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greater Sacramento area. SRCSD operates its treatment system in compliance with its
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, providing
protection of beneficial uses in the Sacramento River and Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta.

SRCSD’s NPDES permit is regularly updated and the renewal process relies heavily
on the best available science. Therefore it is imperative that the Science Plan establish
a well defined process that fosters a collaborative culture among a variety of different
interests to avoid the “combat” science that has taken place over the last several years.
SRCSD believes that the Science Plan must include a structure that provides a robust
and transparent stakeholder process, as well as independent scientific review so that
credible scientific knowledge can be provided to help inform management and policy
decisions that will actually result in measureable and cost-effective water quality
benefits.

Overall, SRCSD believes that this initial draft of the Science Plan is well conceived
and recognizes the need for unbiased leadership in the Delta science arena. The Delta
Science Program is well positioned to provide that leadership, but it will require
additional staffing and realistic timelines to carry out its vision and mission. SRCSD
does however, have some overarching concerns with certain elements of the Science
Plan. These concerns, along with recommendations, are highlighted below and in the
attached specific comments for the Delta Science Program to consider as it develops
the Second Draft of the Delta Science Plan.

General Comments

SRCSD’s overarching comments center around the following themes: schedule,
governance, conflict of interest, and the need to consider the establishment of a Joint
Powers Authority. Each of these themes also illustrate the need for robust stakeholder
involvement not just from the scientific community, but also from regulated entities,
affected stakeholders, regulatory agencies, and local, state and federal policy makers.
There needs to be a clear paradigm shift to create a new way of conducting Delta
science to better inform policy and management decisions that will help achieve the
co-equal goals.

Sucramento Regional County Sanitatiom Dis#rict

Y11 M

24 N71D01U




Dr. Peter Goodwin
July 18,2013
Page 2

Schedule

An adequate timeframe to consider and incorporate, as appropriate, public comments is essential to
transparently developing a Science Plan. At Delta Stewardship Council meetings earlier this year, the
expected completion of a Science Plan was December 2013. However, the current schedule indicates the
Science Plan will be finalized in September 2013. Considering the time necessary to review and adequately
address public comments, this 60 day timeframe seems unrealistic. SRCSD recommends that additional time
be provided that allows for thorough consideration of and incorporation where appropriate, of constructive
public comment. Perhaps the Second Draft Delta Science Plan can be presented to the Council in September,
with the intent to finalize the Science Plan in November 2013. This is a more realistic schedule for
incorporating stakeholder input.

Governance

In order for the Science Plan to be successful, it must avoid some of the problems that have plagued some
Delta science activities in the past, (i.e. lack of coordination, inadequate stakeholder involvement, top-down
decision-making and lack of transparency). Proactive linkages between policy, management, and science
representatives will be an essential step in resolving some of those problems. We strongly recommend adding
management representatives to the Policy-Science Team to provide the proper structure to enable these
linkages and to encourage more coordination and collaboration. These management representatives should
include regulated entities and local agencies, as these are the stakeholders that will be responsible for
implementing management actions in the Delta and it is critical that they be involved at multiple stages and
levels of this new process.

The Science Plan is currently flawed regarding the organizational structure of the various proposed teams (the
Policy- Science-“Management” Team, the Synthesis Team, the Focused Synthesis Workgroups and the peer
reviewers). Involvement by the right mix of representatives in the multiple teams and workgroups in the
Science Plan is essential for establishing trust in the scientific process and findings. For instance, the selection
of who is on the Policy-Science-“Management” Team is not clear and appears inadequate. The directors of
state and federal agencies and a select group of scientists from the Science Synthesis Team, handpicked by the
Delta Lead Scientist, will not necessarily provide sufficient perspective to achieve the desired outcomes
expected of that group. Such a structure does not provide a level of comfort that this process will be any
different from the currently existing Interagency Ecological Program (IEP) or other top-down structures.

More creative emphasis needs to be placed on the structure of these teams to bring diverse representation that
will promote constructive change to the Delta science process.

Conflict of Interest

There is a lack of process or guidelines for identifying a potential conflict of interest for any scientist placed on
ateam. We recommend following the National Academy of Science policy regarding conflict of interest and
procedures for anyone to claim a conflict of interest. This policy can be reviewed at
http://www.nationalacademies.org/coi/. Conflicts of interest exist in the Delta and the Delta Science Program
is not immune; therefore, having a policy established to deal with conflicts of interest is essential.

Joint Powers Authority

The Public Policy Institute of California April 2013 report “Stress Relief Prescriptions for a Healthier Delta
Ecosystem™ by Ellen Hanak, et.al., noted that as currently structured, the Delta Science Program serves as the
coordinator of Delta science, but does not have the mandate, authority, or budget to take on integration of
Delta Science. The PPIC Report recommended integrating science through the creation of a Delta science
joint powers authority (JPA), involving regulators and regulated parties and the Delta Science Program.
Under the PPIC proposal, the Delta Science Program would oversee Delta science for the JPA. Ata
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minimum, SRCSD recommends that the Delta Science Program evaluate the possibility of becoming a JPA for
Delta Science, resembling the attributes and organizational structures of the San Francisco Estuary Institute,
the Aquatic Science Center and the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project, rather than
resembling CalFED or the IEP organizations.

Conclusion

SRCSD appreciates the effort that the Delta Science Program has made to create a Science Plan that would
integrate Delta Science, but structural changes and more detail are necessary to ensure that integration will
happen and that a new approach to Delta Science actually results from implementation of the Science Plan.
Additionally, we encourage the Delta Science Program to promote the interaction and contributions of local
agencies, regulated entities and stakeholders on all the teams and workgroups to capitalize on an abundance of
resources and expertise in the development of a new regime of Delta science.

SRCSD has been a strong supporter of using sound, objective science to inform policy decisions that will
result in measureable water quality benefits. Working through collaborative processes, SRCSD has
participated in many successful scientific and policy processes and has invested significant resources to help
understand Delta water quality— including sophisticated modeling, monitoring and research. We look forward
to continuing that effort and being a key participant in the Delta science arena, working in collaboration with
the Delta Science Program. Should you have any questions please contact me at 916-876-6092 or email to
mitchellt{@sacsewer.com.

Sincerely,

Terrie Mitchell
Manager of Legislative and Regulatory Affairs

Cc:  Prabhakar Somavarapu
Christoph Dobson
Linda Dorn
Kurt Ohlinger
Ellen Hanak, PPIC

Attachments: 1. SRCSD Specific Comments on the First Draft Delta Science Plan
2. Information Sheets on Successful Programs with Diverse Stakeholder Participation for:
Central Valley Drinking Water Policy, San Francisco Bay Nutrient Numeric Endpoint (NNE),
Sediment Quality Objectives (SQOs) for Coastal Estuaries of California-Phase 1, Central
Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-term Sustainability (CV-SALTS), Delta Mercury TMDL
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Page ii: A time line is provided for drafts of the Science Plan. However, it is not clear if, when,
or how the Science Plan will be officially adopted, and what other means of review will occur
beyond the public review underway. It is also unclear when the human resource structures and
procedures described in the Science Plan would be implemented. For example, when will the
first “Science Synthesis Team” be formed? When will the first “Action Agenda” be produced?
A time line (e.g., a graphic) illustrating when the various elements of the Science Plan will be
implemented, for example, starting with adoption of the Science Plan by the Stewardship
Council, would be very helpful.

Page 1, Line 32: While we recognize the “sovereignty of agencies” as something to be
protected, at some level, to effect a change in business as usual, the agencies that have operated
for decades in the Delta need to be “impacted” by the Delta Science Program, in a positive way.
As stated on Page 5, line 16, a “new path forward” is needed in which agencies embrace change
in terms of cooperative, transparent, collaborative efforts at improving the quality of Delta
science and its interpretation, validation and communication.

Page 2: A major challenge in the development of the proposed Science Plan is to avoid creation
of a top-down program that fails to address the “on the ground” issues and lacks the necessary
flexibility and nimbleness to be effective in addressing the most important issues of the day.
The challenge is to create a level of engagement between the science, policy and management
communities that capitalizes on the strengths and knowledge of these groups to focus science
efforts on key issues to provide essential input. The history of Delta science to date is a lack of
focus. As proposed, the Science Plan appears to be headed down a familiar, top-down path that
lacks involvement of key parties such as regulated entities.

Page 2, Line 25: The “infrastructure” needed to support the science enterprise is vague and it is
not clear how the Science Plan will provide infrastructure, or what is meant by infrastructure.
The term science enterprise is also not clear.

Page 2, Line 29: The Science Plan should improve communications between scientists, policy
makers, and “managers”, which should include local communities, regulated parties, and other
parties charged with implementation of management measures.

Page 3, line 4: The Science Plan should create a “Policy-Science-Management” team.

Page 3, line 8: The term “decision makers” should be defined to include both regulatory
agencies and the management entities responsible for implementing management measures and
regulatory requirements.

Page 3, Lines 16 — 19: The two identified adaptive management categories (restoration and
water management) mirror the two principal elements of the BDCP. Consider also including
other areas of endeavor that might benefit from adaptive management, such as:

. regulations regarding recreational and commercial fishing
. actions taken to mitigate or prevent invasive species introductions
. water quality regulations and plans



Attachment 1
SRCSD Specific Comments on the First Draft Delta Science Plan

According to the BDCP, habitat restoration outcomes and water operations are planned to be
reactive and flexible; can we/should we plan to adaptively manage water quality?

It is unclear how the two proposed frameworks formally relate to, or influence, the BDCP’s
approach to adaptive management, or their proposed monitoring and research plan in Appendix
3E of the most recent release of the BDCP.

Page 3, Lines 20 — 21: The references to cutting edge science imply that new developments in
science will be required to improve environmental conditions in the Delta. Existing scientific
methods and principles are adequate to address Delta issues. The challenge arises from the
complexity and size of the system. The implication in the Science Plan is that until new
scientific methods can be developed, issues can’t be addressed, which is not accurate.

Page 4, Lines 2-5: This sentiment - that agency scientists can’t access “basic tools” - is
mentioned at least twice in the Science Plan, and it is unclear what are these “tools.” The authors
should be specific. Are these impediments also shared by non-agency scientists and
stakeholders, who should also be informing the multi-billion dollar effort?

Page 6 Lines 2 —4: An explicit, example draft list of relevant science programs should be
provided now, so that the audience of the Science Plan can understand which science programs
the Delta Science Program and the Stewardship Council recognizes.

Page 6, Lines 11- 14: What are the processes to ensure value judgments are not presented in
work products?

The Science Plan provides Liaisons from within the Delta Science Program staff that will “assist
with development of adaptive management plans and application of guidelines using adaptive
management principles for ecosystem restoration actions”. Tradeoffs between environmental
management decisions inform adaptive management. (e.g., should we keep doing something,
particularly something expensive, if it becomes clear that it is not achieving ecological goals or
has unintended negative consequences?) In addition, the Science Plan creates the Policy-Science
Team, which will be populated with decision makers who will obviously be passing judgment on
the trade-offs between different decisions, and formulating their judgments based at least in part,
on the information provided to them via the Policy-Science Team. On page 3, the Science Plan
states that the Policy-Science Team will “analyze policy alternatives.”

Page 6, Lines 20 — 33: As stated, the Science Action Agenda is described almost as if it is a
semi-compulsory framework for agencies and entities which may or may not share the Delta
Stewardship Council’s priorities. Agencies and entities do not seem to be legally obligated to
pay any attention to the Science Plan, and follow its priorities. More likely the Action Agenda
will be adopted by the IEP and the funding apparatus (solicitations and proposal review
procedures) of the Delta Science Program. It seems important for the Science Plan to be much
more specific about the roles it envisions for the Action Agenda outside of its proposed influence
on the IEP Work Plan and the Delta Science Program. Is the Science Action Agenda designed to
predominantly direct research funded by the Delta Science Program, or to guide all research in
the Delta? What are the incentives for other science programs operating in the Delta to adjust
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their research directions to match the Science Action Agenda? The list of “unanticipated specific
events” should be expanded to include low and high flow conditions in the Delta. More detail
would be helpful.

We strongly support the proposal that the Science Action Agenda will include “activities to
predict potential outcomes of various management and intervention options, often referred to as
alternative futures”. The linkage of science priorities to the understanding of our management
capabilities is an essential (and often missing step) in our policy and management decision
making process. This emphasis also provides a natural bridge between the Policy-Science-
Management team mentioned above in our comment on Page 3, line 4.

Page 7, Lines 1 — 4: Will there be a ranking of importance among the research topics in the
Science Action Agenda, or will each of the identified science actions be considered equally
important? The assignment of the Delta Lead Scientist to have final authority for setting Action
Agenda priorities is correctly placed. How will the Science Action Agenda interact with
consistency determinations?

Page 7, Line 16: The proposed four year publication cycle for the State of Bay Delta Science is
too long. Consider planned publication every two years to stay current with the many science
activities that will occur.

Page 9, Text Box: Other examples that should be added to the list of collaborative science
planning efforts are (a) the Drinking Water Policy Work Group, (b) CV-SALTS, (c) the Phase |
Delta Mercury Total Maximum Daily Load effort, and (d) the Delta Regional Monitoring
Program. (See Attachment 2 for summaries on these programs.) The reference to the State
Water Resources Control Board workshops should explicitly refer to the Bay-Delta Plan Update
workshops on Delta flow standards.

Page 10, Box 1-3t: Under the “Basic Science” bullet, water project facilities and operations
should be included in the list of major stressors. Under the “Delta change management” bullet,
the inclusion of “toxic spills” does not represent step changes on the order of magnitude of
earthquakes, floods, or invasive species introductions, and should be removed. Under the
“Operation of the Delta” bullet, Delta flow standards should be explicitly listed as an important
alternative regulatory future. Also the last line of this bullet mentions the future Delta, and the
fact that the future Delta will partially come about from accident, as opposed to design. The
recognition that the design of the future Delta is not necessarily known will help in design of the
Science Plan.

The document should explain the derivation of the list of “grand challenges for science and
management”

Page 10, Lines 33 - 34: It is stated that communication between “decision makers” and “the
broad science community (comprising federal and State agencies, universities, non-governmental
science programs and consultants)” is currently limited, and that implementation of the Science
Plan will “improve communication at these interfaces” through creation of the Policy-Science
Team. However, on page 12, it is acknowledged that the composition of the Policy-Science
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Team leaves out much of the broad science community listed above, such as universities, non-
governmental science programs, and consultants. In addition, it leaves out the science expertise
of the regulated community and Non Governmental Organizations (NGOs). The composition of
the Policy-Science Team does not appear to provide connection to the entire appropriate group of
scientists, problem solvers and managers.

Given the importance of the Policy-Science-Management connection, it is vital that greater
clarity be provided regarding the process of involving the right parties and individuals to make
the Policy-Science-Management connection as effective as possible. We believe the statement
made on page 11, lines 34 and 35 supports the need for creative thinking regarding “new
mechanisms, organizational structure, and tools for effective interactions”.

Page 11, Lines 17 -18: The term “governance professionals” needs to be defined. The
suggested definition would be for the term to include systems managers, policy makers and the
regulatory community. If that definition is not acceptable, it is suggested that the sentence be
modified to clearly include the regulated community and managers in the collaborative effort.

Page 12, Lines 11-19: The stated objectives of organizing science to inform policy and
management are laudable. To help ensure the process is successful, the Science Plan needs to
identify examples of approaches and structures that have been effective and actively support
implementation of those approaches.

Page 12, Line 35: The stated objective of the Policy-Science Team is to “ensure there is a high
level of trust and understanding between decision makers and the community of scientists on
whom they depend,” but the composition of the Policy-Science Team and its stated
responsibilities will not necessarily nurture trust between decision makers and the regulated
community that is affected by the decisions, nor between decision makers and other interested
parties, such as NGOs, that often resort to the courts to settle differences of scientific opinion
regarding environmental management decisions.

In order for the public to have constructive comments regarding the Policy-Science Team and to
gauge potential biases and agendas of the Policy-Science Team, an explicit and detailed list of
agencies whose Directors will participate should be provided now, because it is unclear who will
be included. Will regulators be included? Will the regulated community be included? Will
public agencies such as local governments be included? Will the agency representatives mirror
the IEP leadership group, or be broader?

Page 13, Lines 1 - 41: Establishment of a Policy-Science Team and a Science Synthesis Team
are necessary goals to achieve One Delta, One Science vision. The composition of the Science
Synthesis Team must be structured to provide the proper connection to policy and management
issues and to provide balance in interests and expertise. The process for selecting members of
the Science Synthesis Team should be clearly stated in the Science Plan. A couple of current
examples of the types of scientists needed for these team assignments are Jim Cloern and Wim
Kimmerer.
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The process for generating Delta Synthesis Reports should be described in much greater detail. It
is unclear if the Science Synthesis Team will author compiled synthesis reports, or if the Science
Synthesis Team only recommends topics for Focused Science Synthesis Teams to create
synthesis reports on. Will the new focused synthesis reports and the State of Bay-Delta Science
publication be open to public review and comment (as well as rigorous peer review) before they
are finalized? This may help ensure community support for these documents. Also the Science
Synthesis Team should communicate on products in the draft stage of development, not just
upon completion.

Page 14, Lines 12-27: It is not clear (or stated) who will be responsible for actions 2.4 — 2.7.
The listed actions are reasonable and needed. However, without an assigned responsible party, it
is not clear how the actions will be achieved. The list of “science supporting entities” should be
expanded to include CV-SALTS, SFEI, the Aquatic Science Center, and the Delta Regional
Monitoring Program. Also, if individual agencies such as the State and Federal Water
Contractors Agency are to be named, then other groups such as Central Valley Clean Water
Association, SRCSD, etc. should also be listed.

Page 14, Lines 28 — 41: Missing from the “Expected Outcomes” is development of a process to
address conflicts of interest.

Page 15, Box 2-3: The Hubbard Brook Research Foundation (HBRF) Science Links Program
provides one example of a Policy-Science-Management interface. The HBRF example appears
to provide an example of a high level approach. The Science Plan should also focus on other
“down-to-earth” approaches that have been effective at bridging the Policy-Science-Management
gap. The Central Valley Drinking Water Policy Work Group effort leading to a Basin Plan
amendment is one example of such an approach, accomplished at the working group,
“practitioner” level.

Page 16, Box 3-1: Many, if not all, of the cited examples of programs using adaptive
management approaches are still in early stages and have not demonstrated real world evidence
of the adaptive management approach. Where real examples of adaptive management are
available, they should be captured in the Science Plan.

Page 18, Box 3-2: The role of conceptual models as a decision support tool for adaptive
management is emphasized. The Science Plan should also recognize the added value of
analytical models which provide predictive capability and allow for the quantified assessment of
future management scenarios, in support of an adaptive management approach that does not
require implementation of physical projects to address policy and management questions.

Page 18, Lines 3-6: The problem statement should also state that past attempts at adaptive
management have not properly considered the expected time required for changes to occur as a
result of management actions. This has led to confusion and controversy and must be remedied
in the future under the Science Plan.

Page 19, Lines 2 - 5: Including local proponents in a summit on adaptive management is an
excellent idea.
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Page 19, Line 38: Peer review of adaptive management programs will be beneficial at the initial
design stage and annual evaluations, but it should not be required for day-to-day decision
making.

Page 20, Box 3-3: Because physical habitat restoration projects are not likely reversible, it is
more challenging to apply adaptive management to them. The second and third bulleted
elements in Box 3-3 for Habitat Restoration are:

. “Qualitative and quantitative modeling and expert opinion assessment (“DRERIP
evaluation”) of possible restoration design outcomes (Boxes 3-2 and 3-3)
. Means to compare restoration outcomes to quantifiable goals and performance measures

to adjust future management steps if needed“(page 19)

It does not seem that the processes described in Box 3-3 for the Prospect Island and Yolo Ranch
pertain to adaptive management (note, there are currently two Boxes 3-3). The processes
described pertain to use of conceptual models to refine the design of habitat restoration before it
takes place, not the process for adaptive management of restored habitat after it is constructed.

Page 21, Lines 1 — 7: New monitoring and modeling teams could be created within the Delta
Science Program, similar to the proposed adaptive management team, to help synergize and
advance these disciplines.

Page 21, Line 8: Certification will provide legitimacy to adaptive management plans and should
be required rather than voluntary. Consider making the Delta Science Program the certifying
authority.

Page 21, Lines 13-16: Action 3.7 is to “Develop a shared tracking system for all adaptive
management programs and a system-wide monitoring and evaluation program...” Please clarify
what information this system will track and evaluate?

Page 22, line 38-39: It is more accurate to state that science is built on the development of
hypotheses and the subsequent testing of those hypotheses using available scientific tools.
Hypotheses are often developed in response to overarching management questions, providing a
bridge to the Policy-Science-Management dialog.

Page 23, Figure 4-1: The figure would be improved by adding management questions and
hypotheses to this depiction of the science infrastructure. Figure 4.1, a conceptual model for
science infrastructure, is missing a key component: independent peer review of proposals for
research.

Page 23, Text Box: The list of efforts to build on should be expanded to include the Delta RMP,
CV-SALTS, Delta Nutrient Objectives development and the Delta Mercury TMDL.

Page 23, lines 34-38: We strongly agree that improving the process for setting research
priorities in the Delta should be a primary focus of the Science Plan. As stated in earlier
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comments, the Policy-Science-Management linkage is imperative to the development of a more
focused and effective approach to prioritizing scientific research in the Delta.

Page 24, Line 6-15: The time period for updating a shared list of research priorities should be
identified, and completed yearly at a minimum.

Lines 8-15 state that the preliminary lists of research topics developed by the Science Synthesis
Team will be “open for public comment”. It is worth noting that currently, there is no public
review, or public preview, of Delta Science Program funding solicitations.

Page 24, Lines 17 — 22: What does it mean to say that “all funding agencies are invited to
participate in this biennial process”? Does this imply that funding will be pooled? Or those
other funding agencies will be invited to vet the topics for the solicitation?

The National Science Foundation and other funding bodies convene panels to review proposals
after solicitations. The composition of the panels is made public. Currently, the reviews of
proposals that receive — or don’t receive — funding from the Delta Science Program or IEP are
not made public, and the public does not know whether a project had scientific merit. Also,
detailed project proposals (including the methodologies proposed) are not made public.
Consequently, there is a delay of years (time between the proposal solicitation and the eventual
appearance of a study in a scientific journal) before the public has an opportunity to gauge the
appropriateness of the approaches being used to generate what is considered “Best Available
Science” for the Delta.

In a highly political and contentious arena like the Delta science arena, this process has not
fostered trust between the recipients of Delta Science Program (or IEP) research funds, and the
public, regulated community, or other stakeholders that are subject to the policies and regulations
that are influenced by the resultant research. There must be a more transparent process for
awarding public research money in the Delta science arena.

Page 24, Lines 29 — 32: It would be useful to reserve some Delta Science Program funds for
special study research investigations on the effects of rare-occurrence events in the system. Non-
native species invasions should be added to the list of unexpected events.

Page 25, Lines 9-38: A shared monitoring strategy is envisioned for the Delta. How will such a
plan intersect with the monitoring plan described in BDCP Appendix 3.E? Will an as-yet-to-be
determined, shared monitoring strategy supersede the published BDCP monitoring plan that will
become part of a permit? Since the BDCP is expected to become part of the Delta Plan, will the
Delta Science Program be ‘stuck” with the BDCP monitoring approaches?

Page 26, Lines 2 — 11: Describe how the Unified Delta Monitoring Program is expected to
integrate existing monitoring programs and the developing Delta Regional Monitoring Program.

Page 27, Line 13: A recommended first action is to coordinate with the Steering Committee of
the Delta RMP. Currently, the IEP sits as a representative of a coordinated monitoring program,
as a member of that Steering Committee. The Delta Science Program should take an active role
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and provide resources to assist the Delta RMP in its start-up efforts. This effort may either
replace or upgrade the “pilot program” suggested in Action 4.2.4.

Page 27, Lines 16 —24: Creating a new web-based information system may not be necessary as
existing systems such as CEDEN collect some of the information listed in Action 4.2.2. Efforts
should be made to evaluate existing systems that could be modified instead of creating new
information systems.

Directing, interpreting, evaluating and reporting on the Unified Delta Monitoring Program would
be an appropriate task for the Delta Science Program. Reports discussing the synthesized
monitoring data should be peer-reviewed and respond to comments from stakeholders and other
members of the public.

Page 28, Lines 31 — 38: A recommended first action under the “Data Management and
Accessibility” is to focus on the data collection and management needs of the Policy-Science-
Management Team, the Science Synthesis Team and the Focused Synthesis Teams. This will
prioritize the initial effort on the top issues in the Delta. The long term effort to provide data
access and visualization for a wide range of stakeholders is a multi-year effort with large
resource requirements that should not impede the effort to provide necessary data to the various
teams operating under the Science Plan.

Recipients of Delta Science Program research grants should be required to make their data sets
open source, to conform with the goal in Action 4.3.1 to build “a sustainable open source science
community accessing all Delta wide data and visualization and data mining tools.”

Page 30, Lines 23 — 28: A missing action item is the involvement of modelers in the Science
Synthesis Teams that are proposed under the Science Plan. Teams composed of the right
scientists, policy experts, managers, monitoring experts and modelers will assist greatly in
realizing the integrated Policy-Science-Management goals that are stated in the Science Plan.
The Delta Science Program should provide information and access to shared Delta simulation
models, including a description of conditions simulated within each model, a guide to operating
the model and an evaluation of the models relative strengths and weaknesses, created by Delta
Science Program staff.

One of the objectives for shared modeling is described as “Established community models that
are accessible, transparent, sustained by multiple sources and encapsulate the current knowledge
of the Delta system.” We suggest including some examples of community models for clarity.

Page 31, Lines 3-4: The transfer of best available science should inform policy decisions in
addition to informing management actions supporting water supply reliability and Delta ecology.

Page 31, lines 33-36: Given the complexity of the Delta, the development and use of effective
models in this synthesis effort is imperative.We strongly agree with the statement that synthesis
of scientific information on a system-wide basis should be a primary focus of the Science Plan.
It is very important that this synthesis activity be properly funded and performed at a superior
level.
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Page 32, Lines 10 — 15: The stated objective to bring together Delta researchers through
synthesis activities to foster relationships, integrate research results, and develop a shared
understanding of Delta functions and uncertainty is critically important for success in achieving
One Delta, One Science.

Given the importance of the synthesis activity, a process for action in this area is needed, led by
either the lead Delta Scientist or the Science Synthesis Team. The appointed leader should be
responsible and accountable for producing defined deliverables to address the highest priority
synthesis needs in the Delta.

Page 32, Lines 22 — 34: The plan describes a process (Delta Collaborative Analysis and
Synthesis, or DCAS) by which focused teams of “regional” and “national” experts will spend a
year to produce white papers or journal articles regarding “major issues”. Describe the process
for selecting the major issues that will be assessed by the experts.  Also, under Action 4.5.3, it
is stated:

“Funded projects will include a member of the Delta Science Program with relevant
technical expertise.”

Including a member of the Delta Science Program on projects will provide quality control for
each project and will help legitimize the work within the Delta Science Community.

It is not clear if DCAS focused teams are the same as the previously described Focused Science
Synthesis Teams? If so, one name should be selected. If not, describe how the teams are
different.

Page 32, Lines 33 — 34: Suggested rewording, with additions bolded:

“Funded DCAS projects will include a member of the Delta Science Program with
relevant technical expertise.”

Page 33, Lines 24-25: Independent scientific advice is mentioned as a companion to peer
review. The following paragraphs try to define independent scientific advice, but more detail
regarding how, who, when independent science advice would be helpful.

Page 34, Line 21: Add local agencies to the list of organizations that can initiate
interdisciplinary environmental research projects and science-based planning and management
documents in the Delta.

Page 34, Figure 4.6-1: It is unclear whether the figure depicts the process for independent
scientific advice (as noted on Page 33, lines 24-25) or for independent scientific peer review. If
intended to be the latter, the list of reviewers does not appear to be adequate to ensure that the
appropriate experts are involved in the peer review process. The stakes are far too high in the
Delta science arena to risk the appearance of bias or conflict of interest during the science
funding process.
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SRCSD Specific Comments on the First Draft Delta Science Plan

Change UC Davis to Universities to remove the implication that UC Dauvis is the only academic
institution qualified to conduct reviews.

Page 35, Lines 1 -4: The Science Plan states:

“Research results and science-based planning and management documents that do not
undergo scientific peer review or utilize independent scientific advice may result in
unchecked assessments or scientific information developed with a pre-determined
outcome in mind.”

It is important to recognize that pre-determined outcomes also occur when research in a narrow
field of interest is repeatedly funded, or when the same methodologies are used over and over
again, regardless of whether the results are peer-reviewed. Avoidance of narrow research
agendas is as important as peer-review.

Page 35, Line 35: Scientific peer review is well described in the document and is essential to
produce the best available science. A fast-track peer review is mentioned in the document, but
the process is not described. It is important to allow sufficient time in the peer review process to
locate experts in the subject area and provide them time to generate meaningful comments.
Perhaps Delta Science Program staff could provide peer reviews if an urgent issue requires a
‘fast-track’ peer review/advice process.

Page 37, Line 4: The consensus among the Delta science community is that the San Francisco
estuary is unique in its responses to inputs. One example is its ability, due to light penetration
limitation, to carry higher nutrient loads, without eutrophication occurring, compared to other
studied estuaries. Due to that uniqueness, caution should be exercised in soliciting
recommendations from scientists who have studied other large ecosystems, but who are not well
versed on the Delta.

Page 37, Lines 8 — 10: Blogs and social media have their places for informal communication.
However, they do not provide the permanent record and peer review necessary for scientific
dissemination.

Page 38, Line 7: It is agreed that champions are needed in the legislature, Governor’s Office,
and control agencies to ensure sustainability of the Science Plan through consistent provision of
resources. The Science Plan needs to include how those champions are going to be recruited and
sustained.

Page 39, Line 36 — 41: The Science Plan will provide science synthesis reports to inform policy
decisions and adaptive management to guide habitat restoration and water conveyance practices,
So it seems reasonable that their activities should be supported by a small percentage of the costs
for these projects.
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SRCSD Specific Comments on the First Draft Delta Science Plan

Appendix 1.

The Science Plan is very unclear regarding the types of documents or work products for which
“interested parties” can request review following the procedures outlined in Appendix 1. A draft
list of types of candidate written documents should be provided.

The composition of proposed independent review panels should be publicly revealed on the
review panel’s website ahead of time, with biographical sketches provided. The proponent of the
review and the general public should be allowed to comment on the composition of review
panels, and the comments should be made public to foster transparency and avoid allegations of
conflicts of interest or behind-the-scene “maneuvers”.
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Attachement 2

Information Sheet
Successful Programs with Diverse Stakeholder

Participation

Program Name: Central Valley Drinking Water Policy

Program Objectives:

Program Leadership:
Program Structure:
Program Area:

Time Period:

Stakeholders:

Outcomes:

Current Status:
Link:

Contacts:

Develop and adopt Basin Plan amendment to establish a Drinking Water Policy for the Central
Valley

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

Drinking Water Policy Work Group comprised of diverse set of stakeholders
Sacramento and San Joaquin basins (tributary to the Delta)

2002 to present

Water supply interests - California Urban Water Agencies (CUWA), Metropolitan Water District,
Contra Costa Water District

Wastewater Interests - Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District,
Central Valley Clean Water Association, Vacaville

Stormwater Interests - Sacramento Stormwater Partnership
Agricultural Interests - California Rice Commission, Northern California Water Association

State and federal agencies — RWQCB, USEPA, Department of Public Health, Department of
Water Resources

Executed 2003 technical work plan including development of conceptual and analytical models
for salts, nutrients and organic carbon, control measure studies, water treatment benefits
analysis, synthesis report

Developed Basin Plan amendment for Drinking Water Policy for Surface Waters of the Central
Valley, including narrative water quality objectives and implementation plan for
Cryptosporidium and Giardia for protection of MUN

Basin Plan amendment under public review and scheduled for July 2013 adoption
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/drinking_water-policy/

Sue McConnell and Jay Simi, CV RWQCB



Attachment 2

Information Sheet

Successful Science/Policy/Management
Programs with Diverse Stakeholder
Participation

Program Name: San Francisco Bay Nutrient Numeric Endpoint (NNE) program

Program Objectives:

Program Leadership:

Program Structure:

Program Area:

Time Period:

Stakeholders:

Outcomes:

Current Status:

Link:

Develop and adopt nutrient management plan to prevent development of nutrient enrichment
problems in San Francisco Bay and Estuary

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB)

Science Team (San Francisco Estuary Institute and Southern California Coastal Water Research
Project) funded by SWRCB with separate Science Advisors Committee and Stakeholder Advisory
Group comprised of diverse set of stakeholders, future independent science review

San Francisco Bay and Estuary
2010 to present
Water supply interests — State and Federal Water Contractors

Wastewater Interests - Bay Area Clean Water Association, individual Bay area agencies,
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation Districts, Central Valley Clean Water Association

State and federal agencies — SFB RWQCB, SWRCB, USEPA
Non Governmental Organization representatives — SF Baykeeper

Completed Data Gaps and Literature review in 2011, developing technical work plan including
development of conceptual and modeling tools to predict ecosystem response to nutrient loads
and to support evaluation of control measures as part of a long term nutrient management
strategy

In early stages of development, future Basin Plan amendment likely to formalize management
plan as approach for implementing narrative objectives

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/amen
dments/estuarynne_sag.shtml



Attachment 2
Contacts: Naomi Feger, SFB RWQCB; David Senn, SFEI; Martha Sutula, SCCWRP



Attachment 2

Information Sheet

Successful Science/Policy/Management
Programs with Diverse Stakeholder
Participation

Program Name: Sediment Quality Objectives (SQOs) for Coastal Estuaries of

Program Objectives:

Program Leadership:

Program Structure:

Program Area:
Time Period:

Stakeholders:

Outcomes:

Current Status:
Link:

Contacts:

California - Phase 1

Develop and adopt narrative sediment quality objectives and implementation plan to protect
benthic community in coastal environment of California

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)

Science Team (Southern California Coastal Water Research Project) funded by SWRCB, with
oversight by independent Scientific Steering Committee (SSC) comprised of national sediment
experts, Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) comprised of a diverse set of California stakeholders,
and Regulatory Advisory Group comprised of state and federal agency representatives

Coastal estuaries of California, including portions of San Francisco Bay
2003 to 2008

Regulated community Interests - California Association of Sanitation Agencies/TriTAC, Los
Angeles County Sanitation District, City of LA, Bay Area Clean Water Association, Sacramento
Regional County Sanitation District, and Orange County Sanitation District, Ports of LA and Long
Beach, Stormwater agencies, Western States Petroleum Association

State and federal agencies — SWRCB, SFB RWQCB, Central Valley RWQCB, LA RWQCB, Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment , USEPA

Non Governmental Organization representatives —Orange County Coast Keeper, Heal the Bay,
Sierra Club, Delta Keeper

Adopted benthic community SQOs and accompanying implementation plan as Statewide
objectives after completion of 2003 technical work plan; work was fully vetted with SSC and
SAG, first such objectives in US

Phase 2 SQOs addressing sediments as a source of bio-accumulative pollutants is ongoing
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/bptcp/sediment.shtml

Chris Beegan, SWRCB; Steve Bay, SCCWRP



Information Sheet

Successful Science/Policy/Management
Programs with Diverse Stakeholder
Participation

Program Name: Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-term Sustainability

Program Objectives:

Program Leadership:

Program Structure:

Program Area:
Time Period:

Stakeholders:

Outcomes:

Current Status:
Link:

Contacts:

(CV-SALTS)

Develop and adopt Basin Plan amendment(s) to establish a Salt and Nitrate Management Plan
for the Central Valley

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CV RWQCB)

Committee Structure (Executive Committee, Technical Advisory Committee, others) comprised
of diverse set of stakeholders, monthly meetings

Sacramento, San Joaquin and Tulare basins (Central Valley)
2006 to present
Water supply interests — Stockton East Water District, South Delta Water Agency

Wastewater Interests - Central Valley Clean Water Association, Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District, Stockton, Davis, Tracy, Manteca, Vacaville, Fresno, Dixon, many others

Agricultural Interests - Irrigated lands coalitions, California Rice Commission, Northern
California Water Association, CA League of Food Processors, Wine Institute, Cotton Group, Dairy
Cares, Western Plant Health Association

State and federal agencies — CV RWQCB, SWRCB, USBR, DWR
Environmental Justice — Clean Water Action

Executing technical and policy work plan including development of initial conceptual model,
control measure studies, archetypes, and others

Basin Plan amendment scheduled for adoption in 2016
http://cvsalinity.org

Pamela Creedon, CV RWQCB; Jeanne Chilcott, CV RWQCB; Daniel Cozad
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Information Sheet

Successful Science/Policy/Management
Programs with Diverse Stakeholder
Participation

Program Name: Delta Mercury TMDL - Phase 1

Program Objectives:

Program Leadership:

Program Structure:

Program Area:
Time Period:

Stakeholders:

Outcomes:

Current Status:

Link:

Contacts:

Develop and adopt methyl mercury fish tissue objectives and Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
to meet those objectives in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CV RWQCB) and SWRCB

Facilitated stakeholder meetings to review CVRWQCB staff reports and to develop BPA language
and principles

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
2005 to 2010

Wastewater Interests - Central Valley Clean Water Association, Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District

Stormwater Agencies - Sacramento Stormwater Partnership, City of Stockton

Agricultural Interests — Northern California Water Association, California Rice Commission, Farm
Bureau

Wetlands Interests — Ducks Unlimited, Nature Conservancy

State and federal agencies — Central Valley RWQCB, SWRCB, USEPA, CDF&G, DWR, State Lands
Commission

Non Governmental Organization representatives — Clean Water Action, Environmental Justice
Community

Adopted Phase 1 TMDL as a Basin Plan amendment in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin Plan

Phase 1 control measure special studies ongoing, all Phase 1 studies scheduled to be completed
in 2021

www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb5/water_issues/tmdl/central_valley_projects/deltahg

Patrick Morris, CV RWQCB; Ken Landau, CV RWQCB
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