
Page iii, line 2; consider revising….”requires a new culture of corporation, stewardship and a 
new modus operandi among…….”  (page 5, line 17 and page 23 line 36 – consistent with the 
need of of a new path forward) 

In the next version, try to avoid tautology (e.g., page 2, there is overlap between different 
sections) 

Establishing a Policy-Science team for identifying ‘Grand Challenges’ is an excellent idea, but the 
charge for the ‘Synthesis Team’ is more onerous. This team needs to be more organized, 
versant with latest development and literature, and ought to represent diverse expertise.  
Regular meetings and iterations are required, and thus the team is expected to spend an 
enormous amount of time together.  I’d think that this can be a full time job for several, and 
involves research, extensive exchanges of ideas and knowledge, parsing information and 
developing multidisciplinary framework.  They are also expected to be available on short fuse to 
consult with managers and legislature. 

Given the complexity of the delta, even the best available science can be viewed from different 
perspectives, and discordances of such ilk can be problematic to progress.  Mention how Delta 
Science Plan will handle such contentious situations.  

Consider after 4.2.5 (page 27): Develop data mining methodologies to elicit relationships 
between physical and biological parameters.  

Figure 4.6-1:  The block diagram can be modified.  It shows that Independent Science Board is 
directly involved in the review process, and at the helm.  Shouldn’t it be on a separate block, 
sideways from the DSP, on oversight capacity?  ISB should provide recommendations, direction 
and advice, as stated in page iii, block #1 and page 35, line 18 

The commitment for and emphasis on a transparent peer review are commendable (page 35, 
line 6), but different levels of peer review can be conducted for different types of problems and 
approaches. Regular research funding and RAPID type opportunity-afforded research that 
require quick action can have different review process. Standard agencies such as NSF use 
verbal reviews and assessment by program managements in such cases (page 35, line 32). 

The type of peer review to be conducted, documentation repositories to be maintained, 
committees to be convened, course of action to be recommended, outreach to stakeholders 
and legislature, and the cross fertilization expected require a mammoth effort from the Delta 
Science Program. This is a considerable increase of workload and requires resources well above 
what is available now (page 39, line 30). Such an expanded DSP must be ‘sold’ to relevant 
agencies and stakeholders. It is useful to mention that DSB is a natural nerve center for 



coordinating the entire Delta science portfolio, drawing upon expertise of local agencies and 
outside experts. 

 While the bottlenecks of working across agencies are forcefully articulated, the approaches for 
averting such difficulties are less clear from the document. Having various types of ‘teams’ 
(policy science team, science synthesis team etc) will help streamline operations, but it is 
unclear how such changes can be made within the existing framework of vertical (silo type) 
administrative structure with little lateral communication.  The onus of bringing in disparate 
agencies and communities to address overarching delta science is stated to be on Delta Science 
Program, and hence the novel management approaches to be adopted will be of interest. The 
aim is noble, but cracking a rigid and fatigued system will be the bane.   

Page 38, line 14; not only ‘communicate’ but also rationally ‘demonstrate’  
Also, line 24 to 29:  consider adding: ‘provide a framework to conduct multidisciplinary 

science across relevant agencies.’ 
 


