Delta Independent Science Board Meeting
June 12-13, 2014

Meeting Summary

Day 1. June 12, 2014

1. Welcome and Introductions

The meeting was called to order at 9:05 a.m., June 12, 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, Liz Canuel, Tracy Collier, Jay Lund, Judy Meyer,
Richard Norgaard, and Vince Resh. Two members were absent: Harindra (Joe) Fernando and
John Wiens.

None of the 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. Closed session: Discuss Lead Scientist recruitment. Not open to the public.
3. Reconvene open session

4. Delta Stewardship Council Chair’'s and Executive Officer’'s Reports — Randy
Fiorini and Jessica Pearson

Fiorini introduced the new Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) Executive Officer, Jessica Pearson.
He said that she is highly respected within DSC and in Sacramento.

The May 29-30, 2014 DSC meeting was Pearson’s first meeting as Executive Officer. The
meeting covered the review of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Report/ Environmental Impact Statement (BDCP DEIR/EIS), an update on the levee investment
prioritization contract, and other items. She reported that the Draft BDCP and associated Draft
EIR/EIS comment period has been extended to July 29, 2014, and the Draft Implementing
Agreement for the Draft BDCP has been released. DSC staff will be reviewing the
Implementation Agreement over the next 60 days and will likely submit comments.

The June 26 DSC meeting will include a mid-year update on staff priorities for the Council’s
work plan. Priorities are completion of the Interim Science Action Agenda by the end of the
year, DSP support for flows (such as the Collaborative Adaptive Management Team and State
Water Resources Control Board workshops), independent review panels, and the levee
investment strategy. One of the DSC’s core roles is land use coordination. Projects must be
consistent with the Delta Plan. Coordination includes reviews of general plan updates, habitat
restoration projects, and transportation plans. DSC offers early consultation and advice for
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covered actions, along with support for adaptive management and best available science. Jessica
Davenport and others are working on an issue paper about the challenges of implementing large-
scale habitat restoration projects in the Delta.

The legislature is discussing several water bonds, but the governor has not been specific about
what he wants to see in a water bond. State budget negotiations are closing. Identification of
surplus and rainy day funds are expected. Groundwater legislation is moving ahead. It is a high
priority for the state and an important part of the Water Action Plan.

Myer asked about the status of habitat restoration projects in the Delta. Davenport initiated a
white paper on the subject after the ISB completed its review of habitat restoration. The Delta
Conservancy is working to complete a map of all projects including those funded under the Fish
Restoration Program Agreement.

DSP will be hiring additional staff, and they will be able to help with science support for Delta
Plan implementation. However, planning staff is on the frontline for reviewing local plans. They
identify if and when science support is needed.

If the governor’s budget passes, DSP will have seven new positions. Three of the positions
would be permanent, and four would be funded for one year. Duty statements for each of the
new positions are being developed within DSP.

For the levee investment strategy, DSP will organize an independent scientific panel to review
the tool that will be used to prioritize investments in Delta levees. Atwater, Lund, Norgaard, and
possibly Fernando expressed an interest in reviewing the charge to the independent scientific
review panel.

Fiorini said that he, Mark Cowin, Director, Department of Water Resources, and Felicia Marcus,
chair of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), participated on a panel in
Placerville about water quality in the watershed. Water supply could increase if resources are
managed properly. It is an important science issue. Fiorini also commented on the title of one of
the Board’s program reviews, “Fish and Flows.” He compared it to the SWRCB workshop titles,
Delta Outflows and Interior Delta Flows. The title “Fish and Flows” might imply that no other
stressors are important.

Board members explained that “flow” is a generic term. Flow affects turbidity, temperature, and
contaminant concentrations, and those are the factors that affect fish. The Fish and Flows review
is being done in the context of other stressors. The title is just an abbreviation.

Fiorini and Goodwin will present a talk on Delta issues at the American Water Resources
Association conference in November. The conference theme is integrated water resource
management.
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Pearson said that the Board’s involvement in the BDCP DEIR/EIS might not be over. Laura
King Moon, Chief Deputy Director of the Department of Water Resources, would like to talk to
Board members about solutions to the Board’s comments, especially the comments about
adaptive management. The Board is concerned that honoring this request could take them
beyond their legislative mandate to review programs. The Board will discuss this topic more
during agenda item 7.

Public comment

Tom Zuckerman, Central Delta Water Agency. Speaking for the general public, Zuckerman said
that he appreciates the Board’s comments on the BDCP DEIR/EIS. The Board’s contributions
are to the point, especially concerning the position on adaptive management. The BDCP
DEIR/EIS should not assume that adaptive management will work. Zuckerman gave a low grade
to the BDCP. Too much is uncertain and left to speculation reinforcing the need for adequate
governance to move forward with implementation.

Regarding levees, the Delta Risk Management Strategy (DRMS) study turned out to be a
disaster. He said that people in the Delta know a lot about levees because of the ongoing
maintenance activities. There is a broad consensus that the levees operate as a system. Trying to
prioritize which need strengthening the most will only create weak links. Instead, a minimum
level of protection is needed for all, and that level of protection has been identified through
federal and state processes. The DRMS study predicted multiple levee failures, but only the levee
at Jones Tract has failed. Over the last 15-20 years, improvements to levees have been made
using funding from the Delta Levees Maintenance Subventions Program. Zuckerman hopes that
local experts will be included in the review of the levee investment prioritization study.

5. Delta ISB Chair’s Report — Tracy Collier

On May 28, Collier and Lund met with Chuck Bonham, Director of the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife, about the Board’s comments on the BDCP DEIR/EIS. Bonham asked relevant
questions about what the Board meant by science that is “good enough.” On May 29, Collier and
Lund presented their comments at the DSC meeting; their presentation was preceded by a
presentation on the independent scientific review of the BDCP Effects Analysis. Fiorini was
pleased that the comments included strengths of the BDCP, main concerns, and concurrence with
the Effects Analysis review. The highlight was discussion about the need for contingency
planning.

Board member contracts with DSP will be renewed by the end of August. To estimate the travel
expenses, Collier asked members how many meetings should be in person for the rest of the
calendar year. Resh said that now that Board members are working in small groups on program
reviews, they probably do not need as many in-person meetings—maybe one every two months
with conference calls in between.

Joan Lindberg, who leads the UC Davis Fish Conservation and Culture Lab, has volunteered to
come to a Board meeting to talk to members about other aspects of the work they do that was not
covered during the May field trip.
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6. Lead Scientist’s Report — Peter Goodwin

The Delta science community needs two or three success stories by the end of the year
demonstrating a new culture of working together more effectively and efficiently.

The Science Steering Committee (SSC), which is called for in the Delta Science Plan, held its
first meeting. Discussion was mostly about the committee’s charge—what should the SSC do?
The difference between the roles of the SSC and ISB is that the ISB is the oversight body. The
SSC is a group of scientists who are working on issues, represent their respective scientific
disciplines, are highly respected, and can sort out differences of opinion. During the first
meeting, the committee provided valuable suggestions on the Interim Science Action Agenda
(ISAA) and the update to The State of Bay-Delta Science (SBDS).

Goodwin then discussed concern expressed by the members about potential conflicts of interest
that might arise as a result of being on the SSC. Brandt said that asking advice from the National
Science Foundation about how to define conflicts of interest is a good idea. Different agencies
handle this situation in different ways. Some are strict about separating solicitation writers from
those who write proposals. Goodwin suggested that SSC members could set the draft priorities
for solicitations, accept public comments, filter the comments, and then leave it to staff to
determine the final priorities.

Goodwin said that after the first draft of the SSC charge is finished, he would like the Board to
review it. He and Brand will send it to Board members by email, and members can then respond
by email.

The SSC has eight members: Steve Monismith (hydrodynamics), Jim Cloern (food webs), Carl
Wilcox (adaptive management), Val Connor (water quality), Francisco Werner / Steve Lindley
(fish population modeling), Josh Collins (Bay-Delta linkages), Peter Moyle (ecology), and the
Interagency Ecological Program lead scientist (for now, Anke Mueller-Solger but this will
change in the near future as Mueller-Solger accepted a new position at the USGS). Additional
experts will be brought in as needed. The SSC will meet a couple of times per year, but more
often now as they are organizing. The next meeting will be in July.

Hastings and Darcy Austin (U.S. Geological Survey) are the leads of the SBDS update. It is a
partnership between the DSC and the U.S. Geological Survey. An editorial board has been
selected. Now, authors, topics and structure of the document need to be decided. The SSC had
relevant suggestions about how to structure the SBDS. An abstract will be submitted to the 2014
Bay-Delta Science Conference organizing committee for potential inclusion as a session at the
conference in October. They hope to have the SBDS completed early in 2015.

Lindsay Correa described the Interim Science Action Agenda (ISAA) and the subsequent
Science Action Agenda (SAA) which will be completed in two years.

e The ISAA will be a list of science priorities. The document will have a two-year life. The
science needs and actions will be taken from existing documents and expert interviews,
including ISB reports, National Research Council reports, and peer review panel reports.
So far, Correa, with help from Jenny Bigman and Meiling Roddam (Delta Science
Fellows) has identified over 400 science needs. A discussion document was presented at
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a public workshop on May 6. About 40 people participated who represented federal,
state, and local agencies, nonprofit organizations, and private consultants.
Recommendations from the participants fell into three categories: documents not
included, lack of an organizing framework, and actions that exist in unpublished
documents. The next steps are to conduct interviews, develop a draft ISAA for public
comment, and complete the ISAA. The ISB expressed concern about how cross-cutting
themes would be addressed and the level of specificity of the actions. To view Correa’s
PowerPoint slides, click here. To view the Preliminary Synthesis, click here. To view the
ISAA web page, click here.

e The SAA will be a prioritized list of science actions with a four-year life. The science
needs will be developed with guidance from policy-science forum(s).

Board members encouraged Correa to present this information at the Bay Delta Science
Conference. They also suggested that she look at the Great Lakes Strategic Plan, which took 18
months to write.

George Isaac, DSP, told the Board about the Environmental Data Summit held on June 5-6. The
summit is one of the action items from the Delta Science Plan. The goal of the summit was to
bring together staff from federal and state agencies and researchers to talk about “big data.” The
private sector has been working with big data for about ten years, but natural resource agencies
have not. The summit was an opportunity to demonstrate to the community that science is
entering a new era of data analysis and extraction. Presently, about 30 data systems are being
managed separately by agencies, researchers, and consultants. If those systems could be
combined into one, it would contribute to a better understanding of the Delta. Five experts spoke
at the summit. About 180 people registered for the summit, and over 1000 watched the webcast
from six countries.

DSP is planning a modeling summit for September or later. The drought is keeping modelers
busy, so the date will be set when modelers have more time. Planning a summit uses a lot of staff
time. Although DSP will be hiring more people, they might not start work in time to help plan a
summit in September.

Garrett Liles, DSP, told the Board about State Scientist Day, which is sponsored by the
California Association of Professional Scientists (CAPS). On April 14, Liles, Bigman, and
Roddam, along with scientists from other agencies, put together presentations for 2™ through 5™
graders on the front lawn of the Capitol. The theme of the DSC presentation was Delta as Place
and how the students can be stewards of the natural environment.

Sam Harader, DSP, told the Board about the workshop on Delta Outflows and Related Stressors.
He used the Science Program’s standard process for independent scientific review
(http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/Delta-Science-Plan-12-30-2013.pdf
Appendix H-1). Panelists are asked to absorb a lot of information—in this case, 50 key reports
and several presentations from experts about controversial issues. During the workshop, a series
of local experts made presentations to the panel. Panelists are free to talk to anyone after the
workshop.
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Harader said that the panel for the workshop in April on Interior Delta Flows and Related
Stressors has not issued its report yet because the panel members are debating internally. It is
currently estimated that the report will be ready in July.

Goodwin visited NASA’s Jet Propulsion Lab (JPL) and the lab located in Ames. Some of the
remote technologies that the labs are exploring are remarkable. Two of the 2013 science fellows
are working with JPL. One of the questions is, is it possible from airborne platforms to remotely
detect methylmercury? NASA is focused on global issues. It will be the responsibility of the
Delta science community to show that the application of these technologies to the Bay Delta
system can be scaled up to global issues.

Goodwin has been invited to give a talk that will push the thinking of scientists at the NSF Xsede
conference. He asked Phil Isenberg to join him, and they wrote the abstract together. They want
to talk about the difficulties of implementing science in complex systems.

7. Debriefing and lessons learned from the Delta ISB review of the Bay Delta
Conservation Plan Draft EIR/EIS

Collier started the discussion by asking Board members what they thought about the process they
used to review the BDCP DEIR/EIS. Norgaard thought the comment letter turned out very well.
If Board members had been able to pace themselves to the new deadline, their report might have
been somewhat better but not significantly so. They covered the key points and put the details in
the appendices. Norgaard is not convinced that their message has been received. People might
still believe that with more science, the uncertainty will decrease, or that an EIR does not need to
cover uncertainty or elaborate on adaptive management. For these reasons, people might not
embrace the Board’s review. Norgaard is not comfortable with the idea of advising the BDCP
team in developing solutions to some of the questions raised by the Board’s comments.

Resh found it valuable to have the ARCADIS consultants available to talk to about issues in the
public health chapter. He appreciated their help in firming up what the issues were.

Collier said that the review was onerous at times, but he felt that they all learned a lot. He was
not able to spend as much time on it as he would have liked, but he thinks the review was a
remarkable achievement. He asked if any members thought they should have done anything
differently.

Brandt said that the review went well, and the products are solid and well thought out. It would
have been helpful to have information in the beginning about legal requirements and how the
Board’s comments will be used.

Canuel asked what the next steps are. Brand said that the BDCP team needs to respond to the
public comments received in some way, even if it is as simple as “comment noted.” If comments
necessitate significant changes in the draft resulting in the identification of a new effect or
significant change in an effect already analyzed, the draft will need to be recirculated. Responses
to comments become part of the Final EIR/EIS. The certified document then supports the
application for the Natural Community Conservation Plan. The federal government, though,
must circulate the Final EIR/EIS for 30 days for additional public comment.
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Collier asked Board members if they would be willing to review the DEIR/EIS if it is
recirculated. At a minimum, the Board would need a version that shows the differences (red
lined) and has succinct, accurate chapter summaries. An attorney would need to determine
whether or not the Board would be required under the Delta Reform Act (2009) to review a
recirculated DEIR/EIS.

Meyer told Brandt that the Board had a presentation on legal requirements, but it occurred before
Brandt joined the Board. Collier added that a key part of the presentation was that the Board
should not feel constrained by what the law says the Board must review—the Board can go
beyond that.

8. Discuss Fish and Flows program review

Brandt said that the team’s plan summarizes what the team is doing. Information will come from
interviews, scientific literature, and relevant seminars and workshops (such as the SWRCB’s
recent workshops on Delta Outflows and Interior Delta Flows). The team has interviewed about
15 individuals to assess the current state of knowledge. Bigman is doing a literature search and
summarizing references. The next step is to review the new references and information gathered
during interviews. The team has a first draft outline and may have something more substantive to
present at the ISB’s September meeting.

Brandt has been thinking about how flow affects fish. He repeated what he said during agenda
item 4—that flow affects turbidity, temperature, contaminant concentrations, predation, and
other environmental factors, and those factors are what actually affect fish. The team plans to
develop a conceptual framework to enhance people’s understanding of how flow affects various
factors.

Meyer said that the team is still absorbing information. They will have a conference call soon,
but no more interviews for a while. They need to dig deeper into reports, and they need a
framework to understand the information.

Canuel said that even in a highly managed system, some aspects of flow are controlled by natural
forcings, such as climate. She asked how the team will separate human causations from natural
forcings. Brandt said that the team will try to understand how water year type (wet or dry, for
example), temperature, inter-annual variability, contaminant concentrations, and other factors
affect fish. Norgaard said that some people refer to flow as the master variable because it affects
so many other things that affect fish. For policy-making purposes, flow is useful because it helps
to aggregate many variables. Brandt said that the team is looking only at variables that flow
directly affects. By understanding what fish respond to, it might reveal alternatives to flow that
can be used to manage habitat. The team wants to understand the relationships better.

Atwater asked how the team is handling the tension between reviewing the science and
reviewing the program. Brandt said that they are first trying to identify the questions. They are
also trying to figure out how best to move forward scientifically.

Lund does not like the idea of using flow as the master variable. There are too many variables
(inflow/outflow, location, timing, etc.). The discussion is distracted by referring only to flow.
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Atwater read the Delta Outflows report and noticed several places where the report said that the
panel members were surprised when, for example, they identified a gap. He was also struck by
the citation of a paper by Canuel and Jim Cloern that dealt with nitrogen issues. He thought
about how the Board is conducting these reviews in small groups and there are good reasons to
do it, but he worries a little about focusing the reviews so much, possibly because his teams have
only two people, whereas the fish and flows team has five people (four ISB members and the
State Fellow, Bigman).

Meyer said that the fish and flows team needs to provide a more substantive presentation to the
whole Board. Collier suggested that the Board needs more than a presentation; it needs a full
draft report to review, possibly in September. Brandt said he would rather present an outline with
major themes and examples to the Board to get guidance before writing a full draft.

Public comment

Burt Wilson, Public Water News Service. Wilson said that he wants to make the Board aware
that the Department of Water Resources is building intakes on the upper Sacramento River. He
does not know anything more about it. He also said that the new spillway at Folsom Dam is
being built based on a one-percent chance that Folsom Lake would overflow. He said that these
are two ways to send water south. He asked the Board to incorporate these facts into their
findings on flows.

Wilson’s second point was that more water going into tunnels will mean less Delta outflow.
Salinity increases, fish die, and silt builds up. The Board will face a time when there are thirsty
people in the south and water in the north. People are overfishing. Various campaigns undercut
science. He advised the Board to take steps to deal with propaganda—to have a prepared
response that is not too scientific for the public.

9. Discuss ISB workplan

The teams discussed their plans for program reviews: water quality, Delta levees, water
reliability, Delta as place, and adaptive management. Collier said that the adaptive management
(AM) review needs to start soon. He asked Hastings to help with the review. If the AM review is
finished before the other reviews, then the other reviews, which are supposed to include AM, can
cite the report.

Hastings talked about the Collaborative Adaptive Management Team (CAMT). She said that she
and Hoenicke are on the team. For Phase 2, CAMT is implementing the work plan that was
written during Phase 1. CAMT created Smelt and Salmon scoping teams. These teams have
broad representation—federal and state agency staff and stakeholders that were litigants in the
lawsuit: public water agencies, environmental groups, and some additional science experts.
CAMT is overseen by a policy group, and CAMT oversees the Smelt and Salmon scoping teams.
Hastings is on the Salmon team, and Roddam is assisting because she is a salmon biologist.
Hoenicke is on the Smelt team. The teams will not collect new data. They will analyze or re-
analyze existing data. They plan to update a conceptual model for south Delta survival. They will
focus on areas of disagreement and agreement, and develop recommendations for additional
study. These recommendations and additional studies will be included in the ISAA.



http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/all-review-plans.pdf
http://www.sfcwa.org/2014/04/28/17th-camt-meeting-march-18th/

Delta Independent Science Board Meeting
June 12-13, 2014

Hoenicke said that the Smelt team has an advantage over the Salmon team in that a number of
lifecycle models exist. The team needs to pick a model that everyone agrees on, and it will be
used to develop a scope of work to answer two questions: What is the role of Old and Middle
river flows in bringing smelt into the zone of influence of the pumps? What outflows are needed
in the fall to maximize habitat with the desired salinity? The team has agreed to use the
conceptual model described in the MAST report. It was recently updated, will be approved in
July, and then released. The team has selected an investigating team for the questions. The
members of the investigating team have been screened for conflicts of interest.

The Salmon team is doing the gap analysis itself, but it might bring in consultants to do other
aspects of the work.

Atwater asked how these efforts mesh with the AM wheel in the Delta Plan. Hoenicke said that
the Smelt team is at step 3: agreement on conceptual models. They are using the model to
identify where the greatest uncertainties are in drivers, and are in the process of going to step 4,
“Select Actions.” Hastings said that the Salmon team is less optimistic. The Salmon team did
what they could on steps 1 and 2, “Define the Problem” and “Establish Goals and Objectives,”
and then moved on. They are working on updating the model (step 3). Hoenicke said that the key
missing ingredient is a decision tree (the what/if scenarios). What should be done when flows are
higher than normal, for example? How can agencies align their efforts?

Lund said that trying to do reviews every four years is too fast. Agencies could help by writing
science plans that the Board could review. That would allow the Board to do a better job and
agencies would do their jobs better, too. It would also help the Delta Science Plan. The Board
could give a report template to the agencies, but accept whatever the agencies gave to them.
Atwater said that would be asking a lot from agencies—it would take a lot of time. He suggested
a careful review of a couple of examples of AM and then identify lessons learned instead. Collier
suggested asking agencies about their AM plans. If they are too busy to respond, then a problem
has been revealed. Hastings said that she is thinking of setting up interviews instead of handing
out surveys. She will be looking for representative efforts. It will be a significant amount of work
for DSP staff, so new staff will need to be hired first. Lund said that the Board cannot review
science every four years unless it is organized. Cooperation from agency science managers is
needed. Resh said that developing an AM framework will make future reviews easier to do.

Norgaard asked if the Board is reviewing AM instead of the science of the Delta. He also asked
what the law requires. Hastings said that she does not think that the law requires agencies to have
AM plans, but the Delta Plan requires covered actions to include AM. Collier said that the AM
team should change the title for the review to “DISB Review of Science in Support of AM.”

Hastings suggested rewording the questions. Meyer said that more specific questions are needed,
so that the answers are meaningful. She suggested asking how the monitoring program is linked
to AM, and where AM has been implemented. Canuel suggested finding out how well agencies
understand and use AM. Hoenicke said that the Delta Science Plan calls for an AM summit,
which could be an opportunity to refine the questions. Goodwin said that AM is difficult, but it
has been applied successfully. He suggested that the Board pick good examples and then find out
what has been learned. The Board could give guidance to the agencies. Resh said that while
working on the habitat restoration review it seemed like the agencies knew the nine steps of AM
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but did not understand how to implement it. Some successful projects have done part of the AM
cycle, but not all.

Collier said that the Board is supposed to provide oversight, not guidance. Guidance is the
purview of the Science Program. They need to keep the charge in mind. The priority of the AM
review will be moved up. The team will start as soon as practical. He asked Board members to
send comments on the AM review plan to Resh, Lund, Hastings, Collier, and Wiens. Hastings
has institutional knowledge, so she will be able to ask questions that make the review relevant
and constructive for the agencies.

Earlier, Collier talked briefly to Fiorini and Pearson about the idea of helping the BDCP team
develop solutions to comments the ISB made. Collier asked them to bring a range of options to
the Board to review. Meyer suggested convening a group of experts instead of asking the Board
to do the work. Norgaard said that Board members could work on it as individuals, but would
need to report it as a conflict.

Collier and Canuel talked about their review plan for water quality. They want to focus on water
quality science as it relates to beneficial uses, i.e. how it affects the ecosystem, agriculture, and
drinking water, and management decisions about those beneficial uses. Currently, there seems to
be a reliance on water quality standards rather than on how water quality impacts the ecosystem.
It is a broad issue, and it was helpful to have reviewed the BDCP Draft EIR/EIS. Meyer said that
detection limits should be part of the question. The schedule for this review has not been set.

Atwater and Norgaard discussed the review plan for levees. The levee prioritization for state
investments contract gives them an opportunity to learn. Meyer suggested employing more
people. She asked how science about levees is organized in the Delta. This is relevant for water
quality, too. Collier said that this review could be done later.

Lund needed to leave, so he was not available to talk about his water reliability review. Meyer
asked if he needs extra help. Atwater said that this review could include groundwater. Canuel
stated that climate change should also be included. Collier said that Board members should send
their comments to Lund.

Meyer said that the review teams need to know what questions to ask and they need to
understand the answers. Collier said that he thinks it is fine for teams to work with other
scientists if they need experts.

Norgaard and Atwater discussed the Delta as Place review. The goal is to achieve the coequal
goals while protecting the Delta as Place. It has a high priority for political reasons. There is no
quantitative information to start with—it is more about cultural values. There are no agencies
that work on this issue. What does Delta as Place mean today? The Delta Protection Commission
is the agency that has the responsibility to address this issue but it is insufficiently funded. What
are the processes that are sustaining the Delta as a special place? According to the Delta Plan,
urbanization is seen as a major process that is changing the Delta as Place. Meyer suggested
doing a workshop to put the review in the realm of social science. She asked if some social
science concepts or principles exist that could be applied. Hastings said that Dan Ray is well
versed in the Delta as place issue, as is Jessica Davenport, and she recommended meeting with
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them, and with Campbell Ingram of the Delta Conservancy and Eric Vink of the Delta Protection
Commission.

Collier said that water reliability, water quality, and Delta as Place are high priorities for the
Council. Review schedules should be discussed at the next meeting. For water quality, Canuel
and Collier will reflect on comments that other Board members send to them. Comments on the
water reliability plan should be sent to Lund. The Fish and Flows review will be finished by the
end of the year. The review of adaptive management will start soon. The Board will probably
need additional help on the Delta as place review, the water reliability review, and the levees
review.

Collier said that the Board will also provide comments on the ISAA and the SBDS. The draft
outline for the SBDS should be ready in early July, so Austin should be invited to the August 1
ISB meeting. Norgaard said that the former CALFED Science Board reviewed the chapters as
they were written, so it is legitimate for this Board to do the same. Collier said that individual
Board members will review the chapters, and Board consensus will not be needed.

The Board discussed the white papers that will be written following the Environmental Data
Summit and the Modeling Summit. Individual Board members may review the white papers, but
Board consensus will not be needed.

At the last Council meeting, Isenberg mentioned that regulations may be overridden during the
drought. Collier said that if Council staff writes a report or a statement that explains the specifics,
then the Board could comment on it. He will ask Lund’s advice about it.

Goodwin said that a tool will be developed for the levee prioritization project. It will be a highly
controversial activity. An independent scientific review panel will review the tool and write a
report. He asked Board members if they would like to listen to the panel workshop and review
the report because it would help with the Board’s review of levees. The schedule is likely to be
sometime in December through early March. Board members talked about the relationship
between the levees and Delta as Place. The relationship is the reason Atwater and Norgaard are
both on the levees and Delta as Place teams. Atwater indicated that he would like to attend the
public meeting associated with the panel’s review of the levee prioritization tool.

Public comment

Valerie Kincaid, San Joaquin Tributaries Authority. Beneficial uses of water, such as agricultural
supply, cold freshwater habitat, and groundwater recharge, are the basis for establishing water
quality objectives. Kincaid suggested that the Board’s water quality review could be organized
by beneficial uses. About Delta as place—as a lay non-science person, Kincaid disagrees that
little science is available for the review. She said that what used to be fish habitat is not fish
habitat now, and there is science about how that happened. The review should not be just about
what is happening now—that is too static.

The Board’s next public meeting is August 1. Board members will meet in small groups on July
3L
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10.Public Comment (For matters that were not on the agenda, but within subject
matter jurisdiction of the Delta ISB.)

None.

4:12—Adjourned with all agenda items covered. Therefore, the Board cancelled the meeting
scheduled for June 13.
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