ISRP Comment/Question: This is a new proposal to take over a trap facility for obtaining spawning stock of rainbow trout.

Response: This is not a new proposal.  It was submitted several years ago, but was placed in Tier 2 due to funding limits.  The proposal was not described as a request to “take over” a trap facility; it was described as a project to construct a facility that does not now exist.  Currently, egg collection is accomplished by use of an Oneida Lake trap that is set each spring to capture mature redband rainbow for egg taking.  The success of this operation is totally dependent on surface water temperature.  The trap floats at the water’s surface.  As the surface water temperature rises above 59(F, egg survival and/or egg viability decreases to zero.  This reduces the ability to produce fish in the numbers possible relative to the numbers of eggs potentially available. Additionally, the strictly passive nature of the trap’s operation does not allow for the full utilization of the adults in the lake.

ISRP Comment/Question: Although the group liked the idea of replacing stocking of coastal rainbow trout with local redband rainbow trout, the proposal should consider the potential negative effects of using a single source of fish for stocking on the genetic characteristics of native populations.

Response: The source of the redband stock is not a single source.  Replacement fish are taken from up to nine tributaries of FDR Lake.  These tributary stocks have been identified by genetic analysis to be 100% redband rainbow.  As more tributary stocks are identified as pure redband they will surely be candidates for use in this project. 

The coastal stock of rainbow now being released into FDR Lake via the netpen project has shown a desire to migrate through Grand Coulee Dam during drawdowns for flood protection and facility maintenance.  Tags from marked rainbow have been recovered from as far downstream as the mouth of the Columbia River.  This could very well imply a potential negative genetic impact to many native Columbia River stocks.  It has been claimed that the current hatchery stock of mostly coastal rainbow are fall spawners and cannot mix with native spring spawners.  This is not true.  The spawn timing of the Spokane Hatchery stock of rainbow has been manipulated through selection of early spawners for nearly 60 years to spawn in December.  This was done so that fry releases from this stock coincided with the following year’s spring zooplankton blooms.  This arrangement was created to accommodate the need to provide an efficient and inexpensive recreational fishery in lakes.  Fish that survive natural and harvest mortality to maturity will spawn in the spring like most other native rainbow stocks.

ISRP Comment/Question: There would be obligations for construction and operation in the future, however.  There is a good background and rationale for the use of native trout in supplementation.  There is construction as well as O&M.  The exact facility and equipment is left unclear.

Response: The design phase ($25,000) is intended to determine future funding requirements.  Construction will include acquisition of electrical power to the site.  Estimates by Avista indicate this cost to be $20-$25,000.  The trap and associated pumping equipment will require the remaining $100,000.  

Prior to completing the design process, the concept for the facility includes a two-chambered concrete trap and holding structure constructed of concrete.  The trap side of the chamber will be equipped with a triangular shaped “throat” that allows entry to the trap but excludes exiting.  There will be a ladder leading to the trap entrance from the lake.  This will also be concrete.  The second chamber will function as a holding pen for unripe fish.  

The water source for the trap and holding pen will be pumped lake water.  Due to the warming of lake surface watering the later weeks of the spawning operation, an intake will be suspended at the twenty foot depth to take advantage of the constant 50(F water temperature.  This pump arrangement will require a fifteen horsepower pump and associated electrical supplies.

ISRP Comment/Question: The project seems to have been ongoing since 1996, but the proposal presents no project history.

Response: Page three, Section 4 of the project proposal identifies fish produced for the previous three years.  In PART II-NARRATIVE, d.  Project history (for ongoing projects), the project sponsor was led to believe that this item pertained to BPA funded projects.  A brief history of the project is described in Section 8, part a. on page 6 of the proposal.

ISRP Comment/Question: There is confusion about funding history.



Response: There is no funding history other than the original donation of the Oneida Lake trap by local fishing clubs.  Agency personnel have operated the trap under existing budgets.

ISRP Comment/Question: It (the project) is related to a project that monitor these fish, but what about monitoring the impact on other Fish?

Response: The Lake Roosevelt Monitoring Program (9404300) has the capability to do this.  An initial pilot study to assess use of these fish in Roosevelt is actually being started this year (1999).

ISRP Comment/Question: There is no explanation of why and how they will increase from $26k (fish ?) To $500k (fish?).

Response: The ability to maximize adult capture and egg viability will serve to justify increasing the size of the brood population.  A safe and effective trap facility that provides appropriate water temperature for egg ripening, and the ability to capture a majority of the adults, will allow for the increase in egg production.

ISRP Comment/Question: There is a weakly justified budget with little cross-correlation between objectives and costs.

Response: In Objective schedules and costs, 66.66% of the total proposed amount is needed to engineer and design the facility as well as to complete the NEPA and other permit requirements.  It is difficult to break this down in relation to actual construction cost prior to having the results of the design process.  This is a totally new facility. It does not now exist.

The remaining 16.7% of the cost is required to contribute to the operation of the Colville Hatchery where the eggs will be incubated, hatched, and reared prior to being transferred to net pens or other facilities for additional rearing as required.

