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Motivations for an effective Delta Science plan

The Delta Science Plan's first draft is out for comment. It is full of good ideas, but
resides within a wimpy structure insufficient to support the science needed to achieve
the coequal goals today or into the future.

Overcoming the current fragmentation of scientific activity will require significant and
sustained political motivation. What might motivate and sustain the kind of integrated
science needed for the Delta, as called for by the National Research Council (2012)?
(Scientists might think of this as the “activation energy” needed for a chemical reaction
to proceed.)

Several legal, political, and practical motivations could support an effective common
Delta Science Plan and a broader common Delta science and adaptive management

policy.

BO litigation — The ongoing Biological Opinion litigation, under the federal Endangered
Species Act, provides an opportunity, and perhaps a necessity, for a strong common
science plan for the Delta. Many litigants seem tired of litigation’s ineffectiveness and
are seeking to develop a common adaptive management plan under the authority of a
Federal judge. Adaptive management for one major aspect of the Delta is unlikely to
succeed without fitting into a larger adaptive management context. So the BO effort
should probably fit within a larger common Delta science and adaptive management
program. Such a fitting would provide advantageous federal judicial oversight,
authority, and motivation for a common Delta science plan and adaptive management
program.

BDCP — The Bay Delta Conservation Plan revolves around related issues, but with a
larger and longer-term infrastructure agenda. BDCP is proposing its own science and
adaptive management programs, which seem likely to contribute to the cacophony and
confusion without integration within a common Delta science plan and adaptive
management program. BDCP has more to lose from going alone than from joining in
with an effective common science and adaptive management program.

SWRCB - The State Water Resources Control Board establishes Delta flow and water
guality regulations, which requires tremendous scientific input. Past scientific input has
been provided largely by advocates, motivating accentuation of controversies rather
than development of scientific consensus. A credible common science plan, science
program, and peer review process would likely merit substantial deference from the
SWRCB in establishing the factual basis for State Board decisions. The Board might
insist on having information vetted through a common science process, or express
preference for information vetted through such a process.



Legislatures - The state legislature currently funds and oversees scientific activities for
several state agencies. These agencies often lack substantial plans for their own
scientific and technical activities, resulting in less effective scientific input to policy and
management decisions at all levels of government. Legislative and gubernatorial
budget and policy overseers should have an interest in understanding the long-term
scientific efforts of their agencies.

Federally, members of Congress and OMB have similar oversight responsibilities and
problems. Federal agencies also seem to have similar fragmentation of efforts (a little
of which is good). Members of Congress, OMB, and the federal administration should
have an interest in seeing a common more effective effort to address the Delta’s
problems, led by an effective common science effort.

Technical virtue - Today, there is no plan for science regarding California's most
complex and controversial water problem. This should be technically offensive to
competent agency managers. There is no reason to expect policy and management
decisions to succeed for such a complex problem without a coherent scientific program.

Civilizing the conversation - Without a stronger scientific center, there is no reason to
expect any change from the incoherent scientific advice and advocacy-based "combat”
science which has hindered urgent discussions of Delta management and policy.
Distraction of policy discussions by partisan-based disagreement on facts contributes to
the frustration, tedium, and ineffectiveness of Delta policy discussions.



