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Comments on the First Draft Delta Science Plan 

 

 

Dear Dr. Goodwin, 

 

The Department of Water Resources (DWR) appreciates the opportunity to review and 

comment on the First Draft Delta Science Plan.  Attached are comments on specific 

language of the document.  We support the general direction defined in the draft plan, and 

applaud your efforts to develop a logical and thorough approach to defining and addressing 

the complex scientific issues associated with management of the Delta ecosystem.  As 

noted in our comments, there is already a solid foundation in place, both with the 

Interagency Ecological Program, and with the new Collaborative Science and Adaptive 

Management Program and its associated Collaborative Adaptive Management Team.  We 

believe that it will be important to define how the Delta Science Program would augment 

these efforts and improve on them, to avoid creating confusion and duplication in science 

and adaptive management activities associated with the Delta.  

 

We look forward to working further with the Delta Science Program in this strategic 

development process.  If you have any questions on the attached comments, or if you would 

like additional information, please feel free to contact Stephani Spaar at the Division of 

Environmental Services at (916) 376-9703. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Paul Helliker 

Deputy Director 

 

Attachment 

 

cc: Kathy Kelly 

 DWR Bay Delta Office 

 kathy.kelly@water.ca.gov 

mailto:kathy.kelly@water.ca.gov
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California Department of Water Resources  
Review Document Comment Form 

 

Document: First Draft Delta Science Plan 
 
Name: Ted Sommer, Stephani Spaar, Carol DiGiorgio, Cindy Garcia and MWQP Branch staff, Victor Pacheco, Matt 
Reeves, Karen Gehrts 
Affiliation:  DWR 
Date:  7/10/13    
 
 
Comment 

# 
Page # Line# Section # Comment 

1 iii 2-3 Audiences 
and Uses 

of the 
Plan 

A “new culture of cooperation and stewardship among policy makers, scientists, managers, stakeholders, 
and the public” also presents enormous challenges given the different agendas and motivations of all of the 
stakeholders.  An extensive outreach effort will be needed to engage all of stakeholders (not limited to 
conferences) so they can be partners in the achieving the “One Delta, One Science” vision. 

2 1 8-9 and 
28-29 

Executive 
Summary, 
A Vision 
for Delta 
Science 

The First Draft Delta Science Plan (Plan) provides a good high level overview of the importance of creating 
“an open Delta science community that works together to build a shared body of scientific knowledge”, and 
using science to achieve the coequal goals of water supply reliability and protecting, restoring, and 
enhancing the Delta ecosystem. However, what is missing is a discussion of the level of effort needed to 
achieve those goals. For example, the discussion of “integrating existing federal and State laws and policies 
and ongoing programs and is informed by the best available science” will be difficult to implement.  This 
would involve a comprehensive review of existing State and federal environmental regulatory requirements 
for the Delta to determine whether: 

 The actions specified by the regulatory requirements are scientifically valid 

 The regulatory requirements of one agency do not conflict with the regulatory 

requirements of another agency 

 The current regulatory requirements are an impediment to achieving the cutting-

edge science envisioned in the Delta Science Plan  

Improved communication should also occur at an intra-organizational level, so representatives can provide a 
consistent viewpoint on science related issues in public meetings, etc.  In addition, those entities conducting 
scientific research in the Delta will have better opportunities to collaborate on similar studies. 



 2 

Comment 
# 

Page # Line# Section # Comment 

3 2 31  Synthesis:  The plan has several important and welcome elements. I was particularly happy to see an 
emphasis on synthesis, something that is desperately needed in the regional science activities. 

4 2-3  Executive 
Summary 

Limitations of The Plan:  The overview section on Pages 2 and 3 provides a reasonable idea of what the 
DSP will do.  However, it should be very clear what the plan doesn’t do.  Specifically, it doesn’t seem to 
provide new staff or funds to do more studies and monitoring.  I am worried that decision makers will 
assume that funding the DSP will take care of the science needs for the Delta, when in fact we also need 
more staff and funding for studies.   

5 2   5-8 A Vision 
for Delta 
Science 

The geographic scope is identified as the Legal Delta and Suisun Marsh.  Does this mean that it excludes 
Suisun Bay?  Ideally, it should include that region as well. 

6 2 37, last 
sentence 

Provides 
Ongoing 
Science 

Synthesis 

I know that some mention was made that the plan doesn’t discourage “bottom up” effort to do science, but 
this sentence reads very “top down”, i.e. that a single team will set all of the priorities.   

7 3 
And 12  

10-19 
27-29 

 Improving communication between scientists and policy makers is a good thing.  However, this section 
implies much more than that.  As written, it seems like the team will be making policy recommendations.  I 
don’t know if that is very appropriate, or what was intended. 

8 3 20-32 Executive 
Summary 

The topic of this section is “building” scientific infrastructure, but the text reads more like the goal is to 
“integrate” science.  Perhaps the text should be modified to make it internally consistent?  I am guessing 
that the best solution is to change the title of the section to “Integrates scientific infrastructure…” 

9 3 25 Executive 
Summary 

As a general comment---when the document discusses furthering the development and  
integrating infrastructure components associated with scientific capacity--- access to statistical experts in  
study design is crucial.  The plan should consider, as part of its infrastructure, a statistical center where a 
statistician is assigned or available for study design and analysis. 

10 4 6 Executive 
Summary 

Is the DSP really going to be the “source” of information, or is it more of a “clearinghouse”?  Seems like the 
latter is more accurate. 

11 5 14 1 
Introduc- 

tion 

Add language stating that in addition to 40 years of aquatic monitoring, there are also several years of data 
yet to be analyzed from studies completed in the past.    

12 6 21 1  Prioritized science actions must take into account that there are sometimes major conflicts between 
regulations and ecosystem restoration or water supply.  It is not enough to simply prioritize science actions.  
The conflicts between science actions and other influences must be folded into the Action Agendas.  The 
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# 
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regulation associated with methylmercury is a good example.  The state is committed to increasing wetland 
habitat but this may lead to more organisms being exposed to Hg within the restored habitat.  What is the 
mechanism that will be used to resolve regulatory conflict? 

13 6 24 The 
Science 
Action 

Agenda 

“a four-year period” does not seem to be adequate to address potential “Grand Challenges”.  Current efforts 
to collect data, synthesize and analyze requires as much if not more time for ongoing activities.   

14 6 28 The 
Science 
Action 

Agenda 

What relationship if any, will the “multiple directed research activities and open competitive research 

solicitations” of the Action Agenda have with mandated regulatory compliance studies (e.g. Biological 

Opinion Requirements)?   

 

We need a clear concise description of what role the “shared agenda for science programs” will have in 

relation to ongoing programs. 

15 7 11 1, SBDS Is the intent to have the SBDS prepared in advance of (and for dispersal at) the Biennial Bay Delta 
Conference, or will information presented at the Conference be used to update the SBDS?  It might be good 
to have this more clearly stated. 

16 7 16 1, SBDS Consideration should be given to more frequent updates of the State of Bay-Delta Science (SBDS).  The 
current four year cycle could delay the inclusion of significant scientific information for up to eight years, 
depending on the completion of the scientific study and publishing cycle for the SBDS. 

17 11 7-9 Identifying 
Maintainin

g, and 
Advancing 
the “State 
of Delta 

Knowledg
e” 
 

Provide a graphic on how the Policy-Science Team, the Science Synthesis Team, and the Focused Science 

Synthesis Teams interact with one another.  

 

18 12 20 2.1 
Actions 

Policy-Science Team – Since this team is composed of Directors of federal and State agencies and science 
leaders, it may very well look and function quite like an IEP Directors Quarterly Meeting.  If so, then this 
team could be duplicative and would recommend coordinating with IEP to insure that it’s not, or to create 
efficiencies between the groups. 

19 13 12 2.1 Seems given the importance of Delta science to the many Delta efforts, the PST will likely need to meet 
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more than once a year, especially during the initial years of formation. 

20 13  2.2 Just a general comment regarding the Science Synthesis Team.  Will there also be scientists outside of the 
Delta who will be a part of this team?  The problem is that if you have a Synthesis team composed of only 
Delta scientists, you create an in-bred situation.   

21 13  2.2 Who will be part of the SST – executive, managers, senior level staff?  Will new positions be created?  How 
large will this team be?  How will their work be funded?  What will the time commitment be?  Will drinking 
water quality expertise be included in the SST? 

22 14 1-11 2.3 The Focused Science Synthesis Teams are similar in concept to the IEP Management, Analysis, and 
Synthesis Team.  Coordination between DSP and IEP on these efforts will be essential to avoid duplication 
and make efficient use of science staff resources. Some thought will be needed as to how these similar 
efforts will mesh or complement each other. 

23 14  2.3 Another general comment.  I like this plan, it’s thinking, and what it is trying to accomplish.  However, how 
will all of the Federal, State, and other panel members on the various teams, review committees, etc.,  be 
able to do their normal job while also fulfilling all of the Delta Plan demands placed on them?  The tasks 
discussed in the Delta Plan are not necessarily trivial and will require a lot of effort from different agency 
staff, yet they still have their own duties associated with their normal job.  I did not see a mechanism 
proposed that addresses how agency people will be able to juggle these 2 large demands on their time. 

24 14 26-27 2.7 Who will maintain the “web based tracking system” and make sure it is updated?  How will this be funded?  
A project management structure must be clearly defined for “capturing information about research projects, 
monitoring, modeling, and other aspects of Delta Science”.  Without a project management structure in 
place, any proposed system for collecting and disseminating the information cannot be sustained. 
 

25 15 5 2.3 
Box 2-3 

Does the Hubbard Brook Research Foundation Science Links Program provide a mechanism that allows a 
balance between outside agency staff duties and Science Plan duties?  (see comment 23) 

26 19 13 3.2 Who will develop the Restoration Framework?  The Delta Science Program?  Other collaborators?  Who will 
drive the writing of this document? 

27 21 4-6 3.4 A formal staff needs analysis should be completed for both Delta Science Program and those proponents 
developing and implementing adaptive management programs to identify the most appropriate placement of 
any additional staff to ensure an efficient use of available resources. 

28 21 13 3.7 Is the “shared tracking system” a web-based tool?  What will be required for the system-wide monitoring and 
evaluation program?  Who will run this program?  Time commitment?  Funding?  Resources? 

29 22  Box 4-1 
Building 
Capacity 

Thank you for including these issues.  The DSP will only be successful if good scientists can be recruited 
and retained, and if they are able to keep up with the latest scientific information (through meetings and 
papers).    
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30 23  Figure 4-1 Feedback loop missing for “science knowledge base.”   

31 25  4.2 Text 
Box 

Suggest making a link to the Comprehensive Monitoring Program Strategy for California.  Here’s the link: 
http://www.mywaterquality.ca.gov/monitoring_council/#strategy2010 
If the plan mentions it as an effort to build on, it would be useful to have an active link so user can access it 
directly. 

32 27 13-27 Actions 
4.2.1 

through 
4.2.5 

Who will be responsible for expanding/developing/conducting these tasks?  Who from the scientific 
community will be involved? What are the expected time commitments, funding, and resources? 

33 28  4.3 Text 
Box 

2
nd

 bullet - Insert “California” before “Water Quality Monitoring Council..” for clarification since there is also a 
National Council.  Also this is the full and correct name for the State’s Monitoring Council. 

34 30 24-28 Actions 
4.4.1 

Who will work with CWEMF for the framework on community modeling?  Delta Science Program, other 
collaborators? Time commitment? Funding? 

35 30 24-28 Actions 
4.4.1 

It is important for non-modelers to be involved in model development, but to be effective that would require 
non-modelers to develop some understanding of computer models and how they work.  Since there is a 
disconnect between non-modelers & modelers, this is an opportunity to justify cross training between the 
fields to improve the end product. 

36 30 29-32 Actions 
4.4.2 

The Delta Science Program will be the repository of conceptual models, but who will develop, maintain and 
update these models?  Who will be involved in working on these models, and what are the expected time 
commitments, funding, and resources? 

37 31 34-35 4.5 
Problem 

I don’t believe that it is accurate to say that “an ongoing effort for synthesizing scientific understanding of the 
Delta system does not exist”.  This statement conflicts with all of the examples on the next page in the 
“Efforts to Build On” sidebar.  The argument can certainly be made that the scope of the existing efforts isn’t 
as broad as is needed, but we can’t say that they “don’t exist”. 

38 32  15 “Actions” These things are all good, but part of the issue is that synthesis isn’t a priority among the existing programs.  
Consider adding an action item that DSP will champion the need for synthesis among the different agencies 
that collect most of the data.  Right now the focus in most agencies is on collected data, but not analyzing it.  
DSP would be an appropriate voice to discuss this need with agency directors and policy makers, who 
control the activities of their staff.  It would be a shame if the Synthesis element simply resulted in “farming 
out” of data analysis to outside groups. 

39 33  4.6 Is this peer review process intended to be a mandate?  Good science and peer review makes sense, but I 
can see scenarios where the question to be answered are clear and a rapid response is necessary.  Would 
the proposed process bog-down such inquiries? 
 

http://www.mywaterquality.ca.gov/monitoring_council/#strategy2010
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40 33 13-22 4.6 Add language specifying that the selection of scientific experts for the peer review panel are recognized 

experts on the complexities of the Delta.  In addition, selection criteria should be developed in evaluating the 

credentials of an individual to be considered as a peer reviewer.  

41 35 8 4.6 
Objectives 

General comment.  With respect to peer-review timelines.  There is one arena where the mechanism of peer 
review needs to be examined and tweaked.  In the regulatory framework, regulated entities are asked to 
come up with study plans to meet Regional Board requirements.  Because of funding cycles, regulated 
entities may have to begin creating contracts on study plans that have not been peer reviewed, or risk losing 
the funding for the study.  By the time that peer-review comments are returned, contracts and approaches 
have become fairly locked into place because the contracting process required some specifics.  Peer review 
comments are therefore not as thoroughly incorporated as they could be.  In order for this to be improved, 
there must be a fairly short turn around time for peer review. 

42 35 17 4.6 
Actions 

The bullet points associated with Peer Review Actions appear to focus on peer review once a study has 
been completed.  Since peer review is so important during study design and the title of this section says that 
it addresses peer review and advice, the bullet points should also address how advice will be handled. 

43 36  4.7 
Communi

cation 

How will better science communication happen on complex concepts and ideas to an untrusting public? 

44 38  5 Thank you for including this discussion.  Some of the primary obstacles to major scientific progress include:  
1) insufficient top-notch scientists; 2) insufficient funding to conduct studies; 3) insufficient infrastructure to 
conduct studies (e.g. boats, laboratories, access to scientific journals); 4) most spending is on topics 
identified by narrowly focused regulatory or legal arenas (e.g. fish entrainment), not on broader ecological 
questions; and 5) diversion of agency scientists to peripheral issues (e.g. contracts, review of environmental 
documents, working on Biological Opinions, etc).  As noted in Comment 4, I worry that readers will assume 
that the DSP will “fix” Delta science, which isn’t the case.  This section covers some of the big issues that 
DSP likely won’t address by itself. 

45 38 33 5 Great idea to have staff from other agencies rotate into the Delta Science Program for a fixed term.  The 
same rotation idea, but in the opposite direction might be just a beneficial, i.e. Delta Science Program staff 
within the agency for a fixed period of time.   

46 39  5  Relying on existing resources within the science and management communities without additional resources 
is a concern.  How will additional resources for the additional work be addressed?  If the additional work will 
rely on existing partnerships it seems that the work will be progress slowly. 

47 39 19-21 Resource
s Needed 

It is unclear, what, if any, formal staff needs analysis has been completed for the Delta Science Program 
that would support the statement anticipating substantial growth.  A formal staff analysis of the Program and 
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other efforts referenced in the Delta Science Plan could identify opportunities to enhance existing efforts in 
an efficient and effective manner without having to add substantial resources. Consideration should be given 
to prioritizing "enhancements" of existing efforts (e.g. CWEMF) that can streamline efforts to improve 
science rather than adding more staff. 
 

48 39 34-35 5 
Resource
s Needed 

Funding the Delta Science Plan through “linking funding levels to the number and complexity of projects, 
programs, and plans” means what?  Is it not clear how the funding will be created for the Delta Science 
Plan. 

49 39 36-41 5 
Resource
s Needed 

This language seems premature given that Appendix 2 Funding Delta Science has yet to be drafted. 
Current funds are limited, especially now with the bond funds running out, so I don’t foresee departments 
willingly giving up funds to support this program.   

 

50 39 37-38 5 
Resource
s Needed 

“…allocating a fixed percentage of habitat restoration and water conveyance costs toward implementation of 
the Delta Science Plan.” These costs have not been included in estimates for habitat restoration under the 
Biological Opinions, and may not be included yet for estimates for these actions under BDCP, and could be 
significant.  Would any of your funding be coming directly out of the proposed water bond rather than 
through programs from agencies?  (Hardwired versus soft money) 

51   General 
Comment 

 In general, it’s a good planning document.  At this point, conceptually it’s great. Eventually, I’d like to see an 
implementation plan (details on the “how”). I don’t see that listed as an objective anywhere though. 
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