Meyer’s comments on Delta Science Plan 6/21/13
I have two main concerns that | would like to see included in our memo:

1) Itsounds (e.g., 2,36) as though the Synthesis Team will be doing all the synthesis and
that is not the case. They will foster, stimulate, initiate and sometimes do. The way it
is stated here makes it sound as though they are the only ones able to synthesize.
Calling the Team over-arching makes it sound even more closed to broader
participation in synthesis. This terminology occurs throughout the Plan (e.g., 13, 18).
I think the Team should be stimulating and fostering synthesis. All synthesis ideas
should not be coming from the SST (14,1). The focused teams could be proposed to
the SST. It needs to be clearer that the whole science community has an opportunity
to do synthesis. Ideas for synthesis could be proposed to the SST. There could be a
call for proposals which could then be evaluated by the SST. 1 think this is would be
a very valuable way of stimulating synthesis activities more broadly in the
community.

2) The Executive Summary and Plan says very little about scientific conflict resolution.
The Science Program has played a role in that by providing venues where scientific
debate can occur. It is important that those venues continue to be provided. That
activity should be specifically called out and included in the Plan and Executive
Summary, perhaps as part of building the infrastructure. 1 think it is important to
emphasize that dialogue over honest scientific disagreements (outside the courtroom)
is a part of good science and is intended to be fostered in this Plan.

The presentation of the 3-part strategy as plan, implementation, and reporting is effective.
What’s missing is the 4™ leg, namely funding. | realize that was a strategic decision,
but I hope you have a rough idea of how much you think you need to run this,
because my guess is you are going to be asked. How much for grants and how much
for everything else?

The format of each chapter (problem, objective, action outcome) is also effective.

A timeframe (when have the first one, how often revised) should be included when first
presenting the SAA (2, 16-21).

The Policy-Science Team needs to have some input into the SAA- that’s not in the SAA
description in Exec Sum or Figure 1-1. | thought some discussion with them was
going to help identify the grand challenges (6, 38); I thought that this was going to be
a 2-way street. That is not how it is portrayed in the Exec Sum are Figure 1-1.

2, 35: synthesis will “answer a key science or management question” — I’m not sure we
should be promising answers to management questions. Many of those answers
require more than science. Science can provide information on likely consequences
of different management actions. That sense of the role of science in management
needs to be conveyed more carefully.



Almost every time an example is used, it is something from the IEP. If at all possible, try
to also use examples from other programs.

A box illustrating an example where adaptive management was successfully used at the
project level (15, 16) would be a splendid addition. If that is what Box 3-3 is
intended to be, that needs to be made clearer and cited at 15 ,16.

Figure 3-1 is very effective; | really like the box about use of models to develop
performance measures!

I’m not particularly enthusiastic about an Adaptive Management Summit. If it could
include some hands on “experience” with adaptive management (perhaps through use
of model ecosystems), maybe that would be useful, but more talks would not.

3.5: What is and what is the purpose of “voluntary certification of adaptive
management”? If that stays in, some explanation is needed.

3.6: How would DRERIP be used in the Water Management Framework? 1 could see it
in Restoration, but Water Management?

Figure 4.1: Missing from that diagram are questions and hypotheses. This is an
opportunity to show some of the sources stimulating research and monitoring (e.g.,
management questions, regulatory requirements, scientific curiosity, previous
research findings, etc.). | think the diagram should convey that monitoring and
research should be question driven, and it doesn’t at present.

4.2: The need for synthesis is not included in the discussion of monitoring. 1 think that
both analysis and synthesis are components of a good monitoring program. | also
think the monitoring section could be better linked with adaptive management.

4.4 The role of models as a tool to test alternative futures is not highlighted as much as
it should be in this section.

32, 24 and 32, 39: No mention is made of products that would be relevant to
management. Those products MUST be included!

Figure 4.6-1: arrows are missing and the box should be UC system rather than UC Davis
or maybe just academia.

4.6.3: I’m not sure what it means to exempt USGS. Perhaps this could be included as a
footnote. | presume what you are trying to say is that you are not going to take as
long or have as onerous a process as USGS, but that is not at all clear. Also it would
be more appropriate as a footnote rather than a part of the text.



39, 10: I’m not sure what is meant by “clearly connected to implementation;” does it
mean that this is something managers/decision-makers can use? If so, state that more
clearly.

There was very little mention of social science research in all of this.
Glossary also needs a definition of “policy.”

Editorial nitpicking (page, line)

1, 1-3: stronger introductory sentence needed.

1, 13: Quiote is attributed to both the Delta Plan and the NRC.

3, 6: Won’t lead scientists be on the Synthesis Team? This makes it sound as though they
won’t. If you are going to list IEP Lead Scientist, perhaps also list Lead Scientists
from other groups (e.g. Val Conner, whatever her title is).

Bay Delta Science Conference: state agency scientists have a hard time attending
conferences. Consider changing the name to something that would let them come -
maybe just Bay Delta Science Meeting or Bay Delta Science Forum.

12, 15: “Trust” doesn’t seem to fit with the rest of the sentence.

12, 29-32: repeated in next paragraph

2.4 seems redundant with 2.2

2.5: the numbered items don’t fit grammatically with “the DSP will facilitate”

Box 3-2: why not cite the paper describing DRERIP.

27, 38: | know what SMART is but what does “outside of SMART targets” mean?



