
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
September 17, 2013 
 
 
The following joint comments on the Second Draft Delta Science Plan (DSP) dated August 22, 
2013 are offered on behalf of both the California Central Valley Flood Control Association and 
the North Delta Water Agency. 
 

CCVFCA Background and General Comments 
 

The California Central Valley Flood Control Association (Association) was established in 1926 
to promote the common interests of its membership in maintaining effective flood control 
systems in California’s Central Valley for the protection of life, property, and the environment.  
Our members consist of more than 75 levee districts and other flood control entities, including 
cities and counties with flood control responsibilities, along the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
Federal Project Levee system and non-Project levees within the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.   

Our members are significantly interested in and impacted by various habitat projects which are 
concurrently proposed by the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) and as partial fulfillment of 
the restoration targets contained within the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) of the 
2008 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Delta Smelt Biological Opinion and referenced in the 2009 
National Marine Fisheries Service Salmonid Biological Opinion issued for continuing operations 
of DWR’s State Water Project and USBR’s Central Valley Project.  Many of these projects, such 
as those visited by the Independent Science Board’s Delta boat tour on September 12, 2013, are 
essentially encroachments on the largest and most important flood protection facility upon which 
the functionality and performance of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRFCP) relies 
– the Yolo Bypass. 

It is important to note that the leveed system was initially constructed to reclaim land for 
productive farming pursuant to the Swamp and Overflow Act of 1850 and to provide an 
increased level of public safety from flood events.  The system of levees to convey flood water 
also became a convenient conveyance system much later when the state and federal governments 
decided to build both the Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project (SWP). 

The Association’s interest regarding the adoption of a Delta Science Plan to guide habitat 
projects in the Delta is assuring that the construction, implementation, and maintenance activities  
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will not in any way impede, diminish, or impair the flood flow capacity or functionality of the 
Yolo Bypass or other flood facilities dependent on the performance of the Bypass during flood 
events.    

An increase in water surface elevations could make the critical difference between outflanking or 
overtopping, altering erosion potential and decreasing the available freeboard and the passage of 
waters safely between the levees of the Bypass.  These conditions can quickly erode the backside 
of levees and imperil life and property.  Under these circumstances, the flood control function 
should not be balanced against, or compromised in order to enable or promote any other potential 
purposes within the Bypass including conservation or habitat development for purposes of 
mitigating species impacts associated with SWP or CVP water conveyance.  All modifications to 
the Bypass must be completely mitigated to eliminate any detrimental flood management 
impacts to the SRFCP and ensure that the Bypass performance is not degraded and included as 
foundational elements of a Delta Science Plan.  In addition, the Association would be concerned 
about any increased localized surface flooding caused by habitat restoration activities including 
the alteration, disruption, and disconnecting of existing drainage facilities. 

The Association would encourage a Delta Science Plan to assure that the development of habitat 
restoration includes a recognition of the need for the construction, implementation, and 
maintenance activities to respect the paramount flood control purpose of the Bypass, and to not 
impose new risks, re-directed flood and maintenance impacts, regulatory obligations (including 
ESA), cost or impediments to state and local flood management agencies in the vicinity of the 
Project and Bypass.  Local Delta districts already operate on tight operating budgets.  They 
cannot and should not be responsible for increased capital, operation and maintenance costs, 
increased liabilities, or endure other obligations to offset the proposed habitat restoration impacts 
that could undermine the performance of the SRFCP for the purpose of accommodating habitat 
projects undertaken within the Yolo Bypass.   

 

NDWA Background and General Comments 

The NDWA was formed by a special act of the State Legislature in 1973 to negotiate, enter into, 
administer, and enforce an agreement to assure a reliable supply of water of suitable quality and 
to avoid and remediate damage caused by the operation of the SWP and its conveyance facilities.  
The NDWA successfully negotiated and approved a contract with DWR in 1981 (Contract).  The 
NDWA encompasses approximately 300,000 acres of the legal Delta and is the location of most 
of the aquatic habitat restoration acres currently contemplated in both the Bay-Delta 
Conservation Plan (BDCP)  and as partial fulfillment of the restoration targets contained within 
the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) of the 2008 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Delta 
Smelt Biological Opinion and referenced in the 2009 National Marine Fisheries Service 
Salmonid Biological Opinion (BOs) issued for continuing operations of DWR’s State Water 
Project and USBR’s Central Valley Project. 
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The implementation of the restoration requirements in the BOs and BDCP have the potential to 
be in conflict with the NDWA’s 1981 Contract with DWR if not properly designed and 
implemented.  In addition, there are likely to be significant adverse impacts to landowners and 
the economy of the North Delta pursuant to implementation of these habitat mitigation and 
ESA/CESA incidental take permit requirements for the conveyance of export water supply.   
 
We hope both the Delta Science Program and the Independent Science Board when developing 
the Delta Science Plan will respect the commitments and assurances already made by the State of 
California to the NDWA’s water users (landowners) and recognize the need to use the terms and 
conditions of the 1981 Contract as an important baseline to be maintained and protected in any 
habitat project, work plan, and science implementation plan,. 
 
We also recommend that all habitat projects, associated work, implementation, and funding plans 
include adequate, reliable, and permanent financing mechanisms (i.e.: a securitized  endowment 
or annuity), prior to construction and implementation.  The securitized endowment should also 
include in perpetuity funding for the payment of all local government/agency in lieu taxes and 
assessments as well as third party impacts/harm caused by implementation of habitat projects. 
There are many great ideas included in the DSP such as the “Annual State-of-Delta Science 
Address” and “The State of Bay-Delta Science updates,”  however there is a great deal of 
vagueness to a reader that has not participated in the discussion of the  DSP’s development of the 
Plan that creates more questions than answers in terms of specific details on the:  who, what, 
when, where, why and how is tasked with the development and implementation of actions. 
 
Sometimes more is better, however, there appears to be a great deal of redundancy and cross-
over of the new activities/actions and entities without a description of how/why/when they cross-
over, how they are related to each other, or whether work product from some are necessary to 
complete work product in another.  This might be due to some of the actions being 
interconnected with each other; however any direct or indirect connections between them are not 
clear.  Questions worth answering in the next draft are: 

1) Could existing entities/programs provide the functions the new entities/activities are 
tasked with? 

2) Are the addition of these multiple activities/actions and implementers added value 
because of some new unique elements, or do they create more layers that are redundant 
and overlapping? 

 
Areas where the overlap between the new entities and activities appear to occur include: 
  
Sharing Science (communication) 

 Policy-Science Forum (page 11, lines 5-11) 
 Adaptive Management Forum (page 18, lines 2-16) 
 Data Summit (page 27, lines 31-35) 
 Web-based tracking system of science activities (page 12, lines 13-17) 
 Web-based Monitoring Information Data Base (page 26, lines 2-8) 
 Guidelines for data sharing (page 28, lines 1-12) 
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 Shared Modeling (page 28-30, sections 4.4.1, 4.4.2, 4.4.3, 4.4.4) 
 Synthesis Mechanisms and Protocols (page 31, lines 25-38) 
 Delta Collaborative Analysis and Synthesis Teams (page 31, lines 32-35) 
 The State of Bay-Delta Science updates (page 31, line 36) 

 
Prioritizes Science Activities 

 Science Action Agenda (page 12, lines 2-11) 
 Comprehensive Monitoring Strategy (page 25, lines 18-29) 
 Delta Monitoring Program (page 26, lines 10-15) 
 Adaptive Management Frameworks (pages 18-19) 

 
Guiding/Making Recommendations 

 Policy-Science Forum (page 11, lines 5-11) 
 Science Steering Committee (page 12-13, lines 33-36 and lines 1-14, respectively) 
 Comprehensive Monitoring Strategy/Plan/Program (page 25-26) 
 Competitive/Rapid-Response Grants (page 24, lines 3-27) 
 Adaptive Management Frameworks (pages 18-19) 
 Adaptive Management Liaisons (page 19, lines 13-21) 
 Interdisciplinary Modeling Teams (page 20, lines 4-32) 
 Synthesis Mechanisms and Protocols (page 31, lines 25-38) 
 Expert Workshop Panels/White Papers/DCAS (page 31, lines 29-35) 

 
 
More Cooks Added to the Kitchen with No Head Chef or Recipe to Follow  There are a lot 
of new “cooks” added to the kitchen with the creation of forums, committees, teams, etc. that 
appear to overlap in terms of their participants, activities, and objectives.  Will adding layers of 
new players further complicate or improve the efficiency of organizing science to inform policy 
and management?  The document does not describe how the “new cooks” interact with each 
other or how the products (reports, research, recommendations, etc.) will relate to or inform each 
other. 

1) Policy-Science Forum (page 11, lines 4-21).  Need to identify how many total 
participants, what criteria will be used to select participants, or what entity is responsible 
for selecting participants.  Is also unclear exactly what kind of products they are supposed 
to produce.  Is it a report with recommendations?  If so, what is the process for who and 
how recommendations are made?  Will any documents/recommendations resulting from 
the Forum be subject to public comment or peer review? 

2) Science Steering Committee (pages 12-13).  Need to identify how many people will 
comprise the Steering Committee, who from the Policy-Science Forum will be included, 
and criteria for their expertise, balancing different entities represented, or conflict of 
interest.  Why is a Steering Committee needed to provide guidance and topics for new 
entities and products created by this plan?  Why can’t the ISB perform this role?  They 
are part of selecting Delta Science Fellows and responsible funding agencies (page 24, 
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line 14) and selecting research projects for competitive grants (page 24, line 7), but these 
duties are not mentioned on pages 12-13. 

3)  Focused Science Synthesis Teams and Subgroups (page 13, line 8 and lines 16-19).  
How many people are envisioned to serve on a Team?  Who appoints/selects participants 
to serve on the Team and what the specific topics will be?  For what purpose are the 
Teams distilling knowledge on specific topics?  Who is this distilled info being prepared 
for?  Is the info for use at the Policy-Science Forum?  To be used in developing the 
Science Action Agenda?  Who will oversee the work done by these Teams?  Will their 
resulting products be subjected to public comments or peer review? 

4) Annual Adaptive Management Forum (page 18, lines 2-16).  Need to identify how 
many total participants, what criteria will be used to select participants, or what entity is 
responsible for selecting participants.  Is also unclear exactly what kind of products they 
are supposed to produce.  Is it a report with recommendations or multiple Adaptive 
Management Frameworks documents that are described in Section 3.2, page 18-19?  If 
so, what is the process for what entity and how recommendations are made or 
Frameworks developed?  Will any documents/Frameworks/recommendations resulting 
from the Forum be subject to public comment or peer review?  Unclear how this Forum is 
different than the Policy-Science Form which is also supposed to “advise management of 
policies and programs [Appendix B], page 11, line 11. 

5) Competitive Research Grants, Delta Science Fellows, Rapid-Response Research 
Grants – In what capacity are the “Action Participants” identified on page 24, lines 26-
27 involved in these three programs?  Do they select the grants to be awarded and 
Fellows to be selected?  How and where are the products produced from these program 
used?  At the two new Forums?  By the Steering Committee?  By the Science Synthesis 
Teams?  By the ISB or Delta Science Program staff? 

6) Adaptive Management Liaisons (page 19, lines 13-23 and page 20, lines 1-2).  Need 
to clarify when and how liaisons will be providing advice to their counterparts in 
agencies.  How will the advice that is requested and provided and to who it’s provided be 
tracked and reported to the ISB and the public?  What criteria will Delta Science Program 
staff prioritize which requests to respond to?  Identifying “Action Participants” as the 
agencies and organizations that will be requesting assistance from Delta Science Program 
staff is confusing and backwards in terms of who is implementing the Action (Delta 
Science Program staff). 

7) Modeling Interdisciplinary Teams (page 20, lines 4-32).  How are these team members 
selected and who assures there is balanced representation?  Are these Teams supposed to 
create reports with results, conclusions, and recommendations of modeling scenarios?  
Who decides what specific scenarios are to be modeled for each of the categories in Box 
3-4, page 20?  Will these modeling scenarios and any documents providing conclusions 
or recommendations be released for public comments and peer review prior to 
finalization and use by any entities for policy development and decision-making? 

8) Share Modeling (pages 28-30, sections 4.4.1-4.4.4).  Need to clarify how many Action 
Participants, how they are selected, what role they play in developing these four actions, 
what deadlines are for development of each, process for developing each, and exactly 
what kind of products will be produced.  Will models or reports prepared for each of four 
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actions be released for peer review and public comment prior to being utilized?  What 
entities will be using and how will be used? 

9) Data Summit (page 27, lines 31-35).  Is the “information generated” from this event 
expected to be a report/document with recommendations?  If so, who will draft this 
report?  Who will attend the summit?  Is attendance by invite only, and if so, who does 
the inviting?  Who is the target audience and the products to be produced?  Who decides 
what recommendations from this Summit will be included in the Science Action Agenda 
(page 27, line 34)? 

10) Delta Collaborative Analysis and Synthesis (DCAS) Teams (page 31, page 32-35).  
Are these regional and national focused teams/experts already in existence?  If not, who 
will select membership and topics? 

 
 
Unclear on How and Who Produces New Products/Tools/Mechanisms 

1) Policy-Science Forum (page 11, lines 8-11) – Are they supposed to prepare a report 
with recommendations?  Are they involved in the development of the Science Action 
Agenda? 

2) Science Action Agenda (page 12, lines 2-11) – What entity is supposed to “Develop, 
implement and update” the Agenda?  Are the “Action Participants” identified on page 12, 
lines 9-11, the entities charged with developing, implementing and updating the Agenda? 
How and under what process will the Agenda be developed, implemented and updated?  
When is the Agenda supposed to be completed? Will this Agenda be required to be peer 
reviewed pursuant to Section 4.6, Independent Scientific Peer Review and Advice, page 
32-34 inclusive and be put out for public comments before being finalized? 

3) Web-based Tracking of Science Activities (page 12, lines 13-17) – What entity is 
charged with “building” and “sustaining” this internet tracking system? When is this 
activity supposed to start?  Will this system be peer reviewed or commented on by 
public? 

4) Annual State-of-Delta Science Address (page 14, lines 12-17).  Need to define who is 
meant by the “science community” that Delta Lead Scientist will consult with on 
development of the speech/document.  Will the Policy-Science Forum be involved in 
identifying what exactly should be highlighted from the Science Action Agenda, the State 
of Bay-Delta Science document, and any key questions, findings and innovations?  Will 
the Science Steering Committee be involved in identifying what exactly should be 
highlighted from the Science Action Agenda, the State of Bay-Delta Science document, 
and any key questions, findings and innovations?  Will the Science Synthesis 
Teams/Subgroups be involved in identifying what exactly should be highlighted from the 
Science Action Agenda, the State of Bay-Delta Science document, and any key 
questions, findings and innovations? 

5) Delta Science Plan Performance Measures and Metrics (page 14, lines 19-30).  Need 
to clarify who “relevant experts” are and who is on Science Committee.  Need to specify 
how many people will be involved in developing the performance measures.  Will the 
performance measures and metrics developed be subjected to public comment and peer 
review?  And what happens after the measures/metrics are developed?  What entity will 
use these measures/metrics to evaluate the performance and effectiveness of the Delta 
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Plan?  What other methodologies will be used besides surveys and selected interviews to 
perform monitoring and evaluation of Delta Plan effectiveness?  Who will select what 
representatives to be interviewed?  Who are the “contributors” referenced on page 14, 
line 27, and what did they contribute to?  Will the questions to be asked in surveys and 
interviews be vetted publicly prior to them being implemented?  Will the entity prepare a 
report that provides a summary, conclusions, and recommendations of the performance 
evaluation?  If so, how often?  When are these performance measures and metrics 
supposed to be completed by?  Will the performance measures and metrics be released to 
public for comments and peer reviewed prior to being used to evaluate the Plan? 

6) Adaptive Management Frameworks (page 18, lines 18-38 and page 19, lines 1-11).  Is 
a Framework a document?  If so, are separate Restoration Frameworks to be developed 
for each of the six Delta Plan habitat restoration areas?  Who will define and identify the 
“ecosystem restoration actions” (page 18, line 32) for each of the six priority habitat 
restoration areas?  Who exactly is involved in developing both the Restoration and the 
Water Management Frameworks?  Will the Framework developers be balanced in their 
representation and qualifications?  When must the two types of Frameworks be 
completed by?  Is there criteria to be followed on how to develop the Framework so that 
there is consistency between the six regions and to avoid conflicts? Are the “Action 
Participants” that are supposed to develop these Frameworks the same or will they be 
different group for each one?  Need to define exactly what entities and how many 
individuals will be responsible for developing these Frameworks.  And how will these 
Frameworks be used, by what entity, and in what other process or programs will they be 
utilized?  Will these Framework documents be released for public comments and peer 
review prior to finalization? 

7) Comprehensive Monitoring Strategy/Plan/Framework/Inventory (page 25, lines 18, 
20, 23, 31).  What entity will develop this strategy? Pursuant to what process?  What is 
the product to be produced?  Is it an inventory of monitoring activities and results? A 
document with summary, conclusions and recommendations?  Will the Strategy be 
released to public for comments and be peer reviewed prior to implementation?  What 
entity or entities will use the Strategy? 

8) Web-based Monitoring Information Data Base (page 26, lines 2-8).  What entity will 
host the data base?  Need to provide more specifics for process and participants for 
creating this data base. 

9) Delta Monitoring Program (page 26, lines 10-15).  Need to be more specific on what 
entities and how many will be involved in developing this program.  How is the program 
described in Section 4.2.2, page 26, lines 10-11 different from the “strategy” discussed on 
page 25, line 18?  What elements are to be included in the Program?  Will the Program 
result in a report/documents?  If so, will the documents that describe the Program be 
released for public comment and peer review prior to implementation?  When is this 
Program supposed to be completed? 

10) Synthesis Mechanisms and Protocols (page 31, lines 25-38).  Very confusing in terms 
of the who, what, why, how, and when regarding establishment of synthesis mechanisms 
and protocols.  Do these protocols need to be developed in order to inform other 
actions/programs/activities?  If so, when is deadline for development of these Protocols?  
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Who selects which authors to invite to write white papers?  Who selects what topics to 
cover and who will be on expert workshop panels. 

11) The State of Bay-Delta Science (page 31, line 36).  Who prepares this report?  When is 
deadline for completion?  Will the Report be released for peer review and public 
comment prior to being finalized and used in other processes and by other entities? 

12) Process for Conducting Scientific Peer Review (page 34, lines 13-16).  Page 32, lines 
21-24, says that the Delta Science Program already has policy and procedures for 
independent peer review processes in Appendix J, so why does a new process need to be 
adopted?  Need to define exactly who/what entities will be tasked with developing a new 
process if one is needed and which entity is responsible for adopting the process?  Does 
the ISB adopt the process?  When is the deadline for this process to be developed and 
adopted?   

13) Response Mechanism to Peer Review (page 34, lines 18-23).  Need to be more specific 
on what entities will be responsible for developing mechanism and how/who will use.  
What entity makes the changes to reports and documents in response to peer review 
comments as mentioned on page 34, lines 10-11?  Will documents and reports that fail to 
make recommended peer review changes be excluded from being used by any of the 
entities or actions/programs identified in this Delta Science Plan? 

14) Supplement Delta Science Program with Rotators (page 39, lines 2-4).  Need to be 
more specific on exactly what types of public (government) entities and special interest 
(private) entities can be mined to increase DSP staff.  Should define criteria for what 
qualifications rotator must have, process for selecting them, how long can work at DSP, 
defining disqualification due to conflict of interest, and for how ISB will assure there is a 
balance of the DSP staff in terms of rotators from special interest organizations versus 
objective/independent agencies that do not financially benefit from actions of the ISB, 
Delta Science Program or staff.  A balancing of staff is necessary to assure independence 
and credibility. 

 
 
“Action Participants” is vague  The document is vague in terms exactly who is eligible to serve 
as “participants” in all of the actions, how many will serve, for how long will serve, who and 
how the participants will be selected, or what criteria will be used to determine an appropriate 
balance between backgrounds and expertise of participants to assure they are independent and 
qualified and not over-weighted with people from “special interest” agencies that may have an 
agenda in order to provide credibility to products/recommendations produced.  Many of the 
Actions vaguely identify participants without identifying which agency, institution, or 
stakeholder group they would represent or any criteria for their knowledge and expertise and 
there is no consistency in chapters regarding terminology used:  directors, relevant science 
leaders, leading academic researchers, other science programs, relevant experts, local 
proponents, private organizations, NGOs, programs responsible for managing environmental 
data, representatives from universities, consultants, invited experts, stakeholders, communication 
experts, etc.  An example of unanswered questions regarding the quantity and qualifications of 
participants is: Chapter 2 – Organizing Science to Inform Policy and Management 
Section 2.1, Science Policy Forum, page 11, lines 13-17: Which federal and state agencies?  
Who and how many are on Delta Plan Interagency Implementation Committee and is there 
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overlap with the other “action participants” listed here?  How many and from what agencies are 
there “Lead/Chief Scientists” with responsibilities in the Delta and is there overlap with the other 
“action participants” listed here?  How many “relevant science leaders” will the Lead Scientist 
select and is there overlap with the other “action participants” listed here?  How many people 
are on the Science Steering Committee and is there overlap with the other “action participants” 
listed here? The examples given for “relevant science leaders”: IEP Lead Scientist, BDCP 
Science Manager, and agency research program directors seem to overlap and duplicate 
“Lead/Chief Scientists.”  The examples given for “relevant science leaders”: leading academic 
researchers and agency research program directors is vague in terms of which agencies or what 
kind of qualifications and expertise they will fill.  How many total “action participants” will be 
selected as participants in the Policy-Science Forum? 
 
In addition, the Action Participants often refer to entities to be represented but fails to provide 
any details on from what branch/division or expertise they will represent or how many from that 
entity will be participants.  Again, there is no consistency in terminology the chapters use in 
referring to certain participant groups such as academics, scientists, and stakeholders.  An 
examples of referring to entities without specifying who from that entity will be a participant is 
Chapter 4, Section 4.7 Communication, page 35, lines 30-32:  IEP, BDCP, Ecosystem 
Restoration Program, CWQMC, SFCWA, other agencies, and state legislature.  
 
Lines Between Independent/Objective Scientists and Biased Special Interests is Blurred 
It is perfectly appropriate to include interested stakeholders, affected parties, and special interests 
in some of the activities, but their participation/roles needs to be clearly defined and balanced 
with a majority of independent scientists in order to distinguish whether certain products are 
biased or objective.  This would include references to NGOs, consultants, local agencies, 
stakeholders, experts, or others that could financial benefit by DSP actions or are identified as 
lobbying organizations in the U.S. Tax Code.  Several of the “Action Participants” include “State 
and Federal Contractors Water Agency (SFCWA) and other science programs” which seems to 
imply the SFCWA is a science program instead of a special interest stakeholder organization: 

 Chap 2, Science Action Agenda, Section 2.2, page 12, lines 10-11 
 Chap 2, Science Tracking System, Section 2.3, page 12, line 19 
 Chap 4, Funding Research, Section 4.1, page 24, line 26 
 Chap 4, Communication, section 4.7, page 35, line 31 

Does the DSP consider the SFCWA a “science program”?  If not, this should be clarified. 
 
 
Use of “Best Available Science” in Decision-Making 
It is unclear whether the Delta Science Plan is intended to provide an outline/framework for how 
good science can be developed and shared by the science community and policy decision-
makers, or whether the Plan is intended to conduct activities that result in the development of 
scientific outcomes/conclusions to influence Delta management decisions.  A clear distinction 
for each of the new entities created and action items to be performed are intended to simply 
facilitate how science should be developed or whether the work product is intended to provide 
conclusions and/or recommendations upon which policy decision-makers can use to make Delta 
management decisions.  There are references to how products and information from this Plan’s 
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actions will be utilized in policy decision-making for the management of the Delta mentioned 
numerous times, sometimes more than once on one page (e.g.: page 22, lines 4, 11, 12, and 25), 
but only one reference and explanation of limitations of how this information is supposed by be 
used.  Since this phrase is repeated so frequently, this document should provide additional 
explanation regarding any limitations or concerns with how information produced by DSP is 
used.   
 
Lacking Definitions 
There are many products, tools, programs, processes, activities, and entities that are referenced 
without defining them sufficiently to know the who, what, where, how, and why of these terms 
of art that may be new for the reader.  Request the following be defined in the Glossary which is 
still under development: 

 Grand challenges – used throughout document 
 Focused Science Syntheses – page 13, lines 15-19. 
 Science Steering Committee – page 12, lines 34-36 and page 13, lines 1-14. 
 Accelerate knowledge discovery – page 12, line 36 
 Adaptive Management Liaisons – page 19, lines 13-20 
 Interagency Ecological Program (IEP) 
 Synthesis Activity – page 33, line 2 
 Rotators – page 39, lines 2-4 
 CSAMP/CAMT – page 19, line 7 
 CWEMF – page 20, line 32 
 IEP – page 30, line 29 

 
 
Finally, as local agencies, we would also like to see the Delta Science Plan clearly articulate with 
more details on how, when, and where in-Delta individuals with expertise on flood control, 
hydrodynamics, and water quality issues related to the creation of habitat in the Delta fit into the 
new activities and entities proposed in the Plan.  In addition, would like to bring to your attention 
the failure of the DSP to include “Delta as Place” language found in Water Code §85054 in ALL 
references to co-equal goals.   There is only one reference to Delta as Place that we found, page 
25, line 2, under Section 4.2, Monitoring and Associated Research.  The Delta Reform Act 
specifically included the protection and enhancement of the unique values of the Delta and 
therefore should be included in how science relates to and interacts with these cultural, 
recreational, natural resources, and agricultural values.  Examples, but not all instances, of places 
it would be appropriate to add the Delta As Place consideration include, but is not limited to: 

 Executive Summary, page 1, lines 11-12 and page 2, line 21 
 Introduction, page 4, lines 31-34 and page 8, lines 28-29 
 Every place else the co-equal goals are referenced 

 
In closing, we commend the Independent Science Board and Delta Science Program staff on 
progress made so far in developing a Delta Science Plan and look forward to working with you 
on refining and improving the document prior to release for peer review and public comments, 
finalization, and implementation.  By recognizing and respecting not only the assurances made to 
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the Delta via contractual agreements, but also the statutory laws implemented to protect Delta As 
Place such as the Delta Reform Act and Delta Protection Act, you increase the likelihood of 
gaining local support for the Delta Science Plan’s implementation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Melinda Terry 
Executive Director, CA Central Flood Control Association and 
Manager, North Delta Water Agency 
910 K Street, Suite 310 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
melinda@cvflood.org 
(916) 446-0197 
 
 


