
Delta Independent Science Board Meeting 
 January 16-17, 2013 

Meeting Summary 

Day 1: January 16, 2013 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m., January 16, 2013, by the Chair of the Delta 
Independent Science Board (ISB or the Board), Dr. Richard Norgaard. Eight members of the 
Board were present: Brian Atwater, Elizabeth Canuel, Tracy Collier, Edward Houde, Jay Lund, 
Richard Norgaard, Vince Resh, and John Wiens. Two members participated by phone: Harindra 
(Joe) Fernando and Judy Meyer. 

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

2. Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) Chair’s Report and Executive Officer’s Report 
The comment period for the re-circulated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the 
Delta Plan ended on January 14. The comment period for the Proposed Rulemaking Process 
ended on January 24. 

Chapter 7, Implementation Structure, of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan has been posted. Phil 
Isenberg, Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) Chair, asked the Board to read and comment on the 
chapter. Norgaard suggested that the Board prepare comments by the third week of February. 

Chris Knopp, DSC Executive Officer, said that science is important to implementation of the 
Delta Plan for two reasons: an authority is needed to balance combat science and learning is 
required to restore the Delta. Important issues are determination of the best available science 
and adaptive management. Knopp asked for the Board’s help with articulating adaptive 
management of the Delta, leadership, and the interface between management and science.  
More detail is needed about the roles of individual agencies. 

3. Delta ISB Chair’s Report 
Norgaard accepted the charge from the DSC for review of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (BDCP EIR/EIS). Release of the BDCP EIR/EIS is 
delayed, but the Board needs to review Chapter 7 of the BDCP now. The Chapter 7 review 
might put the habitat restoration review behind schedule, but the Board will try to work on both 
reviews simultaneously.  

4. Lead Scientist’s Report 
Goodwin introduced Katie Morrice and Emily Mortazavi, the new state fellows who will work at 
the Delta Science Program for one year. Mortazavi has a Master’s degree in geology. Morrice 
has a Master’s degree in marine science. Both are interested in the science/policy interface.  

Goodwin then described the Fellows Early Career Leadership Workshop that will be  held on 
January 22-24, the CABA seminar held on January 18, and the synthesis of the Draft Bay-Delta 
Workshops that was published on the State Water Resources Control Board’s website. 

5. Discuss Delta ISB business matters 
Board members discussed changes to their operating guidelines. The guidelines might need 
some provision for what to do if a member resigns. 
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The Board discussed its reports to the DSC and the need for local (northern California) Board 
members who can go to the DSC meetings in person. The DSC meetings are webcast and 
archived so that anyone can listen to the meetings, thus providing an opportunity for Board 
members to view what occurred.  

Norgaard will take the lead on synthesizing the Board’s individual comments on BDCP Chapter 
7. The Board will discuss the comments at their February 14-15 meeting. 

6. Historical Ecology of the Delta – SFEI presentation 
Robin Grossinger and Letitia Grenier discussed tools for landscape-scale restoration planning in 
the Delta. Along with many other problems in the Delta, they said that dead-end channels are 
no longer available, and that the remaining channels are too connected to provide the ecological 
functions that native aquatic species are adapted to. However, for birds, greater connections 
among the channels are needed. Other species, such as mammals, might have other needs 
that have not yet been identified. 

7. Discuss BDCP Draft EIR/EIS review 
The release date for the BDCP Draft EIR/EIS is uncertain. Board members asked if each 
chapter will have a summary, as the Board requested, but nothing new has been heard from the 
BDCP office. Sam Harader of the DSP told the Board that the independent scientific review 
panel that reviewed previous versions of the Effects Analysis will be reconvened to review the 
next (latest) version of the BDCP Effects Analysis, once it becomes available. 

8. Discuss Delta Science Plan 
Goodwin and Board members discussed a draft outline of the Delta Science Plan (Plan). 

Many Delta science program managers are currently reviewing their programs, so the DSP 
wants to accelerate work on the Plan to coincide with the other organizational efforts. 

The Plan will be brief and easy to read, and will be modeled on the Puget Sound Partnership 
plan. A more detailed work plan will be developed later. 

Norgaard recommended adding a section on the value of citizen science and observational 
ecology from field science. He also said that discussion of the science / management interface 
needs to be included; it is different from the science / policy interface. 

Wiens said that hypothesis testing in scientific studies is the norm, but it does not work in the 
Delta. He recommended observational studies instead. He agreed with Norgaard’s comment on 
the distinction between the science / management interface and the science / policy interface, 
and said that an explicit discussion of the need to transfer information is important to adaptive 
management. 

Lund recommended adding information about integrated science to complement the existing 
information about coordinated science. He asked how science managers could be encouraged 
to work together. Each restoration site needs its own adaptive management plan, but plans are 
also needed at the regional and Delta scales. He recommended a tax to fund science in the 
Delta. 

Atwater and Fernando asked if the scope of science includes social science and engineering. 
Goodwin responded that the scope includes all types of science. 

Resh said that the Plan needs to address the need for leadership. He asked if the DSP will lead. 

Canuel recommended adding a section on translating science to the public. 
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Collier recommended changing the order of the chapters. The introduction should be followed 
by organizing science. Chapter 4 on adaptive management belongs in Chapter 2 on the 
science-policy interface. Discussion about grand challenges belongs in Chapter 5 on strategies 
and approaches for building best available science. 

Meyer said that a section on resolution of scientific conflicts is needed, possibly in Section 5.5. 
Wiens agreed and recommended adding a discussion of the role of uncertainties and how to 
address them. 

Lund said that the Plan needs to show where all of the science programs fit in. 

Public comment 
Larry Roth, from ARCADIS, speaking as an individual – In support of the proposed Delta 
Science Plan: 1) the Plan should refer to the complexity in the Delta and the use of a systems 
approach, 2) use the word “stewardship,” which can replace “leadership” and “management”, 3) 
the Plan itself must be adaptively managed, and 4) the Plan needs to include discussion of risk 
management. 

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

None. 

4:17 p.m. – Adjourned  

Day 2: January 17, 2013 
 

1. Welcome 
The meeting was called to order at 9:06 a.m., January 17, 2013, by the Chair of the Delta 
Independent Science Board (ISB or the Board), Dr. Richard Norgaard. Eight members of the 
Board were present: Brian Atwater, Elizabeth Canuel, Tracy Collier, Edward Houde, Jay Lund, 
Richard Norgaard, Vince Resh, and John Wiens. One member participated by phone: Judy 
Meyer. One member was absent: Harindra (Joe) Fernando. 

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

2. Consultant presentations and discussion 
Consultants who work on habitat restoration projects were invited to speak to the Board. 

• Stuart Siegel, Wetlands and Water Resources, Inc. – Siegel’s background is in 
integrating science into restoration (including at the landscape scale) planning. His 
discussion focused on policy drivers, science, and obtaining project approvals. 

• Michelle Orr, ESA PWA – Orr’s discussion focused on restoration projects and use of 
adaptive management. Effective restoration programs need regional blueprints, 
landscape-scale models, science collaboration and coordination, and funding for 
monitoring and adaptive management. 

• Chris Bowles, CBEC – Bowles discussed the modeling tools used in restoration work. 
Types of modeling include tidal excursion and residence time, primary and secondary 
productivity potential, dissolved organic carbon, flooding, hydrograph, and particle 
tracking. 
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• John DeGeorge, RMA – DeGeorge’s discussion focused on local and regional impacts 
of tidal marsh restoration and use of the RMA Bay-Delta model. 

Several speakers mentioned the need for regional monitoring. The Interagency Ecological 
Program (IEP) has a long history of collecting data, and this data collection needs to continue so 
that long-term trends can be monitored. But IEP or some entity also needs to do more process 
monitoring that will help scientists understand how the system works. This includes monitoring 
tributary flows, electrical conductivities, and sediment concentration values throughout the 
system. The values would need to go through a quality control process. Along with process 
monitoring, smaller experimental data collection is needed to understand fluxes for specific 
restoration projects. 

Much of the data that have been collected have not been processed because resources are not 
available. 

Board members asked if there is more communication among consultants than among the 
agencies. The panelists were unsure. They do not know what others are doing. The Department 
of Water Resources is trying hard to collaborate and coordinate. But it is an enormous job to 
ensure the quality of the data. The U.S. Geological Survey is very helpful with collecting data. 

One panelist recommended that the DSP become the clearinghouse for data and adaptive 
management. All panelists agreed that only one science program should exist. Restoration 
management needs to be centralized. The Delta Conservancy or DSP could play that role. 

3. Westervelt Ecological Services: presentations and discussion 
Greg Sutter talked about Westervelt Ecological Services; mitigation, banking, and bank credits; 
the cost of mitigation; a specific restoration project along the Cosumnes River; and how science 
is used in restoration projects. Westervelt manages about one million acres globally. Sutter 
explained that banking is large-scale restoration with a requirement that the projects will 
successfully mitigate for development elsewhere. The specific requirements depend on the 
regulations, with requirements for the Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act being 
some of the highest. 

4. Wildlands: presentations and discussion 
Wayne White talked about Wildlands, and Wildlands’ ten projects in the Delta, which total about 
1000 acres. To see his presentation, click here. He described three projects in detail: Kimball 
Island, Liberty Island, and North Delta. White said that mitigation banks compensate for 
unavoidable impacts. Companies like Wildlands cannot experiment with restoration projects; 
performance standards need to be met. 

Board discussion with Sutter and White 
The Board asked about the use of adaptive management. Sutter and White said that 
adjustments can be made, but if major change at the site is needed, additional funds would be 
required. 

The regulatory process drives the design of restoration projects, but sustainability is also a 
consideration. 

Assigning value to credits is difficult because the agency and the company that are doing the 
restoration usually disagree on how well the project is going. For example, for a restoration 
project in the Yolo Bypass, the Department of Fish and Wildlife found it difficult to quantify the 
ecological contribution to the floodplain. The amount of credit to assign to the project requires 
negotiation. Sites are chosen based on biology and needs of the agencies, not always as a 
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result of a regional analysis. Interagency Review Teams are responsible for reviewing and 
approving the mitigation banks. 

Westervelt and Wildlands staff belong to professional societies and attend conferences. They 
are interested and motivated by science. They work with universities and graduate students. 
Their approach is oriented to practical application rather than to research, but they have 
contributed much to the overall knowledge of a number of species. 

5. Discuss format of the Delta ISB’s habitat restoration review report 
Canuel asked that other Board members send comments to her and Resh, including specific 
text and examples that can be inserted into the document. Meyer recommended listing specific 
findings and recommendations separately and using the National Research Council (NRC) style 
of report. Norgaard suggested finding help with writing the report. Houde suggested including a 
recommendation to centralize management of restoration sites. Norgaard cautioned against 
repeating information that the NRC has already reported. Norgaard suggested that the report 
include ideas about how the Board’s findings influence the Delta Science Plan. Atwater 
suggested a similar section about how the Board’s findings influence the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan. 

Summary comments on what the Board heard from consultants today included: Collier - the 
consultants are not as organized as he expected; Norgaard - some research should be done on 
credits for the report; Houde - the report should include a discussion about tradeoffs when 
restoring parcels; Meyer - the report should emphasize that restoration not be done in a 
piecemeal fashion. 

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

None. 

7. Meeting outcomes 

• Prepare for the next meeting – the February 14-15 meeting should include time to 
discuss the Board’s review of BDCP Chapter 7 and the State Water Resources Control 
Board Substitute Environmental Document for San Joaquin River Flows and Southern 
Delta Water Quality; and to listen to presentations from the U.S. Geological Survey 
researchers 

• Discuss meeting dates for 2013: March 21-22, finish habitat review report and start fish 
and flows. April 22-23 (Monday-Tuesday) to coincide with the Interagency Ecological 
Program workshop on April 24-26. In May, the meeting is tentatively scheduled for 16-
17. 

• Continue to think about planning a field trip to support work on BDCP or the upcoming 
fish and flows review. Possible sites would be the pumps, dams, or the smelt lab. 

4:25 p.m. – Adjourned  
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