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Meeting Summary 
 

Day 1: March 8, 2012 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
The meeting was called to order at 9:04 a.m., March 8, 2012, by the Chair of the Delta 
Independent Science Board (ISB or the Board), Dr. Richard Norgaard. Five members of the 
Board were present: Tracy Collier, Judy Meyer, Jeffrey Mount, Richard Norgaard, and John 
Wiens. Two members attended by phone: Elizabeth Canuel and Vince Resh. Two members 
were absent: Brian Atwater and Edward Houde. 

Mount reported that he has started a small company with Anthony Saracino. They are working 
on conservation planning and advising foundations. He plans to consult with an attorney to find 
out if this is a conflict of interest as an ISB member. 

Delta Science Program (DSP) Staff in attendance: Peter Goodwin, Lauren Hastings, Sam 
Harader, Joanne Vinton 

2. Delta Stewardship Council Chair Report and Executive Officer Report – Phil Isenberg 
and Joe Grindstaff 

Delta Plan 
Council staff is working on the sixth draft of the Delta Plan. They are hoping to receive final 
approval of the Plan from the Council in early May. 

Over 5000 pages of comments were submitted on the Delta Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). Responding to the comments may result in changes to the Delta Plan that will be 
significant enough to warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) 
The BDCP office posted an administrative draft of the plan on their website, along with an 
administrative draft of the EIR/EIS. Each document is over 5000 pages long, not including 
appendices. The BDCP effects analysis shows that the smelt species are not assured of 
recovery, so the alternative of greatest interest will be revised and analyzed again. The 
preferred alternative will probably be chosen this summer. All of the alternatives will be 
evaluated equally in the draft EIR/EIS. 

The consulting company, ARCADIS, is helping the Council evaluate the BDCP administrative 
Draft EIR/EIS. They will identify issues within the administrative draft that will have the greatest 
effect on the Delta Plan, and prepare a letter outlining high-level concerns. The letter will be 
submitted on behalf of the Delta Stewardship Council to the Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) by the end of April. 

ARCADIS will also help the ISB with its review of the Draft EIR/EIS. The first step is for the ISB 
to clearly articulate which chapters it will review based on the expertise of the members. The 
Delta Science Program (DSP) will also help the ISB develop an approach for reviewing chapters 
for which expertise does not exist on the Board. The ISB may choose to use technical experts, 
expert review panels and/or ARCADIS staff to provide additional reviews. The ISB comment 
letter will be sent to the Council and to the Department of Fish and Game (DFG). The Council 
will then incorporate the ISB’s comment letter into the Council’s letter and submit that to the 
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Department of Water Resources. The Council is looking for ISB’s judgment on issues of 
importance to the public written in a manner that can be understood. The Council also wants 
advice on how to know if adaptive management of the Delta is working, when results might not 
be seen for 15 to 20 years. One question is: Can the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and 
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) standards be met using the adaptive range of 
flows that the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) proposes? This is the first 
decision that the fish agencies will need to make. 

It is important for the BDCP science plan and the Delta science plan to complement each other, 
so it is important for the Delta science plan to be ready on time. 

3. Delta ISB Chair’s Report – Dick Norgaard 

Resignation of Michael Healey 
ISB member Michael Healey resigned from the Board, mostly for personal reasons. The ISB 
needs to decide how to fill the vacancy and what background would be helpful. ISB members 
also need to decide how to stagger their terms so that they are gradually replaced instead of 
leaving all at once. 

Michael Healey was the Vice Chair, so a new Vice Chair was appointed—Tracy Collier. 

Appointing New ISB Members 
To appoint a new ISB member, the Lead Scientist will recommend a nominee to the Delta 
Stewardship Council (DSC), and the DSC will appoint the nominee to the ISB. Phil Isenberg 
asked that the vacancy be filled within the next 90 days. 

ISB members suggested that: 

• The ISB needs diversity. 

• The new member should be located within a 100-mile radius of Sacramento. 

• The new member should know the Delta, but fresh views are important, too. 

• The DSC should loosen the conflict of interest policy for ISB members. Many good people 
cannot be considered under the current policy. 

Ideas from ISB members about the background needed included breadth of experience and 
synthetic thinking, an engineer with a broad systems perspective, a modeler, and a local fish 
biologist. ISB already has members who represent ecology, water quality, and population 
biology. 

ISB members discussed how to stagger the terms of the Board: 1) members could think about 
how many years they want in their second term, 2) two members could leave the Board each 
year, 3) a sufficient number of members could drop off naturally over a five-year period. The 
Board has been in office just a little over a year, so dropping members at this time could be 
premature—the Board should avoid turnover when it is just getting started. Dick Norgaard and 
Tracy Collier will draft a memo to the DSC that discusses their recommendation for staggering 
terms. It will include the transition of Chairs and Vice Chairs. 

National Socio-Environmental Synthesis Center 
Dick Norgaard is on the external advisory board of the new National Science Foundation’s 
National Socio-Environmental Synthesis Center (SESYNC). The ISB and the SESYNC might be 
able to work together to expand the way the ISB studies the Delta. 
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Conference: Managing the Delta 
On March 2, the UC Berkeley Department of Political Science sponsored a conference, 
“Managing the Delta, The Governance Challenges of Adaptive Management.” Over 70 people 
attended. Phil Isenberg was one of the speakers. One of the topics was about taking pressure 
off the Delta ecosystem. 

4. Lead Scientist Report – Peter Goodwin 
The ISB will assess the DSP in the future. Peter Goodwin has experience with reviews of other 
science programs, the metrics used for assessments, and ways to continually improve science 
programs.  

Strategic Plan for DSP 
DSP will develop a strategic plan—how the program will operate internally and stay focused on 
key concerns. 

Delta Science Plan 
DSP will develop a Delta science plan to support the Delta Plan. The ISB provided examples of 
other science plans that DSP could use to develop their own plan, including plans for the Puget 
Sound, the EPA Office of Research and Development, the Everglades, and the Grand Canyon. 

Science Fellows 
DSP is writing a new solicitation for the Science Fellows program, and wants to provide more 
structured mentoring to the Fellows and raise the prestige of the program. The ISB provided 
ideas for enhancing the program, including: 

• DSP could document the success of the DSP Fellows Program. 

• The Lead Scientist could work with a Fellow. 

• People who can convey the realities of working for an agency could actively mentor the 
Fellows. 

• DSP could help develop congeniality among Fellows by holding at least one annual 
meeting of Fellows and mentors to report on their work, for example. 

• DSP could make sure that Fellows have a chance to see what happens on the non-
science side. 

• DSP could plan group projects. 

• DSP could advertise for an adaptive management specialist. 

• DSP could focus on specific topics, for example gaps or inadequacies such as the 
land/water interface. This would be ideal for a postdoctoral researcher, who could make 
a real contribution. 

ISB members felt it would be hard for them to mentor a Fellow because members are spread 
out across the country. Maybe Fellows could be based in DSP. When there is a good match 
with an issue that ISB is considering, ISB could mentor, maybe in a review capacity, but the 
Fellow would be housed in DSP. This could lead to a higher level scholarly work. 

The ISB also provided examples of other Fellows programs, including: 

• Smith Fellows 

• U.S. EPA’s Science to Achieve Results 

• California Council for Science and Technology 
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• Knauss Marine Policy Fellowship Program 

Events 
Upcoming conferences and workshops include the Interagency Ecological Program Workshop 
(April 18-20), the International Conference on Hydroscience and Engineering (November 4-7), 
and the 2012 Bay-Delta Science Conference (October 16-18). 

Public Comment 
Kurt Ohlinger, Chief Scientist for the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District—Some 
Delta stressors have been well studied, but some have not been studied well at all. DSP could 
fill those knowledge gaps by targeting funding for the Science Fellows towards the gaps. For 
example, invasive species and hydrodynamics are areas that deserve more study. 

5. State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan 
Update – Les Grober and Karen Niiya 

The ISB invited Les Grober back to give them an update on SWRCB efforts in the Delta. 
SWRCB is working on four processes: 1) the San Joaquin River flow and southern Delta salinity 
objectives, 2) the comprehensive update of the Bay-Delta Plan, 3) implementation of the Bay-
Delta Plan, and 4) Delta tributary flow work. For more information, click here to see Grober’s 
handout. 

Karen Niiya discussed Phase 2, the comprehensive update of the Bay-Delta Plan. She listed 
potential areas for ISB involvement, such as participation in SWRCB workshops (see page 5 of 
the handout). ISB members thought that the areas she mentioned might be at a level that is too 
detailed. Other options would be for ISB to review the SWRCB peer reviews, such as the San 
Joaquin River flows peer review, or for SWRCB to bring targeted topics to the ISB for advice 
without getting into details. 

ISB members expressed concern about the long-term adaptive management of flows described 
on page 4 of the handout, in particular, averaging flows over February to June. ISB members 
also expressed concern about shifting baselines caused by, for example, climate change and 
invasive species, and suggested that waiting for the effects of climate change to be apparent 
before adapting the management of the Delta is a reactive approach. A proactive approach 
would be to use projections of the effect of climate change on flow dynamics, for example, to put 
into place management practices now to mitigate effects, such as warmer water. 

According to Grober, the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the substitute environmental 
document was written to consider the possibility of changes, such as the existence of a BDCP, 
physical changes such as habitat restoration, and the need for permits. The document will also 
evaluate a continuation of current conditions for the first few years and the impacts should the 
BDCP not be approved or implemented. The purpose of SWRCB workshops is, broadly, to 
inform the SWRCB members and to come to consensus on what the best available science is. 
The workshops also give SWRCB an opportunity to hear about areas of dispute. The ISB 
expressed concern about these areas of dispute and uncertainty, and suggested that SWRCB 
use ecological risk assessment modeling to help with making decisions. The SWRCB has not 
yet considered it.  

Discussion of Delta ISB Next Steps 
SWRCB directed several questions to the ISB: 

1. Do you concur with the scientific report determination that changes in the flow regime of the 
San Joaquin River (SJR) basin are impairing fish and wildlife beneficial uses? 

http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/science-board/delta-independent-science-board-march-8-9-meeting-materials�
http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/science-board/delta-independent-science-board-march-8-9-meeting-materials�
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2. Does the Scientific Report demonstrate: 

o the relationship between flows and SJR basin fall-run Chinook salmon survival and 
abundance? 

o the importance of unaltered hydrographic conditions in supporting ecosystem 
processes for Chinook salmon, Central Valley steelhead, and other native species? 

3. Does the approach used to develop SJR flow objectives and the associated program of 
implementation provide for the reasonable protection of fish and wildlife beneficial uses? 

4. Does use of a percent of unimpaired flow provide an appropriate method for implementing 
the narrative SJR flow objective in a way that reasonably protects fish and wildlife beneficial 
uses, given the other factors that the State Water Board must consider when determining a 
reasonable level of protection for beneficial uses? 

5. Given scientific uncertainty, does the program of implementation allow for the development 
of a successful science-based adaptive management program? 

After the Substitute Environmental Document (SED) for the San Joaquin River flow and 
southern Delta water quality objectives is released in the latter part of April, ISB members will 
review the document as individuals, answer the questions independently, and send their 
responses to Norgaard in time for the May ISB meeting. DSP will post the responses when they 
are available. DSP will also notify ISB members when the SED is available for review and 
include a copy of the document and the list of questions. 

6. Public Comment (For matters that were not on the agenda, but within subject matter 
jurisdiction of the Delta ISB.) 

None 

3:41 p.m. – Adjourn 
 

Day 2: March 9, 2012 
 

1. Welcome 
The meeting was called to order at 9:01 a.m., March 9, 2012, by the Chair of the Delta 
Independent Science Board (ISB or the Board), Dr. Richard Norgaard. Five members of the 
Board were present: Tracy Collier, Judy Meyer, Jeffrey Mount, Richard Norgaard, and John 
Wiens. Two members attended by phone: Elizabeth Canuel and Vince Resh. Two members 
were absent: Brian Atwater and Edward Houde. 

Delta Science Program Staff in attendance: Peter Goodwin, Lauren Hastings, Sam Harader, 
Joanne Vinton 

2. Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) – Karla Nemeth 
The draft Table of Contents for the BDCP Draft EIR/EIS is available online, along with revised 
chapters of the administrative draft of the EIR/EIS, including several new chapters on topics 
such as water supply and water quality. 
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The BDCP process is transparent—as soon as documents are available, they are sent to lead 
agencies for review and posted online for the public. The idea is to provide the Administration’s 
thinking to the public in real time. 

Karla Nemeth brought copies of a four-page brochure that describes the 15 action alternatives 
in the administrative draft EIR/EIS. For more information, click here. The final project might be a 
hybrid of the action alternatives. The effects analysis section of the BDCP analyzes Alternative 
1A of the administrative draft EIR/EIS. 

Water operations are discussed in Chapter 3 (Conservation Strategy) of the BDCP. In the 
effects analysis, operations are compared against two different baselines, one that includes Fall 
X2 and one that does not. The purpose of the analysis is to describe the anticipated net effects 
of a reconfigured system and habitat restoration on water operations. The analysis also looks at 
climate change in terms of how species might respond. About 35 different models were used in 
the analysis, and the scientific confidence for effects on each species was determined for each 
model. The analysis helps to focus attention on the relative contributions of flows and habitat 
restoration on species over time. Important results of the analysis are the uncertainty of the 
benefits of habitat, and the idea that the effects of climate change could overwhelm the species.  

Most habitat conservation plans are terrestrial, but the BDCP is aquatic, so it is on new ground. 
Some similar work is being done in the Pacific Northwest, though, and reviewing that work might 
help the ISB with their review of the BDCP. Nemeth suggested that the ISB look at Chapter 11 
of the administrative draft EIR/EIS—Fish and Aquatic Resources—which describes the potential 
environmental effects of the BDCP alternatives on fish and aquatic resources. At this time, 
Chapter 11 analyzes Alternative 1A only. The administrative draft EIR/EIS also analyzes 
upstream effects. 

The ISB expressed concern about whether the federal government can sign on to a plan that 
has shifting baselines and could lead to extinction of species. 

The administrative draft EIR/EIS analyzes the years 2020, 2025, and 2060, based on the 
implementation schedule for restoration. The 2020 analysis encompasses everything the plan 
would do before the new conveyance is built. The 2025 analysis considers the impacts of the 
new conveyance and new water operations. The 2060 analysis considers the completion of the 
plan along with climate change and sea level rise. 

The climate change chapter tries to answer two questions: 1) What contributions to climate 
change would the project make in terms of greenhouse gas emissions? 2) How resilient to 
climate change are the various alternatives? 

All alternatives will be analyzed in the same way and in the same amount of detail within the 
environmental document. The draft EIR/EIS released for public review will compare the 
alternatives. 

Coordination between the BDCP Office and SWRCB includes development of an alternative set 
of operations that includes outflow of about 1.5 million acre feet. If water is taken from a new 
location, SWRCB would need to issue a permit to allow it. The work that SWRCB is doing on 
flows will help with development of solutions to the problems that the BDCP analyzes. 

The BDCP does not yet have an adaptive management plan or a science plan. These plans will 
be developed after the uncertainties are better understood and the effects analysis is finished. 
The regulating agencies have not yet agreed to the governance plan. Biological goals and 
objectives are in Chapter 3, Conservation Strategy, but performance measures, based on the 
goals and objectives have not been developed. The adaptive management plan, science plan, 

http://baydeltaconservationplan.com/Libraries/Dynamic_Document_Library/EIR-EIS_Alternatives_Update_Fact_Sheet_3-6-12.sflb.ashx�
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and governance plan will affect the effects analysis, so the plans and the effects analysis will 
need to be developed iteratively. 

After all BDCP and NEPA/CEQA documents are posted, possibly in late July, the public will 
have 90 days to review and submit comments. Responding to comments could take about six 
months, and final drafts of the documents could be ready by early 2013. Nemeth recommended 
that the ISB reconnect with the lead agencies because the agencies asked for the independent 
review. She suggested that closer coordination between the ISB and BDCP might be helpful. 

The biggest issues in the BDCP that will come before the ISB are climate change, adaptive 
management, and the science plan. Adaptive management is important because it addresses 
how monitoring will be used to determine if the biological goals are being met and if not met, it 
will outline the measure that should be taken. If species do not respond as intended to 
implementation of conservation measures, the adaptive management plan will be triggered. 

The gaps in the BDCP are the anticipated effects of climate change, the interaction between the 
anticipated benefits of new habitat and invasive species, the detailed design of the restoration of 
tidal marsh, and the declining baseline. The baseline is anticipated to decline due to the 
negative effects of ongoing climate change. 

ISB members expressed concern about the declining baseline and wondered if the plan will 
simply delay extinctions instead of preventing them. They also thought that balancing the needs 
of 60 different species will be impossible. It will be easier to benefit the terrestrial species than 
the fish. 

ISB members explained that a 90-day comment period is not long enough for their review. 

Public Comment 
Richard Denton, Water Resources Consultant to Contra Costa County—The BDCP needs to 
include a full analysis of a wider range of alternatives, such as a western Delta intake. The 
advantage of a western intake is that exports will occur only during wet periods because water 
quality will not be good enough to export during dry periods. The ISB could give an opinion on 
the Fall X2 problem—ignore it because it does not have an effect, or choose alternatives that 
respond to it. If the science shows that higher Rio Vista flows are needed, then the north Delta 
intake will not be used enough to justify the cost. The BDCP needs to address storage, San 
Joaquin River flows, and other issues that the SWRCB are working on. Western intakes would 
be near Sherman Island. 

Mount countered that he did not believe a western intake would be feasible due to declining 
water quality as a result of sea level rise associated with ongoing climate change. 

Discussion of the Charge for Review of the BDCP Draft EIR/EIS 
The DSP sponsored independent scientific review panel is evaluating the Effects Analysis, 
associated appendices, and Chapter 5 of the BDCP. The ISB might want to review the panel’s 
comments to see if the public review draft incorporates them or the ISB could ask the panel to 
review the publicly released draft to determine the extent to which their comments were 
incorporated. 

The ISB does not need to comment on the administrative draft of the EIR/EIS that is currently 
posted, but it is required to comment on the public draft, which currently includes the BDCP as 
Alternative 1A. 

The Lead Scientist, Goodwin, will develop the charge with Norgaard and Collier, and then 
present the charge to the DSC for their comments. The charge would not be formally approved 
by the DSC because the ISB needs flexibility. The charge should include questions. The charge 



Delta Independent Science Board Meeting 
March 8-9, 2012 

8 
 

should be very clear about what the ISB will and will not do. The ISB should do a higher level 
review by looking for critical issues, and not focus on details. However, ISB members might 
need to dig into details to satisfy themselves. The ISB should look at sources of uncertainty, 
controversial issues, the adaptive management plan, the science plan, land use change, climate 
change, and sea level rise. 

3. Action Item: Approve Memos – The Delta Science Program requires stable funding, 
and Key Issues for Delta Science: A Report of the Delta Science Board 

The short memo will be edited and formatted to fit on one page. The list of DSP 
accomplishments will also be edited to fit on one page and will be the second page of the 
memo. The memo was approved with minor changes. Collier will be listed as Vice Chair on this 
memo. 

Norgaard explained the changes made to the long memo since the previous draft. Atwood 
suggested that the memos be written in the first person instead of using “the Board” or “DISB.” 
Other ISB members agreed. Healey will be listed as Vice Chair on this memo. The memo will be 
addressed to the DSC. The memo will be copied to the heads of water science programs that 
the ISB needs to review, participants in the meetings referred to in the memo (which includes 
some legislative staffers), and possibly some other legislative staffers that might be interested. 
Goodwin could send it out with a cover letter and introduce himself. The memo was approved 
with the changes discussed. 

Public Comment 
Richard Denton, Water Resources Consultant to Contra Costa County— Denton referred to 
written comments that John Greitzer of Contra Costa County sent to the ISB in early January 
and suggested that the recommendations in the long memo be more specific. For example, to 
get scientists away from lawsuits, give them a safe place to analyze data as a way to encourage 
Delta science. 

ISB members agreed with Denton’s comment. 

4. Public Comment (For matters that were not on the agenda, but within subject matter 
jurisdiction of the Delta ISB.) 

None 

5. Preparation for Next Delta ISB Meeting 
The ISB members will consider the following items for their May agenda: 

• Delta ISB Chair’s Report – Dick Norgaard 

• Lead Scientist Report – Peter Goodwin 

Include update to Fellows Program and Delta Science Plan 

• Delta Stewardship Council Chair Report and Executive Officer Report – Phil Isenberg, Joe 
Grindstaff 

• Discuss Les Grober’s (SWRCB) questions 1-5 from the March meeting and draft a memo 

• Discuss NRC Stressors Report and provide guidance to the DSC 

• BDCP follow up, including: 

Charge for DISB review 

DSP review panel report about the BDCP effects analysis from Lauren or Sam 

http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/science-board/delta-isb-public-correspondence�


Delta Independent Science Board Meeting 
March 8-9, 2012 

9 
 

• IEP Update / April workshop – invite Anke 

• Discuss ISB membership, including: 

• Recommendations from ISB Chair and Vice Chair for ISB member turnover, 
staggered terms, and transition for the chair and vice chair positions 

• Update on filling the vacancy 

 

12:08 p.m. – Adjourn 
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