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1. The draft is very a-personal. It refers to legislation but not legislators, science but 
not scientists, and policy but not policy makers. It is people who will be affected and 
hopefully become better informed and even “happier” in the end. And people 
deserve the credit for the good things in the Delta Reform Act, the synthesis that 
occurs now, etc. Scientists, on the whole, will spend more time synthesizing, less 
time pursuing fine details; policy makers will hear less disconnected cacophony, etc. 
People, of course, are threatened by change also, and the document may be drafted 
now so that no one reading it sees him or herself behaving differently. But I think 
more personal credit where it is due and expressions of the greater “joy” in doing 
more synthetic, relevant science can be expressed so as to help overcome such fears. 

2. I am a little concerned that the Plan seems to portray all of the synthesis being done 
by a synthesis team, all the science-policy interface by a science-policy team. I think 
it is appropriate to have new groups identified to take more responsibility, but 
ultimately nearly all scientists will be shifting, to some extent how they think, some 
more than others, but I do not think a synthesis, or policy, team can just “do it” apart 
from a general shift. Yet I agree that a change and special teams are needed to get 
the process started and probably to sustain it too. 

3. One way to think of these new teams is to have them be housed in DSP but filled for 
4 year periods by staff scientists brought in from the separate agencies who are 
subsequently expected to go back into the agencies. DSP needs a budget for this so 
that the agencies can use salary savings to keep their own staffs up. This would be a 
way of specifically identifying the costs of training people to connect the sciences 
and the sciences to policy. It would be a way of making DSP “bigger” without making 
it a place of permanent, and possibly rotting, “wood”. 

4. I would not think of the State of Bay-Delta Science reports being “produced” by the 
DSP overseeing experts and the synthesis team. Rather, I would argue that the 
“experts” should work more together, learn together, and make the connections 
between the parts of the report in the process of writing the report. True, some 
experts should no doubt remain only experts, but as many as possible should also be 
given the opportunity to become synthesizers. There was neither time nor budgets 
for such meetings in the SBDS 2008 and the staff and editors did most of the 
synthesis, and that was a waste of an opportunity. 

5. On a similar note, the State of Bay-Delta Science reports should be made available 
for comment during specific comment periods between drafts for comment by any 
Bay-Delta scientist who registers to comment. This too is a way of expanding 
participation so that the reports become shared knowledge, i.e. a way of building 
“One Science”. 

6. I am a little concerned that there is very little, perhaps no, mention (especially, for 
example, in part 3) of the “time” it will take to develop shared syntheses and shared 
priorities. This has been a major failing of all interdisciplinary visions for as long as I 
can remember. For this to work, there has to be scientists with the time to make it 
work. Again, one reason it is ignored is so that being more interdisciplinary and 



synthetic can be portrayed as being just a matter of organization and intent, but it is 
always more than this and hence the dismal record to date. 

7. It may be appropriate to have interim and more focused “State of Bay-Delta Science” 
studies coming out to build the material for the every four-year broader summary. I 
could very well imagine SBDS reports on levee science and engineering that still 
integrate levees with the overarching issues of the Delta; habitat restoration 
(reconciliation, futuration) SBDSs, etc. I am concerned that a general synthesis every 
four years will not have “practice” efforts to train scientists with and on which to 
further integrate. Note that SBDS 2008 was largely focused, narrated, around the 
shift in scientific understanding to a much more dynamic and uncertain view, a shift 
that was over a matter of decades and is still in process. But one cannot say the 
same thing every four years. 

8. One of the “confusions” we dealt with in SBDS 2008 was the perception that authors 
were supposed to report on and describe the Delta, not the advances in science. Of 
course, advances in science lead to new understandings of the Delta, as well new 
syntheses, and we let these come out, with their broad policy implications, without 
dwelling on a lot of details. Ultimately, however, I think there has to be a “story” 
with each new synthesis. It will certainly be OK to note that the broad story is only 
somewhat modified and /or enriched since four years ago, but the broad story will 
still need to be told. 

9. I remain a little uncomfortable with “One Delta – One Science” for between “stories” 
there are two, and, more importantly more than one synthesis may be emerging and 
it would be important to work on both of them, both substantiating and critiquing 
and testing between them, and one may not prove better than the other before the 
Delta ecological system has transformed significantly and our understanding will 
need yet another synthesis. I think what I am saying here is that, as written, the 
portrayal is not as dynamic as it might be, it reads a little like a story of knowledge 
perfecting, science progressing, rather than the treadmill we are more likely on. 

10. The more I think about AM, the more concerned I become that it will be our 
downfall, that we are promoting it as if it were “obviously” possible. I am very 
concerned that the goals in the ideal circle diagram will be species specific, as they 
are in the BDCP, that we do not have good aggregate ecosystem measures, and that 
species have different time frames that make moving around the circle working on 
multiple goals together quite impossible. I am also concerned about the interactions 
between AM “projects” and their timing. We cannot treat the Delta as a whole as one 
large AM project, so we have sub-projects, but these will affect each other, with AM 
driven decisions at one site having impacts that drive another decision at another 
site, but how does this all relate to “going-around-the-circle”? And so, while AM 
reflects a new, more dynamic understanding of nature on the part of the legislature 
and public, its implications for science and management across species, space, and 
time is becoming very messy in my mind. And so I am not prone to critique earlier 
efforts. Rather, I think we should be addressing these “practical” and yet also highly 
scientific questions that AM raises. 

 


