.2.2  Number of contacts or events annually. 

 
 
Operations, Maintenance, and  Monitoring Sub-goal #3:  This Management Plan will be fully implemented and will use an 
adaptive management approach. 
 
Objectives Actions Monitoring Elements 
3.1  To be a role model in the use 
of Adaptive Management.  
 

3.1.1  Use adaptive management to continually assess 
environmental and social conditions, analyze and 
respond directly to specific site conditions, and build 
upon these efforts to continue to actively manage the 
Preserve.   
 
 
 
 

3.1.1  Management actions that are supported by 
available data.  Evaluate management tools used.   
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3.1.2  Using adaptive management, this Management 
Plan may be subject to ongoing minor modifications, 
subject to consensus of the Partners.  Such 
modifications may include updates to the MS Access 
database, the geodatabase, and the text of this Plan.   
3.1.3  Conduct a major update to this Management 
Plan within the next 10 years (i.e., 2018), consistent 
with Action 1.2.11 in Chapter 3.   
 

3.2  Fully implement this 
Management Plan by 2023.   
 

3.2.1  Complete the actions in accordance with the 
timeline and responsibilities outlined in Table 8.2.   

 

 
 
 
 



COSUMNES RIVER PRESERVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
CHAPTER 8, OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND MONITORING  PAGE 8-27 
MARCH 2008 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
 
Nyberg, J.B.  1998.  Statistics and the practice of adaptive management.  Pages 1–7 in:  

Statistical methods for adaptive management studies.  Sit, V. and Taylor, B., editors.  
British Columbia Ministry of Forests, Research Branch, Victoria, BC.  Land 
Management Handbook 42. 

 



COSUMNES RIVER PRESERVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

 
CHAPTER 9, RESPONSES TO COMMENTS PAGE 9-1 
MARCH 2008 

9 Summary of Comments Received and Responses to Comments 
 
This section of the Cosumnes River Management Plan addresses oral and written comments 
received on the Public Review Draft Management Plan.  The Draft Management Plan was 
released to the public on December 10, 2007, for a 30-day public-review comment period.  A 
total of 81 comments were received from a variety of sources, including State agencies, private 
non-profit conservation organizations, and private landowners and other citizens.  During the 30-
day public-comment period the Preserve hosted five public meetings to present the Draft Plan to 
the public and receive oral and written comments.  The meetings were held in Elk Grove, Galt, 
and at the Preserve Visitor Center.  The primary method of sharing the Draft Management Plan 
with the public was by posting it on the Preserve’s website, the Bureau of Land Management’s 
(BLM) Folsom Field Office website, and by sending public notices to neighboring landowners 
and other interested parties.  News releases were also published by the BLM and in local 
newspapers in Galt and Elk Grove.   
 
The BLM prepared an Environmental Assessment that considered potential impacts and 
alternatives to the Plan, consistent with NEPA.  A copy of the Environmental Assessment is 
available from BLM’s Folsom Field Office website and from the Preserve Manager. 
 
Undergoing concurrent public review was the associated CEQA document, prepared by the 
California Department of Fish & Game.  The Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) was 
circulated for public review and comment for a period of 30 days beginning on January 28, 2008.  
The public comment period closed on February 25, 2008.  The Draft Management Plan and the 
associated IS/ND were made available to the public on the California Department of Fish & 
Game website.  Additionally, hard copies of the documents were provided during normal 
business hours at the following locations:  Cosumnes River Preserve Visitor Center, Department 
of Fish & Game in Stockton, and the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Headquarters in Davis. 
 
The oral and written comments received on the Draft Management Plan are summarized below 
in Table 9.1  A copy of all the comments received are available for public review upon request 
during normal business hours at the Preserve’s Visitor Center.   
 
Some of the comments received provided clarification of factual information, goals and 
objectives, and redundancy noted in the document.  Other comments provided opinions, alternate 
views of appropriate goals and objectives, and similar commentary.  All comments received 
were responded to either through the incorporation of clarifying text and/or additional 
information directly into the Final Cosumnes River Preserve Management Plan.  Those 
comments not requiring revision to the document were addressed via the written responses below 
in Table 9.1.  Because the Plan was prepared in collaboration by the Preserve Partners, 
comments were addressed by the most qualified Partner.   
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TABLE 9.1. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT COSUMNES RIVER PRESERVE MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

# COMMENT RESPONSE 
1. One commenter stated that the Plan should address 

the need for fish screens on diversions in the 
Cosumnes River. 

No change made to the Plan.  While fish screens have been proven to help 
out-migrating salmon and other fish species, they are not a focus of the 
Preserve’s efforts to increase salmon populations in the Cosumnes River.  
The CVPIA Fish Screen Program and other screening programs cover that 
need for listed fish species. 

2. One commenter stated that the Plan should address 
the need for more hunting opportunities for the 
general public, not just special groups. 

Additional text was included in Section 5.1.1 to address this comment. 

3. One commenter stated that the Plan should address 
the need for more leadership to address Delta and 
sea-level rise over the next 25, 50, and 100 years. 

No change made to the Plan.  Preserve staff will continue to be involved in 
policy discussions regarding that issue and we will adapt our management 
as needed to protect lands within the Preserve. 

4. One commenter stated that the Plan should address 
the need for more public involvement at the 
Preserve so that local communities take 
“ownership.” 

No change made to the Plan.  The Plan currently addresses this point in 
regards to our desire to have community involvement, our desire to 
continue our public use program, and our environmental education 
program.  To date, the Preserve has been very successful at working with 
the local communities and so there is already a great deal of “ownership” 
by local citizens at the Preserve. 

5. One commenter stated that the Preserve should 
create a 5–10 page “glossy” version of the Plan that 
can be handed out to public officials, etc. 

Excellent idea; no change made to the Plan.  Preserve staff will explore the 
possibility of creating such a document after the Plan is finalized. 

6. One commenter stated that all the habitat acreage 
numbers should be double-checked. 

Completed as part of finalizing Plan.  Document changed if errors were 
discovered. 



COSUMNES RIVER PRESERVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
 

 
CHAPTER 9, RESPONSES TO COMMENTS PAGE 9-3 
MARCH 2008 

# COMMENT RESPONSE 
7. One commenter stated that the Plan should include a 

notation about the impact of flooding on local 
residents and structures.  Past floods have caused 
damage. 

Text revised to include language about past structural damage. 

8. One commenter strongly supported the continuing 
overt statement about additional acquisitions being 
from willing sellers on an as-available basis. 

No change made to the Plan. 

9. One commenter suggested that an additional action 
is needed under Objective 2.5:  “Work to minimize 
flooding of residences in the lower Cosumnes River 
area.”  Alternatively, Action 2.5.3 could be modified 
to include this. 

Action 2.5.4 was added to Sub-goal 2, Objective 2.5, to include this action. 

10. One commenter strongly supported Action 4.3.1 
regarding intentions to breach Mc-Cormack-
Williamson Tract levees. 

No change made to the Plan. 

11. One commenter strongly supported Action 1.1.4 
regarding continued collaboration with adjacent 
landowners regarding common land-management 
issues. 

No change made to the Plan. 

12. One commenter strongly supported Action 2.2.2 
regarding the Preserve’s desire to continually 
communicate with neighboring landowners. 

No change made to the Plan. 
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# COMMENT RESPONSE 
13. One commenter stated that overall the Plan does not 

address what flood control projects are planned for 
Staten Island; perhaps it should. 

No change made to the Plan.  Flooding regimes for Staten Island are 
dictated in part by the easement held by the Department of Water 
Resources and in part by the land-management strategies employed by 
Conservation Farms and Ranches to manage the property as a working 
agricultural landscape that supports wintering waterbirds, such as the 
threatened greater sandhill crane.  Other planning efforts such as the North 
Delta EIR will address more fully any future plans for flooding issues in the 
Delta, including Staten Island.  The Preserve’s plan for Staten Island is to 
continue its current agricultural operations in a manner that continues to 
support wintering waterfowl and other waterbirds. 

14. One commenter stated that the Plan should address 
urban sprawl in Locke and Walnut Grove. 

No change made to the Plan.  Urban sprawl is identified in the Plan as a 
major challenge for the Preserve, and staff will remain engaged in that issue 
as it affects the long-term management of the Preserve. However, it is not 
the focus of the Management Plan to address urban sprawl in all of the 
surrounding communities. 

15. What specific actions will we take to increase 
paddling visitors? 

No change made to the Plan.  The plan does not specify “new recruiting 
strategies” specific to paddling since paddling is not the focus of the public 
use program.  The Plan states that we will promote recreational 
opportunities at the Preserve, including paddling, provided that the 
recreational use does not adversely affect our ability to achieve the natural 
resource goals. 

16. What acres are included in the Eco-Reserve 
designation? 

A new map is being included in the plan to identify those parcels. 

17. One neighboring landowner is concerned about 
trespassers, especially paddlers, crossing his land to 
launch their watercrafts. 

No change made to the Plan.  The Plan identifies illegal activities such as 
trespass as a major challenge.  While the Preserve cannot control all 
trespass, part of the land management strategy is to continue our efforts to 
combat as much illegal activity as possible, including trespass. 
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# COMMENT RESPONSE 
18. Denier II property plans.  What if the levee breaches 

naturally; will you fix it? 
No change made to Plan.  We identify the Denier II property as a place 
where we will restore riparian habitat.  If a levee breaches there naturally, 
we will evaluate the effects of that breach at that time and take the most 
appropriate action in consultation with neighboring landowners and the 
appropriate regulatory agencies.  There will be substantial time for 
neighboring landowners to participate in our Denier II project planning 
process as we develop the appropriate environmental documents to 
implement the project. 

19. One commenter was under the impression that the 
Preserve did not oppose a major dam on the 
Cosumnes River. 

No change made to Plan.  One action in the Plan clearly states our 
intentions to remain involved in policy decisions regarding future plans for 
major hydropower facilities on the Cosumnes River. 

20. One commenter was concerned about any increase 
in the amount of public use near his property line. 

No change made to the Plan.  The Plan identifies new and existing activities 
with respect to public use, but none of those public uses would be 
implemented in a manner that would affect neighboring landowners 
without first pursuing their input on the decision. 

21. One commenter was concerned about the proximity 
of the marijuana gardens to his property line. 

No change made to the Plan.  The Plan identifies illegal activities such as 
marijuana cultivation as a major challenge.  While the Preserve cannot 
completely control this activity, the commenter is aware of our previous 
successes to combat this problem and to coordinate with him and other 
neighbors that are affected by it.  We will continue to coordinate with all 
neighboring landowners affected by illegal activities that occur on Preserve 
lands.  The Plan specifically states our desire to do so. 

22. One commenter stated that he thought the number of 
shorebird species was incorrect. 

Species number was checked and changed per the commenter’s suggestion. 

23. One commenter was concerned that the Preserve 
provide as much habitat as possible for shorebirds. 

The Draft Plan already contained an action that included shorebirds.  
However, we agree with the commenter on the importance of this issue.  
Action 4.1.4 has been modified to include management direction for 
shorebirds. 
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24. Will the Preserve offer horseback-riding 

opportunities? 
No change made to the Plan.  It is unlikely that the Preserve will offer 
horseback-riding opportunities due to the impact that horses and their trails 
have on the habitat.  However, horseback riding was not explicitly excluded 
as a public use option at the Preserve. 

25. One commenter stated that he thought the acres for 
blue oak woodland were too high. 

The acreage numbers were double-checked as part of finalizing the Plan. 

26. One commenter stated that he thought hand-planted 
acorns grew too slowly and/or they were assessed 
too early to determine their success.  Soil 
disturbance seemed to be an issue. 

This was addressed by inserting additional text in section 3.2.1 regarding 
adaptive management.  We would also like to point out that this issue is 
adequately addressed in the proposed actions, specifically Action 1.4.2.   

27. One commenter suggested that we add an action to 
increase the number of cottonwood and willow trees 
between the Accidental Forest and the Tall Forest 
for cuckoos, willow flycatchers, and other 
neotropical migrant songbirds that use that type of 
habitat. 

Action 2.2.7 was added to the Natural Resources Stewardship Sub-goal 2. 

28. Willow Slough Trail and Tall Forest birding survey 
dates are reversed. 

The dates were double-checked and changed as appropriate. 

29. One commenter suggested that the Plan include an 
action to determine the feasibility of building a 
causeway on Twin Cities Road to allow the 
Cosumnes River and Laguna Creek to meander and 
flood appropriately. 

Action 1.2.12 was added to conduct a feasibility study of potential 
Cosumnes River meander scenarios, and to implement scenarios as 
appropriate. 

30. One commenter suggested that the Preserve 
introduce Tule elk. 

No change made to the Plan.  Reintroducing elk is an issue that is up to the 
California Department of Fish & Game, not up to the Preserve.  However, 
given the urban-wildland interface issues, it may be a difficult task to 
accomplish.  
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31. One commenter suggested that we should include an 

action to address long-term management of oak 
trees (e.g., harvesting oaks when there become too 
many). 

No change made to the Plan.  This Plan is a 10-year plan and at the current 
restoration and reproductive rate of oaks, there is no need for such an 
action.  Future revisions of the Management Plan may address this issue. 

32. How do we plan to help salmon?  What about dams 
to help salmon? 

No change made to the Plan.  The Plan specifies that salmon are one of our 
targets and there are a series of actions listed in Chapter 3 that address our 
plans to help these species.  Chapter 3 also addresses our plans to be 
involved in policy decisions regarding the construction of dams on the 
Cosumnes River. 

33. Will the Freeport Water Diversions provide any 
water to the Cosumnes River? 

No change made to the Plan.  It is possible that upstream urban use will 
result in some kind of flow back to the Cosumnes River, but the long-term 
result of those diversions is unknown.  The Preserve is not planning on 
receiving any benefit from the diversions. 

34. One commenter felt that the Plan was well-thought-
out and ambitious and that it would result in a 
diverse landscape that benefits a myriad of wildlife 
and plant species. 

Comment noted.  No change made to the Plan. 

35. One commenter was encouraged to see that the Plan 
had the foresight to address locally breeding ducks 
as well as wintering species by providing brood 
habitat and maintaining wood duck boxes. 

Comment noted.  No change made to the Plan. 

36. One commenter encouraged the Preserve to restore 
additional seasonal wetlands based on the 2006 
Central Valley Joint Venture Implementation Plan 
goal of 19,000 additional acres. 

The acreage figures for the managed wetlands portion in Chapter 3 were 
double-checked and adjusted if appropriate.  Additionally, the Preserve’s 
Wetland Program will continue to look for opportunities to restore 
additional freshwater managed wetlands on an ongoing basis. 
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37. DWR commented that the portions of the project 

area may encroach within the designated floodway 
and an encroachment permit may be needed from 
the Central Valley Flood Protection Board prior to 
initiating any activities. 

No change made to the Plan.  Much of the project area is within the 
floodplain for the Cosumnes River and upper Sacramento/San Joaquin 
River Delta (see Chapter 7 for property level maps).  Prior to initiating any 
ground-disturbing activity for actions identified in Chapter 8, the Central 
Valley Flood Protection Board, the Reclamation Board, and the California 
Department of Fish & Game will be consulted to determine whether a 
permit is required.  Activities will not begin until all required permits are 
obtained.  

38. Caltrans commented that portions of the project lie 
within the SR99 and Interstate 5 corridors and 
requested more detailed and magnified mapping of 
Preserve areas and waterway features near the 
freeways. 

No change made to the Plan.  Please refer to the property-level maps 
beginning with Figure 7.4 through Figure 7.47.  

39. Caltrans commented that the portions of the project 
area may encroach within the State right-of-way for 
SR99 and Interstate 5 corridors.  An encroachment 
permit may be needed from Caltrans prior to 
initiating any restoration activities within the right-
of-ways. 

No change made to the Plan.  Prior to initiating any ground-disturbing 
activity for actions identified in Chapter 8, Caltrans will be consulted to 
determine whether a permit is required.  Activities will not begin until all 
required permits are obtained.  

40. Caltrans stated that drainage projects located within 
highway rights-of-way can impact State drainage, 
traffic, and future highway projects; therefore, 
Caltrans should be notified when the locations of 
proposed culvert replacement improvements are 
planned within the right-of-way.   

No change made to the Plan.  Prior to initiating any ground-disturbing 
activity for actions identified in Chapter 8, including but not limited to 
culvert replacement improvements, Caltrans will be notified of the location 
and provided copies of work plans to determine whether the design criteria 
is appropriate to meet Caltrans standards, and to determine whether a 
permit is required.  Activities will not begin until all required permits are 
obtained.  

41. List the known species of concern that are 
dependent on and/or users of the Preserve (as well 
as adjacent habitat?).  This would provide a quick 
reference for subsequent planning. 

No change made to the Plan.  Species of concern are listed in the Lower 
Cosumnes River Watershed Assessment (RBI 2006) available on the 
Preserve’s website (www.cosumnes.org).   
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42. Relative to active-versus-passive restoration of 

riparian (page 3-6), a map showing the relative 
proportion and type of habitats to date for each 
approach would be interesting.  The commenter 
expressed concern that oak regeneration may not be 
occurring rapidly enough with passive restoration, 
although it was noted that it may be because of the 
lack of early successional growth of other species, 
e.g., willows. 

No change made to the Plan.  The relative merits of different restoration 
techniques are discussed in detail in the numerous scientific studies 
prepared by the Cosumnes Research Group at UC Davis and posted on the 
website: http://baydelta.ucdavis.edu   

43. Objective 1.2 – “Ecologically functional landscape” 
does not provide a target; what land-use 
designations, conditions, or specific conditions 
would allow the Preserve to achieve this status?  
This might be addressed by subsequent objectives, 
but then this objective (1.2) is not needed.  This 
information is important to allow participation in 
land-use planning, coordination with other land 
management, and to secure funding for acquisitions. 

Changed the wording of this objective to read:  “Maintain a landscape that 
supports the natural processes and habitat for the Preserve’s focal 
conservation targets consisting of natural lands and suitable agriculture at 
and surrounding the Preserve (100-year floodplain up to Sacramento 
County’s Urban Services Boundary).”  Ecologically functional landscape 
refers to the ability of an area to support ecosystem components.  This 
definition has been added to the Plan glossary.  A target refers to one of the 
six specific species described as target species in Chapter 3.   

44. Objective 1.2 – Is  “surrounding” defined as the 
100-year floodplain? Does it include only adjacent 
areas to the Preserve?  If other than this, are there 
specific conditions that are higher priorities?  (This 
kind of relates to previous comment re: the target) 

No change made to Plan.  “Surrounding” is defined in the wording of the 
objective.  See above response. 
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45. Action 1.2.4 – What criteria are used to identify 

lands for protection?  Have needs (linkages and 
migration corridors) been defined yet, and what are 
the relative priorities of actions for identified 
targets?  (Adaptive management allows change, so 
don’t avoid starting with something.) 

No change made to Plan.  We evaluate protection opportunities based on 
habitat quality and contribution to protection goals for the conservation 
targets (species and communities) that are set in the Plan.  Since we only 
protect land on an as-available, willing-seller basis, we try to remain open 
to all available opportunities and evaluate them when they arise. 

46. Action 1.2.5 should be with the associated targeted 
objectives, and is there some level of identified 
need? 

No change made to Plan.  Linkages and corridors are addressed for each 
target where relevant.  It is highlighted here because it is also a general 
planning principal and something that needs to be considered for many of 
the species that did not rise to the level of focal targets.  

47. Action 1.2.6 – Is there a current assessment of 
habitat values of different land uses for evaluation of 
CRP properties and properties adjacent to CRP?  
What are the relative priorities of these habitat 
values?  Was this not the purpose of the planning 
process? 

No change made to Plan.  The purpose of the planning process is defined in 
Chapter 1 of the Management Plan to document existing conditions, 
identify and prioritize needs, and describe future desired conditions for the 
Cosumnes River Preserve over the next 10 years.  It also provides the 
Preserve Partners with a framework for determining budget and personnel 
required to implement long-term management of the Preserve over the next 
10 years.  Habitat values vary depending upon the species being 
considered, as each species has different needs.  Assigning habitat values 
for each of these species is beyond the scope of this Plan.  The Plan does 
provide maps of land-cover types for use in further analysis.  Land cover is 
a generalization of vegetation types in an area.  Habitat values are much 
more complex than the simplified land-cover maps presented in this Plan.   

48. Action 1.2.8 – What is meant by “promote,” other 
than what has already been mentioned (buying, 
coordination, participation)? 

No change made to Plan.  Promote means to encourage other groups 
(agencies, non-profit organizations, cities, and counties) to build on the 
existing network of protected lands in an effort to create larger protected 
areas and strong corridor linkages. 
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49. Action 1.2.9 – Is there a weed control plan now?  

Does it have priorities and criteria for establishing 
priorities?  What and where are the “high threat 
species” (and why?)  How does this relate to 2.3? 

No change made to Plan.  As stated in Section 7.2.1, the Preserve currently 
has a Weed Management Plan that will be updated.   

50. Action 1.2.10 – What are the specific outcomes and 
specific actions of “wildlife-friendly agriculture” 
that you will be promoting?  Or perhaps some 
criteria to define such?  (What does “#10” mean; 
probably left from early drafts). 

No change made to Plan.  Wildlife-friendly agriculture includes a set of 
agricultural practices that provide habitat or foraging value to target 
wildlife species.  Examples include flooding rice fields during the winter 
for duck habitat and planting certain crops for Swainson’s hawk foraging 
value.  Specific actions for various species are refined under the objectives 
and actions that are relevant to those targets.   

51. Are Actions 1.3.4 and 1.3.2 essentially the same?  They are very similar and have been combined into a single action that 
reads:  “1.3.2:  Design and implement next phase of groundwater-surface 
water studies, in collaboration with research partners, in order to refine 
understanding of groundwater-surface water status and relationships and to 
determine groundwater and surface flow requirements of riparian and 
aquatic species.  This includes locating areas favorable for the development 
of perched aquifers and mounded regional groundwater levels that enhance 
river baseflow.” 

52. Are Actions 1.3.2 and 1.3.3 more participation 
versus actually doing the study and releases (from 
CRP perspective)? 

No change made to Plan.  These studies will be conducted by researchers 
from UC Davis using funding provided by the Preserve Partners. 

53. Objective 1.4. –  Anything to address the lack of 
new growth/recruitment of blue oak; protection of 
existing may not be enough. 

No change made to Plan.  Several studies are available that address 
recruitment limitation in blue oak woodlands, but much of the management 
implications are site-specific.  Since the Preserve does not currently 
manage any lands that have blue oak woodland habitat, so there are no 
immediate plans to study this. 
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54. Objective 1.5 is a given for any plan and including 

this distracts the reader from what this Plan is 
focusing on. 

Comment noted.  No change made to Plan. 

55. Are Actions 2.1.2 and 2.1.3 subsets of Action 2.1.1, 
which is just a repeat of Objective 2.1? 

No change made to Plan.  No.  The separate actions were broken down 
geographically to delineate the differing habitat protection needs associated 
with the different types of riparian habitat along these sections of the river. 

56. Objective 2.2 – What is the “mosaic” target (local, 
regional distribution, etc.) that would then allow 
mapping to “guide management”?  Perhaps a range?  
What does maintain a mosaic mean, and is 
Objective 2.4 just a specific of this objective? 

No change made to Plan.  Mosaic means a mixture of communities as 
opposed to a single dominant community.  A mosaic can be maintained 
through the introduction of disturbance (fire, flooding, mechanical 
thinning) to maintain some areas in early-successional stages while 
allowing others to mature to later successional stages.  This is based on the 
hypothesis that greater habitat diversity begets greater species diversity.  
Preserve ecologists will work to further define what the mosaic of 
communities will be for the riparian habitat on the Preserve. 

57. Action 2.2.3 suggests that we don’t have a list of 
actions yet; but some of that is within the other 
objectives.  It was hoped that would come out of this 
“Plan” subject to adaptive management.   

No change made to Plan.  Some data is available on a few native species 
(e.g., migratory songbirds) and this data is used to inform management and 
restoration actions in riparian areas.  As more data becomes available, 
additional management and restoration actions will be evaluated. 

58. Action 2.2.3 includes to “maintain population 
levels”  Of what species and what are the targets for 
those species? 

No change made to Plan.  See answer to above comment 

59. Action 2.2.4 – Is this just a generic monitoring for 
response or is there some level of criteria for 
“successful response”? 

No change made to Plan.  It is important to monitor for both positive and 
negative responses to restoration and management actions. 



COSUMNES RIVER PRESERVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
 

 
CHAPTER 9, RESPONSES TO COMMENTS PAGE 9-13 
MARCH 2008 

# COMMENT RESPONSE 
60. Action 2.3.2 - What is the “desired” species 

composition and population level?  (This is too 
obvious).   

No change made to Plan.  These would be site-specific and based on 
baseline conditions. 

61. Actions 2.3.2, 2.3.3, and 2.3.4 – Are we not at the 
point of presenting a set of “control programs” for 
defined threats?  Can we list what those threats are, 
and the relative risks?  (This kind of gets to criteria 
if one is afraid of presenting specific actions.) 

No change made to Plan.  Since many of the threats originate outside of the 
Preserve (e.g., habitat loss, water quality, air quality, etc.) and are 
introduced by parties that do not include the Partners, reducing the effect 
that many of the stressors have on species is beyond the scope of the 
Preserve and this Management Plan.  A list of stressors for many species on 
the Preserve is currently being developed by DRERIP.  As this list (and 
similar lists) goes through the peer-review process and becomes public 
information, the Partners may utilize this information (in an adaptive 
management context) to create future restoration actions.   

62. Should Action 3.6.2 be part of this Sub-goal 2? Yes.  The flooding portion of this action was inappropriately included in 
the vernal pool section and will be moved to Sub-goal 1 as Action 1.1.3. 

63. Priority is Denier for restoration.  But that is really 
just the objective, not the action.  The action appears 
to be to put a plan together (more planning…) and 
without specific desired outcomes (“mosaic”). 

No change made to Plan.  The restoration plan for this property will 
describe the details of this project. 

64. Is Objective 2.5 really to ensure periodic floodplain 
inundation (as indicated in Action 2.5.3) that would 
have several sub-objectives to discuss how would 
one accomplish this? (e.g., working with locals to 
manage water, periodic levee work, slope control, 
Action 3.6.2, etc.?)   

No change made to Plan.  The Preserve does not have the ability to 
implement flood management on lands outside the Preserve but can 
encourage others to manage their land in a way that provides benefits for 
native species and communities.   
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65. Action 2.5.2 – Grammatical – delete “should 

focus”? 
Changed to read “Focus water and flood management activities on 
maintaining the hydrologic connectivity between surface and subsurface 
waters, while recognizing that periodic connection and disconnection of the 
floodplain within the river channel is vital to the functioning of the 
floodplain.” 

66. Objective 3.2 –What is the desired “overall native 
biodiversity and target species”? 

No change made to Plan.  This will depend on the site and the specific 
management actions.  The details of what will be monitored on various 
properties will be addressed in the Cosumnes River Preserve Monitoring 
Plan, which is currently being prepared by Preserve staff. 

67. Action 3.2.3 – Can it be assumed that you are going 
to continue to allow grazing with various control 
conditions (which would be identified as an action) 
that will then be assessed? 

No change made to Plan.  Yes.  See answer to comment 66. 

68. Objective 3.3 –What is the desired “diversity” of 
native species to be restored? Are there any specific 
actions yet (“appropriate methods”)? 

No change made to Plan.  See answer to comment 66.  

69. Objective 4.1 –What is the expected/desired 
beneficial outcome of the 850 acres of wetlands.  
Wet or more than that?  For example, what 
conditions, specific needs, what populations and/or 
habitat availability, usage, success criteria (brood 
rate, growth of fledglings, mortality, etc.). 

No change made to Plan.  See answer to comment 66.  
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70. Objective 4.7 – What invasives are critical threats 

and why?  At least a first shot or some criteria 
(related to the impact of the to-be-established 
desired outcome of the wetlands). 

No change made to Plan.  That information is too detailed to be included in 
the Preserve Management Plan.  However, these details are discussed in the 
Weed Management Plan. 

71. Objective 4.8 – Would a risk-management plan be 
appropriate to have a priori to an outbreak of avian 
diseases (e.g., immediate flooding, scaring birds, 
etc.) ? 

No change made to Plan.  This is a good suggestion and will be 
incorporated into our action items for this target. 

72. Objective 5.2 – Restore to what conditions?  Is it, or 
can it be, stated what conditions are important for 
GGS recovery (as later referenced – an upland need 
of burrows, what kind of water levels/conditions). 

No change made to Plan.  The Preserve is currently seeking funding for a 
study to answer these questions. 

73. Objective 5.5 – Expansion by what year?   No change made to Plan.  We don’t have a target date for the expansion.  
This will depend on when conditions in other parts of the system are 
suitable to support the population expansion. 

74. Objective 5.5 – Somehow over words to delete 
“(Action 6.2.2)” 

Removed (Action 6.2.2) from text. 

75. Objective 5.5.6 is part of plan review in 5 years. No change made to Plan.  Comment noted.  

76. Objective 6.1 – What are the key limiting factors 
with and threats to restoring the populations, and 
how do those factors related to actions within CRP’s 
grasp (this gets to priorities). 

No change made to Plan.  Objective 6.1 addresses one of the largest threats, 
lack of water in the river during migration. 

77. Is Action 6.1.1 a CRP responsibility or a larger 
group for which CRP is a participant? 

No change made to Plan.  Although it is true that this action is not the 
responsibility of the Preserve alone, it is a critical factor affecting the 
salmon population that no other group is addressing.  
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78. Are Actions 6.1.2 and 6.1.3 the same as Actions 

1.3.2 or 1.3.3? 
 

Actions 6.1.2 and 6.1.3 are duplicative and will be deleted.  

79. Objective 6.4 – Is 300 acres what CRP has now or 
new? 
 

No change made to Plan.  This acreage includes current floodplain and 
potential additional floodplain habitat. 

80. Action 6.4.2 is the same as Actions 3.62 and 3.1.3, 
so should the focus really be on how the flooding 
might be benefiting the salmon (growth rate, 
survival, or other health measures?) or at least 
changes in conditions within the floodplain and 
those effects on salmonids. 
 

No change made to Plan.  The needs of the target species/ habitat will 
dictate the details of this action.  In other words, flooding for juvenile 
salmon recruitment in one part of the floodplain may differ from flooding 
needed to encourage riparian tree regeneration. 

81. Are there any other actions that CRP could consider 
for salmon – reducing human disturbance of beds, 
sediment control, toxic runoff, competitive 
species… ? 

No change made to Plan.  The Preserve Partners own, manage, and monitor 
terrestrial landscapes.  Because of the relationship between the watershed 
and the river, the Partners felt it important to include Chinook salmon as a 
conservation target.  Although the Partners do not have direct control over 
the aquatic portion of the fish habitat, they do collaborate with others to 
ensure that salmon have sufficient quantity and quality of water in the 
Lower Cosumnes River.  Actions to protect this conservation target are 
listed in Sub-goal 2.  As an anadromous species, Chinook salmon have a 
fairly complex life cycle and the success of this species is dependent on 
numerous spatial and temporal factors.  To address the complexities 
associated with this species, DRERIP is currently preparing a conceptual 
model for Chinook salmon.  As this model completes peer review and is 
released to the public, the Partners may utilize the information contained 
therein to develop additional restoration actions along the Preserve for this 
species.   

 


