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DRAFT Delta Stewardship Council Work Session Summary: 
Economic Sustainability Plan and Delta as an Evolving Place
Monday, September 19, 2011, 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
Second Floor, 980 Ninth Street, Sacramento, CA

This document summarizes input provided by participants during a September 19 public work session on the Economic Sustainability Plan and Delta as an Evolving Place. The summary is intended to quickly inform council members about (1) who participated, and (2) points raised by participants in response to the work session topics and questions. It is intended to supplement other forms of direct input to the council, including written submissions and comment at council meetings. This summary is not intended to serve as a meeting transcript; in some cases the order of comments has been modified for efficiency and organization while preserving meaning. It will be made available to the public as well as the council.

Work Session Participants: 
Kathy Barnes-Jones	Solano County [telephone]
Dave Mraz			DWR [telephone]
Paul Gilbert-Snyder	EBMUD [telephone]
Mike Machado	Delta Protection Commission
Walt Vance	Recreational Boaters of CA
Melinda Terry	California Central Valley Flood Control Association and North Delta Water Agency
Dan Ray	CA State Parks
Larry Roth	Consulting Engineer
Maureen Martin	Contra Costa Water District
Don Thomas	Sacramento County Department of Water Resources
Eric Ringelberg		LAND
Jan Wagner-Tyack		Restore the Delta
Audrey Kelm			San Joaquin River Group
Les Harder			HDR
Gilbert Cosio			MBK Engineers-Delta RDs
Mike Hardesty		RD2068/2098- CCVFCA
Andy Moran			Delta Wetlands
Pete Kutras			Delta Counties Coalition
Katie Patterson		San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Alf Brandt			CA State Assembly
John Luebberke		City of Stockton
Matt Mahon			Coalition for a Sustainable Delta
Connie Ford			Sacramento County DWR
Charlies Gardiner		Delta Vision Foundation
Elisa Sabatini			Delta Conservancy
Brenda Burman		MWD
Tom Zuckerman		CDWA
Greg Zlotnick			SFCWA
Byron Buck			SFCWA
Aaron Will			Ducks Unlimited
David Bolland			ACWA

Joe Grindstaff	Delta Stewardship Council
Keith Coolidge	Delta Stewardship Council
Steve Hatchett		CH2M Hill
Randy Fiorini			Delta Stewardship Council Member
Gloria Gray			Delta Stewardship Council Member
Don Nottoli			Delta Stewardship Council Member
Patrick Johnston		Delta Stewardship Council Member

J. Michael Harty	Kearns & West (Facilitator)

I. Work Session Purpose and Participation

The Council and staff scheduled four work sessions open to the public to assist the council in developing the Delta Plan. The four work session topics are:
· Success and Performance Measures
· Covered Actions and Governance
· Economic Sustainability Plan and Delta as an Evolving Place
· Finance Plan

Each work session is designed to focus on a set of questions approved by council staff that link to issues in the Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan.

The Economic Sustainability Plan and Delta as an Evolving Place Work Session was held September 19, 2011. The charge for this workgroup meeting was posted on the council website in advance of the meeting. The charge and agenda for the meeting are attached as Appendix A. 

Approximately 35 people attended the work session in person, including Council staff and contractors.  Names appearing on the sign-in sheet are included at the top of this summary. Participation also was available to the public via an open conference line but no records of numbers were kept.

II. Feedback on the draft Delta Plan: Economic Sustainability Plan and  Delta as an Evolving Place 

Work session participants were asked to provide input on two topics:
1.  What specific steps can the Council take in the next five years [prior to the next review of the Delta Plan] to support:
· Agriculture
· Recreation and tourism
· Natural resources
· Risk reduction including investments in levees or bypasses, preparedness, response and other measures?

2. What additional measures can the Council include in the Delta Plan that are consistent with the coequal goals   and that will address the legislative direction regarding Delta as an evolving place?

The work session opened with a review of the Economic Sustainability Plan development process by Michael Machado, Executive Director, Delta Protection Commission. Details of that review are not included in this summary. Both Mr. Machado and Joe Grindstaff, the Council’s Executive Officer, noted that there has been an effort to coordinate on the ESP including discussions to narrow technical differences related to methodology or data.

Input:

Agriculture
· Assist the Delta Conservancy in establishing safe harbor agreements for Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs).
· Support development and adoption of “good neighbor” policies.
· Develop solutions to address other risks to neighboring landowners through ESA protections, endowed funding. Valley landowners have met with DWR’s FESSRO office to discuss problems with habitat acquisition and a lack of ongoing management.
· Delta Plan Recommendations should produce a “net” benefit for Delta agriculture and Chapter 8 should be reviewed from this perspective. Simply assuming that the Delta will lose agricultural lands and production is troubling.
· Land acquisition on a willing seller basis should be the Council’s emphasis. In looking at impacts to agriculture it is important to distinguish between the Primary and Secondary zones; impacts are more likely in the Primary zone.
· Look at the potential for all lands already acquired by state and local agencies to be managed for desired benefits, perhaps through expanded uses.
· The Plan should adopt a policy of keeping benefits of actions, including land conversion, local; actions should not simply result in local burdens with benefits realized outside the Delta.
· It would be useful to have available an inventory of all mitigation measures for loss of agricultural land to conversion since the 1970s. In addition, an accounting of the loss of agricultural productivity in the Primary Zone over the past 40 years also would be useful.
· The counties and cities have different approaches to review of mitigation plans; in some cases there is a 1:1 ratio, in others mitigation is fee-based. 
· How to address the perception that conversion by Delta counties and cities of agricultural lands is acceptable, but not conversion by the state to support other goals?
· Any agricultural conversion should be done in partnership with Delta counties and cities
· There is an important distinction between more- and less-desirable agricultural lands in evaluating conversion.
· The Council should integrate and not focus on isolated inputs, e.g., agriculture only
· On carbon sequestration-agriculture-habitat: this merits further examination, at this time there is no reliable market. TNC has a sequestration program in the Delta. Any such program needs to be voluntary. Tule is not an agricultural commodity. Other agencies have jurisdiction including potentially the Army Corps of Engineers.
· The Conservation Reserve and related Conservation Reserve Enhancement Programs that keep land out of agricultural production for specified periods are a federal option that may offer promise as part of a portfolio for the Delta. Historically CA agriculture has focused more on the Environmental Quality Incentives Program [EQIP] through NRCS which is also contract-based.
· The Plan should avoid the mistake of assuming ready availability of federal subsidies in the current budget environment.
· Subsidence in the Delta should be treated as a soil conservation issue.
· NRCS is hosting a Bay-Delta initiative this week.
· Because of the link between agriculture, subsidence, and levee impacts, the Council should consider recommendations to reduce such impacts such as establishing “no farm” zones adjacent to levees and addressing impacts from drainage ditches. Any such steps would need to meet the interests in growers of predictability in order to run their businesses.
· Science must be the foundation for any “no-farm zone” policies, including reliable data about trends in Delta island subsidence. Effective public outreach and engagement will also be important.

Recreation and Tourism
· The Council should “green light” early projects, such as:
·  integrating the Dutch Slough ecosystem project to provide access to shoreline; 
· the North Delta project offers recreation opportunities connecting to Locke and Cosumnes Preserve; and 
· recreation projects on Twitchell and Sherman Islands offer opportunities for integrating levee improvements.
· A high percentage of Bay Area residents use parks, and recreation offers opportunities for broadly distributed benefits
· A Caltrans National Scenic Byway project on Highway 160 also offers opportunities
· The Council should continue to support National Heritage Area designation
· The legal Delta offers a huge recreation opportunity with 10 million people; diversification of opportunities across the Delta region is important.
· The Council should promote participation of recreation interests in Delta conversations.
· The Council should address directly public concerns about synchronizing the ESP and BDCP with the Delta Plan and the role and activities of the Delta Conservancy; at this point the timing doesn’t match.
· The Council can play an “integration role” with State Parks and BDCP, through habitat restoration and through injection of planning funds.
· The Sierra Nevada Conservancy is a useful model.
· Keep in mind that investment in a recreation economy is needed; that investment was missing in the Pacific Northwest with timber jobs and spotted owl habitat protection.
· The Delta’s frequent events offer opportunities, e.g., festivals, tournaments.
· Jobs in agriculture do not translate easily into tourism and recreation jobs. 
· There is a set of challenges around public access, including littering, safety, levee access, theft, and law enforcement. Agricultural operators often associate public access with problems. Part of the solution is a dedicated source of funding including for law enforcement.
· Local levee maintaining agencies have access through easements. They are not interested in regulating levee access through private lands.
· Riverbank access around CA offers similar examples of challenges.
· The Delta regional population is predicted to double, to 7 million, and people need places to go, which requires public access. Avoid equating recreation with opportunity for vandalism or theft.
· DWR should not be exempted from planning to allow recreation in conjunction with water projects and Chapter 8 should be revised to address this. State law (Davis-Dolwig) requires such planning and is linked to use of public trust resources. One issue is a deficit of payments owed to water agencies.
· The purpose of any public goods charge should be broadened to include recreation, in order to provide a revenue source beyond the current boating tax.
· The Plan should support full funding for the Delta Conservancy.
· Chapter 8 should better describe state and local parks, and recreation overall.
· Chapter 8 should offer performance measures for public-private partnerships.
· The Plan should address the Delta as an inter-connected region and recognize the need for a master planning process.

Natural Resources
· Natural resource issues in the Delta have been characterized by agency or “combat” science that is a result of operating from within silos, with another example this week in an opinion from the federal district court in Fresno. The Council’s science program has played a positive role to this point but should become even more active.
· The Council should support a process of joint fact finding and meaningful peer review as a way to engage all agencies and stakeholders in the process of better understanding Delta science around natural resources. The discussion to this point has been too closed and the Council can play a leadership role in continuing to open it.
· The Delta Plan should build on existing agreements involving natural resources and not supersede these. This includes existing HCPs/NCCPs.
· Avoid becoming attached to arbitrary numbers such as the “100,000 acres” figure from Delta Vision.
· Is there a Plan B in case the BDCP is not successful? The Delta Plan needs to maximize its flexibility to respond to this and other possible scenarios.
· The Council should “stay out” of the BDCP.
· The Plan should consider the possibility of a regional “safe harbor” approach for new habitat that will be created.
· While the Council’s support for basic science has been useful, support for applied science linked to land management is needed. There likely will be consequences from trading terrestrial for aquatic habitat and these need to be studied.
· The Ecosystem Restoration Program should not be used as a prescription. It is cited in the current draft Delta Plan, but does not necessarily reflect the current state of science, and was originally intended only to provide suggestions about future scientific investments. Avoid “cutting  and pasting” the ERP into the Delta Plan or supporting documents. The original writing of the Science Program in the Delta Plan is much stronger.
· Take a broad view about a suite of ecosystem restoration projects, and avoid a single-project focus.
· The Army Corps’ levee vegetation policy, and the different view and policy of California and others, presents a challenge and the Plan should be realistic about what can be achieved.
· Securitized endowments to pay for assessments on lands withdrawn or converted from agricultural production should be part of the Plan. 
· Land acquisition should be on a willing-seller basis.

Risk Reduction
· Changes in the Fifth Staff Draft Chapter 7 are improvements.
· Chapter 7 should link other Delta assets, such as infrastructure, to protection offered by levees.
· More investment and new approaches to levees are needed.
· The Plan should describe explicit risks and the Council should go beyond DWR’s risk reduction policy to adopt its own. Such a policy should identify priorities, plan for recovery of islands, and establish mechanisms in advance for cost-sharing with beneficiaries. A risk reduction policy should use its priorities to “fix the worst first” and manage based on a portfolio of risk. Current RR P4 does not go far enough.
· The Plan should address the continued lack of an overall preparedness and response management plan, i.e., who does what, with MOUs or other agreements to support this. The Jones Tract event was the first time the State had stepped in to deal with response, and it is not clear that this will be replicated in the future. Such a plan would, for example, promote execution in advance of contracts to support preparedness, rather than after the fact.
· The Plan should support compilation and use of island-by-island data, and decision making should not rely primarily on high-level views, such as programmatic documents.
· There are currently approximately $135 million worth of contracts issued for levee improvements. It is important to understand and explain what the risks are, or will be once this work is completed.
· A letter from the Resources Agency about levee subventions and funding policy should be addressed explicitly in the Plan.
· The Council has a role to play in maximizing coordination and integration of state and federal levee policies, and this includes an effective relationship with the Army Corps. 
· The Council also has a role to play in coordination of emergency response.
· The linkage of agriculture to levee subsidence [above] is open to questions and the Plan should resist generalization. For example, mineral-rich soils on some islands present a different situation than the peat soils on others.
· Data about subsidence, ditches, and levee integrity need to be made user-friendly. There is not an immediate need to gather new data, but rather to compile, analyze, and use it, and share it.
· Because the Council has no land use authority to address subsidence issues, the Plan should focus on creating incentives—rather than punishment—for positive actions by individual landowners and local agencies, such as set-back levees.  
· The ability of local agencies to meet matching requirements in cost-share formulas is an issue given the large amount of funding flowing toward levee improvements.  One option would be to reduce cost-share requirements in order to promote positive actions. It is possible to get up to 95% non-local contribution for setback levees, for example.
· Acquisition of easements is also an option under existing legislation but has proved problematic, e.g., on Webb Tract.
· The Plan should have as a basic assumption that Delta levees will be needed into the future.
· In-Delta water supply and water quality must be maintained over the long term.

III.	Next Steps 

This work session summary and others will be available on the council website: www.deltacouncil.ca.gov. Any written comments on the Fifth Staff Draft are due to the Council not later than September 30, 2011.

You may contact the Council via email: Eric.Alvarez@deltacouncil.ca.gov or call (916) 445-5383.




 


"Coequal goals" means the two goals of providing a more reliable water supply for California and protecting, restoring, 
and enhancing the Delta ecosystem. The coequal goals shall be achieved in a manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural, recreational, natural resource, and agricultural values  of the Delta as an evolving place.” 
– State Water Code §85054
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