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RE: Delta Independent Science Board, August 13-14, 2015 Meeting, 

Comments on Agenda Item 10:  Adaptive Management in the 

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: How Can It Be Used and How 

Can it Be Improved? 

 

Dear Chairman Lund and Members of the Delta Independent Science Board: 

 

 Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on Adaptive 

Management in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta:  How Is It Used And How Can 

It Be Improved?
1
.  These comments are intended to support this already excellent 

work in order to further improve its effectiveness for Sacramento and San Joaquin 

Delta (“Delta”) projects.  

 

 After billions of dollars invested in infrastructure, planning and science in 

the Delta in the past 50 years, we unfortunately have little to show in terms of 

improved planning and permitting processes, understanding of how to positively 

influence the ecosystems, and how to even understand the outcomes of our 

actions.  Therefore, we concur that Adaptive Management (“AM”) is a useful and 

necessary element of the learning and doing process for projects in the Delta. 

 

 Pg. 2:  It should be made clear in the text that AM is not intended to be a 

substitute for effective understanding of project purposes and the mechanisms by 

which to effect goals and objectives.  The project must have a firm foundation of 

science first, and then use AM to understand what is happening and why, and then 

possibly how to modify the project for a particular purpose. 

 

 Pgs. 4-5/36-39:  The Adaptive Management Team (“AMT”) should focus 

on implementation and execution of the process (AM box 9; Pg. 16), as nimbly as 

possible.  The AMT has to be open and clear in its purpose and desire for 

                                                 
1
  Available at: http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/docs/adaptive-management-report. 
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application of AM, and not simply be another disconnected, (academic) 

bureaucracy.  The mechanism has to have tight review timelines, and responses 

that are aimed at reasonable and implementable comments.  The Resources 

Agency may be a logical institutional home for the team, given that it (and its 

subsidiary entities) provides the majority of grants and other project planning in 

the Delta. 

 

 The funding for both the AM process and then the execution of the 

recommendations of that process is critical.  Most bond propositions have an 

agency overhead allowable percentage, and a portion of that (such as 3% per 

project), could be held back for administration of the AM process.  Then the 

project could hold back 7% for the execution of AM recommendations.  Because 

of grant funding requirements and timing, it may be most useful to then have the 

Delta Conservancy to hold the unused remainder of the 7% in an endowment for 

future AM. 

 

 There are literally dozens of projects and restorations in the Delta that could 

be examined from both the original and current goals and objectives to look at 

trajectory, lessons learned, and to inform which metrics to measure for AM. 

 

 The scientific perspective of the ISB is its greatest strength, and should be 

fully exploited first before the policy track is followed.  The logical conclusion of 

policy and regulatory modifications should be retained until several projects have 

gone completely through the process so that the practical and not theoretical 

implications of the existing policies are fully understood.  Policy initiatives are 

complex and time consuming and can have the opposite of the intended effect.  It 

is critical that the full understanding and justification is provided before this path 

is embarked upon. 

 

 Pg. 16:  The AM process diagram is well-vetted, but could use some 

simplification for operational use.  For example, I would recommend narrowing it 

to the 3 outer perimeter categories.  Box 9, however, should have much greater 

substance in terms of who is responsible, and how the adaptation is expected to 

occur.  If the project proponent is responsible for the project changes, as they 

probably should be, then that should be stated.  What happens if the disagreement 

is simply academic and not ever intended to be a goal or objective of the project 

(or a disagreement on the science or the premise, or an evolution of the science), 

how does that get reconciled?  We should think through the logical implications of 

the AM process before we embark on the creation of an infrastructure. 
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 Thank you for your attention to these comments.  We look forward to 

continuing to work with the Board. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

By:   

 Erik Ringelberg 

 

cc DISB Members (sent via email): 

 

Stephen Brandt (stephen.brandt@oregonstate.edu) 

Tracy Collier (tkcoll@gmail.com) 

Richard Norgaard (norgaard@berkeley.edu) 

Brian Atwater (atwater@usgs.gov) 

Elizabeth Canuel (ecanuel@vims.edu) 

Harindra Joseph Shermal Fernando (Fernando.10@nd.edu) 

Vincent Resh (resh@berkeley.edu) 

John Wiens (jwiens@prbo.org) 

Joy Zedler (jbzedler@wisc.edu) 

 

 


