
Save the California Delta Alliance 
COMMENTS ON THE BDCP PROJECT 

I oppose the BDCP Project because: 
• The proposed twin 40’ diameter tunnels have little to do with habitat restoration, and should be separated from 

the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).   The EIR for the tunnels should not be a HCP, and, therefore, should 
include all economic impacts including the impact of reduced property values and tax revenues in the 5 
counties, and the impact on the local economy, both during and following construction. 

• The Cost / Benefits Analysis (Table 9-32) identifies a net benefit of $4.5 to $5.3 billion, given an incremental 
cost of $13.5 billion.    There are several flaws in this analysis, including not taking into account the cost of 
bond interest, the cost of mitigation, which is necessary to experimentally offset the additional water take, the 
economic loss due to poor water quality in the south delta, and the economic loss of taking productive delta 
farmland out of production.   The analysis uses “apples and oranges” e.g. using 60 years for the benefit, and 50 
for the operating costs.   The project is only 10% designed:  a 37% contingency is inadequate – look at the Bay 
Bridge cost. 

• (This comment can be used for both the BDCP Project and the EIR) - The BDCP (Chapter 1B.1) and EIR 
(Table 3.1) fail to include alternatives that actually produce more water for California: Desalination, storage, 
and re-use.    After correcting the BDCP costs noted above, the cost / acre foot exceeds $1,000, ($1,900 for 
urban rate payers) which equals the estimated cost of desalination.    Given that pumps would no longer be 
necessary to transport delta water over the Grapevine, the energy differential is even lower.   

• The Authorized Entity Group, which has jurisdiction over real-time operation of the tunnels, includes the Water 
Contractors.    The BDCP, Chapter 7.1.5.1, has deferred the actual decision-making roles to a later date. 
possibly to avoid comments.   Water Contractors should be non-voting members with regard to the amount of 
water allowed in the tunnels, and pumped out of Clifton Court Forebay, to avoid “the fox guarding the hen 
house”. 

• 10% of fertile delta cultivated farmland is proposed to be taken (Chapter 3.3.6.13.2) via eminent domain for 
experimental mitigation efforts, so more desert can be irrigated.    This makes no sense given the additional 
water requirement / acre and delivery expense to irrigate the southern San Joaquin Valley. 

• The BDCP assumes (as part of its Benefit Analysis, Appendix 9A Sec. 9A.5) massive levee failures over the 50 
year life of the Plan (2% probability / year), yet we have never had a levee failure due to earthquake in recorded 
history, and UCLA researchers could not cause a levee to fail with a simulated 7.0 earthquake.    Levee failures 
have occurred due to high water runoff, a time when pumping would not be affected.    Additionally, the BDCP 
benefit is not reduced by earthquake risk to the tunnels, which would suffer the same liquefaction.    The State 
would be better served by strengthening the San Luis dam and the Aqueduct over the Grape Vine, both of which 
actually straddle earthquake faults. 

• No new water sources are identified as part of the BDCP, which makes it a waste of taxpayer / rate payer 
money.    Instead, the State should require mandatory water conservation and re-use, and invest in new sources 
of water via new water storage and desalination. 

• Planting of future permanent crops on desert soil should be denied as part of the BDCP, and when permanent 
crops are plowed under, only seasonal crops should be allowed. 

• The impact of the costs to rate payers is not in the BDCP.   Once they find out, support for the BDCP will 
dwindle. 

• The impact on navigation and safety in the Delta has not been adequately addressed.  
• Proposed recreation mitigation does not benefit the south Delta (EIR Chapter 15). 
• Construction of the BDCP may damage the aquifers, subjecting them to foaming agents and other hazardous 

chemicals. 
• The BDCP allows the X2 salinity line to move inland, jeopardizing water quality and the ability of communities 

such as Antioch to use the water for drinking or farming.   Fisheries will be impacted. 



• The giant muck ponds are forever in the Delta, and are too close to communities like Discovery Bay. 
• Citizens have attended public out-reach meetings such as the one at the Brentwood City Library, where the 

consultants were unable to answer any of our questions or comments.    Promises that they would respond have 
been ignored, and the only changes made to the BDCP have made recreation near Discovery Bay worse.    This 
is not a transparent process. 

• The 57 species being covered under the BDCP excludes many species that are at exactly the same level of risk 
and that live in the Delta. The BDCP Plan Appendix 1-A was not updated to cover the lesser sand hill crane 
even though the new alignment goes through a sensitive sand hill crane reserve. The BDCP Plan also does not 
cover the endangered great blue heron, egrets, geese and other waterfowl that live here and could be adversely 
affected by water quality degradation.  

• Recreation e.g., waterskiing, wakeboarding, and tubing would be effectively eliminated (EIR Ch. 15 Page 268) 
on the two primary recreational sloughs near Discovery Bay used for those activities:  Short-term due to barges 
and docks; Long-term because the EIR does not include plans to repair damage done to sloughs from docks and 
barges (e.g., replanting the center berm(s) and levees along primary recreational channels).  

• Destroying recreational boating for Discovery Bay residents will seriously impact the marine-based economy 
that relies on boating.  

• The BDCP has chosen the wrong alignment and in fact doesn’t study the logical alignment. The goal of the 
Delta Plan was to preserve the scenic beauty of the Delta. A 10 to 15 year construction project through the heart 
of the Delta is in direct conflict with the Delta Plan. Instead, the construction should be planned in a route with 
less impact, such as next to Hwy 5 then across from Stockton near where the East Alignment is shown.  That 
would avoid heavy trucks on the levees, avoid trucks on farm and small roads not adequate for heavy traffic 
(like Hwy 160 and Hwy 4) and construct year round. That would move the pollution to an area where there is 
already pollution due to high traffic volumes. Minimize the effect on Delta waterfowl and fish. Reduce the 
impact to Delta farms and communities. Avoid having to dewater small communities and farmers’ wells for 
long periods of time. The muck could be used to build additional lanes for Hwy 5 in the congested area between 
Stockton and Sacramento. 

• The BDCP marketing collateral and press releases announced that the tunnel muck is not harmful after all. 
Instead, it is now being called “Reusable Tunnel Material” or “RTM”. The glossy brochure stated all of the 
possible benefits and where it could be used (fill in islands to make shallower/better wetlands, improve levees). 
However, the BDCP Plan Chapter 4 sections about tunnel muck are exactly the same EXCEPT the word 
“muck” was replaced by “RTM”. Yet the write-up still talks about how the RTM needs to be stored in lined 
ponds so as not to pollute the groundwater and the maps still show large muck ponds. 
  

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
• The EIR grossly understates the impact ten years of construction will have on recreation and the Delta’s 

economy.  
• The EIR does not adequately capture the economic impact to marinas due to construction. For example, Chapter 

15 page 259 states that use of the Bullfrog Landing Marina’s boating facilities would not be effected but then 
goes on to say it is in the construction area and boaters “would be disturbed by noise and visual disruptions  and 
5 mile/hour zones which could last up to 8 years, resulting in a long-term adverse effect”. This shows how the 
writers of the BDCP know absolutely nothing about boating, fishing, etc. That marina will be affected. Boaters 
will move their boats to quieter marinas away from the construction zone. The marina will go broke.  

• The EIR does not even identify a primary anchorage in the South Delta – Mildred Island – nor label it on any 
map (e.g., Chapter 15 Mapbook Figure M15-4: Sheet 5 of 8, page 31). There are barge sites planned affecting 
getting there from the north or the south and noise disruption through the summer will make it unusable. Not 
having access to an anchorage in the South Delta will affect our communities’ economy 


