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The Delta Reform Act of 2009 (§85320(c)) instructs the Delta Independent Science John Wiens, Ph.D.

Board to review the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS) and to submit our comments to the Delta
Stewardship Council and the Califormia Department of Fish and Game. We have focused our
review on the adequacy of the science and the validity of the conclusions drawn from that
science. The accompanying document constitutes our legislatively mandated review.



ccC.
California Natural Resources Agency
Karla Nemeth. Bay Delta Conservation Plan Project Director

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Carl Wilcox, Policy Advisor on the Delta

Sacramento - San Joaquin Delta Conservancy
Campbell Ingram. Executive Officer

Delta Protection Commission
Erik Vink. Executive Director

Department of Water Resources
Laura King Moon. Chief Deputy Director

State Water Resources Control Board
Felicia Marcus. Board Chair

1U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Sue Fry, Manager, Bay-Delta Office

NOAA Fishenes
Maria Rea, Assistant Regional Administrator, Califormia Central Valley Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ren Lohoefener, Regional Director, Pacific Southwest Region



Review of the
Draft BDCP EIR/EIS

and Draft BDCP

Conducted by the

Delta Independent Science Board

May 15, 2014

Summary of Major Concerns:

—Effectiveness of conservation actions,
especially habitat restoration

—Treatment of uncertainty and use of modeling

—Effects of climate change and sea level rise on
BDCP implementation and outcomes

—Linkages between species, landscapes, and
the proposed action

—Effects on SF Bay, effects of levee failures,
effects of increased water availability

—Implementation of adaptive management

—Lack of risk assessment and decision support
tools

—Presentation of the document itself
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—Many of the impact assessments hinge on overly optimistic
expectations about the feasibility, effectiveness, or timing of the
proposed conservation actions, especially habitat restoration.
—The project is encumbered by uncertainties that are considered
Inconsistently and incompletely; modeling has not been used
effectively...

—The potential effects of climate change and sea-level rise on the
Implementation and outcomes of BDCP actions are not adequately
evaluated.

—Insufficient attention is given to linkages and interactions among
species, landscapes, and the proposed actions themselves.

—The analyses largely neglect the influences of downstream
effects on San Francisco Bay, levee failures, and environmental
effects of iIncreased water availability for agriculture and its
environmental impacts in the San Joaquin Valley and downstream.
—Detalls of how adaptive management will be implemented are
left to a future management team without explicit prior
consideration of (a) situations where adaptive management may
be inappropriate or impossible to use, (b) contingency plans in
case things do not work as planned, or (c) specific thresholds for
action.

—Available tools of risk assessment and decision support have not
been used to assess the individual and combined risks associated
with BDCP actions.

—The presentation, despite clear writing and an abundance of
Information and analyses, makes it difficult to compare alternatives
and evaluate the critical underlying assumptions.
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We noted several areas in which the BDCP efforts
are noteworthy:

-Background descriptions are detailed yet clear

-Presentation of alternative water-conveyance
designs is comprehensive and evenly balanced

-Many resource chapters are extensive and
comprehensive

-Where impacts are anticipated, appropriate
mitigation measures or avoidance and
minimization measures are often described

-The models that are used are employed
effectively

-There Is frequent reference to the important role
that adaptive management and monitoring will
play in implementing the actions

-There are in-depth evaluations of some individual
species.
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Many of the negative impacts of the project
are expected to be mitigated by habitat
restoration, some 150,000 acres.....

“Many of the impact assessments hinge on
overly optimistic expectations about the
feasibility, effectiveness, or timing of the
proposed conservation actions, especially
habitat restoration."



Delta Science Program Independent Review Panel Report

BDCP Effects Analysis Review, Phase 3

A report to the
Delta Science Program

Prepared by
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Charles "5i" Simenstad, M.5., University of Washington (Lead Author)

T. Luke George, Ph.D., Colorado State University

Mancy Monsen, Ph.D., Stanford University

Tom Parker, Ph.D., California State University San Francisco
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John Skalski, Ph.D., University of Washington

March 2014 r Delta Stewardship Council
f Delta Science Program

“In particular, the Panel observed
that the critical uncertainties
associated with presumed
beneficial effects of tidal wetland
restoration were not recognized in
the Chapter 5 summary.”
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The DISB recommended several

improvements in the scientific
framework of the BDCP

3. Initiate pilot restoration actions as soon
as possible.—
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Pilot restoration actions (and other projects
to address critical uncertainties) should be
Initiated as soon as possible, within a
scientific framework that will allow BDCP
and others to test, refine, and improve the
effectiveness of restoration.

Some studies that are already underway
can be incorporated into BDCP once (or If) It
IS permitted; other studies being planned
could benefit by addressing needs identified
In the Draft BDCP or DEIR/DEIS.

Current and planned habitat restoration
projects in the Delta should be aligned as
much as possible with the priorities
identified in BDCP and the Delta Plan.



Y arsh restorations in the Delta and Suisun Marsh could
abitat restoration that the DEIR/DEIS assumes In
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plans....What if things do not go as planned? The history of
ation shows that restoration projects rarely have exactly the
uences in the expected time frame. ... There will inevitably
there there is a large-scale failure of restored habitat to
ticipated. What happens then?
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