
Delta Independent Science Board Meeting 
 April 17-18, 2014 

Meeting Summary 

Day 1: April 17, 2014 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
On April 17, 2014, the Delta Independent Science Board (ISB or the Board) took a bus tour of 
the southern portion of the Delta. The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. by the Chair of 
the ISB, Dr. Tracy Collier. 

Eight members of the Board were present: Brian Atwater, Steve Brandt, Tracy Collier, Jay Lund, 
Judy Meyer, Richard Norgaard, Vince Resh, and John Wiens. 

None of the Board members made any new disclosures. 

Delta Stewardship Councilmembers in attendance: Chair, Randy Fiorini. 

Delta Plan staff in attendance: Jessica Pearson and Elizabeth Marsolais. 

Delta Science Program (DSP) staff in attendance: Marina Brand, Lauren Hastings, Garrett Liles, 
and Joanne Vinton. 

Members of the public in attendance: Ray Carruthers, Erin Donley, John Madsen, Patrick 
Moran, Roberto Valdez, Kelsey Cowin, Philip Smith, Kerry Arroues, Galen Kusic, Curt 
Schmutte, and Erik Vink. 

Presenters either on the bus or at one of the stops: Alison Whipple (U.C. Davis), Jeff Wingfield 
and Melissa Whitener (Port of Stockton), John Cain (American Rivers), Ramon Batista (River 
Islands), Jacob McQuirk and Mike Cane (Bay-Delta Office, Department of Water Resources), 
Sean Hayes (NOAA, Southwest Fisheries Science Center), Jim Odom (Clifton Court Forebay, 
Department of Water Resources), Joan Lindberg (U.C. Davis Fish Conservation and Culture 
Laboratory), and Deanna Sereno (Contra Costa Water District). 

 

2. Bus Tour 
Points of interest viewed during the tour included:  

• Port of Stockton and Deep Water Ship Channel from Louis Park 

• Head of Old River barrier 

• Paradise Cut Dam 

• Clifton Court Forebay 

• U.C. Davis Fish Conservation and Culture Laboratory 

• Contra Costa Water District intakes 

Tour maps, reading list, and other handouts are posted on the ISB meeting page at 
http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/event-detail/10554. 

Members of the public participated in discussions at each stop. 

 

4:40 p.m. – Adjourned  
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Day 2: April 18, 2014 
 

1. Welcome  
The meeting was called to order at 9:30 a.m., April 18, 2014, by the Chair of the Delta 
Independent Science Board (ISB or the Board), Dr. Tracy Collier. Eight members of the Board 
were present: Brian Atwater, Steve Brandt, Tracy Collier, Jay Lund, Judy Meyer, Richard 
Norgaard, Vince Resh, and John Wiens. Two members participated by phone: Liz Canuel and 
Harindra (Joe) Fernando. 

None of the Board members made any new disclosures. 

Delta Science Program (DSP) staff in attendance: Marina Brand, Lauren Hastings, Rainer 
Hoenicke, and Joanne Vinton. 

 

2. Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) Chair’s Report 
DSC Chair Randy Fiorini is now serving full time. 

The Delta Plan was adopted about a year ago. Four percent of the recommendations are 
complete, and 78 percent are in process. Work on 18 percent of the recommendations has not 
started; these are mostly in Chapter 8, Funding Principles to Support the Coequal Goals. 

The Delta Plan Interagency Implementation Committee (DPIIC) met for the first time on April 9. 
It took about one year to plan for the meeting. Representatives from participating agencies were 
at the highest level. For a list of participating agencies, click here. The meeting highlighted three 
major plans: the California Water Action Plan (WAP), Federal Investments for the California 
Bay-Delta Region, and the Delta Plan. Participants discussed the similarities between the plans 
and three examples of implementation:  

• Surface and groundwater storage survey 

• Delta Restoration Network—Campbell Ingram discussed the Network. Participants are trying 
to reach consensus on how to move forward 

• Delta levees investment prioritization—DSC will choose a consulting company through a 
Request for Proposal process to do the work, which has been delayed due to controversy. 
The work will take about a year to complete. 

Fiorini thanked the Board for its review of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (BDCP Draft EIR/EIS). The Board’s comments 
will be difficult for the authors of the BDCP EIR/EIS, but it is the Board’s job to be critical. It is 
the DSC’s job to be helpful. It is the DSC’s responsibility to assimilate the Board’s comments, 
along with the independent review of the BDCP effects analysis. 

Fiorini discussed his observations on the April 17 bus tour. He said that low dissolved oxygen 
had been a problem at the Port of Stockton. Historically, the solution was to increase flows in 
the San Joaquin River. However, the Regional Water Quality Control Board and water diverters 
agreed on an aeration system (aerators) to increase oxygen levels, although they are rarely 
used since the City of Stockton began tertiary treatment of its wastewater. This is an example of 
adaptive management. Given the constraints of the system, it is important to identify alternative 
solutions in addition to increased flows. At the Head of Old River barrier, a study from the 1960s 
on predation at the barrier showed that predation is a big problem. Predation has been a topic of 
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discussion at workshops, but no solutions have been found yet. This might be another example 
of how ways other than increased flows can contribute to solving the problem. 

At the Contra Costa Water District intakes near Discovery Bay, salinity intrusion will be a big 
problem this year due to the drought although fluctuating salinity in the Delta could help fight 
invasive species. This year’s drought presents an opportunity to conduct studies that otherwise 
would not be possible. 

The Department of Interior report Federal Investments for the California Bay-Delta Region 
provides “an overview of the federal land and water programs in and around the Bay-Delta 
region, their purpose, [and] options for future programs or actions” (page 3). The plan explains 
federal interest in the Delta beyond the BDCP. It includes a recommendation for the federal 
government to support state agencies. It includes issues found in the WAP, but the Delta Plan is 
not mentioned indicating that although the local office may be aware of the DSC, the 
Washington D. C. office is not.   

The position for DSC Executive Officer has been advertised and interviews held. An offer will be 
made soon. There are no plans for a re-organization. Recruitment for the next lead scientist also 
needs to begin. Fiorini thanked the Board in advance for its involvement in finding the next lead 
scientist. Fiorini asked the Board to think about succession planning such that a Lead Scientist 
“elect” is also identified. 

Fiorini thanked the Board for remaining committed to the initial deadline for the BDCP Draft 
EIR/EIS comments. He asked the Board to have final comments finished by May 15. The Board 
has some flexibility with the date, but he wants it in time for the May 29 DSC meeting. For the 
final comments, he suggested highlighting any positive or adequate parts of the BDCP Draft 
EIR/EIS for balance. It is a complex system, and many questions still need to be answered. The 
Board has made it clear that the adaptive management component needs improvement. We are 
good at monitoring but not at evaluating monitoring data and then applying it to management 
decisions. The ISB could provide recommendations to BDCP on how to  evaluate monitoring 
data and apply it as part of the  adaptive management process. 

 

3. Bus Tour Recap 
Collier briefly described the bus tour for Board members who could not attend. At the Port of 
Stockton, presenters discussed economic and environmental issues. At the Head of Old River 
barrier, presenters said the barrier blocks passage of salmon smolts into Old River. He was 
surprised to find out that the Head of Old River barrier is taken out every year and surprised to 
see the River Islands development in the middle of nowhere. At Paradise Cut Dam, the 
presenter discussed agriculture and flooding issues. Collier was impressed with the scale of the 
operation at Clifton Court Forebay. 

Lund and Resh liked seeing the U.C. Davis Fish Conservation and Culture Laboratory and the 
fact that the facility uses genetics of the Delta smelt to guide culturing decisions. 

Lund noticed how different the south Delta is from the north Delta. Salinity, levees, subsidence, 
and intakes are concerns in the south Delta. Restoration is the emphasis in the north Delta. The 
two environments are very different, and different perspectives can be seen from the water, the 
tops of levees, and the land side of levees. The landscape is not natural. 

Meyer was impressed with the bus narrator (Whipple). She had so much historical information 
to share. 
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4. Delta ISB Chair’s Report 
The Board needs to decide how to present its comments on the BDCP Draft EIR/EIS to the 
DSC and to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Some Board members will come to 
the May 29 DSC meeting to present the comments. DSC would like the Board’s final comments 
by May 15. 

The Board’s workplan needs to be updated—see agenda item 6 for more information. The DSP 
workshop on Interior Delta Flows and Related Stressors was very helpful for the Board’s Fish 
and Flows program review. 

 

5. Lead Scientist’s Report 
The DSP held two workshops recently on Delta Outflows and Interior Delta Flows and Related 
Stressors. The report on the Delta outflows workshop will be out in a few weeks. 

A workshop to get community input on the development of the Interim Science Action Agenda 
(ISAA) will be held on May 6. Participants will be given an annotated outline and report on 
findings collected from other documents about priorities, research questions, and grand 
challenges. After hearing views from agencies, nonprofit organizations, and other stakeholders, 
the ISAA will be updated and given to the Board for review. It will be a list of priorities that will be 
owned by the whole science community. 

After the ISAA is finished, the process to develop the first SAA will begin. The Board will be 
asked to help develop the process. SAAs will be adjusted every four years. 

The State of Bay Delta Science 2008 is being updated. An outline will be ready by October in 
time for the Bay-Delta Science Conference. The plan is to finish the update by summer 2015. 

DSP is working with the San Francisco Estuary Partnership to reconnect the Estuary and Delta. 
The first Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP), which is a blueprint for 
restoring and maintaining the Estuary, was published in 1993 and updated in 2007. The 
Partnership is planning for another update. The plan encompasses 11 counties in the legal 
Delta and the Bay area. It is the only plan that has recommendations for the whole estuary. The 
San Francisco Estuary Partnership led the effort with support from the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. For the next update, the plan is to integrate the Delta Plan policies and 
recommendations into the CCMP. 

A Center for Aquatic Biology and Aquaculture (CABA) seminar will be held on Monday, May 12, 
at the U.C. Davis ARC Ballroom. The topic is emerging techniques to quantify the effects of 
environmental change on Bay-Delta organisms. 

A pilot project is underway to develop an integrated monitoring framework that includes 
regulatory provisions from both the Clean Water Act and the endangered species act to 
leverage their permitting powers into a comprehensive framework. A pilot project is being 
conducted in Placer County and once the planning is completed (anticipated Fall 2014), 
implementation will begin. 

DSP will not be involved in any more State Water Resources Control Board workshops. There 
will not be a science fellows program this year as the DSP was unable to garner financial 
support from other agencies. 

A date for the modeling summit has not yet been set. The Environmental Data Summit is set for 
June 5-6. Organizers are writing a preliminary white paper for discussion at the summit. 
Information in the white paper will be used by a workshop organized by the New California 
Water Atlas. 
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6. Delta ISB Business Matters 
The Board needs to update its workplan. The current schedule is for the Fish and Flows 
program review to be done by July or August, water reliability to be done by September, water 
quality to be done by January 2015, levee security to be done by June 2015, and Delta as place 
to be done by October 2015. The State Water Resources Control Board Comprehensive 
Review and Update to the Bay-Delta Plan is also on the Board’s list of program reviews. The 
Board might want to add a review of adaptive management to the list as the Board has been 
asked for recommendations. 

The reviews of adaptive management and monitoring could be done together but the ISB needs 
to think carefully about how to approach it and what could be produced. For example, the review 
could include an examination of the operational barriers that block progress.  The ISB could also 
review how adaptive management is applied in other systems and if one or more appear 
successful think about how it could be applied to the Delta. 

This year, the California Water Quality Monitoring Council, which examines ecosystem health as 
well as water quality, is conducting an internal review of success achieved since 2007, which 
should be ready by this summer. The 2008 report includes many useful appendices. It does not 
directly address adaptive management. 

The Board might want to hear more about the Delta Restoration Network, which was 
established by the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Conservancy. It is a forum for information 
sharing and coordination to ensure development of an integrated and accountable restoration 
program in the Delta. Adaptive management is the basis of the program. The ISB may want to 
consider a more focused review and prepare an interim report on adaptive management, 
emphasizing recommendations and developing it collaboratively with the Agencies in a 
workshop setting. The ISB should also include recommendations about how to more easily 
implement adaptive management. This would be more work for the Board, but would help it 
understand the problems that agencies have with adaptive management. 

Fiorini said that agencies have been monitoring for 40 years. One of the biggest issues with 
monitoring is that the reason (problem) for the monitoring is forgotten. Are the current 
monitoring efforts outdated? Should we consider changing how we monitor? The Board should 
try to identify key stressors as part of the Fish and Flows program review. There are correlations 
between flow and fish abundance, but the linkage between flows and other stressors needs to 
be explored. However, reduced flows can exacerbate the effects of other stressors.  

The Board’s workplan schedule is too tight. The Board might be able to do two reviews at once 
by setting up two review teams.  

The Fish and Flows team might want to review the Vernalis Adaptive Management Program 
(VAMP) report. It would be an opportunity to link VAMP with fish and flows. However, the 
Board’s charge is to review programs, not develop products, and so the ISB needs to be careful 
about how they approach this topic. It is a good idea to discuss adaptive management with 
agencies to find out what they need. Then, the Board could make specific recommendations 
based on what is doable. Lund will take the lead. He recommended that the Board begin this 
project in the fall. Members would produce an interim report. The Board needs to be careful not 
to produce science, however, and to use this as an opportunity to give useful advice, and 
provide tools to the agencies without any negative judgments. Lund was directed to develop a 
timeline for completion with Hastings due to her involvement in the Collaborative Adaptive 
Management Team. 
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The sequence of reviews in the workplan might need to be adjusted based on the dates of 
workshops and meetings on related topics. For example, DSP will be setting up an independent 
review panel about levees, but a date has not been set. The Request for Proposals to prioritize 
levee investments was released and proposals scored. When the selected consultant finishes 
development of the methodology to perform the work, the independent panel will review the 
methodology. Atwater would like to be kept informed because he will lead the program review 
on levees. 

The program reviews listed in the workplan are based on Delta Plan chapters and therefore still 
relevant. “Climate change” is included in each review, but the Fish and Flows team has not 
thought about it yet. It was relevant for the habitat restoration review, but might not be as 
relevant for other reviews. It should be removed from the titles in the workplan. In addition, the 
ISB would like to be opportunistic about the sequence of the reviews and take advantage of 
other activities, for example, the State Water Board’s workshops on Delta flows and the DSC’s 
levee prioritization project. 

The Board discussed the idea of small teams reviewing programs, instead of the whole Board, 
and identified leads for each. Collier and Canuel will be on the water quality team. Atwater will 
be on the levees team. Lund will be on the water reliability team. Norgaard will be on the Delta 
as place team. Lund and Resh will lead the adaptive management work. The teams could be 
expanded by including a few scientists from agencies, which would mean the team would have 
local expertise, an audience, and advocates. The teams will think about it. There was concern, 
however, that the Board might lose the perception of independence by working with agency 
staff. Also, it would be awkward to criticize an agency if staff were on the team. Instead, outside 
scientists could join the teams. The Board will discuss different potential approaches to 
conducting the remaining reviews at the June meeting. 

The Delta Science Plan calls for a monitoring assessment that could be a two-year process. An 
idea would be to have the ISB provide input on the organization of the review and how to 
proceed. 

Initially, the Board considered reviewing what the Interagency Ecological Program (IEP) does 
and included it in the fish and flows review because it represents a cluster of programs. 
Subsequently, the Board decided to look only at the aspects of IEP that are relevant to the fish 
and flows and water quality reviews at this time. If outside interests want a more thorough 
review of the IEP, then the Board will reconsider this decision. Regardless, any review should 
wait until the IEP has completed its internal review of roles and responsibilities. 

The announcement to recruit a new lead scientist will be posted soon. It could take a year to 
find the next lead scientist. The U.S. Geological Survey does the posting, and Board members 
will help with recruitment. The U.S. Geological Survey will not pursue in-house recruitment at 
this time. The plan is for Goodwin and the next lead scientist to overlap in time. The due date for 
applications will be June 30, but the position will be open until filled. The start date could be as 
early as January 2015, but July 2015 is more likely. DSP arranges the interviews, and Board 
members participate in the interviews and make recommendations to DSC. Michelle Shouse will 
put together a flowchart to show the process. In addition, the Delta Reform Act includes rules 
about recruitment. The selection committee will include some Board members, the DSC 
Executive Officer, agencies, and stakeholders, for a total of about 15 people. The candidate will 
give a seminar and meet with DSC and others. All Board members will meet in closed session 
to discuss the candidate. 

Collier will write thank you notes to outgoing executive officer, Chris Knopp, outgoing IEP lead 
scientist, Anke Mueller-Solger, and field trip presenters. 
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7. Discuss and approve the Delta ISB comment letter/interim report on the BDCP Draft 
EIR/EIS 

The final comment letter will be ready for editing starting April 28. Board members will review 
the comments and responses from Laura King Moon, and then clarify their comments if it 
appears that the response was a result of misunderstanding the comment. Moon’s responses 
fell into several overarching themes including the need for BDCP to conform to existing 
regulations and that CEQA discourages speculation in CEQA documents. These should be 
specifically addressed in the Cover memo and the alternate page 1 
The Board wants to include some of the comments made by the independent scientific review 
panel on the Effects Analysis (EA) into its cover memo because some of the Panel’s comments 
are the same as the Board’s. Wiens will insert a discussion of those areas of agreement into the 
cover memo.  A suggestion was made that examples be provided in the memo. However, the 
Board decided against this approach due to a concern that the BDCP team might address only 
the examples without recognizing that the concerns permeate the entire BDCP EIR/EIS. The 
Board discussed how much detail to include and decided that Appendix A and Appendix B list 
enough details, so the cover memo should not. However, Board members should be prepared 
to talk about specifics. Board members decided to emphasize the idea that the effects of the 
project are unknown. It is important that the ISB recognize that conservation measures 2 
through 22 may be beneficial but there is a need for BDCP to acknowledge the uncertainties 
about the quantified net effect due to the uncertainties. 

The Board discussed whether or not to remove the comment about using the drought to test 
hypotheses. The Board also discussed how to comment on the BDCP responses that refer the 
Board to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The memo could 
say that the Board is not reviewing BDCP in the context of regulations only—its charge is to go 
beyond CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act. The Board needs to meet other 
requirements, too, as explained by Brian Gray’s training at the June 19-20, 2013 ISB meeting. 

In summary, the review of the effects analysis will be incorporated into the memo, and the 
points about drought and uncertainty will be rewritten. Atwater’s alternate page 1 will be used at 
the start of the memo. The tunnels (CM 1) could have negative effects, and this will be written 
into the cover memo so that it becomes one of the main points. Final adoption of the comment 
letter will be done at the May 8 teleconference. 

 

Appendix A 
Board members decided to review the BDCP responses from Moon to see if anything in 
Appendix A needs to be clarified so that the intent of the comment is more clear. Comments on 
the decision tree could be placed in Appendix A or in the chapter 3 comments in Appendix B. 
The deadline for revising Appendix A is April 25. 

 

Appendix B 
Board members will review their chapter comments in Appendix B, and then the DSC technical 
editor will edit it. The section about the decision tree will be moved to chapter 3. 

Lund’s summary of alternatives is not a review, but just an attempt to make sense of the 
document. It should be retained but a description needs to be added as to why it is included in 
the comment letter. 
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The sediment and water quality impacts to San Francisco Bay were not adequately addressed 
in the DEIR/EIS. This comment should be included in chapter 4. 

The Board needs to include an informative summary at the beginning because it asked the 
BDCP team to do it in the EIR/EIS.  

Impacts south of the Delta are not adequately described.  

 

8. Discuss scientific research opportunities presented by the drought  
Hastings said that more discussions about the drought have occurred since the IEP Workshop 
in February. She listed the actions that are needed to take advantage of the opportunity 
presented by the drought: 

• Track drought actions that are occurring now, such as urgent temporary change petitions 
that are submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 

• Study the system response to the drought and the actions taken. Develop hypotheses and a 
conceptual model (CM) about expected outcomes. Then monitor to determine how accurate 
the predictions were; change the CM accordingly. 

• Analyze and synthesize what happened and compare to previous droughts 

• Find rapid response advisors to advise managers 

On April 8, agencies completed a Drought Operations Plan for April 2014 through November 
2014. It covers plans and forecasts for the Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project 
(SWP) operations, plus upstream and Delta operations.  

On May 6, the SWRCB is holding a workshop on temporary modifications to SWP and CVP 
water right requirements related to Delta flows and water quality in response to drought 
conditions.  

Installation of emergency drought barriers is being considered at Steamboat Slough and 
Sutter’s Slough, but the plan is currently on hold. 

Chapter 9 of the Drought Operations Plan discusses emergency fisheries monitoring, 
technology improvement, and science planning. The plan includes two attachments about Delta 
Smelt—a biological review and a monitoring plan. It is not detailed, but it is the current thinking. 
More monitoring is being done for Delta Smelt but it is not being tracked. No framework exists 
for analyzing the data being collected.  

Science can potentially answer controversial questions about allocating water to farms, people, 
and fish during droughts. Currently, misperception is controlling the drought discussion and 
political actions. One of the assertions is that water that flows to the ocean is wasted. Could this 
problem be woven into how DSP addresses drought actions? If additional species are added to 
the endangered species list, the result could be future curtailments to agriculture. This issue 
should be made clear. Agencies should be engaged in preparatory thinking about potential long-
range effects of actions taken today. Additional monitoring is needed for invasive species due to 
altered flows and increased salinity. 

The Board should write a memo saying that this opportunity to study the drought should not be 
wasted and resources should be found now. Currently, existing staff are working overtime to 
perform the additional work. Student interns might be able to help in the short term, but lack of 
resources is a long-term problem. Also, the National Science Foundation (NSF) has a grants 
program called Rapid Response Research, which is a competitive process. However, the funds 
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are hard to get and the amounts are not large—$200,000. Maybe agencies could build a 
mechanism to set aside funds for droughts and other emergencies. The Rapid Response funds 
are usually available to address a national disaster, such as tsunamis and earthquakes, and/or 
when data need to be collected rapidly. The memo should also look forward to the possibility of 
a wet winter next year. The memo should be sent to the DSC, DPIIC, SWRCB, and others, or it 
could be sent to DSC only and then copied to others. 

 

9. Discuss Delta ISB overall view of the BDCP 
This idea was put on hold for now. 

 

10. Discuss Fish and Flows Program Review 
Bigman, Brandt, Lund, and Meyer are on the Fish and Flows team. The team held a conference 
call in February and met this morning. They plan to finish by the end of 2014. Reports from the 
Interior Delta Flows and Related Stressors and Delta Outflows workshops will be important to 
the review. The team also plans to interview key people in June, August, and October at the 
Bay-Delta Science Conference. They will be looking at key scientific questions such as how flow 
affects fish and food webs, and then look at how well the questions are being addressed. 
Bigman has been doing a literature survey to inform the review. The team will not send out a 
written survey. Sam Harader (DSP) will help the team identify key people to interview. The team 
might try to arrange for a room at the science conference for informal discussions. They will look 
at multiple stressors. 

 

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

None. 

 

12. Meeting outcomes 
May 8 teleconference will be from 11-2 PDT. 

May 29 DSC meeting—some Board members will need to be present. 

June 12-13 will be an in-person meeting. The Fish and Flows review will be on the agenda. The 
Fish and Flows team will meet on June 11. 

 

3:06 p.m. – Adjourned  
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