
Delta Independent Science Board Meeting 
 February 24-25, 2014 

Meeting Summary 

Day 1: February 24, 2014 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
The meeting was called to order at 9:13 a.m., February 24, 2014, by the Chair of the Delta 
Independent Science Board (ISB or the Board), Dr. Tracy Collier. Seven members of the Board 
were physically present: Brian Atwater, Steve Brandt, Liz Canuel, Tracy Collier, Jay Lund, Vince 
Resh, and John Wiens. Two members participated by phone: Harindra (Joe) Fernando and 
Judy Meyer. Richard Norgaard called in as a member of the public. 

Collier disclosed that the Interagency Ecological Program panel on the use of biomarkers and 
contaminant exposure in the Delta submitted its report on January 31, so his duties on the panel 
are finished. None of the other Board members made any new disclosures. 

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

 

2. Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) Executive Officer’s Report 
Chris Knopp reported that the new DSC Chair Randy Fiorini could not attend. 

Pat Johnson was reappointed to the DSC. Hank Nordhoff will leave the Council at the end of his 
term. Gloria Gray hopes to rejoin.  

Drought relief is aligned with the Water Action Plan (WAP). If the WAP is implemented, it will 
have wide ranging benefits to the state. Water bond language is also needed, but DSC has not 
offered any specific language on the water bonds circulating in the Legislature. Currently, DSP 
staff is funded, but there is no funding for research grants. 

DSC submitted a budget change proposal six months ago at a time when additional 
expenditures were discouraged. The proposal requested $20 million and a total of 55 positions, 
but the DSC may get a total of 67.5 positions, including seven additional positions in DSP. Also, 
six limited term positions in DSP will become permanent and funding will shift from bonds to the 
General Fund. The DSC’s Planning Division would get three additional positions. The Executive 
Office would get two additional positions to help staff the Delta Plan Interagency Implementation 
Committee. The technology group would be given two more positions. The legal group would 
get one more position.  

The Bay Delta Conservation Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement (BDCP DEIR/EIS) comment period was extended for 60 days to June 13. 

Knopp told the Board about an article in Lund’s blog, Why give away fish flows for free during a 
drought?, which recommends an environmental fund to help native fish recover. He also 
mentioned a water sale from the South San Joaquin Irrigation District to Tuolumne County—
2400 acre-feet of water at $200 per acre-foot as a humanitarian gesture. 

The first meeting of the Delta Interagency Implementation Committee will be April 9. Fiorini will  
chair the committee through April 9, and has not yet made a commitment to future meetings. 
Phil Isenberg is now DSC Vice Chair. 

Water conservation is not emphasized in the BDCP DEIR/EIS alternatives, but it is emphasized 
in the WAP. The perspective of the DSC is that more emphasis is needed on conservation. The 
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amount of energy needed to move water is significant—more efficiency is needed, too. The 
governor wants communities to monitor groundwater for sustainability, and if they do not, the 
State will step in.  

The WAP discusses protecting and restoring watersheds, and managing vegetation to benefit 
water quality, fire prevention, and preservation of late seral habitats. DSC will discuss later this 
spring how changes in flow may result in increased watershed protection to determine if the 
benefits are real. The WAP also recommends funding for flood protection and levees. The DSC 
is initiating a levee investment prioritization project. 

The federal and state governments do not always agree with one another on Delta issues. 
However, discussion of Congressional bills, such as House Bill 3964 (which would take water 
away from San Joaquin River restoration) and Senator Feinstein’s competing bill, will hopefully 
bring together diverse perspectives. Approval of the Delta Plan was a big step forward. The next 
step is approval of the BDCP Plan and DEIR/EIS. 

New management in forested, upper watersheds could lead to increased water yield. However, 
estimates might not be realistic. It is a sensitive topic that needs to be informed by facts. There 
have been informal discussions between DSC and USDA Forest Service Pacific Southwest 
Research Station on the topic. 

Board members asked about the prospect of folding BDCP into the Delta Plan. Knopp said that 
the BDCP proposal for governance is complex and overlaps with functions of the DSC. It is 
uncertain how it will turn out. The Science Plan could also affect BDCP governance. 

The Collaborative Adaptive Management Team (CAMT) progress report to the Collaborative 
Science Policy Group is now public. CAMT fractured a bit at the end, but is still in general 
agreement. It is not yet certain how an adaptive management (AM) process will work with 
management of the Central Valley Project and State Water Project, which will not allow 
operational changes once the rules are set.  

A collaborative process will be used to manage an approved BDCP as part of the Delta Plan. 
DSC has no intention of supplanting the authority of other state agencies. 

 

3. Delta ISB Chair’s Report 
Collier attended the DSC meeting on January 23 and reported on the Delta ISB’s review of the 
BDCP DEIR/EIS. He also participated in a teleconference with State Fellow Jenny Bigman to 
discuss her mentoring plan. Bigman hopes to work on an independent project related to the 
Board’s fish and flows review. 

Mike Healey has been helping with review of the AM plan in the BDCP. He submitted a 12-page 
comment letter.  

The ISB submitted a comment memo about the WAP in November. The most important point in 
the memo was that the Science Plan should be incorporated into the WAP. 

 

4. Delta ISB Business Matters 
The ISB will report on the BDCP DEIR/EIS review at the DSC meeting on March 27. 

The ISB has fallen behind on program reviews because of its review of the BDCP DEIR/EIS. 
Collier and Lund will start thinking about the ISB workplan after review of BDCP DEIR/EIS is 
completed. 
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5. Lead Scientist’s Report 
DSP is starting to implement some of the actions specified in the Science Plan. As DSC Chair, 
Fiorini will continue the emphasis on science.  

This is the third consecutive year of below normal rainfall. Precipitation is at about 20 percent of 
normal. It is possible that this is part of a 1,000 year cycle – one of the dry cycles that can last 
for several decades. However, there are preliminary indications that an El Nino is setting up for 
the next rainy season. The state and federal water projects are projecting zero allocations. 
There could be economic consequences to farm workers. Propagation of disease through native 
ecosystems is also a potential. 

The drought is an opportunity to do research in extreme conditions. Rivers are at historic lows. 
The Interagency Ecological Program (IEP) has planned an IEP workshop session dedicated to 
the drought. They are compiling science questions that could be researched. In addition, NASA 
Jet Propulsion Lab is conducting a scientific discussion to develop research questions related to 
the drought that could be studied during this period. 

The National Science Foundation (NSF) has a rapid response fund. The Science Plan has 
recommended this type of fund for the future, and additional resources are coming in through 
NSF. IEP and others are doing additional monitoring and the information collected should help 
answer some of the longer-term science questions. 

The BDCP Effects Analysis review was held on January 28-29. The final report is expected in 
mid-March. The review was webcast and archived. On the first day, 190 people listened to the 
webcast. 

The State Water Resources Control Board Delta outflows workshop was held on February 10-
11. DSP organized an expert panel and utilized a different format than had been used in 
previous panels. The organizers gave the expert panel more time to develop questions and 
allowed presenters more time to respond. 

The Delta Science Program and the UC Davis Center for Aquatic Biology & Aquaculture (CABA) 
hosted a seminar on February 18 on the lower food web dynamics. International and national 
speakers were invited to the seminar—Sami Souissi from the University of Lille, France, and 
Mark Brush from the Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences. Brush spoke on nutrient dynamics 
modeling. Wim Kimmerer (Romberg Tiburon Center) talked about extreme scenarios, such as 
what would happen if all water in California’s reservoirs was used to control salinity in the Delta. 

DSP staff has been synthesizing documents and work plans to help develop the Interim Science 
Action Agenda (ISAA). A brainstorming session was held on the night of February 26 as part of 
the IEP Workshop. Brand and Garrett Liles (DSP staff) worked on questions to help structure 
the session. Bigman produced a poster for the Workshop. 

The Science Plan calls for two summits – environmental data management and modeling. The 
data management summit is scheduled for June 5-6. A straw proposal will be presented to start 
the discussion. The evening session will include discussions with the major data developers. On 
the afternoon of the second day, the steering committee will begin refining the straw proposal. 
Hoenicke said that a detailed work plan that results from the summit will inform the SAA. The 
plan is to decide how all the data can be best processed so that they are linked. For now, the 
discussion will focus on the Bay-Delta system but would like to eventually link to the national 
level. In addition, the effort will include connections to the upper watersheds and the Bay. An 
important issue is deciding who maintains the data in the long term. The plenary and reporting 
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out portions of the summit will be webcast and archived, but not the potentially numerous small 
group discussions. 

The modeling summit will be organized in collaboration with the California Water and 
Environmental Modeling Forum (CWEMF). A range of models is needed to help show alternate, 
future possibilities. Models need to be integrated and linked. A CWEMF paper published in 2005 
discussed these issues, but no action has been taken since. Conceptual models will be 
discussed at the summit. Goodwin and Chris Enright (DSP staff) are the prime organizers. They 
may try to hold the modeling summit soon after the data summit in June. 

The Bay Delta Science Conference is set for October 28-30. Wim Kimmerer and Lenny 
Grimaldo are co-chairs. 

The ISAA will be a listing of science priorities. Goodwin hopes to have a draft ready in April, and 
he would like the ISB to comment on the draft. He hopes to have the final ISAA ready in June. 
The formal SAA is a two-year process, which is why DSP is working on an interim SAA now as 
two years is too long to wait. 

Hoenicke said that a science communication workshop is being planned for this summer. Keith 
Coolidge (DSC staff) has contacted NSF to present their “Science: becoming the messenger” 
workshop that they take around the country. 

Goodwin said that by the end of the week, he should have the Science Steering Committee 
members in place. It will be a very small group. The committee will include ad hoc members by 
science specialty. Invitees are currently requesting permission from their respective agencies to 
participate, as it potentially could be a large time commitment. 
 

6. Delta ISB Review of the BDCP DEIR/EIS 
To support its review of  the BDCP DEIR/EIS, the ISB will also review the Independent Review 
Panel Report on BDCP Effects Analysis, the BDCP governance chapter, the Delta outflows 
report (expected in April), and the CAMT report. The Board voted to finish the interim report by 
March or April. 

Board members discussed the draft versions of the cover memo, answers to the DSC charge, 
and chapter summaries. They decided that the cover memo needs to be streamlined by 
reducing the number of major points addressed. Wiens will continue to be the lead on editing 
the documents. 

The BDCP team came to the table to answer questions: Cassandra Enos-Nobriga, Adam Smith, 
Marin Greenwood, Rick Wilder, Gregg Ellis, Gregg Roy, Mike Rushton, and Chris Earle (by 
phone). Cassandra Enos-Nobriga brought copies of the team’s responses to draft ISB 
comments.  

Board members said that uncertainties are not covered in the DEIR/EIS and noted that a 
discussion of the levels of uncertainty should be included in the document. The DEIR/EIS 
documents are written with too much confidence that everything will work out as planned and 
does not acknowledge the aggregation of uncertainties. The BDCP should include contingency 
plans in the likely event that restoration does not progress as anticipated. The BDCP team 
responded that details are in the appendices. Uncertainties are hard to anticipate. Threshold 
shifts and unusual system behavior are common. Structures to identify changes in the system 
will be part of the mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will be detailed in the final 
documents.  
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Board members said that covered species were analyzed in detail but other species were 
analyzed as a group. Also, species interactions were not analyzed. The BDCP team 
acknowledged that species might have been grouped more than they should have been.  

The decision tree process which will be used during the 10-year tunnel construction period 
outlines the studies that may be done and focuses on spring and fall outflows. All decisions will 
be made by the resource agencies to meet the biological goals and objectives of the BDCP. 

The group discussed models. A quantitative food web model was not developed. The BDCP 
team did use the DRERIP conceptual models. Two life cycle models were used for fish, IOS and 
OBAN, but the uncertainty associated with each is high. The models were primarily chosen for 
water operations effects and are focused exclusively on salmon. Some limited sensitivity 
analysis was performed. 

The group discussed adaptive management (AM). The ISB liked using progress towards 
meeting the biological goals and objectives as a measure of success although while some 
biological goals and objectives are very clear, others are too vague to be responsive to 
changing science. The ISB asked what the measure of failure would be as that will be when AM 
should be undertaken. The BDCP addresses a number of species and life stages but there is no 
discussion about how BDCP will deal with the ups and downs of each. Many details are 
deferred to the AM team, leaving the impression of uncertainty about how AM will actually be 
implemented. The impression is that the AM team will figure it out when it happens. The Board 
recommended including guidance on how data and trends will feed into the decision making 
process to give more confidence that effective actions will be taken. Specific examples would be 
helpful. The AM team will include representatives from the resource agencies, and the judgment 
of this team will be used to determine when it is appropriate to intervene. More specific 
descriptions will be added on how the AM team will do this work on a day-to-day basis in the 
final documents. The monitoring plan is currently conceptual. 

The group discussed mitigation briefly. The DEIR/EIS assigns much of the mitigation to other 
agencies as part of their permitting roles. However, BDCP may contribute funding to the 
agencies for increased staffing so that the agencies can handle the additional work load. 

When the BDCP team was asked what they thought the top 2-3 scientific needs are to 
understand the system better, the BDCP team stated that the biggest uncertainties are related 
to salinity in the fall and spring (X2), and the amount of outflow that species need. 

The group discussed levee failures and other hazards. Most of the discussion of levee failures is 
in the no action alternative. The discussion is limited because CEQA discourages speculation in 
environmental documents. An appendix discusses in more detail catastrophic effects of 
earthquakes and climate change. The ISB commented that it is unrealistic to assume that every 
levee would be repaired in the future and that this premise is not supported by what has 
occurred with past levee failures. BDCP responded that it is speculative to assume a 
percentage of the levees will be repaired if they fail. The ISB also noted that levees are both a 
hazard and a resource and as such should have been discussed in its own chapter. There are a 
number of programs that address flooding which are outside the scope of the BDCP. The BDCP 
team assumes that all programs and policies that are in place now will continue. An appendix 
will be added that will address levees. DSC and the Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
have initiated a separate study to prioritize investments in levees. However, the ISB stated that 
the document should identify which levees, if they failed, would impact BDCP. 

Climate change is not considered in the discussion of the effectiveness of the conservation 
measures. All actions could be affected by climate change and sea level rise. The document 
includes two baselines: the CEQA baseline does not include climate change whereas the NEPA 

5 
 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/erp/current_models.asp


Delta Independent Science Board Meeting 
 February 24-25, 2014 

baseline does. Models used for the BDCP analysis included climate change assumptions. 
However, the more qualitative assessments did not consider climate change. To the extent 
possible, the BDCP team distinguished between changes that would be a result of climate 
change and changes that would be a result of the project. 

Discussion of tidal marsh in the DEIR/EIS does not cite research after 2011, but more research 
has been done since then. Also, the chapter on geology cites the 2007 draft DRMS report that 
was finalized in 2009. The BDCP chapters should specifically state when they were prepared. 

The Effects Analysis chapter in the BDCP includes tables of net effects that are based on 
qualitative and quantitative assessments with the overall effect based on expert scientific 
judgment. The BDCP team did not ask independent scientists to evaluate those judgments. 

The consulting company ICF will create a database for public comments. Comments will be 
grouped by topics using codes, and will be given master responses, although some comments 
may be responded to individually. All comments will be treated equally. 

ISB members asked the BDCP team to add a list of assumptions to the beginning of each 
chapter of the DEIR/EIS. They also asked if the preferred alternative is more important than the 
other alternatives, and if so does it need more scrutiny. The BDCP team said that all 
alternatives should be reviewed equally. Chapter 31 explains why the preferred alternative was 
chosen, and more information will be in the Findings document (Findings are developed after 
the final EIR/EIS is published, and they explain why the preferred alternative was selected). 
Federal agencies will select their preferred alternative in the final EIR/EIS stage of the 
environmental review process. There is a potential to mix and match portions of alternatives and 
make modifications to the preferred alternative. Appendix 3a discusses how the alternatives 
were selected. 

The BDCP team has not done an analysis to determine how each alternative will affect each of 
the covered species, and is considering a response. 

The time schedule for the Final EIR/EIS is not set. It will depend on how many comments are 
received and how substantive they are. 

Findings are developed through the public process. A finding needs to be made on every 
significant effect. The public can comment on the Findings, but there is no requirement to 
respond to comments. NEPA has a similar requirement as part of the Record of Decision 
(ROD). The decision maker for certifying the FEIR is the Director of DWR. 

Wiens will be the lead for the cover memo and charge questions. Answers to the charge 
questions are important, but the Board’s response should be shorter than the current draft. The 
cover memo should relate to the charge questions, but not follow directly from them. The 
purpose of the cover memo is to list the Board’s concerns about the scientific adequacy of what 
was done and as it relates to policy decisions. 

Board members discussed the cover memo in detail. They decided to combine the main points 
into a shorter list, such as the effectiveness of the conservation measures, AM, the soundness 
of the alternatives, and the impact of the alternatives on take or benefits to covered species – 
the qualitative nature of the impact analyses makes it difficult to make any conclusions about 
what would be better for the species. The lack of clarity about uncertainty is also an important 
point. The memo is a rare opportunity to affect policy decisions in the Delta. It should not be 
completely negative. 

Board members then discussed the charge questions and how long their responses should be. 
Currently, responses have different amounts of detail. 
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Board members discussed how to handle the chapter summaries. The summaries vary in detail 
and length. The summaries do not need to include a long description of what the chapter is 
about. 

 

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

None. 

4:07 p.m. – Adjourned  
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Day 2: February 25, 2014 
 

1. Welcome  
The meeting was called to order at 9:01 a.m., February 25, 2014, by the Chair of the Delta 
Independent Science Board (ISB or the Board), Dr. Tracy Collier. Six members of the Board 
were physically present: Brian Atwater, Steve Brandt, Tracy Collier, Jay Lund, Vince Resh, and 
John Wiens. Three members participated by phone: Liz Canuel, Harindra (Joe) Fernando and 
Judy Meyer. Richard Norgaard called in as a member of the public. 

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

 

2. Continue Delta ISB Review of the BDCP Draft EIR/EIS 
Board members discussed Wiens’ revised cover memo (prepared the previous evening). Some 
members want it to be positive, for example, by offering recommendations instead of criticism. 
Others expect it to be an evaluation of the scientific basis for the project. Some criticism could 
motivate the BDCP team. Writing meaningful recommendations will take more time than is 
available now. 

The recommendations could be about science. For example, one assumption is that the 
conservation measures will work as planned and be fully functional. The Board’s 
recommendation could be to start work on the conservation measures immediately, so that they 
are in place by the time the project is operating. 

The Board’s responsibility is to comment on important problems where the science is lacking 
and is a risk to the project. The DEIR/EIS does not analyze risk, but tools are available to do it. 

Board members discussed the range of alternatives. Each alternative has uncertainties, making 
it difficult to compare them. The Board could write two sets of recommendations. One set would 
be about how the BDCP team could improve the alternatives. A second set would be about the 
quality of the science underlying each alternative. 

Board members discussed the BDCP responses to their comments. Some of the responses 
simply repeat what is in the DEIR/EIS. The Board decided to reiterate their comments or 
rephrase them. 

Board members returned to discussion of the seven points in the revised cover memo: 

• Point 1: Effectiveness of the conservation measures. This point might be too broad. It is 
actually about habitat restoration. The DEIR/EIS does not discuss what will happen if 
mitigation does not work or that AM might not be sufficient. Discussion about time lags is 
also missing. 

• Point 2: Climate change and sea level rise. The DEIR/EIS does not discuss how the 
conservation measures will be affected by climate change. The response from the BDCP 
team that climate change was incorporated into the models is not sufficient. A major failing 
of the BDCP analysis is not specifically discussing the impacts of climate change and sea 
level rise. This point could be expanded to include many potential future changes such as 
invasive species, levee failures, earthquakes, and economics, but the Board decided to 
include those in Point 3. 
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• Point 3: There are interactions, synergies and competing effects that were rarely considered 
in the analyses. Actions that would be taken by the water operators were not discussed. 

• Point 4: Scientific uncertainties pervade everything including the models and data. The 
multiple sources of uncertainty are discussed in the BDCP Plan, but are not evaluated in the 
DEIR/EIS including the Executive Summary, which may be the only portion of the document 
that people will read. The Board needs to point out that these are not arcane scientific 
criticisms, but that they reveal fundamental flaws in how BDCP will play out if implemented – 
the uncertainties threaten the entire project. The consequence of not dealing with the 
uncertainty is to appear certain. The treatment of uncertainty is uneven in the Plan and the 
DEIR/EIS. Given the large uncertainty, the reality is that the conclusions reached are really 
hypotheses. 

• Point 5: Inconsistency in the assumptions and a lack of clarity in how they are presented 
weakens the science. The Board decided that examples or supporting evidence should be 
added to this point. 

• Point 6: Adaptive management. This is a complex issue because it’s not ignored in the 
document – it is discussed in the plan including a lot of discussion about the infrastructure 
(implementation team, etc.). However, there is no recognition of how AM will actually work. 
AM is not always the best response. 

• Point 7: Incomplete or missing information. In some cases the conclusions were not entirely 
accurate due to the incompleteness of the information. This is especially true with the 
alternatives analyses. However, the Board decided to delete this as a separate point and 
fold the overall issue into the alternatives comment. 

Board members discussed the order of the points and decided to put their concerns about 
levees in the first point. 

Board members discussed policy implications and how to strengthen the memo focusing on 
what could be done to improve the BDCP document and what would be needed to make BDCP 
successful should it be implemented. BDCP could add risk analyses or discuss uncertainties 
such as the probability that production from restored habitats will flow into the Delta. They also 
need to develop a program to test ideas about the benefits of the restoration program. They 
could consider whether a 10-year permit would be better than a 50-year permit, which was 
considered in the CAMT report, too. The DEIR/EIS does not discuss what the AM team will do if 
actions help one species, but not another. A small group will work on it and decide if these 
issues fit into the memo. 

Board members continued discussion of the charge questions and responses. Some thought 
that the AM section is too long and should be moved into the chapter summaries. Others 
wanted it to stay with the charge questions. Information about levees and terrestrial concerns 
will be added.  

Board members continued discussion of the chapter summaries. Summaries should lead with 
the main point, and chapter descriptions should be limited. The analysis prepared by Meyer on 
the Decision Tree will be moved to Chapter 3. 

 

3. Informal discussion of scientific research opportunities presented by the drought  
The drought is an opportunity to see how the system acts when it is highly stressed. DSP 
compiled a list of possible studies that could be done to study drought effects, “Science 
Opportunities during the Drought 19 February 2014 Draft.” Hastings said that DSP is 
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participating in a weekly drought call. Participants are trying to distinguish between needs and 
opportunities. Opportunities are often passed over. 

Anke Mueller-Solger, IEP lead scientist, talked about IEP and the group’s purpose and 
responsibilities. IEP is responsible for monitoring in the Delta for better management of water. 
The emphasis is on the ecosystem and water users. The group is currently trying to coordinate 
existing activities with those that should be occurring due to the drought. They are being asked 
to do additional monitoring of delta smelt and salmon (beach seine and Kodiak trawl), the 
impact of opening and closing the Delta cross channel gates, and the location of delta smelt 
relative to the pumps. Some monitoring might be suspended in favor of drought monitoring. 
Most of the discussion to date has been about opening and closing the cross-channel gates and 
water exports. Mueller-Solger asked DSP to help the agencies determine priorities and to attract 
additional resources. Some fishes are doing poorly. The federal agencies, such as the U.S. 
Geological Survey and NOAA’s Southwest Science Center, do not have drought plans, but have 
been asked to write them.  

The drought room at the IEP Workshop was set up to start a conversation about drought studies 
and priorities. One of the challenges is figuring out how to prioritize the ideas: by feasibility, level 
of information obtained, or what to monitor and how. Testing the efficacy of species as 
indicators of ecosystem health could be important to find out which show the responsiveness 
that could actually be used to test management actions and which are so resilient that they do 
not indicate anything is wrong.  

The agency leads have not decided yet how to prioritize. Every agency has its own mission and 
priorities. Decisions need to be made carefully: rapid response work done after the Gulf of 
Mexico oil spill showed that some of the work was useful, but other studies were bizarre. 

Expertise in the Delta is limited thereby limiting the ability to do the studies. Setting priorities 
could be based on the available expertise. Much data are collected, but resources and expertise 
are not available to organize and analyze them. Plans for a post-drought assessment should 
consider what is needed in the end. Special studies are also an opportunity to bring in new 
talent. Funding is not available, but maybe student interns could be recruited. There is currently 
no funding for state fellows, but if emergency funding becomes available, that would help. 

When the drought ends, there could be a tendency for people to feel the problem is over. Newly 
initiated studies could be terminated. But monitoring the system dynamics after the drought is 
over is needed to determine the net effects, consequences of extreme low flow, long-term 
recovery, and rate of recovery for species. Whatever is put in place needs to have the prospect 
for long-term support and should not take away support for ongoing studies. 

Additional studies might be funded if they are shown to be relevant to BDCP, such as spring 
and fall outflows and effects on toxic algae like microcystis. Proposed studies could be used to 
test the decision tree. 

The February 19 list of proposed studies does not include questions about lower trophic levels. 
Also, do some of the parameters in existing models need more study? Are there aspects of fish 
physiology that need to be studied under these extreme conditions? 

The drought might be the first test of AM for BDCP. It will show how rapidly agencies can 
respond to extreme events. If it can’t be done under these conditions, why would BDCP work? It 
is also an opportunity to foster cooperation. The Board might want to see how well the agencies 
do. March or April would be a good time to do it, perhaps at the March DSC meeting. 

Resh recommended a 2011 book by P. Sam Lake, Drought and Aquatic Ecosystems. 
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Agencies are supposed to track the time spent on the drought, but they are not getting any 
funding so far. None of the governor’s drought relief money has been allocated for science. In 
an academic setting, researchers would get together and write a big proposal to present to the 
legislature. Currently, however, activities are being prioritized with the first emphasis on people 
and then on the environment. 

 

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

None. 

 

5. Meeting outcomes 
Wiens will revise the cover memo. Lund will work on a draft of recommendations. Wiens will 
also edit the AM section. Chapter summaries should start with the most important points. 

The April meeting includes a bus tour of the south Delta on the 17th. On April 18, the meeting 
will be held in Stockton. The agenda should include updates on the fish and flows review, the 
interim science action agenda, and the drought. The bus tour will include: 

• Port of Stockton – history and economics 

• Head of Old River barrier 

• San Joaquin floodplain restoration and Stewart tract super levees 

• Clifton Court Forebay and the UC Davis Delta Smelt culturing facility 

• Contra Costa Water District intakes 

 

2:51 p.m. – Adjourned  
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