
From: "Jessica Parker" <Jessica.Parker@tetratech-ffx.com> 
To: "Melenee Emanuel" <memanuel@waterboards.ca.gov> 
Date: 1211 4104 7: 17AM 
Subject: RE: San Vincente Creek 

'B 
Hi Melenee, 

Gee, just when you think it's a lost cause ... well I guess it's good that it got to you when it did1 

I don't know if you recall, but this submittal (SL-20) was a request to list San Vicente Creek for 
sedimentationlsiltation. I have already done 2 factsheets for that submittal: 2562 (turbidity) and 2563 
(sedimentationlsiltation). Factsheet 2563 is the one based on the Stream Inventory Report and the 
narrative criteria. The other is based on DSD data and the MUN criterion for turbidity. So 2563 (LOE 667) 
is the one that I was planning to add any additional information to from the report. I filled out the fact sheet 
based on what was written in the submittal letter (which provided a summary of the report) and other info I 
could pull from what I had of the report. There isn't much on the bio data since that was one of the' 
sections missing from the report. So that might be one thing you want to add, but otherwise, you probably 
just need to review the LOE to see if there is anything major missing. 

Thanks and let me know if you have any questions. 

Jessie 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Melenee Emanuel [mailto:memanuel@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 14,2004 10:05 AM 
To: Jessica Parker 
Subject: San Vincente Creek 

Hey Jessie 

Guess what was in my mailbox this morning ...y outre right .... the complete report on San Vincente Creek. 
At least, I think that it the whole rep0 rt... but who knows. If you just want to complete thefact sheet for the 
info that you have ... l can fill in the biologicallhabitat info. Do that sound okay? 

Thanks 

Melenee 

Melenee Emanuel 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Division of Water Quality, Monitoring 
1001 1 Street, P.O. Box 944213 
Sacramento, CA 95812 



- 
Craig J..Wilson 
Melenee Emanuel 
7/2/04 7:OlAM 
Fwd: Supplement to San Vicente Creek Listing Request 

This is related to one of the data submittals. CJW 

>>> <JodiFredi@aol.com> Thursday, July 01, 2004 >>> 
Dear Craig Wilson, 

I have copied below the questions posed to Santa Cruz County Public Works, 
the department which overseas the Davenport Sanitation District and is 
responsible for monitoring water quality for the town of Davenport. I have highlighted 
Mr. Lathan's responses in italics for clarity. 

These answers apply tothe turbidity data I supplied with our letter (Sierra 
Club) of June 14, 2004 requesting that San Vicente Creek be added to the 
303(d) list for sediment impairment, 

Chair, Forestry Task Force 
Santa Cruz County Group 

X-Originating-IP: [63.194.190.101] 
Return-Path: cd~wl68@co.santa-cruz.ca.ug> 
Received: from 63.194.190.101 (HELO sczas09.co.santa-cruz.ca.us) 

X-MimeOLE: Produced By Microsoft Exchange V6.0.6487.1 

MIME-Version: 1.0 
Content-Type: textlplain; 

charsetqHiso-8859-1" 
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable 
Subject: Requested Information 
Date: Wed, 30 Jun 2004 11:46:29 -0700 
X-MS-Has-Attach: 
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator: 
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LMeIenee Emanuel - Fwd: supple.&ent to San Vicente Creek Listing Request - .  . I 

From: "Jeff Lathan" <d~wl68@co.santa-cruz.ca.us> 
To: ~svouna500@vahoo.com> 
Cc: "Brian Turpen" <d~w036@co,santa-cruz.ca.us>, 

"Russell Bateson" <d~w020@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>, 
"Mark Fryar" <dpw215@co.santa-cruz.ca.us> 

Content-Length: 964 

Dear Susan Young, 
1 have discussed your request for information with Brian Turpen and he . 
requested I respond. 

Yours truly, 
Jeff Lathan 

From: Susan Young [mailto:svounq500@vahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 29.2004 11:28 AM 
To: Brian Turpen 
Subject: Turbidity in San Vicente Creek 
Dear Brian Turpen, 
I was informed by Mark Fryar that any questions that I might have regarding, 
turbidity testing for San Vicente Creek should go through you. 
I am a resident of Davenport and thus a customer o f  the water treated by the. 
Davenport Sanitation District. I have a few questions regarding the assessment 
of influent turbidity. Perhaps you can answer them for me. 
1. What kind of techniques and equipment do you use to assess influent 
turbidity? 
The influent turbidity is measured using a portable Hach Turbidity Analyzer 
Model 2100P. 
2. How often is the equipment calibrated? 
The meter is calibrated quarterly, more often during inclement weather. 
3. Do you take control samples periodically to ensure that the readings are 
accurate? 
No. We have certified standards supplied by Hach that are used to verify the : 
calibration is accurate. 
4. Do you have any other procedures in place to assure the accuracy of your 
influent turbidity readings? 
There is an effluent turbidity analyzer that is installed inside the water 
treatment plant and it's function is to monitor the finished water. If the 
turbidity of the finished water were to approach the maximum allowable turbidity 
limit, the treatment plant would automatically shut down to protect the quality 
of the finished water and an alarm sent to our dispatcher. The dispatcher 
follows an established protocol which requires they contact the treatment plant 
operator who would respond to the water plant. 

Thank you very much 
Kind Regards, 
Susan 
Susan Young 
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Sa lmon id  St ream Habi tat  Restora t ion Manua l  

California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Man 

California Department of Fish and Game 

prepared by, 
Gary Flosi, Scott Downie, James Hopelain, 
Michael Bird, Robert Coey and Barry Collins 

1998 3rd edition 

The first edition of this manual, written by Gary Flosi and Forrest Reynolds, and publisl 
formally synthesized and described the Department of Fish and Game's approach and 
methods for anadromous salmonid habitat restoration. From 1991 through 1994 the fir 
broadly distributed and used as a "standard methods" text by many habitat restoration 
inventory workers. As a result, many suggestions for improvement of the manual were 
the authors. 

The second edition, by Flosi and Reynolds was supported by a team that included the 
third edition, and was published in October of 1994. The second edition included a nur 
revisions: 1) a reorganization of sections for project planning and project impiementatic 
then recently revised stream channel classification system developed by David Rosge~ 
monitoring and evaluation section; 4) a listing of all databases used for resource inven - 

Branch Chief. NAFWB 
830 S Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(91 6) 327-8840 

ana1ys:s as presented in the manual; 5) a protocol for a large woody oebris inventory; I 
of reauired environmental review orocesses ana oermits: 7)  an exoanded and u~dated .. . . - ~- ~ . . 
sensitive species; and 8) numerois editorial chaiges to text and data forms. 

This third edition, like the second, incorporates changes recently developed in the prac 
habitat inventory and restoration. The authorship list has changed with this edition to n 
reflect the contributions of the writing team members. 

The new section, "Part XI Riparian Habitat Restoration." was added to the manual in 
Circuit Rider Productions, inc. (CRP) developed this section under a grant agreement. 
California Department of Fish and Game. Part XI covers topics of human impacts on ri 
and methods to conserve and restore such habitats. 

The new sectlon, "Part X Upslope Assessment and Restoration Practices," was adde 
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manual in April 2004. The primary authors of this section were Dr. Bill Weaver and Dal 
from Pacific Watershed Associates. This section addresses upslope erosion assessmc 
restoration. 

1 

The new section, "Part IX Fish Passage Evaluation at Stream Crossings." was added 
in April 2003. The primary authors of this section were Ross N. Taylor and Michael Lo\ 
addresses fish passage evaluations at stream crossings (roads, bridges, etc.). 

A table in Part IX, on page 42, was found to be incorrect. The corrections have I 
incorporated ~n to  the complete PDF documents Delow. Ina v~dual replacement F 
both tne single- an0 ooub e-siaed verslons are also avai ab e (2003-08-1 1). 

Ordering A limited number of printed manuals are available. Please fill out the 
in with the shipping fee per the instructions. 

Download Both the third edition of the manual and the added sections are available fc 
from this website as Adobe Portable Document Format files (PDF). Due to the size of I 
documents, we recommend you download them locally to your computer before trying 
With a 56k telephone modem connection, files may take fifteen minutes or more to dob 
patient! 

Title Flle 
Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual /manual3.~df 
1998 3d edition 

Part IX. "Fish Passage Evaluation at Stream Crossings" $&J&a~a~e.~~f 
Aoril 2003 (includes errata 2003-08-1 1) (sinale sided) 

ds&assage-m pdf 
(duplex) 

Errata Replacement Pages (2003-08-1 1) F~shPassaqe Errata2003081 1 .pdf 1 C 
(smgle s~ded) 
FishPassaqe dbi Errata2003081 1.0df I( 
(duP!ex) 

Part X. "Upslope Assessment and Restoration Practices" m a W p . a e p d _ f  72.31 
April 2004 

Part XI. "Riparian Habitat Restoration" - CDFGmnual XI final.pdf V 11.61 
May 2004 

Back to Top of Page 
Copyright O 2004 State of California 

Conditions of Use I Privacy Polidy 

The content found herein may not necessarily represent the views and opinions of the Schwarzenegger Admir 
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'SIERRA .$ants Cruz County C m a p  ol. the V e n l a ~ l ; ~  Chapter 

CLUB P.0. Box 604, S ; I ~ ~ : I  CI.LIZ, California 95061 pho~lc: (X31)42h-4453 

F O U N D E D  1892 FAX (83 1 )  426-5323 wch: www,vcnlann.org e-mail: scscrg@cruzio.com 

June 14, 2004 

Mr. Craig Wilson 
Chief, TMDL Listing Unit 
Division of Water Quality 
State Water Resources Control Board ("SWRCB") 
P.O. Box I00 
Sacramento. California 958 12-0 100 

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL (916) 341-5550 

RE: Inclusion of San Vicente Creek Watershed, Santa CNZ County (304.11023; Big 
Basin hydrologic unit 304.1 1; latitude 37 " 03' 19", longitude 122 " 10' 52" NAD27) on 
2004 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

The Sierra Club, Santa CNZ County Group of the Ventana Chapter (the "Sierra Club") 
urges the SWRCB to include the San Vicente Creek watershed in Santa Cruz County on 
the 2004 Section 303(d) list. 

San Vicente Creek has been declared a public resource by the California Department of 
Fish and Game ("DFG") and by the National Marine Fisheries Service ("NMFS"), due to 
the existence in this creek of coho salmon, steelhead trout and the California red-legged 
frog, which are all listed by the state and/or federal government as either a threatened or 
endangered species. (Please see Stream Inventory Report, San Vicente Creek, DFG 1996 
stream survey, mailed under separate cover.) A NMFS biological review team ("BRT") 
recently determined that the naturally spawned component of the Central Coast 
California coho salmon evolutionary significant unit ("ESU") is "in danger of extinction" 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range, which includes San Vicente Creek. 
The BRT specifically cites "extensive habitat degradation and associated decreased 
carrying capacity" as a cause. Accordingly, NMFS proposes that the Central California 
Coast coho salmon ESU, presently listed as a threatened species, be listed as an 
endangered species under the U.S. Endangered Species Act ("ESA). 

The San Vicente Creek watershed suffers from deleterious impacts from pollutants, chief 
of which is sedimentation/siltation caused by resource extraction, timber road 
construction, erosion and natural sources. Such activities have seriously contributed to 
the grave decline of coho salmon in San Vicente Creek. The 2001 Stream Survey of 
Upper San Vicente Creek Tributaries, conducted for RMC Pacific Materials by RMC 
Forester Edward Tunheim, quotes from the 1996 California Department of Fish and 

"...to evl~lore, e~!jo\' o~ldlirotcct IIJC 11.ili1 ~ ~ l n c e s  1!/'11lr! (!f~rlh. " 

Printed on recycled paper 



Game Stream Survey of Lower San Vicente Creek: "[Slediment inputs have exceeded 
[San Vicente Creek's] transport capacity due to past activities in the watershed." 

The San Vicente Creek Stream Inventory Report by DFG, 1996, provides the following 
data: 

1 .  Over 81% of the uool tail crests surveved had greater than 5 1% embeddedness. 
This is an indication that the gravels and cobbles are covered by sediment to a large 
degree. This is not good for spawning or for cover for small fish. 

2. 76% of the surveved stream length was flat water. This is a high percentage and 
indicates a lack of needed pools.) 

3. The pools suweved were relatively shallow - 70% were less than 3' deep. 
Shallow uools can be an indicator of excessive sediment. Again. this is not good for fish - .  - 
which need cool, deep pools to grow, hide and prosper in. 

4. LWD was lacking in nearly all habitat tyues. Large Woody Debris (LWD) 
provides rearing fry with protection from predation, refuge from high water velocities, 
provides a food source and divides territorial units to reduce density related competition. 
LWD helps in scouring sediment to create pools, provides shade and shelter and provides 
nutrients for aquatic invertebrates, a key food source for fish) 

5. Mean shelter ratine for pools was low with a ratine of 12. A pool shelter ratine of 
apuroximatelv 100 is desirable. Shelter is necessary for fish survival to avoid predators. - 

The Davenport Sanitation District ("DSD) withdraws water from San Vicente Creek to 
serve the town of Davenport, which is located adjacent to San Vicente Creek. The DSD 
is unable to produce potable drinking water during periods of heavy rainfall (see attached 
DSD memo dated March 5, 2004 and data sheets from December 200 1 ,  January 2002) 
due to high water turbidity level caused by sedimentation. The DSD monitors the 
turbidity level of San Vicente Creek at the Davenport water treatment plant intake point 
on a daily basis. Mr. Mark Fryar, Chief Water Plant Operator for the Davenport water 
treatment plant, enters the daily turbidity level in a handwritten log that he maintains. 
Mr. Fryar has agreed to enter this data into an electronic spreadsheet, but will be unable 
to do so until mid-July of 2004, due to deadlines on other projects. 

Based on the significantly high turbidity levels and poor habitat features of San Vicente 
Creek, the Sierra Club believes that San Vicente Creek is not meeting existing water 
quality standards, as defined by the SWRCB. 

Jodi Frediani 
Chair, Forestry Task Force 
Santa Cruz County Group 
Ventana Chapter 
Sierra Club 
PH 83 1-426- 1697 
JodiFredi@aol.com 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ DAVENPORT WATER FOR THE MONTH OF 
WATER AND JANUARY, 2002 

.;' WASTEWATER DIVISION 

TOTAL 
GALLONS 1,105,800 
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: . ,  N OF SANTA CRUZ DAVENPORT WATER FOR THE MONTH OF 
, '. i R  AN3 DECEMBER, 2002 

sTEWATER DIVISION 

TOTAL 
GALLONS 883,000 gal. 
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County Santa Cruz 
DAVENPORT COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT 
701 OCeAN STRZFT. ROOM 430, SANTACRU2,CA BWBD4070 

(811) 464-1160 PU( (031)'4S4-U63 TOO ((ISO 4M4\Zl 
THOMAS L. BOLICH 
DISTRIC- ENGINEER 

REQUImD WOTIFICA~ION FOR CUSTOMERS OF THE DAVENPORT COUNTY 
SANITATION DISTRICT WATER SYSTEM 

The S ~ n l a  Cmt Cobnty Environmental Heal11: Services (EHS) has directed the 
Cn1111ty of Sevita C.:mz, Davenport Sanitation District to advise you regarding the current status of 
the Davenport water system. EHS has direcled that the watcr system be upgraded to ensure ttat 
current water qualily standards ca.1 he achieved. Until such time that thcae upgrades csn be 
budgeted, dasibmed and installed and operational, the water system must notify it8 consumerr 
quurterly ofthe status of the system and include the following notification language: 

The Store o/'Cnlfurtiirr Deparrmenr of He:ilrh Services (DIIS) sets drinking wdtrr 
sfandcird$ und hns determined rhrpresertcr ~f 1nlc,.0bi01ogi~al cc~nlaminnnfs a re  a health concerti 
s/ csriain le~)elr of e.rporure. Ijwarrr IS inadequate!\* ~rtmted, microbiol~gical contaminattls in 
thur w;rter. may carise dise;rre. Disease syntptoms , ~ u y  include diarrhea, cramps, nawea, ajld 
possible,iaitndice, and any as~ociared hhdoches sond farigrie. These .ymproms. however ore not 
jus! ussocio~e~I with disease-corrring nrgunisn~s in .t,rtnking wufer, bur clso may be caused by n 
ntrmbar ojfncrors o!her rhon ,your drirtking water. DHS has set cnforcenble reqrrlremen~ for 
treating drinkin,g kratsr to rediics the risk ofthese crdverse health effeits. Treatment such os 
filrerin~ ant1 disinfecting rhe warcr removes crr desrroys microbioiogicnl c~ntctminnnls. Drinkiirg 
wcirar u;hiskrs irsntml ro meel DHS requ:i.enietlts is nssoctaced wirk lirtle to none ofthis iris& and 
rhoulri be co;l.ridered snfe. 

Thc L)avcnporl water treatmen1 plant is unable to produce potable drinking water 
during some periods of heavy rainfall. During these limes the equipment monitoring thc wster 
quality detects a high -water turbidity level and shuts off the water trcamerl! pltial UIJ alcris the 
aa tw plant operator of :he problem. This is an automatic process designed 19 protect the quallty 
of water ir: the storage imk. If ihe turbidity of the wetcr is !oo high for the treatment plant lo 
process, then water must he tnlcked in from Sat~ta Cr:a City ac a considerable expense lo the 
Davenport cuslomers ncd pumped into lnr storage latank. 

.%Re: the heavy rdin has passed arid rh; turbidity of the raw water lrds returned ic 211 

acceptable levcl the cl.ea;ine~:t plant call t1it.n assume 11o1ma: ope:ation. T'CI 8ddr:ss this issue. the 
Cocnly is in the process of tr).rng to secure C~indinp in order to upgrade your water ireatmeill plant. 
Due .to litnited c+pital ffrindiqg and the. curreil! Stdte hudge;er,cgbacks, this cylitinues lo.prese;ir a 
significant challense. 

if you have any queslioiis ngud~ng this notice. please contact Jeff Lathnn or Mark 
Fry= x (831) 164-5462. 
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STREAM W E N T O R Y  REPORT 

SAN VICENTE CREEK 

INTRODUCTION 

A stream inventory was conducted during the summer of 1996 on San Vicentc Creek, Santa 
C m  County. The inventory consisted of two parts: a habitat inventory and biological 
inventory. The purpose of the habitat inventory was to document the habitat available to 
anadromous salmonids in San Vicente Creek. The biological inventory was conducted to 
document the presence and distribution ofjuvenile salmonid species. 

The objective of this report is to document the current habitat conditions and recommend options 
for the potential enhancement of habitat for coho salmon and steelhead trout. Recommendations 
for habitat improvement activities are based upon target habitat values suitable for salmonids in 
California's North streams. 

San Vicente Creek enters the Pacific Ocean approximately 9 miles north of the city of Santa Cruz 
in Santa Cruz County, California (Map I) .  San Vicente Creek's leg& description at the 
confluence with the Pacific Ocean is T1 IS R03W. Its location is 31 "08'04" northlatitude and 
122'1 1'35" west longitude. San Vicente Creek is a third order stream and has approximately 9.3 
miles of main stem and 11.3 miles of tributary blue line stream according to the USOS 
Davenport 7.5 minute quadrangle. San Vicente Creek drains a watershed of approximately 11.1 
square miles. Elevations range from 0 feet at the mouth of the creek to 2,600 feet in the 
headwater areas. Redwood forest dominates the watershed. The watershed is primarily privately 
owned and is managed for timber production. open pit mining, cattle grazing, urbanization and 
water diversion. Vehicle access exists via private roads off Highway 1. 

METHODS 

The habitat inventory conducted in San Vicente Creek follows the methodology presented in the 
Calijorhia Salmonid Stream Habitat Resrorafion Manual (Flosi and Reynolds, 1991 rev. 1994). 
The California Conservation Corps (CCC) Technical Advisors and Watershed Stewards 
Project/AmeriCorps (WSP/AmeriCorps) Members that conducted the inventory were trained in 
standardized habitat inventory methods by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG). 
This inventory was conducted by a two-person team. 

The inventory uses a method that samples approximately 10% of the flatwater and rime habitat 



EXCERPTS from l l ~ c  ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES: PROPOSED LISTING 

DETERMINATIONS FOR 27 ESUs OF WEST COAST SALMONIDS, MAY, 2004 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atlnospl~eric Adminismtion 

50 CFR Parts 223 and 224 

IDocket No. 040525161-4161-01; I.D. No. 052104FI 

RIN No. 0648-AR93 

Endangered and Tl~reatcned Species: Proposed listing delcnninations lor 27 ESUs of West Coast 

Salmonids 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisl~eries Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and Atnlospl~eric 

Administntion (NOAA), Commerce. 

NMFS solicited information to ensure Illat the review o f t l ~ c  ESA status for the 27 ESUs under review 

was based on tile best available and most recent scientific and co~nn~ercial data. Following a11 initial 

60-dav public colnnlcnl period concerning 25 of lllc ESUs, wllich co~n~nenced on Febmani 1 1 .  2002 

(67 FR 6215). NMFS re-opened the public colnlllent period For an additional 30 davs on June 13.2002 

(67 FR 40679). A 60dav public colnlncnl period was also opened concerninr 16 petitioned ESUs 

with t l ~ c  published findings on the Central Coast Forest Associalion and Trout Unlimited el al. 

petitions on July 25. 2002 167 FR 48601). lnfonnation and comment was solicited during an 

additional 6Odav public comment period wlieu NMFS anno~~nced U~al it would also be reviewing (he 

status of the Snake River sockeve and S o ~ ~ t l ~ e r n  California steell~ead ESUs 167 FR 79898: December 

3 1. 2002). In this latter public C O I ~ I I I C I I ~  period NMFS specificalls requested information concerning 

resident 0, mvkiss populations in the 10 steelhead ESUs under review (67 FR at 79900). 



Cenlral Californi;~ Coast Col~o ESU 

Tile Central Califon~ia Coast col~o ESU includes all nalurallv spawned populations of collo 

g lmon  from Punla Gorda in northem Califon~i;~ s o ~ t t l ~  to and includina lhe San Lorenzo River in 

cenlral Californi;~. as well as oo~ulations in trib~~taries to San Francisco Bav. excluding Ihc 

Sacramcnto-San Joaauin River svstetn (61 FR 56138: October 3 1. 1996). Four artificial oro~aaation 

programs are considered parl of this ESU (Table 2): !he Don Clal~sen Fish Hatchew Captive 

Broodstock Program. Scott CreekKing Fisl~cr Flats Consewation Program. Scott Creek Captive 

Broodstock Program. and the Novo River Fish Station ecg-lLake Program cot10 hatchew programs. 

NMFS has detennincd Uvat these artificiallv propagated stocks are xeneticallv no more !ham tuoderately 

divergent from t l~e  natural ~ o o u l a t i o ~ ~ s  MMFS. 2004bl 

Ce111n1l Califorl~ia Coast 0. mykiss ESU 

The Central California Coi~st 0 .  ~uvkiss ESU includcs all natunllv spawncd po~ulations of 

steelbe;~d in C?lifomia strearns f r o ~ r ~  l l ~ c  Russi;~n River to Aptns Creek. and the drainages of San 

Francisco and San Pablo Bavs eastw~lrd lo l l ~ c  Napa River (inclusive), excluding the Sacramento-San 

impassible barriers (natoral and n~ann~adc) Illat co-occur wit11 anadrotnous populations are included in 

the Central California Coast 0 .  mvkiss ESU. According lo Ule framework discussed above (see the 

Consideration of Resident 0. rnvkiss Populatio~~s in Listing Deter~ninirtions section), the ESU 

membership of native resident populations above recent (usuallv man-made) irnoassable barriers. but 

below natural barriers. was not resolved. These resident populatio~~s are ~rovisionallv no1 considered 

b be part of the Central California Coast 0. ~uvkiss ESU. until stlcl~ time t l~at  significant scientific 

information becomes available affording a case-bv-casc evaluation of U~eir ESU relationsl~ips. Recent 

genetic data regarding Ulree subpop~~lalinns of native fisl~ above Rubber Dam I on Alameda Crcck 



strondv snggest that thev are part of the ESU. Nic l so~~  (2003) found that these sob~opulations were 

most similar to eac11 other and otl~cr populations within the ESU than thev were to ~opulations outside 

w. M S .  therefore. considers native resident 0. rnvkiss po~ulations above Dam I on Alameda 

; 

Two ~rtilicial proparation prognlnls are considcrcd to be Dalt of the ESU (Table 2): the 

Don Clnusen Fish Hatchem. and Kir~rfisl~cr Flat Hatchem/Scott Creek (Monterev Bav S a l ~ n o ~ i  and 

Trent Proicct) steelhead l ~ l t c l ~ e m  programs. NMFS has dclennined that tllese artificiallv pro~aeated 

stocks are ge~~eticallv no ltlore tlmn ~ ~ ~ o d e n ~ t e l v  divergent fro111 l l~e  natural ~opulations ( M S .  

2004b) 

Central California Coast Coho ESU 

lnfor~nation on the abundance and productivitv trends for t l ~ c  naturallv s ~ a w n i n g  

component ofthe Central California Coast coho ESU is cxtre~nelv limited. There arc no long- term 

lime series of spawner abun&?ncc for individual river svstems. Analvses of iuvcnile coho orescnce- 

absencc information. iuvenile density sorvcvs. and irrcrular adult col~nls for thc South Fork Novo 

River indicate low abun&?oce and loor-tern1 downward trends for the naturallv spawning populations 

tl~rougl~oot the ESU. Improved ocean conditions coi~pled with favorable stream flows and halvest 

restrictions have contributed to increased rctllrns in 2001 in slreams in the northern portion of the ESU, 

w a l e d  bv an increase in the obselvcd presence of fish in historicallv occnoied streams. Data are 

p;~rticolarlv lackinv for many river basins ill the soutl~ern two-thirds of the ESU where nati~mlly 

spawning pop~~lations are considered to bc at t l ~ c  greatest risk. The cxtimatio~~ or near extimalion of 

natural coho salmon populations in several ~naior river basins. and across most of t l ~ c  sou t l~en~  

! ! & ~ & ? l  range of the ESU. reDrescnts a significant risk to ESU spatial stluclllre and diversitv. 

1 



ESU w;ls listed in 1996 tl1oor11 it conlin~~cs at t l~c  Nova River and Scott Creek facilities. and two 

captive broodstock ponulations have recentlv bcen established. Gcnetic diversity risk associated wiU~ 

y w  

effective oonolation sizes in the rcmaini~~g batcl~cw procranE remains a concern. An oul-of-ESU 

anificial nropaeation procram for col~o was oner;itcd at tllc Don Clausen batchew on t l ~ c  Russian River 

Ihrourh IIle mid 1990's. but was terminated in 1996. T e n ~ ~ i l ~ l t i o ~ ~  of Illis nroemni was considered bv 

lllc BRT a positive devclop~nenl for n;~torallv nroduccd col~o in Illis ESU. For the naturallv snawning 

co111ao11o1r of tlze ESU. tile BRT found vcw 11ielr risk for r l~e  ab~~l~dancc.  ~rodoclivitv. and spatial 

structure VSP parameters and co~nparalivelv moderate risk wit11 respect lo the diversitv VSP 

parameter. T l ~ c  lack of direct estilnates of the pcrforniaoce of t l ~ c  ~ t u r a l l v  spawned nonulations in 

this ESU, and the associated uncenaintv t l~is rcncntes. was olsnecific concern lo Ule BRT. Informed 

W P  risk assessnlent and the associalcd uncenainlv. Ule strong ~naioritv o~ in ion  of Ule BRT was 

thal thc natumllv spawned comwnent of the Central California Coast col~o EES was "in danger of 

extinction," The minority opinion was t11;lt Illis ESU is "likelv lo become endangered within the 

foreseeable fnture." 

Four artificial proparatioo nrorraols are considered lo be part of l l ~ e  Cenlnl Califonlia 

Coasl col~o ESU (Tablc 2: NMFS. 2004b). The Novo River nrocram is an au~~nen t l t ion  worram 

located in Ule northern portion of the ESU wl~icll reaularlv incomoratcs local natural- origin fish into 

( h e s t o c k  and releases fish into l l ~ e  Novo River watershed. T l ~ e  nrognm b;ls becn in oneralion 

for ovcr 50 years. but the procrani lms recently been discontinued. The Monterev Bav Salmon and 

m i e c t  is an artificial propaattion progr;lm that is opented as a conservation procram desimed 

to snnnle~nent the local natuml nopul;~lion. located in t l ~ c  sonlllern nodion of llle ESU (sooth of San 

S f  



fish are spawned and released fro111 this program on Scott Crcck, but natural-origin fish are ro~tlinelv 

iacomorated into the broodstock. Reccnllv. caplive broodslock Drognms have been established for Ule 

Russian River and Scott Creek ~op~t la t io t~s  ill  order to preserve the ecnctic resources of these two 

natumllv spawning po~ulations aud for use in artifici;ll prognlns. Artificially ~r0DaIBted fish from 

these tu1o captive broodslock Drorranls will be oul~lanled in lhe Russian River and Scolt Creek 

watersheds lo suvolc~nenl local na111ml po~~~la l ions .  The Russian Rivcr prorraln is inle~rated with a 

habitat rcsloralion proerain designed lo i ~ ~ ~ p r n v c  habilat co~~dilions and subsegocnt suwival for 

outplanted coho iuveniles. 

An assesstnenl of the cffccts of lhesc four artificial ~ro~a&?t ion programs on lhe viability of 

the ESU in-lot;~l concluded Illat Ihcv decre;~se risk of estinclion to solr~c dcgrcc bv conlribulinp to 

incrcased ESU abundance and diversity, bul have a ne111nl or uncerlain effect on the ~roductivilv or 

soatial stniclure of the ESU N F S .  2004b). The three conservation programs are considered crucial 

lo lhc recoverv ofthis ESU. but it is ~ ~ n c l e i ~ r  if thev have had anv beneficial elfect on natural snawner 

abundiincc. The Novo Rivcr progranl whicl~ llad been oper;~led for over 50 vears is being lenni~~ated 

&.cause it has not met CDFG's goal of incret~sing coho saln~on abunclince. Produclivitv of coho 

sal~non in lhe Novo River is Uloorht to be reduced or 1111aITec1ed bv lone tenn artificial ~ r o ~ a r a t i o n  in 

UI watershed. It is unccrlain how effective the c;~ptive broodslock and rearing Dronrams in the 

Russian River and Scott Creek will be io increasi~~g produclivitv. but efforts in 1l1e Russian Rivcr are 

[ 

The cwo caotive broodstock progr,llus will l~onch~llv conlribule lo fi1111re abundnnce and i111vroved 

malial slnlclurc of the ESU. but o~~lpl;~ntioe has vel lo be illl~lemcnted so IOIIE tern1 benefils are 

uncertain. The Monterev Bav S a l ~ ~ ~ o n  and Trout Progran~ is lhouehl lo be rcs~onsible for s~~slaining 

1 

ranee. Bolh of the captive broodslock oroarams. ~arlicularlv lhe Scoll Creek program. are nc~lctic 

reaositories whicl~ serve to preserve the acnolllc of the ESU therebv rcducinr! aenetic diversitv risks. 



Infor~ned bv the BRT's findings CNMFS. 2003b) and NMFS' assessment of llle effects of artificial 

pro~amtion programs on l l ~ e  viabilitv of t l ~ c  ESU (NMFS. 2004b). t l ~ e  Artificial Propagation 

Evaluation Workshop concluded tl~at l l ~ e  Central C;~lifornia Coast col~o ESU in-total is "in danecr of 

extinction" (NMFS. 2004~) .  

C e ~ ~ t r a l  California Coast 0. ~nvkiss ESU 

Thcrc are no time series o fpop~~la t io~ i  abundance &?la for the n;lturallv spawning 

cornponcnl of l l ~ c  Centnl California Coz~st 0, mvkiss ESU. The nalunllv spaw~linl! ~ o ~ u l a t i o n  in t l ~ c  

1;lrsest river svsteln in the ESU, l l ~ c  Russian River. is bclicved lo have declincd seven-fold since l l ~ e  

mid-1960s. 1 

exl~ibits a downward dcclinc over l l ~ c  last 8 years of av;~il;~blc data. Predation bv increasing numbers 

sea lions at rivcr m o ~ ~ l l ~ s  and durine the ocean phase was noted as  a rccenl develop~nent 

also posine sienificant risk. Juvenile 0, mvkiss 11;lve been observed in a~proximatelv 82 Dcrcelll of 

1 

However. impassible dams have cut ofI substa~~tial portions of s~awning  l~abilat in some basins. 

genemtina concern about l l ~ e  spali;~l slnlctltre of the natur;dlv spawniac comDonenl of the ESU. 

Historicallv. resident fish are belicvcd to have occnrred in all areas in the ESU used bv steelhead, 

alll~ough current distribution is more restricted. For some BRT members, the presence of resident fish 

reduces to ESU natural abu~~dance. but provides a11 uncertain contribution lo ESU productivihi. 

spatial structure. and diversity (NMFS. 2003b: 2004a). The BRT found moderatclv hirb risk for h e  

;~bund;lnce and productivitv VSP risk categories for nalunllv spawainr! fish, and com~arativelv less 

r i s k p i h e ~ l i a l  stn~cture m ~ d  divcrsitv categories. Infor~ncd bv this risk assessmenl. lllc lnaioritv 

opinioll of t l ~ c  BRT was t l~at  t l~e  oatunllv spawned conloonent of tllc Centnl California Coast 0. 



~nvkiss ESU is "likelv to bccome endangered witlin the foreseeable futurc." The rninorilv opinion was 

that tile ESU is "in &olger of extinction." Two artifici;ll ~ropag~lt ion programs arc considered to be Dart 

o f e ~ e l ~ t r a l  California Coast 0 .  mvkiss ESU (Tablc 2: NMFS, 2004b). One program is located in 

t l~e  nolll~crnmost river in t l ~ c  ESU (Do11 Clauscn lutcllew 011 llle Russian Rivcr). while the otl~er is 

located in lllc southcr~i portion o f t l ~ c  ESU (Monterev Bay S;~lmon and Trout Proiect on thc Scott 

River) where the extinctio~~ risk for local pop~~latior~s is tl~ouchl to be 11irl1er. T l ~ c  hatchcry on t l ~ c  

Russian River is a relativelv large-scale milig;~lion program which is prin~arilv intended to support 

recreational fisl~eries for steelhead in this watcrshcd. This prosram was established prilnarilv will1 

local broodstock, but has not integrated nah~ral-origin fish into lllc broodstock since 2000. and is. 

Ihcrerorc. isolated fro111 UIC natural sp;~woiog compo~lcnt of the ESU. Escape~ncnt to llle hatchew is 

substantial. bnt thcrc arc no cstim;~tcs ofovcr;~ll Russian Rivcr 0, mvkiss abundance, nor are tlicre any 

estilnates of the contribution of l~alcl~crv-origio fish to overall abundance. The artificial propagalion 

progranl 011 Scott Crcek is moc11 stn:~llcr t11a11 t l ~ c  Russian River prograln. It incomoratcs natural- 

orisin fis11 from Scott Creek and nearby San Lorenzo Crcck for broodstock and is cnrrcntlv operated 

for tlle purposc of rcsloring l l ~ c  local nalunll ~ o p u l a t i o ~ ~ .  

NMFS' asscsslnellt of tllc efTecls of lllesc two arlificial pro~ilgation prosnlns on tlle 

viability o f t l ~ e  ESU in-total concluded tl~at ll~ey dccrcase risk to sonlc dcmee bv contributine lo 

increascd ESU fisl~ abundance. but II;IVC ncul~r l  or uncertain effects 011 produclivitv. sp;btial structure 

or diversity of the ESU (NMFS. 2004b). Halcllcw origin stcelllead from the Don Clauscn batcl~erv 

program on the Russian Rivcr have been iucreasing in abundance for Ihc past scveral years. bul Inany 

fish retun) lo the l~atcl~erv or are 11;1rvcsted and Illere is 110 infor~natioa docu~nc~~t ine  the extent to 

wl~ich hatcl~crv origin Iisl~ S M ~ I I  aalurallv. Tl~oneli tl~crc is natural spawning of steelllead in t l ~ c  

Russian River svstem. t l ~ c  abundance o f spaw~~crs  has not been docu~ncnted. There is no inforination 

doc~rruentiug wbctl~cr tlie Montercy Bay S ~ ~ I I I O I I  and Trout Proiect program is increasing local 



abundance of natural steelbead, bul the orornun was recenllv convcrled from one that su~portcd a 

fishcrv lo one lllal is attcmptinr lo rcslore l l ~ c  local 11i111ual populalion. Erects of these i~rtificial 

propacalio~~ proer;~ms on produclivilv arc u ~ ~ c c r l a i ~ ~ .  : I I I ~  no efforts are currentlv undcrwav to assess 

halcherv ~ o ~ u l a l i o n  bas been increasinr in abuo&incc and has a rclalivelv l ~ i c l ~  level of produclivitv. 

bur i t  is inanaced lo s ~ ~ p p o r t  a fishery rather 1l1;1n to ;loglncnt nalunllv spawning local populations. 

H a l c l l e ~  oririn steelhead fronl botl~ pronnnls rcncn~llv occllr in lhe s;lme areas as nalnral oricin fish, 

and tl~erc is no i~~formalion indicatinj: Illat eilhcr procranl 11;a resulted in an expandcd distribulion of 

the ESU in-total. lhus cffccts lo ESU spali;~l slmcture are likelv nculnl. The Don Clansen program 

uscs onlv I~atchcrv-origin fish for broodslock. and Illis is likelv lo lcad to diverrence ofllle llalclleq 

stock from the local natnral ~ o ~ ~ ~ l a l i o n  and pose a risk to local populations. T l ~ c  Monlcrev Bav 

Saln~on ;lnd Trout Prorn~m uscs wild broodslock lo n~ in i~ r~ ize  do~~~estication eKccts and is operated lo 

assist in lllc restontion of local stocks. However. it is uncertain lo what exlcnl llle p ro rnm serves lo 

preserve ceoetic diversitv in t l ~ c  ESU. Inforn~cd bv l l ~ c  BRT's findings (NMFS. 2003b) and NMFS' 

assessrncnl of t l ~ c  effecls of nrtilicial propac:~lion prornnls on the viabililv of lhc ESU (NMFS, 

2004b). llle Arlificial Propagi~tion Evalualion Worksl~op concluded tllat lhe Cclllral California Coasl 0. 

mvkiss ESU in-cotal is ''likely lo bcco~nc cnda~~rcrcd in t l ~ c  forcsccablc f111ure" M F S .  2004~) .  

Summarv of Fac~ors AKcctinc Ihe Spccies 

Section 4(a)(l) of the  ESA and NMFS' i ~ u p l c ~ ~ ~ c n t i n e  rermli~lions (50 CFR pan 424) set 

forlb orocedl~rcs for listing spccies. The Sccrclarv of C o ~ ~ ~ n ~ e r c c  (Secrctarv) Inns1 dclenninc. t l u o ~ ~ n l ~  

llle ree~~l;lrorv Process. i f a  spccies is cndanccrcd or tlue;~lcned bccausc of any one or ;I c o l ~ l b i ~ t i o n  of 

f 

I~abitat or nnrc :  (2) ovcnctili~~ntion ibr c o ~ n ~ ~ ~ c r c i a l .  recrc;~tional. scientific. or educalional ~ u r ~ o s c s :  

(3) discasc or prcdalion: (4) in;~deou;rcv ofcsisli~~f! rcgul;~lorv n~cchanis~os: or ( 5 )  othcr nalunl or 

IIIIIIIXI-made faclors arecting its conlinued existence. NMFS has previouslv detailed the impacts of 



yarious factors contributinr; to t l ~ e  dccline of Ercific sal~non and 0 .  ~nvkiss ( e x .  citations for ESU 

listing detenni~utions in Table I :  NMFS 1997~.  "Factors Coatributing to tile Decline of Cl~inook 

Salmon - AII Addendu~n to tllc 1996 West Co;~st Stcelllead Factors for Declinc Rcport:" NMFS 1996a, 

"Factors for Decline - A Supplemc111 to thc Notice of Dctcnninalion for West Coast Stcclhead Under 

the Endangered Species Act"). Thew Fetler;il Reeister notices and technical rcllorts conclude that 

all of the  factors identified in section J(a)(l) of the ESA have rlaved a role in the  decline of West 

Coast salmon and 0. mvkiss ESUs. The rwdcr is rcferred lo t l ~ c  abovc Federal Reaistcr notices and 

lcchnical reports for a more detailed treatme111 of thc relevant factors for declinc for soecilic ESUs. 

T l ~ e  followi~~g disc~~ssion bricflv s ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ l ~ a r i z e s  findings regarding the principal factors for decline across 

l l ~ c  rangc of West Coast sa1111on and 0. ~~mkiss .  Wl~ilc these f;~clors arc treated in general lcnns. it is 

j~nportant to undcrscorc that ilnpacts from certain factors are more acotc for s~ecif ic  ESUs. 

A. The Prcscnt or Tl~reatencd Destn~ction, Modification, or C~~rtailmcnl of its Habitat or Rangc 

Wcst Co;~sl sel~non and 0. ~ ~ ~ v k i s s  11;1ve cxpcricnccd dcclincs in abundancc over the past 

6ever;ll dcc;~des as a result of loss. d n ~ ~ ~ a g e  or c l ~ m c c  to tl~eir natural environn~ent. Water diversions 

for agricollurc, flood control. domestic. and l~vdro~owcr  purposes (espcciallv in tile Columbia Rivcr 

and Sacra~nento-San Joaooio Basins) llavc r;rc;~tlv reduced or eli~ninatcd hisloricallv accessible habitat 

find deamdcd remaining I~abitat. F o r c s l ~ .  agricoltorc, minine. and urbanization have dcmded,  

simplified. and fraanented habitat. S t~~d ies  indicate that in most western states, about 80 to 90 percent 

of the historical riparian habitat lus  bcen eli~~linatcd (Botkin el al.. 1995: Norse, 1990: Kclloga. 1992; 

C;~lifor~~ia State Lands Commission. 1993). T l ~ c  destn~ction or il~odification of csluarine areas has 

res~~lted in the loss of important rearing and oligratioo l~abilats. Washi~~gton and Oreaon wetlands are 

estin~ated to have dinlinisllcd bv onc-third, wl~ilc Califonlia l~ns  expcricnced a 9 I percent loss of its 

welland h;~bilat. Losses of llabitat complexilv and l~abitat fragmentation have also contributed lo Ulc 

decline of West Coast salmonids. For example. in national forcsls in western and eastern Washiarton, 

tl~ere lus  been a 58 percent reduction in largc. deep pools due lo sedinlcntation and loss of pool 



abundance of Iilrre, deep pools on privatc coastt~l leods has decreased bv as much as  80 percent 

IFEMAT. 1993). Sedirnentation from extensive and intensive land use activities (e.r.. timber harvests. 

road bnildin~. livestock r z i n r .  and nrbani-r~tion) is rccoanized as a pri~narv cause of habitat 

deeradation t l~rourl~ont tile n n r e  of West Coast S ~ ~ I I I O I I  and 0. mvkiss. 

8 .  Ovetutili;.,ltion Tor Con~mercial. Recreational, Scienlific or Educaliond Purposes 

Historically. sal~oon and 0. ~nvkiss wcrc abn~ld;~nt ill Inany western coastal and iutcrior 

walcrs of tllc United Statcs. Tllcse soccics Ilave s~lpported. ;u~d continuc to support. important tribal. 

nlllncrons local economies. as well as orovidinr i ~ n ~ o r t a ~ ~ t  culhlnl and s~~bsistcncc needs for Native 

Amcricms. Overlisllinr in tlre early davs of European sclllelllelll led to the d t~ le t ion  of malv'stocks 

of sal~nonids. prior to extensive ~nodific;~tioos ;~nd deeradalio~i of natural habitats. Howcver. following 

tile degradation of many west coast aqu;~lic and riparian ccosvslclns. exoloit;~lion rates werc lligllcr 

than many populatiotls could sost;~in. Tllcreforc. I~arvcst Inav llavc co~~lribittcd to lllc fnrtl~cr declinc of 

SOlllC populations. 

C. Diseasc or Predation 

l ~ ~ t r o d u c t i o ~ ~ s  of IIOII-native species and habitat ~nodifications llave resulted in increased 

p X & ~ ~ o r  populations in numerolls rivers ;lad lakes. Prcdation bv ~narinc n u ~ ~ ~ u l a l s  (princi~allv seals 

H H  

lo bc a ~ninor C O I I I P O I I ~ ~ ~  of their diet (Scl~cKer and Sperrv. 193 1: Ja~ucson and Kenvon. 1977; 

G ~ v b i l l .  1981: Brown and Mate. 1983: RofTe ; ~ n d  Mate. 1984: Hanson. 1993). Predation bv marine 

x f y  



~CooDcr and Joh~~son. 1992). Pred:~tion bv seabirds can also infl~~cncc UIC sl~rvival of iuvcnile salmon 

a l l d s  iin some locations. For ex;~~nplc. i l  has bee11 cstimatcd that Caspian terns (Stcrna caspia) 

ill tlle lower Colu~nbia River and cstuary consumc ; ~ ~ p r o x i ~ ~ ~ a l e l v  13 percent of the out-mian~ting 

slllolts rcacbing l l ~ c  estuary in somc vears (Collis cl al.. 200 I). 

) 

~nvkiss survival. Salmonids are cxposcd to nulncrous bactcrial. Drolozoan, viral, and was i l i c  

orranjsllls spawning and rearing arcas, I~;~tcl~crics. ~nigr;~lorv rootes, and lllc marine environment. 

Specific diseascs SIICII as bacterial kidr~cv disease. ccrato~~~vxosis. columnaris. fun~~~culos is ,  iofectioos 

l ~ c ~ ~ ~ a t o ~ o i c l i c  ~~ccros is  vims, r e d ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ t l ~  imd black spot discase. crytl~rocvtic inclusiol~ bodv svodron~e. 

and w l ~ i r l i ~ ~ a  discase. among otl~crs. arc present and are ~ I I O ~ I I  to ;~lTect Wesl Coast salmonids~lRuckcr 

ct al.. 1953: Wood. 1979: Lcck. 1987: Foot1 et al., 1994; Gould and Wedelnever. uadated). In general, 

vcrv little current or l~istorical information exists to quantifv c l ~ a ~ ~ r e s  ill i~~fection lcvcls and monality 

nltes attributable to these diseases. However. stl~dics have sl~own Illat nnlun~llv spawned fish tend Lo 

W p t i b l c  to palllogens !II:III l~atclmrv-rcarcd l i s l~  (Buch:~non el al.. 1983; Stlndcrs el al., 19922 

Native sallllo~l and 0. n~vkiss p o ~ ~ ~ l a l i o ~ ~ s  have co-evolved with specific communilies of tllcse 

l~istoricallv vrescnt in a parlicuhr watershed. Habitat co~~dit ions SIICII as low water flows and lliell 

IclnDeratures can exacerbate suscc~libililv lo infcclioos diseases. 

D. The loadequacv of E s i s t i ~ ~ g  Rcgulalory MCC~I;III~SIIIS 

A v;lrietv of Fcdcral. slate. lrib;~l. and local laws. regulations. treaties and measures affccl 

thc abundance and survival of Wcst Coast s a l m o ~ ~  and 0, ~avkiss. and t l ~ c  oualilv of their habitats. The 

i~deouacv of existing r e g u l a t o ~  111ec1vanis111s is treated bclow in t l ~ c  context of ev;~luatinr the likelil~ood 

of imple l~~cnta t io~~ and elTectivc~~css of efforls being made lo protect West Coast salmon and 0. 



nlvkiss. incl~~ding specific rern~latow lncasllres (see tlle "Efforts Bcinc Made to Protect West Coast 

S a l l l l o n a n d v k i s s "  section). 

E. Otller Nalunl or Mallmade Factors Affectiog Its Contint~cd Existence 

Varit~bilitv in ocean ;lad fresI~\\~aler cooditions can liave profolllld impacts on the 

productivitv of sa1111on and 0 .  ~nvkiss popolatio~~s. Natunl c l i ~ ~ ~ ? t i c  conditions llavc at different times 

exacerbated or lllitigated the problems associalcd wit11 degraded and altered riverille and estuarine 

habitats (see Ule "Consider;~tion of R e c c ~ ~ l  OCC;III Conditions in Listing Dctenninalions" section). 

Extensive llatcl~erv prognllls 11;lve bee11 i ~ ~ ~ p l c ~ n e ~ ~ t e d  thro11a11011t the rallce of West Coilst 

salmon and 0. 111vkiss. While so~ne  ofll~csc programs l~avc s~~ccccded in providing fislling 

oaaorlunilics and increasi~~g tllc total I I I I I I I ~ ~ ~  of fish 011 saaw~dng grounds. the long-term i l~~pacts  of 

these arorranls on native. natur;~llv rcproduci~~g stocks are not well onderstood. Artificial prooaration 

mav plav an imoollant role in S ~ ~ I I I O I I  i~od 0. ~nvkiss rccovew. Tlle slate nalw'~l rcsource agencies 

ICDFG. 0rcro11 Dcparlmcnt of Fish ;~nd Wildlife. Id;~l~o Department of Fish and Gnme, and tllc 

Washington Deoart~llent of Fish and Wildlife) have adopted or are i tnplc~~~cnling natunl s a l ~ n o ~ ~ i d  

policies designed to ensure that t l~c  use of artificial pronaration is conducted in a inanner consistent 

wit11 the conservation and recovcw of ai~tural, indigenous sal~non and 0. ~nvkiss stocks. While lllesc 

e l  

of pro~osed programs is riccessaw to inini~nizc imp;~cts 011 listed species. 

Efforts Being Made to Protect Wcst Coast S;~l~non and 0. ~ilvkiss 

)Y 

on tlle basis of the best scicntilic and commercial data available aner laking into a c c o ~ ~ n l  elforts being 

m;~de to protect a species. Therefore. io 111aki11g its listing detenninalions. NMFS first assesses ESU 



cslinclioll risk and ide~~tifics factors tIi;11 Iwvc icd to its decline. NMFS Illen assesscs existine, efforts 

bcitla ~i l t~de to protect UIC species to dctcnni~lc if tl~osc inc;lsures a~neliorate the risks faced bv tllc ESU. 

In iudgille the cflicacv of existing protcclive efforts. NMFS relics on t l ~ c  joint NMFS- FWS 

"Policv for Evai~i t ioo of Conscrvatio~~ EfTorts Wl~cn Making Listing Decisions" C'PECE:" 68 FR 

15 100: Marc11 28. 2003). PECE provides dircctio~~ for tllc considcntio~~ of ~roleclivc effons idcntificd 

~ e 1 1 1 c n l s .  conservation plii~~s, manaec~iicnt plans. or similar doc~unenls (devcloocd 

bv fedcral acencies. State and local govcrn~iic~its. Tribal govem~~~cnls .  b~isincsses. ore,aniu~tio~~s. and 

individuals) tllat llave not vet been i~nplcmcntcd. or llavc bccn i~iiple~ncnted but llave not vet 

dc~no~~stratcd ~Kectivcncss. Tllc policv aniculates several critcri;~ for cvaluatine, tllc ccniintv of 

IlnDlemcntallon effectiveness of protective effons to aid in dctennination of wl~ctl~er a species 

warrants listing as tl~reatcr~cd or cndar~ecred. Ev;~l~~ations of t l~c  ccrtair~ty an effort will be 

i~nple~ncnted includc wbctl~er: t l ~ c  ncccssaw resonrces (c.g.. f ~ ~ n d i n r  and staIXna) are available: the 

rcouisitc arrcclllenls llavc been for~n;~lized such Illat tllc llccessarv a~~l l~or i lv  and rce,~~lator\j 

mcch;~~~isms are in place: there is ;I sclicdulc for co~nplction aud evaluation of tllc stated obiectivcs: and 

(for volu~~tarv eflofls) tllc rlecessarv inccntivcs arc in pl;lcc to ensure adconalc ~ulicioalion.  The 

evaluation of lllc ccrtaintv of an cffort's efrcctivencss is ~ilade on the bnsis of whetlicr the cffon or 

plan: cstablisl~cs saccific conscrvatio~~ obicclives: identifies l l ~ c  rlccessalv slcos lo rcducc threats or 

factors for dcclinc: includcs auantifiablc pcrfor~~~ancc nlcasures for lllc monilorinc of colllaliallce and 

effectiveness: i n c o ~ o n t c s  t l ~ c  principles of adaplivc ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ; ~ g e ~ i i c n l :  and is likclv to ilnorove tllc 

species' viabilitv at UIC time of t l ~ e  listi~lr dcter~nination. 

The PECE also notes sevcr;~l i~noonant caveats. Satisfaction of the above lnc~~tioncd 

criteria for implementation and cffeclive~~css establisl~es a giver1 ~rolcctive effort as a candidate for 



stresses tl~at iust ;IS listing dcter~ninations nnlst bc based OII the viability of the  species at the tilnc of 

review. so tl~cv 1111lst be based on t l~e  state of orolcctivc efforts at the tir~ie of t l ~ e  listinr detcnnination. 

The PECE does IIOI provide explicit guidance OII how prolcclivc efforts afTccling onlv a portion o f a  

species' range rnav affect a listing dctcr~ninatiol~. otl~er than to say tllat sucl~ cfTorts will be eva1u;lted in 

t l l e n t c x t  ofot l~cr  efforts being 111;1dc and lllc species' over;~ll viability. Tllcrc are circomstanccs 

where threats arc so imminent. widcsprcad, and/or co~t~ulcx tlwt it tnav be i~noossiblc for 'my 

aerecment or pl;ln to includc suNicic111 clTorts to result io ;I deterlnil~ation that listing is not warnntcd. 

E v a l ~ ~ a t i o ~ ~  of Protective Efforts 

As discussed above. NMFS assesscs ESU vi;~bilitv on the basis of the four VSP criteria: 

abundallce, productivitv. spatial slnlclurc and diversity (McElbal~v et al.. 2000). Thcsc fonr 

parameters are universal i~~dicators of smcies viabilitv ;111d individuallv and collectivclv function as 

reasonable predictors of e s t i ~ ~ c t i o ~ ~  risk. NMFS cvalu;~tcd protective efforts on the basis of tl~esc four 

VSP criteria. Tllc efforts ;lddressillc 11;lbitat. 11;1rvest and fish passagc issues arc orna~~ized by regional 

protective efforts. followcd bv federal ;lad non-fcdcral protective efforts in l l ~ c  individual states. T l ~ e  

collective co~ltribl~tion of all protective efforts ill lnitig;~tillg ESU-level extinction risk for each ESU is 

described in tllc "Proposed Listing Dcter~ni~~;llions" seclioll that follows. 

Regional Protcctivc EfTorts 

Federal Efforts - NMFS cot~ducls lltll~drcds of ESA secliol~ 7 coas~~ltations concemillg 

ongoing and proposcd activities tllat III;IV affect salmonid l~abitats witl~in tllc m g e  of listed Wcst Coast 

sal111on and 0. ~nvkiss ESUs. Biological assesslncnts (BAS\ and biological opinions cover a wide 

m ~ e  of m;marrcmcnt activities. i ~ ~ c l ~ ~ d i n g  forest aod/or resollrcc arca-wide ro~~l inc  and aon-rooline 

road ~naintenance. l~azardo~ls tree rclnoval. range allotment management, watcrsl~ed and instream 

reston~lion, spcci;~l use per~nils (e.g.. mining. ingrcssleprcss). flood control. water su~plvlirriralion. 

and lill~ber sale ororranis (e.g., grecll tree. f~lcl reduction. Illinning. regeneration, and salvage). These 



BAS and biolorical opinions include region-specific best ~n,ulaae~nent practices. necessary measures to 

minimize impacts for listed anadro~nous salmonids, monitorine. and environmenlal baseline checklists 

for each oroiect. In addition to the numerolls consultations iwolvinr Federal land manaaernent 

actions, NMFS has also consulted on a variety of activities involvinr private actions requiring Federal 

antl~orizalion or a~proval.  Exalnales of these actions include significant instrealn proiects such as 

building boat ramps and docks. water withdrawals. and dredaina activities. NMFS' involvement in 

these consollations. and the resultant biological opinions. have res~~lted in a more consistent approach 

to m a ~ a e ~ n c n t  of public lands t l~ronrl~out the n n r e  of West Coast salmon and 0. mvkiss ESUs. 

Measures lo protect listed 0. mvkiss throosl~out UIC Sl;~lc of California have been in place since 1998. 

A wide range of measures have been i ln~ le tnc~~ted  includinr 100 percent marking of all hatchery 

steelhead, zero ba r  limits for un~nx~rked steelhead. eear restrictions. clos~~res,  and size limits designed 

to protect smolts. NMFS Ins  worked c o n l i n ~ ~ o ~ ~ s l v  with the State to review and improve inland fishing 

regulations l l ~ r o ~ t g l ~  its biennial o l a ~ ~ n i n r  cvcle lo better protect both anadromous and resident 0. 

mvkiss populations throu~l~out  the State. 

In resnonse to a i~rol~nsed state listine of coho in Jzlnuarv 2003 under the California ESA, the 

State of California convened two rccnverv teams ant1 tsskcd them with develonine a reenvery 

plan thnt would identifv and address the recnverv neetlsnf coho salmon and habitats throuehnut 

the State. A draft recoverv nlan was ~ ~ r e ~ ~ a r e t l  and released for nnhlic review in Aurmst 2003. 

The cnmnrehcnsive plan includes 11 broad ribnee of coho ranee-wide recommendations 

addresaint! stream flow, watcr rights, fish [lassnee. water temneratures, recruitment of laree 

woodv debris, r i ~ a r i n n  veeetntinn, watershctl clannine. and eravcl minine. In addition. specific 

watershed recolnmendations were identified for all walcrsl~cd units supporlinr coho Lhronrhout the 

state fro111 UIC Smilh River south lo the San Lorenzo River. Because of special water use issues in UIC 



Shasta and Scott River watershed and the imporlance of U~esc watersheds in the Klamath River svstem, 

the plan includes a pilot program that has specific recomn~cndations for water management, water 

augmentation. water use efficiencv. and habitat inanaeement (ex.  fish passage barriers. spawning 

grnvel, riparian vegetation. water tempernture, ctc.). The final recovcrv plan was formallv approved 

and adopted bv Ule California Fish and Game Co~n~nission on Febmarv 5. 2004, and a decision was 

made to for~nallv list coho salmon under the California ESA. A final decision to move forward with 

the administrative process leading to a listing of coho under the California ESA is expected in June 

2004. The state is in the process of developing an implementation plan that will prioritize recovery 

actions contained in the plan and csti~nate i~~~plementation costs. The itoaleme~~lation plan will be 

presented to the Commission at its meetine, in June 2004. In the short tenn. the stale is using existing 

staff and financial resources to implement t l ~ e  plan. but is expected to pursue additional financial 

resources aRer the implelnentation plan is con~plcted. To facilitate im~~lemcntation.  the  CDFG has 

intceratctl the coho recovcrv ~ l a n  with its co;tstal salmnnid hahitat restoration erant program by 

ensuring that  high nrioritv recoverv Illan nctinns in hich rrioritv watersheds rcceivc a erenter 

likelihood of funding. If it is s~~ccessh~l lv  ilnplemented. the State recoverv plan will provide 

substantial benefits to both Ule Central Califon~ia Coast and Southern OreaonMorthern California 

Coast coho ESUs. However. Uie long-tenn prospects for plan funding and implementation are 

uncertain. 

The NOIUI Coast Regioaal Wx~ter Qualitv Control Board is in the Drocess of updating its north 

coast basin plan whicl~ will establish water o~kilitv standards for all of the nortl~ern California rivers 

and streams. These plans will also incomor;~te newlv developed Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL1 

st;~ndards that are bein~g developed for those water bodies that are listed as 303d impaired under section 

303(d) of the Clean Water Act. Most of the inaior rivers in northern California arc listed as TMDL 



imoaired. primarilv for sedi~nent and temperature. It is anticipated that bv 2008. all TMDL-listed 

streams in northern California will have TMDL plans. wllicl~ likelv will h e l ~  to reduce human impacts 

to the aouatic environments and thus Drotect ESA listed salmonids. 

The Rangeland Manaeement Advisory Committee has developed a management ~ l a n  for 

inclusio~~ in the slate's Non-point Source Management Plan. Its puruose is to maintain and i ~ n ~ r o v c  the 

oualitv and associated beneficial uses of sorface water as it passes throne11 and out of ranaeland 

resources in the sI;llc. The orognmmalic cmpl~asis is on a voluntani. coo~erativc aooroach to water 

qualitv manaaement. This includes appropriate tcclmical assist,ulce, planning mechanisms. proaram 

incentives. and reenlatory authorities. This Plan has been favorablv received bv the State Water 

Resources Control Board, the Environ~i~enL~I Prolcction Agency, and the California State Board of 

Forestlv. 

Central California Coast Coho ESU 

The BRT conclutled that  the naturallv snawncd comllonent of the  Central California 

Coast cnho ESU is "in danzcr of extinctinn." Informed bv the BRT findinas (NMFS, 2003b) and 

the assessment of artificial propaaation proaraltls 011 t l ~ e  viabilitv of the ESU (NMFS. 2004b). t l ~ e  

Artificial Propagalion Evaluation Workshop coocluded that l l ~ e  Central California Coast coho ESU in- 

total is "in dancer of extinction." The State of California has initiated the process for listine coho 

salmon under the California ESA and is cxpeclcd lo makc a final lisling decision in June 2004. In 

conii~nction with Illis California ESA listing process the State has also developed a comprellensive, 

state-wide coho sal~non recovery slr;ttcgv and plan. This recovery s tn tem and pl.ul was dcvelo~ed by 

the CDFG in 2003 and approved bv the California Fish and Game Commission in Febmlry 2004. Tlle 

plan is co~norel~ensive in scope. addresses a wide n n r e  of f~lctors responsible for the decline of coho 

throuahont the Stale, and was developed bv a broad ranee ofstakel~oldcrs who will be responsible for 

the plan's implementation. The CDFG is in t11c process of dcvelo~ine an im~lemcnlation plan that will 

priorilize recovery actions and estimate i~npleo~cnlation cosls. In the short-tenn. CDFG is o s i n ~  



existing staff and financial resources to i ~ ~ ~ p l e m e n l  t l ~ c  plan. but is expected to pursue additional 

financial resources aner the implementation plan is completed. In addition. CDFG has integrated h e  

col~o recovew ~l,an will1 its coastal habitat restoration gr~ant procram bv ensuring that hich priority 

recoverv plan actions in Idall ~riori ty wstersl~eds receive a gmiter likelil~ood of funding 

Althouah NMFS believes l l ~ e  plan will provide sobslantial benefits to this ESU over tile 

long-tenn if it is implemented. the long-tenn prospects for plan funding and implementation are 

uncertain.  boll^ frest~waler and ocean llawest rmpacts to col~o sal~non have also been reduced, which 

has contributed to reducing extinction risk for the ESU. Otl~er protective efforts that llave provided 

benefits to t l~is ESU include: implementation of numerous freshwater habitat restoration proiects 

f~lnded tluough the State's l~abilat restonlion grant program: efforts by multi- county co~~sewation 

pl;~onior groups to inventow. prioritize. and fix sal~nonid ~nicration barriers and to modifv road 

maintenance activities throughout t l~e  rallce of the ESU: and the co~npletion of numerous ESA section 

7 consultations for eravel mining and otl~er l~abitat i~noactinr actions. Several future proiects are 

ex~ccled to provide benefits lo Illis ESU. including completion and i~n~le~ncnta t ion of lllc Russian 

River consultation addressing water oroicct operations in t l~e  Russian River. and completion and 

approval of the Green Dia~nond Resource Companv and Mendocino Redwoods timber harvest HCPs. 

Ongoing efforts bv NMFS and CDFG to develop a coastal saln~on and steelhead monitoring proeraln 

are also expectcd lo substantiallv i~nprovc t l ~ c  alnounl and oualilv of available information on llle 

abundance and spatial distribotion of na111~1llv spawning p o ~ ~ ~ l a l i o n s  in t l ~ e  future, therebv allowing 

~ n u c l ~  illlprovcd long-tenn assessment of population viability and trends. Allllouch the artificial 

propagation programs that are part of t l~ is  ESU were not found lo substantiallv affect tllc viability of 

t l~e  ESU in-total. implementation of tllcsc proenms in coniunction with tllc otl~er protective efforts U~at 

are addressing I~abitat related factors for decline are cx~ected to provide benefits to the ESU in the 

long term. Nonetheless. NMFS believes t h i ~ t  ~~rotect ivc  efforts, as evaluated nursunnt to the 

PECE, do not ijrovide sufficient certa~intv of irnplcmentntinn nnd effectiveness to alter the BRT's 

i ~ n d  the Artificial Pn~l~aci l t ion Evalaation Workshop's assessments that  the  ESU is "in daneer of 

extinction.'' NMFS cnnclutles, thercfnrc, that the ESU in-total is in dancer of extinction 



thrnuehnnt all nr  a sienificant nnrtion nf its ranee. Accnrdinelv, NMFS nronnses that  the 

Central California Cnast coho salmnn ESU, nrescntlv listetl as a threatened snecies. he listed as 

an endaneered sneeies under the ESA. 

Findings on Dclistine. Petitions 

With regard to the six petitions (detailed above in the "Summani of Petitions" section) 

seeking to delist a total of 15 salmon and 0, mvkiss ESUs. NMFS finds on the basis of t l ~ e  best 

avail;~blc scientific and commercial inforlnation that tllc petitioned actions are not wananted. 

Activities U~at NMFS believes c o ~ ~ l d  ootentiallv "h;lr~n" sabnon or 0. ~nvkiss (see ESA 3(19) and 50 

CFR 222.102 [h;lnnl) in any of l l ~ e  proposed ESUs. and result in a violation of tllc section 9 k*e 

prol~ibition include. but are not linlited to: 

1. Land-IISC l~ctivities tIr;1t adverselv affect salmon or 0. mvkiss habitats in anv ~ r o ~ o s e d  

ESU ( e . ~ . ,  l omina  grazing, fanning. urban develop~ncnt. road construction in ri~arian areas and areas 

susccotible to mass wasting and surface erosion): 




