


















Mill Creek Conservam;y 
40652 Highway 36 E 

Mill Creek, CA 96061 
Elif Fehm-Sullivan February 14, 2011 
Protected Resources Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
650 Capitol Mall # 5-100 
Sacramento, CA 95814-4706 
SJR Spring.Salmon@noaa.gov 

Subject: Mill Creek Conservancy opposition and concerns of any use of Mill Creek wild 
Spring-run Chinook Salmon for the San Joaquin River Settlement Agreement Project 

Dear Ms. Fehm-Sullivan, 

Mill Creek Conservancy organization and position 
The Mill Creek Conservancy is a 501-c3 organization dedicated to the continued 

preservation of the Mill Creek Watershed Ecosystem. Our non-profit organization is a 
group of landowners, members of the local community and others committed to the 
protection ofthe Mill Creek watershed for future generations. In our nearly 20 year 
history we have devoted thousands of volunteer hours to the goal of understanding 
the dynamics of resource planning and management and working for long term 
improvement and protection of this unique and important watershed. Our diverse 
group of landowners, neighbors, and various agencies have worked together over 
these past numerous years to benefit the distinct natural and cultural values that are 
contained within our treasured watershed, including very specific efforts for the 
survival of the wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook salmon, steelhead and other 
wildlife. 

Some of our successful actions to protect and enhance our wild spring-run 
Chinook Salmon include: 

• Initiated AB 1413 to protect Mill and Deer Creek from additional dams or 
water impoundments 

• Initiated, completed and have continued to implement the Mill Creek 
Watershed Management Strategy with the help of the community, 
numerous public agencies and other resource protection groups 

• Partnered with local landowners, The Nature Conservancy and Los 
Molinos Unified School District on several riparian vegetation restoration 
and enhancement projects 

• Coordinated with local Department of Fish and Game wardens on a 
Spring-Run Salmon Protection Program specifically for Mill Creek 
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• Secured funding for feral cow removal in sensitive spring-run Chinook 
Salmon holding, spawning and rearing areas on Mill Creek 

• Supported Water Exchange Agreements for fish passage flows in lower 
Mill Creek 

• Secured Federal Bureau of Reclamation grant for Lower Mill Creek 
Restoration Flow Management Agreement, completing a CalPoly Water 
Use Efficiency Study, a Department of Water Resources groundwater 
conjunctive use study and a Department of Fish and Game Surface Flow 
Criteria for Salmon Passage Study 

• Pursuing the purchasing of water rights to be used for the benefit of 
Chinook flows in Mill Creek 

• Supporting Conservation Easements on Mill Creek that limit development 
and activities that could be harmful to the habitat quality 

• Assisted with Dr. Matthew Kondolf with Fluvial Geomorphic study of Mill 
Creek 

• Support Department of Fish and Game Spring-Run Chinook monitoring 
activities and funding for Mill Creek 

These actions are proving beneficial to ensuring survival and productivity of our 
salmon resource in the Mill Creek Watershed. We therefore oppose any efforts by any 
individual, group or agency that could compromise wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook 
Salmon. 

We have reviewed the numerous documents that have been provided regarding 
this issue. It is very disturbing that a lawsuit and settlement regarding a specific 
environmental issue that is hundreds of miles from Mill Creek and completely 
unrelated to it, proposes solving a portion of San Joaquin watershed problem by 
extracting a protected endangered species from our watershed. 

The Mill Creek Conservancy has been partners with the California Department of 
Fish and Game, U. S. Bureau of Land Management, Lassen National Forest, Department 
of Water Resources, Lassen Volcanic National Park, California Department of Forestry, 
The Nature Conservancy, The Tehama County Natural Resource Conservation Service, 
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's Association, Los Molinos Mutual Water 
Company, Los Molinos Unified School District, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, Spring-Run 
Work Group, Sierra Pacific Industries and many other organizations. We have worked 
directly with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service on several projects to improve Mill 
Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon and steelhead habitat. We are deeply concerned 
that our precious and imperiled population of wild salmon are proposed to be utilized 
in a manner that could threaten their survival in their natal habitat, Mill Creek 
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No scientific documentation or potential mitigation measures provided in these 
documents that offers any comfort to the Mill Creek Conservancy. All our efforts over 
the years could be for naught if this misguided long-distance raid on our natural 
heritage is carried out. With all due respect for the attempt to improve the situation in 
the San Joaquin River, depleting Mill Creek's run of wild Spring-run Chinook Salmon is 
a monumentally wrong-headed solution to your predicament. Numerous public 
agencies, studies, grants and earnest enterprise by countless individuals have been 
committed to the preservation of the wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon. How 
can a responsible public agency suggest a proposal that is so contrary to the stated 
goals of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Anadromous Fish Doubling program, which 
has sought to increase the wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon population but 
as yet has not come close to meeting that laudable aim? 

The Mill Creek Conservancy Board of Directors has met regarding this issue and 
several Board members made presentations at the Public Workshop held on February 
3,2011 in Chico, California. Our voice is loud and clear. You must seek and secure 
alternatives to your proposal of utilizing wild Mill Creek Spring Run Chinook Salmon. 
The proposed San Joaquin River habitat will not sustain Mill Creek Spring Run Chinook 
Salmon that primarily spawn in protected habitat from 2,700 - 5,200 feet in elevation. 
The project documents are woefully deficient on numerous topics discussed further in 
this letter that would also impact the survival of any relocated Mill Creek fish. 
Therefore your agencies should not be allowed to take any eggs, smolts or adult fish 
from Mill Creek endangered stocks. 

Settlement 
NOAA, FWS, BaR, DFG, the attorneys for the San Joaquin settlement, or another 

appropriate party should have coordinated with the Mill Creek Conservancy and other 
"donor" watersheds before designing a terminally flawed solution dependent upon a 
source that is at risk of extinction in it's natal habitat. In fact it is very disturbing that 
neither the Mill Creek Conservancy nor other "donor" creek representatives were 
invited or present at the April 28, 2010 meeting regarding this project. 

The Mill Creek Conservancy is opposed to the wild Mill Creek Spring-run 
Chinook Salmon being utilized as an "experimental population." We have worked hard 
for decades to ensure that wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon remain 
genetically pure, unmolested by humans and given the best opportunity to thrive in 
their native watershed. The San Joaquin's long, convoluted lawsuit and eventual 
settlement should not include a remedy from a totally unrelated party, namely our 
wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon. 
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On page 6, section 7, line 17 - 19 of the Notice of Lodgment of Stipulation of 
Settlement it states that "The Parties neither intend or believe that the implementation 
of this Settlement will have a material adverse effect on any third parties or other 
streams or rivers tributary to the San Joaquin River." However the Settlement did not 
consider the potential material adverse effect to the donor fish population. The Mill 
Creek Conservancy believes that this proposed implementation of the Settlement 
could have a materially adverse effect on our wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook 
Salmon and therefore would not be considered for use in this project. 

CEQA / NEPA, "Reintroduction Strategies" document 
Why are there no CEQA or NEP A documents with the "Enhancement of Species 

Permit Application? You need to address appropriate alternatives and not just the 
stated plan that would take fish before the necessary habitat conditions are secure and 
determined adequate for wild Spring-run Chinook Salmon survival. How can you 
have a Permit Application prior to the preparation of a NEPA document? 

It is also disturbing that the "Reintroduction Strategies" has only a draft outline 
and is not available for public review at this time. These documents should be 
included in your permit process. Calling your project an "Enhancement of Species" 
does not encompass the potential adverse and devastating impacts to the donors 
continued existence in their native habitat. 

Enhancement of Species Permit Application 
This Enhancement of Species Permit Application will have an adverse impact to 

an endangered species, namely the wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon. That 
is of paramount concern to the Mill Creek Conservancy. You need to secure an 
experimental salmon population for the purposes of reintroduction that does not 
involve using threatened wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon populations and 
putting them at further risk of extinction. 

Our current fish population is well below any level that could even conceivably 
justify any "donation or taking" of our wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon. 
Page 77 of the permit application clearly indicates that the wild Mill Creek Spring-run 
Chinook Salmon has never met the AFRP production target in 17 years of monitoring, 
and that in fact there has been a 40% reduction in the average population in the noted 
time period. It should be abundantly clear from this that wild Mill Creek Spring-run 
Chinook Salmon are not currently or in the foreseeable future a candidate donor to the 
San Joaquin project. 
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As figure 10 on page 78 indicates, the natural production of the wild Mill Creek 
Spring-run Chinook Salmon is at its lowest point in 16 years. The target AFRP 
population is 4,500 fish, but only 362 were counted in 2008 and 220 in 2009 (page 
98). Therefore we should not be included in this program that will threaten our 
precarious fish population. How can you even suggest that wild Mill Creek Spring-run 
Chinook Salmon be used since we have never come close to meeting the USFWS 
population target since fish have been counted? 

Also, our fish should not be grouped with Deer Creek stock as mentioned on 
page 96 of the permit application. Numerous sources indicate that wild Mill Creek 
Spring-run Chinook Salmon are distinct both genetically and phenotypically, from 
other Spring-run Chinook stocks in the Central Valley. Mill Creek is generated from 
the southern slopes of a 10,500 foot volcano with an annual snowpack, natural springs 
and undisturbed, protected habitat that other spring-run Chinook streams don't have 
and can not replicate. Mill Creek's wild Chinook evolved to maximize survival in these 
unique habitat attributes of our watershed. This difference should be protected from 
dilution and distress. 

Draft Stock Selection Strategy 
The Draft Stock Selection Strategy, Draft 2010 should also be completed prior to 

any decision is made regarding this important topic. The risks and uncertainties for 
the entire program are huge and do not warrant the use of any life stage of wild Mill 
Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon. Table 6-4 on page 6-9 is inaccurate in the depiction 
of the status of wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon. It is over simplified and is 
in direct conflict with other agencies' determinations regarding the risk of extinction. 
As stated in this same report on page 7-2, lines 29 - 30: "For the past two years the 
Deer and Mill Creek adult escapement estimates have been below the 250 
threshold that puts them at high risk of extinction." Please heed these facts and 
their serious warning. Do not use wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon for your 
donor stocks. This would be an irresponsibly dangerous squandering of a precious 
natural resource that we have worked very hard to protect. 

Separation of Runs 
What measures are in place to ensure genetic isolation of introduced spring-run 

Chinook with other Chinook runs? Specifically, how will late arriving Spring Run 
Chinook salmon be separated from early arriving Fall Run? Will these measures be 
implemented prior to fish introduction and full settlement flows releases? 
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Hybridization issues 
How will any of the donor stocks be protected from hybridization? 

Hatchery concerns 
Since there is no hatchery on Mill Creek for salmon, steelhead or trout we are 

very concerned about impacts to our native, wild fish from Mill Creek. There are no 
planted fish on Mill Creek either. There is a concern that some hatchery fish may 
return to Mill Creek and have the potential to contaminate our native, wild fish in Mill 
Creek. 

Delta Survival 
What measures are being proposed to ensure that the reintroduced San Joaquin 

salmon will survive in the Delta? Are these fish being raised just to meet a court order 
but will have no chance of survival in the Delta, ocean or in the lower San Joaquin 
River designated (not actually proven) spawning area? 

Required water flows and temperatures 
It seems prudent to study the San Joaquin watershed's condition once the legally 

required flows are secured and maintained for several life cycles of the Spring-run 
Chinook Salmon. Perhaps 20 years of the additional flows could provide an indication 
if the water temperatures would be sufficient to support Spring Run Chinook salmon. 
The Mill Creek Spring Run Chinook Salmon have very specific water temperature 
requirements from the Mill Creek watershed and Lassen Volcanic National Park. How 
can the San Joaquin River provide an appropriate water climate for the wild Mill Creek 
Spring Run Chinook Salmon. The wild Mill Creek Spring Run Chinook Salmon habitat 
includes a very distinct water chemistry that orientates directly from Lassen Volcanic 
National Park that the fish utilize to navigate back to their natal stream. How can the 
Reintroduction project utilize the wild Mill Creek Spring Run Chinook Salmon given 
their specific habitat and water requirements. Have any studies been performed to 
determine the potential impacts from climate change on this proposal? 

Habitat restoration 
When will habitat restoration of proposed spring Chinook habitat be completed? 

Has a survey been completed to ascertain if adequate spawning gravel exists in the 
riverbed? Has funding been secured for continual gravel supplementation, even after 
full restoration has been completed? How much shaded riparian habitat is being 
proposed? How will interfacing with humans be minimized when the proposed 
spawning area is in a flat exposed area? 
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Different Options, Approaches and Concerns 
The risks are entirely too great at this time given the lack of protection for any 

Mill Creek Spring run Chinook salmon to be utilized in this endeavor. The wild Mill 
Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon are celebrated as holding and spawning at the 
highest elevation (5,000') in California, ifnot North America. The Mill Creek 
watershed is protected by public land ownership over 50% of the land area, numerous 
volunteer conservation easements on private land and the majority of the watershed is 
very remote without road access. Our watershed and creek are distinctly different 
from the San Joaquin river system. There is no analysis regarding this difference and 
how it would impact the chance of survival of wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook 
Salmon in the "hot, flat and crowded" environs of the San Joaquin River. It is hard to 
imagine the geo-shock that would occur to any species relocated to such a seemingly 
hostile environment given the current condition of the Mill Creek watershed. There is 
no justification of using wild Mill Creek Spring-run Chinook Salmon in the San Joaquin 
River project due to the mountain of risk to our endangered species that is currently at 
very low numbers. 

The Mill Creek Conservancy recommends that you: 
Secure and complete the legally required flow restoration 
Reintroduce water to the San Joaquin River 
Reestablish riparian vegetation and complete habitat restoration 
Study and monitor water temperatures, flows, chemistry 
Study and monitor riparian vegetation 
Study and monitor any salmon that return to the restoration area over 
several salmon life cycles 

Then, and only if the conditions warrant fish survival, consider utilizing 
nearby hatchery fish. 

The Mill Creek Conservancy hopes that these valid concerns and questions are 
heard by your agencies and that additional efforts are made to seek a more prudent 
course of action to promote fish in the yet to be restored San Joaquin River. 

Respectfully yours, 

B~'id!.) 
Mill Creek Conservancy 

Monty Schmitt, NRDC 
Neil Manji, DFG 
Dr. Mark Hanna, PhD, PE 
Rhonda Reed, NOAA, NMFS 
Stephanie Rickabaugh, USFWS 
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February 18, 2011 
 
Elif Fehm-Sullivan 
Protected Resources Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
650 Capitol Mall #5-100 
Sacramento, CA 95814-4706 
  
Re: Enhancement of Species Permit for the Reintroduction of Spring Run Chinook 
Salmon to the San Joaquin River 
 
As a Mill Creek Conservancy board member I enthusiastically support the effort to 
reintroduce salmon to the San Joaquin River. However, I strongly oppose any 
removal of Spring Run Chinook Salmon from Mill Creek for that purpose. 
 
I’d like to preface my specific comments with a simple story from my youth. I first 
encountered fish and fishing at age nine, living in rural New Jersey. Stony Brook, the 
nearest trout stream, was about ten miles away, and I would often hitchhike to it (then 
safe to do), proudly bringing home any trout I caught for Mom to cook for dinner. 
 
Near my house was a patch of woods, on the other side of which was a factory that 
made shiny little metal gears that were pretty to look at. My friends and I would comb 
through their reject piles, bringing home the shiniest pieces as “treasure.”    
 
A tiny brook wove from the factory site and then through the woods before vanishing 
into a culvert under the street. Knowing that the trout I caught in Stony Brook were 
hatchery fish, I decided to stock “my own” little stream in the woods. After making 
weirs to seal off a small section, I took a pail along on my next visit to Stony Brook.   
 
My trip was successful. I brought back a nice healthy trout, placed it carefully in my 
little stream and went home for dinner. The next morning I raced eagerly back to 
check my fish, only to find it—to my consternation—floating belly up. I was 
surprised it had died, but eventually learned that trout need cold, clean water to 
survive. Not only was the water in my brook too warm, but also contaminated by oil 
and acids from the factory. Despite my good intentions, putting a trout into that 
environment was a death sentence. 
 
Transplanting Mill Creek’s wild Spring Run fish to the San Joaquin River, without 
access to the cool, shaded, high elevation holding and spawning pools they require, 
will be no different. They will simply die. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Douglas H. Latimer 
 



 
 
 
 
 
Date:  2/18/11 
 
To:  Elif Fehm-Sullivan, National Marine Fisheries Service  
 
From:  Douglas H. Latimer, Mill Creek Conservancy 
 
Subject:  Opposition to Use of Threatened Mill Creek Chinook Salmon for San 

Joaquin River Salmon Reintroduction Project 
 
As a long-time landowner on Mill Creek and member of the Board of Directors of the 
Mill Creek Conservancy, I am committed to protecting the pristine quality of our 
watershed and the integrity of its wildlife. Commendable as it may be to attempt 
reintroducing salmon to the San Joaquin River, there are irrefutably compelling 
reasons against depleting Mill Creek’s fragile wild Spring Run Salmon population to 
achieve that end. No further consideration should be given to doing so. 
 

1. Imperiled Species: Mill Creek’s Spring Run Chinook Salmon population has 
declined from historic runs above 2,500 to such low levels that even 400 fish 
are now deemed a “good” year. But putting “good” in context, geneticists 
would quickly define a spawning population of such small size as one in 
imminent danger of extinction. Consequently the taking of even 1% of Mill 
Creek’s fish for the San Joaquin experiment would be highly irresponsible—
much less the potential taking of up to 15% as stipulated in the current plan. 

 
2. Premature Introduction: The current San Joaquin plan mandates reintroducing 

salmon prior to reestablishing appropriate water flows and other conditions 
critical for salmon survival. Any fish introduced under these circumstances 
will inevitably experience extremely high mortality rates. It would be totally 
unacceptable to expose Mill Creek’s already threatened stock to this risk.  

 
3. Genetic Unsuitability: Mill Creek’s wild Spring Run Salmon have adapted 

over the millennia to entering Mill Creek in the spring, passing immediately 
through the low elevation valley floor and climbing to their spawning grounds 
at altitudes ranging from 2,500 feet to 5,400 feet. The yearlong cold, spring-
fed water, abetted by protective canyon walls and forest-shaded watershed, 
enables the fish to hold throughout the summer, spawning in the fall. The fact 
that virtually the entire spawning area is within the roadless Ishi Wilderness 
area also protects from poaching and/or other human disturbances. 
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Mill Creek’s fish are genetically unsuited for survival in the San Joaquin’s 
diametrically opposite environment, where the fish will be unable to climb 
higher than 800 feet in search of cold water, where there will be few if any 
shaded pools in which to hold over the summer, and where road access will 
expose them to poaching and other human/suburban hazards. 
 

4. Hybridization: Existing conditions in the lower San Joaquin watershed will 
lead to swift hybridization of Spring and Fall Run Chinook due to overlapping 
spawning grounds. On Mill Creek, thermal conditions create an impenetrable 
natural barrier between Spring and Fall Run fish. Fall Run fish spawn 
immediately upon entering Mill Creek, at elevations below 800 feet. Mill 
Creek’s Spring Run fish spawn only at altitudes above 1,200 feet, and mainly 
above 2,500 feet. This guarantees lack of interaction between the two species. 

 
The situation in the San Joaquin will be totally different, with Spring Run fish 
(if any manage to survive) and Fall Run fish spawning randomly within the 
same geographically circumscribed area—from the river mouth to 800 feet in 
elevation. This unavoidable fact will lead to hybridization between the two 
species, and loss of the distinctive Spring Run genetics. Indeed, the unique 
genetic traits of Spring Run salmon directly militate against their survival in 
the San Joaquin, further increasing the risk of rapid hybridization. (Note: Mill 
Creek’s Spring Run fish tend to spawn a few weeks earlier than Fall Run, with 
only a slight overlap in time. However the San Joaquin’s different altitude, 
water temperature and other environmental conditions will influence the 
Spring Run spawning cycle in unpredictable ways. It is quite possible that 
Spring and Fall Run spawning could occur simultaneously, with wholesale 
interbreeding the result.)       
 
On a personal note, my property spans five-miles of Mill Creek running from 
a streambed elevation of 800 feet to 1,100 feet at the upper end. In 40 years I 
have seen no live Fall Run fish reach my property and only one carcass at the 
extreme lower end. I have seen only two live Spring Run fish, both of them 
sickly, near the upper end of my property. I have never seen a spawning redd 
of either species. This is pretty solid “boots on the ground” evidence that Mill 
Creek’s thermal barrier keeps the two species at least five miles apart.     

 
The best way to restock the San Joaquin with salmon, to steal a line from the film, 
Field of Dreams, would be “build it and they will come.” Restore the flows, restore 
the habitat, and there’s no question that salmon will soon begin returning on their 
own. Over time, assuming the many problems in the Delta impacting salmon 
mortality can be solved, the San Joaquin will again have a healthy run of wild fish. 
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Unfortunately this proposal is at odds with the timing mandated by the San Joaquin 
legal settlement. The next best alternative—the most effective and only responsible 
one—is to restock the San Joaquin with hatchery fish. They are best suited 
genetically to the task, and if they should fail then Mill Creek’s fish would certainly 
have met the same fate—but not at the cost of losing an irreplaceable resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. I’m confident that intelligence, facts and logic will 
ultimately lead to the correct decision.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Douglas H. Latimer 
           
 

 





















 

 

THOMAS M. BERLINER 
DIRECT DIAL: +1 415 957 3333 
PERSONAL FAX: +1 415 520 5835 
E-MAIL: tmberliner@duanemorris.com 
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DUANE MORRIS LLP     
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March 7, 2011 

BY E-MAIL:  SJRSPRING.SALMON@NOAA.GOV  

Protected Resources Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
650 Capital Mall, Suite 5-100 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Comments of the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
and the San Joaquin River Resource Management Coalition to the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s 10(a)(1)(A) Enhancement of Species Permit 
Application for the Reintroduction of Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook 
Salmon into the San Joaquin River dated September 29, 2010 and the 
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan dated December 17, 2010. 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s (“USFWS”) 10(a)(1)(A) Enhancement of Species Permit Application for the 
Reintroduction of Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon into the San Joaquin River dated 
September 29, 2010 (“Permit Application”) and the Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan 
dated December 17, 2010 (“HGMP”) to the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water 
Authority (“Exchange Contractors”)1 and the San Joaquin River Resource Management 
Coalition (“RMC”).  The Exchange Contractors and the RMC understand that the Permit 
Application is one step in the process of the reintroduction effort for spring-run Chinook salmon 
on the San Joaquin River under the San Joaquin River Restoration Program (“SJRRP”) as 

                                                            

1 The San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority is a public entity made up of 
four separate California water districts:  Central California Irrigation District; San Luis Canal 
Company; Firebaugh Canal Water District; and the Columbia Canal Company.   



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 2 
 

 

mandated
the San J

U
to the San
Endanger
that an E
salmon fo
under ES
shall not 
bypass fl
parties be
terms of 
third part
Exchang
4(d) Rule

                  

2 Stipulat
1658-LK
settlemen

3  Pub. L

4 Id., § 10

5 Id.  § 10

6 Id. § 10

7 Stipulat

8 Paragra
parties, s
in measu
who own
the Secre
for public
these two
Exchang
required 

d Resources 
, 2011 

d by the stip
Joaquin Rive

Under the Ac
n Joaquin R
red Species 

ESA section 1
for the reintro
SA section 4

impose mor
lows on unw
e mitigated5 
the stipulate
ties who own
e Contractor
e.8   

                       

tion of Settle
KK/GGH, Un
nt”).   

aw111-11, §

0011(c) 

0004(d) 

0009(a)(3)   

ted Settleme

aph 19(b) of 
hall provide

ures to be und
n or control f
etary, with th
c participatio
o sentences, 
e Contractor
by regulatio

Division 

ulated settle
er Restoratio

ct, Central V
iver as an ex
Act (“ESA”
10(a)(1)(A) 
oduction pro
(d) governin
re than de m

willing third p
and that no 

ed settlement
n or control 
rs and RMC 

                   

ement dated 
nited States D

§ 10011(b) 

ent, ¶ 14. 

the settleme
e appropriate
dertaken pur
facilities or p
he cooperatio
on regarding
it is clear th

rs and RMC 
on and the la

ement in NRD
on Settlemen

Valley spring-
xperimental 
”), provided t
permit may 

ogram. 3  The
ng the incide
inimus wate
parties.4  The
costs be imp
t, salmon are
facilities or 
expect to ac

September 
District Cou

ent provides 
e opportuniti
rsuant this S
property affe
on of the oth
g implement
hat that the se

in a more in
st sentence. 

DC v. Rodge
nt Act, P.L. 1

-run Chinoo
population p
that the Secr
be issued al
e Act require
ental take of 
er supply red
e Act also re
posed involu
e to be reintr
property aff

ctively partic

13, 2006 in N
urt, Eastern D

that “The Se
ies for input 
ettlement, an
ected by imp
her Parties, s
tation of this
ettlement req
n-depth man
  

ers,2 and app
111-11 (“SJR

ok (“SRC”) s
pursuant to s
retary of Com
lowing the U
es that the S
the reintrodu

ductions, add
equires that a
untarily on th
roduced by D
fected by the
cipate in the 

NRDC v. Ro
District of Ca

ecretary, wit
from third p
nd for coord
plementation
shall provide
 Settlement.
quires the Se

nner than thro

proved by Co
RRS Act” or

salmon are to
section 10(j) 
mmerce (“Se
USFWS to c
ecretary issu
uced SRC sa

ditional stora
any adverse 
hird parties.6

December 3
e reintroduct
developmen

odgers, Case
alifornia (“st

th cooperatio
parties who h
dination with
n of such me
e appropriate
”  From the 

ecretary to en
ough the pub

ongress thro
r “Act”).   

o be reintrod
of the 

ecretary”) fi
ollect SRC 

ue a final rul
almon which
age releases, 
impacts to t

6  Under the 
1, 2012.7  As
tion program
nt of the fina

e No. CIV. S
tipulated 

on of the oth
have an inter
h third partie
asures.  Furt

e opportuniti
juxtapositio
ngage with t
blic process 

ugh 

duced 

inds 

le 
h 

or 
third 

s 
m, the 
al 

S-88-

her 
rest 
es 
ther, 
ies 

on of 
the 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 3 
 

 

I. O

A
of the SJR
SJRRS A
there like
concerns
feasibility
contempl
of necess
the interi
concerns
because N
among ot
applicant

1. In
or
A
re
sc
1
re
es
im
re
th

                  

Further, U
which we
and wildl
landowne
public m
promulga
agreemen
persons h
experime

9 50 C.F.

10 Permit

d Resources 
, 2011 

OVERALL C

A number of 
RRP have co

Act in 2009. 
ely will be ad
 compel the 
y of implem
lated in the s
sary channel
im flows, ad
 are directly
NMFS regul
ther things, “
t appear adeq

nadequate H
r on the sche

At the time, 
eintroduce fi
chedule as d
0(a)(1)(A) P
eintroduced 
stablishment
mprovement
estoration flo
he San Joaqu

                       

USFWS gui
e understand
life agencies
ers in develo

meeting will b
ated pursuan
nt between th
holding any 
ental populat

R. § 222.308

t Application

Division 

COMMENT

overarching
ome to light
 As more tec
dditional con
implementin

menting the ri
stipulated se
l and structur
equate envir

y pertinent to
lations, rega
“whether the
quate to succ

Habitat:  C
edule10 that w

it was bel
ish and relea

discussed bel
Permit for th
to the San J
t of resto
ts, both of w
ow hydrogra
uin River.   

                       

delines on th
d NMFS inte
s, local gove
oping and im
be conducted
nt to this sect
he Fish and 
interest in la
tion.”  50 CF

8(c)(11).   

n, pp. 43-46.

TS 

g concerns th
 since the sti
chnical and p
ncerns.  The
ng or permit
iver restorati

ettlement giv
ral improvem
ronmental re
o NMFS’ rev
rding the iss
e expertise, f
cessfully acc

urrently, the
was foreseen
lieved that 
ase full resto
low that is n
he salmon re
Joaquin Rive
oration flow
which are c
aphs essentia

                      

he formulati
ends to follow
ernmental en
mplementing
d with intere
tion shall, to
Wildlife Ser

and which m
FR § 17.81(d

.   

hat call into q
ipulated sett
program doc

e Exchange C
tting agencie
ion program

ven the curre
ments, mitig
eview of the 
view of the U
suance of suc
facilities, or 
complish the

e program is
n in 2006 wh
the necessa

oration flows
no longer ach
eintroduction
er by Decem
ws and (b
critical to pr
al for the suc

                        

on of specia
w, require co

ntities, affect
 experiment

ested membe
o the maximu
rvice, the aff

may be affect
d) (emphasis

question the 
tlement in 20
cuments bec
Contractors a
es, such as N

m on the sche
ent realities o
gation efforts

program and
USFWS’ 10(
ch permits, r
other resour

e objectives 

s not being i
hen the stipu

ary infrastru
s down the S
hievable.  A
n program w

mber 31, 2012
b) necessar
roviding hab
ccessful rein

                      

al rules for ex
onsultation “
ted Federal a
al population

ers of the pub
um extent pr
fected State 
ted by the es
s added). 

successful i
006 and the p
ome finalize
and RMC be

NMFS, to ree
edule and in t
of delays in t
s to address t
d inadequate
(a)(1)(A) Per
require a con
rces availabl
stated in the

implemented
ulated settlem
cture would

San Joaquin 
s a result, th

with the goa
2, is far in a
ry structura
bitat conditi

ntroduction o

                       

xperimental 
“with approp
agencies, and
n rules.  Wh
blic.  Any re
racticable, re
and Federal 
tablishment 

implementat
passage of th
ed and releas
elieve that th
evaluate the 
the manner 
the completi
the impacts 
e funding.  S
rmit Applica
nsideration o
le to the 
e application

d in the sequ
ment was cra
d be in plac
River by 20

he issuance o
l of SRC sa

advance of (a
al and cha
ions and the
of SRC salm

                       

populations
priate State f
d affected pr
hen appropria
egulation 
epresent an 
agencies an
of an 

tion 
he 
sed, 
hese 

ion 
of 

Such 
ation, 
of, 

n.”9   

uence 
afted.  
ce to 

014, a 
of the 
almon 
a) the 
annel 
e full 

mon to 

            

s, 
fish 
rivate 
ate, a 

nd 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 4 
 

 

                  

11 Stipula

d Resources 
, 2011 

a. Curren
flow p
of wh
losses
restor
Januar
achiev
requir
includ
chann
measu
lack o

i. 

ii. 

                       

ated Settlem

Division 

ntly, the Bu
program des
hich is to co
s, and recir
ation flows.
ry 1, 2014
vable in the
rements on R
ding damage
nel capacity 
ures – none 
of funding.  

Pursuant t
San Joaqu
parties.  
required to
landowner
flows to th
seepage un
Exchange 
system fro
though the
ultimately 
nor mitiga
Reclamati
type of dam

Moreover,
prohibited
capacities.
Current ch
is only 50
identified 
settlement

                   

ent, ¶ 13(i) 

ureau of Rec
scribed in pa
ollect data r
rculation, re
.  Restoratio

4.11  Howev
 time period
Reclamation
e from leve

improveme
of which h

to both the s
uin River mu
Specifically
o mitigate im
rs under sec
he extent nec
nder section 
Contractors

om seepage t
e interim flo
 planned.  S

ated by Recl
on must com
mages from 

, under sec
d from releas
.  For exam
hannel capac
0 cfs.  All n

as Phase 1 
t and contem

clamation (“
aragraph 15 
regarding fl
ecapture an
on flows are
ver, the sch
d contemplat
n to first mi
ee and gro
ents, or ins
ave occurre

stipulated se
ust not have

y with regar
mpacts on ad
ction 10004(
cessary to ad
10004(h)(3)

s experience
that resulted
ow was limi
Such damage
lamation.  B
mplete plans 

the flow pro

ction 10004(
sing flows th

mple, existing
city in Reac
necessary ch

improveme
mplated to b

Reclamation
of the stipu

lows, tempe
nd reuse of 
e scheduled 
heduled res
ted for salm
itigate adver
undwater se
stall screens
d or are like

ettlement an
e a material 
rds to inter
djacent and 
(d)(2) of the
ddress impa
).  Growers 
d serious da

d from the fir
ited to only
e has neithe

Before contin
and work ne

ogram.   

(h)(2)(B) of
hat exceed e
g channel ca
ch 4A, witho
hannel modif
ents in parag
be completed

n”) is condu
ulated settlem
eratures, fish
f water in 

to commen
storation flo

mon reintrodu
rse impacts 
eepage, com
s and other
ely to timely

nd the Act, r
adverse imp

rim flows, 
downstream
e Act and t

acts to third p
within the se

amage to cro
rst year’s int

y 10 to 25%
er been addr
nuing with th
eeded to mit

f the Act, 
existing dow
apacity is ze
out causing 
fications to 
graph 11(a) 
d by Decem

ucting the in
ment, the pur
h needs, see
advance of

nce no later 
ows will no
uction due t
on third pa

mplete nece
r fish prote
y occur due

restoration o
pact on any 
the Secreta

m water user
o reduce in
parties cause
ervice area o
ops and the 
terim flows, 

% of the full 
ressed adequ
he interim fl
tigate agains

the Secreta
wnstream cha
ero in Reach
seepage imp
address cap
of the stipu

mber 31, 201

nterim 
rpose 
epage 
f full 

than 
ot be 
to the 
arties, 
essary 
ection 
e to a 

of the 
third 

ary is 
s and 
terim 
ed by 
of the 
levee 
even 
flow 

uately 
flows, 
st this 

ary is 
annel 
h 4B.  
pacts, 
pacity 
ulated 
3 are 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 5 
 

 

                  

12 Reintro
made ava
Program_

13 Id. 

d Resources 
, 2011 

b. Succe
achiev
river, 
conce
condit
the re
descri
River 
paragr
2” im
Decem
projec
of the
Chino
that th
in th
sched
reintro
San Jo
as des

c. Reintr
In add
limita
entrain
flushin
With 
the M
Reach
at lea
divers
Pool 

                       

oduction Str
ailable in the
_Docs/Reint

Division 

significant
with no es

essful reintro
ved if the rei
and facilitie

ern also raise
tions in reac
estoration g
ibed in para

below Fri
raph 11(a), a

mprovements
mber 31, 201
cts have bee
e Settlement
ook Salmon 
he Phase 1 p
e planning/

dule with n
oduction of 
oaquin Rive
scribed in the

roduction of
dition to the 
ations and fl
ned in the d
ng flows oc
current capa

Mendota Pool
h 4A.  To the
ast 96% of t
sions drawin
will cause t
                   

rategy for Sp
e last few da
troductionSt

tly behind s
stablished pla

oduction of 
introduction
es/infrastruct
ed by the US
ches of the S
goal, a com
agraph 11 o
ant Dam a
are to be com
, listed in p
16.  On page
n delayed b
t.  The just
dated Febru

projects sche
/permitting 
no establish
SRC salmon

er calls into 
e Permit App

f SRC salmo
poor habitat
ow paths re

diversions in
ccur starting
acity limitati
l and only a
e extent that
these fish w
ng from the 
the take per

pring Run Ch
ays at http://w
trategyFinal2

schedule.  A
anning and c

SRC salmo
n occurs year
tural improv
SFWS in the
San Joaquin R

mbination of 
of the stipul
re required

mpleted no l
paragraph 1
e 43, the Per
eyond that w
t released R
uary 2011 al
eduled for co

stages and
hed plannin
n in advance
question wh
plication can

on to the exis
t conditions 
elative to the
n the Mendot
g in May, ex
ions, interim
about 50 cfs
t out migrati
will be entra
Mendota Po
rcentage to 

hinook Salm
www.restore
20110228.pd

All are in th
construction

on to the Sa
rs in advanc
vements to p
e Permit App
River are sev

f channel an
lated settlem
.  “Phase 
ater than De
1(b), are to 
rmit Applica
which was a
Reintroductio
lso raises thi
ompletion by
d are consi
g and con
e of necessar
hether the re
n be success

sting system
described ab
e Mendota P
ta Pool.  Wh
xisting flow

m flows are li
s out of the 
ng juvenile 

ained in the 
ool.  Internal

be higher. 

mon, dated Fe
esjr.net/progr
df  

he planning/
 timelines.12

an Joaquin 
e of necessa

provide qual
plication at p
verely degra
nd structura

ment, along 
1” improve

ecember 31, 
be complet

ation acknow
anticipated w
on Strategy 
is significan
y December 
idered signi
struction tim
ry restoratio
storation go
fully accomp

m would be d
bove, due to 
Pool, these 
hen spring i

w limitations 
imited to ab
Mendota Po
salmon follo
3000 cfs o

l flow issue
 The settle

ebruary 201
ram_library/

/permitting 
2   

River canno
ary in-river, 
ity fish habi
page 43.  Ha
aded.  To ach
al improvem
the San Joa

ements, liste
2013 and “P
ted no later 

wledges that 
within the co

for Spring 
nt concern st
31, 2013 are
ificantly be
melines.13  

on projects o
oal of the SJR

mplished.   

deadly to the
the existing
fish will bec
nterim pulse
come into 

out 1300 cfs
ool and into 
ow the flow,
of total irrig
s in the Men

ement envisi

1, pp. 29-30
/02-

stage 

ot be 
near-
itat, a 
abitat 
hieve 

ments, 
aquin 
ed in 
Phase 

than 
these 

ontext 
Run 

tating 
e still 
ehind 

The 
on the 
RRP, 

e fish.  
g flow 
come 
e fish 
play.  

s into 
river 

, then 
gation 
ndota 
ioned 

, 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 6 
 

 

2. In
fu
S
th
m
sa
d
an
F
cu
ru
n
b
ag
th
th

3. In
“p
la
an
th
w
is
as

                  

14 (1) The
approxim
(2) Funds
approxim
(3) State 
estimates
(4) Feder

15 There 

d Resources 
, 2011 

constr
Arroy
cost e
estima
estima

nadequate F
unding for th
JRRS Act w

he monies ne
millions of do
almon reintr
ownstream l
nd to accom
riant water u
urrently avai
ules).  In ligh
ext five year
elieved that 
gencies.  Th
he fishery an
he Act.15   

nadequate E
piecemeals”
arger SJRRP
nd deprives 
he  SJRRP.  

with NEPA a
s to “expedit
s may be nec
                       

e annual fun
mately $10 m
s from the ea

mately $220 m
of Californi

s); and  
ral appropria

is no certain

Division 

ruction of th
yo Canal Fis
estimated at
ates indicate
ate. 

Funding:  M
he SJRRP w

was enacted i
eeded to carr
ollars for the
roduction pro
lands and inf

mplish the goa
users.  Howe
ilable until O
ht of Preside
rs, the fundin
some $40 m

he remaining 
nd restoration

Environmen
” or “segmen
P will result i
the public an
The Settlem

and other law
tiously comp
cessary to ef
                   

nds already b
million each y
arly repayme
million; 
ia bond initia

ations cappe

nty that addit

he Mendota 
sh Screens p
t $225 mill
e the costs 

Most signific
ill prevent th
in 2009, four
ry out the Re
e necessary c
ogram; to pr
frastructure 
al of “reduci
ever, absent 
October 1, 20
ent Obama’s
ng issue app

million has al
funds, over 

n program th

ntal Review
nts” review o
in unnecessa
nd stakehold

ment and the A
ws and the Se
plete applica
ffectuate the

being paid by
year ($200 m
ent by Frian

atives – appr

d at $250 mi

tional money

Pool Bypas
projects to so
lion by Rec

will be sig

antly, the cu
he achievem
r sources of 
estoration Pr
channel and 
revent damag
(such as tho
ing or avoidi
additional ap
019 from the
 announced 

pears to be hi
lready been 
the next 8 y

hat was envi

w:  Ad hoc en
of individual
ary planning
ders of the op
Act specific
ettlement pro

able environm
 purposes of

y Friant dam
million over 
nt users of th

roximately $

illion with a

y will be mo

ss, the Reach
olve and mit
clamation.  
gnificantly 

urrent lack of
ment of the pr

funds were 
rogram14 am
structural im

ge (via flood
se owned by
ing an adver
ppropriation
e federal gov
freeze on di
ighly proble
spent by the

years, are gro
isioned at the

nvironmental
l programs w
g delays, unin
pportunity to
ally state tha
ovides in par
mental docum
f this Settlem

m users to the
20 years); 
e capital cos

$200 million

a 50% non-fe

ore available 

h 2B improv
tigate this sp
The Excha

more than 

f assured and
rogram’s goa
identified to

mounting to h
mprovements
ding and seep
y the Exchan
rse water sup
ns, only $88 
vernment (du
iscretionary 
matic.  More
 Federal imp
ossly inadeq
e time of the

l review that
without a con
nformed dec
o meaningfu
at the Secret
ragraph 28 t
mentation an

ment.”  To da

e CVPIA fun

sts of Friant 

n (according 

ederal cost sh

in 2019.   

vements, an
pecific issue
ange Contra
the Reclam

d adequate 
als.  When th

o provide som
hundreds of 
s; to operate
page) to 
nge Contract
pply impact”
million is 
ue to “PayG
spending for
eover, it is 
plementing 
quate to carry
e enactment 

t improperly
nsideration o
cision-makin
ul comment o
tary must com
that the Secr
nd consultati
ate, no 

nd – 

Dam – 

to 2008 

hare. 

nd the 
e at a 
actors 

mation 

he 
me of 

 the 

tors); 
” to 

Go” 
r the 

y out 
of 

y 
of the 
ng 
on 
mply 

retary 
ions 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 7 
 

 

pr
S
th
la
in
pr

W
w
in
n
pr
R
in
th
R
m
pr
S
d
pr
th
ut

F
h
re
co
th

                  

16 CEQ r
“timed to
preparing
proposal(
appropria
narrow a
regulatio
connecte
single im

d Resources 
, 2011 

rogrammatic
JRRP initiat

hat it would 
arge-scale pr
nterconnecte
rogram as a 

With the inter
with a Findin
nterim flow p
ecessary par
rogram of th

Reclamation’
nappropriate
he annual int

Reclamation 
measures for 

roject-specif
an Joaquin R
egree the en
reparation b
he SRC salm
tility.”  We e

inalization o
ave an oppo
estoring flow
omprehensiv
he opportuni

                       

egulations n
o coincide w
g statements
(s) geograph
ate, agencies

actions and to
ns provide th

ed, cumulativ
mpact stateme

Division 

c environme
ted by the sti
prepare a PE
rogram such 
ed programs 
whole, com

rim flows, R
ng of No Sign
program.  H
rt of the over
he SJRRP an
’s contention
e and improp
terim flows w
for the entir
current and 
fic environm
River is expe

nvironmental
y Reclamati

mon is an acti
expect a uni

of the PEIS/P
rtunity to co

ws to the San
ve approach 
ity to consid

                   

note that agen
with meaning

 on such bro
hically, gene
s shall emplo
o avoid dupl
hat a “progr
ve, or similar
ent. 40 C.F.R

ental impact 
ipulated sett
EIS prior to p

as the SJRR
that have a s

mpels program

Reclamation 
nificant Imp
owever, eac
rall restorati
nd are not sep
ns to the con
per under NE
willfully ign
ety of the SJ
future dama

mental assess
ected to be r
l review perf
ion.  Howeve
ion independ
fied approac

PEIR is esse
omment on th
n Joaquin Ri
to restoratio
er and comm

ncies are to p
gful points in
oad actions, a
rically, or by
oy “scoping”
lication and 
rammatic EIS
r, such that t
R. § 1508.25

statement (“
tlement.  Fro
project spec

RP, which is 
significant c
mmatic revie

has released
pact (“FONS
ch year’s inte
on flow prog
parable or o

ntrary.  Such 
EPA.  Moreo
nore the fact 
JRRP and fa
age to land a
sment of the 
released by N
formed by N
er, it is not p
dent of the S
ch to the enti

ential so that 
he overall re
ver.  By fail

on, the public
ment on the p

prepare EISs
n agency plan
agencies ma
y stage of te
”, “tiering”, 
delay.”  40 C
S” should be
their environ
5.   

“PEIS”) has 
om the outset
ific EISs, as
composed o

cumulative im
ew prior to p

d Environme
I”) for each 

erim flows re
gram and the
f utility in an
segmenting 

over, the EA/
that a PEIS 

ail to address
and levees fro

reintroducti
NMFS.  It re

NMFS is coo
proper to con
SJRRP or tha
ire restoratio

the public a
estoration pr
ing to devel
c and stakeh
proposed SJJ

s on “broad 
nning and de

ay find it use
chnological 
and other m
C.F.R. §§ 15
e prepared w
nmental effe

been issued 
t, Reclamati
 is proper un

of many indi
mpact on eac
project specif

ental Assessm
of the first t

epresent an i
e water man
nd of themse
of annual in

/FONSI’s do
is being pre

s and provide
om seepage.
ion of SRC s
emains to be 
rdinated wit

ntend that th
at it has “ind
on program. 

and intereste
rogram and t
op an integr

holders are b
JRP.   

actions” so t
ecisionmakin

eful to evalua
developmen

methods “to re
502.4 (b)-(d)
when federal 

cts are best c

to review th
ion has claim
nder NEPA. 
ividual but 
ch other and
fic review.16

ments (“EA”
two years of 
integral and 
agement 
elves, despit
nterim flows
one to date f
pared by 
e mitigation 
.  Similarly, 
salmon to the
seen to wha

th the PEIS i
e permitting

dependent 
  

d parties wil
the alternativ
ated and 

being deprive

that they are
ng”; that wh
ate the 
nt; and that, 
elate broad a
).  CEQ 
actions are 
considered i

he 
med 

 A 

d the 
6   

”) 
f the 

te 
s is 
for 

a 
e 

at 
in 

g for 

ll 
ves to 

ed of 

e 
hen 

as 
and 

n a 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 8 
 

 

4. D
re
co
P
A
co
(t
R
A
an
fi
fi
re
an
A
w
M
T
T
A
A
M
re
re
v
pr
st
A
m
sa
b

                  

17 Permit

18 Id.   

19 http://w
Program_

20 On Ma
Sullivan 

d Resources 
, 2011 

Due Process 
eview of the 
oncerns.  Pa
ermit Applic

Application w
omprise the 
the Stock Se

Reintroductio
Application a
nd our appli
inalized in N
inalized on D
emained in d
nd informed

Application d
was placed on
March 2 and 
The URL for 
To enable tho
Application, N
Application p
Moreover, NM
esearch and 
egarding US
ol. 76, no. 2
rogram enco
tudies, there 

As a result of
make addition
almon to the
ecomes avai

                       

t Application

www.restore
_Docs/Reint

arch 1, 2011
and Rhonda

Division 

Concerns: 
USFWS 10

aragraph 14(a
cation by Se
was finalized
initial techn

election Strat
on Strategies
acknowledge
cation.”18  S

November 20
December 17
draft form fo
d assessment 
difficult.  A f
n the restore
4, 2011, a fe
the docume

orough and w
NMFS shou

pending final
MFS issued 
enhancemen

SFWS 10(a)(
4).  Due to t

ompassing nu
was insuffic

f these conce
nal commen

e San Joaquin
ilable and th

                   

n, p. 3.  

esjr.net/progr
troductionSt

, counsel for
a Reed of NM

 The public 
0(a)(1)(A) Pe
a) of the stip

eptember 30,
d on Septemb
nical framew
tegy, the Hat
s document) 
ed that “som
Subsequently
010 and the H
7, 2010.  Ho
or all but a fe

of the techn
final Reintro

esjr.net webs
ew days befo
ent seems to 
well-informe
uld have post
lization and 
the “Notice 

nt permit, no
(1)(A) Permi
the short rev
umerous bac
cient time to
erns, the Exc
nts to the SJR
n River, as m

he SJRRP pro

ram_library/
trategyFinal2

r the Exchan
MFS and we

participation
ermit Applic
pulated settle
, 2010.  How
ber 29, 2010

work for the P
tchery and G
were all in d

me discrepanc
y, the Stock S
Hatchery and
wever, the R

ew days of th
nical underpi
oduction Stra
site, but not t
ore the comm
indicate that

ed comments
tponed revie
release of al
of receipt fo

otice of publi
it Applicatio
iew period f
ckground do

o thoroughly 
change Contr
RRP, in parti
more inform
ogresses. 

/02-
20110228.pd

nge Contract
re told no ex

n procedures
cation potent
ement requir
wever, at the 
0, the three f
Permit Appli
Genetic Man
draft form.17

cies may exi
Selection Str
d Genetic M

Reintroductio
he comment 
inning of the
ategies docu
the NMFS w
ment period 
t it was final
s from the pu
w and comm
ll foundation
or applicatio
ic meetings, 
on on Februa
for such a co
ocuments and

review the P
ractors and R
icular to the 
ation from th

df 

or’s and RM
xtension wou

s utilized by 
tially raise du
red the USFW
time the 10(

foundational 
ication’s pro

nagement Pla
7  Indeed, the
st between d
rategy docum

Management P
on Strategies
period mak

e 10(a)(1)(A
ument dated F
website, som
deadline of M
lized on Feb
ublic on the 

ments on the 
nal technical
on for a new 

and request
ary 4, 2011 (
omprehensiv
d citations to
Permit Appl
RMC reserv
reintroducti
he implemen

MC spoke wi
uld be grante

NMFS for t
ue process 
WS to submi
(a)(1)(A) Pe
documents 

oject descrip
an and the 
e Permit 
draft docume
ment was 
Plan was 
s document 
ing a comple

A) Permit 
February 20
etime betwe
March 7, 20
ruary 28, 20
Permit 
Permit 

l documents.
scientific 

t for commen
(Federal Reg
e and techni
o scientific 
lication in de

ve the right to
on of SRC 
nting agenci

th Elif Fehm
ed.    

the 

it the 
ermit 
that 
tion 

ents 

ete 

11 
een 
011.  
011.19  

. 20  

nt” 
gister 
ical 

etail.  
o 

ies 

m-



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 9 
 

 

5. A
pr
n
un
pr
an
co
se
un
v
co
qu
th
es
as
re
sy
by
re

II. S
A

A
the USFW
Central V
2010.  Th
Applicati
program.
of SRC s
2019.  NM
enhancem
be found 
provides 
the follow

• 

• 

d Resources 
, 2011 

Adaptive Ma
rogram are p
ecessary to a
ndertaking a
roduct of su
n unrealistic
ostly enhanc
elf sustaining
ncertainties 
ariability aff
oncern.  We
ualitative mo
he program t
stablishment
ssessment ca
eluctant to ad
ystem.  This
y secret neg
eview, envir

PECIFIC C
AND FOUND

As part of the
WS submitte
Valley Sprin
he mandated
ion, USFWS
.   The overa
salmon in the
MFS guideli
ment of the p

d at 50 C.F.R
twelve crite

wing:  

Wheth

Wheth
the en

Division 

anagement:
proposed to b
a degree, it i
as large as th
ch a rushed 

c schedule.  T
cement attem
g population
identified th
fecting survi
 believe that
odel as now 
to be assesse
t of an indep
an be made o
ddress. A sim
 is a particul
otiations tha
onmental an

COMMENT
DATIONAL

e terms of pa
ed to NMFS 
g-Run Chino

d deadline fo
S is requestin
all objective 
e San Joaqui
ines for the i
propagation 

R. §§ 222-223
eria under wh

her the appli

her permit, i
ndangered sp

  The donor 
be guided by
is no substitu
he SJRRP sh
effort is the 
This approac

mpts while re
n of SRC sal
hroughout al
ival (see pag
t the use of a
proposed w

ed and period
pendent scien
of some of th
milar proces
larly strong n
at compel a c
nalysis, feasi

TS TO THE
L TECHNI

aragraph 14(
its 10(a)(1)(

ook Salmon 
or the permit
ng a 7-year p
is to develop
in River.  Th
issuance of 1
or survival o
3.  Specifica
hich NMFS 

ication was a

f granted an
pecies; (50 C

fish collecti
y an adaptiv
ute for a wel
hould not be 

sacrifice of 
ch could lead
ealistically it
lmon in the S
l of the docu

ge 5-12 of Fi
a quantitativ

would allow t
dically upda
ntific review
he tough issu

ss has been v
need in this 
course of act
ibility studie

E USFWS 10
CAL DOCU

(a) of the stip
(A) Permit A
into the San
 application 
permit to col
p a naturally
he goal is a m
10(a)(1)(A) 
of the affecte
ally, regulati
considers 10

applied for in

nd exercised,
CFR § 222.30

ion efforts as
ve manageme
ll thought ou
rushed by ar
science to th
d to a never 
t may never 
San Joaquin 
uments and t
isheries Man
e life cycle m
the question 
ated.  Additio
w process wh
ues that the v

very effectiv
effort where
tion without 
s or public p

0(a)(1)(A) P
UMENTS 

pulated settle
Application f
n Joaquin Ri
was Septem

llect SRC sa
y-reproducin
minimum an
permits for s
ed endanger
on 50 CFR §
0(a)(1)(A) p

n good faith

 will not ope
08(c)(2)) 

s well as the
ent approach
ut initial strat
rbitrary dead
he avoidance
ending cycle
be possible 
River.  The 

the known ex
nagement Pla
model rather
of biologica

onally, we re
hereby objec
vested partie
e on the Col
e the program
the benefit o

participation

PERMIT AP

ement in NR
for the Reint
ver dated Se

mber 30, 201
almon for the
ng, self-susta
nnual return o
scientific pu
ed or threate
§ 222.308(c)
ermit applic

h; (50 CFR §

erate to the d

 reintroducti
h.  While 
tegy.  An 
dlines.  The 
e of confront
e of studies a
to establish 
long list of 
xtreme 
an) attest to 
r than only a
al feasibility 
ecommend th
ctive scientifi
es may be 
lumbia River
m was dictat
of scientific 

n.  

PPLICATIO

RDC v. Rodg
troduction o
eptember 29,
0.  In the Pe
e reintroduct
aining popula
of 500 salmo

urposes or fo
ened species
)(1)-(12) 
ations includ

 222.308(c)(

disadvantage

ion 

ting 
and 
a 

this 
a 

of 
he 

fic 

r 
ted 
peer 

ON 

gers, 
f 
, 
rmit 
tion 
ation 
on by 
r the 

s can 

ding 

(1)) 

e of 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 10 
 

 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

If a perm
applied f
and (3) w
C.F.R. 22

1. A
re
nu
ti
fo
fi
in
d
p
or

2. A
sa
S
re

d Resources 
, 2011 

Wheth
sectio

Wheth
purpo
into ac
specie

The st
propo
222.30

Wheth
be use

Wheth
appea
applic

Opini
about 
germa

mit is issued u
for in good fa
will be consis
22.303(f).   

As noted abov
eview period
umerous bac
ime to thorou
oundational 
inalized, mo
nformed asse
ifficult.  Aga
ostponed pe
rder to provi

As discussed 
almon reintr
an Joaquin R
estoration flo

Division 

her the perm
on 2 of the A

her the perm
ose or enhanc
ccount the b
es;  (50 CFR

tatus of the p
osed action o
08(c)(5)) 

her alternativ
ed;  (50 CFR

her the expe
ar adequate to
cation; and  (

ons or views
the species 

ane to the ap

under section
faith; (2) will
stent with th

ve as a gene
d provided fo
ckground do
ughly review
technical do
st recently th
essment of th
ain, review a
nding finaliz
ide a meanin

above as an
roduction pro
River by Dec
ows and (b) 

mit would be 
Act;  (50 CFR

mit would fur
ce the propag

benefits antic
R § 222.308(c

population o
on the popula

ve non-enda
R § 222.308(

rtise, faciliti
o successful
(50 CFR § 2

s of scientist
which is the

pplication.  (5

n 222.308, N
l not operate

he purposes a

eral overall c
or such a com

ocuments and
w the Permit 
ocuments aft
he Reintrodu
he technical 
and commen
zation and re
ngful opportu

n overall com
ogram with t
cember 31, 2
necessary st

consistent w
R § 222.308(

rther a bona 
gation or sur
cipated to be
c)(4)) 

of the request
ation, both d

angered spec
(c)(7)) 

ies, or other 
lly accompli
222.308(c)(1

ts or other pe
e subject of t
50 CFR § 22

NMFS must 
e to the disad
and policy se

comment con
mprehensive
d citations to
Application

er the 10(a)(
uction Strate
underpinnin

nts on the Pe
elease of all 
unity to con

mment, the is
the goal of S
2012, is far i
tructural and

with the purp
(c)(3)) 

fide and nec
rvival of the

e derived on 

ted species a
direct and ind

cies or popul

resources av
sh the object
1)) 

ersons or org
the applicatio
22.308(c)(12

specifically 
dvantage of s
et forth in se

ncerning due
e and technic
o scientific s
n in detail.  I
(1)(A) Permi
egies docume
ng of the 10(
ermit Applica
foundationa
sider the pro

ssuance of th
SRC salmon 
in advance o
d channel im

poses and po

cessary or de
e endangered
behalf of the

and the effec
direct;  (50 C

ation stocks 

vailable to th
tives stated i

ganizations k
on or of othe
2)) 

find that the
such endang
ection 2 of th

e process con
cal program 
studies provi
n addition, t
it Applicatio
ent, made a 
(a)(1)(A) Per
ation should

al technical d
ogram as a w

he 10(a)(1)(A
to be reintro

of (a) the esta
mprovements,

olicy set forth

esirable scien
d species, tak
e endangered

ct of the 
CFR § 

can and sho

he applicant 
in the 

knowledgeab
er matters 

e permit: (1)
gered species
he Act.  50 

ncerns, the s
encompassi

ided insuffic
the finalizati
on itself was
complete an
rmit Applica

d have been 
documents in
whole.   

A) Permit fo
oduced to th
ablishment o
, both of wh

h in 

ntific 
king 
d 

ould 

ble 

 was 
s; 

short 
ing 
ient 
on of 
 

nd 
ation 

n 

or the 
e 
of 
ich 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 11 
 

 

ar
S
b
ra
w
st
sa
6
su
ob
w
ad
th

T
co
b
fi
m
un
ex

3. T
m
co
re
co
se
h
m

4. T
si
by
th
es
su
h
Jo
d

d Resources 
, 2011 

re critical to
RC salmon t
iological tar
ates, and min

will in large p
tructural mo
almon surviv
3-65 of the P
ustain the ex
bjectives con

whether the e
dequate to su
he other issu

The Exchang
oordinated w
e completed
ish for study

migration beh
nwarranted t
xtinction. 

The Permit A
may limit gro
ontaminant l
eintroduction
oncerning ac
everal years 
abitat, creati

minimizing th

The Permit A
ignificant im
y bass and o
he San Joaqu
stablishing t
ubstantially 
ave been ide
oaquin River
ocuments fa

Division 

o providing h
to the San Jo

rgets such as
nimum annu
part depend o
difications, 
val and grow
Permit Appl
xperimental p
ncerning the

expertise, fac
uccessfully a

ues raised in 

e Contractor
with priority 
d.  We recogn
y purposes in
havior and su
taking of ind

Application a
owth potentia
levels, temp
n program.  
ctions to add
after the intr

ion of in-stre
he limiting r

Application d
mpact of pred
other nonnati
uin River.  It
the presence 
increased po

entified to ad
r with simila

ail to address

habitat condi
oaquin River
 fry/juvenile

ual productio
on the imple
and restorati

wth before re
ication.  Suc
population w
e SJRRP as d
cilities, or ot
accomplish t
the regulatio

rs recommen
mitigation, 

nize that the
n the San Joa
urvival, but 
dividuals fro

and HGMP d
al and surviv
erature level
However, th

dress these is
roductions b
eam cover, p
reaches.   

does not ackn
dation on juv
ive piscivoro
t also does n
of bass near

opulation in 
ddress this p
ar impacts.  A
s this signific

itions essent
r.  The Fishe
e/adult salmo
on.  Whether
ementation o
ion measure
eintroduction
ch a serious d
within the Sa
described in 
ther resource
the objective
ons highlight

nd that the re
habitat and s

ere could be v
aquin River, 
to go beyond

om a listed p

discuss a ran
val rates of i
ls and food a
he Permit Ap
ssues other th
begin will in
providing sha

nowledge an
venile SRC s
ous species, 

not address th
r the Hills Fe
the area of t
redation.  Fu
Again, the P
cant problem

tial for the su
eries Manage
on survival, 
r these target
of appropriat
s in the San 
n of SRC sal
disregard fo
an Joaquin c
the Permit A

es available t
es stated in t
ted in the bu

eintroduction
structural im
value in coll
for example
d that at this
opulation th

nge of initial 
ntroduced eg
availability i
pplication do
han to say th
clude establi
aded stream

nd sufficientl
salmon survi
in both the l
he actions of
erry Barrier.
the Hills Fer
urther, bass w

Permit Appli
m.   

uccessful rei
ement Plan (
minimum ju
ts can be suc
te habitat im
Joaquin Riv

lmon, as disc
r the habitat
alls into que
Application, 
to the applic
the applicatio
ullets above. 

n of SRC sal
mprovement 
lecting a sma
e to estimate
s time would
hat is already

in-stream co
ggs and juve
in the early y
oes not provi
hat intense re
ishment of f
side riparian

ly address th
ival, in parti
lower and up
f the SJRRP 
.  There are r
rry Barrier an
will migrate
cation and s

introduction 
(FMP) ident
uvenile grow
ccessfully m

mprovements
ver to suppor
cussed on pa
t necessary to
estion the 

as well as 
cant appear 
on, and each
  

lmon be 
work that ha
aller number
 downstream

d be an 
y at high risk

onditions tha
eniles such a
years of the 
ide details 
estoration w
floodplain 
n habitat and

he potentially
cular predat
pper stretche
interim flow

reports of a 
nd no measu
 to the upper
upporting 

of 
tifies 

wth 
et 
, 
rt 
ages 
o 

h of 

as to 
r of 

m 

k of 

at 
as 

work 

d 

y 
ion 

es of 
ws in 

ures 
r San 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 12 
 

 

5. O
p
p
pr
pr

6. A
th
sy
p
ex
w
im
cu

T
co
st
im
es
co
re
b

7. D
so
(p
th
ru
ac
th
ru
et
g
th
st
B
ap

A
ri
F

d Resources 
, 2011 

On pages 46 t
ossibility of 
assage impe
rogram, but 
rojected or a

Although we 
he donor stoc
ystem have d
lacing them 
xtremely hig

were in health
mproved, it m
urrent situati

The very fact
ouple of dec
tocks have n
mportant bec
stablish a se
ouple of dec
ecovering ve
etter in the m

Donor stock f
ourced from
preferred alte
he Feather R
un Chinook 
cknowledge
he Feather R
un Chinook 
t al. 2008) su
enes and ess
hat Butte and
tock consists

Butte Creek a
pparently no

As noted in th
isks posed by
RC with SR

Division 

through 47 a
f using a trap
ediments still

does not add
assumed SRC

have not ha
ck, we are aw
declined in r
into the San

gh mortality,
hier conditio
might make 
ion.  

t that the Sac
cades highlig
not recovered
cause the rei
lf-sustaining

cades.  Secon
ery fast raise
much more h

from which 
m drainage sy

ernative cho
River SRC sa

(FRC), as ev
d in the HGM

River Hatcher
salmon are h
uggest that F
sentially are 
d Mill/Deer 
s of both hat
and Deer/Mi
o hatchery in

he Stock Sel
y the Feathe

RC, prompted

and 65 throu
p and haul pr
l in place in 
dress the imp
C salmon su

d time to ad
ware that ret
recent years.
n Joaquin Riv
, makes little
on and the Sa
sense to init

cramento SR
ghts two add
d enough to 
ntroduction 

g run if dono
nd, the fact t
es the questio
highly degra

the experim
ystems includ
osen by the G
almon popula
videnced by 
MP.  It is als
ry (FRH) to 
having any m
Feather Rive
not genotyp
Creek salmo
tchery-spawn
ill Creek pop
nfluence.  

lection Strate
er River fish 
d the Techni

ugh 66, the P
rogram to mo
the restorati
pact of impl

urvival rates.

equately ass
turns of adul
  Taking add
ver system, w
e sense unde
an Joaquin R
tiate the rein

RC salmon re
ditional conce
allow fish to
program wo

or fish were n
that the Sacr
on of why on

aded San Joa

ental SRC sa
ding Feather
Genetics Sub
ation appear
the high lev

so unclear w
reduce hybr

measurable b
er SRC salmo
pically distin
on are.  Furth
ned and natu
pulations sho

egy documen
due to hatch

ical Advisory

Permit Appli
ove reintrod
ion area in th
lementing th
 

sess the curre
lt SRC salmo
ditional fish 
where they a

er these cond
River system
ntroduction e

eturns have b
erns.  First, t
o be removed
ould likely fa
not available
amento SRC
ne would exp

aquin River.

almon for th
r River, Butt
bcommittee o
rs to be signi
vel of introgr
whether the p
ridization be
benefits.  Re
on are heavi

nguishable as
hermore, the
urally-spawn
ow little evid

nt dated Nov
hery fish infl
y Committee

cation discu
duced SRC sa
he early year

he trap and ha

ent status (ex
on to the Sac
from these a
assuredly wo
ditions.  If th

m habitat con
effort, but tha

been so varia
the Sacrame
d on a yearly
ail in the lon
e every year 
C salmon do 
pect the sam

he San Joaqu
te Creek and
of the SJRRP
ificantly hyb
ression with 
practices rece
etween spring
ecent genetic
ily introgress
s spring-run 
e Feather Riv
ned salmon. 
dence of intr

vember 2010
luence and h
e (TAC) of t

usses the 
almon aroun
rs of the 
aul program

xtinction risk
cramento Ri
at-risk stock
ould suffer 

he donor stoc
nsiderably 
at is not the 

able over the
ento River B
y basis.  Thi

ng term to 
for the next
not appear t

me fish to do 

uin River wil
d Deer/Mill C
P).  Out of th

bridized with
FRC genes,

ently adopte
g-run and fa

c analyses (G
sed with FRC
fish in the w
ver spring-ru
 In contrast, 
rogression an

0, the geneti
hybridization
the San Joaq

nd 

m on 

k) of 
iver 
s and 

cks 

e last 
asin 
s is 

t 
to be 
any 

ll be 
Creek 
hese, 
h fall-
 and 
d by 

all-
Garza 
C 

way 
un 
the 

nd 

ic 
n of 
quin 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 13 
 

 

R
H
H
(a
S
in
o
it
g
th
d

O
an
co
in
sa
fo
ta
pr

8. A
ex
2
su
C
by
2

D
A
at
re
w
b
su
w
ta
th
th

d Resources 
, 2011 

River Restora
Hatchery stoc
However, the
along with B
ubcommitte

ncludes the f
f the Feather
t may be pos
enomic varia
hat there is n
iversity. 

Overall, given
nd hatchery 
onsider the p
nclude condu
almon in the
oundational 
argets of the 
rimary sourc

As identified 
xperimental 
019.  Althou
upport for th

Chinook Salm
y the San Jo
007). 

Discussion pr
Advisory Com
t least 2,500
eading of the

work related t
e directly re
ustaining) sa

with this gene
arget of 500 
he risk of ext
he following

Division 

ation Program
ck or any oth
e SJRRP still
Butte and Mi
ee provided f
fact that this 
r River sprin

ssible to pres
ation.  Howe

no reasonable

n the substan
influence in

pros and con
ucting more 
e San Joaquin
documents d
reintroducti

ce of donor s

in Permit A
population o

ugh the basis
he numbers i
mon to the U
oaquin River 

resented in th
mmittee is aw
 adults, may
e Recommen
to identifyin
lated to the m
almonid popu
eral concern
adult spawn
tinction is lik

g reasons: 

m (SJRRP) t
her hatchery 
l included th
ill/Deer Cree
for using Fea
stock appea

ng-run, and t
serve some c
ever, the Gen
e way to pre

ntial degree 
n Feather Riv
ns of excludi
studies on b
n River.  Fur
do not adequ
ion program 
stock.   

Application, t
of SRC salm
s for this targ
is presented 

Upper San Jo
Restoration

he Recomm
ware that an

y be necessar
ndation Repo
ng extinction
minimum po
ulation for a

n and further 
ners annually
kely to be to

to recommen
origin stock

he Feather Ri
ek stocks).  T
ather River S
ars to retain r
that through 
component o
netics Subco

edict the outc

of uncertain
ver fish, we r
ing this popu
broodstock se
rther, the Pe
uately addres
of a scenari

the Conserva
mon is a mini
get is not ide
in the Recom

oaquin River 
n Program Te

mendation Re
n annual run 
ry for a viab
ort is that the

n risk of exis
opulation siz
a restoration 
suggest that

y based on on
oo low to pro

nd against th
k for use in r
iver stock in
The rationale
SRC salmon
remnants of 
careful man

of the ancestr
ommittee ack
come in term

nty and risk i
recommend 
ulation from 
election befo

ermit Applica
ss the impac
io in which t

ation Program
imum annua
entified in th
mmendation
(“Recomme

echnical Adv

eport indicate
size of great
le self-sustai
e minimum 

sting salmon
ze necessary 
(i.e., reintro

t the 2012-20
ne or more o
ovide for a v

he use of the
reintroductio
n the preferre
e that the Ge

n as part of th
the phenoty

nagement of 
ral Central V
knowledges 

ms of genetic

involved wit
that the HG
the donor st

ore reintrodu
ation and un

cts on the ass
the FRH is th

m’s target fo
al return of 5
he Permit Ap
ns on Restori
endations Re
visory Comm

es that the T
ter than 500 
ining popula
population s
id populatio
to provide a

oduction) pro
019 reintrod
of the criteria
viable salmon

e Feather Riv
on (Meade 20
ed alternativ
enetics 
he donor sto

ype and ance
the broodsto

Valley spring
in the HGM

c variation an

th hybridizat
GMP further 

tock.  This m
ucing SRC 
nderlying 
sumptions an
he only or 

or the 
500 adults by
pplication, 
ing Spring-ru
eport”) prepa
mittee (Mead

echnical 
adults, perh

ation.  Our 
size is based
ns and may 
a viable (self
oject.  We ag
duction perio
a used to ass
n population

ver 
007).  

ve 

ck 
stry 
ock, 
g-run 

MP 
nd 

tion 

may 

nd 

y 

un 
ared 
de 

haps 

d on 
not 
f-
gree 
od 
sess 
n for 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 14 
 

 

In
an
co
as
ta
sa
A
nu

9. O
m
re
ex
is
(N
sa
se
st
as

F
v
g
pr
as

d Resources 
, 2011 

a. Total 
appro
for Ch
calcul
should

b. Conve
annua
times 
at a ve

c. Simila
the 50
an est
times 
effect

n summary, 
nnually seem
oncerns) tha
ssumptions u
arget itself m
almon in the

Advisory Com
umber of ad

Of the variou
most sensitive
equirements 
xtended pre-
s why they h
NMFS 1998
almon to the
eem highly u
tock to deve
ssuming that

or the reintr
iable self-su
oal of the re
rogram docu
ssessment of

Division 

population s
ximated by m
hinook salmo
lation, the an
d be approxi

ersely, calcu
al run size of
3).  Using th
ery high risk

arly, using th
00 fish target
timate of the
0.2).  Using
ive populatio

the 2012-20
ms to be base
at may not be
underlying t

may be too lo
e San Joaquin
mmittee reco

dults. 

us anadromou
e to environm
for cool wat

-spawn hold
historically w
).  So, the no

e highly alter
unlikely to e
lop into a vi
t many of th

oduction pro
ustaining pop
introduction
uments.  And
f the biologi

size per gene
multiplying 
on is assume
nnual run siz
imately 830 

ulating the to
f 500 yields a
his single cri
k of extinctio

he calculated
t (N = 1,500
 effective po

g this single c
on size of 30

019 Reintrod
ed on criteria
e entirely app
he criteria u

ow to provid
n River.  We
onsider these

us salmonid 
mental modi
ter for all of
ing, spawnin

were confine
otion of tryin
red San Joaq
expect a tran
able populat

he poor habit

ogram to be 
pulation over
n program as
d yet we hav
cal feasibilit

eration (N) i
the annual r

ed to be 3 (A
ze to satisfy t
(2,500 divid

otal populatio
an estimated
iterion woul
on.  

d total popul
0) and the ass
opulation siz
criterion wou
00 would be

duction Perio
a used to est
plicable to a

used to identi
de a truly via
e recommen
e assumption

races, sprin
ification.  Th

f their life his
ng, egg incub
d to higher e
ng to reintro
quin River ap
splanted out
tion in the m
tat condition

successful, i
r the long ter
s identified in
ve not seen in
ty of establis

s not the ann
run size by th
Allendorf et a
the 2,500 tot

ded by 3). 

on size per g
d total popul
d suggest th

lation size pe
sumed Ne/N
ze per genera
uld suggest 
 at a very hig

od target of 5
timate extinc
a reintroduct
ify the target

able populati
d that NMFS
ns and mean

g-run Chino
hey have the
story stages 
bation, reari
elevation rea
oduce the mo
ppears far-fe
t-of-basin sp

much-altered 
ns could be im

it must lead 
rm.  Self-sus
n the stipula
n any of the 
shing a susta

nual run size
he generatio
al. 1997).  U
tal populatio

generation ba
ation size (N

hat the popul

er generation
N ratio of 0.2
ation (Ne) of
that a popul
gh risk of ex

500 adult Ch
ction risk (us
ion project. 
t value are v
on of spring
S, USFWS a

ns for arrivin

ook salmon a
e most dema
from adult m

ing, and outm
aches above 
ost environm
etched.  In ge
ring-run Chi
San Joaquin

mproved. 

to the establ
stainability c

ated settleme
documents 

ainable popu

e, but is 
n length, wh

Using this 
on criterion 

ased on a tar
N) of 1,500 (
ation would 

n (N) based 
 would prov
f 300 (1,500
ation with an
xtinction.  

hinook salmo
sing genetic 
 Even if the 

valid, the actu
g-run Chinoo
and the Tech
ng at the targ

are probably 
anding 
migration, 
migration.  T
about 1500 

mentally sens
eneral, it wo
inook salmo
n River even

lishment of a
clearly is the
ent and other
a real 

ulation of SR

hich 

rget 
(500 
be 

on 
vide 
 
n 

on 

ual 
ok 
hnical 
get 

the 

This 
ft 

sitive 
ould 
on 
n 

a 
e 
r 

RC 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 15 
 

 

sa
ch
in

In
n
b
w
b
pr
“r
pr
h
gu

In
su
th
T
P
u
en
st

d Resources 
, 2011 

almon in the
hallenges as
n the future u

n searching f
one of the re
iologically f

would not be 
ecame extirp
roblems wer
restoration f
rescribed in 
ave an exper
uarantee tha

n order to pr
urvival rate f
he parent pop

The discussio
ermit Applic
sing the indi
nough to ach
tage survival

a. Egg-to
egg to
“survi
averag
is littl
studie
There
area o
daily w
tempe
spawn
schedu
period
cited i
Joaqu
the an
make 
discus

Division 

e San Joaquin
sociated wit
under the “ad

for some not
eports direct
feasible (i.e. 
successful n

pated), and s
re corrected,
flows” plus t
the settleme
rimental pro

at it will be s

roduce a viab
from egg to 
pulation in t

on of likely s
cation.  Thes
icated rates, 
hieve sustain
l estimates c

o-fry:  The r
o emergent fr
ival rates un
ge expected 
e discussion

es done on th
e is no discus
of the San Jo
water tempe

eratures are o
ning and incu
ule may imp
ds of subopti
in the Permi

uin River.  Fu
nticipated wa
temperature

ssed generall

n River.  Th
th the progra
daptive man

tion of wheth
ly address th
sustainable 

now under ex
some optimi
, but does no
the various s
ent and NMF
ogram that w
uccessful. 

ble populatio
returning ad
he long term
survival rate
se rates are e
the total sur

nability (1:1 
cited in the A

report cites 4
fry.  Yet on p
der natural c
survival rate

n to support t
he Tuolumne
ssion of how

oaquin River
eratures reco
often subopt
ubation life 
prove condit
imal conditio
t Applicatio
urthermore, 
armer condit
e conditions 
ly in several

he numerous 
am but only t
nagement” um

her the reint
he question o
runs).  Ther
xisting cond
stic views th

ot indicate an
tructural and

FS recovery 
will likely cos

on, regardles
dult spawner
m.  All of the
s is only brie
extremely op
rvival rate fr
return ratio)

Application a

40% as the e
page 60 of th
conditions us
e would hav
this estimate
e River unde

w conditions 
.  However, 
rded 1.5 mil

timal and som
stages.  Imp
ions somewh
ons.  Therefo
n is likely an
this estimate
tions associa
even worse.
l of the progr

documents h
treat them as
mbrella.  

troduction pr
of whether th
e is much m

ditions (of co
hat it might w
ny prognosis
d channel m
plan.  Absen
st in excess o

ss of the pop
r must excee
e documents 
efly discusse
ptimistic and
om egg to re
). Our comm
are presented

stimated sur
he Permit Ap
sually do no
e to be some

e except to n
er optimal w
might differ
a brief revie

les below Fr
metimes crit
lementation
hat, but still 

fore, the 40%
n overestima
e does not in
ated with clim
  Although c
ram docume

highlight un
s things to st

rogram woul
he program w

mention of ho
ourse that’s w
work if all th
s for conditio
odifications 
nt a rational 
of $1 billion

pulation size,
d that neces
seem to avo

ed on pages 
d likely unre
eturned adul

ments on the 
d below. 

rvival rate fr
pplication, it
ot exceed 40%
ething less th

note that it w
ater tempera
r in the expec
ew of existin
riant Dam rev
tical for both
 of the Resto
would leave

% egg-to-fry 
ate for applic
nclude any co
mate change
climate warm
ents (e.g. Lin

ncertainties a
tudy and add

ld be succes
would be 

ow reintrodu
why the fish 
he major 
ons with the 
projects 
strategy, we

n with little 

, the total 
sary to repla

oid this topic
12-13 in the
alistic.  Even
t (0.0004) is
specific life 

rom deposite
t is cited that
%.”  So the 
han 40%.  Th
as obtained 

ature conditi
cted spawnin

ng maximum
veal that 

h Chinook 
oration Flow
e frequent 
survival rate
cation to the
onsideration

e, which wou
ming impact
ndley et al. 

and 
dress 

sful, 

uction 

new 

e 

ace 
c.  
e 
n 
s not 

ed 
t 

here 
from 
ons.  
ng 

m 

w 

e 
e San 
n of 
uld 
s are 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 16 
 

 

A
A
ex
d
th
n
eg

d Resources 
, 2011 

2007)
reintro
accou
model
Chino

b. Fry-to
assess
disper
suppo
questi
much 
Althou
proble
realist
likelih
nonna
in the 
popul
manag

c. Smolt
unreal
good 
than a
Althou
comm
ocean
about 
a refer
rates w
River
than th
Small

Applying the 
Application to
xactly a 1:1 
erived from 
he desire ans
ot supported
ggs/female (

Division 

, the expecte
oduction of S

unting of the 
ling efforts u

ook runs to th

o-smolt: A 5
s this rate be
rsing parr is 
orted with ref
ionable given
worse than 
ugh there ar
ems (e.g. pre
tic limits of w
hood of extre
ative fish spe

lower San J
ations of suc
gement agen

t-to-adult: Th
listically hig
shape.  The 

a personal co
ugh we did n

ment submitta
n-type Chino

0.5%.  The 
rence for the
were taken o
.  Snake Riv
he subyearli
ler smolts na

life cycle su
o the stated 
adult return 
a sound rev

swer. We no
d by referenc
(DWR 2003)

ed conseque
SRC salmon
anticipated 

used to proje
he San Joaqu

% rate is qu
cause the de
necessarily 
ferences, the
n that migra
those in the 
e plans to stu
edation) in th
what can be 
emely high p
ecies (e.g. str
Joaquin Rive
ch predatory
ncies. 

he cited 2.5%
gh for subyea
Permit Appl

ommunicatio
not have tim
al, our previ
ok suggest r
Permit Appl

e Snake Rive
out of contex
ver spring Ch
ing smolts th
aturally have

urvival rates 
(elsewhere) 
ratio.  This 
iew of the sc
te too that th

ces and that a
). 

nces specific
n to the San J
warming con
ect future po
uin River. 

oted for fry 
efinition of w
vague.  Nev
e applicabilit
atory conditio

stream(s) fr
udy and add
he lower San
done in suc

predation rat
riped, largem
er is especial
y fish has alw

% rate for sm
arling Chino
lication cont
on, so it was 

me to assemb
ous reviews 

rates that rar
lication, in a
er that indica
xt and are cle
hinook smolt
hat typify Ce
e lower survi

(0.4 x 0.05 
fecundity of
raises suspic
cientific data
he fecundity 
a more reali

c to the succ
Joaquin Riv
nditions sho

opulation gro

to migratory
what is a mig
vertheless, w
ty to the San
ons in the Sa
om which th

dress many o
n Joaquin Ri
h an altered 
tes from the 
mouth, and s
lly of concer
ways been a 

molt-to-adult
ook smolts ev
tains no sour
not possible

ble and prese
of smolt-to-

ely exceed 1
apparent supp
ates a range 
early not app
ts are yearlin

entral Valley
ival rates. 

x 0.025 = 0.
f 5000 eggs/
cion that the
a but rather a
assumption

stic number 

cess or failur
er is not reve

ould be inclu
owth in the r

y smolt.  It is
gratory smol
hile the rate 

n Joaquin Riv
an Joaquin R
he rate estim
of the rearing
iver, there ce
environmen
known popu

smallmouth b
rn.  Effective
challenge fo

t survival is 
ven for a riv
rce citation f
e to check th
ent alternativ
-adult surviv
1.0% and usu
port of their
of 1-5%.  H

plicable to th
ngs, which a
y spring Chin

.0004) prese
/female curio
 survival rat
arbitrarily se

n of 5000 egg
is closer to 4

re of the 
ealed.  An 

uded in the 
estored sprin

s difficult to 
lt versus a 
seems to be
ver is 

River are like
mate was deri
g and migrat
ertainly will 
nt.  The 
ulations of 
bass) occurr
ely controllin
or fish 

simply 
ver system in
for this rate o
he actual data
ve data in thi
val data for 
ually averag
r 2.5% rate, c

However, thes
he San Joaqu
are much larg
nook smolts.

nted in the 
ously results
tes were not 
elected to giv
gs/female wa
4000 

ng 

e 

ely 
ived.  
tory 
be 

ring 
ng 

n 
other 
a.  
s 

ge 
cites 
se 
uin 
ger 
. 

s in 

ve 
as 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 17 
 

 

A
pr
o
ar
in
p
fa
ar
h
ob
F
on
an
C
th
su
pr
R
fl
in
re
re
al
pr
pr
qu
p

In
th
re
re
su
g
co
b

10. T
a 
F
N

d Resources 
, 2011 

Another facto
rogram and 
ccurring from
re described
n smolt prod
ass through 
actors that ca
re widely cy
istory of run
bserved sinc
igures 2, 3, a
n Recomme
nd valleys ar

Chinook, and
hese cyclical
uccess or fai
rogram to da

Report cited a
luctuations f
ndicates very
epresent a ho
ealistic in lig
ll Chinook s
rovides yet a
rogram.  Ac
uantitative li
opulation gr

n light of the
horough and
eintroduced 
eintroduction
urvival estim
ood means u
onjunction w
eing used to

The Conserva
National Po
acility efflue

NPDES perm

Division 

or that was n
the brood st
m year-to-ye

d on page 5.1
duction from 

the Delta; an
ause these hi

yclical.  Atte
n sizes and e
ce the 1960s
and 5 in the 
nded Goals,
re approxim

d 20-fold for 
l patterns is t
ilure of the S
ate has not a
above, Figur
for the reintro
y minimal va
opeful outco
ght of the nat
salmon stock
another ques
counting for
ife cycle mo
rowth in futu

e above conc
d accurate acc

into the San
n program d

mates to addr
upon which t
with the Eco
 help identif

ation Facility
ollution Disc
ent will be m

mitting proce

not considere
ock collectio
ear on all Ch
12 of the draf

the river sys
nd (3) a 2.4-
igh rates of v
sting to the c
scapements 
.  The cyclic
San Joaquin
 Stocks, and

mately 20-fold
spring-run C

that they wil
San Joaquin 
appropriately
re 1 shows a
oduced SRC
ariability and

ome of the re
tural cyclica

ks in the Cen
stion mark to
r this variabi
odel that wou
ure years. 

cerns we sug
count of exp

n Joaquin Riv
evelop a qua
ress the biolo
to measure p
system Diag
fy limiting fa

y (i.e., fish h
charge Elimi
micro-screen
ss and analy

ed regarding
on program 
hinook life st
ft FMP.  The
stems; (2) a 
-fold range in
variability, s
cumulative e
of Chinook 

cal nature of 
n River Tech
d Reintroduc
d for fall-run
Chinook salm
ll have a trem
River SRC s

y taken this i
a potential po
C salmon out
d basically a
eintroduction
al variability 
ntral Valley. 
o the biologi
ility can and
uld provide a

ggest that the
pected life st
ver.  Further
antitative life
ogical feasib
program suc
gnostic and T
actors and pr

hatcheries, bo
nation Syste

ned and retur
yses required

g the feasibili
is the widely
tages. Some
ese include (
25-fold rang
n marine sur
such as ocea
effect of this
salmon in C

f these runs i
hnical Advis
ction Strategi
n Chinook, 4
mon.  The im
mendous inf
salmon reint
into account
opulation gro
t to and beyo
an increasing
n program, it

that undoub
 Considerati

ical feasibilit
d should be in
a more realis

e program au
tage survival
rmore, we re
fe cycle mod
bility questio
cess and pro

Treatment (E
rioritize futu

oth interim a
em (NPDES)
rned to the S
d by the Regi

ity of both th
y varying na
e of these var
(1) up to a 4
ge in smolt s
rvival.  In ad
n conditions

s cyclical var
Central Valle
s depicted gr
ory Commit
ies.  Differen
40-fold for w
mportant me
fluence in de
troduction ef
.  In the Rec
owth trajecto
ond year 204
g trend line. 
t certainly is
bted will con
ion of such w
ty of the rein
ncorporated 
stic projectio

uthors provid
l rates for SR
commend th

del using real
on.  This sho
ogress. It cou
EDT) model 
ure actions. 

and final) wi
) permit.  Co

San Joaquin R
ional Water 

he reintroduc
atural surviva
riability fact
0-fold variab

survival as th
ddition, the 
s and drough
riability is th

ey river syste
raphically in
ttee’s 2007 r
nces in the p

winter-run 
essage seen i
etermining th
ffort.  The 

commendatio
ory with 
40.  The grap
 While this m

s not very 
ntinue to affe
wide variabi
ntroduction 
into a stoch

on of fish 

de a more 
RC salmon 
hat the 
listic life stag
ould provide 
uld be used i
that is curre

ill operate un
onservation 
River.  The 
Quality Con

ction 
al 
tors 
bility 
hey 

hts, 
he 
ems 
n 
report 
peaks 

n 
he 

on 

ph 
may 

ect 
ility 

astic 

ge 
a 

in 
ently 

nder 

ntrol 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 18 
 

 

B
Jo

11. F
re
P

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

III. A
M

T
technical
Conserva
effort on 
HGMP, i
of establi

d Resources 
, 2011 

Board (RWQ
oaquin River

inally, NMF
equired in a 
ermit Applic

50 C.F
acts, a
A fina
reintro
the” S
Permi

The P
inform
the an
222.30

The P
the qu
maint
or exp
does n
expert

The P
222.30
conce

Finall
requir

ADDITIONA
MANAGEM

The HGMP, a
l document t
ation Facility
the San Joa

is the recogn
ishing a self

Division 

QCB) during 
r water quali

FS regulation
10(a)(1)(A) 
cation. 

F.R. § 222.3
a copy of the
alized Reintr
oduction and

San Joaquin R
it Applicatio

Permit Applic
mation conce
nimals or wh
08(b)(6)(vi)

Permit Applic
ualifications 
ained; does 
pert regardin
not provide i
t as required

Permit Applic
08(b)(11) re

erning endan

ly, the Permi
red by 50 C.F

AL SPECIF
MENT PLAN

a foundation
that provides
y that will be
quin River.  

nition that na
f-sustaining p

the applicati
ity and quan

n 50 C.F.R. 
permit, som

08(b)(5)(iii)
e formal rese
roduction Str
d the manage
River, shoul

on out for pu

cation does n
erning the pe
ho will super
-(vii).   

cation does n
and experien
not provide 

ng the adequa
information 

d by 50 C.F.R

cation does n
egarding the 
ngered specie

it Applicatio
F.R. § 222.3

FIC COMM
N  

nal documen
s guidance o
e used to pro
The basis fo

atural re-colo
population o

ion processin
ntity.   

§ 222.308(b
me of which a

) requires as 
earch propos
rategies doc
ement of fish
ld have been

ublic commen

not provide 
ersons or ent
rvise such ac

not provide 
nce of the st
a written cer
acy of the tr
concerning 

R. § 222.308

not provide 
past experie

es and/or the

on appears to
308(b)(12).  

MENTS TO 

nt for the 10(
n the manag

opagate SRC
or establishin
onization alo

of SRC salmo

ng phase mu

) provides a 
appear to be

part of a des
sal or contrac
ument, whic
h and their p

n released pri
nt. 

the names, q
tity which w
ctions as requ

all the inform
taff at faciliti
rtification fr
ansport and 
the availabil

8(b)(8)(v-vi)

the informat
ence and prac
e species affe

o be lacking 

THE HATC

a)(1)(A) Per
gement and o
C salmon as p
ng the Conse
one is not su
on in the San

ust be protec

list of the in
 missing fro

scription of 
ct if one has
ch “details th
progeny in th
ior to putting

qualification
will capture o

uired by 50 C

mation requi
ies at which 

rom a license
maintenance
lity in the fu
). 

tion required
ctices of the
ected by the 

the applican

CHERY AN

rmit Applica
operation of 
part of the re
ervation Fac

ufficient to ac
n Joaquin Ri

ctive of San 

nformation 
m the USFW

the proposed
 been prepar
he elements 
he mainstem
g the 10(a)(1

ns and 
or otherwise 
C.F.R. § 

ired concern
the fish will

ed veterinari
e of the fish

uture of such 

d in 50 C.F.R
 applicant 
application.

nt certificatio

ND GENET

ation, is a 
the 
eintroduction
cility and thu
chieve the g
iver.  NMFS

WS 

d 
red.  
of 

m of 
1)(A) 

take 

ning 
l be 
ian 
; and 
an 

R. § 

.   

on 

IC 

n 
us the 
oal 

S 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 19 
 

 

evaluates
criteria p

1. T
m
re
la
d
b
se
m
th
re
p
to
Jo

2. T
co
2
se
a 
w
pr
ti
fu
fa
re
co

3. N
pr
th
an
as
ty
th
th

4. A
fo
o

d Resources 
, 2011 

s Hatchery a
provided in 5

The HGMP a
management 
ecognizes an
arge and com
evelopment 
ased on this 
ettlement req

more in-depth
he Exchange
evisions to th
lans as they 
o the HGMP
oaquin River

The HGMP P
ommencing 
025 with the
elf-sustainin
plan that ad

would have o
roposed time
imeline to ac
unding or the
acilities, and
earing and re
ould potentia

NMFS must a
roposed time
he HGMP st
ny year there
ssessed to re
ypes of revis
hat would po
he San Joaqu

A breakdown
or the full-sc
f this facility

Division 

and Genetic M
50 C.F.R. § 2

and decisions
strategy des

nd plans for t
mplex as the 

and operatio
adaptive ma

quires the Se
h manner tha
e Contractors
he HGMP an
become ava

P may affect 
r.   

Program time
with submis

e planned ph
ng SRC salm
ddresses dela
on the Progra
eline.  For ex
ccommodate
e unavailabi

d various unc
eintroduction
ally delay th

also clarify w
eline on wat
ates that if th
eafter, the m
ecommend re
sions and ref
otentially aff
uin River?  

n of the long-
cale Conserv
y?  What are

Managemen
223.203(b)(5

s made unde
scribed in the
the myriad s
SJRRP.  As

on of the Co
anagement a
ecretary to en
an through th
s and RMC m
nd must be p
ailable so tha
water system

eline (Figure
ssion of perm
hase-out of th

mon populatio
ays in meetin
am’s ability 
xample, wha

e for any dela
lity of the re

certainties as
n componen

he overall Pr

what are the 
ter system op
he return tar

monitoring da
efinements i
finements in 
fect water sy

-term operat
vation Facilit
e the sources

nt Plans for th
5).   

er this plan w
e Fisheries M
sources of un
s such, the H
nservation F

approach.  Pa
ngage with t
he public pro
must be noti
provided the
at we may be
m operations

e ES.1. page
mit applicati
he Conserva
ons in the Sa
ng these mile
to meet its s
at measures 
ays in gettin
equired level
ssociated wit

nts (mentione
ogram’s tim

ramification
perations on
rget of 500 “
ata will be re
in manageme
proposed m

ystem operati

tional and m
ty are provid
s of funding?

hreatened an

will be guide
Management
ncertainty as

HGMP recogn
Facility woul
aragraph 19(
the Exchang
ocess requir
ified in the e
 opportunity
etter underst
s, water supp

e viii) has sev
ons in Septe

ation Facility
an Joaquin R
estones and 
specific goal
are specifica
g the approp
l of funding 
th the salmo
ed within the

meline?  

ns of any del
n the San Joa

wild” SRC s
eviewed and
ent actions t

management a
ions and wat

monitoring co
ded. What is 
?  Further, w

nadromous f

ed by the ada
t Plan (FMP)
ssociated wit
nizes that all
ld be subject
(b) of the stip
ge Contractor
ed by regula

event of any 
y to review s
tand how pro
ply and land 

veral milesto
ember 2010, 
y pending est
River.  NMFS
disclose the 
s, especially
ally built int
priate permit
for the cons

on broodstoc
e body of the

lays in the P
aquin River. 
salmon is no

d restoration 
to improve re
actions could
ter supply an

osts and sour
the approxi

what are the p

fish under the

aptive 
), which 
th a project a
l plans for th
t to revision 
pulated 
rs and RMC

ation.  As suc
substantial 

such revised 
oposed chang
use on the S

ones, 
and ending 
tablishment 
S must set fo
effect the de

y within the 
o the Progra
ts, in procuri
servation 
k collection
e HGMP) th

Program’s 
 For exampl

ot met in 201
strategies 
eturns.  Wha
d be prescrib
nd land use o

rces of fundi
mate capital

prospects for

e 

as 
he 

C in a 
ch, 

ges 
San 

in 
of 
orth 
elays 

am’s 
ing 

, 
hat 

le, 
19 or 

at 
bed 
on 

ing 
l cost 
r 



 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 20 
 

 

su
C

5. It
S
is
to
pr
re

6. In
fr
o
st
p
m
sm
F
co
si
h
ad
in
p

7. T
h
o
th
Jo
M
sy
o

 

 

 

d Resources 
, 2011 

uccessfully p
Conservation

t appears tha
tate are insu

s being explo
o procure the
rocuring O&
eason?  

n the discuss
rom each sou
f fish necess
tated that all
opulations) 

much higher 
maller popul
eather River
ollection?  A
ignificant lev
atchery-spaw
dhering to th
nclusion of n
opulation is 

The Conserva
elp better in
f these plann
he San Joaqu
oaquin River

Migration Su
ystem operat
f these studi

Division 

procuring th
n Facility ma

at the operati
ufficient to su
ored between
e appropriate

&M funds in 

sion on page
urce populat
sary to captu
l three popul
should be us
level than th
lations.  The
r populations

As previously
vels of hybri
wned and na
he goal of m
non-hatchery
the only one

ation Facility
form the pro
ned studies w
uin River.  F
r (Acoustic T

urvival).  Wh
tions, water 
ies?   

is funding in
ay begin its o

ional and mo
upport the fu
n California 
e level of fun
case the cos

es 73-74 rega
tion, it was s
ure the genet
lations (Feath
sed in rough
he other wou
e HGMP fail
s is the only 
y discussed, 
idization wit

aturally-spaw
maintaining th
y fish in the b
e from which

y program h
ogram on sal
will be condu

Four out of th
Telemetry, J

hat are the im
supply and l

n a timely m
operations as

onitoring (O
ull-scale Con
Department

nding.  Has 
st sharing me

arding the to
stated that co
tic diversity o
her River, B
ly equal prop

uld overwhel
ls to properly
one availab
the Feather 

th fall-run C
wned fish wh
he genetic in
broodstock, 
h the broods

as planned s
lmon conserv
ucted in off-
hese ten liste
Juvenile Pred
mplications o
land use in t

manner, so tha
s proposed in

&M) funds c
nservation F
t of Fish and
CDFG ident
easure prove

otal number o
ollection goa
of the source

Butte Creek, 
portion, as u
lm the genet
y consider th

ble for sourci
River spring

Chinook and 
hich could pr
ntegrity of SR

especially if
stock could b

several studi
vation, reint
-site laborato
ed studies wi
dation, Egg 
of these in-si
the San Joaq

at the full-sc
n the summe

currently av
acility, and t

d Game (“CD
tified alterna
es to be unsu

of broodstoc
als are based
e stocks.  Fu
Deer/Mill C

using one po
ic diversity i

he consequen
ing broodsto
g-run popula
also likely c
rove problem
RC salmon s
f the Feather
be sourced. 

es to fill dat
troduction st
ories, and oth
ill be conduc
Survival, an
itu studies on
quin River du

cale 
er of 2014? 

ailable to the
that cost sha

DFG”) and o
ate strategies
uccessful for

ck to be colle
d on the num
urther, it was
Creek 
opulation at a
in the other 
nces if the 

ock at the tim
ation has 
consists of bo
matic for 
stock and 
r River 

a gaps that w
trategies.  So
hers in-situ i
cted in the S

nd Juvenile 
n the water 
uring the cou

e 
aring 
others 
s for 
r any 

ected 
mber 
s 

a 

me of 

oth 

will 
ome 
in 

San 

urse 





 
 
Protected
March 7,
Page 22 
 

 

National 
Idaho, Or

 

d Resources 
, 2011 

Marine Fish
regon, and C

Division 

heries Servic
California. N

ce. 1998. Sta
NOAA Techn

atus Review 
nical Memor

of Chinook 
randum NM

Salmon from
MFS-NWFSC

m Washingto
C-35. 

on, 



 
 
 
 
 
March 7, 2011 
 
 
 
Elif Fehm-Sullivan 
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5-100 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
 
Dear Ms. Fehm-Sullivan 
 
The Deer Creek Watershed Conservancy (DCWC) attended your public workshop on February 3, 2011 
and met with Kim Webb with the USFWS on March 2, 2011 to discuss Deer Creek as a potential donor 
stream. We are aware that the San Joaquin River Restoration Project (SJRRP) is the result of a settlement 
and is activities are court directed.  While we are generally supportive of restoration efforts, we have the 
following concerns that should be addressed: 
 

 That the wellbeing of “donor stocks” be placed above that of the experimental 
populations in the San Joaquin River. Deer Creek is home to the last pure strains of wild 
spring-run Chinook salmon and contains confirmed functional spring-run habitat that has 
not been used to capacity for some time. The salmon’s stability should not be jeopardized 
to establish an experimental population in experimental habitat. We recommend that fish 
from hatchery systems be used until the system is  functionally supporting all life stages 
of spring run salmon and then only when Deer Creek stocks can sustain the loss of donor 
fish should these fish be introduced into the program. 

 
 That life stages and methods of collection/transportation be best fitted to each system 

with practical elements such as access, weather, and timing be given full consideration 
before any recommendation is made. Deer Creek is largely a rugged and remote 
watershed and needs to be considered on an individual basis. Previous attempts at 
collection and transportation of fish from out watershed should be referenced when 
making decisions. 

 
 That local landowners, agencies, and conservation groups be included in the decision 

making process that affects their watershed and be kept apprised of the proceedings 
throughout the duration of the project.  These groups are by far the most familiar with the 
Deer Creek watershed and have strong working relationships. It is critical to the success 
of this project and to any other projects in the watershed that you utilize this local 
knowledge and expertise.   

 
 While it appears that Mill and Deer Creek fish are effectively treated as one population 

for donor requirements, it is unclear whether or not they will be evaluated for having 
stocks stable enough to sustain donor losses on an individual or group basis. For example, 
if the minimum population is determined to be 500 fish for a number of years to be 
considered eligible to donate fish, these minimums need to be met for each creek rather 
than for both combined. 



 
 

 That collection and distribution of donor fish be done in such a way that it minimizes or 
eliminates the waste of fish and funds. That donor fish and/or there offspring be released 
into a system that has adequate flows and habitat to facilitate their migration, spawning, 
and the rearing of juveniles. Until the system has met these requirements, wild stocks 
should not be used. 

 
Again, we understand that this project is part of a court mandated action but we are disheartened that 
funds are being poured into an experimental system before they are dedicated to improving existing 
systems that currently support spring-run. We would like to emphasize the importance of establishing 
criteria to protect donor stock that will be clear to current and future resource managers and decision 
makers. Local involvement is key to effective and successful collection of donor stock.  We would also 
like to point out that the time spent with Kim Webb was far more beneficial and informative than the 
public workshop we attended in February. We have participated in many of these processes and 
understand that public workshops are necessary and mandatory but we would like to see more personal 
outreach efforts in the future and would like to credit and thank Kim for her efforts. 
 
DCWC would like to be included in an applicable workgroup, both to facilitate our keeping relevant 
parties apprised of the proceedings of the project and to lend our local knowledge to ensure that the above 
concerns are addressed. We support the practical and efficient success of this project, and look forward to 
working with you to reach mutually beneficial results.  
 
Thank you for considering our input.  Please contact Holly Savage at 530/781-2220 with any questions 
and/or comments.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Bill Berens 
President 
 
DEER CREEK WATERSHED CONSERVANCY  
PO Box 307 - Vina, CA 96092 
deercreekwatershed@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 
Cc: Kim Webb, USFWS 
  



 
O’Laughlin & Paris LLP Attorneys at Law 

 
 

 
 

 

Post Office Box 9259 
117 Meyers Street, Suite 110 

Chico, CA 95927-9259 
 

530.899.9755 tel 
530.899.1367 fax 

 

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION – SJRSpring.Salmon@noaa.gov 
 
 
National Marine Fisheries Services 
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5-100 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Re: Endangered and Threatened Species; Take of Anadromous Fish 
 
Protected Resources Division: 
 
Attached to this cover letter are the comments of the San Joaquin Tributary Association.1  We 
have also reviewed and incorporate herein the comments of the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors Water Authority and the San Joaquin River Resource Management Coalition. 
 
We will not reiterate all of the comments in this cover letter.  We do want to comment on three 
procedural issues.  The USBR is supposed to do, and has stated that they are doing, a PEIS for 
the San Joaquin River Restoration Program.  To date, Reclamation has failed to deliver on its 
promise.  The PEIS/PEIR needs to be done first so the public knows the environmental baseline, 
and what the environment will look like under various project alternatives in which these fish 
will be reintroduced.  Lacking such basic scientific information makes it almost impossible to 
discuss intelligently the conditions these fish will face in reintroduction. 
 
The second process issue reinforces the problem raised in the previous paragraph.  When 
USFWS submitted the application, the three foundational documents that are the basis of the 
application were in draft.  They only recently became finalized.  The public has not seen an 
amended application based upon the final documents, even though “some discrepancies may 
exist between draft documents and our application.”  As our comments point out, there are 
significant discrepancies, both in the program and the scientific factual basis to support the 
reintroduction. 
 
Quite frankly, while the legislation calls for public involvement, it is clear that neither NMFS nor 
USFWS wants or needs the public involved.  The federal register notice gave the public thirty 
days to respond to the application and the three supporting, but incomplete, draft documents.  No 
time extension was granted.  The whole process screams out that no matter what, NMFS and 
USFWS will railroad this project through. 
 

                                                 
1
 Oakdale Irrigation District, South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Modesto Irrigation District, Turlock Irrigation 

District, and Merced Irrigation District. 

mailto:SJRSpring.Salmon@noaa.gov


National Marine Fisheries Services 
March 7, 2011 
Page 2 
 
Finally, if the PEIS/PEIR work had been done and if the application was incomplete, then the 
information necessary to determine if the reintroduction can or could be successful would be 
present—it isn’t.  Even the most basic data regarding water temperature, velocities, substrate, 
dissolved oxygen, gravels, and food sources are absent from the document. 
 
What the application and federal register notice really say is, “trust us.”  Well, we don’t.  The 
settlement in this matter was reached behind closed doors without any input from these entities.  
We have said it previously, and will say it again:  This settlement will not be borne on the backs 
of the tributary agencies. 
 
We would request that the application be denied until, at a minimum, the following occur: 
 

1. A final application is submitted, based on final reports; 
2. A PEIS/PEIR is completed by Reclamation; and 
3. The initial fieldwork is done based upon the experimental flows to provide the basic 

scientific information to support the reintroduction rather than relying on the 
agencies’ assumptions. 

Very truly yours, 
 
O’LAUGHLIN & PARIS LLP 
 

 
_____________________________ 
TIM O’LAUGHLIN 
 
TO/tb 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

Comments on the United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
September 29, 2010, 10(a)1(A), Enhancement of Species 

Permit Application for the Reintroduction of Central Valley 
Spring-Run Chinook Salmon into the San Joaquin River 

 
 
 
TO:  Tim O’Laughlin 
 
FROM: Sunny Snider, Shaara Ainsley, Michele Palmer, and Andrea Fuller 
 
DATE:  February 28, 2011 
 
 
This memorandum presents our comments on the 10(a)1(A), Enhancement of Species 
Permit Application for the Reintroduction of Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon 
into the San Joaquin River (Permit 14868) prepared by the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) in cooperation with the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), and California Department of Fish 
and Game (DFG) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010). The USFWS submitted the 
permit application to NMFS, along with a Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan (San 
Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010h), with a request for a 7-year permit (2012-
2019) to collect Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon for the purposes of 
reintroduction into the San Joaquin River. On February 4, 2011, NMFS issued a notice of 
receipt for this permit application and included a request for public comments (76 FR 
6400).  
 

 
Summary 

 
The effects of taking fish and eggs from donor streams, the problems with reintroducing 
spring-run and hatchery fish into poor existing conditions in the SJR, and the potential 
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effects on existing salmon and steelhead populations in the greater SJR basin, will 
compromise the integrity of the last remaining Central Valley spring-run populations and 
add stressors to already declining fall-run and steelhead populations in donor streams and 
the SJR basin. We describe many issues in our comments that follow, but key points 
include:  
 

• Proposed quota criteria and collection methods are not protective enough of the 
donor stock since two of the primary proposed donor spring-run populations (Butte 
Creek and Mill/Deer Creek Complex) are within a federally Threatened ESU and, 
along with the third primary donor population (Feather River Hatchery), have 
recently declined to high risk of extinction. 

• Existing conditions in the San Joaquin River Restoration Area and areas 
downstream will not support the experimental population, and, until restoration is 
completed, even the proposed transport, culture, and release methods will not 
compensate for inadequate existing conditions. 

• Non-native predators, extant in the SJR, will predate juveniles from the 
experimental population and their progeny—the SJRRP should consider 
identifying/quantifying predators and implementing predator control strategies 
before introducing eggs and juvenile spring-run fish.   

• Predation on juvenile salmonids, including the experimental population and their 
progeny, can be exacerbated by poor existing conditions in the SJR.  

• If not predated prior to exiting the Restoration Area, juveniles from the 
experimental population and their progeny will be susceptible to high rates of 
predation in the lower SJR and Delta.  

• Expected egg mortality rates are grossly underestimated, and water temperatures in 
the spawning reach will not support spring-run spawning or egg incubation.  

• The possibility that high water temperatures, in combination with other factors such 
as poor survival through the Delta and in the ocean, may entirely preclude 
establishing a viable salmon population has not been adequately addressed.  

• Climate change models have predicted scenarios of increased water temperatures in 
Central Valley rivers over the next 10 years; the reintroduction plan does not 
sufficiently consider the implications of these climate change scenarios on the 
experimental population or its progeny.   

• It has been proposed that salmon will adapt over time, but existing populations in 
the Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced Rivers have had the opportunity to adapt 
over successive generations and are still struggling to persist. 

• Fall-run populations in the lower San Joaquin River are already experiencing 
declines for multiple reasons—and fish from these populations are not exposed to 
the additional challenges that spring-run will experience. Spring-run survival is 
expected to be even lower than fall-run and would be unsustainable under the 
proposed reintroduction methods. 

• Survival estimates used to predict potential returns are too high for every life-stage 
considered, and lack confidence intervals, and therefore the numbers being stocked 
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are will not produce the desired conservation goal.  
• Proposers are aiming for an eventual spring-run population of 500 fish in the SJR, 

but a population consisting of 500 fish still represents a moderate extinction risk. . 
• The extent and exact nature of much of the existing conditions in the SJR have not 

been quantified, and restoration is planned for after re-introductions have occurred. 
There are 37 studies planned to address unknown conditions in the SJR.  We 
suggest that these studies, and adequate restoration actions to address needs 
identified in these studies, be conducted before introducing spring-run salmon.  

• Reintroduction of spring-run Chinook salmon to the San Joaquin River, as well as 
SJRRP restoration flows, may negatively affect fall-run Chinook salmon (FRCS) 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in nearby tributaries, FRCS populations in the SJR 
and its tributaries, and federally Threatened Central Valley steelhead in the SJR or 
in proposed donor streams.  

• Feather River hatchery (FRH) introgression has been found to be a major threat to 
the genetic integrity of wild stocks, yet the SJRRP still included these stocks as an 
option for reintroduction.  

• There is no consideration given to the potential for broodstock (mixed from various 
populations) to stray and spawn with natural populations (Butte, Mill, Deer creeks) 
resulting in hybridization of the last remaining spring-run populations in the 
Central Valley.  
 

To protect the donor and experimental populations, reintroduction should not be allowed 
until all San Joaquin Restoration Actions are completed, a predator suppression program 
is implemented, and studies demonstrate that reintroduced fish can be supported under 
restored conditions. To protect the donor population, collection of individuals from donor 
stock should not be allowed until it has been demonstrated that there is a surplus of 
individuals in donor populations. To protect the experimental population, release methods 
that are more effective than those proposed in the Permit Application should be 
implemented.  Further, measures to protect Threatened steelhead and Species of Concern 
fall-run Chinook in the San Joaquin Basin need to be integrated. We also recommend that 
prior to the reintroduction of spring-run salmon to the SJR, (1) studies be conducted 
addressing the substantial number of unknowns in this system, and (2) successful 
restoration occur. We also recommend that metrics for assessing and monitoring the 
effectiveness of the project be included as part of the Permit Application, including 
triggers that would result in grounds for discontinuing the reintroduction efforts. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
On February 4, 2011, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued a “Notice of 
receipt of application for a new scientific research and enhancement permit, notice of 
public meetings, and request for comment” regarding the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) 10(a)(1)(A) Permit Application (permit 14868) to collect Central Valley 
spring-run Chinook salmon from 2012 through 2019 for the purpose of reintroduction 
into the San Joaquin River (76 FR 6400). As part of the permit application, the USFWS 
identifies targets and objectives for the program, identifies potential effects of collecting 
and reintroducing individuals to the source (i.e., donor) populations and experimental 
population, and subsequently proposes conservation measures to minimize adverse 
impacts. The target for the reintroduced experimental population of spring-run Chinook 
salmon is a minimum annual return of 500 adults by 2019. The Permit Application states 
that  
 

the overall objective is to collect and reintroduce multiple life stages of 
spring-run Chinook salmon to develop a naturally-reproducing, self-
sustaining population of spring-run Chinook salmon in the [San Joaquin 
River] SJR… Another clear objective … is that these collections not have 
an adverse impact on the population viability of the [Evolutionarily 
Significant Unit] ESU and/or the populations within each potential source 
stream. Finally, the reintroduction and management activities in the 
restored SJR should not adversely affect the experimental population and 
their progeny within the mainstem SJR. (Page 5) 

 
Although the USFWS concludes that their proposed conservations measures will achieve 
the targets and objectives, we disagree with their conclusions and provide evidence to the 
contrary.  
 
Due to the short review period, we did not have sufficient time to thoroughly review all 
elements identified in the United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s September 29, 2010, 
10(a)1(A), Enhancement of Species Permit Application for the Reintroduction of Central 
Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon into the San Joaquin River (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 2010), hereafter referred to as the ‘Permit Application’. Instead, we focused our 
review primarily on the project target and objectives, effects analysis, and proposed 
conservation measures. Our comments are organized into three main sections: Main 
Comments, Additional Considerations, and Proposed Conservation Measures. Main 
Comments contain issue statements regarding key points that were not adequately 
addressed, or not considered, within the Permit Application. Supporting information 
follows each issue statement, but is not all-inclusive due to time constraints. Additional 
Considerations identify a number of other issues that need to be addressed in further 
detail. The final section, Proposed Conservation Measures, contains recommendations for 
more protective measures deemed necessary to prevent adverse effects to the donor 
populations, experimental population, and other species not considered.  
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Main Comment topic areas include the following: 
 

(1) Collection Effects on Donor Spring-Run Population  
 
(2) Reintroduction Effects on the Experimental Population  
 
(3) Reintroduction Effects on Fall-run Chinook Salmon Essential Fish Habitat 

 
(4) Reintroduction Effects on Fall-run Chinook  

 
(5) Reintroduction Effects on Central Valley Steelhead  
 
(6) Reintroduction/Hatchery Effects on Genetic Diversity 
 
(7) Ocean Harvest of Donor and Experimental Populations 

 
Furthermore, the Permit Application was submitted to meet a mandated deadline. It is not 
complete and is not easy to review because all three of the “foundational documents that 
comprise the initial technical framework for the current project description within [the] 
application…(i.e., Stock Selection Strategy; the Hatchery and Genetics Management Plan 
[HGMP] for the SJR; and the Reintroduction Strategies document) are in draft form and 
“attached in their most current state” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010). 

 

MAIN COMMENTS 
 
Collection Effects on Donor Spring-Run Population  
 
The quantitative decision matrix for choosing the number of stock taken and from which 
populations stock will be taken has not been developed. The Permit Application states 
(page 97) that the “complete details of this decision matrix are not currently available” 
but did put forward a “placeholder within this decision matrix, until such time the 
updated viability benchmarks are made available to the FMWG” [Fisheries Management 
Work Group] and proposed an approach for “following criterion [based on Lindley et al. 
2007] for planning within the DSC [Donor Stock Collection] process.” Several criteria 
must be met for the donor population to be at a low (<5%) risk of extinction including (1) 
a census population size of at least 2,500 individuals, (2) evidence that the population is 
not declining, (3) no catastrophic events during the previous 10 years, and (4) evidence 
that there is little hatchery influence.  Donor populations do not meet these criteria now, 
and are not expected to return to a low risk state in upcoming years. 
 
Proposed quota criteria and collection methods are not protective enough of the 
donor stock since two of the primary proposed donor spring-run populations (Butte 
Creek and Mill/Deer Creek Complex) are within a federally Threatened ESU and, 
along with the third primary donor population (Feather River Hatchery) have 
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recently declined to high risk of extinction according to Lindley et al. (2007). 
 
In 1998, a status review was conducted of west coast salmon populations and a majority 
of the Biological Review Team (BRT) originally concluded that the Central Valley 
spring-run Chinook salmon ESU was in danger of extinction (Myers et al. 1998). 
However, the BRT ultimately decided, and has maintained the view, that this ESU was 
not in danger of extinction, but was likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future 
(Good et al. 2005). A primary reason for this revised view has been that there was a large 
run of naturally produced spring-run Chinook salmon observed in Butte Creek in 1998, 
and increases in abundance of the Mill, Deer, and Butte creek populations through the 
last status review (up to 2001) probably due to “the combined effects of habitat 
restoration, reduced fishing effort in the ocean, and favorable climatic conditions” (Good 
et al. 2005). Concerns were raised regarding the potential influence of the Feather River 
Hatchery spring-run Chinook salmon population on natural populations, and the small 
number and locations of extant spring-run Chinook salmon populations.  There are only 
three streams that support self-sustaining runs of spring-run Chinook salmon, these 
streams are all located in close proximity to each other, and all three streams originate in 
the southern Cascade Mountains—these factors increase the vulnerability of these 
populations to catastrophe.  
 
During the settlement agreement, all indications were that spring-run populations were 
increasing in existing tributaries: total annual escapement estimates for the Central Valley 
increased from 7,683 to 16,126 between years 1990 and 2005 (
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Table	  1). However, populations have declined severely in the last few years, and the 
preliminary escapement estimate for 2010 was 3,792 total Central Valley spring-run. An 
upcoming five-year status review by the BRT is scheduled for 2011, but will only 
examine abundance updates through 2007, so the findings will not reflect the most recent, 
and most serious, declines in the population that have occurred during the last three years 
(2008-2010). If the three most recent escapements are considered (2008-2010; 
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Table	  1), Butte, Mill, and Deer Creek populations are at high risk of extinction and 
Feather River populations are at moderate/high risk based on Lindley et al. (2007) 
viability criteria. As such, the ESU would be expected to be in danger of extinction 
resulting in a potential change of the ESU to endangered status. 
 
Due to the current, high-risk extinction status of these populations, it is not advisable to 
consider removing individuals from the population to be placed in conditions off-site that 
will not support them. Although the reintroduction was planned as a way to reduce the 
potential for loss of the ESU in the event of a regional catastrophe, the current, un-
restored conditions in the SJR will not support individuals placed into it, and restoration 
actions will not be completed for many years. In order to achieve the goal of protecting 
the existing populations within the ESU from extinction, it would be more prudent to 
spend the time and money dedicated to the SJRRP for implementing a captive broodstock 
program within the Sacramento River basin (like the winter-run Chinook salmon 
Livingston Stone/Moss Landing program) to ensure survival of existing populations.  
 
Any individuals removed for use in the SJRRP program would preclude use of those fish 
for in-stream captive broodstock programs that may become necessary. Fish used for the 
latter would be released into areas known to have conditions that can support them (e.g., 
Mill, Deer, and Butte Creeks), as opposed to fish released into the SJR where their 
chance of survival is low, particularly in the absence of restoration actions.  
 
Although we do not necessarily agree with the AFRP doubling goals, they are currently 
the only measures identified for restoration and the USFWS is responsible for 
implementing actions to achieve these doubling goals. Until the existing populations have 
at a minimum reached these doubling goals for at least three generations, these 
populations cannot afford to have individuals removed for offsite reintroductions as 
evidenced by the recent declines. Therefore, a very conservative metric should be used 
for determining when it is acceptable to remove fish from existing populations for 
reintroduction into the SJR.  For example, populations should achieve AFRP doubling 
targets (Table	  3) for a minimum of three consecutive years before individuals can be 
considered for removal for SJRRP reintroduction purposes. 
 
Justification for the reintroduction of spring-run populations to the SJR includes 
that it will make the spring-run ESU more viable by increasing the number and 
geographic spacing of spring-run populations—but that increase in viability would 
be negated if the last remaining spring-run populations were extirpated as a result.  
 
The Public Draft Recovery Plan (National Marine Fisheries Service 2009) states 
“viability of the ESU is also more likely if: (1) populations are geographically 
widespread but some are close enough together to facilitate connectivity; (2) populations 
do not all share common catastrophic risks; and (3) populations display diverse 
life-‐histories and phenotypes (McElhany et al. 2000).” It also states that “[t]he current 
distribution of viable populations makes the Central Valley spring-‐run Chinook salmon 
ESU vulnerable to catastrophic disturbance.” (National Marine Fisheries Service 2009, p. 
61). Thus, as justification for the reintroduction experiment on the San Joaquin River, the 
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Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan asserts that “an additional population [of spring 
run (i.e. on the San Joaquin River)] decreases the demographic and environmental risks 
inherent in an ESU consisting of one or a few small populations.” Taking endangered fish 
and eggs from the existing, and declining, populations and introducing them to poor 
conditions in the SJR for an experiment that may only produce a conservation-‐reliant 
population puts the existing populations at risk.  
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Table 1. Escapement abundance and extinction risk status of proposed primary donor 
populations since 1990 (California Department of Fish and Game 2011). 

Year Mill Creek Deer Creek Butte Creek 
Feather 
Hatchery 

1990 844 496 250 1,893 
1991 319a 479a -a 4,303 
1992 237a 209a 730 1,497 
1993 61a 259 650 4,672 
1994 723 485 474a 3,641 
1995 320a 1,295 7,500 5,414 
1996 253a 614b 1,413 6,381 
1997 202a 466a 635 3,653 
1998 424 1,879 20,259 6,746 
1999 560 1,591 3,679 3,731 
2000 544 637 4,118 3,657 
2001 1,104 1,622 9,605 4,135 
2002 1,594 2,195 8,785 4,189 
2003 1,426 2,759 4,398 8,662 
2004 998b 804 7,390 4,212 
2005 1,150 2,239 10,625 1,774 
2006 1,002 2,432 4,579 2,181 
2007 920 644 4,943 2,674 
2008 362a 140 a 3,935 b 1,624 e 
2009 220 a 213 a 2,059 c 989e 
2010 482 a 262 a 1,160 d 1661 

a High risk of extinction as indicated by “decline within last two generations to annual run 
size ≤ 500 spawners” (Lindley et al. 2007) 
b-d High risk of extinction as indicated by “run size > 500 but declining at ≥ 10% per year” 
(Lindley et al. 2007): b = 20%; c = 48%; d= 44%; e = 39% 

 
 
Table 3. Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP) Doubling Goals for spring-run 
and fall-run Chinook salmon in the Central Valley (Anadromous Fish Restoration Program 
1995). 

Restoration Goal 
River/Creek AFRP Doubling (1995) SJRRP 

Spring-run Chinook 
Mill 4,400 - 
Deer 6,500 - 
Butte 2,000 - 
San Joaquin - 30,000 

Fall-run Chinook 
Stanislaus 22,000 - 
Tuolumne 38,100 - 
Merced 18,000 - 
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Collection methods, as summarized in the Permit Application on pages 14-15, are 
varied and have the potential to disturb already depressed spring-run donor 
populations.   
 
Eggs will be collected “through redd excavation and/or redd pumping in Butte, Deer and 
Mill creeks,” or by capturing ripe adults in remote locations in these rivers.  Juveniles 
will be collected using seines, electrofishing surveys, minnow traps, fyke nets, and RSTs.  
Adults from Butte, Deer and Mill Creeks may be seined or captured in tangle nets before 
spawning and delivered to the SJR.  The spring-run populations that exist in Butte, Deer, 
and Mill Creeks are already suffering (
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Table	  1).  These collection methods will not simply remove important contributions to 
these populations, but will also (1) disturb sediments, substrates, and food resources, (2) 
cause unnecessary stress to adults and juveniles that remain in their home streams and to 
individuals transferred elsewhere, possibly compromising the success of spawning 
activities, and (3) disturb redds, possibly compromising the integrity of redds and 
reducing egg survival. Many of these potential impacts to existing spring-run populations 
are discussed in the Permit Application. 
 
Reintroduction Effects on Experimental Population  
 
The Permit Application states that the “reintroduction and management activities in the 
restored SJR should not adversely affect the experimental population and their progeny 
within the mainstem SJR.”  However, the habitat conditions in the San Joaquin 
Restoration Area are highly degraded and reintroducing fish and/or eggs prior to restoring 
habitat will not meet this objective. 
 
Existing conditions in the San Joaquin River Restoration Area and areas 
downstream will not support the experimental population, and, until restoration is 
completed, even the proposed transport, culture, and release methods will not 
compensate for inadequate existing conditions. 
 
According to the Permit Application (page 63), “before restoration is completed, the in-
stream conditions may limit the growth potential and the survival rates of the introduced 
eggs and juveniles”. This view is corroborated by the NMFS (National Marine Fisheries 
Service 2009), which states that the population is  
 

likely to be conservation-‐reliant, particularly in the near-‐term (five to ten 
generations)[, because] it seems highly unlikely that enough habitat can be 
restored, particularly in the near-‐term, such that the spring-‐run Chinook 
salmon ESU could be expected to persist without appropriate conservation 
management. (Page 120) 

 
There are notable differences in habitat between the donor creeks, where spring run 
currently exist in low numbers, and the Restoration Area, demonstrating that 
existing habitat in the Restoration Area is unsuitable.  
 
The Mill/Deer Creek Complex has generally been described as undisturbed and relatively 
pristine: 
  

The upper watershed [of Mill Creek] is relatively inaccessible, it is 
undisturbed, pristine, salmonid spawning habitat (CH2M Hill 1998). 
(Chappell 2009) 
 
There is no evidence that degradation of riparian habitat [in Deer Creek], 
due to cattle grazing and farm practices in spawning areas, has adversely 
affected spring-run abundance in recent years. The terrain (i.e., bedrock 



 

 14	  

cliffs, canyons, and steep gradient boulder cascades) is not conducive for 
live stock grazing. (California Department of Fish and Game 1998) 
 
Deer Creek has excellent instream habitat conditions for spring-run 
Chinook holding, spawning, and rearing (Armentrout and other 1998). . . 
The upper watershed is inaccessible for most of its length due to the steep 
canyon walls, except where Highway 32 parallels the creek, limiting 
human use. (Chappell 2009) 
 

Butte Creek produces the largest runs of spring-run in the Central Valley, however, some 
reaches of the creek have been degraded in comparison with historical conditions. Upper 
Butte Creek is relatively remote, with a deeply incised canyon and deep spring-fed pools 
(Figure	  1 Figure	  2). The reach between Centerville Head Dam and Centerville 
Powerhouse is considered the best spring-run oversummering habitat. Although the reach 
from the Powerhouse to the PPDD (Parrott-Phelan Diversion Dam) has the highest 
quantity and quality of spawning gravel (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010f) 
(Figure	  4), it has experienced considerable residential development and channel 
modifications (California Department of Fish and Game 1998). The reach from Quartz 
Pool down to Centerville Covered Bridge (Figure	  5), approximately 11 river miles, is the 
best holding and spawning habitat (Ward et al. 2004; as cited in San Joaquin River 
Restoration Program 2010f).  
 
In contrast, the Restoration Area is highly degraded. Reach 1, the oversummering and 
spawning reach from Friant Dam to Gravelly Ford (approximately 37 miles) is an incised, 
gravel-bedded channel with a moderate slope, confined by periodic bluffs and terraces. 
The reach is divided into two subreaches: Reach 1A, Friant Dam to State Route 99, has 
the most gravel, and generally has continuous riparian vegetation (except locations 
disrupted by gravel mining or development; Figure	  6). Reach 1B from SR 99 to Gravelly 
Ford is narrowly confined by levees, with woody riparian species occurring mainly in 
narrow strips right next to the river channel (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 
2010c). Clark (1943, as cited by San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010d) 
documented spring-run Chinook salmon holding in two large pools directly downstream 
from Friant Dam (Figure	  7). Spawning habitat is in the 10-mile reach between the dam 
and Lanes Bridge (State Route 41; Figure	  8). 
 
The elevation of salmonid habitat is considerably higher for Mill and Deer creeks than for 
Butte Creek or the San Joaquin River Restoration Area (Figure	  9). Mill and Deer creeks 
are also some of the few remaining tributaries with access to historical headwaters 
(Chappell 2009). Furthermore, in the 1940s a fish ladder was constructed around a 
natural barrier on Deer Creek allowing access to Upper Deer Creek Falls; “approximately 
20% of the spawning now takes place in the six mile extension.” (California Department 
of Fish and Game 1998). 
 
Predation 
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Non-native predators, extant in the SJR, will predate juveniles from the 
experimental population and their progeny—the SJRRP should consider 
identifying/quantifying predators and implementing predator control strategies 
before introducing eggs and juvenile spring-run fish.   
 
Non-native predators present in or moving into the Restoration Area include largemouth 
bass, smallmouth bass, green sunfish, warmouth, black crappie, and striped bass (McBain 
and Trush Inc. 2002). In addition to species specific evidence summarized below, the 
Fishing Report in the Fresno Bee Newspaper 
(http://www.fresnobee.com/sports/outdoors/fishing/index.html) documents non-native 
game fishes resident in the Restoration Area.       
 
Largemouth bass 
Largemouth bass are known to be a ‘keystone predator’ due to their flexible foraging 
strategies, size and gape, ‘voracious’ appetite, and tolerance for a wide variety of 
environmental conditions (Moyle 2002). During Fish and Game electrofishing surveys of 
the Restoration Area, largemouth were common in the lower reaches and found upstream 
as far as Reach 1B (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010d). Although 
largemouth bass predation on salmonids in the Sacramento- San Joaquin Delta is rare 
(Nobriga and Feyrer 2007, Baxter et al. 2010), there is evidence for predation in the 
tributaries. Deep pits created during gravel mining (which are present in Reach 1 of the 
Restoration Area) provide ideal habitat, with low water velocities, warm water, and 
aquatic vegetation (McBain and Trush Inc. 2002). On the Tuolumne River a diet study of 
largemouth bass found in mining pit habitats revealed that they do predate upon 
outmigrating juvenile Chinook salmon, especially hatchery fish (EA Engineering Science 
and Technology 1992b; as cited inMcBain and Trush Inc. 2002). 
 
Smallmouth bass 
Smallmouth bass feed on insects, crustaceans amphibians and other fishes; they may 
compete with native species (e.g., hardheads) for food resources such as crayfish (Moyle 
2002).  In the Tuolumne River, they were also found to prey on outmigrating Chinook 
salmon in the pool habitat created by gravel mining (EA Engineering Science and 
Technology 1992b; as cited inMcBain and Trush Inc. 2002). Smallmouth bass are present 
in the Restoration Area, and as a more stream-oriented fish that prefers cooler waters than 
most other non-natives species (Brown 2000), they may be more common in Reach 1 
with the summer restoration flows.  
 
Striped bass 
Since the 1960s various studies have showed that striped bass in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta and tributary rivers eat salmon (Stevens 1966, Thomas 1967, Pickard et al. 
1982, Edwards 1997, Tucker et al. 1998, Merz 2003, Nobriga and Feyrer 2007). 
Additional evidence suggests that predation in the tributaries may reduce the number of 
outmigrating juvenile salmon before they even make it to the Delta (Jager et al. 1997, 
Demko et al. 1998), because the narrow and relatively shallow channels concentrate the 
fish (Hanson 2009). At an abundance of roughly 1 million adult striped bass, there is an 
estimated 9% chance of an individual juvenile Chinook salmon being predated upon in 
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the Sacramento River (Lindley and Mohr 2003). Predation on salmonids appears to be 
patchy—both seasonally and spatially, with higher levels of predation documented in the 
spring—in areas of anthropogenic influence, such as near water diversion structures and 
dams (Gingras 1997, Tucker et al. 1998, Merz 2003, Clark et al. 2009).  Striped bass are 
highly mobile and are often recorded in the spring passing upstream of fish counting 
weirs on SJR tributaries (FISHBIO unpublished data). In recent years it has become clear 
that predation by striped bass may significantly limit salmon recovery efforts. The NMFS 
draft recovery plan (2009) for Chinook and Central Valley steelhead stated that 
“predation on juveniles from all populations rearing and migrating through the 
Sacramento River and Delta” is one of the most important stressors. 
 
Other bass species 
In recent years, both spotted bass and redeye bass have invaded the Delta. Spotted bass 
were common in the lower reaches of the Restoration Area according to Fish and Game 
electrofishing surveys (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010d). Redeye bass 
populations, which may also be present in the Restoration Area, now dominate the fish 
fauna of the Cosumnes River basin, where it has had a substantial effect on shaping the 
current species assemblage (Moyle et al. 2003). McBain and Trush (2002) caution that 
the “[c]reation of holding pools or other types of spring and fall Chinook salmon habitat 
may improve habitat conditions for redeye bass. . . Redeye bass, if established in the San 
Joaquin River, could become important predators of native fishes.” 
 
Predation on juvenile salmonids, including the experimental population and their 
progeny, can be exacerbated by poor existing conditions in the SJR.  
 
As part of the development of the fish management plan, a proof-of concept Ecosystem 
Diagnosis and Treatment (EDT) model was used to perform a preliminary diagnosis on 
the condition of the ecosystem (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010g). The 
model results indicated that the three primary factors limiting spring-run Chinook salmon 
recovery in the Restoration Area were: 1) maximum temperature, 2) quantity of key 
habitat, and 3) predation. These factors are not independent – an increase in temperature 
may stress juvenile salmonids making them more susceptible to predation, and may 
increase the metabolic rate of predators, increasing predation rates. Lack of rearing 
habitat may also increase the likelihood of predation. When a similar analysis was 
conducted for the spawning reach (Reach A1 Friant Dam to Highway 41 bridge), results 
indicated that predation is considered an “extreme” negative change from historic 
conditions in terms of a decrease in productivity for several life stages (spawning, pre-
spawning holding, fry colonizing, 1-age transient rearing and Age-1 migrants).  
 
Because of the small size of the experimental populations, proposers need to also be 
wary of native predation, especially on eggs, that may be exacerbated if other prey 
items are not available in the Restoration Area.  
 
Before anthropogenic changes altered the ecosystem, potential predators of juvenile 
salmonids were Sacramento perch, rainbow trout and Sacramento pikeminnow.  Also, 
sculpin may have fed on both salmon eggs and fry (McBain and Trush Inc. 2002). 
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Though not their primary prey, resident rainbow trout and juvenile steelhead may predate 
juvenile salmonids (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010d). The Sacramento 
perch no longer exists in their native range in the SJR, but other native predators do.  
Most importantly, native predators such as pikeminnow and sculpins have been 
implicated as important predators in the case of re-introductions and hatchery 
releases as reported below.   
 
Sacramento pikeminnow 
Sacramento pikeminnow were historically the main predator in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin system. They are opportunists that feed on aquatic insects, crayfish and fishes  
(Moyle 2002). Although pikeminnow predate salmon in the region, in rivers they 
“do not appear to be significant predators of salmon and trout except under highly 
localized seasonal, or unusual circumstances that are often related either to the 
design of dams and diversions or to poorly planned releases of hatchery smolts” 
(Brown and Moyle 1981). Sacramento pikeminnow are known to predate juvenile salmon 
below Redd Bluff Diversion Dam, primarily during the “gates-in” period when fish 
passing over the dam are disoriented (Tucker et al. 1998). None of the electrofishing 
studies conducted in the Tuolumne and Stanislaus Rivers identified pikeminnow as 
predators of juvenile Chinook salmon (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010d). 
Since adult pikeminnows are smaller than adult striped bass they may consume fewer 
salmon per capita (Hanson 2009). Additionally, large pikeminnows have a low metabolic 
rate and feed infrequently (Vondracek 1987), possibly reducing their ability to negatively 
impact juvenile salmonid populations (Moyle 2002).  
 
Sculpin 
Prickly and riffle sculpins are native species currently and historically present in the 
Restoration Area.  These species are part of the “rainbow trout assemblage” occupying 
swift waters in cooler, high gradient habitats. Sculpins are benthic predators and may 
occasionally consume salmon or trout eggs, although there is controversy regarding the 
extent to which they can limit salmonid populations (Moyle 1977, McBain and Trush Inc. 
2002, Moyle 2002). The susceptibility of salmonid eggs to predation depends on many 
factors, including the size of the sculpins, the size of the spawning gravel and the 
environmental characteristics of the spawning habitat (Moyle 1977, Palm et al. 2009). A 
recent study of the predation rate of European sculpin on Atlantic salmon eggs in 
northern Sweden found that predation rate was dependent on substrate size (Palm et al. 
2009), with higher predation (83%) in the large substrate (62mm/2.4in) and low predation 
(2-3%) in the smaller substrates (13mm/0.5in to 37mm/1.5in). In some systems, such as 
lakes in Alaska, where the natural gravel is large and there are few fines, sculpin can 
place significant predation pressure on salmonid eggs. Foote and Brown (1998) estimate 
that 16% of the sockeye eggs laid during a spawning event in Iliamna Lake, Alaska may 
have been consumed by sculpins.  
 
It has been suggested that salmonid eggs in natural gravels of the San Joaquin Basin are 
protected from sculpin predation “because the interstitial spaces in the gravel are too 
small for predators to reach the egg pockets. Sculpin and crayfish are capable of 
penetrating deeply into streambeds to feed on salmon eggs and alevins, but only where 
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the gravel is coarse and free of fine sediments (McLarney 1964, Phillips and Claire 1966, 
Vyverberg 2004, pers. comm.)” (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010d). 
Notably, a comparison of the diet of prickly sculpin and juvenile Chinook on the 
Mokelumne River (Jan-Jun in 1998 and 1999) did not find any Chinook eggs in sculpin 
stomachs, but sculpin eggs were encountered infrequently in Chinook stomachs (Merz 
2002). However, it is important to note that no sampling took place during the majority of 
the Chinook spawning period (fall). Additionally, eggs consumed by sculpin may be 
those that were not properly buried during spawning or dug up during redd construction  
(Moyle 1977).  Given the continuing debate over sculpin predation on salmonid eggs, if 
spawning gravel will be added as part of the restoration effort, consideration should be 
given to potential predation and the substrate size limits for native sculpin (Palm et al. 
2009). 
 
Sculpin may occasionally consume salmonid fry (Moyle 1977, Tabor et al. 1998) 
however results of studies on fry predation can be affected by the methods used to collect 
the fish (Moyle 1977, Tomaro 2006).  Relevant to the current situation on the SJR, Ward 
et al. (2008) examined the impacts of native fishes on the reintroduction of Atlantic 
salmon to streams in the Northeastern United States. Sculpin were found to consume 
hatchery Atlantic salmon fry, and may have consumed up to 20% of the stocked fry 
within hours of stocking.  Additionally, the density of young-of-the-year salmon 
survivors was negatively correlated with sculpin density. The authors, in agreement with 
Moyle (1977), concluded that “[t]he effects of sculpins on salmonids are probably 
most severe for population reintroductions or for populations already suppressed by 
other factors, as sculpins regularly coexist with healthy salmonid populations” 
[emphasis added]. This is an important consideration for the re-introduction of spring-run 
Chinook salmon to the Restoration Area.  
 
O. mykiss 
Resident rainbow trout and juvenile steelhead primarily feed on terrestrial and aquatic 
invertebrates (Moyle 2002), but may predate juvenile salmonids (San Joaquin River 
Restoration Program 2010d). The Draft Restoration Strategies for the SJR (Stillwater 
Sciences 2003a) suggested that restoration of a steelhead population to the lower river 
should only occur once Chinook populations are “well-established and can tolerate the 
additional predation pressures.” Whether or not they predate upon Chinook, the presence 
of large trout or steelhead may affect the habitat selection of Chinook fry and smolts.  
 
If not predated prior to exiting the Restoration Area, juveniles from the 
experimental population and their progeny will be susceptible to high rates of 
predation in the lower SJR and Delta.  
 
High predation losses at the State Water Project (SWP) are particularly detrimental to 
SJR salmon populations because over 50% of juvenile salmon from the San Joaquin 
travel through Old River on their way to the ocean, exposing them to predation at Clifton 
Court Forebay (CCF) and causing substantially reduced survival. Predation rates in CCF 
are as high as 66-99% of salmon smolts (Gingras 1997, Kimmerer and Brown 2006). 
Striped bass are generally associated with the bulk of predation in CCF since their 
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estimated populations have ranged between 30,000 and 905,000 (Healey 1997, Cohen 
and Moyle 2004); however, studies indicate that six additional invasive predators occur 
in the CCF (i.e., white catfish, black crappie, largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, spotted 
bass, redeye bass) with white catfish being the most numerous, having estimated 
populations of 67,000 to 246,000 (Kano 1990). Yoshiyama et al. (1998) noted that 
“[S]uch heavy predation, if it extends over large portions of the Delta and lower rivers, 
may call into question current plans to restore striped bass to the levels of previous 
decades, particularly if the numerical restoration goal for striped bass (2.5 to 3 million 
adults; USFWS 1995; CALFED 1997) is more than double the number of all naturally 
produced Central Valley Chinook salmon (990,000 adults, all runs combined; USFWS 
1995).” In 2005, Hanson conducted a pilot investigation of predation on acoustically 
tagged steelhead ranging from 221-275mm, and estimated that 22 of 30 (73%) were 
predated (Kimmerer and Brown 2006). 
 
Temperature 
 
Expected egg mortality rates are grossly underestimated, and water temperatures in 
the spawning reach will not support spring-run spawning or egg incubation.  
 
The SJRRP FMP, Exhibit A (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010d) assessment 
of water temperatures for spawning and incubation indicates that egg mortality rates are 
expected to be about 50%. It states that: 
 

Target incubation temperatures for Chinook salmon are daily maximums of less 
than 55°F (13°C) (EPA 2003). Water released from Friant Dam should be less 
than 58°F (14°C) throughout the spawning period as long as the cold water pool 
in Millerton Lake is not exhausted. The HEC 5Q water temperature model 
developed for the Restoration Area (Deas and Smith 2008) suggests that 
implementing the Restoration Flow Schedule could result in maximum 
temperatures of the Friant release flows of under 62°F (16.7°C) [which is lethal 
according to Myrick and Cech 2001], in October or November (Figure 4-1). 
Using hydrologic and climatic conditions from 1980 to 2005, the temperature of 
the release flows would exceed 60°F during 20 years of the 26-year period 
(Figure 4-1). It is possible that these temperatures could result in Chinook salmon 
egg mortality rates of about 50 percent.  

 
This assessment is flawed in terms of lifestage timing and the location where temperature 
is measured, which results in overestimation of egg survival. As described in the USFWS 
permit application on page 19, spring-run spawn August through October with peak 
spawning occurring in September. Maximum daily water temperatures recorded 
approximately 1.5 miles downstream of Friant Dam (CDEC station SJF) during the 2004-
2010 spawning and incubation period demonstrate that, according to the criteria 
established by the SJRRP FMP (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010d, Table 3-
1), maximum daily water temperatures in September were critical (58-60°F) to lethal 
(>60°F) at least 58% of the time. These temperatures represent the coolest conditions 
near the top of the spawning reach, which extends another 8.5 miles downstream, and 
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water temperatures increase with distance below the dam due to the influence of ambient 
air temperatures.  
 
Based on observed reservoir release temperatures and temperatures approximately 10 
miles below the dams on the Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced Rivers, warming of 2-
10°F may be expected to occur within the 10 mile spawning reach of the San Joaquin 
River below Friant Dam during September and October. Using the most conservative 
estimate of warming in the spawning reach (2°F), maximum daily water temperatures 
between the gauging station and the bottom of the spawning reach in September may be 
critical (58-60°F) to lethal (>60°F) at least 83% of the time. 
 
Table 4. Observed frequency of occurrence of SJRRP designated optimal, sub-optimal, 
critical, and lethal maximum daily water temperature conditions for Chinook salmon 
spawning and egg incubation in the San Joaquin River below Friant Dam, 2004-2010. 

 
 
 
Table 5. Estimated frequency of occurrence of SJRRP designated optimal, sub-optimal, 
critical, and lethal maximum daily water temperature conditions for Chinook salmon 
spawning and egg incubation in the San Joaquin River assuming warming of 2°F between 
the SJF temperature gauge and the bottom of the spawning reach. 

 
 
 
Under optimal water temperature conditions on the Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers, 
estimated egg to fry mortality rates have ranged from 25%-75% (Stillwater Sciences 
2007, Carl Mesick Consultants and KDH Biological Consultants 2009). Given these 
observations, it is impossible to think that egg to fry survival in the Restoration Reach 
could be 50%, when at best, optimal water temperatures may be achieved 9% of the time 
during the peak spawning period.  If eggs do survive to develop at high temperatures, the 
fry produced are at greater risk for deformities (Myrick and Cech 2001), and may be 
smaller and more susceptible to predation and displacement (Pettersson et al. 1996, Cutts 
et al. 1998; as cited in Myrick and Cech 2001), further reducing the likelihood of 
surviving to contribute to adult escapement. 
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The possibility that high water temperatures, in combination with other factors such 
as poor survival through the Delta and in the ocean, may entirely preclude 
establishing a viable salmon population has not been adequately addressed.  
 
Assessment of the limitations associated with water temperature has been cursory, at best, 
despite the fact that the FMP describes projected temperatures as unsuitable for all 
lifestages of spring-run salmon based on criteria selected by the SJRRP. The criteria 
selected by the SJRRP are similar to the USEPA water temperature guidelines that were 
recently used as the basis to place the San Joaquin River below the Merced River 
confluence, and its tributaries, on the USEPA 303d list for temperature impairment (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 2010). Temperatures in the spawning and rearing 
segments of the Restoration Area are expected to be warmer than in comparable reaches 
of the Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced Rivers. Friant restoration flows will also reduce 
the ability to meet USEPA temperature criteria in the 303d listed segment of the San 
Joaquin River downstream of the Merced River confluence (San Joaquin River Group 
Authority 2007b).  These high water temperatures may affect the survival of both the 
existing populations of fall-run Chinook salmon and spring-run that may be introduced.  
 
Analysis of the impacts of expected temperatures on salmon productivity is limited to 
highly preliminary results from the proof-of-concept EDT model, which indicated that 
“maximum temperature, key habitat quantity, and predation were the primary factors 
limiting spring-run Chinook salmon habitat within the study area.” It appears from the 
FMP that temperature has largely been viewed as a condition, which can be manipulated 
through flow and reservoir storage to achieve adequate survival of all lifestages to 
support a viable population. In reality, temperature may be one of the most difficult 
conditions to manage as it is highly influenced by factors over which we have little to no 
control including high ambient air temperatures, which are expected to rise 5°C by 2100 
(Dettinger 2005), and reservoir release temperatures. 
 
Note that in this document we do not endorse any particular criteria, but instead are 
providing examples of how and why the criteria established for this program will not be 
met. 
 
Climate Change 
 
Climate change models have predicted scenarios that of increased water 
temperatures in Central Valley rivers over the next 10 years; the reintroduction 
plan does not sufficiently consider the implications of these climate change scenarios 
on the experimental population or its progeny.   
 
Global warming is a serious concern that should not be ignored, especially in the case of 
introducing fish to an already temperature impaired system. Dettinger (2005) determined 
that the most likely projection of annual average warming over Northern California is 
about 5°C by 2100, together with a decrease in precipitation. Under the prediction that air 
temperatures will increase by about 5°C by 2100, the Draft Recovery Plan estimates that 
the only habitat remaining would be “primarily in the Feather and Yuba rivers, and 
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remnants of habitat [would be] in the upper Sacramento and McCloud rivers, Battle and 
Mill creeks, and the Stanislaus River” (National Marine Fisheries Service 2009). Lindley 
et al. (2007) estimates that even if summer air temperatures rise by a more conservative 
2°C by 2100, the 25°C isotherm, delineating areas of “high summer temperatures” on the 
upper San Joaquin River and Butte Creek, “might just rise to the upper limit of the 
historical distribution of spring-run Chinook salmon.”  
 
Given existing temperatures in the SJR and climate change predictions, we strongly 
suggest that the SJRRP not introduce an experimental population until quantifying 
existing temperatures in the SJR, future temperatures in the SJR based on climate 
models, and thermal tolerance of spring-run fish—without a full understanding of 
these issues there is no way to ensure the immediate or long-term survival of an 
experimental or self-sustaining population.  
 
Williams (2006) asserts that warming is already affecting Central Valley Chinook 
populations. Increased water temperatures caused substantial mortality of Butte Creek 
salmon populations during spring-run over summering.  The predicted increase in 
temperature suggests that Central Valley salmon may not be able to survive over the long 
term, so that efforts to protect these populations are wasted resources that should be 
applied elsewhere (Williams 2006). There are several temperature monitoring and 
modeling studies planned for the existing conditions within the SJR in the San Joaquin 
River Restoration Program Final 2011 Agency Plan (San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program 2010b), but thermal tolerance studies are the only studies planned that addressed 
the impacts of climate change: 
  

Thermal tolerance is well-studied in Chinook salmon and an important 
variable for fitness at various life stages. It is therefore a key factor to 
consider in a successful reintroduction program. This is particularly 
critical for the reintroduction of Chinook salmon to the San Joaquin River 
system, the southernmost limit of the species’ native range; great potential 
exists for climate change impacts to be felt early and severely in this 
portion of the range. Higher temperatures are known to directly affect 
salmonid growth and mortality, and to indirectly affect other variables 
such as susceptibility to disease or fish behavior (e.g., habitat selection, 
swimming performance, relationship to prey-predator community 
structure), all of which likely have some degree of genetic basis and 
heritability. Obtaining a gene expression profile of fall-run Chinook under 
variable thermal regimes will lend to our understanding of the genetic 
basis of thermal tolerance in this run and possibly in other genetically 
similar runs such as spring-run Chinook salmon. (Page A-101) 

 
It has been proposed that salmon will adapt over time, but existing populations in 
the Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced Rivers have had the opportunity to adapt 
over successive generations and are still struggling to persist. 
 
Moyle (2005a) stated in an Expert Repot that “a restored flow regime does not need to 
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track exactly the historic flow regime of the San Joaquin River because the behavior of 
both fall and spring-run Chinook can be manipulated through selection to fit a regime that 
is practical using available water.” Salmon may adapt if a sufficient number from each 
generation can survive to contribute to subsequent generations. However, salmon have 
had the ongoing opportunity to adapt to conditions in the Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and 
Merced Rivers, yet these populations are struggling to persist due to factors such as poor 
ocean conditions and low survival through the Delta attributed to high predation in recent 
years. The chances that a self-sustaining population will be established through 
introduction and adaptation are extremely low given that any salmon attempting to 
colonize the San Joaquin River will experience more unfavorable conditions than existing 
populations in the tributaries. 
 
Survival 
 
Fall-run populations in the lower San Joaquin River are already experiencing 
declines for multiple reasons—and fish from these populations are not exposed to 
the additional challenges that spring-run will experience. Spring-run survival is 
expected to be even lower than fall-run and would be unsustainable under the 
proposed reintroduction methods. 
 
In the Permit Application, proposers established conservation goals for a self-sustaining 
population of spring-run Chinook.  The conservation goals will not be met because goals 
were based on survival estimates that are too high and because the targeted population 
size is too small. Further, the survival estimates were based on fall-run populations that 
vary with respect to the conditions they experience during migrations. This section will 
address these four statements in further detail: 
 

(1) Survival estimates used to predict potential returns are too high for every 
life-stage considered, and therefore the numbers being stocked are not likely 
to produce the desired conservation goal. 
 
(2) There are no confidence intervals provided with survival estimates and 
therefore no method for determining how confident proposers are that the 
conservation goal will be achieved or the range of potential outcomes. 
 
(3) There is limited explanation of how survival estimates were calculated 
and very little rationale for how survival estimates were chosen when 
evidence suggests, instead, a wide range of potential estimates. 
 
(4) A population consisting of 500 fish represents a moderate extinction risk.  
An effective population size (Ne) of 500 might be considered low risk of 
extinction, but this would require census population size of at least 2,500 
individuals. 

 
Egg to fry survival: 
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The egg to fry survival rate estimate is too high, does not include any estimation of 
standard errors, and was estimated at river temperatures lower than those expected 
in the SJR.   
 
The permit application cites egg to fry survival rates from a study conducted in 1992 on 
the Tuolumne River (EA Engineering Science and Technology 1992), but two other 
studies on San Joaquin Basin rivers have since then reported lower egg to fry 
survivorship rates.       

 
The survival rates of eggs to the fry stage for fall-run in the lower 
Tuolumne River have been estimated at 40 percent (EA 1992) when water 
temperatures are suitable for adult migration (<18ºC) and egg incubation 
(<13ºC). (Pages 12-13) 

 
According to this study these estimates are also based on specific water temperatures of 
less than 13ºC.  If egg incubation temperatures are higher in the SJR, the estimated 40% 
found in the Tuolumne may not be comparable.  In Dr. Moyle’s Rebuttal Testimony in 
the OCAP BO (Moyle 2005b), he states that temperatures in the SJR will be 
“suboptimal” for egg incubation:    
 

. . . the maximum temperatures of water released from the dam under our 
proposed release schedule would be between 58 and 59º F (ca. 15ºC), well 
within the optimal range for most life stages if salmon[, but] . . . could 
result in some mortality of eggs incubating in the gravel (these 
temperatures are in the suboptimal range for incubation) (emphasis 
added)(Page 17) 

 
The optimal range for salmon egg incubation and alevin development has been reported 
as 4° to 12°C (39.2° to 53.6°F) (Myrick and Cech 2001) —below the range of 
temperatures that will be released from the dam into the SJR. 
 
There are no confidence intervals associated with the estimates in the Permit Application 
and therefore no acknowledgement of the range of possible outcomes.  For example, a 
2007 study by Stillwater Sciences examined the effects of gravel permeability on egg to 
fry survival.  There was a positive relationship between permeability and egg to fry 
survival and, most importantly, survival ranged from 0% to 40% (Stillwater Sciences 
2007).  A study conducted in SJR riffles predicted a similar range of egg to fry survival 
rates based on varying gravel permeability (Stillwater Sciences 2003b).  Although it is 
expected that gravel restoration in the SJR would strive for gravel permeability that 
provides the highest egg to fry survival rates, the restoration will not occur prior to 
the reintroduction, therefore given the analyses presented above, an egg to fry 
survival of 40% is an overestimate.  
 
Fry to parr-smolt survival: 
 
The fry to parr-smolt survival estimates used in the Permit Application appear to be 
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based on estimates of smolt survival though the Stanislaus River—survival through 
the Stanislaus River, i.e., as measured from an upstream RST to a downstream 
RST, is not a reasonable estimate of survival rates from the fry to the parr-smolt life 
stage. 
 

The survival rates for fry to the parr-smolt stage and parr-smolt stage to 
adult stage were calculated using USFWS AFRP data reports (USFWS 
AFRP 1996-2009) and analyzed by Alan Hubbard (UC Berkeley, Division 
of Biostatistics) and Carl Mesick (USFWS). The estimated mean 
percentage of fry that survive to the parr-smolt stage (>56 mm FL) and 
migrate is about 5 percent, as suggested from rotary screw trap (RST) data 
on the Stanislaus River during dry and normal year spring flow releases 
(not flood control releases). (Page 12) 

 
Juveniles migrating through the Stanislaus River that are >56 mm FL are already 
considered parr or smolts.  The survival estimate used in this case is simply an 
estimate of survival of parr or smolts through a section of the Stanislaus River.  It 
is not an estimate of survival from the fry life stage to the parr-smolt life stage as 
it is being used in the permit application. 
 
Finally, there is no documentation of how these survival rates were calculated, nor is 
there a quantitative or qualitative rationale for the chosen range:   
 

However, the estimate of 5 percent does not factor in the mortality of fry 
that may occur before the upstream RST, thus a range of 3-5 percent for 
the survival rate of fry to parr-smolt stage may be more suitable (C. 
Mesick, pers. comm. USFWS. 9/15/2010). (Page 13)  

 
Parr-smolt to spawner survival: 
 
The parr-smolt to spawner survival rate estimates used in the Permit Application 
are substantially higher than those measured from Stanislaus River CWT releases, 
and the Permit Application does not indicate how these estimates were calculated.  
 
The permit application cites that Carl Mesick and Alan Hubbard calculated parr-smolt to 
adult survival rates from USFWS AFRP report data from 1996-2009.  Since the permit 
application is not transparent with respect to how these estimates were determined, it is 
difficult to assess their utility.  However, when compared with Stanislaus River CWT 
releases, the Permit Application’s estimates for this life-stage are markedly higher.    
 

Of these parr-smolt stage fish (>56 mm FL) that migrated from the 
Stanislaus River and returned to spawn, it has been estimated that 
escapement values are around 3.6 percent. However, the true estimate 
could be as low as 2.5 percent because of uncertainty in the estimated 
number of natural spawners (versus strays) in the Stanislaus River, thus a 
range of 2.5-3.6 percent would be appropriate (C. Mesick, pers. comm. 
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USFWS. 9/15/2010). (Page 13)  
 
 
Table 6. Adult inland recoveries from Stanislaus River CWT releases. 

Year 
Release 
location 

No. of smolts 
released 

No. inland adult 
recoveries 

Estimated 
adult 

return* 

Estimated smolt 
to adult return 

rate (i.e., smolt to 
adult survival) 

Average 
estimated smolt 
to adult survival 

rate 
1986 108273 44 440 0.41% 
1988 71765 10 100 0.14% 
1989 103951 9 90 0.09% 
2000 77437 2 20 0.03% 
2001 48498 0 0 0.00% 
2002 47981 2 20 0.04% 
2003 

Knight's Ferry 

77961 3 30 0.04% 

0.105% 

1986 106099 94 940 0.89% 
1988 68788 13 130 0.19% 
1989 74220 10 100 0.13% 
2000 50547 7 70 0.14% 
2001 25634 1 10 0.04% 
2002 24646 2 20 0.08% 
2003 

Mouth of 
Stanislaus 

52733 1 10 0.02% 

0.212% 

Notes: *Assumes that only 10% of tagged inland returns were identified during carcass surveys on the Stanislaus 
River. This is based on the lowest carcass survey recovery rates observed, and therefore yields the highest possible 
survival estimate for observed carcass survey recovery rates. Carcass survey recovery rates have frequently exceeded 
24% and range as high as 53%. 
Source: Annual reports from Turlock ID and Modesto ID to FERC, 1999, 2006, 2007 (year covered by report, not 
year submitted) 

 
The range of smolt to spawner survival estimates from Stanislaus River CWT data is 
from 0% to 0.89% (Table	  6), much lower than the Stanislaus River survival estimates 
presented in the Permit application.  More inland recovery data is available for other 
rivers in the SJR complex; these data are provided as an example.  We also note that 
these survival estimates are based on fall-run populations, and spring-run smolt to 
spawner survival estimates could be even lower given harsh over-summering conditions 
or other differences in conditions experienced relative to fall-run. 
 
Furthermore, the survival estimates proposed in the Permit Application are also too high 
because the effects of using hatchery fish and the potential for straying have not been 
considered in the estimates.  Hatchery fish have lower survival rates than non-hatchery 
fish because they are less acclimated to the natural stream. Hatchery and wild salmon 
stocks may show behavioral, morphological and physiological differences due to 
differences in genetic background and rearing environment (Weber and Fausch 2003). 
For example, early life mortality is lower for hatchery fish released as smolts, therefore, 
traits that may be selected against in the wild are not in the hatchery. If introduced 
individuals survive but then stray to another stream, and there is evidence of straying by 
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hatchery fish in the SJR complex, there will be a lower percentage of returns to the SJR.  
Some estimate of straying should be accounted for in the smolt to adult survival 
estimates.  Evidence of straying rates for Merced River Hatchery Fish were summarized 
in the Final Hatchery and Stocking Program Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (ICF Jones & Stokes 2010): 
 

Most Merced River Hatchery fall-run Chinook released on site returned to 
the Merced River (approximately 93% of the tags recovered), with smaller 
proportions recovered in the Tuolumne River (5%), the Feather River 
(1%), and several other locations (<1%). About 25% of the tags recovered 
in the Merced River were recovered at the hatchery. Once again, however, 
stray indices were considerably higher for off-site releases. Less than half 
(48%) of the tagged Merced River Fish Facility fall-run Chinook released 
into the San Joaquin River were recovered in the Merced River, with 
sizeable recoveries occurring in the Tuolumne River (22%), the Stanislaus 
River (10%), the American River (8%), the Feather River (8%), the 
Sacramento River (2%), the Mokelumne River (2%), and Butte Creek 
(1%). As with on-site releases, about 25% of Merced River recoveries of 
fish released in the San Joaquin River were at the hatchery. (Page 4-186) 

 
Also, there have been major, anthropogenic changes to the Delta ecosystem resulting in a 
regime shift in about 2000-2001, and to some degree, these changes are 
irreversible(Bennett and Moyle 2010). South Delta survival has been low since 2003, and 
even flood flows of approximately 10,000 cfs and 25,000 cfs at Vernalis during 
outmigration in two years (2005 and 2006) did not increase survival to anywhere near 
levels when flows were moderately high (5,700 cfs) in 2000. It is unclear why smolt 
survival between 2003 and 2006 has been so low (San Joaquin River Group Authority 
2007a), but these unexpectedly low smolt survival observations during 2003-2006 were 
far lower than historical data.  Any estimates of survival based on observations made 
prior to these ecosystem wide changes are misleading.  
 
The Permit Application does offer a single peer reviewed estimate of smolt to spawner 
survival on the Snake River:  
 

Although falling slightly beyond this range, Petrosky et al. (2001) 
calculated 1-5 percent for the transition from smolt to adult on the Snake 
River. However, the estimates for the Stanislaus River are probably more 
similar to the conditions and survival rates anticipated in the SJR. (Page 
13) 

 
One of the objectives of Petrosky et al. (2001) was to compare survival estimates before 
and after construction of dams on the Snake River (note, Petrosky et al. 2001 was 
incorrectly referenced in the Permit Application).  The range of estimates presented in the 
Permit Application spanned both pre-dam and post-dam construction, the upper end of 
the range occurring pre-dam construction.  In addition to the challenges of comparing 
survival in two very different river systems with different conditions, the results of the 
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Snake River study are taken out of context and are not applicable given the different 
objectives of this study.  
 
We also noted that Petrosky et al. (Petrosky et al. 2001) make the following remarks: 

 
These examples demonstrate the importance of identifying the factor that 
is limiting the population for management decisions regarding the 
recovery of an endangered species. For some stocks, improvements to 
habitat would likely improve survival in the spawning and rearing stage. 
However, the expected improvements in survival in that life stage are 
unlikely to offset the impacts of the hydrosystem and increase survival 
overall to a level that ensures the recovery of Snake River spring and 
summer chinook. (Page 1205) 

 
Without a life-cycle model, and without knowledge of which life-stage is limiting 
survival, the ability to make evidence-based management decisions or to predict the 
number of returns, is limited.  The Permit Application, while choosing some seemingly 
arbitrary survival estimates for predicting the number of stock needed to meet 
conservation goals, does not provide a life-cycle model analysis method for determining 
which life-stage is limiting survival, or quantitative analysis of the amount of variance in 
survival estimates.   
 
Minimum population size 
 
Proposers are aiming for an eventual spring-run population of 500 fish in the SJR, but a 
population consisting of 500 fish still represents a moderate extinction risk.  An effective 
population size (Ne) of 500 might be considered low risk of extinction, but this would 
require a census population size of at least 2,500 individuals (Lindley et al. 2007).   
 
However, the Permit Application established a conservation goal of a minimum 
population size of 500 by 2019:   
 

The Conservation Program’s target for the experimental population of 
spring-run Chinook salmon is a minimum annual return of 500 naturally-
reproducing and self-sustaining adults by 2019. (Page 11)  

 
Historically, the general rule in managing populations with appropriate genetic variation 
has been a ‘‘50/500’’ rule for Ne (Franklin 1980, Soulé 1980; as cited in Lindley et al. 
2007). An Ne of less than 50 is subject to immediate effects of inbreeding depression, 
while Ne of 500 or more has been considered the minimum number needed to prevent 
loss of genetic variation over longer time periods. However the results of Franklin (1980) 
and Soulé (1980) indicating significant genetic drift at Ne< 500 are based on several 
assumptions, which may not be met (Lindley et al. 2007). More recent work has 
suggested that Ne should be much higher—Lande (1995) suggested an Ne of 5,000 to 
maintain genetic variation over time.   
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Most importantly, we have been discussing effective population size, Ne, and not ‘census’ 
population size (N). According to Lindley et al. (2007), Ne “is smaller than the population 
census size N due to variation in reproductive success among individuals,” and can be 
estimated based on detailed demographic or genetic data. Since a ratio of Ne/N for 
Chinook salmon ranges from 0.06 to 0.29 (Waples et al. 2004; as cited in Lindley et al. 
2007), “N can be used if direct estimates of effective size Ne are not available, assuming 
Ne/N = 0.2” (Lindley et al. 2007). Lindley et al. (2007) estimated the average run size (Ŝt) 
as the mean of up to the three most recent generations, and the mean population size (N) 
as the product of the mean run size and the average generation time (assumed to be 3 
years for California salmon). The PVA results for the three donor populations are listed 
in Table	  7. Importantly, the authors note: “the criteria for low risk really are criteria for 
minimal viability. Recovery planners may want to aim somewhat higher for at least some 
populations as a precautionary measure.” Thus, a self-sustaining population not 
subject to the immediate effects of reduced genetic variation would require a higher 
census population goal. 
 
Table 7. Population Viability Analysis (PVA) for the donor Spring-run populations (Lindley 
et al. 2007). Spawning escapement data was obtained from California Department of Fish 
and Game’s 2005 GrandTab database. Census population size, N; the average run size Ŝt; 
and standard deviation, std. 

Creek PVA N std 

Pop. 
Growth 
(% per 
year) 

std 

€ 

ˆ S  std 

Butte Low 22,630 7,400 11.4 12.6 6,860 2,240 
Mill Moderate 3,360 1,300 17.9 5.95 1020 394 
Deer Low 6,320 1,920 7.63 7.58 1920 1010 
 
The Permit application considers effective population size when determining guidelines 
for taking donor stock from existing spring-run populations, but has not applied the same 
rigor to its conservation goal: 
 

Our approach is based on the specific work within Lindley et al. (2007). 
This analysis concluded that an effective population size (Ne) of greater 
than 500 individuals (Ne/N = 0.2) or a total population size per generation 
(N) greater than or equal to 2,500 individuals (N = the mean run size x 
average generation time) is at low risk of extinction (Lindley et al., 2007). 
N is derived from the population count from available census methods; for 
example, the escapement numbers given by GrandTab (2009)  (Page 97)   

 
The criteria used by Lindley et al. (2007) are modified from Allendorf et 
al. (1997) and correspond to risks of extinction within the specified time 
horizon. The low risk category in Lindley et al. (2007) is defined by 
various criteria, including <5% extinction risk from population viability 
analysis (PVA) within 100 years; but includes, 1) the population size 
parameters previously described (N ≥ 2,500), along with 2) no apparent or 
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probable population decline, 3) no apparent catastrophes occurring within 
the last 10 years, and 4) low hatchery influence. Lindley et al. (2007) 
provides quantitative metrics that may be calculated from observed returns 
to determine these risk levels in any given year. (Page 98) 

 
Given that a minimum goal of only 500 fish falls at the lower end of the moderate risk of 
extinction category (250 < N < 2,500; Lindley et al. 2007), and that the low risk 
population values are really minimal criteria for viability, we do not have confidence that 
this goal will meet the objective of a self-sustaining population. 
 
Data Deficiencies  
 
The extent and exact nature of much of the existing conditions in the SHR have not 
been quantified, and restoration is planned for after re-introductions have occurred.  
 
Potential stressors, not discussed above, in the SJR Restoration Area include low 
dissolved oxygen levels, lack of habitat in terms of quantity and quality (e.g., gravel, 
gravel size, vegetation), and low food resources. Due to the uncertainty regarding many 
of these stressors and the fact that restoration has not yet occurred, the SJRRP has 
planned a series of studies to begin in 2011, as outlined in Appendix A of the San Joaquin 
River Restoration Program Final 2011 Agency Plan (San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program 2010b).  The SJRRP clearly states that 
 

Chinook salmon are scheduled for reintroduction in 2012, which will 
likely occur prior to completion of the larger site specific physical habitat 
restoration activities, and will expose the reintroduced fish to less than 
optimal habitat conditions. (Page A-65) 

 
There are 37 studies planned to address unknown conditions in the SJR.  We 
suggest that these studies, and adequate restoration actions to address needs 
identified in these studies, be conducted before introducing spring-run salmon.  
 
Here we cite information from the “Statement of Need” and “Background” sections of 
the planned studies (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010b) as examples of 
evidence that existing conditions will not support the experimental population. 
 

Reach 1 is expected to provide all spawning habitat, however, we do not 
know the suitability of existing gravel or the maintenance and adequate 
distribution of suitable gravel in this segment of the SJR (FMWG, 2009b). 
The SJRRP has identified gravel availability as a limiting factor for 
Chinook salmon in the Restoration Area by the Fisheries Management 
Work Group (FMWG) (FMWG 2009a, 2009b). Therefore, it is necessary 
to determine if spawning habitat quality and quantity is sufficient to meet 
long-term population goals. (Page A-55) 
 
The construction of Friant Dam blocked gravel recruitment and could have 
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reduced the quantity and quality of gravel that can be used for Chinook 
salmon spawning in Reach 1. Incubating salmon eggs requires appropriate 
conditions (water temperature, spawning gravel size distribution, 
spawning gravel availability, and water quality, including dissolved 
oxygen (DO) and pH) to survive and hatch successfully. Field studies 
indicate there may be significant amount sand and other fine sediments in 
the areas perceived to be adequate spawning habitats. Infiltration of these 
materials into the redd, in addition to poor water quality conditions in the 
hyporheic environment may result in decreased survival of eggs and 
prevent the SJRRP from meeting the targets identified in the FMP 
(FMWG, 2009a). (Page A-55) 

 
Another example of studies yet to be conducted documenting problems and unknowns in 
the SJR: 

 
Incubating salmon eggs and hatching fry require adequate dissolved 
oxygen (DO) delivery into the redd’s egg pocket and, therefore, adequate 
hydraulic conductivity to allow its delivery (Cooper 1965). During the 
redd building phase, bed material is mobilized by spawning salmon. This 
process removes a portion of the fine sediment from the local mix as it is 
transported further downstream, thereby increasing the vacant pore space 
within the lag material that remains to form the redd feature. This 
increased porosity induces greater hydraulic conductivity and increased 
delivery of DO from the surface flow (Kondolf, et al. 1993). After 
spawning is complete the eggs remain buried while incubating and benefit 
from this relatively higher hydraulic conductivity environment. During 
this time, fine sediment transported by the flowing water can deposit over 
or within the subsurface (Beschta and Jackson 1979). Fine sediment 
depositing into the interstices of the redd or forming a seal at the surface is 
deemed one of the most detrimental factors to the survival of incubating 
eggs by reducing hydraulic conductivity and thereby reducing DO 
delivery and metabolic waste removal to and from the egg pocket, 
respectively (Shirazi and Seim 1981, Chapman 1988, Sear 1993, Lapointe, 
et al. 2003). 
 
Field observations indicate that there is a significant volume of sand and 
fine sediment stored in the channel in Reach 1. There is, therefore, 
potential for infiltration and accumulation of sand and finer material into 
the redds’ gravel framework, which can significantly affect the quality of 
the spawning habitat (Kondolf 2000). However, flow conditions that 
would have access to fine sediment supplies, have the ability transport fine 
sediment, and allow for it to accumulate on the bed and infiltrate the bed 
material are not known.  
 
In addition, the bed surface will undergo changes through scour and later 
deposition as a result of sediment transport processes. These processes are 
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known to present a risk to incubating embryos more typically found within 
bar and riffle subsurfaces. When scour occurs to the egg pocket depth, the 
eggs lose their protection from the effects of bed material transport. 
Additionally, subsequent deposition alters the texture of the material 
overlying the remaining egg pocket (Haschenburger 1999, Lapointe, et al. 
2000, May, et al. 2009). Understanding how redds will be transformed by 
the Restoration flows is necessary to assess the altered flow regime’s 
impact on adult and juvenile salmon habitat. (Pages A-59-A-60) 

 
Floodplain habitat availability has also been limited in the SJR and the exact amount 
available is unknown: 
 

The Restoration Goal of achieving a self-sustaining population of Chinook 
salmon will not be possible without the availability of adequate rearing 
habitat. This is particularly true for spring-run Chinook salmon whose 
offspring may spend a significantly greater amount of time rearing in the 
SJR and migrate as yearlings. Inundated floodplain habitats have been 
reduced in the San Joaquin because of water management, yet they 
provide near-optimal rearing conditions for juvenile salmonids (Jeffres, et 
al. 2008). The direct and indirect benefits of floodplains to salmon are 
significant and include higher growth rates (warmer water temperatures, 
greater prey abundance) and increased survivorship (Sommer, et al. 2001).  
 
Several factors can lower the value of floodplains for salmon such as 
water temperature and depth, and timing, duration, and magnitude of 
inundation. The amount of area and the number of juvenile salmon that 
can benefit from the habitat will therefore vary as a function of discharge. 
Monitoring of current floodplains and those associated with project 
Restoration areas is necessary to determine the extent to which they are 
providing quality rearing habitat. (Page A-67) 

 
The planned studies also include monitoring water quality for stressors on upstream 
migrating adult Chinook, including low dissolved oxygen (DO): 
 

When DO levels are below 5.0 milligrams per liter (mg/L), an oxygen 
barrier, also known as “oxygen block”, could impede upstream migration 
of adult Chinook salmon. Levels as low as 1.5 mg/L DO have been 
recorded in the lower SJR, and levels as low as 0 mg/L have been 
recorded in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel (SJRRP 2009). DO 
levels could be monitored in real-time at the same locations as water 
temperature: two locations in Reach 1, two locations in Reach 2, one 
location in Reach 3, two locations in Reach 4, and two locations in Reach 
5. Additional sampling sites for DO may be added, if needed (SJRRP, 
2009). (Page A-72) 
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Reintroduction Effects on Fall-Run Chinook Salmon 
 
The Permit Application states that reintroduction and collection activities should not 
“have an adverse impact on the population viability of the ESU and/or the populations 
within each potential source stream” or “adversely affect the experimental population and 
their progeny within the mainstem SJR;” however, no consideration was given regarding 
potential effects of the project on fall-run Chinook salmon (FRCS). In the Central Valley, 
FRCS are designated a ‘Species of Concern’ by the National Marine Fisheries Service 
and a ‘Species of Special Concern’ by the California Department of Fish and Game 
(California Natural Diversity Database 2011). ‘Species of Concern’ (69 FR 19976) are 
designated by NMFS whenever insufficient information is available to indicate a need to 
list the species, but there are some concerns regarding the status and threats to the 
species. Although there are no applicable protective regulations regarding this designated 
status, NMFS wants to “draw proactive attention and conservation action to these 
species” and support “voluntary conservation efforts designed to conserve anadromous 
species before listing becomes necessary” 
(http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/concern/).  
 
Many conservation actions have already been taken to improve habitat conditions for 
FRCS in the Central Valley, particularly through the CALFED and Anadromous Fish 
Restoration Programs. Nonetheless, FRCS have experienced declines in recent years. 
Therefore, actions should not be taken that could potentially exacerbate these recent 
declines, particularly declines within the San Joaquin basin, which may result in the need 
to list FRCS as threatened or endangered under the ESA. 
 
Reintroduction of spring-run Chinook salmon to the San Joaquin River may 
negatively affect fall-run Chinook salmon Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in nearby 
tributaries.  
 
The Permit Application indicates that the proposed project “would not have adverse 
effects on any Chinook salmon EFH [Essential Fish Habitat]”; however, there are 
potential impacts that need to be considered to fall-run EFH in the lower San Joaquin 
River and tributaries.  
 
The Draft Recovery Plan (National Marine Fisheries Service 2009) describes EFH as: 

 
Those waters and substrate necessary for fish spawning, incubation, 
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.  

• “waters”: aquatic areas and associated physical, chemical, and 
biological properties used by fish. 

• “substrate”: includes sediment, hard bottom, structures underlying 
the waters, and associated biological communities. 

• “necessary”: habitat required to support a sustainable fishery and 
the managed species’ contribution to a healthy ecosystem. 

• “spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity”: covers a 
species’ full life cycle. 
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According to NMFS (National Marine Fisheries Service 1998),  
 

The EFH regulations define an adverse effect as “any impact which 
reduces quality and/or quantity of EFH...[and] may include direct (e.g. 
contamination or physical disruption), indirect (e.g. loss of prey, reduction 
in species’ fecundity), site-specific or habitat wide impacts, including 
individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions. 
 

Potential effects of the project on FRCS and FRCS EFH are discussed in further detail 
below, including: 

 Habitat - adult straying into non-natal tributaries (superimposition and/or 
hybridization potential); rearing in non-natal tributaries; water quality in lower 
SJR when the upper SJR is connected 

 Water temperature - restoration flows may increase water temperatures in the San 
Joaquin River below the Merced River confluence 

 Food – competition for resources in the lower SJR and in non-natal tributaries 
 
Habitat 
 
Returning re-introduced spring-run salmon are likely to stray into the San Joaquin 
River tributaries, where they may spawn in what is presently fall-run spawning 
habitat, leading to superimposition and further exacerbating the recent decline in 
the SJR fall-run population. 
 
Given the current, and considerable, rates of straying in the San Joaquin River basin 
(discussed below), it is expected that returning spring-run salmon will likely stray into the 
tributaries. The spring-run may spawn in what is presently fall-run spawning habitat, 
leading to superimposition of redds and further exacerbating the recent decline in the SJR 
fall-run population. This spatial overlap has been documented for spring-run on the main 
stem Sacramento River (California Department of Fish and Game 1998): 

 
Some spring-run chinook salmon may persist between RBDD and 
Keswick Dam in the Sacramento River, although there is evidence that a 
portion of the spring run estimated to have passed upstream of RBDD are 
hybrids of spring run and fall run. . . Even though there is physical habitat 
available to spring run, spring run depend on spatial isolation to prevent 
competition and hybridization with fall run. . . since fall run use the same 
spawning riffles as spring run, later spawners may be displacing the redds 
of earlier spawners during nest construction. (Section V., Page 16)  

 
The potential for introduced spring-run to hybridize with current populations of fall-run 
Chinook in the basin is a significant concern, since this may compromise the remaining 
genetic integrity of the already depressed natural populations of San Joaquin River fall-
run Chinook. Studies suggest that loss of rearing and spawning habitat already may limit 
juvenile Chinook salmon production in the lower Stanislaus River (Stanislaus River Fish 
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Group 2004) and restoration of instream and riparian habitat are priority actions on this 
tributary (Anadromous Fish Restoration Program 2001). Thus, any competition and 
hybridization with spring-run may have severe consequences for the fall-run salmon in 
the SJR tributaries. The potential for hybridization is discussed in further detail below in 
the section titled “Reintroduction/Hatchery Effects on Genetic Integrity.” 
 
Spring-run Chinook in the Central Valley are know to rear in non-natal tributaries 
and may overlap in rearing habitat with FRCS that currently rear in the lower 
Stanislaus and Tuolumne rivers. 
 
Spring-run Chinook salmon in the Sacramento River have been documented to rear 
upstream in nearby non-natal tributaries (Maslin et al. 1997). Notably, the researchers 
found that “spring-run and winter run were disproportionately abundant considering their 
scarcity in the Sacramento River system”. Since habitat restoration on the San Joaquin 
River will occur after the re-introduction of spring-run, sufficient quantities of suitable 
rearing habitat will not be available in the Restoration Area and juvenile spring-run 
Chinook may rear in the tributaries. Since spring-run may migrate to the ocean as 
yearlings, and the FMP (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010d) indicates that 
this strategy will be promoted in the re-introduction, then the spring-run will overlap with 
fall-run juveniles in these rearing habitats:  
 

The Butte Creek population consists of fry migrants that primarily 
disperse downstream from mid-December through February, subyearling 
smolts that primarily migrate between late-March and mid-June, and 
yearlings that migrate from September through March (Hill and Webber 
1999, Ward and McReynolds 2001, Ward et al. 2002). Juvenile emigration 
patterns in Mill and Deer creeks are very similar to patterns observed in 
Butte Creek, with the exception that Mill Creek and Deer Creek juveniles 
typically exhibit a later young-of-the-year migration and an earlier 
yearling migration (Lindley et al. 2004). (Page 3-2) 
 
Given the uncertainties with stock selection and adaptation to the San 
Joaquin River environment, we intend to manage and restore habitats to 
promote expression of several life-history variations exhibited in other 
spring-run populations. (Page 3-4) 

 
Water Temperature 
 
According to the USEPA and CDFG, the lower SJR downstream of the Merced 
River confluence is temperature impaired, and therefore a limiting factor, 
for FRCS smoltification and migration (USEPA 2010); the SJRRP restoration flows 
may lead to increased temperatures below the confluence, negatively impacting 
EFH in the SJR tributaries.   
 
Water temperature modeling conducted by AD Consultants (San Joaquin River Group 
Authority 2007b) indicates that although the SJRRP flows will add more water in this 
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reach, the travel time is such that when the new water reaches the Merced River 
confluence, it approaches equilibrium with ambient temperature.  Even though it is 
anticipated that the water temperature at the confluence of the Merced and San Joaquin 
Rivers will be the same with and without the anticipated SJRRP flows, the SJRRP flows 
themselves are of such a large volume that it will take a greater volume of water from the 
Merced River to reduce temperatures at the confluence. Given the storage capacity of 
Lake McClure, the releases necessary to reduce temperatures at the confluence can only 
be made for limited duration before exhausting the available water supply. Actions 
should not be taken that could potentially exacerbate recent declines of FRCS, 
particularly declines within the San Joaquin basin, which may result in the need to list 
FRCS as threatened or endangered under the ESA. 
 
Because SJRRP restoration flows may lead to increased temperatures below the 
confluence, there may be negative effects on FRCS populations that were not 
considered in the Permit Application.   
 
According to the USEPA and CDFG, the lower SJR downstream of the Merced River 
confluence is temperature impaired, and therefore a limiting factor, for FRCS 
smoltification and migration (USEPA 2010). According to water temperature modeling 
conducted by AD Consultants (San Joaquin River Group Authority 2007b, although the 
SJRRP flows will add more water in this reach, the travel time is such that when the new 
water reaches the Merced River confluence, it approaches equilibrium with ambient 
temperature.  Even though it is anticipated that the water temperature at the confluence of 
the Merced and San Joaquin Rivers will be the same with and without the anticipated 
SJRRP flows, the SJRRP flows themselves are of such a large volume that it will take a 
greater volume of water from the Merced River to reduce temperatures at the confluence. 
Given the storage capacity of Lake McClure, the releases necessary to reduce 
temperatures at the confluence can only be made for limited duration before exhausting 
the available water supply. Actions should not be taken that could potentially exacerbate 
recent declines of FRCS, particularly declines within the San Joaquin basin, which may 
result in the need to list FRCS as threatened or endangered under the ESA. 
 
Food 
 
Since both spring and fall-run Chinook in the San Joaquin River and tributaries 
may occupy similar habitats during rearing and outmigration, there may be 
competition for limited food resources.  
 
According to the SJRRP Fisheries Management Plan (San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program 2010d): 
 

Food resources in the Restoration Area may be adversely affected by a 
combination of factors:   

• Reduced flows or dikes that substantially reduce the contribution of 
organic matter and prey-sized invertebrates from inundated 
floodplains   
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• Sedimentation and gravel extraction that affects the production of in-
river, prey-sized invertebrates   

• Lack of nutrients provided by low numbers of adult Chinook salmon 
carcasses   

• Reduced native riparian and wetland vegetation that is the primary 
basis of the aquatic food web   

• Lack of organic matter and prey-sized invertebrates from upstream 
reservoirs   

• Pesticides and other contaminants that reduce the abundance of food 
organisms   

• Competition for food with native and introduced species (Page 4-6) 
 
Given the likelihood for insufficient food resources in the Restoration Area, there is a 
greater potential for spring-run Chinook salmon to move into lower tributaries, where 
food resources may be available, consequently competing with the fall-run juveniles. 
 
Reintroduction Effects on Central Valley Steelhead 
 
The Permit Application did not consider effects of the reintroduction of spring-run 
salmon and SJRRP flows on federally Threatened Central Valley steelhead in the 
SJR or in proposed donor streams.   
 
The reintroduction activities—from collection procedures in donor streams to trap and 
haul activities in the SJR—could impact threatened Central Valley steelhead.  Fish 
habitat in the SJR is already severely limited and the amount and quality of food 
resources unknown.  The addition of experimental population juveniles may compete 
with O. mykiss for habitat and other resources.  Activities such as in-stream collections, 
injecting eggs, installing cages for juvenile releases, trapping, etc. disturb substrate and 
resources.   
 
SJRRP flows may also impact threatened Central Valley steelhead.  The USEPA and 
CDFG consider the lower San Joaquin River downstream of the Merced River confluence 
to be temperature impaired for steelhead smoltification and migration, and restoration 
flows will make it more difficult to achieve the temperatures recommended by the 
USEPA and CDFG.   
 
There are also no attempts to consider steelhead in the San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program Final 2011 Agency Plan Appendix A (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 
2010a).  We suggest that the Permit Application consider effects on Central Valley 
Steelhead before reintroduction occurs. 
 
Reintroduction/Hatchery Impacts on Genetic Diversity 
 
The Permit Application states that the “overall objective is to collect and reintroduce 
multiple life stages of spring-run Chinook salmon to develop a naturally-reproducing, 
self-sustaining population of spring-run Chinook salmon in the SJR.” The intent is to 
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capture “varied genetic/phenotypic characteristics,” and “therefore increase the likelihood 
that reintroduction will be successful.” 
 
Feather River hatchery (FRH) introgression has been found to be a major threat to 
the genetic integrity of wild stocks.  
 
The NMFS Biological Review Team (BRT) has previously concluded that “genetic 
threats from the Feather River Hatchery spring-run Chinook salmon program” is one of 
the three most important threats to spring-run populations, and that FRH stocks pose a 
“major threat to the genetic integrity of the remaining wild, spring-run Chinook salmon 
populations” (Good et al. 2005). According to the Hatchery and Genetic Management 
Plan (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010h), FRH spring-run fish show some 
genotypic and phenotypic characteristics of fall-run fish:  
 

The Feather River spring-run are difficult to characterize as an entity. 
First, the Feather River spring-run stock consists of both hatchery-
spawned and naturally spawned salmon, and there is a general lack of data 
on the naturally spawned portion of the population. Second, it is not a 
historical entity, in that the population of spring-running Feather River 
fish only began spawning below the dam as a single population after 
construction of the Thermalito Dam in 1968 (Lindley et al. 2004). Third, 
the Feather River spring-run has significant historical and ongoing 
hybridization with fall-run Chinook, although the Feather River Hatchery 
(FRH) is taking steps to create a more genetically isolated spring-run. 
Genetic analysis suggests that the remaining spring-run fish are heavily 
introgressed with fall-run genes (Garza et al. 2008), to the point that it is 
called a genetically fall-run fish (Id.). Given that the Feather River spring-
run Chinook salmon are not genotypically distinguishable as a spring-run 
fish in the same way that Butte and Mill/Deer salmon are, it may more 
accurately be described as a spring-running fish, not necessarily a spring-
run Chinook salmon. (Pages 34-35) 

 
The Technical Advisory Committee to the SJRRP also advised against using FRH 
fish, yet the SJRRP still included these stocks as a viable option for reintroduction.  
 
The Permit Application states that “these factors [i.e., hybridization of fall and spring-run 
in the Feather River; mistaken run-timing where some spring-run Chinook salmon 
express the fall-run Chinook salmon phenotype and visa versa] have prompted the 
Technical Advisory Committee of the [San Joaquin River Restoration Program] to 
recommend against the use of the Feather River Hatchery stock or any other hatchery 
origin stock for use in reintroduction (Meade 2007).” The Permit Application then 
indicates that these negative aspects “should also be weighed alongside the potential 
benefits of (1) possibly recovering a phenotypically spring-run Chinook salmon-type fish 
from Feather River Hatchery, (2) the potential for distinct run timings to emerge when 
discrete spawning habitats are available, and (3) the potential to minimize impacts to 
natural spring-run Chinook salmon broodstock source populations.” 
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Although the above arguments are made in support of FRH fish, it appears that the 
reintroduction would not be feasible without using FRH fish because of the status of 
the other two donor stock streams.   
 
A minimum number of fish must be stocked given low survival rates (discussed above) 
and dependent on the number of expected returns needed for maintaining the genetic 
integrity of the reintroduced population.  The authors of the Permit Application recognize 
the challenges of getting enough returns to maintain even low levels of genetic diversity 
as described in the HGMP (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010h): 
 

Recommendations on the ideal number of fish to use for broodstock vary. 
Frankel and Soule (1981), Miller and Kapuscinski (2003), and Moyer et 
al. 2008 recommended 50 individual fish from each source population as 
the bare minimum. Kincaid (1983) recommended 50 breeding pairs, and 
Allendorf and Ryman (1987) recommended a minimum of 100 breeding 
pairs from each source population. These recommendations for the 
minimum number of fish all produce significantly less diversity in the 
broodstock than is found in the source population (Table 6.2) (Page 75).  

 
Including FRH fish is not advised, but taking enough fish from the already depressed 
Deer/Mill Creek and Butte Creek populations will likely not be possible.  Thus taking 
from all three sources is deemed the “preferred alternative,” even though proposers admit 
that there is no way to predict the outcome in terms of genetic diversity.  We suggest that 
these unknowns be addressed before the reintroduction occurs.  This uncertainty is 
described in the HGMP (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010h):  
 

After extensive consideration, the Genetic Subgroup members concurred 
that it would be nearly impossible to accurately predict the relative fitness 
of fish from the three potential springrun source populations in the San 
Joaquin River Reintroduction Area. Even with additional data, unknown 
factors such as the restored conditions of the San Joaquin, the straying rate 
of reintroduced fish, and the populations’ ability to adapt to new 
conditions would prevent a confident selection of the best stock for 
reintroduction. (Page 84) 

   
There is also no consideration given to the potential for broodstock (mixed from 
various populations) to stray and spawn with natural populations (Butte, Mill, Deer 
creeks) resulting in hybridization of the last remaining spring-run populations in 
the Central Valley.  
 
There is potential for straying of genetically mixed stock back into donor streams.  If 
naturally produced individuals (unmarked) strayed into donor streams, any remaining 
genetic integrity of the already depressed natural populations could be compromised.  
Unmarked fish will not be identifiable, and therefore it will be impossible to manage for 
strays.  We do not recommend that any natural in-stream production occur if multiple 
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source broodstocks are used for the reintroduction.  If marked hatchery fish stray, they 
can be identified. 
 
Based on the winter-run Chinook salmon restoration program, potential straying rates for 
juveniles released directly into the SJR are high. For example, when winter-run Chinook 
reared at the Coleman National Fish Hatchery were released into the Sacramento to allow 
imprinting on the Sacramento River, adults still returned to Battle Creek (USFWS, 
http://www.fws.gov/stockton/afrp/documents/Genetics.pdf).  High rates of straying of ad-
clipped fish (likely hatchery origin) were also observed in 2010 at the Stanislaus River 
weir (25.0% of adult in-river returns as of 2/7/11) and the Tuolumne River weir (32.7% 
of adult in-river as of 11/30/10) (FISHBIO unpublished).  The observed numbers of ad-
clipped fish suggest substantial straying. In San Pablo Bay, straying from other locations 
into the Bay has been estimated to be as high as 70% (California Department of Fish and 
Game and National Marine Fisheries Service 2001). 
 
Since including FRH fish increases the risk of introgression with fall-run 
populations, it also increases the costs associated with the reintroduction as the 
SJRRP plans to increase efforts to prevent hybridization. 
 
The HGMP (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010h) described the additional 
measures needed in the case of using FRH fish stock: 
 

Further, use of the Feather River stock increases the risk of introgression 
with the fall-run fish, due to past introgression in the FRH. As noted 
above, a portion of the Feather River spring-run progeny will return in the 
fall, which, left unchecked, could lead to increased mixing of the fall and 
spring-run populations in the San Joaquin River. The Feather River 
hatchery has adopted new practices to reduce hybridization between 
spring- and fall-running fish, and the San Joaquin River restoration will 
require similar interventions to help preserve the spring-run phenotype. If 
the preferred alternative is selected as the final strategy, measures to 
reduce hybridization between the fall and spring-run fish should be a 
priority, and should consider the effectiveness of both use of an effective 
fish weir and adoption of long-term hatchery practices that identify and 
exclude fall-run fish from spring-run matings. (Page 85) 

 
Given the substantial amount of uncertainty and risks surrounding the use of hatchery 
fish, we recommend that the SJRRP complete more studies before re-introducing spring-
run salmon including a cost-benefits analysis. 
 
Ocean Harvest of Donor and Experimental Populations 
 
In the ocean Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon have a more northerly 
distribution than winter-run Chinook salmon, and Butte Creek spring-run have been 
caught off the coasts of Oregon and Northern California (Klamath area and Fort Bragg), 
although the majority are recovered south of Point Arena (Good et al. 2005). 
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Spring-run Chinook salmon may experience different harvest rates depending on 
the maturation rate and timing of re-entry into freshwater. 
 
No reliable estimates of harvest rates are available for Central Valley spring-run Chinook 
and the management plan established by PFMC does not provide specific protection for 
spring-run (National Marine Fisheries Service 2000). It is assumed that restrictions set by 
the PFMC to protect the Sacramento River Fall-run Chinook (SRFC), will protect the 
spring-run Chinook as well. For Sacramento Basin Spring-run, the salmon plan states: 
"Present level of ocean fishery impacts limited by measures constraining harvest on 
Sacramento River winter and Klamath River fall chinook. . . Ocean fishery impacts 
primarily incidental to harvest of Sacramento River fall chinook and may be lower due to 
differences in run timing." NMFS (2000) presents CWT recovery data for Feather River 
Hatchery (FRH) Chinook indicating that only “25% of the fall chinook recoveries occur 
prior to May 1 whereas 44% of the spring chinook recoveries occurred during the same 
period.” Similarly, CDFG (1998) found that “[a]pproximately 59% of the annual [sport 
fishery] harvests of age-4 FRH spring run occurred during February through April 
compared to 27% for fall run for the same 20-year period.” Thus, the PFMC and NMFS 
presume that spring-run Chinook will experience lower harvest rates compared with the 
fall-run Chinook, which are the basis for the management plan (National Marine 
Fisheries Service 2000). The vulnerability of the experimental population to commercial 
harvest should be examined, as this assumption may not be true for all populations of 
spring-run.  
 
In addition to the timing of re-entry into freshwater relative to the fishing season, 
different degrees of fishing pressure may be placed on Chinook salmon populations 
depending on their maturation rates,. For example, “maturing age-3 fish are only 
vulnerable to the early portion of the recreational and commercial season (when many of 
the age-3 fish are sub-legal in the commercial fishery), while immature age-3 fish are 
exposed to the remainder of the fishing season” (National Marine Fisheries Service 
2000). There is very little data regarding Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon age 
at maturity. If spring-run mature at 3 years, as indicated by NMFS (2000), then the 
commercial harvest periods are beneficial to the spring-run since their freshwater entry 
peaks in May and is complete by July, therefore they would only be affected by the first 
part of the harvest, beginning on May 1. However, if the individuals mature at 4 yrs, as 
indicated by Cramer and Demko (1996), then they would be susceptible to the entire 
harvest season (throughout summer) until they return to freshwater the following winter. 
 
Given the uncertainties regarding the impact of ocean harvest on re-introduced 
spring-run Chinook salmon, and substantial effort and expense in restoring spring-
run in the San Joaquin River, commercial and recreational fishing on 
threatened/endangered species should be greatly restricted. 
 
As mentioned previously, the Central Valley spring-run Chinook are managed under the 
SRFC, and in 2010 the SRFC escapement increased to 152,831, within the annual FMP 
conservation objective of 122,000-180,000 (Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
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2011). However, the Council specified that for 2010, the spawning escapement objective 
was 180,000, based on recommendations from NMFS that management measures for 
2010 should, “at a minimum, target a spawner escapement around the upper end of the 
FMP conservation objective in response to the stock falling below the lower end of the 
conservation objective for three consecutive years” (Pacific Fisheries Management 
Council 2010). Therefore, SRFC 2010 escapement was below the Council’s objectives 
for the fourth consecutive year. Failure to meet the Conservation Objective for three 
consecutive years, absent an exception, is sufficient to trigger an Overfishing Concern. 
According to the Pacific Coast Salmon Plan (Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
2003), three or more consecutive years of failing to meet the Conservation Objective 
could “signal the beginning of a critical downward trend (e.g., Oregon Coastal Coho) 
which may result in fishing that jeopardizes the capacity of the stock to produce MSY 
over the long term if appropriate actions are not taken to ensure the automatic rebuilding 
feature of the conservation objectives is achieved.” It is therefore important to consider 
the long-term impacts of the ocean harvest of Central Valley fall and spring-run Chinook 
on the re-establishment of spring-run Chinook in the San Joaquin River.  

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
This section contains a series of questions intended to highlight additional considerations.  
 

• It is unclear why the SJRRP is planning to spend half a billion dollars ($1 million 
per fish) on a project that anticipates a population of only 500 fish, even after 20 
years, that is “likely to be conservation-reliant, particularly in the near-term (five 
to ten generations)[, because] it seems highly unlikely that enough habitat can be 
restored, particularly in the near-term, such that the spring-run Chinook salmon 
ESU could be expected to persist without appropriate conservation 
management[?]” (National Marine Fisheries Service 2009).  
 

• Why place a high priority on the 19 actions identified for spring-run 
reintroduction into the San Joaquin River (National Marine Fisheries Service 
2009; page 117-120), when the money could instead be used to support the 
already existing spring-run Chinook populations that are at risk of extinction (e.g., 
Antelope Creek, Deer Creek, Mill Creek) on projects that have a higher likelihood 
of success, are in areas where habitat is expected to remain despite climate 
change, and are far less costly? 
 

• The SJRRP Stock Selection Strategy  states that: “If it is determined that the risks 
to the source stock(s) is too high, it is likely the SJRRP will limit the source stock 
to the use of two stocks, or in the worst case scenario, one stock, since spring-run 
Chinook salmon must be reintroduced by December 31, 2012” (San Joaquin River 
Restoration Program 2010i). Regarding concerns over donor stock selection, the 
Permit Application states: “In addition, we need to be sure about donor stock 
disposition with respect to hatchery operational status and/or habitat conditions in 
the mainstem SJR for reintroduced individuals. We recognize that conditions 
change, the hatchery is not completed, and the restoration has not begun.” This 
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statement recognizes the uncertainties involved with re-introducing spring-run 
individuals prior to the completion of the hatchery and the restoration. If the risks 
are found to be too high because the remaining spring-run populations are at 
extremely low abundance levels, is it reasonable to introduce only one stock in 
less than ideal habitat conditions just to meet a deadline? 
 

• Why not re-consider a more economical alternative, such as natural re-
colonization? The Permit Application indicates that several options were 
considered for restoring a spring-run population in the San Joaquin River 
including the first option, “to allow natural re-colonization following the time 
course of habitat restoration” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010). Although re-
colonization was considered, it was not chosen because “re-colonization of the 
SJR is problematic for spring-run Chinook salmon, given the lack of 
geographically proximal populations”. However, phenotypic spring-run Chinook 
salmon (i.e., exhibiting adult migration timing of spring-run) have been observed 
in several of the SJR tributaries; therefore, natural re-colonization is possible. 

 
• Reintroduction measures were considered and then decided against for Stony 

Creek because: 
1) the [Stony Creek] system does not currently support populations 
of spring-‐run Chinook salmon and steelhead; (2) water diversions 
limit instream flows; (3) the watershed is at a relatively low 
elevation (Lindley et al. 2004), and thus, instream flow inputs are 
in the form of rainfall, not snowmelt; and (4) water temperatures 
under the current climate may already be beyond the thermal 
requirements of coldwater species such as spring-‐run Chinook 
salmon and steelhead, and climate change is expected to increase 
water temperatures in the Central Valley (Lindley et al. 2007).” 
(National Marine Fisheries Service 2009; pages 104-105) 
 

And reintroduction measures were also considered and then decided against for 
the Pit River because:  

“The Pit River has a low potential to support spring-‐run Chinook 
salmon populations due to the extensive presence of hydroelectric 
facilities that inundate or substantially affect historic habitat.” 
(National Marine Fisheries Service 2009; page 104) 
 

Why will half a billion dollars be spent to establish a population on the San 
Joaquin River under conditions nearly identical to those on Stony Creek and the 
Pit River, which have already been determined to have a low potential to support 
viable populations of spring-‐run Chinook salmon? 

 
• How can SJRRP justify taking endangered fish/eggs each year from source 

populations that have themselves declined in recent years for this reintroduction 
experiment, yet at the same time increase enforcement of the severe civil and 
criminal penalties for anyone who even harasses a listed fish, as under recovery 
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action number 1.2.4 (National Marine Fisheries Service 2009) where additional 
funding is to be provided for increased law enforcement to reduce illegal take of 
these threatened fish? 

PROPOSED CONSERVATION MEASURES  
 

1) To protect the donor and experimental populations, reintroduction should 
not be allowed until all San Joaquin Restoration Actions are completed, a 
predator suppression program is implemented, and studies demonstrate 
that reintroduced fish can be supported under restored conditions.  

 
Restoration actions are not scheduled for full completion until 2016 and will 
likely be delayed. In absence of these restoration actions, “unrestored instream 
conditions (limited prey base, instream refugia, shaded streamside habitat, 
consistent water temperatures below 21ºC, floodplain foraging, and adequate 
dissolved oxygen levels) [and predation] will limit the growth potential and 
survival rates of introduced eggs and juveniles” (USFWS 2010).” Also, the 
ability of existing habitat conditions to support spring-run is unknown and 
multiple studies are planned to address these unknown conditions in the SJR 
(San Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010b).  

 
Therefore, collection of declining, threatened stocks is not advisable due to their 
expected low survival upon reintroduction into existing, non-restored SJR 
conditions, and the uncertainty of ability to support reintroduced fish under 
future restored conditions. As such, reintroduction efforts should not be allowed 
until all the following are met: 

(1) all San Joaquin Restoration Actions are fully completed 
(2) a predator suppression program is implemented in the San Joaquin 

Restoration Area and in the lower San Joaquin/South Delta; and 
(3) studies demonstrate that reintroduced spring-run fish can be supported 

under restored conditions according to the following SJRRP FMP (San 
Joaquin River Restoration Program 2010g, d, e) habitat objectives: 

a. A minimum of 30,000 square meters (m2) of high-quality 
spring-run Chinook salmon holding pool habitat. 

b. A minimum of 78,000 m2
 of quality functioning spawning 

gravel in the first 5 miles of Reach 1 should be present for 
spring-run Chinook salmon. 

c. A minimum of 7,784 acres (3.15x107 m2) of floodplain rearing 
habitat for spring-run Chinook salmon subyearling 
rearing/migrating juveniles and 2,595 acres (1.05 x107

 m2) of 
floodplain rearing habitat for fall-run subyearling 
rearing/migrating juveniles. 

d. Passage conditions that allow 90 percent of migrating adult and 
70 percent of migrating juvenile Chinook salmon to 
successfully pass to suitable upstream and downstream habitat 
respectively, during all base flow schedule component periods 
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and water year types of the Settlement, except the Critical-Low 
water year type. 

e. Water temperatures for spring-run Chinook salmon adult 
migrants should be less than 68°F (20°C) in Reaches 3, 4, and 
5 during March and April, and less than 64°F (18°C) in 
Reaches 1 and 2 during May and June (Exhibit A). 

f. Water temperatures for spring-run Chinook salmon adult 
holding should be less than 59°F (15°C) in holding areas 
between April and September (Exhibit A). 

g. Water temperatures for spring-run Chinook salmon spawners 
should be less than 57°F (14°C) in spawning areas during 
August, September, and October (Exhibit A). 

h. Water temperatures for spring-run Chinook salmon incubation 
and emergence should be less than 55°F (13°C) in spawning 
areas between August and December (Exhibit A). 

i. Water temperatures for spring-run Chinook salmon juveniles 
should be less than 64°F (18°C) in the Restoration Area when 
juveniles are present (Exhibit A). 

j. Selenium levels should not exceed 0.020 milligrams per liter 
(mg/L) or a 4-day average of 0.005 mg/L in the Restoration 
Area (Exhibit B). 

k. DO concentrations should not be less than 6.0 mg/L when 
Chinook salmon are present (Exhibit B). 

l. Total ammonia nitrogen should not exceed 30-day average of 
2.43 milligrams nitrogen per liter (mg N/L) when juvenile 
Chinook salmon are present or exceed a 1-hour average of 5.62 
mg N/L when Chinook salmon are present (Exhibit B). 

m. Over 50 percent of the total target river length should be 
estimated to be in good condition (benthic index of biotic 
integrity (B-IBI) = 61-80) or very good condition (B-IBI=81-
100). In addition, none of the study sites should be in “very 
poor condition” (B-IBI=0-20). 

 
2) To protect the donor population, collection of individuals from donor stock 

should not be allowed until it has been demonstrated that there is a surplus 
of individuals in donor population.  
 
The proposed approach based on Lindley et al. (2007) criteria indicates that 
individuals will be removed from donor stocks whenever the donor population 
number is at low risk of extinction. Low risk of extinction does not imply 
surplus; particularly since there is uncertainty regarding the population estimates 
reflecting actual population numbers. This approach is also incongruent with the 
USFWS AFRP doubling goals (Anadromous Fish Restoration Program 1995) 
because it does not require that the donor populations meet or exceed their 
doubling goals before fish can be removed. 
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Population estimates are imprecise and the magnitude of the difference 
compared with the true population is unknown and there are no confidence 
intervals.   
 
As such, reintroduction efforts should not be allowed until all the following are 
met: 

a. Population estimates should include confidence intervals. 
 

b. AFRP doubling goal for a donor stock must be met for three 
consecutive years prior to collection. The lower confidence interval 
(CI) of estimated abundance must be used to satisfy the amount 
defined as necessary for the doubling goal. 

 
c. If doubling goal is met according to “b” above in a third consecutive 

year, then must satisfy the Lindley et al. (2007) criteria. 
 

i. Population estimate based on survey conducted no earlier than 
August to account for potential mortality during holding periods 
(Butte Cr. fish kill 2003; July rescue 2008, 2009, 2010). 

 
d. Collection cannot occur in any years when these criteria are not met. 

 
 

3) To protect an experimental population, effective methods of release should 
be implemented. 
 
Translocation (Direct Release into San Joaquin River) 

a. Adult and egg translocation only. No juveniles may be translocated since 
evidence from the winter-run supplementation program suggests that 
imprinting of juveniles will be inadequate resulting in high stray rates 
(USFWS, http://www.fws.gov/stockton/afrp/documents/Genetics.pdf). 
The potential for high stray rates is corroborated by stray indices for 
off-‐site releases of Merced River Hatchery salmon into the San Joaquin 
River where recoveries where “sizeable recoveries [have occurred] in the 
Tuolumne River (22%), the Stanislaus River (10%), the American River 
(8%), the Feather River (8%), the Sacramento River (2%), the Mokelumne 
River (2%), and Butte Creek (1%)” (ICF Jones & Stokes 2010; page 4-
186). 

b. Translocation of adults to holding areas only if receiving water 
temperatures are suitable (<59°F; 15°C). 

c. Translocation of eggs to holding areas only if receiving water 
temperatures are suitable (<55°F; 13°C). 
 

4) To protect Threatened steelhead and Species of Concern fall-run Chinook 
in the San Joaquin Basin, several measures should be implemented. 
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Adult and juvenile spring-run Chinook from the experimental population may 
stray into the east side tributaries and affect steelhead and fall-run Chinook 
salmon populations. Adult spring-run may spawn with fall-run Chinook 
resulting in hybridzation and associated loss of genetic fitness. Juvenile spring-
run may utilize the tributaries for non-natal rearing and compete with both 
steelhead and fall-run Chinook for limited food and space.  

a. To prevent hybridization of the experimental population with fall-run 
Chinook salmon in the east side tributaries (Stanislaus, Tuolumne, 
Merced, and Mokelumne), weirs must be installed downstream of the 
spawning reach in each tributary to collect any spring-running individual 
adults and move them to either the Conservation Facility or pools 
downstream of Friant Dam. 

b. Instream monitoring should be conducted to determine whether and to 
what extent marked juveniles from the experimental population use the 
tributaries and an analyses be performed regarding the impact to existing 
steelhead and fall-run Chinook populations.   
 

5) To protect EFH, results of temperature studies should be used to determine 
fish management measures. 
 
If temperature monitoring indicates that temperature increases will occur 
downstream of Merced due to flow connectivity, then Friant releases should be 
managed so that there is no flow connection with the lower river (i.e., 
downstream of Merced confluence). In this event, a trap and haul program for 
both adults and juveniles will need to be implemented according to protective 
measures as described in the Permit Application for collection, transportation, 
and release procedures.   
 

6) Effectiveness Monitoring 
 
The Permit Application states that:  
 

Monitoring of the effectiveness of artificial propagation and management 
actions on the demographics of the natural re-establishing populations is 
essential for adaptive management. This population will require monitoring 
during all periods of the restoration program to ensure that the planned level 
of segregation/integration of hatchery fish is occurring. (Page 45) 

 
On page 39, the Permit Application also states that the adaptive management 
process is discussed in the ‘2010 Draft Fisheries Management Plan’.  

 
The 2010 Draft Fisheries Management Plan referenced in the Permit could not be 
found, but a November 2010 FMP (San Joaquin River Restoration Program 
2010c) document was found that contains some discussions pertaining to Decision 
Tree Routing and Potential Triggers and Adaptive Responses. These metrics 
should be included as part of the Permit Application, and triggers that would 
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result in grounds for discontinuing the reintroduction efforts should also be 
identified and clearly stated.  
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FIGURES 

 
Figure 1. The canyon reach of Butte Creek. 
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Figure 2. The canyon reach of Butte Creek. 
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Figure 4. Photo of Butte Creek taken from Cable Bridge Rd., which is below Centerville 
Covered Bridge and above the Parrott-Phelan Diversion Dam.  
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Figure 5. Photo taken near the Centerville Covered Bridge on Butte Creek. The best 
spawning habitat on the Creek is between the Centerville Covered Bridge and Quartz Pool 
(approximately 11 river miles). 
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Figure 6. Old gravel mining pits in Reach 1 of the San Joaquin River Restoration Area. 
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Figure 7. The pools below Friant Dam in the San Joaquin River Restoration Area.  
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Figure 8. The view from the Highway 41 bridge in Reach 1 of the San Joaquin River 
Restoration Area. 

 
 

 
Figure 9. A comparison of elevation of salmonid habitat on the San Joaquin and Stanislaus 
rivers, and Butte, Deer and Mill creeks. 
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