Suggestions for the Flow/Food Web Team based on our experience
from preparing the Habitat Restoration Report

1. What sources of information were most helpful to us?

The whole DISB met with individuals and heard presentation from agency officials,
NGOs, and consultants. We were also fortunate to have the Delta Conference to get
further ideas and have other more informal discussions.

a. Would we recommend that they follow the same format in terms of interviewing
groups and making presentations?

We think some thought should be given to the sequence in which people are
interviewed. There may be a logical progression, based either on the science (e.g., food
webs first, then more details about individual components) or on who is doing what
(e.g., start with the on-the-ground scientists and consultants, then work up to the
administrators, so we can probe them about concerns/problems raised by the
scientists). We also realized that we should have given more thought in advance to
what we want to hear from a particular group, and prepared our background questions
better. The exact same questions may not be useful for all groups being interviewed.

b. Is there information that we heard from some of the agencies in their habitat
restoration presentations that wouldn't need to be repeated on this topic?

Should environmental advocacy groups be involved in the discussions of

the new topic? Are consultants useful to interview on the flow/foodweb topic, as
they were with habitat restoration?

For the flow/foodweb topic, we recommend that the review should be focused on the
science: how it is done, its strengths and weaknesses, existing gaps in knowledge,
impediments to incorporating science into policy or implementation, etc. While it's good
to explore the science-policy or science-practice interfaces, our reviews should stay
focused on improving the science.

We recommend that the new team should explicitly seek suggestions about how the
science can be improved, particularly to address some of the generic issues that have
emerged in this go-around (e.g., interagency coordination and communication, follow-
through on adaptive management, planning and adapting to climate change, etc). In this
regard and because of this topic, it might be useful to have a session with key university
people to get their take on the scientific issues and how they view science playing a role
in the topic.

2. We had a lot of information presented before the three of us agreed to actually
do the summarizing. In the case of this topic there is already a team in place. Is
there anything we could recommend to make the process easier? If presentations
will be made to the whole DISB as before, would be useful for non-team DISB
members to pass comments to them regularly?

The team should spend some time ahead of the interviews thinking about what issues
are likely to be important. Perhaps spend some time with DSP staff discussing the topic
to see what they think are the important things to probe are, and perhaps also with IEP
staff as well.



It would be good if we could limit the interview sessions to 3-4 rather than taking one
half a year to do the review. Four months should be sufficient, we think, particularly if
the interview sessions are well planned out in advance.

3. Is the format of our report conductive to the next or subsequent reports? We
spent a lot of time trying different format approaches to the report. Is there
anything that we could recommend to make this process easier?

We believe that there may be a set of key questions or issues about which reports could
be structured. Some may emerge from what we gleaned in this process of evaluating
habitat restoration, such as coordination, use of modeling, incorporation of future
changes, relation to adaptive management, intersection with policy, etc. The DISB and
DSP may, however, already know enough about food webs and flows to anticipate the
major areas of concern about the quantity/quality of science, gaps, integration,
application, etc. to frame both the interviews and the broad structure of the report.

4. Consider who is the target audience for our reviews/report and how to create a
product that will be most useful to improving science.

Perhaps we should have given more consideration to who would be our audience for
the review and how to increase the likelihood that our recommendations would be
implemented. We all certainly want our efforts in preparing these reports to be greater
than just fulfilling the state code and hope that our reports will be helpful and meaningful
to the scientists involved.

The DISB (or at least the authors of the Habitat Restoration report) should consider
meeting with focus groups after the review is disseminated to get their feedback on the
usefulness of our findings and recommendations. Perhaps through the Delta Science
Program a workshop for discussion of our findings and recommendations could be
arranged. This could involve a discussion of suggested improvements and the best
way(s) to achieve implementation (e.g., establishing new structures, providing more
venues for open interaction, identifying key agencies who can take the lead on specific
recommendations, etc.)

5. What might be some follow-up activities after a report is completed?

We should consider asking some of the entities involved in the review what is most
needed to improve science in the Delta and how their suggestions can be best
facilitated. One of our recommendations calls for a workshop to identify research needs
in achieving more effective habitat restoration and this could be part of this event.

Please let us know if you would like us to expand on any of these points. Good luck with
the next and future reviews!
Liz, John, and Vince



