Response to ISRP Comments, FY 07-09 Solicitation
7/14/2006

TO:  Northwest Power and Conservation Council and the ISRP

FROM: Tim Whitesel, Columbia River Fisheries Program Office, USFWS

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to ISRP comments on proposal 20001400.  We attempted to clearly identify each ISRP comment and address each point by point.  Included in our response you should find 1) this cover letter (200001400_ISRPresponse_0709.doc) which was uploaded into Section 10, 2) a revised narrative (20001400n_revised.doc) that was also uploaded into Section 10, and 3) appropriate revisions to Sections 1-9 that were done on-line.  Please contact me (timothy_whitesel@fws.gov) if you have any additional questions.  
Point By Point ISRP Comments

ISRP Comment 1:  The Project History needs to include a clearer presentation of results and accomplishments, organized by the objectives in the original proposal, not by year. A synthesis of results from the past six years work -- a bottom line -- also is needed. The M&E part of the proposal needs to be expanded. Currently, the M&E aspects of the proposal read like a plan to develop an M&E plan. The sponsors need to indicate whether ongoing monitoring work will continue and, if so, provide objectives for this work. The Quantitative Assessment Sampling Program needs further explanation. 

Sponsor’s Response:  ISRP Comment 1 appears to be a summary of the following, section-specific comments.  Responses to these summary comments were included in the specific responses below and in the revised narrative.
ISRP Comment 2:  Technical and scientific background: The proposal provides an excellent explanation of lamprey ecology and a comprehensive literature review, including an acknowledgement of the possible importance of the marine environment. The proposal, however, does not explain the specific situation in Cedar Creek very well. There is no map of the watershed and so the location of the sampling sites, barriers etc. cannot be determined. The year-to-year narrative could be summarized in a few tables. There is a lot of qualitative description (mean values without variances, some of the sample sizes seem very small). 

Sponsor’s Response:  The ‘Technical and Scientific Background’ narrative was revised to include an explanation of the specific situation in Cedar Creek and a map of the Lewis River subbasin.  As part of their comments on ‘Technical and Scientific Background’ as well as ‘Project History’ the reviewers also comment on the need for a summary of the year-to-year text.  Rather than revise the narrative in both places and include redundant information, a summary of the year-to-year text was provided in the revised ‘Project History’ narrative. (see Revised Narrative)
ISRP Comment 3:  Rationale and significance to subbasin plans and regional programs: The proposal clearly outlines relationships to three subbasin plans. The proposed work appears to address critical uncertainties identified by the Columbia River Basin Lamprey Technical Workgroup. 

Sponsor’s Response:  The proposed work specifically addresses critical uncertainties identified by the Columbia River Basin Lamprey Technical Workgroup (CRLTWG) (see Stone et al. 2005).  Specifically, the CRLTWG report prioritized critical uncertainties for anadromous lamprey as those associated with 1) status, 2) passage, 3) population delineation, 4) limiting factor analysis, 6) biology and ecology and 7) populations dynamics.  The work we are proposing is directly related to the priorities identified in the CRBLTW report.  We are proposing to continue research and generate data to a) develop standardized sampling protocols to assess adult and juvenile abundance and distribution (priorities 1, 4, 6, 7), b) define, improve, and continue distribution and abundance indices (priorities 1, 4, 7), c) document habitat preferences and habitat availability for various life stages of anadromous lamprey (priorities 4, 6), e) assess life history characteristics (priority 6). (see Revised Narrative)
ISRP Comment 4:  Relationships to other projects: The sponsors identify relationships with three lamprey projects, and the sponsors are active in the Lamprey Technical Working Group. They state that the related projects are attempting to use similar sampling protocols. Otherwise there does not seem to be any direct collaboration among projects. 

Sponsor’s Response:  In addition to the work we are proposing to continue, BPA has funded lamprey projects in the Umatilla River (199402600), Idaho (200002800), and Warms Springs Reservation (200201600).  Furthermore, a new proposal for lamprey work (200716500) has been submitted under the FY 07-09 solicitation.  The project we are proposing would continue to include direct collaboration with the sponsors of each of the these projects on (for example) experimental design, sampling techniques, and interpretation of results.  In addition, the USGS, USFWS and CRITFC have proposed to work collaboratively as co-investigators on Project 200716500.  Furthermore, BPA currently funds the Collaborative Systemwide Monitoring and Evaluation Project (CSMEP) (200303600).  Personnel from the project we are proposing would participate regularly in the CSMEP process and, through this collaboration, insure that lamprey are included in CSMEP considerations.  Finally, the Northwest Power and Conservation Council, ISRP, BPA, and CBFWA managers have indicated that the Columbia River Lamprey Technical Workgroup (CRLTW) should be the primary group helping to provide guidance and coordination as well as foster collaboration between lamprey projects funded by BPA.  The work we are proposing includes collaboration, specifically through the CRLTW, on (for example) experimental design, sampling techniques, and interpretation of results as well as information transfer and assistance to managers.
The tasks in the proposed project reflect activities called for in three subbasin planning documents (Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery and Fish and Wildlife Subbasin, Lower Columbia and Columbia Estuary Bi-State Subbasin as well as NF and EF Lewis River Subbasin), and in the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.  The proposed project will be conducted in collaboration with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife to evaluate and determine ecological relationships of fish populations in Cedar Creek.  This collaborative efforts is designed to guide and evaluate coordinated habitat protection, restoration, and enhancement projects ongoing in the basin by Clark County, National Resource Conservation Service, Clark County Conservation District, Pacificorps, and Fish First.  (see Revised Narrative).

ISRP Comment 5:  Project history: Quite a bit of work appears to have been done since 2000, but the way in which the results are presented and, in some cases, the unnecessary level of detail makes assessment of the project’s progress extremely difficult. The results should be organized by objectives in the original proposal so that progress toward accomplishing the objectives can be assessed. A map of the basin is needed for reference. Data and results of analyses are given in the text, but tables or graphs could provide better way of displaying the results and especially trends through the years. The results should be synthesized and major conclusions should be stated. Major knowledge gaps should be identified. The project history should provide a clear justification for future work.

Sponsor’s Response:  The narrative was revised by organizing the project history around the project objectives (rather than year) and a map of Cedar Creek was included.  To help summarize the text, tables and graphs (including trend through time) were added to the narrative.  Additional quantitative descriptions were included in the narrative.  Major conclusions were added to the narrative as were major knowledge gaps and a further justification for future work. (see Revised Narrative) 
The work we are proposing to continue will complement other lamprey projects as well as assist lamprey management in the Columbia River Basin.  All of the lamprey projects currently or potentially funded by BPA have components associated with assessments of lamprey abundance or distribution.  With the exception of the work we are proposing, all of the projects also occur above one or more of the mainstem hydropower facilities.  The work we are proposing will provide information to other biologists on, for example, larval capture efficiency or the utility of probablistic sampling frameworks for monitoring adults.  By providing information on lamprey from a tributary below any mainstem dam, or a reference tributary, data from the proposed work will also aid in evaluating the impacts of the hyrdopower system to lamprey. 

ISRP Comment 6:  Objectives: The sponsors make a reasonable case that improvements in sampling methodology are needed to more accurately estimate lamprey abundance. The objectives, however, are broad and often only generally relate to the actual tasks. For example, Objective 1 is “Provide information to assess the distribution and habitat associations as well as abundance and status of Pacific lamprey ammocoetes (larvae)” but the actual objective is to estimate capture probability and gear efficiency. The tasks are well focused and quantitative, and relate to habitat as well as population dynamics and behavior. The schedule for research results is well laid out.

Sponsor’s Response:  The narrative of the proposal was revised to add specificity to the objectives (see Revised Narrative). 
ISRP Comment 7:  The proposed work is largely experimental and directed at improving sampling methods. Does this mean that the adult and larval assessments that were ongoing for six years will be discontinued? 

Sponsor’s Response:  The adult and larval assessments that have been ongoing for six years will continue and the time series of information will be maintained by the proposed work.  To increase the quality of the information gained from these assessments, we will attempt to improve sampling methods and, consequently, our ability to assess adult and larval lamprey distribution and abundance. (see Revised Narrative)
ISRP Comment 8:  A better explanation and justification for the proposed Quantitative Assessment Sampling Program is needed. What is this program and how is this approach different from what is currently being done? Why is it needed? Has this Program been coordinated with other lamprey projects and the Lamprey Technical Working Group? 

Sponsor’s Response:  While management goals for Pacific lamprey in the northwest and sea lamprey in the Great Lakes are different, many of the fundamental information needs are the same for both species.  A relatively large amount of time, effort and resources have been directed toward the active management of sea lamprey.  Part of this effort has resulted in biologists in the Great Lakes region developing a Quantitative Assessment Sampling (QAS) Program for sea lamprey.  The QAS program is a rigorous approach to providing information on the distribution, abundance and status of sea lamprey.  Biologists in the Great Lakes developed this approach, in part, because they found that qualitative information was insufficient for the adequate management of sea lamprey.  While this program is well developed for sea lamprey, no such program exists for lamprey in the northwest.  Furthermore, a rigorous, quantitative, large-scale approach to assessing lamprey populations in the CRB does not currently exist.  
The narrative of the proposed project was revised to include a description of the QAS program for sea lamprey, how it is different than what is currently being done for Pacific lamprey and why it is needed for Pacific lamprey.  The work being proposed will build off previous and future work in Cedar Creek which provides basic but necessary information for Pacific lamprey, and use that information to help develop a QAS program for lamprey in the Lewis River subbasin.  The QAS process and program that is developed for Pacific lamprey in the Lewis River subbasin would provide a template for quantitative and consistent sampling of Pacific lamprey throughout the CRB.  This approach would fit directly with regional approaches to coordinated, systemwide assessments (i.e. CSMEP).  The CRLTW assisted in the development of the QAS program objective of the proposed work and, in part, developed proposal 200716500 in response to the need to base the management of Pacific lamprey on quantitative assessments.  (see revised Narrative)
ISRP Comment 9:  Has there been any concern that lamprey might react to pesticides that reach the water due to agricultural application? Lipid sampling might provide an avenue for detection.

Sponsor’s Response:  We agree that lipid sampling might provide an avenue for detecting pesticide accumulation in larval lamprey and that lamprey may react to pesticides.  Unfortunately, while such sampling could be useful, it is beyond the scope of this proposal.
ISRP Comment 10:  Tasks (work elements) and methods: With some exceptions, the proposal pays good attention to sampling details, efficiency, and statistical aspects of population enumeration. Methods are clearly explained. The development of "predictive models of capture efficiency" is not well explained. However the model (whatever it is) will be verified by ground-truthing larvae abundance.

Sponsor’s Response:  Task 1.4 of the proposed work includes using “the information from Tasks 1.1-1.3 to develop predictive models of capture efficiency”.  The information derived from Tasks 1.1-1.3 is associated with the influence of larval size, density and habitat on capture efficiency.  From this information we will develop a model (or models) that predict (or estimate) what larval capture efficiency would be (or how it is influenced) under various conditions of larval size, density and the habitat in which they are found.  For example, the capture efficiency (and probability of detection) for low densities of small larvae in cobble substrate may be much lower than that for high densities of large larvae in sand.  Theses differences may occur in a predictable manner.  This information is critical to determine the probability of making a false claim that larvae are absent as well as to estimating their distribution and abundance. (see Revised Narrative)
ISRP Comment 11:  Monitoring and evaluation: Monitoring programs for the research are explained but the sponsors do not plan on implementing "proven" M&E methods until 2012. "Routine assessments" would be needed after that, but there is no mention of who would do them. The proposal to develop a probabilistic sampling protocol to estimate total abundance is good.

Sponsor’s Response:  As part of the proposed work, we are planning to implement currently available methods to continue our assessment of lamprey abundance and distribution in Cedar Creek.  Concurrent with this work, the proposed work will also allow us to develop improved protocols to assess lamprey populations.  As methods are improved they will be adapted into the assessment protocols.  Both of these activities would occur from FY 07-09.  Given that lamprey are a trust species of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), it would be appropriate for the FWS to coordinate with the Lamprey Technical Working Group and conduct routine assessments after FY 09. (see Revised Narrative)
ISRP Comment 12:  Facilities, equipment, and personnel are adequate.
Sponsor’s Response:  None required.
ISRP Comment 13:  Information transfer: Results will be disseminated via quarterly and annual reports, peer-reviewed publications, and presentations at professional meetings. The sponsors have a good track record of peer reviewed papers, reports, and public presentations. Data are archived and available to the public. The plan for immediate sharing of results is excellent, but discussion of long-term storage of appropriate data and meta-data is not provided.

Sponsor’s Response:  Long-term storage of the appropriate data and metadata generated from this project will be done by the Columbia River Fisheries Program of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  As appropriate, data will be stored in both hard and electronic form and available on request.
ISRP Comment 14:  Benefits to focal and non-focal species: Focal species likely will benefit from the work. The proposed research will yield new information on all species of lampreys in the basin. The sponsors should consider effects of trapping and electrofishing on focal salmonids, non-salmonids, and mammals. The sponsors do not discuss precautions that would be taken to reduce effects on non-target species such as salmonids.

Sponsor’s Response:  Precautions have been taken to reduce the effects of sampling on non-target species, such as salmonids.  Electrofishing techniques (frequency, voltage, etc.) used to capture larval and juvenile lamprey are significantly different than those used to capture salmonids.  When electrofishing for lamprey, salmon have an opportunity to leave the area being sampled and are generally not stunned (no tetanus is induced) by the electrofishing techniques used for larval and juvenile lamprey.  Techniques used to capture adult lamprey include pot-type traps, which have only captured adult lamprey.  Adult lamprey are also collected as (essentially) by-catch in salmon and steelhead traps operated by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW).  Foot surveys are also conducted to enumerate adult lamprey and lamprey nests.  If adult steelhead are encountered during these surveys, surveyors walk away from the steelhead to minimize impact to their spawning. (see revised Narrative)
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