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June 11, 2001

Mr. Patrick Wright

Director, CALFED Bay-Delta Program

1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155

Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. Wayne White

Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office

2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605

Sacramento, CA  95825

Mr. Donald B. Koch

State of California - The Resources Agency

Department of Fish & Game

601 Locust Street

Redding, CA  96001

Mr. Mike Aceituno

National Marine Fisheries Service

650 Capitol Mall

Sacramento, CA  95814

Mr. Kirk Rodgers

Acting Regional Director

US Bureau of Reclamation

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA  95825

Subject: Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy position on the Restoration Program

As you are well aware, the Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy has been energetically attempting to bring local concerns to the attention of the several agencies developing the Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project for over four years. Now that this Project is moving from the design phase to the implementation phase, we have been forced to realize that our concerns will not be addressed.

For the last three years the Conservancy has repeatedly called for the issues on Battle Creek to be addressed in a systematic way, looking at the entire watershed as a connected system. The agencies, however, have preferred to concentrate on a program narrowly focused upon the PG&E facilities, telling us that increasing the scope would complicate the project to the point where it might collapse.

The Conservancy and some of the other NGO stakeholders have felt frustrated during this process because all decision-making authority was clearly in the hands of the MOU parties – PG&E and the trustee agencies – and the rules of the “collaborative process” have consistently been used to prevent dialog between the stakeholders and the agencies.

The result of our inability to make significant progress with the agencies has been an increase in local opposition to the Restoration Project, after a long period where opposition had died down while the Conservancy membership felt that the Conservancy was “on top of things.” This increasing frustration culminated in a very well attended Annual Meeting of the Conservancy, where the following resolution was passed overwhelmingly by the membership on May 16th:

A resolution to oppose the Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project in its current form

The Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy opposes in its present form the Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project. We believe that potential problems for natural production in Battle Creek due to the operations at Coleman National Fish Hatchery have not been properly taken into account in the planning for the Project, and that there is a substantial probability that the Project will fail as a result. If the project fails the agencies will try all means to save the $50 million investment, with the likely result that local residents and economic activities will suffer serious restrictions. We take this action reluctantly, as our membership is as concerned for the health of Battle Creek as the agencies, but we would rather see the Restoration Project implemented well, or not at all.

This opposition will continue until the Conservancy Board is satisfied that all possible steps will be taken to protect natural production in Battle Creek, without curtailing hatchery production for the mitigation of the presence of Shasta Dam.

The Board is directed to make the appropriate agencies, including CalFed, aware of its position.

This motion was designed to make the urgency of the situation felt, while still leaving room for a solution. 

Obviously it is not enough just to express our frustration. The purpose of this letter is to identify a series of steps which the Conservancy Board feels will adequately ensure that the concerns of our members will eventually be addressed. While there have been many issues important to our constituents, the limited time available clearly shows the need to focus upon the most critical of our concerns, the potential negative effects of the operations at Coleman National Fish Hatchery upon natural production in Battle Creek.

Some of these issues are being belatedly examined in a cursory way in the current CNFH re-evaluation program. We feel that this review is valuable, but quite inadequate considering the complexity of the problems. Let me summarize the key problems which must be addressed to reach a real solution to our problem:

· The Restoration Project design and implementation, including the Adaptive Management Plan, is narrowly focused upon the PG&E facilities. As a result the Project environmental review will not address issues critical to the Conservancy.

· The Project, including the Adaptive Management Plan, is under the control of the MOU agencies and PG&E, with little NGO stakeholder input. While the agencies have politely listened to us for years, in over 100 meetings, they cannot identify any substantive steps taken to address issues of concern to the Conservancy.

· Substantial distrust exists between the Conservancy and the USFWS, to the point where the membership will not trust science coming out of USFWS programs, and USFWS personnel seem to feel that the Conservancy is attempting to put CNFH out of business.

· While many local residents support the idea of the Restoration Project, there is very serious local concern that the Restoration Project could fail due to activities at CNFH. Local opinion associates project failure with inevitable restrictions on land uses, water rights, and economic activities.

To overcome these problems it seems clear to us that the solution must contain the following elements:

· The uncertainties behind the disagreement among the agencies regarding the likely impacts of CNFH upon a restored Battle Creek need to be resolved through an extensive and well planned science program considering Battle Creek and the upper Sacramento River as a complete system.

· The Conservancy and other NGO stakeholders need to play a leading role in this science program, to establish the independence of the work to the satisfaction of the local community, and to help make the community an active part of the Restoration Project.

· Such a science program will take years. A way needs to be found to ensure that the concerns of the community will be addressed in the future, so that the community can withdraw its opposition to the Restoration Project in time to prevent serious delays in the program.

· Pending the resolution of the issues through the science program, major activities at the hatchery which could be affected by the science, such as the barrier weir replacement, should be delayed. The intakes screening project should be limited to screening the present diversions.

· The agencies involved must somehow convince the Conservancy that they are committed to this scientific process, and that any significant problems uncovered will produce appropriate remedial actions by the agencies.

It is the opinion of the Conservancy Board that each of these elements is necessary, and that the five together will be sufficient to allow us to withdraw our opposition.

The following summary describes one possible approach to the problem which meets the requirements just mentioned.

The proposed science program

The science program would study in some depth the issues of competition, genetics, predation, water quality, habitat quality, and pathogens, as affected by the presence of CNFH and as potentially mitigated by various changes in operations – the subjects of a current proposal from the Conservancy to the Packard Foundation.

In addition the program would consider two related issues – the scientific rationale behind CNFH goals (which seem ad hoc to us and are not clear even to the CNFH contractor for the re-evaluation), and the various approaches to re-establishing the anadromous stocks in Battle Creek (it seems strange to us that a $50 million program is about to be implemented without a trace of a plan for the fish).

Many of these issues involve the upper Sacramento River as well as Battle Creek, so the science program must have a broad perspective.

The science program would include on-the-ground work as well as demonstration projects, so that environmental monitoring could provide data to the scientists, and the scientists in turn could guide monitoring and demonstration efforts.

There would be at least one AFS-sanctioned public symposium during the program, to get the science results out to the scientific community, and to facilitate thorough discussion of the issues. In addition, there would be a significant public outreach program, to bring the results of the program to the general public.

Organization of the program

The task force leading the science program should consist of the NGO stakeholder groups, including the Conservancy (representing local residents, ranchers, timber interests, agricultural interests, and sports fishing interests), the Central Valley Project Water Association (representing agricultural water users), the Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations (representing commercial fishing), and The Nature Conservancy (with several local Battle Creek projects).

We suggest that this task force enlist the services of an advisory group to provide advice regarding planning and direction of the science work. This group would include USFWS, NMFS, CDFG, USBR, and possibly DWR and CRWQCB.

The task force would seek review of its activities and advice from the CalFed science panel.

The program would be financed by a combination of public and private funding.

Community buy-in

The science program would take several years. The Conservancy understands the need for urgency in the development of the Restoration Project, so the Conservancy Board is willing to put its faith in science and support the Restoration Project, provided that the science program is under way and the agencies truly support it. We believe that good science will eventually drive reasonable decisions by the agencies in the future. This may not be easy for our constituents to understand, but we see no other way to get reasonable assurance that our concerns will be addressed, without delaying the project for years.

In conclusion, we would like to be able to support the Restoration Project, and we hope that our actions will help make the Project more successful by resolving issues not considered in the initial design. Public support is critical for the success of the Restoration Project, since our local members will be the de-facto trustees of the fish living in our backyards – but this public support cannot be won without a fundamental shift in agency policies, combined with a first-rate, Conservancy-led science program. We are ready to do our part, and invite your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Robert Lee, Secretary

Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy
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