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INTRODUCTION
Wild Fish Conservancy appreciates the opportunity to provide the Priest Rapids Coordinating Committee (PRCC) Hatchery Subcommittee with early feedback re the July 10 2007 Draft Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan for the proposed Upper Columbia River Spring-run Chinook Salmon – White River Supplementation Program.  We acknowledge the time and effort devoted by the PRCC and the Hatchery Subcommittee in developing the Draft HGMP, and we appreciate the PRCC’s effort to engage the public in the development process through this preliminary review and comment period.  

Wild Fish Conservancy has reviewed the Draft HGMP, as well as relevant scientific literature and reports of independent scientific review bodies. Enclosed for the record and your consideration is Wild fish Conservancy’s review of the Draft HGMP. 

We acknowledge that the Draft HGMP is necessarily provisional, incomplete, and very likely subject to revision, addendum, and improvement. However, based on our review of the Draft HGMP, personal communication with NOAA and WDFW employees, consultation with other scientists and professionals, and our own previous reviews of this and related policies and programs, we are concerned that the Draft HGMP lacks significant detail, relies on unsupported assertions, and ignores important information and its implications. We summarize those concerns below, and in some cases make suggestions for improvements and revisions. However we also take this opportunity to repeat our position, expressed previously in writing to NOAA Fisheries and in public meetings with the PRCC and the Hatchery Subcommittee,  that the proposal to “supplement” the White River spring-chinook populations is ill considered, dominated by an inappropriate level of risk and uncertainty, and inconsistent with long standing and authoritative recommendations to develop a region-wide evaluation of the as yet undetermined value of hatchery supplementation as a bona-fide salmon recovery and conservation strategy; we respectfully recommend the program be fundamentally reconsidered.
Wild Fish Conservancy represents approximately 2000 members in the region. Many use and enjoy rivers, streams, and their associated riparian areas throughout the Upper Columbia River ESU, the Wenatchee Basin, and the White River sub-basin for recreational, scientific, aesthetic, and commercial purposes, deriving benefits from robust wild-salmonid populations and healthy aquatic habitats. Many WFC members take an active role in the conservation and recovery of UCR spring chinook and their habitats. Wild Fish Conservancy conducts recovery related research on wild-fish populations and habitats, advocates for scientifically and legally responsible wild-fish management, and develops cutting edge habitat-conservation initiatives. Public and tribal agencies, scientific institutions, the business community, the environmental community, and the news media have all recognized WFC’s credibility regarding wild-fish ecology and its specific experience in issues associated with UCR spring chinook conservation.

From 1989 to February 2007, the Wild Fish Conservancy operated under the name “Washington Trout.” Wild Fish Conservancy (then Washington Trout) has previously responded to invitations from NOAA Fisheries and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife to participate in review-processes related to hatchery policies and operations in the Columbia and White River basins. In 2004 and 2005 Wild Fish Conservancy (then Washington Trout) submitted reviews to WDFW re HGMPs prepared by WDFW for hatchery programs in the Columbia River Basin (Comments on WDFW Chinook and Steelhead Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans for Columbia River Tributaries, submitted to Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington Trout October 28, 2004; Comments on Three WDFW Chinook, Three WDFW Coho, and Four WDFW Steelhead Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans for Columbia River Tributaries, submitted to Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington Trout March 21, 2005).  In 2004 Wild Fish conservancy (then Washington Trout) submitted information to NOAA Fisheries re NOAA’s hatchery listing policy (69 FR 31354, June 3, 2004) (Comments on NOAA Fisheries Proposed Policy on the Consideration of Hatchery-Origin Fish in Endangered Species Act Listing Determinations for Pacific Salmon and Steelhead; submitted to Branch Chief, Protected Resources Division, NOAA Fisheries; Gayeski and Vanden Brulle, November 12, 2004). In 2006; Wild Fish conservancy (then Washington Trout) submitted comments to NOAA re  the Proposed Upper Columbia Spring Chinook Salmon, Steelhead, and Bull Trout Recovery Plan (Comments Regarding the Public Review Draft of Proposed Upper Columbia Spring Chinook Salmon, Steelhead, and Bull Trout Recovery Plan; submitted to Lynn Hatcher, National Marine Fisheries Service; Washington Trout, November 28, 2006).  Most recently, in 2007 Wild Fish Conservancy (then Washington Trout) submitted comments to NOAA re a Section 10 permit application and associated Environmental Assessment for the same White River spring-chinook hatchery-supplementation program at issue here (COMMENTS ON WHITE RIVER PROGRAM 

Re: an ESA Section 10 direct-take permit application and associated NEPA Environmental Assessment for a proposed spring-chinook supplementation program in the Upper Columbia River spring chinook Evolutionarily Significant Unit (71 FR; 69551); submitted to Kristine Petersen, National Marine Fisheries Service, Salmon Recovery Division; Washington Trout, January 2, 2007).
Much of the information prepared and submitted by Wild Fish Conservancy in the reviews cited above bears directly on our assessment of the Draft HGMP. Many of the concerns and suggestions identified in this review have been previously identified and often explained at greater length and in more detail in the above reviews and comments. While some of the information below may repeat and/or summarize information we have previously submitted to NOAA and WDFW, for the sake of economy we have chosen not to repeat those comments here in detail, but instead incorporate the relevant parts by reference, for inclusion in the Administrative Record and the PRCC’s consideration.
In particular we would draw your attention to our January 2007 review of the section 10 application and associated EA, wherein we expressed in detail our concern that the project relies too heavily on the unsupported assertion that the proposed supplementation program will avoid the immediate extinction risk for the local spring-chinook subpopulation, fails to address or even acknowledge the considerable body of scientific literature that contradicts this assertion and it’s implications, and virtually ignores the findings and recommendations of independent scientific-review bodies suggesting the high level of risk  that will be imposed by the proposed program on the genetic health and productive capacity  of naturally spawning spring chinook in the White River and the UCR ESU.
The project raises several specific issues of concern to WFC and other stakeholders within the region that are not easily separated. There are three over-arching issues raised by the project and/or the Draft HGMP itself:

1. Specific performance standards and indicators for the project.

2. Conflicts between undertaking the project and the pressing need to develop an appropriate hierarchical spatial scale for adequately evaluating the hypothesis that supplementation can serve a conservation purpose under the Endangered Species Act that includes unsupplemented reference streams.

3. The conflict between the mitigation responsibilities and obligations of the parties and the imperative to preserve and recover ESA-listed and other wild salmonid populations in the upper Columbia.

Accordingly, we will devote our comments to each of these three in order as we believe they relate to the project and details in the Draft HGMP.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND INDICATORS, AND RELATED ISSUES
Section 1.6 of the HGMP requests a statement of performance standards and indicators for the program. In 2000 the Independent Science and Advisory Board (ISAB)  reviewed the performance standards and indicators in the then-Northwest Power Planning Council's (NWPPC) Artificial Production Review (APR) report to Congress for Columbia Basin hatcheries, a regional initiative to provide a comprehensive review and reform of hatchery activities throughout the Basin. In the first of three documents pertaining to this review the ISAB  provided substantive definitions of a 'standard' and an 'indicator' ("Review of draft performance standards and indicators for artificial production in the Northwest Power Planning Council's Artificial Production Review", ISAB 2000 - 2, February 2000): 

"A standard is a quantifiable state or condition described in such a way that it is easy to determine whether or not it is being met…Indicators area list of measurable metrics that bear directly on the quantitative determination as to whether or not the standard is being met." (ISAB 2000-2, page 6). 

In the cover letter to the NWPPC that accompanied the submission of the third of the ISAB's three reports (ISAB 2000-4) ISAB chair Jim Lichatowich described the logic of the relationship between standards and indicators and the relevance of this logic to the selection of standards and indicators: 

ISAB report 2000-2 "recommended developing a set of indicators that used measurable metrics with clear relationships to APR policies …. Once that set of indicators was chosen, critical values, or norms, of those indicators could be established as performance standards." (ISAB 2000-4, page 2).

The letter noted further that because "empirical analysis is lacking for many of the possible indicators for the APR policies, performance standards initially would have to be selected based on ecological and evolutionary theory" (ibid.).

The ISAB's review of the APR performance standards and indicators (ISAB 2000-2) found that in general the majority of purported performance standards and indicators were "not truly interpretable" as standards or indicators. They were not quantitative, and more often confused statements of goals or objectives with standards and indicators. Most generally, purported standards were not stated in such a way that it "is easy to determine whether or not it is being met" and purported indicators were neither quantitative metrics nor clearly related quantitatively to the determination of whether the associated standard was being met.

Since 2004 Wild Fish Conservancy has reviewed and provided public comment to WDFW on selected HGMPs for salmon and steelhead programs in the Columbia Basin and Puget Sound. All suffer considerably from the lack of specificity identified and discussed by the ISAB back in 2000. The draft HGMP before us is no different. The list of indicators is generally vague and lacking in quantitative specificity. They are not explicitly related to the determination of whether the associated standard would be met. Moreover, most performance standards themselves fail the ISAB's test for being a genuine standard and are more often than not statements of program objectives or goals. We note the following as examples:

Section 1.6, #2, conservation of wild/natural spawning populations
2.1: Standard: Prevent extinction of the White River spawning aggregation using captive broodstock technology transitioning to adult-based supplementation to rapidly increase numerical abundance and improve population viability within the ESU.

Indicator: Annual number of artificially produced smolts released.

Indicator: Annual number of adults surviving from artificially produced smolts. The adult contribution would be approximately 450, if the smolt-to-adult survival rate is 0.3%. This is the historical performance of Chiwawa River hatchery spring Chinook and the expected performance standard developed in the Biological Assessment and Monitoring Plan (BAMP 1998)." ….

…….

Monitoring and evaluation: Smolt-to-adult survival rates through operation of a juvenile trap, recovery and analysis of coded-wire or PIT-tagging data, enumeration of adult collection or passage facilities, and spawning ground surveys (Objectives 1 and 4). Productivity of naturally spawning population using the same sampling techniques (Objectives 1 and 7) (pages 7-8)..

The "standard" is not a standard but rather an overall program goal. Moreover, even as a goal statement it inappropriately includes specific techniques that proponents believe will facilitate achieving the goal. The goal is simply "prevent extinction of the W.R. spawning population". Numerous specific techniques and approaches might achieve this goal. It is the specific approach chosen by project proponents for which performance standards and associated indicators are being requested. The standard for the chosen captive brood component of the project should be some minimum and maximum number of smolts produced for release in the White and some minimum biologically relevant smolt-to-adult return rate. This standard is logically subordinate to the adult-return target that is believed to be required to transition to an adult-based supplementation, so an adult return standard for this component should really be the first standard stated. The captive brood component (and its associated standards and indicators) should be related to the adult-return/population numeric boost objective as a technique chosen with the intent to help achieve the desired numeric boost.

The two "indicators" are not stated as simple quantitative metrics that are clearly related to the achievement of a quantitative standard. The first indicator ("Annual number of artificially produced smolts released") is not a statement of a metric. A specific number or range of smolts with desired characteristics (size, condition factor) should be stated.

The second indicator is equally deficient. It fails to specify any numeric criteria as a minimum, expected level of performance relative to a presumed standard of returning a specific number of adults from the captive brood phase to the White River for the purpose of enabling an adult-based supplementation program to be initiated. It does not state that 450 artificially produced adults is an objective of the project, much less motivate or justify the choice of this figure. (Nor does such a statement occur anywhere in the HGMP.) Neither does it state that a smolt-to-adult survival rate (SAR) of 0.3% (3 of every 1000 smolts that leave the White River basin) is a minimum performance standard, nor that it is biologically appropriate for a conservation hatchery project under the ESA! It only references the BAMP and states that this number from the Chiwawa River supplementation program is the expected SAR based on the past performance history of that program.

The monitoring and evaluation statement references "Objectives 1, 4, and 7. However, no objectives are listed much less discussed in the text preceding this subsection. The several monitoring activities are merely listed. There is no description relating each to a relevant performance indicator or standard.

Section 1.6, #3. genetic characteristics
3.1. Standard: Conserve and enhance spatial diversity within the ESU by culturing known White River-origin broodstock.

This statement combines the statement of a goal (conservation of spatial diversity) and the statement of a possible method of achieving the goal (culture W.R.-origin broodstock. It does not amount to the statement of a quantitative standard.

Indicator: Broodstock collection strategies.
(a) Captive broodstock:….Collect 135 or fewer eggs/fry from up to 50 redds… to provide…a smolt release of up to 150,000 smolts.

This indicator confuses/conflates two different metrics, the egg/fry per redd target and the smolt release target. Either of the two could be achieved in any year without the other. The egg/fry target is the appropriate one and the indicator should simply state that. The smolt release is an additional and separate target. However, even with this correction the indicator is incomplete. There should be minimum and maximum target numbers for progeny of the egg/fry taken that are raised to adulthood in captivity for the purpose of achieving the smolt release target. These are additional, separate indicators.

3.2.Standard: Enhance the genetic viability and integrity of the White River spawning aggregation.

 This is a project goal, not a performance standard.

Indicator: Traits of hatchery- and natural-origin juveniles and adults.

This is not the statement of a quantitative metric. What is required is a list of specific measurable traits of juveniles and adults.

3.3. Standard: Minimize loss of within-population genetic variation associated with the artificial propagation program.
This is close to the statement of a standard, but is still more a statement of a program goal. As a quasi-standard it fails due to the language of “minimization” which is not appropriately quantitative. Specific values of relevant genetic parameters (F statistics, for example) need to be stated.
Indicator: (a.) Captive brood;

2. Mating protocols will avoid full-sib or closely related matings and between-year-class

matings will be prioritized over within-year-classes. Individual spawners will be

identified and spawned via approved spawning matrix to eliminate or mathematically

reduce related matings and will ensure year class matings over with-in year classes.

As standard 3.3 comes close to meeting the definition of a bona fide standard, it is worth discussing how the listed indicators may be improved. If the inappropriately vague term “minimize” used in the purported standard were quantified (i.e., hold loss of genetic variation to an identified target or range), then indicator (a)(2) could be useful in determining whether the standard was being achieved, if the indicators were expressed as quantifiable metrics. For instance, instead of stating a vague intention to “avoid” closely related matings, a maximum numerical value or percentage of allowable full-sib matings should be identified; a minimum number of between-year-class matings and maximum number of within-year-class matings should be expressed, rather than an imprecise and largely un-measurable intention to “prioritize” one type of mating over another.

Indicator: (b) Adult-based supplementation;

Smolt production and or adult escapement abundance and composition will be managed to address programs effects on natural productivity based on M&E data analysis…
This is not the statement of a quantitative metric. It is the statement of the intention to do something that in general may be related to the program goal. At the point in an HGMP at which performance standards and indicators need to be provided, the text should be beyond statements of general goals and objectives. Specific measurable quantities are required by which the actual performance of the program can be judged by independent parties.
Section 1.6, #4. Operation of artificial production facilities
4.3. Standard: Achieve life stage survival targets for captive broodstock and F2 progeny.

This is a statement of a program goal. The presumed standards are the specific (presumably minimum) life-stage survival targets. Indicators should clearly state how each survival target will be measured.
Again, we question the employment of a survival target, such as the 0.3% smolt-to-adult survival rate that is merely based on past performance of another project. Any such target should be based on fitness considerations and have a clear biologically-based rationale. Where there is uncertainty with regard to the relationship between target values and fitness such uncertainty should be clearly noted and a hypothesis requiring evaluation articulated and incorporated into the M&E program.

Program Duration

The program would officially initiate supplementation of White River spring Chinook for an unknown and perhaps extended duration. The typical justification/purpose of supplementation is to provide a temporary demographic boost to an at-risk population. However, the HGMP contains unambiguous statements that the duration of the program will be at least coterminous with the current (50 year) FERC license term (Section 1.10, page 18) or longer as suggested by the following statement in section 1.11 (page 20);
Passage improvements to [mainstem] hydropower facilities have been underway for decades. However, even when passage protection is maximized there will continue to be a level of mortality that is expected to require continued artificial propagation.

This is in conflict with the temporary purpose and justification for initiating a supplementation action. At a minimum the program needs to state maximum duration for the program together with appropriate post-program monitoring. Section 6.1 contains a statement that is relevant to this context.
The potential demographic boost from using F2 individuals in the captive broodstock program outweighs genetic risks … associated with two generations of captive rearing and one cycle of artificial spawning,…However, use of F2s in the captive brood program is not a preferred option. 
Such considerations should motivate establishing (and stating) a maximum duration of such a practice. None is mentioned.

These remarks indicate that the project cannot be considered a short-term conservation intervention. It is questionable whether an action of such unlimited duration can reasonably be characterized as a conservation action at all. Moreover, if in fact it were true that “continued artificial propagation” is required in order to keep spring chinook returning annually to spawn naturally in the White River, then there is no emergency or other time-sensitivity to the proposed action. Artificial propagation is always an available option that can readily be resorted to once and if other reasonable conservation actions have failed. The HGMP needs to address and resolve this clear contradiction in project purpose.

Section 7.1 Adult Management Objectives
Regarding the concept of Proportionate Natural Influence (PNI) (Page 53), we note two issues. First, achieving some minimum standard for PNI (>0.5 is suggested in the text) is no guarantee that supplementation will not result in disruptive selection on characteristics of the target wild population that are critical to fitness in the wild (see, for example, Goodman 2005). Achieving and maintaining some relatively high PNI value will certainly result in a common gene pool in which there is no statistically significant difference in genetic characteristics at the neutral genetic markers such as microsatellites commonly employed to evaluate gene flow. This says practically nothing about fitness differences between the supplemented population and the original wild population whose fitness should be the ultimate performance benchmark for conservation actions such as a bona fide supplementation program. Particularly in the case of a small wild population such as the White River spring Chinook, one generation of even modest supplementation – and the target of 450 supplementation adults returned to spawn in the White certainly qualifies as at least modest – will essentially produce a new aggregate population in which there will be no distinction between “wild” and “supplemented” components.

Secondly, even if maintaining some minimum PNI would result in wild fitness characteristics being protected, this can only be determined as part of a regionwide evaluation of supplementation that involves unsupplemented reference streams. In other words, the employment of a PNI standard is another uncertainty that implies a hypothesis in need of experimental evaluation. As we note below the HGMP fails to provide this.
Section 10. Release
Section 10.1, smolt size:
The planned release is 30 grams [15 fish/lb (ffp)]. This is larger than UCR spring Chinook smolts which migrate at 5 to 17 grams. The bigger size has been adopted because larger smolts survive to adulthood at higher rates … and may spend less time moving through the freshwater system.
This is greatly concerning and appears ill-advised for a conservation program that should have as one of its highest priorities the minimization of disruptive selection for characteristics that differ from those of the target wild population. The practice of rearing and releasing hatchery smolts that are significantly larger than wild smolts was one of the practices found to be at odds with conservation of wild populations by the ISAB and the Scientific Review Team during the AP Review in 1999 and 2000. Guideline #4 of the SRT’s Suggested Guidelines on Hatchery Practices, Ecological Integration and Genetics (Council document 99-4, page 99) states
To mimic natural populations, anadromous hatchery production strategy should target natural population parameters in size and release timing among emigrating anadromous juveniles to synchronize with environmental forces shaping natural population structure.

In the second of its three reports on the Artificial Production Review (ISAB 2000-3) the ISAB specifically addressed the issue of hatchery smolt size in the context of the scientific principles of the Council’s multi-species framework. Principle #5 states
Naturally selected populations should provide the model for successful artificially reared populations, in regard to population structure, mating protocol, behavior, growth, morphology, nutrient cycling, and other biological characteristics (ISAB 200-3, page 12)
With regard to this principle the ISAB noted

There is qualifying language accompanying this policy that appears to accommodate fish culture practices that are inconsistent with the policy, As an example, not mimicking natural release size or migration times is asserted to increase survival of the fish under certain situations, although no evidence is presented or cited. Even though the assertion may be true, the practice would alter the selection regimes that the population experiences and likely would be inconsistent with efforts to conserve normative behavior in the fish (ibid, page 13) (emphasis added).
Such a clear and strong departure from scientific principles and recommendations for regional hatchery programs at the very least requires clear motivation, and further supports our concern that the program is not a bone fide conservation action.

REGIONAL EVALUATION OF SUPPLEMENTATION
Both the ISAB and the Recovery Science Review Panel (2004, 2005) have noted that the idea of employing artificial production with the intention of conserving wild salmonid populations is at best a hypothesis in need of careful and rigorous scientific evaluation. The necessary kind of evaluation will require a statistical design that involves paired or multiple comparisons of treatment streams and basins (in which supplementation is conducted) with control streams and basins in which artificial production has not recently occurred or from which all recent hatchery influences have been eliminated. 

The ISAB has recommended the widespread use of unsupplemented “reference” streams (on a variety of spatial scales) to conduct ongoing, controlled comparisons between populations influenced and uninfluenced by hatchery intervention.  The RSRP issued a report of Panel meetings held July 2003, to discuss “how modification or closure of hatcheries provides NOAA Fisheries with opportunities to investigate the experimental effects of hatcheries on wild populations.” 
The ISAB specifically recommended that no new supplementation programs be initiated anywhere in the Columbia River Basin until such proper evaluation of existing supplementation programs has been conducted and the basic hypothesis of supplementation has been evaluated and verified. Currently in the Upper Columbia there are precious few tributary basins that have not been impacted intentionally or unintentionally by hatchery practices. Consequently, it is necessary to preserve all extent tributary basins that might be able to serve as controls for comparisons with tributaries in which supplementation is occurring; it will also probably be necessary to cease supplementation in some tributaries in order to create controls. Instead of beginning the process of designing and implementing a region-wide study plan for conducting this evaluation, the proponents’ actions in the White River and in Nason Creek only further reduce options for establishing the necessary array of reference streams, in direct conflict with the recommendations of the ISAB and RSRP. 
Section 11. Monitoring and Evaluation of Performance Indicators
Section 11.1. Reference Conditions
The HGMP states:
A monitoring principle included in the HCP M&E plan is to use reference streams for comparative analysis. Availability, feasibility, and viability of using reference streams are currently being evaluated. Due to concerns about finding suitable streams and the ability to detect impacts, it has not yet been decided whether this method will be used. Until the comparison technique is determined, the term “reference condition” will be substituted for “reference stream” in the M&E plan as adopted by the program (page 72).
Due to controversy and lack of data as to what minimum reference conditions are this approach appears inadequate and doomed to failure. The fundamental issue concerning the evaluation of supplementation as a conservation technique is the ability to assess the short- and long-term impacts on the fitness and reproductive success of the target wild population. The substantive reviews of supplementation in the Columbia Basin by the ISAB in 2003 and of the use of hatchery practices in the conservation and recovery of ESA-listed salmon by the RSRP make it clear that unsupplemented reference streams are required in order to make this assessment. If there were a clear consensus on what life-stage reference conditions for the target taxa of concern were they would constitute the appropriate indicators for project performance. There is no such consensus at the moment and much data is lacking that could resolve current uncertainties regarding what such conditions – such as minimum life-stage survivals – might be.
In fact, the establishment of an array of unsupplemented reference stream is required in order to determine reference conditions. Accordingly, talk of reference conditions as a surrogate for reference streams is a red herring and strikes us as tantamount to a refusal to come to grips with the pressing need to initiate the establishment of an array of appropriate reference streams throughout the mid- and upper-Columbia Basin.  
MITIGATION VERSUS RECOVERY
The inability of project proponents to address the region’s need for an array of unsupplemented reference streams and a sampling design for evaluating supplementation that incorporates such an array is, in part, the result of conflicting obligations regarding recovery of ESA-listed species and obligations to mitigate impacts of the upper and mid-Columbia hydropower systems. The HGMP fails to recognize or acknowledge this conflict. 
As noted above the HGMP clearly states the proposed supplementation activity in the White River (and the same applies to the Nason Creek proposal) is a mitigation action that “is expected to be necessary for the duration of the …FERC license term” due primarily to “mortality experienced while passing through mainstem hydropower facilities”. This is stated to be the case “even when passage protection is maximized(!)” It is impossible to reconcile these statements with the purported conservation/recovery purpose of supplementation under the ESA. Such statements imply that a proper survival analysis across all life stages of the White River and other upper Columbia spring Chinook populations has been undertaken and that NOAA fisheries as the permitting agency has concluded that recovery is not possible. Neither the HGMP nor any of the permitting documents, nor the 2004 Priest Rapids Biological Opinion contains such an analysis. We also note that if mainstem passage will soon achieve a maximum level of protection for the smolt-to adult return stage, there must be an associated minimum survival rate from spawner to smolt that would achieve replacement and put populations within the ESU on a clear trajectory towards recovery. Such minimum should be a performance standard for any such supplementation program – something which the HGMP refuses to establish.
Project proponents view themselves as engaged in a mitigation action that is a necessary part of the fulfillment of Grant County’s mitigation requirements under the 2004 BiOp. The County and its partners in this action try to depict the action as also and equally a conservation/recovery action under the ESA. The text of the HGMP contradicts this, as discussed in the foregoing.

The region is engaged in substantive efforts directed at the recovery of ESA-listed upper UCR spring chinook and steelhead. All artificial production activities need to be subordinated to recovery requirements and made consistent with them. In order for this to occur it is necessary for the region to engage in a comprehensive recovery-oriented program for monitoring and evaluating hatchery programs. This was called for by the ISAB back in 2000 and has not yet occurred. The reviews by the ISAB and the RSRP clearly called for the creation of an array of unsupplemented reference stream and an associated statistical study design that would permit the evaluation of the supplementation hypothesis and related recovery actions. 
Achieving this requires terminating some existing programs, not continuing to establish new programs under the guise of mitigation. To the contrary mitigation must be made consistent with the kind of evaluation of supplementation called for by the ISAB and the RSRP. The PUD’s need to be provided with a way of achieving mitigation credits for not engaging in hatchery activities and contributing to the establishment and continuing support of this regionwide evaluation.
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