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Summary of Major Concerns 
 
Does the BDCP Draft EIR/EIS (DEIR/EIS) use the best available science in analyzing project 
alternatives and their effects? That is, do the analyses use science that is good enough, and use it 
well enough, for a project that is so large, complex, expensive, long-lasting, and important? 
 
We find that the DEIR/EIS currently falls short of meeting this “good enough” scientific 
standard. In particular: 
 

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

2. The project is encumbered by uncertainties that are considered inconsistently and 
incompletely; modeling has not been used effectively to bracket a range of uncertainties 
or to explore how uncertainties may propagate.  

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

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

5. The analyses largely neglect the influences of downstream effects on San Francisco Bay, 
levee failures, or effects on agriculture and their environmental impacts in the San 
Joaquin Valley and downstream.  

6. Details 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. 

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

8. The presentation, despite clear writing and an abundance of information and analyses, 
makes it difficult to compare alternatives and evaluate the critical underlying 
assumptions.  

 
 
This report expands on these major concerns, suggests possible improvements, and states our 
concurrence with the major points of a recent review of the BDCP Effects Analysis. More detail 
and specifics are provided in two appendices. Appendix A contains our responses to specific 
charge questions from the Delta Stewardship Council. Appendix B evaluates most of the 
individual resource chapters in the DEIR/EIS.  

Review Process and Approach 
 
The Delta Reform Act of 2009 (§85320(c)) instructs the Delta Independent Science Board to 
review the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS) and to submit its comments to the Delta 
Stewardship Council and the California Department of Fish and Game. To meet this 
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responsibility, we conducted interviews, held briefings, and spent hundreds of hours reviewing 
the chapters and appendices of the DEIR/EIS. Our review focuses on the science in the 
DEIR/EIS: how well the statements and conclusions are supported by current scientific 
information; how science is applied to proposed actions; how completely actions and their 
potential consequences have been assessed; and how science is communicated. To understand 
the content of the DEIR/EIS, we found it necessary to extend our review to include chapters and 
appendices in the Draft BDCP Plan. We reviewed files posted on December 9, 2013, at 
http://baydeltaconservationplan.com/PublicReview.aspx. We also considered comments on a 
preliminary draft of our review provided by the Department of Water Resources1, for which we 
thank the Department staff. 
 
Our review focuses on identifying problems so that they can be addressed. We view the BDCP 
as a rare opportunity to coordinate scientific approaches and strategic decisions regarding 
infrastructure and human resources, together with environmental, regulatory, institutional, and 
financial aspects of Delta management—all in the context of improving water-supply reliability 
and ecosystem health in the Delta. Our review has been influenced by the recognition of the 
importance of this unique opportunity, and also by an awareness that the BDCP may not yet 
mesh as well as it could with the broad goals of the Delta Plan.  

Some Strengths of the Draft BDCP Plan and DEIR/EIS 
 
Although many of our comments in this review draw attention to areas in which we find the 
BDCP documentation or analyses inadequate or incomplete, it is important to recognize at the 
outset that the Draft Plan and DEIR/EIS represent a massive undertaking. An astounding amount 
of information is presented, accompanied by an impressive array of analyses of a comprehensive 
range of proposed actions and their potential effects. The efforts of the many contributors to the 
documents and the underlying foundation should be recognized and appreciated. 
 
We mention here several areas in which the BDCP efforts are particularly noteworthy: 

• Background descriptions of the Delta environment, the CEQA and NEPA context, and 
projections of climate change and sea-level rise, among others, are detailed yet clear. 

• The presentation of alternative water-conveyance designs (CM1) is comprehensive and 
evenly balanced. 

• Many of the resource chapters are extensive and comprehensive, presenting an 
overwhelming amount of information and detail, while focusing on some of the most 
critical potential impacts.  

• Where impacts are anticipated, appropriate Mitigation Measures or Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures are often described. 

• Although the set of models used is limited, the ones 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 and evaluating their effects; there is a 
clear intention to make adaptive management a centerpiece of the project. 

1 http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/ISB-Comment-Form-040114-final.pdf. 
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• There are in-depth evaluations of individual species, particularly the use of full life-cycle 
models for two of the salmon. 

• Climate change and sea-level rise are not only mentioned, but are incorporated into some 
of the analyses. 

Major Concerns 
 
We found several broad areas in the DEIR/EIS (including referenced parts of the BDCP Plan) to 
be scientifically incomplete or insufficient. Addressing these deficiencies will strengthen the 
prospects for improving water reliability and ecosystem health in the Delta through the BDCP 
and enhance its integration into the Delta Plan. 
 

1. Expectations for the effectiveness of conservation actions are too optimistic.—
Throughout the DEIR/EIS, the BDCP actions, as supplemented by Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures and Mitigation Measures, are assumed to produce the anticipated 
benefits when they are needed to offset any impacts of BDCP actions. In essence, it is 
often argued that Conservation Measures (CM) 2–22 will have sufficient positive benefits 
for covered species to counterbalance any negative impacts of water diversions and 
changes in flow caused by proposed alternatives (CM1).This is an implausible standard 
of perfection for such a complex problem and plan, as noted in our reviews of Chapters 
11 and 12 (Appendix B). It would be better to begin with more realistic expectations that 
include contingency or back-up plans. 
 

2. Uncertainties are inconsistently and incompletely addressed.— Project conclusions or 
comparisons among alternatives or the impacts of the Conservation Measures are 
encumbered by unaddressed uncertainties. Uncertainties accompany every action and 
consequence discussed in the DEIR/EIS, ranging from the designations of habitats for 
individual species, to projections of entrainment, to modeling results used in the analyses. 
When combined, these uncertainties will be compounded and propagate. Although the 
Draft BDCP Plan discusses some of these uncertainties, they are treated inconsistently in 
the DEIR/EIS and are largely ignored in the Executive Summary. These concerns are 
elaborated in Appendix A under the heading ‘Uncertainty,’ and related concerns about 
treatment of assumptions can be found there under ‘Sensitivity to assumptions, 
uncertainty, and conflicting data.’ If the outcomes of an action are considered too 
uncertain or speculative, it is sometimes argued in the documents that this uncertainty is 
sufficient reason not to address the issue of uncertainty at all. This approach is apparently 
based on a strict and narrow reading of NEPA and CEQA guidelines, which “require lead 
agencies to assess the potential for environmental effects based on the best available 
information and tools and avoid speculation”.2 Avoiding clear articulation of 
uncertainties is not the same as avoiding speculation. By inadequately addressing 
uncertainties, the documents may fail to prepare those charged with implementing the 
Plan to deal with surprises. Unaddressed, uncertainties can pose major and significant 

2 http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/ISB-Comment-Form-040114-final.pdf, comment #4 
and others. 
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risks to the project as a whole and lead to false expectations from managers and 
stakeholders. If uncertainties are acknowledged, however, expectations of the outcomes 
and benefits of BDCP actions will be more realistic, enabling a more reasoned 
assessment of how the actions align with NEPA and CEQA standards. 
 
Although each of the BDCP actions is accompanied by uncertainties, perhaps the most 
important relate to how and to what extent the uncertain benefits of the actions detailed in 
Conservation Measures 2-22 will counterbalance the more certain impacts of 
Conservation Measure 1. It is important to recognize that Conservation Measures 2-22 
are likely to have values in their own rights and are worth implementing regardless of 
which alternative (if any) is eventually selected. It seems reasonable to us that these 
measures will likely have positive effects on the ecological health and water quality of 
the Delta. Whether those positive effects will be adequate to offset the negative impacts 
of Conservation Measure 1, as assumed in the DEIR/EIS, is uncertain, in part because 
they are given only program- rather than project-level analysis. As we state in the review 
of Chapter 11 (Appendix B), these measures are hypotheses to be tested, or perhaps 
broadly defined adaptive-management experiments. 
 

3. The potential effects of climate change and sea-level rise are underestimated.—Future 
climate change and sea-level rise are perhaps the greatest sources of uncertainty affecting 
BDCP. The Draft BDCP Plan and DEIR/EIS describe how climate change and sea-level 
rise might influence communities, species, and some aspects of hydrology, and how the 
BDCP actions may enhance resiliency and adaptation to these effects. However, the 
speed, magnitude, and intermittent nature of these changes may alter the outcomes of 
BDCP actions from what is planned. The potential direct effects of climate change and 
sea-level rise on the effectiveness of actions, including operations involving new water 
conveyance facilities, are not adequately considered. We focus on these concerns in our 
review of Chapter 29 and in a marsh-accretion sidebar in the Chapter 12 review 
(Appendix B). Similar comments could be made about the treatments of other disrupting 
factors, such as floods, levee failures, earthquakes, or invasive species, any of which 
could profoundly alter the desired outcomes of BDCP actions. 
 
In their response to our preliminary draft review, the Department of Water Resources 
noted that “the scope of an EIR/EIS is to consider the effects of the project on the 
environment, and not the environment on the project”.3  If the effects of major 
environmental disruptions such as climate change, sea-level rise, levee breaches, floods, 
and the like are not considered, however, one must assume that the actions will have the 
stated outcomes. We believe this is dangerously unrealistic. CEQA requires impacts to be 
assessed “in order to provide decision makers enough information to make a reasoned 
choice about the project and its alternatives”.4 Surely this choice should also include 
consideration of factors that may substantially alter the outcomes of the project. 
 

4. Confounding effects of linkages and interactions among species, landscapes, and the 
proposed actions themselves are insufficiently considered.—The DEIR/EIS 

3 http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/ISB-Comment-Form-040114-final.pdf. 
4 http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/ISB-Comment-Form-040114-final.pdf, comment #17. 
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acknowledges that the Delta is a complex, interacting system. In such systems, actions in 
one place or for one species will affect dynamics, both there and elsewhere, of the same 
or other species. Consequently, failure to meet the expectations of BDCP actions will 
have cascading effects. If the competitive or predatory effects of one species on another 
or the effects of habitat restoration in one place on upstream or downstream restoration 
projects are not fully considered, the effectiveness of actions may be compromised. 
Although some non-covered species are combined for analysis and some predation 
effects are considered, much of the DEIR/EIS is focused on individual species, particular 
places, or specific actions that are considered in isolation from other species, places, or 
actions. In particular, potential predator-prey interactions and competition between 
covered and non-covered fish species are not fully recognized. By failing to treat the 
Delta as a fully functioning and integrated ecosystem, however, interactions that may 
enhance or undermine the effectiveness of BDCP actions may be overlooked. The 
potential consequences of such interactions should be described and evaluated, even if 
only in a qualitative way. Our reviews of Chapters 11 and 12 (Appendix B) provide 
additional details.  
 

5. Several important effects are neglected.—Although the DEIR/EIS and Plan deal 
comprehensively with a multitude of potential impacts, we note several effects for which 
the treatment does not measure up to their importance. Appendix A gives examples under 
‘Impacts selected for thorough analysis.’ 
 
First, the geographic scope of the DEIR/EIS was defined to exclude San Pablo Bay and 
San Francisco Bay. The consequences of BDCP actions undertaken within the Plan Area, 
however, will extend downstream to affect these bays. Changes in sedimentation in the 
Delta associated with BDCP actions, for example, will not be confined to the Delta. 
Likewise, changes within the bays (e.g., tidal wetland restorations) will affect tidal fluxes 
and salinity intrusion into the Delta. Many fish species also migrate into or through these 
areas. 
 
Second, although levees receive considerable attention in both documents (as befits their 
importance to what goes on in the Delta), the coverage is disconnected and incomplete.  
In particular, neither the consequences of levee failures on the effectiveness of BDCP 
actions nor the financial implications of demands for levee maintenance receives 
adequate attention. The assumption that most levee breaches will be repaired seems 
unrealistic. 
  
Third, the increased water reliability produced by BDCP (if successful) will particularly 
benefit the agricultural sector, and these economic benefits receive quantitative attention 
in the Plan and DEIR/EIS. However, there is no parallel discussion of possible 
environmental impacts that might arise as increased reliability affects which crops are 
planted, how fertilizers and pesticides are used, or how these changes might affect 
agricultural runoff and water quality.   
 
All three of these examples reflect decisions about how to set boundaries for the BDCP 
impacts and analyses. San Pablo and San Francisco bays are not considered because they 
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fall outside of the legal boundaries of the Delta. For both levee failures and the 
agricultural impacts of increased water reliability, the argument is made that the potential 
impacts are too speculative to be included in the analyses, so uncertainty (at some 
undefined level) has determined a boundary on what is or is not considered. We do not 
believe that the processes used to determine these boundaries have been made explicit, 
nor are the boundaries scientifically justified. We know that there is a high likelihood of 
future levee breaches and that farmers will adjust their crops and management in 
response to changing water availability. Although we may not be able to anticipate these 
changes in detail, to ignore them is to pretend that they won’t happen. Sufficient 
information exists to construct and evaluate future scenarios. These potential effects merit 
more careful consideration. 
 

6. The adaptive management process is not fully developed.—In keeping with its 
importance, adaptive management receives comprehensive discussion as the third and 
longest section in our response to the Delta Stewardship Council’s charge questions 
(Appendix A). Adaptive management is the key to dealing with uncertainties and 
successfully implementing BDCP. The proposed organizational infrastructure to support 
adaptive management is well described in the Plan. Yet, although adaptive management 
is mentioned frequently in the DEIR/EIS, details about how it will be designed and done 
are left to a future Adaptive Management Team. As a result, it is unclear how adaptive 
management will be integrated into the implementation of BDCP, whether the scientific 
skills needed to plan and oversee adaptive management will exist in the Implementation 
Office and on the Adaptive Management Team, and whether the capacity to conduct the 
monitoring and analysis needed for adaptive management will be available. Because 
conditions in the Delta and responses to BDCP actions may change quickly, the adaptive-
management process must be nimble and flexible, yet the organizational structure may 
delay rather than expedite needed adjustments. Although the Draft BDCP Plan has an 
extensive listing of performance measures linked to its Biological Goals and Objectives, 
the measures needed to evaluate actions and make adjustments are not addressed 
substantively in the DEIR/EIS. Neither are there any indications of the criteria that might 
be used to establish “trigger points” at which adaptive management procedures would be 
initiated. This becomes particularly problematic if certain species are benefitting from 
actions and others are doing worse. 
 
Because BDCP actions will not likely play out as planned, it may be useful to view them 
as planned experiments or hypotheses to be tested. Consequently, it would be prudent to 
have contingency plans generally outlined before discovering that actions are not 
working as expected. Yet contingency plans are rarely mentioned in the documents we 
reviewed. We are not yet convinced that the process of actually doing adaptive 
management (rather than creating an organizational infrastructure for it) has received the 
thoughtful development it requires, given its central role in implementing BDCP and 
ensuring that impacts and benefits balance. Consequently, we have substantial misgivings 
about how well the proposed adaptive management process, as proposed, will actually 
function as a key component of BDCP. 
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7. Risks are not modeled or fully evaluated.— There are risks with almost every action 
proposed as part of BDCP. These risks can interact and cascade, with potentially major 
consequences. Risk assessment and decision theory can be used to assign probabilities, 
uncertainties, and magnitudes to various risks. Such tools could help evaluate which 
aspects of BDCP are most vulnerable to high-consequence risks and aid in preparing 
contingency plans. We found no indications that the available scientific approaches to 
risk assessment were used to any great extent in the development of BDCP. Given the 
concerns over uncertainty and the proposed adaptive-management plan, it would be 
worthwhile to consider incorporating structured decision-making into the process. We 
provide some useful references in Appendix A in the section ‘Tools for decision making.’ 
  

8. Descriptions of the alternative conveyance structures, operations, and environmental 
impacts do not facilitate informative comparisons.—A central purpose of an EIR/EIS is 
to clearly describe the alternative options—in this case, water-conveyance operations—
and their relative impacts. In the DEIR/EIS, each alternative is examined separately in 
great detail, in a consistent manner. However, because no overall framework is provided 
to draw together the specifics of the alternatives in a clear way, it is difficult to compare 
alternatives. Consequently, it is challenging to develop a rigorous assessment of the 
relative strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives, as we discuss in the section labeled 
‘Clarity’ in Appendix A. Moreover, each alternative is influenced by the areas of concern 
we have noted above. Treating all alternatives in exactly the same way ignores the reality 
that these factors affect the alternatives and conclusions about their impacts in different 
ways, further confounding comparisons. 

Relation to the Findings of the BDCP Effects Analysis Panel Review 
 
In March 2014 the Delta Science Program released the final report of Phase 3 of an Independent 
Panel’s review of Chapter 5 (Effects Analysis) of the public draft of the BDCP Plan, dealing 
with the analysis of potential ecosystem effects of BDCP actions. This review was released after 
we had completed an interim draft of our findings. The Independent Panel’s review was 
narrower and deeper than ours, dealing with a single (lengthy) chapter rather than the entire 
BDCP Draft EIR/EIS and relevant parts of the BDCP Plan documents.  
  
We have reviewed the report of the Independent Review Panel and concur with their findings. 
Here, we note several important areas of agreement in the reviews. In particular, the reviewed 
documents: 

• Do not adequately convey the sources and effects of uncertainties. Although significant 
uncertainties were included in technical appendices of the BDCP Plan, they were not 
adequately addressed in Chapter 5. In particular, the critical uncertainties associated with 
the presumed beneficial effects of tidal wetland restoration were not addressed; 

• Do not include clear statements of critical assumptions underlying many of the proposed 
actions and their consequences; 

• Characterize adaptive management as the default solution to unresolved issues and 
uncertainties, without a clear description of how adaptive management will actually be 
implemented or how it is tied to monitoring;  
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• Fail to recognize that habitat restoration is a lengthy process with uncertain results and 
timing; 

• Present modeling results without thorough sensitivity analyses or consideration of a range 
of possible scenarios;  

• Partition the Delta into separate pieces (e.g., covered species) without also considering 
linkages and the broader spatial and temporal dynamics of the Delta as a system;  

• Use a flawed analysis to determine net effects. Although a semi-quantitative approach is 
used initially, the final analysis uses professional judgment to assess net effects. As such, 
it is a “working hypothesis,” although this is not acknowledged throughout the document; 
and 

• Present a massive amount of detailed information in a poorly organized and synthesized 
fashion with no clear and concise summaries, making it difficult to evaluate and compare 
the consequences of proposed BDCP implementation alternatives. 

Improvements in the Scientific Framework of BDCP  
 
We recognize that many people have put a tremendous effort into preparing the Draft BDCP 
Plan and DEIR/EIS, which contain a wealth of detail and many useful analyses of potential 
actions. Nonetheless, the documents, and the eventual implementation of BDCP (if approved) 
would benefit from a careful consideration of the major points made above and in the more 
detailed treatments in Appendices A and B. Here, we offer several specific suggestions for 
improving science-related treatments; we follow with suggestions for improving the presentation 
of information in the DEIR/EIS. 

1. Develop adaptive institutional, regulatory, scientific, human resource, and financial 
capacities.—The ability to adapt implementation to changing conditions is the most 
important need for BDCP. It is implausible to expect that the Delta’s future will occur 
exactly as assumed in any DEIR/EIS analyses. Without the institutional, regulatory, legal, 
scientific, human resource, and financial capacities to adapt, BDCP will be unable to 
achieve its stated objectives. Broadly collaborative yet decisive governance is essential. 
While it may be premature to establish a framework for collaboration before BDCP is 
underway, it is not too early to begin planning. At this time, there is little in the Draft 
Plan or the DEIR/EIS to suggest how the many individual agencies, each with narrow 
responsibilities and its own mandates and agendas, will be integrated to conduct the 
effective research, integrative monitoring, modeling, and adaptive management needed to 
implement BDCP. Experience with the Interagency Ecological Program (IEP), however, 
shows it can be done. 

2. Integrate BDCP science with the Delta Science Plan.— The science for BDCP must be 
clearly linked to the many related scientific problems of managing the Delta, and this 
scientific capability must be widely perceived as being independent and transparent. 
Science that is fragmented and partitioned among entities and interests is open to 
advocacy, which is unlikely to improve conditions in the Delta and will ultimately work 
against long-term adaptation and the interests of the state and stakeholders. Most of the 
major science activities must be broadly collaborative. If Delta management is to be 
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guided by science, then science will need to be integrated and effectively communicated. 
The “One Delta, One Science” foundation of the Delta Science Plan provides a detailed 
roadmap for achieving this integration. Care should be taken to ensure that the 
organization and implementation of research, data management, modeling, and 
monitoring as parts of BDCP are closely meshed with the Delta Science Plan.  

3. Initiate pilot restoration actions as soon as possible.— 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 Plan or DEIR/EIS. 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. This approach can reduce 
uncertainty and costs over the duration of the project and advance the early application of 
adaptive management.   

4. Use risk-based decision analysis to gain useful insights.— A risk-based decision analysis 
of alternatives that includes some major contingencies would provide a more rigorous 
basis for structuring the document and developing a preferred alternative(s) for BDCP. A 
risk-based decision framework could be used to explore how potential adjustments in, for 
example, the size and placement of habitat restorations or the capacity of the Delta 
conveyance facility might reflect opportunities or problems likely to arise in the future. 
Such analyses could explicitly incorporate uncertainty into the comparisons of 
alternatives, while assessing other decisions about BDCP actions. Several tools are 
available (see Appendix A); although these may not be perfectly suited to issues in the 
Delta, they do provide helpful ways of evaluating relative risks. 

5. Learn from the current drought.—The current California drought presents a powerful 
example of the need for federal, state, and local agencies and stakeholders to collaborate 
in managing a complex and changing problem in the face of multiple objectives and 
stresses. In other words, adaptive management. There will be lessons about challenges 
and solutions; these lessons should be incorporated into the further development of the 
adaptive management process and organization in BDCP. 

Improvements in the BDCP DEIR/EIS Document to Enhance Understanding 
 
An EIR/EIS is a major document intended to inform policy-makers and the public about the 
beneficial and detrimental consequences of alternative project actions, including a reasonable no-
action alternative. The DEIR/EIS provides an exhausting wealth of information about the Delta 
and the likely impacts of the proposed alternatives. However, this wealth of information and data 
is not organized in a way that can usefully inform difficult public and policy discussions. Some 
improvements for the final document are suggested below; additional details for individual 
chapters appear in Appendix B. 
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1. Include meaningful summaries for each chapter.— Each chapter should begin with a 
sharply focused summary of the main points, conclusions, and important unresolved 
issues and uncertainties. We specifically note that the “Highlights” document does not do 
this and cannot be thought of as a substitute for a scientific summary. 

2. Provide a clear and concise comparison of water-conveyance alternatives.— The 
DEIR/EIS is intended to guide the selection of alternatives based on performance and 
consequences. The Executive Summary should focus on guiding the reader through a 
concise presentation of the alternatives, describing the process of selecting a preferred 
alternative, and evaluating the relative impacts of alternatives on major Plan objectives 
and operations and on the physical, biological, sociological, and economic resources of 
the Delta. 

3. Clarify performance indicators.— Inclusion of clearly defined performance indicators for 
BDCP actions in both the chapter texts and the Executive Summary would help to focus a 
discussion and comparison of alternatives and would greatly improve the usefulness of 
the document. Without understanding how performance will be assessed, it will be 
difficult to determine what qualifies as “success” (or “failure”). 

4. Incorporate uncertainties into conclusions.— Presentation and discussion of the results 
of major analyses should include some indication of the uncertainty of those results. For 
quantitative and model-based analyses, this could include likely upper and lower bounds 
as well as an average or central tendency. For other analyses, a qualitative assessment of 
relative uncertainty or confidence in the results would be useful. A discussion of the 
implications of these uncertainties on any conclusions or comparisons and possible 
actions to reduce uncertainty is necessary for managing expectations and building trust. 

5. Bolster and consolidate the support framework for adaptive management.— As currently 
described (only in the Plan; there is no description in the DEIR/EIS), the adaptive 
management process will be difficult to implement in terms of financial and scientific 
support, institutional authority, or regulatory flexibility.  It is critical that the 
management, regulation, and science supporting adaptive management for BDCP be 
integrated within a larger framework for adaptive management for the Delta. The 
DEIR/EIS would benefit from a concise discussion of how the approaches to adaptive 
management described in the BDCP Plan, the Delta Plan, and the Delta Science Plan 
could be blended into an effective and comprehensible framework. 

6. Identify and list important assumptions in each chapter— Although many assumptions 
may be covered in appendices, the most important assumptions and their implications 
should be specifically listed and discussed in the main chapter texts, especially where the 
results of analyses are presented. This is done in some instances, but the treatment of 
assumptions is inconsistent. The most critical assumptions should be highlighted, perhaps 
in chapter summaries. 

7. Consider appropriate time frames for permitting BDCP actions.— There are many 
uncertainties in BDCP actions, their consequences, and the use of adaptive management 
to adjust practices when necessary. Consequently, it would be appropriate for permits to 
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include explicit intermediate milestones and opportunities for interim evaluation and 
correction within the 50-year time period of BDCP. 

8. Spell out the details of programmatic Conservation Measures.—Currently, CM1 (water 
conveyance alternatives) is treated at a project level in the DEIR/EIS, whereas the other 
Conservation Measures are dealt with at a less detailed program level. Additional detail 
should be provided, specifying ranges of possibilities or approximate actions wherever 
possible. This will enhance evaluations of the effectiveness and consequences of the 
Conservation Measures and the ability of benefits in program-level measures (CM2-
CM22) to counterbalance any negative effects of the project-level CM1.  
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