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General Comments:
In my opinion, this is an excellent recovery plan. It ensures that California tiger salamanders will remain present across a meaningful percentage of their current range (6.5% of the area in the delineated management units) rather than only being protected in a handful of reserves. The latter approach would ensure the survival of the California tiger salamander in a “living zoo” such that ecotourists could visit it, but would not allow it to fulfill its historic ecological role in relatively pristine ecosystems. The current plan does allow for this possibility, which is particularly important in the case of the California tiger salamander, as this species plays a very important role in the vernal pool ecosystem. California tiger salamanders are top predators in the ephemeral water bodies that used to be found throughout central California and thus play an important role in shaping those food webs. They also have the potential to act as an umbrella species for many other listed species found in central California’s vernal pool grasslands. There are 91 other listed species that coexist with the California tiger salamander, and without the protection afforded to the California tiger salamander, many of these other species would not receive adequate protection, either because their listing status (e.g. species of special concern) does not ensure legal protection for their habitat, or because they are relatively understudied and thus their need for large blocks of contiguously protected habitat is undocumented. In contrast, long-term field studies on the California tiger salamander have documented its relatively long breeding migrations, thus providing clear evidence of its need for large blocks of protected habitat including both upland and aquatic habitat types. Obviously the amount of vernal pool grassland habitat that this recovery plan targets to preserve is still miniscule compared to the amount of this habitat type that used to occur in central California (presumably most of the Central Valley used to be vernal pool grasslands occupied by California tiger salamanders). However, I still feel that this recovery plan is a very positive step in the right direction.
I do want to point out that in the case of eight of the 27 management units delineated in this recovery plan, the number of breeding ponds that are targeted for preservation is more than the total number of breeding ponds known to occur in that area. Those management units are: Dunnigan Hills, Central Valley West Side, Farmington, Oakdale/Waterford, San Luis NWR, South East Diablo, Peachtree, and Bitterwater. Five of these eight management units have already been called out on page III-7 as areas that need additional surveys. My guess is that once these management units are properly surveyed, the number of breeding ponds targeted for preservation will seem reasonable. However, if extensive surveys indicate that the natural extent of California tiger salamander habitat in these areas is small, the target number of preserves in these management units may need to be revised.

Specific Comments:
I-3 line 1: Eggs hatch slower in colder water.
I-3 paragraph 2, first sentence: I’m not really sure what this is trying to say. On average, the replacement rate for California tiger salamanders must be equal to one. In other words, over the course of her lifetime, each mature female must produce enough female offspring that one of them survives to maturity. If this was not the case, the species would disappear. This is true of all species, so why say that the lifetime reproductive success of California tiger salamanders is low? Also, on average between 1/3 and ½ of mature females probably breed in each year (Trenham and Shaffer 2005). Is this considered infrequent breeding? Perhaps it is.
I-3 paragraph 4, lines 9-10: Rotifers and water fleas are not insects and Branchinecta should be capitalized.
I-3 paragraph 4, last line: Carabidae, Noctuidae, and Collembola should not be italicized. Also, it should be “Noctuidae (larvae)”.
I-4 paragraph 4, line 7: Metamorph production range from a high of 3,115 in one year (2006) to zero just one year later (2007).
I-5 paragraph 1, lines 3-5: What does this sentence mean?
I-5 paragraph 3, line 9: Sometimes at Hastings significant numbers of metamorphs emerge in August. I would thus recommend that breeding habitat dry down at least one month prior to the fall rains rather than “before August or September”. One month prior to the fall rains is the recommendation in Section III. Recovery Action Narrative and Implementation Schedule, and I think that is a better recommendation.
I-10 paragraph 1, line 4: How can California tiger salamanders be “more” susceptible to road mortality when there isn’t another species that they are being compared with?
I-10 paragraph 2, line 14: The Salinas Valley, which is in Monterey County has already been mentioned, so why is this “also” threatened with hybridization?
III-4 Number 1.2.3: I think that there need to be clarification on this recommendation that California tiger salamander breeding ponds hold water for three months. This is the minimum amount of time needed for successful metamorphosis (the shortest observed larval period during the eight-year study at Jepson Prairie was 84 days). Ponds with close to the minimum hydroperiod may be desirable at the edge of the hybrid swarm, since short hydroperiods should select for higher frequencies of native genes. However, elsewhere in the range, a longer hydroperiod is probably desired. Mean larval periods during years in which the Jepson California tiger salamander population increased varied between 136-178 days, which is considerably longer than three months.
V-8 paragraph 1, next to last line: 470 m2 has been converted to acres inaccurately.  It should be 0.12 acres, not 0.17 acres.
