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assume that we will
Appendix B:
ainment again. We
provide some
mical comments on

vill use Appendix
B as a case study of
how the Framework
was applied.

@ Stage Two (March)

= Technical evaluation of
the Effects analysis

= We expect that our
comments will be
incorporated into
Framework and
utilized and integrated
in the other appendices.

= We also expect our
comments to be
considered in the
structure of the “roll-
up” (new term:
integration of results)



‘pose, Objectives and
Scope

1alytical framework are not clearly

includes all conservation measures and interactions among

- = We really appreciated the incorporation of detailed
ecological principles but they need to insure that
they are incorporated into each appendix analysis.



sompleteness, Structure and
Zifectiveness of Description

k should clearly state critical
d uncertainties of the methods.

ese would be critical for adaptive management
hen the BDCP is implemented and setting
orities for special studies.

amework should describe whether other
nt science was excluded and provide

justification for the exclusion.
= Table A-5 should be expanded.







npleteness, Structure and

o)
dfectiveness of Description

!
jle

dmap of how the appendices are
ervation measures.

ear the beginning of the



pleteness, Structure and
dfectiveness of Description

oical context

text overall is well
g the several conceptual

he BDCP bring us closer to historical
or is there a regime shift that
ludes us from using that as a baseline?



roach and AVEWAIE

need to be developed to describe

nd what we think we know about
. sing the various habitats and
factors mﬂuen bundance, survival,
th rates, etc. |

ngs like habitat suitability models should not be the
ault surrogate for species models.

= Does not provide a structure for the weighted
- evidence approach. (e.g.Table A-11 is a reasonable
start but expand with more objective criteria.)



h and Analysis

is need to be scaled up to
hich is the fundamental

proach recommended by Jim Anderson illustrated

th Winter Run Chinook

ample from Entrainment follows later in this
ntation.



Approach and Analysis

the individual actions need to be
orative analysis that includes all 19

entrainment analysis does not consider the effects of
er conservation measures that are occurring
1ltaneously (and vice versa).

>chnical question: What geometry configuration is DSM2
g for modeling hydrology under future conditions?

clear how operations and annual variability of
environmental conditions are taken into account
cumulatively.




Approach and Analysis

poral scales need to be
e explicitly.

‘ 5 How will the analysis address non-monotonic
- changes over time especially early in wetland
restoration?



Models

d more objectivity in accepting
Is and other analytical

1stness of the co
imity of model predictions to desired end-points

e best models and compare them.

ndix B, we did not see a demonstration of
how potentially conflicting findings would be
resolved.



APPIE: Approach and Analysis

B the weight of evidence approach
ly developed. There was not



s5:5cale and Rigor of
AEWEE

ddress each conservation measure
lo not integrate all the

appendix B, there
] pumps.

a strong focus on the South

endix B does not adequately address
iinment in a new North Delta facility.

1etry configuration is important.



~Interpretation and
Conclusions

ot complete at this time. The
orporate weight of evidence.

nere is too much
2. Summarize effects by

able would be more effective if organized
pecies population level.



gquestions

e limits
lal for adaptive management



