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Julle MacDonald To: Steve Thm_lpsWSAC!R‘tlFWSIDOI. Paui Henson/SAC/R1/FWS/DOI
OAOV2004 08:55 Al Michael Fris/SAG/R1FWSIDO!, ]
_¢c: Cralg Maneon/ASFW/OS/DO!, tom bayer
Subject: Delta Smelt letter/report/press release.

1 have coples of the ietter and the press release which were : i irs i

: pruvided to by Congr

Washington DC. Each of these documents makes the statement that d:Ylta sr?lga!? :?leo&:alumlrare nod
recovered and are significantty below historic levels, We have spent the last two days agreeing that we
cannot estimate deita smelt populations as we do not have the proper data to do 0, and yet your letter
and the press release categorically state we have this information. In addition we spent hours discussing
the fact that the data are inconclusive, we don't know what they show us, and all we know Is that the
situation is far more complicated than we originally thought in 1983,

We also had explicit conversations about the fact that the review was

and that most of the comments included were biased and did nmmidor tt:: mep'mm mlndope:;zum
have on the smelt; which is that we have alot of contradictory information. As a rasult of those
dlscyasnns, my understanding was that it woulkd not be necessary to refarence the review pansl's work.
Particularty given the fact that, unilke most peor review processes the authors of the paper were never
given a chance ta respond to the criticisms leveled at thelr work. Generally, when a document ls. peer
revigwed. the mments are forwarded to the authors, and they are provided an opportunity to dlarify,
provide additional information, or defend their approach. This is done to ensure that the final review is
baseq on an accurate understanding of the assumptions and underlying research supporting the work.
Despite ths fact that The revelw document was completed Novamber 8, 2003 and never transmitted to the
authors 50 that dialogue never took place.

Nowhers, in any of the documents I received are those discussions and what | understood our
fundamental agreement on the facts reflected. We also had explicit discussions about the shortcomings
in gll the data spts used 1o measure population, the fact that 1970 may not ba the appropriate benchmark
{o use in describing the "historic* poputation {(we have NEVER had any population numbers). We agreed
that our lack cfiunderstanding of smelt population dynamics was what prevented us from managing in a
manner that wquld remove significant threats to the smelt since we don't and haven't been able to
understand what and how the various factors interact to affect smelt Ropylations. None of that is reflectad
in the docum that | have received. We agreed that the Service would acknowtedge that both the
recovary plan apd the listing document were based on flawed data and assumptions but that we did not
have sufficient understanding to replace them with any other data or assumptions.

| did not insist on seeing any of the documents you and your staff were preparing because ! understoad
the need for a speedy completion of the documents and | believed that we were In agreement. | see now
that was a grave error in judgement on my part. | believe it is critical to present a fair characterization of
our understanding of the smeit to date to the public and {o our partners. The decuments | have before
me do no such thing. They ieave the impression there Is no uncertainty, that we know papulations have
declined from historic levels due to dimate chenge and project operations, without tha qualification that we
don't have any accurate population information nor do we have any understanding of the interactions
between the various factors influsncing delta hydrology. They leave the impression thet an independent
panel dismissed the San Luis and Delta Mendota Water Authority's white paper is insubstantial. The truth
is that the,panel was not independent and there were serious concemns with the process,

My understanding of our agreaments is as follows:

That the smelt would be listed again today if the Service were to be presentad with a petition.
That the ofiginel listing and recavery plan was baged on flawed assumptions and data,

That we do not have and have not ever had any good population estimates.

That we d not understand how the various faciors within the delta affect populations.

That all of the data we usa to estimate populations is flawed.




The Service wrots:

Detlta smelt poputations remain at historically low lavels,

That climate change and water Projects operations are the cauge of the decline.
That smell papulations are subslantially below historic levels,

That threats identified i the original listing remain.




