CTUIR Responses to ISRP review for Lamprey Research and Restoration Project 199402600
Comments:

“The sponsors need to explain why they believe that conditions in the upstream migration corridor in the Umatilla are the major factors limiting adult lamprey abundance rather than passage at the mainstem dams.” 
The major problem for adult migration and thus abundance is the mainstem dams.  NOAA, University of Idaho, and USCOE are working specifically on lamprey passage at the mainstem dams.  We still get lampreys migrating into the upper Columbia River basin with these problems at the dams; however, the adult lampreys may have problems in the tributaries from over allocation of water for agriculture.  The issue of dewatering is serious and the low head diversion dams that provide the water may also inhibit migration fig 1.
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Figure 1. Number of lampreys counted at the John Day and McNary dams and the discharge at Umatilla, Oregon in the Umatilla River during the peak of the spawning migration in 2005. The peak migration occurred in July at both the John Day and McNary dams, when discharge was lowest in the Umatilla River; nearly all flows are diverted at Three Mile Falls Dam for irrigation.

Since other agencies are trying to address passage at mainstem dams, then we should address the other major impediments in the tributaries.  

“ The proposal would be improved by more background material on possible passage problems for lamprey in the Umatilla watershed (eg number of dams, descriptions, etc)”

There about 8 low head diversion dams on the Umatilla River.  If low head diversions are a passage problem, think about how many are in the tributaries in the Columbia River Basin.  Obviously, just because salmon can pass does not mean lamprey can.

“ If mainstem passage is the principle cause of low adult abundances then improvements in the migration corridor in the Umatilla Basin may have little impact on adult returns.”

 We agree that if mainstem passage is not improved, we may not see major increases in adult abundance.  However, this spring we have caught over 25 adult lampreys in traps for the first time.  If we do not fix the migration corridor problems in the tributaries then what is to become of the lamprey that do make it to the Umatilla but cannot pass the low head diversions.
“The literature review is adequate but the cited references to the sea lamprey may not be relevant.”
When we are lacking knowledge we use a closely related species.

“Alternative hypotheses concerning factors affecting survival should be mentioned, especially estuarine and marine factors.”
We agree that there is not much know about the impacts on lamprey by changing estuaries and the marine environment including the food web.

“Relationships to other project: The tie-in with other lamprey projects is mentioned, especially with 20070220 (stress/Cdna microarrays).”
We never mentioned 20070220 (stress/Cdna microarrays) and are not tied into that project.

“The proposal seems somewhat in isolation from non-lamprey projects and might benefit from collaboration with people working on stream habitat.”
We do not think that in stream habitat is limiting larvae or spawning adults.

“We found no mention of the Lamprey Workshop sponsored by CRITFC in 2004.  This is a serious omission from this proposal.”

We had a representative attend.  Not mentioning the workshop is not a serious omission.  

The CTUIR has led the basin in lamprey research and in the past held symposium to share knowledge.  We are not funded to put on symposia.  If lamprey symposia are carried out in the basin we will present our work.  We are already part of the lamprey technical workgroup and were team leader for several years.
“The proposal makes no mention of lamprey work being conducted elsewhere, as for example in the Deschutes River (proposal 200201600).”

We would cite others work if it was published in anything other that grey literature.

“Project History:  For example, it is not clear whether the sponsors believe that outplanting of lamprey has been effective or not.  What has been learned about stock genetics that is relevant to the project? What conclusions can be drawn from the pheromone studies about migratory cues and how is it relevant to lamprey restoration in the Umatilla?”

We know that larval production has increased from outplantings.  Larval life stage is from 4-6 years, therefore we expect increases in outmigrant young adults in 2005, 2006, and on.  In 2005/2006 over 25 adults were trapped which is a huge increase from 1 or 2 adult lampreys.  Yes it seems to be working and we are working on a manuscript to communicate those results.  We used AFLP markers to examine the stock structure form California to Alaska and Japan.  We are working on manuscript right now.  The pheromone studies were subcontracted to USGS for about three years.  The CTUIR was not satisfied with the progress and quality of data.  Therefore, we have begun to answer these questions ourselves with assistance from Dr. Weiming Li at Michigan State University.  CTUIR has extracted washings from spermiating and ovulating adult pacific lamprey.  In addition, we are going to examine the migratory pheromones emitted by larvae.  We think that it is key to know if Pacific lampreys are attracted to Rivers based on migratory pheromone.  If the lampreys share  common pheromones , then we may be able to use synthetic pheromone (already synthesized for sea lamprey) to attract Pacific lampreys into traps or into rivers for restoration. Fine et al. 2005 has shown that several species of lamprey larvae emit the same compounds.  In addition, migratory pheromone may be useful to trap adults below the Mainstem dams and release the migrants above the dams as a temporary technological fix.
“Objectives: Objective2, relating to pheramones is poorly justified and its relevance to lamprey recovery is unclear.”

We disagree, this objective is clear.  Yes, the great lakes folks are using to kill sea lamprey but we still use the same biology, its just different management.  Objective 2 should not be eliminated.

“Tasks (work elements ) and methods:  Statistical aspects of estimating larval lamprey in the sediments may be questioned see 200001400 (lamprey in Cedar Creek WA).”

The Journal of Great lakes Research vol. 29 (slade et al., and steeves et al.) has a couple of articles regarding our methods.  We are not using trap counts to number of per square meter in the Umatilla.
“For others, such as the in-river behavioral studies, description of the design and methods is insufficient.”
Yes, we have structures identified that can aid lamprey, but their success depends upon proper site location.  The first year without structures is needed to obtain high resolution data on lamprey movement to determine the best site for application.
“The sponsors seem to be working under the assumption that lamprey do not home with fidelity and that their genetic structure is not substantively different from other stocks.”
Our data using AFLP markers has shown that there seems to be some population structuring with GST values similar to some salmon stocks.  We are analyzing the data right now.  
“1.  The project history should be revised.  It is presented by year and not by objective.”

The project history is presented by year with objectives clearly stated in bold in each year.  There are plenty of supporting data with graphs.

“2.  Examination of effects of dams on migrations of adults should focus upon questions such as”

We think it is important to establish that they are a problem first, then we can focus on specific problem areas to help the lamprey passage.

Programmatic Comments

We agree that more should be done to answer the estuarine and marine environment questions.

