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.  CALIFORNIA WATER AND ENVIRONMENTAL MODELING FORUM 
 

MINUTES OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE 
 
 

 For March 20, 2009 
 

(This meeting was held at the Solano Irrigation District Office in Vacaville.) 
 

Decisions • Move all of the CWEMF funds to River City Bank 
 

Action Items • Stacy, Rich, and Lisa will check in with River city Bank and report back to Paul 
on the monetary benefits of CDs versus Money Market Accounts. 

• The E.D. will draft up something capturing the thoughts on today’s “sessions 
development discussion” for the annual meeting and have it for the next Steering 
Committee meeting. 

• The E.D. will determine how the funding for the CALSIM II review was done last 
year.  

Parking Lot 
Items 

• Decide whether CWEMF annual meetings will continue at Asilomar or at an 
alternate location. 

• Determine how annual meeting sessions will be selected.  
 

Motions •   
    
REFERENCES HANDED OUT: 

1. Executive Directors Report. 
2. CWEMF Workshop Status 
3. Distinguished Life Membership Award form (new) 
4. Press Release: Career Achievement Award letter presented to Ray Hoagland 
5. Press Release: Hugo Fischer Award letter presented to Pete Smith 
6. The Award of Professional Development Hours (PDF) form 
7. Letter of Appreciation sent to Daniel Dooley of UC system  
8. Overview Papers of Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Water Quality 

____________________________________________________________________ 
 
MINUTES 
 
1. INTRODUCTIONS/DESIGNATION OF QUORUM – The meeting was opened 
with 16 persons in attendance, and 2 proxies. A quorum was declared. There was some 
general discussion of whether we should keep our annual meetings at Asilomar and 
where else we could hold them, and how sessions should be formed for the annual 
meeting. The discussions were very general and no decisions were made on either item. 
However, down-payments have been made for Years 2010 and 2011. Decisions should be 
made soon before more deposits are made.  
 



2. EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS REPORT – The E.D. comments are feathered into 
many of the topics below.  
  
3. SECRETARY’S REPORT – The minutes for the past meeting of January 16, 2009 
were reviewed and approved.     
 
4. TREASURER’S REPORT – Stacy gave the treasurer’s report. There is $68,000 total 
in both funds, of which $36,000 is in the general fund (checking), and $32,000 in the peer 
review fund (savings). There was a discussion on moving our account from Sterling Bank 
to River City Bank, as the interest rates are about the same and River City Bank is more 
accessible. A discussion arose as to how much of our funds to keep liquid and how much 
to keep in CDs or Money Market Accounts. Keeping the peer review funds liquid might 
be the best. A decision was made to move all of the funds to River City Bank. Stacy, 
Rich, and Lisa will check in and report back to Paul on the benefits of CDs versus Money 
Market Accounts.     
 
5. ANNUAL MEETING –  
   a. Letters of Achievement - The E.D. showed the press releases that he sent out on 
Pete Smith and Ray Hoagland on their achieving the Hugo Fischer Award and the Career 
Achievement Award. 
   b. Abstracts – All of the abstracts from the Asilomar speakers were received before the 
annual meeting, which facilitated the E.D. in getting them printed out for distribution. 
   c. Attendance - The CWEMF had 117 persons in attendance (55 of these were first 
time participants), from 44 organizations. Additionally, there were eight students. . There 
were 23 sessions with 70 talks. Thirty new memberships were obtained. 
   d. PDHs – Eight persons requested forms for attesting to their obtaining the PDHs.  
   e. Hugo Fischer Awards – The E.D. ordered two new Hugo FischerAwards. 
   f. Our Take – We took in $19,650 at Asilomar, and spent $14,154, for a net of $5,496. 
We did not have to pay for any additional rooms this year.  
   g. Evaluation – 42 evaluations were turned in after the fact using Monkey Evaluator, 
representing 36% of the attendees.  
   h. Keynote Speaker – A letter of appreciation was sent to Mr. Daniel Dooley, VP of 
the UC system for Agriculture and Natural Resources and Senior VP for external affairs. 
The DWR and CWEMF document “Strategic Analysis Framework” was referenced in 
the letter and a copy sent, as there may be some future tie between Mr. Dooley’s work 
and the State Water Plan.   
    i. Meeting Rooms – There were some concerns about the proximity and size of the 
meeting rooms. This is beyond our control, as Asilomar assigns the rooms according to 
the sizes of the group actually staying on the Asilomar grounds. We will try to reserve 
earlier and actually request the Fred Farr Forum, in case this helps. However, there is to 
be some discussion at a separate Steering Committee meeting as to whether we will 
continue at Asilomar, and money has to be paid when making advance reservations. So 
some decisions will have to be made somewhere along the line. 
   j. Sessions – Make sure Moderators stay on time. It is ideal to have three speakers per 
session, to allow for Q & A, with a maximum of four speakers.   



   k. Pop-Up Talks – It seemed to be good to have the pop-up speakers right after the 
business meeting, as it drew more people into the business meeting.  
   l. Registration – In order to accommodate people who come in to the registration desk 
when the E.D. or other CWEMF helper is not there, in the future the E.D. will leave his 
cell phone number on the table for people to call for help. There will be a sign that directs 
the newcomers to pick up a map and agenda, and to seek out the E.D. later for 
registration. 
   m. Proceedings – Should CWEMF attempt to put out a Proceedings? This may be time 
consuming and costly. Contact CALFED and see what their experience is in putting out 
their Annual Science Conference Proceedings. There was some discussion on possible 
other signature products that CWEMF might consider. Or should we have papers on line? 
Sometimes it is hard to get papers, but we can get the Power Points. Perhaps we should 
follow an incremental path, first putting the papers on line and then later publish small 
products, and see how this goes regarding time commitments. Would we have to edit the 
papers? It was felt no, that we would just require normal standards that other non-edited 
publications do. Perhaps we should use our CWEMF website to present papers on. On 
papers we could just say “not peer reviewed”. Should we put our products on CDs rather 
than on web sites, to control distribution? 
   n. Determining Future Sessions – There was lots of discussion on how to go about 
this in the future, so that all persons who are interested in having a session can be 
considered. The following were some of the items discussed: 
      (1) Announce on line (to our CWEMF mailing list, and other lists) that we are 
looking for proposed session topics or speakers, and if someone has an interesting topic 
to contact us. Ask them to spread the word to other interested parties. 
      (2) Putting the Power Points on our web site gives citable references for researchers.  
      (3) Put out an announcement in a journal that we are looking for speakers and 
abstracts. 
      (4) CWEMF determines the theme, and then asks for sessions appropriate to that 
theme. Or, should CWEMF not determine a theme so that session topics are not locked 
in? 
      (5) Let session organizers select their speakers. 
      (6) People proposing the sessions would need to get the speakers. 
      (7) It was mentioned that if we end up with too many sessions or speakers we can ask 
them to do a poster or a pop-up talk at Asilomar, or else sponsor a workshop on that topic 
back in Sacramento. 
      (8) It was thought that it may not be a good idea to ask outsiders for sessions. 
      (9) If someone proposes a session, then they may logically be the one to moderate it. 
      (10) Should we have a separate student session? Would it be attended? Or should 
students do pop-up talks? How can we get the students to participate?  
      (11) Lisa will be thinking about how to advertise for sessions. 
      (12) The E.D. will draft up something capturing the above thoughts on sessions 
development and have it for the next Steering Committee meeting. 
   o. TMDL modeling session – Models have been used much in TMDL developments. 
Perhaps a session at Asilomar should be devoted to this. 
 
 



6. TECHNICAL WORKSHOPS –  
   a. Delta Hydrodynamic Modeling – CALFED is planning on some workshops in this 
area. They may be looking into 3-D modeling. There workshops may be aimed at the 
validation of hydrodynamic models. There may be a joint IEP/CALFED workshop on 
particle tracking modeling. Can CWEMF help on these workshops. CALFED may ask 
individual CWEMF members. 
b. DSM2 V7 Training  
   c. Data Visualization – Tara will continue checking to see if there are local people 
knowledgeable enough of data visualization to help us have a CWEMF workshop.  
   d. Real-Time Modeling –  A lot of interest expressed, but no firm ideas. 
   d. San Joaquin River Restoration Plan – We should check with Peter Vorster to see if 
another workshop is desirable soon, or whether the presentations at Asilomar presented 
everything at this point in time.  
   e. Long-Term Salt Build-Up (and Groundwater Overdraft?) in the San Joaquin Valley – 
This topic has been dormant for a while, but some interest was expressed today to think 
about continuing it at some time. Would consist of water supply models, economic and 
agriculture models, and water treatment models. (George, Nigel, Lisa, Mark, have 
expressed possible interest)   
   f.. Wadeable Streams – The question arose as to what would the topic would consist of 
(i.e. modeling, or a scientific topic that would support modeling)  
   g. Biological Opinions - Modeling for Delta Smelt and Chinook salmon Bo restrictions. 
   h. Process Models for Non-Conservative Constituents in the Delta –  Nutrient modeling 
and model development 
   i. Conjunctive Management – combining analytical and numerical techniques 
   j. South Delta Salinity Objectives – It was mentioned that perhaps a workshop and peer 
review could be done on how soil salinity is affecting crop yields in the South Delta, and 
what the salinity objectives there should be.    
    
7. PEER REVIEWS 
   a. Delta Guiding Principles – This is on hold. Wait until Pete Smith is available 
possibly this coming summer.  
   b. Groundwater Model –Was this on the Hydrogeosphere model? 
   c. Comparison of Four Delta Hydrodynamic Models (to each other) – Mike Fleenor, 
Jay Lund. Being done (by UCD?) for the SWRCB.  
   d. Funding for Peer Reviews - Michael Tansey was curious how the last peer review for 
CalSim II was done, in case the process can be repeated for future peer reviews. The E.D. 
will check into this.  
         
8. MODEL USER’S GROUPS –  
   a. DSM-2 - The DSM-2 users Group is still functioning. 
   b. WARMF – Lisa will check with Nigel to see if this users group has been meeting. 
 
9. PROPOSAL FOR DELTA WATER QUALITY MODELING WORKSHOP–  
   a. The following information was presented by Fred Lee - Now that the Delta Vision 
Group has suggested several alternate water transport scenarios of transporting 
Sacramento River water around and through the Delta to the export pumps, the water 



quality conditions resulting from such scenarios should be considered for investigation. 
Fred suggested that CWEMF consider becoming involved in helping to establish a 
modeling approach to address water quality changes in the Delta as impacted by the 
alterations in flow.  The current ability to reliably model flow and water quality 
conditions in the Delta is limited. The proposed CWEMF involvement could be the 
stimulus to help define the information gaps and approaches that are needed to develop 
the models to guide the management of flow in the Delta as it impacts water quality. 
 
       There are currently many violations of numeric water quality objectives (WQO) in 
the Delta, and there is also impairment of water quality conditions in the Delta without 
violation of numeric WQOs (see Fred’s handout summary of these conditions embedded 
at the end of these minutes). The key question is how the new flow scenarios will affect 
the existing water quality violations and impairments. The water quality conditions 
created in each Delta channel will depend upon how constituents are transported through 
the Delta with the new flow scenarios. Drawing of generally high quality Sacramento 
River water through the Delta channels tends to dilute the concentrations of some 
pollutants there, while by-passing the river water around the Delta channels may increase 
the concentrations of some pollutants in those Delta channels. Also, the allowable 
contaminant loads specified in existing Delta TMDLs may have to be modified if water 
transfer conditions change.  
      
     To properly evaluate the impact of alterations in Sacramento River flow 
through/around the Delta and the export pumping of Delta water, reliable models of 
transport, fate, and transformation of pollutants in Delta channels need to be developed. 
For each water quality problem mentioned above, consideration may have to be given to 
develop a model that can be used to predict the location, duration, and magnitude of 
water quality impairment in each of the Delta channels. The modeling required will be 
different than most past Delta modeling. Chemical and biological transformation kinetics, 
rate coefficients, partitioning between the water column and sediments, and speciation 
between chemical parameters may have to be considered in many cases. Models 
developed for many of the parameters must be able to incorporate water column and 
sediment interactions. The recent work of Stephenson, Foe, and others on mercury fate 
and transport in the Delta is an example of the type of study and modeling effort that may 
be needed for some of the constituents and conditions for which there are problems.  
 
   b. Discussion that ensued - Mention was made that CALFED has developed some 
conceptual models in their Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Regional Ecosystem 
Restoration Implementation Plan (DRERIP) for some of the water quality parameters or 
conditions existing in the Delta, and that perhaps these could be used as a starting point 
for some of the mathematical models that may be needed. Fred proposed to have his 
workshop this coming Fall, which purpose would be to help define the information gaps 
and modeling approaches that are needed (as a result of the Delta Vision flow scenarios) 
to guide the management of flow in the Delta as it impacts water quality. Following the 
workshop a white paper could be written presenting the results of the workshop’s 
findings. 
 



11. ADJOURNED – 1:30 pm. Next meeting is on May 29, 2009, at Solano Irrigation 
District Office in Vacaville. 
  
       Respectfully Submitted 
       George Nichol, Secretary, CWEMF 
 
ATTENDANCE 
Paul Hutton        Convener, MWD 
Rich Satkowski       Executive Director, CWEMF 
Stacy Tanaka Treasurer, Watercourse 

Engineering Inc 
George Nichol       Secretary, SWRCB 
G. Fred Lee       GFL & Associates 
Tara Smith     DWR 
Erik Reyes     DWR 
Lisa Holm     USBR 
Marianne Guerin     Vice Convener, RMA 
Hubert Morel-Seytoux     Hydroprose 
Mark Gowdy     SWRCB 
Lucinda Shih     CCWD 
Peter Baker     Stillwater Sciences 
Michael Tansey     USBR 
Mike Deas     Watercourse Engineering Inc. 
Jay Lund     UCD 
 
Proxies: Nigel Quinn, Steve Culberson 
 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 





 



 




