ISRP Comment/Question: There is overlap of tasks within two proposals: 9000501 and 8902401. Both projects intend to measure survival of juvenile salmon and steelhead using PIT tag technology. 

Response: The ISRP suggests that this is a duplication of effort.  While our work may appear duplicative, it is actually a coordinated effort split between two ongoing projects in order to optimize the use of personnel and equipment.  As stated in the proposal, all Umatilla Basin projects are coordinated annually through an Annual Operation Plan and monthly through the Management, Monitoring and Evaluation Oversight Committee.  Each project has objectives that require them to be at each of two separate tagging locations.  The ODFW Research Office in Hermiston, Oregon is close to one of the tagging locations where hatchery and wild smolts are captured and tagged (Three Mile Dam RM 4.1).  The CTUIR Research Office is much closer to the headwaters where wild smolts are captured and tagged (RM 70-90).  Logistical consequences of geography dictate that the most efficient use of manpower is for both projects to PIT tag wild smolts at each end of the basin as originally proposed.  ISRP could argue that if we PIT tag naturally produced juvenile salmonids in the headwaters, there would be no need for tagging at TMD.  However, our primary objective is to examine survival rates and migration timing.  By tagging groups near the mouth and in the headwaters, considerable inference can be obtained by examining differential survival and migration timing of groups tagged and released at the different locations.  At Three Mile Falls Dam, ODFW is already tagging hatchery fish.  Their work with hatchery smolts requires them to handle wild fish.  Why not have them tag wild fish while the fish are in hand?  It is possible for one project to tag at Three Mile Dam (RM 4.1) and in the headwaters (RMs 80-90), but it would require personnel to travel from 1.5 to 3 hours extra each day. 

ISRP Comment/Question: To be realistic, the proposal to estimate smolt-to-adult return rates should include an analysis of the numbers of juveniles that would need to be tagged and the corresponding numbers of adults to be recovered in order to accomplish a useful estimate. 

Response: Detailed discussion regarding smolt-to-adult survival estimates was deleted from the proposal for two reasons.  First, the proposal requirements limited the total number of pages of text.  Second, smolt-to-adult survival estimates are a secondary part of the PIT-tagging objective and will only be estimated if possible.  The managers suggest that smolt-to-adult survival information is critical, but budget cuts have reduced the statement of work and personnel in half.  However, the tribes always pursue an opportunity to learn more about salmon and steelhead in their basin when possible.  Determining smolt-to-adult survival will be possible only through the successful completion of the following three conditions: 1) The successful development and implementation of PIT tag detectors (for adults) in the fish ladders of the mainstem dams (this is the primary uncertainty and depends on other projects); 2) At current tagging rates, smolt to adult survival of wild steelhead will need to be 0.6% or better to obtain a reliable estimate, and 3) Workers must capture and tag enough wild steelhead to utilize the 5,000 available tags. 

The first condition depends on projects beyond the scope of influence.  ISRP assumed that PIT tags would be collected from adults harvested or used for brood stock. Their error is understandable if they confused PIT tags with coded wire tags.  Coded wire tags and PIT tags are  different types of tags, with different tagging rates, different tagging methods, and different recovery methods.  In the proposal, at the top of page 24, it is noted that the strategy for estimating the smolt-to-adult survival was based on PIT tag detections at mainstem dams.  These detections are contingent on the successful development and implementation of PIT tag detectors for adult salmonids in the ladders of the Columbia River dams (the juvenile detection systems are in place and functioning, but the adult detection systems are in development).   The detection of PIT tags (in adults as they move upstream through the ladders) is the only strategy suggested for the successful estimation of smolt-to-adult survival using small numbers of PIT tags (<10,000/year). 

The second condition may, or may not, be met.  Smolt-to-adult survival rates for Umatilla River wild steelhead have never been directly estimated.  The literature reports the survival rates of wild steelhead can be considerably higher than survival rates of hatchery steelhead smolts.  The smolt-to-adult survival rates for Umatilla hatchery steelhead have generally ranged from 0.3 to 1.4% (Rowan 1999).  It is expect that Umatilla wild steelhead smolt-to-adult survival could range from 0.4 to 2.5%.  PIT tagging 5,000 wild steelhead smolts with a mean survival rate of 0.6% would produce 30 adult steelhead detections at the mainstem ladders and provide a reasonable estimate of smolt-to-adult survival.  The actual results will likely vary from year to and may be different than expected. 

The third condition (tagging enough fish) can be met if both M&E projects work cooperatively to PIT tag wild steelhead smolts at their respective locations.  If the ISRP is interested in smolt-to-adult survival rates they should favor the coordination and cooperation of this project (9000501, Natural Production M&E) and the ODFW project (8902401, Juvenile Outmigration Studies).  However, the current recommended level of funding will reduce the total number of tags.  Ten to fifteen adult recoveries are expected.  If smolt to adult return rates are higher than 0.6% then the detection of adults would increase proportionally.  Until we have some initial estimates, we recommend additional tags and manpower to increase this number; however, budget constraints have dictated a reduced tagging program.  

Please remember that the smolt-to-adult survival estimate is not the only objective for PIT tagging.  Determining smolt outmigration survival and timing is still the primary function of the PIT tagging effort.  PIT tagging would still be a valuable tool even without obtaining a smolt-to-adult survival estimate.  

ISRP Comment/Question: All of the monitoring and evaluation proposals for the Umatilla Basin describe objectives to monitor natural production. There should be some monitoring of natural production, but this proposal seems overly broad.

Response: Rather than trying to understand how all the Umatilla Basin projects work together, the ISRP seems to jump to conclusions that projects are poorly coordinated.  Many of their comments indicate they missed some information contained in the proposal or they did not understand it.  On one hand, ISRP wants more monitoring and evaluation and criticizes a number of Umatilla Basin projects for not having an M&E component.  On the other hand, they criticize the M&E projects for being “overly broad.”  It appears that they cannot decide if they favor monitoring and evaluation.  

To assist the ISRP and those who read their comments, we restate the following:  

All Umatilla Basin projects are closely coordinated.  The M&E projects conduct the M&E tasks for all the basin projects (see section 7, page 15, section 8 a. page 16, section 8 b. page 20, section 8 c. pages 20 and 21, section 8 f. page 28, and section 10 page 37 of the FY2000 proposal). 

For example, the Natural Production M&E project PIT tags smolts to evaluate survival through the lower Umatilla River (to evaluate survival of wild smolts after enhancing fish passage, water quality and water quantity).  ODFW’s Juvenile Outmigration M&E project conducts similar activities with hatchery smolts (logistics favor the splitting of these tasks among several projects, see comments above).  The hatchery M&E project conducts routine hatchery M&E, evaluates general production groups, and researches the effectiveness of different hatchery rearing techniques.  Because of the existing hatchery M&E program, the Hatchery and Satellite Facility Operation and Maintenance Projects do not have M&E tasks.  In addition, the UBNPME project (9000501) conducts the fisheries M&E work for the habitat enhancement project. 

ISRP comment/Question: With respect to monitoring potential spawning sites, the workload seems formidable. Perhaps some of the questions could be answered in smaller bites. There is a need to streamline the activities. Monitoring at index sites could answer the same questions.

Response: The ISRP suggests that spawning surveys be reduced to index areas.  We agree.  In fact we have been conducting spawning surveys at index areas for ten years.  Please read Task A in Objective 1 of the proposal on page 6, which states, “Document the number of redds and examine carcasses in index areas….”  However, several index areas cannot provide adequate monitoring in the Umatilla Basin for four stocks of salmon and steelhead.  Biologists working in the field for more than 30 years have found that redd densities are variable from year to year.  Furthermore, the areas with the highest redd densities are also variable.  Because of the variability of environmental conditions and the response of the adult salmon and steelhead, it is critical that reaches outside of the index areas are examined occasionally.  This additional information enhances the confidence of the index site data and provides information on the utilization of spawning habitat by chinook and coho salmon that have been extinct from the basin for more than 70 years.  To limit all surveys to a few areas would reduce the utility and quality of the data.  It would also limit understanding of how hatchery salmon utilize spawning habitat in an under-seeded basin in a restoration setting.  Spawning surveys also provide CWT recoveries critical to other M&E projects.  Reducing spawning surveys would increase the number of CWT adults sacrificed at TMD.  Currently, these chinook are allowed to spawn naturally because enough CWTs can be recovered off the spawning grounds.
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